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Commission staff prepared an initial staff report dated September 24, 2003 for County of Santa 
Barbara LCPA No. MAJ-3-02 that involves the Toro Canyon Planning Area. This was done in 
preparation for a hearing on the LCPA scheduled for October 8, 2003. That hearing was held 
with Commission action continued until the November Commission hearing. Based on 
testimony by the County of Santa Barbara, letters and comments from the public and 
discussion by the Commission at the October hearing, staff has prepared a revised set of 
suggested modifications for Commission consideration and possible adoption. Pursuant to 
Section 30517 of the Public Resources Code, the Commission must take action on this LCPA 
at the November hearing. The revised set of suggested modifications are contained in the staff 
report dated October 22, 2003. For purposes of review, staff has included both the revised set 
of suggested modifications and the initial staff report; however, it is the motions and revised 
suggested modifications in the October 22, 2003 document that staff recommends the 
Commission adopt. 

While much of the findings contained in the initial September 24th staff report still apply (such 
as findings for ESHA, steep slopes and public access), and while the findings dealing with 
water quality have already been revised to reflect the revisions made to the water quality 
suggested modifications, it is staff's intent to return at a subsequent Commission hearing with a 
revised set of findings following Commission action on the LCPA. 

The approach that staff took in preparing the revised suggested modifications in the October 
22"d staff report was to concentrate on those Coastal Act issues of major concern. Those 
issues include: protection of environmentally sensitive habitat; protection of slopes greater than 
30% from grading/landform alteration and removal of native vegetation; provisions for public 
access and visitor serving uses; shoreline development; water quality and preservation of 
agriculture. Staff is no longer recommending many of the suggested modifications that were 
contained in the September 24th staff report and which were drafted with the intent of providing 
guidance to the County for a future comprehensive LCP update. However, the suggested 
modifications that staff continues to recommend in the October 22"d document are those that 
staff considers absolutely necessary for the LCPA to be found in conformance with Chapter 3 
policies of the California Coastal Act. 
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SUBJECT: Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program Amendment No. MAJ-3-02 
(Toro Canyon Planning Area) for Public Hearing and Commission Action at 
the Thursday, November 6, 2003 Commission Meeting in San Pedro. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SUBMITTAL 

Santa Barbara County is requesting an amendment to the Land Use Plan and 
Implementation Plan portions of its certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) to designate the 
Toro Canyon Planning Area (hereafter "Toro Canyon"); add associated Toro Canyon 
goals, policies, actions, and development standards as described in the Toro Canyon Plan 
(hereafter "Plan"); and adopt implementing zoning district and overlay maps. Toro Canyon 
is located in southeastern Santa Barbara County, in the western portion of the Carpinteria 
Valley between the Santa Ynez Mountains and the Santa Barbara Channel. The 
amendment will result in changes to the certified Santa Barbara Coastal Land Use Plan 
(hereafter referred to as the LUP/CP) and to the certified Santa Barbara County Coastal 
Zoning Ordinance (hereafter referred to as the IP/CZO). 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff is recommending that the Commission, after public hearing, deny the amendment to 
the certified LCP as submitted; then approve, only if modified as revised by the 
suggested modifications. As submitted the Land Use Plan and Coastal Zoning Ordinance 
amendments are inconsistent with various policies in Chapter Three of the Coastal Act 
pertaining to land use, agriculture, hazards, public access, visual resources and protection 
of coastal waters and environmentally sensitive habitat areas. As modified the amendment 
is consistent with Chapter Three of the Coastal Act. The motions to accomplish this 
recommendation begin on page 8. The suggested modifications begin on page 10. 



STAFF NOTE 

Santa Barbara County 
Local Coastal Program Amendment 3-02 

Page2 

This LCP amendment was presented to the Commission at the October 8, 2003 hearing. 
The application was continued at this hearing due to concerns raised by the Commission 
regarding the level of detail of the Commission staff review and the ability of the County 
staff and public to digest the extensive recommended changes. At the Commission's 
request, this item has been rescheduled to be heard at the Commission's November 
hearing in San Pedro. The one-year time extension expires November 27, 2003 and 
therefore the Commission must act upon the subject LCP amendment at the 
November hearing. 

Staff has prepared a revised document based upon the Commission's recommendation at 
the October hearing to work with the County to focus changes and reduce the total 
number of suggested modifications to only the key resource issues. Commission staff met 
with the County Planning staff on October 16 and 21, 2003 to discuss the bulk of the 
resource issues. Though the Commission staff has made a considerable effort to 
reorganize, consolidate, and reduce the number of suggested modifications, the County 
staff has indicated that they believe modifications are not necessary. 

Additionally, the Commission's Water Quality Unit met separately with appropriate County 
staff to develop an alternative approach to apply appropriate water quality provisions given 
that the County is seeking the approval of a Storm Water Management Program through 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board and submitted the draft Plan to the RWQCB in 
August 2003. 

Because the changes in the staff recommendation reflect a consolidation and general 
reduction in suggested modifications and the overarching topics remain the same, staff 
notes that the findings in the September 24, 2003 report for the general resource sections 
(LCP Organization and Implementation, Scenic and Visual, Hazards, Watershed 
Protection, Agriculture, ESH, Public Access and Land Use) are adequate to support the 
revised recommendation. Therefore, the September 24, 2003 staff report and addendums 
are attached to this staff report and provide the findings for the revised staff 
recommendation, with one exception. The water quality findings are included in this report 
due to the change in approach to water quality recommendation. Staff recognizes that 
revised findings will be necessary based upon the Commission's final action at the 
November hearing. 

Approximately 2,150 acres are situated within the coastal zone portion of the Toro Canyon 
Area Plan. While this area is clearly only one small portion of the County's total land within 
the coastal zone, it is similar to the size of coastal zone jurisdictions of the neighboring 
Cities of Carpinteria (1 ,521 acres) and Santa Barbara {2,669 acres) and equal in its need 
for protection under the Coastal Act. The Commission has in the past, encouraged a more 
detailed review of comprehensive updates and LCP amendments. In this case, Santa 
Barbara County has submitted an area plan LCP amendment for one portion of its area 
within the coastal zone. The County does not anticipate an update of the existing 
Countywide LCP (certified in 1982) in the foreseeable future, and has historically 
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submitted individual Area Plans to the Commission for the geographic subareas within its 
jurisdiction. 

The Taro Canyon area provides a predominantly rural environment with significant 
agricultural development, including greenhouses, and pockets of residential development. 
Even with the significant development that has occurred, it is evident from reviewing aerial 
photographs of the area (see Exhibit 16) that there are still significant natural resources 
remaining in the area such as continuous Southern Coast Live Oak Forest along Taro 
Canyon Creek and the native chaparral community remaining on the steep slopes leading 
up to Paredon Ridge. It is also evident that Santa Barbara County, similar to many coastal 
communities throughout California, faces increasing development pressure for residential 
and agricultural growth. Taro Canyon is no exception. Agriculture has historically resulted 
in the removal of vegetation that would by today's standards be considered ESH, in some 
cases lies adjacent to major creek corridors, and has moved ever farther up onto steeper 
slopes such as orchards on 30% slopes. The residential pressures are equally as strong. 
The rural location and larger parcels sizes are ideal for increasing mansionization, with 
proposals for large-scale residential developments that may include a host of accessory 
uses (sports courts, caretaker residence, art studio, etc.) and a primary residence of 
immense proportions (up to 20,000 sq. ft.). This type of residential development is 
particularly detrimental to the long-term viability of agriculture when such extensive 
residential compounds are developed on agricultural parcels. Over time, as each parcel 
gets developed with larger and more residential development, the agricultural potential is 
reduced. 

As recognized by the County through this effort, the Taro Canyon area is constrained and 
cannot support development pressures of this nature. As a result, the County is proposing 
the downzoning of many agricultural parcels and has provided a host of additional policies 
in the Taro Canyon Plan. Staff recognizes that the County and local public participants 
have invested considerable time and effort to develop the Taro Canyon Plan, which in 
many instances may provide additional protection. While this has been successful in many 
instances, there have also been areas of compromise which serve to lessen the protection 
afforded under the existing LCP (e.g., ESH) and which create some ambiguity as to the 
implementation of the Taro Canyon Plan requirements (e.g., reasonable use language). 
Conversely, the Coastal Act requires a level of specificity that provides predictable 
implementation and an identifiable outcome, consistent with the Chapter Three policies of 
the Coastal Act. 

For the above reasons, Commission staff continues to recommend significant, albeit 
reduced, changes to the Taro Canyon Plan that protect coastal resources consistent with 
the Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act. The main topics addressed in the revised 
modifications include water quality and watershed protection, land use, agriculture, 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, flood control, public access and shoreline 
protection. 
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I. PROCEDURAL ISSUES 

A. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The Coastal Act provides: 

The commission shall certify a land use plan, or any amendments thereto, if it 
finds that a land use plan meets the requirements of, and is in conformity with, 
the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) ... (Section 30513(c)) 

The Coastal Act further provides: 

The local government shall submit to the Commission the zoning ordinances, 
zoning district maps, and, where necessary, other implementing actions that are 
required pursuant to this chapter ... 

The Commission may only reject ordinances, zoning district maps, or other 
implementing action on the grounds that they do not conform with, or are 
inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified land use plan. If the 
Commission rejects the zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, or other 
implementing actions, it shall give written notice of the rejection, specifying the 
provisions of the land use plan with which the rejected zoning ordinances do 
not conform, or which it finds will not be adequately carried out, together with 
its reasons for the action taken. (Section 30514) 

The standard of review that the Commission uses in reviewing the adequacy of the land use 
plan is whether the land use plan is consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
The standard of review for the proposed amendment to the Implementation Plan of the 
certified Local Coastal Program, pursuant to Section 30513 and 30514 of the Coastal Act, is 
that the proposed amendment is in conformance with, and adequate to carry out, the 
provisions of the Land Use Plan (LUP) portion of the certified Santa Barbara County Local 
Coastal Program. In addition, all Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act have been incorporated 
in their entirety in the certified County LUP as guiding policies pursuant to Policy 1-1 of the 
LUP. 

B. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires public input in preparation, approval, certification 
and amendment of any LCP. The County held 25 public hearings and two public workshops 
and received written comments regarding the project from concerned parties and members of 
the public. The hearings were duly noticed to the public consistent with Sections 13552 and 
13551 of the California Code of Regulations. Notice of the subject amendment has been 
distributed to all known interested parties. 

C. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 

Pursuant to Section 13551 (b) of the California Code of Regulations, the County resolution for 
submittal may submit a Local Coastal Program Amendment that will either require formal local 
government adoption after the Commission approval, or is an amendment that will take effect 
automatically upon the Commission's approval pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 
30512, 30513, and 30519. In this case, because this approval is subject to suggested 
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modifications by the Commission, if the Commission approves this Amendment, the County 
must act to accept the certified suggested modifications within six months from the date of 
Commission action in order for the Amendment to become effective (Section 13544.5; Section 
13537 by reference;). Pursuant to Section 13544, the Executive Director shall determine 
whether the County's action is adequate to satisfy all requirements of the Commission's 
certification order and report on such adequacy to the Commission. If the Commission denies 
the LCP Amendment, as submitted, no further action is required by either the Commission or 
the County. 

II. STAFF RECOMMENDATION, MOTIONS, AND RESOLUTIONS 
ON THE LAND USE PLAN/COASTAL PLAN {LUP/CP) 

Following public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolutions 
and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and a staff recommendation is 
provided just prior to each resolution. 

A. DENIAL AS SUBMITTED 

MOTION 1: I move that the Commission CERTIFY Amendment STB-MAJ-3-02 to 
the County of Santa Barbara Coastal Plan, as submitted by the 
County of Santa Barbara. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF REJECTION: 

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the land use plan as 
submitted and adoption of the following resolution. The motion to certify as submitted passes 
only upon an affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners. 

RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 
AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED: 

The Commission hereby denies certification of Amendment STB-MAJ-3-02 to the County of 
Santa Barbara Coastal Plan and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the land 
use plan as submitted does not meet the requirements of and is not in conformity with the 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Certification of the land use plan would not meet the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, as there are feasible alternatives and 
mitigation measures that would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the 
environment that will result from certification of the land use plan as submitted. 

B. CERTIFICATION WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

MOTION II: I move that the Commission CERTIFY Amendment STB-MAJ-3-02 to 
the County of Santa Barbara Coastal Plan, if modified as suggested 
in this staff report. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO CERTIFY IF MODIFIED: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the land use 
plan with suggested modifications and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The 
motion to certify with suggested modifications passes only upon an affirmative vote of a 
majority of the appointed Commissioners. 

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY THE LAND USE PLAN WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS: 

The Commission hereby certifies Amendment STB-MAJ-3-02 to the County of Santa Barbara 
Coastal Plan if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that 
the land use plan with the suggested modifications will meet the requirements of and be in 
conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Certification of the land use plan if 
modified as suggested complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 
1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially 
lessen any significant adverse effects of the plan on the environment, or 2) there are no further 
feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant 
adverse impacts on the environment that will result from certification of the land use plan if 
modified. 

Ill. STAFF RECOMMENDATION, MOTIONS, AND RESOLUTIONS 
ON THE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN/COASTAL ZONING 
ORDINANCE {IP/CZO) 

Following public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolutions 
and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and a staff recommendation is 
provided just prior to each resolution. 

A DENIAL AS SUBMITTED 

MOTION Ill: I move that the Commission reject the County of Santa Barbara 
Implementation Program/Coastal Zoning Ordinance Amendment 
STB-MAJ-3-02 as submitted. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF REJECTION: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in rejection of Implementation 
Program and the adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by 
an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AS 
SUBMITTED: 

The Commission hereby denies certification of the County of Santa Barbara Implementation 
Program/Coastal Zoning Ordinance Amendment STB-MAJ-3-02 and adopts the findings set 
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forth below on grounds that the Implementation Program as submitted does not conform with, 
and is inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan as amended. 
Certification of the Implementation Program would not meet the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that 
would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the environment that will result 
from certification of the Implementation Program as submitted 

B. CERTIFICATION WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

MOTION IV: I move that the Commission certify County of Santa Barbara 
Implementation Program/Coastal Zoning Ordinance Amendment 
STB-MAJ-3-02 if it is modified as suggested in this staff report. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the 
Implementation Program with suggested modifications and the adoption of the following 
resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the 
Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM WITH SUGGESTED 
MODIFICATIONS: 

The Commission hereby certifies the County of Santa Barbara Implementation 
Program/Coastal Zoning Ordinance Amendment STB-MAJ-3-02 if modified as suggested and 
adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the Implementation Program with the 
suggested modifications conforms with, and is adequate to carry out, the provisions of the 
certified Land Use Plan as amended. Certification of the Implementation Program if modified 
as suggested complies with the California Environmental Quality Act, because either 1) 
feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially 
lessen any significant adverse effects of the Implementation Program on the environment, or 
2) there are no further feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially 
lessen any significant adverse impacts on the environment. 

IV. INTRODUCTION TO SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 
Suggested Modifications: The staff recommends the Commission certify the following, with 
modifications as shown below. Language as submitted by the County of Santa Barbara is 
shown in straight type. Language recommended by Commission staff to be deleted is shown in 
line out. Language proposed by Commission staff to be inserted is shown underlined. 
Suggested modifications to revise maps or figures, or other instructional changes are shown in 
italics. Text not intended to be included as part of the modification which provides an internal 
reference or other orienting information is shown in [brackets]. 

Commission Review of Narrative Text: The Toro Canyon Plan amendment can be divided 
into two major categories. The first is narrative, which describes the Toro Canyon Plan Area, 
special issues with the Toro Canyon Plan Area, and the general basis for the various 
standards and policies contained in the Toro Canyon Plan amendment. The second consists 
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of the actual standards and policies. It is this second division which is the focus of Commission 
review. 

The proposed Toro Canyon Plan LCP amendment contains four levels of policy, titled "goals," 
"policies," "actions," and "development standards." All four of these levels are to be considered 
enforceable policies. Therefore, the standard of review for the County in permitting 
development under the LCP will be all goals, actions, policies, and development standards (as 
well as other implementing actions), with the exception of those listed in Exhibit 17. Any 
policies or map language designated as non-coastal are issues that are not addressed under 
the Coastal Act or are specific to areas outside of the Coastal Zone, and therefore are 
excluded from the certification of the LCP Amendment. For that reason, those policies are not 
analyzed as part of this submission. 

Revisions to the policies, made through suggested modifications, in certain circumstances may 
make the background narrative obsolete. Descriptive narrative no longer consistent with the 
policies will need to be revised by the County to conform to the narrative of any associated 
policy that has been revised through suggested modJfications as part of the submission of the 
final document for certification pursuant to Sections 13544 and 13544.5 of the California Code 
of Regulations. 

Organizational Notes: The addition of new policies or the deletion of policies (as submitted) 
will affect the numbering of subsequent policies, actions, or development standards when the 
County of Santa Barbara publishes the final Taro Canyon Plan incorporating the Commission's 
suggested modifications. This staff report will not make revisions to the policy numbers. The 
County will make modifications to the numbering system when it prepares the revised LCP for 
submission to the Commission for certification pursuant to Sections 13544 and 13544.5 of the 
California Code of Regulations. 

Global Text Suggested Modification: As submitted, the Toro Canyon Plan contained 
supportive narrative describing the basis for many policies. Some of these policies have been 
modified as a result of this Commission action. Consequently, the corresponding supportive 
narrative may no longer be relevant for supporting modified policies. The Commission 
empowers the County with the approval of the Executive Director to revise supportive narrative 
so that it will be consistent with the policies of the LCP amendment as modified through the 
suggested modifications. Since this policy refers to a global text revision, once the global text 
revisions are made, this policy does not need to be included in the amended Taro Canyon 
Plan. The modified narratives, however, must be approved by the Executive Director and 
reported to the Commission before taking effect. 

NOTE: (1) The number(s) in brackets listed in each suggested modification heading, below, 
correspond to the previous/similar modification number(s) in the September 24, 2003 staff 
report. In many cases, the new modifications do not mirror the original suggested modifications 
and have been subsequently revised, reorganized, and/or reduced. (2) The text in parenthesis 
listed in each modification heading below indicates the policy, development standard, or action 
number as identified in the Toro Canyon Plan. If the suggested modification does not relate to 
an existing provision of the Toro Canyon Plan, the text denotes whether the proposed 
language is a policy or development standard and where such will be located within the 
document. 
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V. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS ON THE LAND USE 
PLAN/COASTAL PLAN {LUP/CP) 

1. General Provisions (GOAL LUG-TC) [2] 

All pertinent countywide Comprehensive Plan and Coastal Plan policies apply within Taro Canyon 
in addition to the specific policies and action items identified in this Plan. Consistent with LUP 
Policy 1-2. should any policy or provision of the Taro Canyon Plan conflict with any policy or 
provision of the certified Local Coastal Program. the policy or provision that is most protective of 
resources shall prevail. Consistent with LUP Policy 1-3. where the policies or provisions of the 
certified T oro Canyon Plan conflict with any other policy or provision of the County's 
Comprehensive Plan or other guiding standards. the Local Coastal Program shall prevail. 

2. General Provisions (Policy LUG-TC-1) [3] 

The Development Standards and Actions contained within this Plan shall be used to implement the 
policies of the Plan and . Where appropriate, these standards shall be applied to projects under 
review, unless a standard is inapplicable or ineffective and/or other standards ha•1e been required 
that more effectively implement the policies. 

3. General Provisions (New Policy under LUG) [4] 

In addition to the requirements of LUP Policy 2-11. development shall be scaled. sited and 
designed to protect resources such as environmentally sensitive habitat and visual resources and 
to respect site constraints such as steep slopes. Regulatory measures to ensure such protection 
shall include but not be limited to restrictions on the following: size; color; reflectivity and height of 
structures; roofs and other architectural features; length of roads and driveways; number and size 
of accessory structures; configuration and size of development envelopes including concentrating 
development in existing developed areas; amount and location of grading; vegetation removal; and 
night lighting. 

4. General Provisions (New Policy under LUG) [5] 

Protection of ESH and public access shall take prioritv over other development standards and 
where there is any conflict between general development standards and ESH and/or public access 
protection. the standards that are most protective of ESH and public access shall have 
precedence. 

5. Reasonable Use (Policy LUG-TC-4; Policy LUG-TC-6) [7, 8, in part] 

a. Land Use and Zoning designations shall provide for reasonable use and development of 
property within given site constraints. Within the coastal zone. if an applicant asserts that the 
application of the policies of the LCP or this Plan does not provide reasonable use of property. 
then the applicant must obtain an economic viabilitv use determination pursuant to Article II. 
Section 35-194 before any exemption may be granted. For any policies or development standards 
within this Plan which specifically states/provides an exemption for "reasonable use of property." 
the applicant must obtain an economic viabilitv determination pursuant to Article II. Section 35-194 
before any exemption may be granted. 

b. The Policies and Development Standards of this Plan shall be implemented in a manner that 
does not take private property for public use without just compensation as required by applicable 
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law. Within the coastal zone. if an applicant asserts that the application of the policies of the LCP 
or this Plan does not provide reasonable use of property, then the applicant must obtain an 
economic viability use determination pursuant to Article II, Section 35-194 before any exemption 
may be granted. For any policies or development standards within this Plan which specifically 
provide an exemption for "reasonable use of property." similarly the applicant must obtain an 
economic viability determination pursuant to Article II. Section 35-194 before any exemption may 
be granted. 

6. Non-Conforming Structures (New Policy under LUG) [9] 

Existing. lawfully established structures that do not conform to the provisions of the LCP may be 
maintained. and repaired. Except as provided below and in Policy 810-TC-5 and DevStd 810-TC-
5.1 through 5.6 [cross reference to LUP Modification 26], additions and improvements to such 
structures may be permitted provided that such additions or improvements themselves comply with 
the policies and standards of the LCP. Additions to non-conforming structures on a blufftop or on 
the beach that increase the size of the structure by 50 percent or more are not permitted unless 
the entire structure is brought into conformance with the policies and standards of the LCP. 
Demolition and reconstruction that results in the demolition of more than 50 percent of the exterior 
walls of a non-conforming structure is not permitted unless the entire structure is brought into 
conformance with the policies and standards of the LCP. Non-conforming uses may not be 
increased or expanded into additional locations or structures. 

7. Certificates of Compliance (New Policy under LUG) [10] 

Conditional Certificates of Compliance. or Certificates of Compliance issued for land divisions that 
occurred after the Coastal Act. shall require a coastal development permit appealable to the 
Coastal Commission. 

8. Land Divisions (New Policy under LUG) [84, 124, 129, 130, 139] 

Land divisions within the coastal zone, including lot line adjustments. shall be prohibited unless all 
proposed parcels: 

(1) Can be demonstrated to be safe from erosion, flood. and geologic hazards and will provide a 
safe. legal. all-weather access road(s). which can be constructed consistent with all policies of the 
LCP. 

(2) Can be developed (including construction of any necessary access road), without building in 
ESH or ESH buffer. or removing ESH for fuel modification. 

(3) Can be developed without requiring a current or future bluff or shoreline protection structure. 
No new lots shall be created that could require shoreline protection or bluff stabilization structures 
at any time during the full 1 00 year life of the development. 

(4) Would not result in building pads. access roads. or driveways located on slopes over 30%. or 
result in grading on slopes over 30% and shall be designed such that the location of building pads 
and access roads minimizes erosion and sedimentation. 
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9. Prime Soils (New Policy under LUA) [17] 

Within the coastal zone, in areas with prime agricultural soils. structures. including greenhouses 
that do not rely on in-ground cultivation. shall be sited to avoid prime soils to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

10. Fuel Modification (DevStd FIRE-TC-2.2) [20] 

a. Development shall be sited to minimize exposure to fire hazards and reduce the need for 
grading. fuel modification (including thinning of vegetation and limbing of trees), and clearance of 
native vegetation to the maximum extent feasible. Building sites should be located in areas of a 
parcel's lowest fire hazard, and should minimize the need for long and/or steep access roads 
and/or driveways. Properties subject to high fire hazards requiring fuel breaks to protect the 
proposed structures shall use the Fuel Management Guidelines to establish fuel management 
zone(s) on the property (see Appendix D). 

11. Public Access Santa Claus Lane (Action PRT-TC-1.4) [22, 29] 

The County shall pursue P.oublic access to the beach from Santa Claus Lane... Public beach 
access shall be formalized as soon as feasible by: securing and opening a vertical accessway 
between Santa Claus Lane and the beach; Qy_clarifying the status of lateral beach access rights, 
or Qy_securing any easements that may be necessary and appropriate+. In addition. the County 
shall ensure the provision of adequate coastal access parking including signage designating the 
parking for this purpose, developing one or more parking areas (also see 1\Gtion CIRC TC 4 .3); 
constructing appropriate safety features; and installing appropriate support facilities as described 
in Policy PRT-TC- [cross reference to suggested modification 12]..._any necessary signage, bicycle 
racks, parking, trash receptacles, landscape screening, restrooms and other appropriate features. 
A railroad crossing with armatures, lights, and bells and a stairway and/or access ramp over or 
around the seawall should also be considered. The opening of any beach access shall be 
considered "development" subject to the pF01lisions of this Plan, and shall be undertaken in a 
manner that protects public safety and the privacy and security of residents to the mm<imum 
feasible e><tent. Access for jet ski and other motorized recreational activity shall be prohibited from 
any coastal access established at the Santa Claus Lane beach area, and signage indicating this 
prohibition shall be posted at the parking area(s) developed in support of this recreational access 
point. Planning for the scope, design and location of improvements shall be done in consultation 
with local residents and other affected parties. The County shall aggressively pursue funding for 
the design and implementation of beach access at Santa Claus Lane as the priority beach access 
for the Taro Canyon Plan area at the earliest feasible date. Permits for new development shall 
include conditions that incorporate measures that provide or protect access where there is 
substantial evidence that prescriptive rights exist. or where required for new development. 

12. Public Access & New Development (New DevStds under Policy PRT-TC-1) [23, 24, 
25, 28] 

Public accessways and trails shall be provided in accordance with the following standards: 

a. Offers to dedicate public access shall be accepted for the express purpose of opening, 
operating. and maintaining the accessway for public use. Unless there are unusual circumstances. 
the accessway should be opened within 5 years of acceptance. If the accessway is not opened 
within this .oeriod. and if another public agency or qualified private association acceptable to the 
County expressly requests ownership of the easement in order to open it to the public. the 
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easement holder may transfer the easement to that entity. A Coastal Development Permit that 
includes an offer to dedicate public access as a term or condition shall require the recorded offer 
to dedicate to include the requirement that the easement holder shall transfer the easement to 
another public agency or private association acceptable to the County that requests such transfer. 
if the easement holder has not opened the accessway to the public within 5 years of accepting the 
offer. 

b. Where there is an existing public access Offer-to-Dedicate (OTD), easement. or deed restriction 
for lateral, vertical or trail access or related support facilities. necessary access improvements 
shall be permitted to be constructed, opened and operated for its intended public use. Facilities to 
complement public access to and along the shoreline should be provided where feasible and 
appropriate. This may include signage. bicycle racks. parking, trash receptacles. sewer-connected 
sanitation facilities. picnic tables. or other such improvements. No facilities or amenities, including. 
but not limited to. those referenced above, shall be required as a prerequisite to the approval of 
any lateral or vertical accessways OTDs or as a precondition to the approval construction or 
opening of said accessways. 

c. For all offers to dedicate an easement that are required as a condition of Coastal Development 
Permit approved by the County. the County has the authority to approve a private association that 
seeks to accept the offer. Any government agency may accept an offer to dedicate an easement if 
the agency is willing to operate and maintain the easement. The County may approve any private 
association acceptable to the County that submits a management plan that indicates that the 
association will open. operate. and maintain the easement in accordance with terms of the 
recorded offer to dedicate the easement. 

13. Public Access Padaro Lane (Action PRT-TC-1.3) [26] 

Consistent with LUP Policy 7-8. the County shall accept and open the vertical easements for public 
beach access offered in connection with developments on Padaro Lane. The County shall pursue, 
to the extent feasible, developing public beach access on Padaro Lane, provided the County 
Board of Supervisors finds, based on substantial evidence, that there are insufficient opportunities 
for public access to the beach else'.vhere in the Plan area. The opening of any beach access shall 
be considered "development" subject to the provisions of this Plan, and shall be undertaken in a 
manner that protects public safety and the privacy and security of residents to the maximum 
feasible extent. The County shall include appropriate improvements in any project to open beach 
access, possibly including but not necessarily limited to signage, bicycle racks, parking, trash 
receptacles, se,.ver connected sanitation facilities, and other appropriate features for the beach 
access. Planning for the scope, design and location of improvements shall be done in consultation 
with local residents and other affected parties. The siting of the beach access shall minimize 
remm1al of native trees and eucalyptus trees that are part of a monarch butterfly aggregation site. 

14. Circulation (New DevStd under Policy CIRC-TC-1) [34] 

Improvements along Route 192/ Foothill Road should be developed in a manner consistent with 
bicycle and pedestrian safety. and should be designed for improved bicycle access. 

15. Water Quality (Policy WW-TC-2; New Policies under WW) [38, 48, 56] 

a. Pollution Development shall avoid the introduction of pollutants into ef surface, ground and 
ocean waters shall be avoided. Where avoidance is not feasible, pollution the introduction of 
pollutants shall be minimized to the maximum extent feasible. 
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b. Confined animal facilities shall be sited. designed. managed and maintained to prevent 
discharge of sediment. nutrients and contaminants to surface and groundwater. In no case shall 
an animal keeping operation be sited, designed, managed or maintained so as to produce 
sedimentation or polluted runoff on any public road. adjoining property, or in any drainage channel. 

c. Development shall avoid, to the maximum extent feasible. adverse impacts to the biological 
productivity and quality of coastal streams. wetlands. bays. estuaries. lakes and the ocean. This 
shall be accomplished through the implementation of the County's Draft Storm Water 
Management Program (SWMP) dated August 8. 2003, which is hereby incorporated by reference 
into this LCP amendment. Any potential updates to the SWMP will be submitted to the CCC on an 
annual basis as potential LCP amendments. 

d. Development shall protect the absorption. purification. and retention functions of natural 
drainage systems that exist on the site. Where feasible. drainage and project plans shall be 
designed to complement and utilize existing drainage patterns and systems. conveying drainage 
from the developed area of the site in a non-erosive manner. 

16. OSTS (New DevStd under Policy WW-TC-2) [43, 44] 

a. Development that includes new OSTS(s) or expansion of existing OSTS(s). with a subsurface 
sewage effluent dispersal system that is within 1 00 feet of a beach. shall provide secondary or 
tertiary effluent treatment prior to discharging to that dispersal svstem. 

b. Development shall not be approved where individual or cumulative impacts of septic systems for 
new development would cause pollution of creeks and ocean waters, unless this would preclude 
reasonable use of property. Where such development is approved to allow reasonable use of 
property. it shall provide for secondary or tertiary effluent treatment prior to discharging to any 
subsurface sewage effluent dispersal system. 

17. ESH Mapping (New DevStds under Policy 810-TC-1) [78] 

Any area mapped. or otherwise identified through historic evidence. as ESH shall not be deprived 
of protection as ESH. as required by the policies and provisions of the LCP. on the basis that 
habitat has been illegally removed. degraded. or species that are rare or especially valuable 
because of their nature or role in an ecosystem have been eliminated. 

18. ESH Overlay Delineation (DevStd 810-TC-1.3) [70] 

The process for delineating the exact boundary of the ESH occurs during an application for 
development. In the inland areas, the ESH Overlay regulations identify the methodology used to 
delineate the ESH during the development application review process, and include procedures to 
review ESH determinations (see Inland zoning ordinance Article Ill- ESH-TCP Overlay, Section 
35-250E). In the Coastal Zone, Local Coastal Program Policy 9-1 and the implementing Coastal 
zoning ordinance (Article II - ESH Overlay, Section 35-97) identify the process to delineate the 
ESH. 

The County shall determine the physical extent of habitat meeting the definition of ESH on the 
project site. based on a site-specific biological study as described in Article II Section 35-194. 
prepared by a qualified biologist or environmental specialist. 
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19. ESH Buffers (DevStd BIO-TC-1.4) [72] 

Development shall be required to include the following buffer areas from the boundaries of 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH): 

• Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest corridors and streams- 1 00 feet in Rural areas and 50 
feet in Urban, Inner-rural areas, and Existing Developed Rural Neighborhoods (EDRN)/Rural 
Neighborhoods, as measured from the outer edge of the canopy or the top of creek bank 1 

J. 

whichever is greater. 'IVhen this habitat extends beyond the top of creek bank, the buffer shall 
extend an additional 50 feet in Rural areas and 25 feet in Urban, Inner rural areas, and 
EDRN/Rural Neighborhoods from the outside edge of the Southern Coast live Oak Riparian 
Forest canopy; 
• Coast Live Oak Forests - 25 feet from edge of canopy; 
• Monarch butterfly habitat- minimum 50 feet from any side of the habitat; 
• Native grassland, a-minimum % acre in size 25 feet; 
• Coastal Sage - minimum 20 feet; 
• Scrub oak chaparral - 25 feet from edge of canopy; 
• Wetlands- minimum 100 feet; and 
• Buffer areas from other types of ESH shall be determined on a case-by case basis. These buffer 
areas, except for Monarch butterfly habitat, wetlands and Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian 
Forests and streams, may be adjusted upward or downward on a case-by-case basis given site 
specific conditions. Adjustment of the buffer shall be based upon site-specific conditions such as 
slopes, biological resources, and erosion potential, as evaluated and determined by Planning and 
Development arui in consultation with other County agencies, such as Environmental Health 
Services and the Flood Control District. Adjustment of the Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian 
Forest buffer areas shall be based upon an investigation of the following factors and after 
consultation with the Department of Fish & Game and the Regional Water Quality Control Board in 
order to protect the biological productivity and water quality of streams, creeks and wetlands: 1. 
Existing vegetation, soil type and stability of the riparian corridors; 2. How surface water filters into 
the ground; 3. Slope of the land on either side of the riparian waterway; 4. Location of the 100 year 
flood plain boundary; and 5. Consistency with the adopted Local Coastal Plan or the 
Comprehensive Plan, particularly the Biological Resources policies. In all cases listed above, 
buffer areas may be adjusted in order to avoid precluding reasonable use of property consistent 
with applicable law. 

20. ESH & ESH Buffer (New DevStd under Policy BIO-TC-1) [73, 76, 77, 85] 

Development in or adjacent to ESH or ESH Buffer shall meet the following standards: 

a. Wherever lighting associated with development adjacent to ESH cannot be avoided. exterior 
night lighting shall be minimized. restricted to low intensity fixtures. shielded. and directed away 
from ESH in order to minimize impacts on wildlife. High intensity perimeter lighting or other light 
sources. e.g., lighting for sports courts or other private recreational facilities in ESH. ESH buffer. or 
where night lighting would increase illumination in ESH shall be prohibited. 

1 "Top of creek bank" is identified differently by the Flood Control District for flood control purposes and by 
Environmental Health Services for the location of septic systems. For the purposes of the habitat protection 
policies and development standards of this Plan, the "top of creek bank" shall be defined as the recognized 
geologic top of slope. 
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b. Public accessways and trails located within or adjacent to ESH shall be sited to minimize 
impacts to ESH to the maximum extent feasible. Measures. including but not limited to. signage. 
placement of boardwalks, and limited fencing shall be implemented as necessary to protect ESH. 
Trails shall be sited outside of riparian areas with limited exceptions for crossings. Where no other 
feasible alternative exists. public accessways and trails may be a permitted use in Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas. Where necessary to prevent disturbance to sensitive species, sections of 
the trail may be closed on a seasonal basis. Where. seasonal closures occur. alternative trail 
segments shall be provided where feasible. 

c. The use of insecticides. herbicides. or any toxic chemical substance which has the potential to 
significantly degrade Environmentally Sensitive Habitat. shall be prohibited within and adjacent to 
ESH. where application of such substances would impact the ESH. except where no other feasible 
alternative exists and where necessary to protect or enhance the habitat itself, such as eradication 
of invasive plant species. or habitat restoration. Application of such chemical substances shall not 
take place during the breeding/nesting season of sensitive species that may be affected by the 
proposed activities. winter season. or when rain is predicted within a week of application. 

d. As a condition of approval of new development adjacent to coastal sage scrub and native 
grassland. the applicant shall plant the associated ESH buffer areas with appropriate locally native 
plants. 

21. ESH Economic Viability Determination (New DevStd under Policy 810-TC-1) [79, 80] 

a. If the application of the policies and standards contained in this Plan or LCP regarding use of 
property designated as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) area or ESH buffer would likely 
constitute a taking of private property. then a use that is not consistent with the Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat provisions of the LCP shall be allowed on the property. provided such use is 
consistent with all other applicable policies and is the minimum amount of development necessary 
to avoid a taking as determined through an economic viability determination as required in Article II 
Section 35-194. 

In addition. the alternative that would result in the fewest or least significant impacts shall be 
selected. Impacts to ESH or ESH buffer that cannot be avoided through the implementation of 
siting and design alternatives shall be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible. with priority given 
to on-site mitigation. Off-site mitigation measures shall only be approved when it is not feasible to 
mitigate impacts on-site. Mitigation shall not substitute for implementation of the feasible project 
alternative that would avoid adverse impacts to ESH and ESH buffer. 

b. To evaluate whether a restriction would not provide an economically viable use of property as a 
result of the application of the policies and standards contained in this Plan or LCP regarding use 
of property designated as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat area or ESH buffer. an applicant must 
provide the information about resources present on the property that is needed to determine 
whether all of the property. or which specific area of the property. is subject to the restriction on 
development. so that the scope/nature of development that could be allowed on any portions of 
the property that are not subject to the restriction can be determined. 

22. ESH Wetlands (New DevStd under Policy 810-TC-1) [75] 

The drainages ditches on the north side of· Padaro Lane and south side of Santa Claus Lane, 
mapped as Wetland (Not ESH) on the Toro Canyon Plan ESH Overlay Map, which were built to 
convey floodwaters. shall not be subject to the required wetland buffer and may be maintained by 
the Flood Control District. Maintenance shall not result in the enlargement. extension. or expansion 
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of the existing drainage channels. but shall be limited to the removal of vegetation. debris. and 
sediment buildup. 

23. Landscaping/Invasive Species (Policy 810-TC-2: DevStd 810-TC-2.2; New DevStd 
under Policy 810-TC-2) [81, 82, 83] 

a. Landscaping for development shall use appropriate plant species to ensure compatibility with 
and preservation of ESH. All landscaping shall utilize only non-invasive plants. 

b. Development otherwise requiring a Landscape Plan outside ESH and ESH buffer areas, shall 
be limited to utilize only non-invasive plants within 500' from the ESH resource (see Appendix H, 
List of Invasive Plants to A void Using in Landscape Plans fl.lear Eal=l Areas). 

c. Habitat restoration and invasive plant eradication may be permitted within ESH and ESH buffer 
areas if designed to protect and enhance habitat values provided that all activities occur outside of 
the breeding/nesting season of sensitive species that may be affected by the proposed activities. 
Habitat restoration activities shall use hand removal methods to the maximum extent feasible. 
Where removal by hand is not feasible. mechanical means may be allowed. Use of pesticides or 
other chemical techniques shall be avoided to the maximum extent feasible. and when determined 
to be necessary, shall include mitigation measures to ensure site-specific application with no 
migration to the surrounding environment. 

24. Fuel Modification (DevStd 810-TC-4.3) [88, 89] 

Significant vegetation fuel management2 within ESH and ESH buffer areas implemented in 
association with existing development may be permitted where, subject to a coastal development 
permit, findings are made that fuel modification in ESH or ESH buffer was minimized to the 
maximum extent feasible consistent 1Nith Coastal Act Sections 30001.5(b), 30007.5, 30010, 
30200(b), 30240, and 30253(1 ). New development requiring vegetation fuel management within 
ESH and ESH buffer areas may only be permitted where. subject to a coastal development permit. 
findings are made that the proposed fuel modification overlaps fuel modification zones associated 
with existing legal development to the maximum extent feasible and/or that any fuel modification 
within ESH or ESH buffer is the minimum amount necessary to protect the structure(s) and that all 
feasible measures including reduction in scale of development. use of alternative materials. and 
siting have been implemented to reduce encroachment into ESH and ESH buffer. 

The coastal development permit shall include a Fuel Management Plan approved by Planning and 
Development and the local fire protection agency (see Fuel Management Guidelines in Appendix 
D). P&D may require that the Fuel Management Plan be prepared by a qualified biologist to 
ensure vegetation clearance/trimming minimizes the impacts to ESH. 

25. Agricultural Infrastructure (OevStd 810-TC-4.4: Move to LUA) [90] 

In resolving conflicts bet\veen Coastal Act policies pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30007.5, tThe 
County should ensure that essential infrastructure for existing agricultural production is protected 
and maintained. 

26. ESH & ESH Buffers in EDRNs (Policy 810-TC-5; DevStd 810-TC-5.1; New DevStd 
under Policy 810-TC-5) [91, 92, 97] 

a. Due to the existing land subdivision and built environment in tThe Rural Neighborhoods of Torito 
Road, Serena Park, La Mirada Drive and Ocean Oaks Road, where existing structures and related 
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landscaped areas are within the ESH buffer and not part of the ESFI itself, structural additions to 
the existing primary residence may main and secondary dwelling units shall be allowed limited 
encroachment into ESFI buffer areas if it can be shown. pursuant to the required site-specific 
biological study. that such development shall not adversely impact the adjacent riparian species 
and meets all other provisions of this Plan and the LCP including development standards for native 
and non-native protected tree species. Additions shall also comply with development standards in 
subject to DevStd 810-TC-5.1 through DevStd 810-TC-5.~. 

b. For existing lawfully constructed primary residences in Existing Developed Rural Neighborhoods 
residential structures in any zone district and mdsting agricultural support structures on 
agriculturally zoned property (as defined in the TGP Overlay District) located within designated 
ESH buffer areas or adjacent to ESH, structural additions or improvements shall be scaled. sited. 
and designed to avoid ground disturbance to protect the ESFI resource to the maximum extent 
feasible. Site design and appropriate scale of the addition shall conform to in conformance with the 
following guidelines standards: a. Second story additions shall be considered the preferred design 
alternative to avoid ground disturbance with limited canopy reduction including limbing of oaks and 
sycamores; b. Additions shall be allowed only if they: are located a minimum of 6 feet from any 
oak or sycamore canopy dripline; do not require removal of oak or sycamore trees; do not require 
any additional pruning or limbing of oak or sycamore trees beyond what is currently required for 
the primary residence for life and safety; minimize disturbance to the root zones of oak or 
sycamore trees to the maximum extent feasible (e.g .. through measures such as raised foundation 
or root bridges); preserve habitat trees for Monarch Butterflies and nesting raptors (subject to 
restricted pruning during nesting season) and do not extend new areas of fuel modification into 
ESH areas. 9-£. Where the existing structure is located. only partially inside an ESFI or ESFI buffer 
area, aAdditions shall be located on those portions of the structure located outside or away from 
the ESH or ESFI buffer area. If the subject development cannot be located away from ESH. then 
the extension of a ground level development footprint shall be denied. d. Improvements. such as 
decomposed granite pathways or alternative patios. may be allowed in existing developed areas 
within the dripline of oak and sycamore trees if such improvement are permeable. and do not 
require compaction of soil in the root zone. 

c. The reconstruction of a lawfully established primary residence in an Existing Developed Rural 
Neighborhood located within ESH buffer areas or adjacent to ESH. due to normal wear and tear 
such as structural pest damage or drv rot. may be reconstructed to the same or lesser size 
(square footage. height. and bulk) in the same footprint. If the reconstructed residence is proposed 
to be larger than the existing structure. it may only be permitted where findings are made that such 
development shall not adversely impact the adjacent riparian species. meets all other provisions of 
this Plan and the LCP including development standards for native and non-native protected tree 
species. and complies with development standards DevStd 810-TC-5.1 through DevStd 810-TC-
5.4. Reconstruction includes any project that results in the demolition of more than 50 percent of 
the exterior walls. 

27. Stream Modification (Policv 810-TC-11) [99) 

Natural stream channels shall be maintained in an undisturbed state to the maximum extent 
feasible in order to protect banks from erosion, enhance wildlife passageways, and provide natural 
greenbelts, except as allowed under Policy FLD-TC- (cross reference to suggested modification 
31]. "Fiardbank" channelization (e.g., use of concrete, riprap, gabion baskets) of stream channels 
shall be prohibited, except where needed to protect existing structures. Where hardbank 
channelization is required, the material and design used shall be the least environmentally 
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damaging alternative and site restoration on or adjacent to the stream channel shall be required, 
subject to a Restoration Plan. 

28. Tree Protection (DevStd 810-TC-13.1; DevStd 810-TC-13.2; Policy 810-TC-14) [102, 
103] 

a. A "native protected tree" is at least six inches in diameter (largest diameter for non-round 
trunks) as measured 4.5 feet above level ground (or as measured on the uphill side where sloped), 
and a "non-native protected tree" is at least 25 inches in diameter at this height. Areas to be 
protected from grading, paving, and other disturbances shall generally include. at a minimum. the 
area six feet outside of tree driplines. 

b. Development shall be sited and designed at an appropriate scale (size of main structure 
footprint, size and number of accessory structures/uses, and total areas of paving, motorcourts 
and landscaping) to avoid damage to native protected trees (e.g., oaks), non-native roosting and 
nesting trees, and nonnative protected trees by incorporating buffer areas, clustering, or other 
appropriate measures. Mature protected trees that have grown into the natural stature particular to 
the species should receive priority for preservation over other immature, protected trees. Where 
native protected trees are removed, they shall be fully mitigated and replaced in a manner 
consistent with County standard conditions for tree replacement. Native trees shall be incorporated 
into site landscaping plans. 

29. Vacant Lands (New Policy under 810) [1 05] 

The conversion of vacant land in ESH. ESH buffer. or on slopes over 30 percent to new crop, 
orchard, vineyard. or other agricultural use shall not be permitted. Existing. legally established 
agricultural uses shall be allowed to continue. 

30. Flood Control (DevStd FLD-TC-1.2; DevStd FLD-TC-1.3) [108, 109] 

a. No development shall be permitted within the floodplains of Tore, Picay, Garrapata, or Arroyo 
Paredon Creeks unless such development would be necessary to: • Permit reasonable use of 
property while mitigating to the max:imum ex:tent feasible the disturbance or remo•1al of significant 
riparian/wetland vegetation; or • Accomplish a major public policy goal of the Tore Canyon Plan or 
other beneficial projects approved by the Board of SupeP.1isors. In the Coastal Zone, floodplain 
development also must be consistent with the state Coastal Act and the county's Local Coastal 
Program. 

b. Development requiring raised finished floor elevations in areas prone to flooding shall be 
constructed on raised foundations rather than fill material, 'Nhere feasible. 

31. Flood Control (New DevStd under Policy FLD-TC-1) [113, 115] 

Any channelization. stream alteration. or desiltation/dredging projects permitted for flood protection 
shall only be approved where there is no other feasible alternative and consistent with the 
following: 

(1) Flood control protection shall be the least environmentally damaging alternative consistent with 
all applicable policies of the Local Coastal Program and shall consider less intrusive solutions as a 
first priority over engineering structural solutions. Less intrusive measures (e.g., biostructures. 
vegetation. and soil bioengineering) shall be preferred for flood protection over "hard" solutions 
such as concrete or riprap channels. "Hardbank" measures (e.g .. use of concrete. riprap. gabion 
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baskets) or channel redirection may be permitted only if all less intrusive flood control efforts have 
been considered and have been found to be technically infeasible. 

(2) The project shall include maximum feasible mitigation measures to mitigate unavoidable 
adverse impacts. Where hardbank channelization is required. site restoration and mitigation on or 
adjacent to the stream channel shall be required, subject to a restoration plan. 

(3) Flood control measures shall not diminish or change stream capacity, percolation rates or 
habitat values. 

32. Flood Control (Action FLO· TC-1.5: Policy FLO-TC-3) [116, 121] 

a. In order to address drainage issues along the southeastern portion of Padaro Lane, the county 
shall initiate an investigation of feasible engineering and maintenance solutions involving all 
affected parties, including but not necessarily limited to residents and upstream property owners, 
the County Public Works Department including the Flood Control District, Caltrans, and the Union 
Pacific Railroad. This investigation shall consider the preliminary engineering study commissioned 
by the Padaro Lane Association in the 1990s. Local droinageways and culverts should be cleared 
annually or as necessary. The study shall consider less intrusive measures (e.g .. biostructures. 
vegetation. and soil bioengineering) as the primary means of defense against flood hazard and 
shall require maximum feasible mitigation for all impacts to wetland. riparian. or other native trees 
and habitat. 

b. Flood control maintenance activities shall seek to minimiz.e disturbance to riparian/wetland 
habitats, consistent with the primary need to protect public safety. Additional guidance for public 
maintenance work is provided by the F'lood Control District's current certified Maintenance 
Progrom EIR and current approved Standard Maintenance Practices. Work should be conducted 
in a manner that attempts to maintain coastal sand supply where feasible. 

33. Slope Requirements (OevStd GEO-TC-1.1: New OevStd under Policy GEO-TC-1) 
[126, 127, 172 in part] 

a. Development shall be prohibited on slopes greater than 30% except for the following. unless 
this would prevent reasonable use of property~ 

(1) Driveways and/or utilities may be located on such slopes. where there is no less 
environmentally damaging feasible alternative means of providing access to a building site. 
provided that the building site is determined to be the preferred alternative and consistent with all 
other policies of the LCP. 

(2) Where all feasible building sites are constrained by greater than 30% slopes. the uses of the 
property and the siting. design. and size of any development approved on parcels. shall be limited, 
restricted. and/or conditioned to minimize impacts to coastal waters. downstream properties. and 
rural character on and adjacent to the property. to the maximum extent feasible. In no case shall 
the approved development exceed the maximum allowable development area. The maximum 
allowable development area (including the building pad and all graded slopes. if any. as well any 
permitted structures) on parcels where all feasible building sites include areas of greater than 30% 
slope shall be 10.000 square feet or 25 percent of the parcel size. whichever is less. Mitigation of 
adverse impacts to hillside stability, coastal waters. downstream properties. and rural character 
that cannot be avoided through the implementation of siting and design alternatives shall be 
required. 
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b. In areas of unstable soils, highly erosive soils, or on slopes between 20% and 30%, 
development shall not be allowed unless an evaluation by a qualified professional (e.g., soils 
engineer, geologist, etc.) establishes that the proposed project will not result in unstable slopes or 
severe erosion, or unless this would prevent reasonable use of property. Grading and other site 
preparation shall be minimized to the maximum extent feasible. 

c. Any disturbed area on the subject parcel(s) where previous permits or other historic evidence 
cannot be provided to prove that the removal of vegetation and grading disturbance occurred 
pursuant to proper authorization. the County review shall presume that the removal was not legally 
permitted and the subject area(s) shall be restored, unless an after-the-fact coastal development 
permit is issued consistent with all current standards of the LCP. The County shall not recognize 
unauthorized vegetation removal or grading. and shall not predicate any approval on the basis that 
vegetation has been illegally removed or degraded. 

34. Stream Crossings (New Policy under GEO) [131] 

New roads. bridges. culverts. and outfalls shall not cause or contribute to streambank or hillside 
erosion or creek or wetland siltation and shall include BMPs to minimize impacts to water quality 
including construction phase erosion control and polluted runoff control plans. and soil stabilization 
practices. New stream crossings within the coastal zone. including replacement of an existing 
stream crossing, shall be bridged. Where feasible. dispersal of sheet flow from roads into 
vegetated areas or other on-site infiltration practices shall be incorporated into road and bridge 
design. · 

35. Shoreline Protection Structures (DevStd GEO-TC-4.3; New DevStd under Policy 
GEO-TC-4) [134, 135, 137, 141, 143, 144, 145, 146, 147] 

A. Shoreline and bluff development and protection structures shall be in conformance with the 
following standards: 

1. New development on a beach or oceanfront bluff shall be sited outside areas subject to hazards 
(beach or bluff erosion. inundation. wave uprush) at any time during the full projected 1 00-year 
economic life of the development. If complete avoidance of hazard areas is not feasible. all new 
beach or oceanfront bluff development shall be elevated above the base Flood Elevation (as 
defined by FEMA) and setback as far landward as possible. Development plans shall consider 
hazards currently affecting the property as well as hazards that can be anticipated over the life of 
the structure. including hazards associated with anticipated future changes in sea level. 

2. New development on or along the shoreline or a coastal bluff shall site septic systems as far 
landward as possible in order to avoid the need for protective devices to the maximum extent 
feasible. Shoreline and bluff protection structures shall not be permitted to protect new 
development. except when necessary to protect a new septic system and there is no feasible 
alternative that would allow residential development on the parcel. Septic systems shall be located 
as far landward as feasible. New development includes demolition and rebuild of structures. 
substantial remodels. and redevelopment of the site . 

. 3. New shoreline protection devises may be permitted •.vhere consistent with the state Coastal Act 
and Coastal Plan Policy 3 1 , and where (i) the devise is necessary to protect de'~elopment that 
legally existed prior to the effective date of the coastal portion of this Plan, or (ii) the de\•ise is 
proposed to fill a gap between existing shoreline protection devises and the proposed devise is 
consistent ·with the height and seaward extent of the nearest existing devises on upsoast and 
downsoast properties. Repair and maintenance, including replacement, of legal shoreline 
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protection devices may be permitted~ provided that such repair and maintenance shall not increase 
either the previously permitted2 height or previously permitted2 seaward extent of such devices, 
and shall not increase any interference with legal public coastal access. 

4. All shoreline protection structures shall be sited as far landward as feasible regardless of the 
location of protective devices on adjacent lots. In no circumstance shall a shoreline protection 
structure be permitted to be located further seaward than a stringline drawn between the nearest 
adjacent corners of protection structures on adjacent lots. A stringline shall be utilized only when 
such development is found to be infill and when it is demonstrated that locating the shoreline 
protection structure further landward is not feasible. 

5. Where it is determined to be necessary to provide shoreline protection for an existing residential 
structure built at sand level a "vertical" seawall shall be the preferred means of protection. Rock 
revetments may be permitted to protect existing structures where they can be constructed entirely 
underneath raised foundations or where they are determined to be the preferred alternative. 

B. Where new development is approved on a beach or oceanfront bluff. conditions of approval 
shall include. but not be limited to. the following as applicable 

1. As a condition of approval of development on a beach or shoreline which is subject to wave 
action. erosion. flooding. landslides. or other hazards associated with development on a beach or 
bluff. the property owner shall be required to execute and record a deed restriction which 
acknowledges and assumes said risks and waives any future claims of damage or liability against 
the permitting agency and agrees to indemnify the permitting agency against any liability. claims. 
damages or expenses arising from any injury or damage due to such hazards. 

2. As a condition of approval of a shoreline protection structure. or repairs or additions to a 
shoreline protection structure. the property owner shall be required to acknowledge. by the 
recordation of a deed restriction. that no future repair or maintenance. enhancement. 
reinforcement. or any other activity affecting the shoreline protection structure which extends the 
seaward footprint of the subject structure shall be undertaken and that he/she expressly waives 
any right to such activities that may exist under Coastal Act Section 30235. The restrictions shall 
also acknowledge that the intended purpose of the subject structure is solely to protect existing 
structures located on the site. in their present condition and location. including the septic disposal 
system and that any future development on the subject site landward of the subject shoreline 
protection structure including changes to the foundation. major remodels. relocation or upgrade of 
the septic disposal system. or demolition and construction of a new structure shall be subject to a 
requirement that a new coastal development permit be obtained for the shoreline protection 
structure unless the County determines that such activities are minor in nature or otherwise do not 
affect the need for a shoreline protection structure. 

3. As a condition of approval of new development on a vacant beachfront or blufftop lot. or where 
demolition and rebuilding is proposed. where geologic or engineering evaluations conclude that 
the development can be sited and designed to not require a shoreline protection structure as part 
of the proposed development or at any time during the life of the development. the property owner 
shall be required to record a deed restriction against the property that ensures that no shoreline 
protection structure shall be proposed or constructed to protect the development approved and 
which expressly waives any future right to construct such devices that may exist pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 30235. 

2 For devices that pre-date permit requirements, this would be the as-built height and seaward extent of the 
structure. 
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36. Archaeology (New DevStd under Policy HA-TC-1) [148] 

The County shall consult with the Native American Heritage Commission. State Historic 
Preservation Officer. and the Most Likely Descendant during each stage of the cultural resources 
review to determine whether the project may have an adverse impact on an important cultural 
resource. 

37. Ridgeline Development (DevStd VIS-TC-1.3; DevStd VIS-TC-2.3) [150, 151] 

a. In urban areas, dDevelopment shall not occur on ridgelines if suitable alternative locations are 
available on the property. When there is no other suitable alternative location, structures shall not 
intrude into the skyline or be conspicuously visible from public viewing places. Additional measures 
such as an appropriate landscape plan and limiting the height of the building may be required in 
these cases. 

b. Consistent with applicable ordinances, policies, development standards, and the Constrained 
Site Guidelines, s§tructures shall be sited and designed to minimize the need for vegetation 
clearance for fuel management zone buffers. Where feasible, necessary roads and driveways 
shall be used as or incorporated into fuel management zones. 

38. Trail Siting Guidelines (Appendix E) [153] 

Section II. C. Fences constructed along trail corridors should allow for wildlife movement, to the 
greatest extent feasible. 

Section Ill. A. Where appropriate (e.g., adjacent to existing agricultural operations, buildings, 
residences, etc.), the County should construct fencing between the trail and private land uses. 
County Parks shall determine on a case-by-case basis appropriate fencing design and type. The 
County should consider landowner input on fence design. To the greatest extent feasible, fFencing 
should shall not hinder the safety or the natural movement and migration of animals and should be 
aesthetically pleasing. 

Section V. B. Where appropriate, vVehicle barriers (e.g., steel access gates) should be 
constructed at trailheads to prevent unauthorized motor vehicle access, while allowing hikers, 
bicyclists, equestrians, and authorized motor vehicles for emergency. maintenance. or to provide 
access to private in-holdings to access the trail. Internal access control barriers (i.e., any 
combination of steel gates, chain link or barbed wire fence may be necessary) should also be 
installed along trails at appropriate "choke points" (e.g., placement of barriers utilizing natural 
topography and/or trail user decision points) in order to keep trail users on the established trail 
route and prevent trespass and/or further entry into private property and/or environmentally 
sensitive areas. Trails may be designed for bicycle use where resource damage such as loss of 
vegetation or increased erosion would not result. Where evidence that authorized bicycle use is 
damaging resources. future use by bicycles may thereafter be temporarily or permanently 
prohibited. 

C. Before the County permits public use of any acquired trail right-of-way, adequate approved 
fencing consistent with resource protection and other precautions (such as signage) should be 
installed to prevent vandalism to neighboring properties and appropriate trailheads should be 
acquired and constructed to provide for the public safety. 
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39. Invasive Plant List [154] 

Appendix H List of Invasive Plants to Avoid Using in Landscape Plans Near ESH Areas; 
Delete all references to the words "Near ESH Areas" 

40. Non-Certified Language [155, 156] 

All policies, development standards, and actions listed in Exhibit 17 shall be marked within 
the Toro Canyon Plan with a footnote or other identifying symbol such that it is clearly 
evident that such policies, provisions, or other standards are not certified as part of the 
Local Coastal Program. 

The following text shall be added at the end of Section I.C "Overview of the Toro Canyon 
Plan:" 

Local Coastal Program 

This Plan is designed to be consistent with the California Coastal Act. the Santa Barbara 
County Coastal Plan. and the provisions of Article II. Goals. policies. actions. and 
development standards within this document shall be applicable within the Toro Canyon 
Plan area. However. provisions of this Plan denoted with an asterisk shall not be certified 
by the Coastal Commission and therefore shall not be the basis of appeal of a local 
Coastal Development Permit to the Coastal Commission. 

41. Coastal Zone Boundary [157] 

All figures and maps submitted as part of the LUP Amendment, including all figures of the 
Toro Canyon Plan, and the Land Use Plan Map shall illustrate the Coastal Zone Boundary 
including minor coastal zone boundary changes as approved on June 13, 2003. 

42. Agriculture Conversion [158] 

The seven parcels (APNs # 155-014-013, 155-014-038, 155-014-039, 155-014-049, 155-
014-056, 155-014-057, 155-014-058) designated as Single Family Residential Minimum 2 
acre on the Toro Canyon Land Use Designations Map, located northeast of the 
intersection of Foothill and Toro Canyon Roads, shall be designated A-1-40. All figures and 
maps submitted as part of the LUP Amendment, including all figures of the Toro Canyon 
Plan, shall reflect this modification, where shown. 

43. ESH Map [160, 161, 162, 163] 

The Toro Canyon Plan Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Land Use Overlay (ESH-TCP) 
Map shall be modified as follows: 
a. Modify text on Toro Canyon Plan Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Land Use Overlay 
(ESH-TCP) Map legend as follows: "(Within these areas, the FR8fJf3efi ESH 8*tent along 
streams is intencJofi to represent the "Top of CFeek Bank" only; the extent of any 
associated riparian habitat must be determined by site-specific review) 

b. The Toro Canyon Plan Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Land Use Overlay (ESH-TCP) 
Map shall be amended to: 

A. Retain the existing overlay designation on Assessor Parcel Numbers 005-380-
033, -034, -038 as illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. 
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B. Apply the Monarch Butterfly Habitat designation to the area at 3197 Padaro Lane 
as illustrated in Exhibit 6 of this staff report. 

c. The Taro Canyon Plan Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Land Use Overlay (ESH-TCP) 
Map shall be amended to apply a new Wetland designation "Wetland (Not ESH)" to the 
drainage channels on the north side of Padaro Lane and south of Santa Claus Lane, with 
location as illustrated in Exhibit 6 of this staff report. 

d. The Taro Canyon Plan Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Land Use Overlay (ESH-TCP) 
Map shall be amended to retain the existing overlay designation of offshore kelp as 
illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. 

VI. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS ON THE IMPLEMENTATION 
PROGRAM/COASTAL ZONING ORDINANCE (IP/CZO) 

44. Coastal Zone Boundary [164] 

All figures and maps submitted as part of the IP Amendment, including Zoning and 
Overlay maps, shall illustrate the Coastal Zone Boundary including minor coastal zone 
boundary changes as approved on June 13, 2003. 

45. ESH Map [165, 166, 167, 168] 

The Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Zoning and Land Use Overlays Article II Map shall 
be modified as follows: 

a. Modify text on Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Zoning and Land Use Overlays Article 
II Map legend as follows: "(Within these areas, the mapped ESH oxtcmt along streams is 
intended to represent the "Top of Creek Bank" only; the extent of any associated riparian 
habitat must be determined by site-specific review) 

b. The Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Zoning and Land Use Overlays Article II Map 
shall be amended to: 

A. Retain the existing overlay designation on Assessor Parcel Numbers 005-380-033, 
-034, -038 as illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. 

B. Apply the Monarch Butterfly Habitat designation to the area at 3197 Padaro Lane 
as illustrated in Exhibit 6 of this staff report. 

c. The Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Zoning and Land Use Overlays Article II Map 
shall be amended to apply a new Wetland designation "Wetland (Not ESH)" to the 
drainage channels on the north side of Padaro Lane and south of Santa Claus Lane, with 
location as illustrated in Exhibit 6 of this staff report. 

d. The Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Zoning and Land Use Overlays Article II Map 
shall be amended to retain the existing overlay designation of offshore kelp as illustrated 
in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. 
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46. Agriculture Conversion [169] 

The seven parcels (APNs # 155-014-013, 155-014-038, 155-014-039, 155-014-049, 155-
014-056, 155-014-057, 155-014-058) designated as Single Faml1y Residential 2-E-1 on 
the Zoning Map, located northeast of the intersection of Foothill and Toro Canyon Roads, 
shall be designated AG-1-40. 

47. Toro Canyon Plan Overlay District [172] 

Amend proposed Section 35-194 of the Zoning Code (Exhibit 3) as follows: 

Sec. 35-194. General 

The provisions of this Division implement portions of Toro Canyon Plan components of the 
County's Local Coastal Plan and serve to carry out certain policies of this Community Plan. 
The provisions of this Division are in addition to the other provisions of this Article. Where 
provisions of this Division conflict with other provisions of this Article, the specific provisions of 
this Division shall take precedence. The development standards and actions within the Toro 
Canyon Plan are incorporated by reference within this Overlay District. 

Sec. 35-194.1 Applicability 

The provisions of this section apply to the Toro Canyon Plan Area as defined by the "Toro 
Canyon Plan Land Use Map." All provisions of the Toro Canyon Plan, Coastal Land Use Plan 
and applicable portions of the Comprehensive Plan, including all applicable goals, objectives, 
policies, actions, development standards and design guidelines, shall also apply to the area 
zoned with the TORO this Overlay District. 

Section 35-194.2 Processing 

A. In addition to other application requirements. applications for a coastal development permit 
for any new development on property that is within or adjacent to ESH. in this district shall 
include a detailed biological study of the site. prepared by a qualified biologist. or resource 
specialist. Such a study would include an analysis of any unauthorized development. including 
grading or vegetation removal that may have contributed to the degradation or elimination of 
habitat area or species that would otherwise be present on the site in a healthy condition. 

Sec. 35-194.~~ C-1 Zone District 

1. All uses listed in the C-1 Zone District of this article shall be allowed in the C-1 Zone District 
of Toro Canyon except: 

• Any single family residence where there is no commercial use; 

•Financial institutions: 

•General business offices (such as real estate offices and general practitioner's offices); 

• Lodges shall only be allowed with a major conditional use permit, rather than as a permitted 
use; 

• Residential structures and f)eneral practitioner's!professional offices only as secondary to a 
primary commercial retail use. Retail uses shall be located in the more prominent locations of 
buildings such as on first floors fronting on pedestrian pathways, and/or where ocean views are 
available. Residential and professional office uses should be located on second floor but if on 
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the first floor, then not on the street-facing part of the building. Office uses shall be in less 
prominent locations than retail uses on the same site; 

• Seafood processing and video arcades shall be allowed only as secondary uses to a primary 
use such as a restaurant and only when conducted entirely within an enclosed building. 

2. In addition to the uses allowed in the C-1 Zone District of this article, the following shall be 
permitted in the C-1 Zone District of Toro Canyon: 

•Hotels and motels; 

•Mini-mart/convenience stores; 

3. In addition to the uses allowed in the C-1 Zone District of this article, the following shall be 
permitted in the C-1 Zone District of Toro Canyon with a Major CUP: 

•Overnight recreation vehicle facilities. 

Secondary to a primary commercial use is defined as: a) A land use subordinate or accessory 
to a principal land use. b) When used in reference to residential use in conjunction with 
commercial and industrial uses in this Article. secondary shall mean two residential bedrooms 
per one thousand (1 .000) square feet of total gross floor area of commercial or industrial 
development. However. in no event shall the total gross floor area of the residential 
development exceed the total gross floor area of the commercial or industrial use. Gross floor 
area shall not include parking areas. 

Sec. 35-194.~ Findings 

Sec. 35-194.4§ Nonconforming Structures and Uses 

1. Nonconforming residential structures damaged or destroyed by calamity: Any 
nonconforming residential structure that is damaged or destroyed by fire, flood, earthquake, 
arson, vandalism, or other calamity beyond the control of the property owner(s) may be 
reconstructed to the same or lesser size on the same site and in the same general footprint 
location. For the purpose of this section, "residential structure" shall mean primary dwellings, 
secondary dwellings including Residential Second Units, guesthouses, farm employee 
dwellings, and all attached appurtenances such as garages and storage rooms that share at 
least one common wall with the residential structure. Where no attached garage existed, one 
detached private garage structure may be included provided that it meets the provisions of the 
Toro Canyon Plan and the certified LCP and evidence of such structure's use as a private 
garage is presented to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator. Any such reconstruction 
shall commence within twenty-four (24) months of the time of damage or destruction and shall 
be diligently carried to completion. The twenty-four (24) month time limit may be extended by 
the Director one time for good cause, provided a written request, including a statement of 
reasons for the time extension request, is filed with the Planning and Development Department 
prior to the expiration of the twenty-four (24) month period. Where the reconstruction permitted 
above does not commence within the specified twenty-four (24) months or the extended time 
period that may be granted by the Director, such structure shall not be reconstructed except in 
conformity with the regulations of the Toro Canyon Plan and this Article. 

2. The reconstruction of a lawfully established primary residence in an Existing Developed 
Rural Neighborhood located within ESH buffer areas or adjacent to ESH. due to normal wear 
and tear such as structural pest damage or dry rot. may be reconstructed to the same or 
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Jesser size (square footage. height. and bulk) in the same footprint. If the reconstructed 
residence is proposed to be larger than the existing structure. it may only be permitted where 
findings are made that such development shall not adversely impact the adjacent riparian 
species. meets all other provisions of this Plan and the LCP including development standards 
for native and non-native protected tree species. and complies with development standards 
DevStd 810-TC-5.1 through DevStd 810-TC-5.4. Reconstruction includes any project that 
results in the demolition of more than 50 percent of the exterior walls. 

2. Residential structures that are nonconforming solely due to the Tore Canyon Plan: Any 
residential structure that is nonconforming solely due to any policy, development standard, or 
zoning regulation first applied and adopted under the Tore Canyon Plan, which requires partial 
or complete reconstruction or structural repair due to normal l!.fear and tear such as structural 
pest damage or dry rot, may be reconstructed or repaired to the same or lesser size on the 
same site and in the same general footprint location. For the purpose of this section, 
"residential structure" shall include primary dwellings, secondary dwellings including 
Residential Second Units, guest houses, farm employee dwellings, and all attached 
appurtenances such as garages and storage rooms that share at least one common wall wUh 
the residential structure. Where no attached garage e*ists, one detached private garage 
stFl:lcture may be included prolJided that evidence of sych structyre's yse as a prilJate garage is 
presented to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator. Any such reconstruction or structural 
repair shall commence within twenty four (24) months of the time of the owner's first 
documented discovery of the need for reconstruction or repair, and shall be diligently carried to 
completion. The tvJenty four (24) month time limit may be eM!ended by the Director one time 
for good cause, prolJided a written request, including a statement of reasons for the time 
eMtension request, is filed with the Planning and Development Department prior to the 
e*piration of the tvJenty four (24) month period. Where the reconstruction or structural repair 
permitted above does not commence within the specified tvJenty four (24) months or the 
eM!ended time period that may be granted by the Director, such structure shall not be 
reconstructed or repaired e*cept in conformity with the regulations of the Taro Canyon Plan 
and this Article. 

3. Expansion of a legal nonconforming primary residence residential structures located within 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) buffer areas in an Existing Developed Rural 
Neighborhood: Any primary residence residential structure that is nonconforming solely due to 
its location within an ESH buffer area may be expanded upward, or outward and away from the 
ESH area, consistent with DevStds 810-TC-5.1 and 810-TC-5.~ of the Toro Canyon Plan and 
in a manner that otherwise conforms with the regulations of the Toro Canyon Plan and this 
Article. For the purpose of this section, "residential structure" shall incJyde primary dlN.ellings, 
secondary dlNellings including Residential Second Units, guest houses, farm employee 
dwellings, and all attached appurtenances such as garages and storage rooms that share at 
least one common v1-all with the residential structure. Where no attached garage e*ists, one 
detached prilJate garage structure may be inclueleel prolJieleel that evielence of such str1:1ct1:1re's 
use as a private garage is presentee! to the satisfaction of tho Zoning J\dministrator. 

4. Nonconforming agricultural support structures other than greenhouse development: Any 
nonconforming agricultural support structure, other than "greonhoyse Elevelopment" as Elefineel 
in the Carpinteria Agricultural (CA) Overlay, that is damaged or destroyed by fire, flood, 
earthquake, arson, vandalism, or other calamity beyond the control of the property owner(s) 
may be reconstructed to the same or lesser size on the same site and in the same general 
footprint location. For the purpose of this section, "agricultural support structure" shall mean 
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any structure, other than "greenhouse development" as defined in the CA Overlay, that is 
essential to the support of agricultural production on agriculturally-zoned property. Any such 
reconstruction shall commence within twenty-four (24) months of the time of damage or 
destruction and shall be diligently carried to completion. The twenty-four (24) month time limit 
may be extended by the Director one time for good cause, provided a written request, 
including a statement of reasons for the time extension request, is filed with the Planning and 
Development Department prior to the expiration of the twenty-four (24) month period. Where 
the reconstruction permitted above does not commence within the specified twenty-four (24) 
months or the extended time period that may be granted by the Director, such structure shall 
not be reconstructed except in conformity with the regulations of the Toro Canyon Plan and 
this Article. Nonconforming "greenhouse development" as defined in the CA 0•1erlay shall be 
subject to the provisions of the CA Overlay. 

5. Agricultural support structures that are nonconforming solely due to the Taro Canyon Plan: 
Any agricultural support structure that is nonconforming solely due to any policy, development 
standard, or zoning regulation first applied and adopted under the Tore Canyon Plan, which 
requires partial or complete reconstruction or structural repair due to normal wear and tear 
such as structural pest damage or dry rot, may be reconstructed or repaired to the same or 
lesser size on the same site and in the same general footprint location. For the purpose of this 
section, "agricultural support structure" shall mean any structure that is essential to the support 
of agricultural production on agriculturally zoned property. Any such reconstruction or structural 
repair shall commence within twenty four (24) months of the time of the ovmer's first 
documented discovery of the need for reconstruction or repair, and shall be diligently carried to 
completion. The twenty four (24) month time limit may be e~ended by the Director one time 
for good cause, provided a 'Nritten request, including a statement of reasons for the time 
e~ension request, is filed with the Planning and Development Department prior to the 
expiration of the t\venty four (24) month period. VVhere the reconstruction or structural repair 
permitted above does not commence within the specified twentyfour (24) months or the 
e~ended time period that may be granted by the Director, such structure shall not be 
reconstructed or repaired except in conformity with the regulations of the Tore Canyon Plan 
and this Article. 

6. Expansion of nonconforming agricultural support structures located within Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat (ESH) areas or ESH buffer areas: Any agricultural support structure that is 
nonconforming solely due to its location within an ESH area or ESH buffer area may be 
expanded upward, or outward and away from the ESH area, consistent with Development 
Standards BIO TC 5.1 and BIO TC 5.3 of the Tore Canyon Plan and in a manner that 
otherwise conforms 'Nith the regulations of the Tore Canyon Plan and this Article. For the 
purpose of this section, "agricultural support structure" shall mean any structure that is 
essential to the support of agricultural production on agriculturally zoned property. 

7. Nonconforming nonresidential structures: Any nonconforming nonresidential structure that is 
damaged or destroyed to an extent of seventy-five percent (75%) or more of its replacement 
cost at the time of damage by fire, flood, earthquake, arson, vandalism, or other calamity 
beyond the control of the property owner(s) may be reconstructed, provided that such 
reconstruction conforms with the regulations of the Toro Canyon Plan and this Article to the 
maximum extent feasible. In addition, any nonconforming nonresidential structure that requires 
partial or complete reconstruction or structural repair due to normal v.'ear and tear such as 
structural pest damage or dry rot may be repaired or reconstructed, provided that such repair 
or reconstruction conforms with the regulations of the Tore Canyon Plan and this Article to the 
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maximum extent feasible. Such a structure may be reconstructed or structurally repaired to tho 
same or lesser size on the same site and in tho same general footprint location, provided that: 

i. The Zoning Administrator finds that the public health and safety will not be jeopardized in any 
way by such reconstruction or structural repair; and 

ii. Tho Zoning Administrator finds that tho adverse impact upon the neighborhood would be 
less than the hardship that would be suffered by the owner(s) of tho structure should 
reconstruction or structural repair of the nonconforming structure be denied. 

Any such reconstruction or structural repair shall commence within twenty-four (24) months of 
the time of damage or destruction, or the time of the owner's first documented discovery of the 
need for reconstruction or repair, and shall be diligently carried to completion. The twenty-four 
(24) month time limit may be extended by the Director one time for good cause, provided a 
written request, including a statement of reasons for the time extension request, is filed with 
the Planning and Development Department prior to the expiration of the twenty-four (24) 
month period. Where the reconstruction permitted above does not commence within the 
specified twenty-four (24) months or the extended time period that may be granted by the 
Director, such structure shall not be reconstructed except in conformity with the regulations of 
the Toro Canyon Plan and this Article. 

9. Additions to non-conforming structures on a blufftop or on the beach that increase the size 
of the structure by 50 percent or more are not permitted unless the entire structure is brought 
into conformance with the policies and standards of the LCP. Demolition and reconstruction 
that results in the demolition of more than 50 percent of the exterior walls of a non-conforming 
structure is not permitted unless the entire structure is brought into conformance with the 
policies and standards of the LCP. Non-conforming uses may not be increased or expanded 
into additional locations or structures. 

Sec. 35-194.§.2 Architectural Review Standards 

Sec. 35-194.7 Economically Viable Use 

If it is asserted that the aoolication of the policies and standards contained in this LCP 
regarding use of property within the Toro Canyon Plan area that is designated as ESH would 
constitute a taking of private property. the applicant shall apply for an economical viability 
determination in conjunction with their coastal development permit application and shall be 
subject to the provisions of this section. 

Sec. 35-194.8 Economically Viable Use Determination 

The application for an economic viability determination shall include the entirety of all parcels 
that are geographically contiguous and held by the applicant in common ownership at the time 
of the application. Before any application for a coastal development permit and economic 
viability determination is accepted for processing. the applicant shall provide the following 
information: 

a. The date the applicant purchased or otherwise acquired the property. and from whom. 

b. The purchase price paid by the applicant for the property. 
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c. The fair market value of the property at the time the applicant acquired it. describing the 
basis upon which the fair market value is derived. including any appraisals done at the time. 

d. The general plan. zoning or similar land use designations applicable to the property at the 
time the applicant acquired it. as well as any changes to these designations that occurred after 
acquisition. 

e. Any development restrictions or other restrictions on use. other than government regulatory 
restrictions described .in subsection d above. that applied to the property at the time the 
applicant acquired it. or which have been imposed after acquisition. 

f. Any change in the size of the property since the time the applicant acquired it. including a 
discussion of the nature of the change. the circumstances and the relevant dates. 

g. A discussion of whether the applicant has sold or leased a portion of. or interest in. the 
property since the time of purchase. indicating the relevant dates. sales prices. rents. and 
nature of the portion or interests in the property that were sold or leased. 

h. Any title reports. litigation guarantees or similar documents in connection with all or a portion 
of the property of which the applicant is aware. 

i. Any offers to buy all or a portion of the property which the applicant solicited or received. 
including the approximate date of the offer and offered price. 

j. The applicant's costs associated with the ownership of the property. annualized for each of 
the last five (5) calendar years. including property taxes. property assessments. debt service 
costs (such as mortgage and interest costs). and operation and management costs. 

k. Apart from any rents received from the leasing of all or a portion of the property, any income 
generated by the use of all or a portion of the property over the last five (5) calendar years. If 
there is any such income to report it should be listed on an annualized basis along with a 
description of the uses that generate or has generated such income. 

I. Any additional information that the County requires to make the determination. 

Sec. 35-194.9 Supplemental Findings for Approval of Coastal Development Permit 

1. A coastal development permit for use other than those permitted in the ESH overlay and 
Toro Canyon Plan provisions may be approved or conditionally approved only if the 
appropriate governing body, either the Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors. makes 
the following supplemental findings in addition to the findings required in Section 35-169 
(Coastal Development Permits): 

a. Based on the economic information provided by the applicant. as well as any other relevant 
evidence. each use provided for in the ESH Overlay would not provide an economically viable 
use of the applicant's property. 

b. Application of the ESH standards would interfere with the applicant's investment-backed 
expectations. 

c. The use proposed by the applicant is consistent with the applicable zoning. 

d. The use and project design. siting. and size are the minimum necessary to provide the 
applicant with an economically viable use of the premises. 

e. The project is the least environmentally damaging alternative and is consistent with all 
provisions of the certified LCP other than the provisions for which the exception is requested. 
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f. The development will not be a public nuisance. If it would be a public nuisance. the 
development shall be denied. 

Sec. 35-194.10 Agricultural Soils 

Within the coastal zone. in areas with prime agricultural soils. structures. including 
greenhouses that do not rely on in-ground cultivation. shall -be sited to avoid prime soils to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Sec. 35-194.11 Land Divisions 

Land divisions. including lot line adjustments and conditional certificates of compliance. shall 
only be permitted if each parcel being established could be developed without adversely 
impacting resources. consistent with Toro Canyon Plan policies and other applicable 
provisions. 

VII.FINDINGS FOR DENIAL AS SUBMITTED AND APPROVAL 
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM IF MODIFIED AS 
SUGGESTED 

The attached staff report dated September 24, 2003 provides the findings in support of the 
Commission's denial of the LCP amendment as submitted, and approval of the LCP 
amendment if modified as indicated in Section IV, V, and VI (Suggested Modifications) above. 
Because the changes in the staff recommendation reflect a consolidation and general 
reduction in suggested modifications and the overarching topics remain the same, the findings 
in the September 24, 2003 report for the general resource sections (LCP Organization and 
Implementation, Scenic and Visual, Hazards, Watershed Protection, Agriculture, ESH, Public 
Access and Land Use) are adequate to support the revised recommendation. The Commission 
hereby finds and declares that the September 24, 2003 staff report (attached) incorporates all 
applicable findings for the revised staff recommendation, with the exception of Water Quality, 
which is provided below. 

The following shall replace Section VII.E.8 of the September 24, 2003 staff report: 

Water Quality 

The Toro Canyon Planning Area lies within the Toro Creek and Arroyo Paredon Creek 
Watersheds. Numerous coastal creeks drain from these watersheds into the Pacific Ocean 
and Santa Barbara Channel, where valuable coastal resources and popular public recreation 
areas and activities exist. Maintaining and restoring water quality throughout the Toro Canyon 
Planning Area watersheds is necessary to protect the sensitive coastal resources and public 
amenities that exist in these areas. 

The Commission shares responsibility for regulating nonpoint source water pollution in the 
Coastal Zone of California with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the 
coastal Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). The Commission and the 
SWRCB have been co-leads in developing and implementing the January 2000 Plan for 
California's Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program (Plan), which outlines a strategy to 
ensure that management measures and practices that reduce or prevent polluted runoff are 
implemented over a fifteen-year period. Some of these management measures and practices 
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are best implemented at the local planning level, since they can be most cost effective during 
the design stage of development. The Commission and the Central Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB) are working in collaboration to protect water quality in the 
Santa Barbara area. 

The Commission recognizes that new development in the County of Santa Barbara and 
especially the Tore Canyon area has the potential to adversely impact coastal water quality 
through the removal of native vegetation, increase of impervious surfaces, increase of runoff, 
erosion, and sedimentation, introduction of pollutants such as petroleum, cleaning products, 
pesticides, and other pollutant sources, as well as effluent from septic systems. Section 30231 
of the Coastal Act states that: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine 
organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, 
where feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse 
effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, 
preventing depletion of ground water supplies and substantial interference with 
surface water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural 
vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration 
of natural streams. 

New development often results in an increase in impervious surface, thereby reducing the 
proportion of precipitation that is retained on site by infiltration. As a consequence, there is an 
increase in the volume and velocity of stormwater that runs off the site. The cumulative effect 
of increased impervious surface is that the peak stream discharge is increased and the peak 
occurs much sooner after precipitation begins. Changes in the stream flow result in 
modification to stream morphology. Additionally, runoff from impervious surfaces results in 
increased erosion and sedimentation. 

Further, pollutants commonly found in runoff associated with new development include: 

• petroleum hydrocarbons such as oil and grease from vehicles; 

• heavy metals; 

• synthetic organic chemicals including paint and household cleaners; 

• soap and dirt from washing vehicles; 

• dirt and vegetation from yard maintenance; 

• litter and organic matter; 

• fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides from household gardening or more intensive 
agricultural land use; 

• nutrients from wastewater discharge, animal waste and crop residue; and 

• bacteria and pathogens from wastewater discharge and animal waste. 

The discharge of these pollutants to coastal waters can cause cumulative impacts such as: 

• eutrophication and anoxic conditions resulting in fish kills and diseases and the 
alteration of aquatic habitat, including adverse changes to species composition and size; 
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• excess nutrients causing algae blooms and sedimentation increasing turbidity, which 
both reduce the penetration of sunlight needed by aquatic vegetation that provide food 
and cover for aquatic species; 

• disruptions to the reproductive cycle of aquatic species; 

• acute and sublethal toxicity in marine organisms leading to adverse changes in 
reproduction and feeding behavior; and 

• human diseases such as hepatitis and dysentery. 

These impacts reduce the biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes, reduce optimum populations of marine organisms and have 
adverse impacts on human health. 

The goal of the Toro Canyon Plan water quality policies is to protect and enhance water quality 
and the beneficial uses of local coastal waters and ground waters from adverse impacts 
related to land development. The objectives of the policies are three-fold: 

• Protect, enhance and restore natural drainages, wetlands, streams, and groundwater 
recharge areas. 

• Promote the elimination of pollutant discharge, including nonpoint source pollution, into 
the County's waters through new construction and development regulation including but 
not limited to site planning, environmental review and mitigation, and permit conditions 
of approval. 

• Promote Best Management Practices to limit water quality impacts from existing 
development. 

The Toro Canyon Plan contains several policies to meet the goal of protecting and enhancing 
water quality and the beneficial uses of local coastal waters and ground waters from adverse 
impacts related to land development. The majority of these policies are contained under the 
heading Wastewater and Water, although there are also policies relating to water quality within 
the Biological Resources, Flooding and Drainage, and Geology, Hillsides and Topography 
sections. As mentioned above, wastewater discharge has the potential to contribute pollutants 
to runoff. Two policies relating to wastewater have been modified or added to the existing 
policies. These include suggested modification 16, which reflects the overall intent of Coastal 
Act Section 30231 to protect the biological productivity and quality of coastal streams, 
wetlands, estuaries, and the ocean from the adverse impacts of wastewater and stormwater. 
Suggested modification 16 provides special wastewater protection for beachfront development, 
as this land use has a higher potential to impact water quality due to its proximity to coastal 
waters. Development including confined animal facilities is also required to protect water 
quality through siting, design, management and maintenance requirements, as this land use 
has the potential to contribute pollutants such as nutrients and pathogens to coastal waters. 
These requirements are reflected in suggested modification 15. 

Based on the need to regulate land use in order to protect water quality, the SWRCB has 
provided guidance and requirements in its Phase II National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Permit for land use development that may impact water quality. The County 
of Santa Barbara has responded to these Phase II requirements by developing a Draft Storm 
Water Management Program (SWMP) and submitting this SWMP to the CCRWQCB on 
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August 8, 2003 for review and approval. The CCC Water Quality Unit staff have reviewed the 
SWMP and provided comments to the County. 

This SWMP is a comprehensive program addressing the impacts of stormwater and polluted 
runoff on water quality, and identifying measures and activities to reduce these impacts, 
including requirements related to siting and design of development, the construction phase of 
the project, and the post-construction phase of the project. The SWMP requires that 
development incorporate measures to protect water quality, and establishes a permit review 
process to identify impacts and ensure that water quality protection measures are 
implemented. Suggested modification 15 requires the incorporation by reference and 
implementation of the SWMP. The County will be required to review the SWMP for potential 
updates on an annual basis and submit any changes to the SWMP as potential LCP 
amendments. 

These policies contained in the Taro Canyon Plan provide for the protection and enhancement 
of water quality and the beneficial uses of local coastal waters and ground waters from 
adverse impacts related to land development. Therefore, the Commission finds that the Taro 
Canyon Plan meets the requirements of and is in conformity with Section 30231 of the Coastal 
Act. 
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add l221guage that creates a Carpinteria Agricultural O\·erlay District; and amend 
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STB-MAJ -3-02 
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Submit LCP Amendment 



D. 

Toro Canyon Plan: 

4. 00-GP-003, amend the Santa Barbara County Coastal Land Use Pla...'1 to ir,:::c·:-::Jon~te 
the Toro Car1yon Plan a...'1d update rebted text 2.:-!d mc.ps in the e:.:isting Lc.:1::l Cs;;'-P'~:-: 

5. 

6. 

00-0A-005, amend Article II of Chapter 35 of the Santa Barbara County Code to 
reflect adoption of the Tore Canyon Plan, as follows: amend Dhision 4 (Z<>ning 
Districts) to add a new MT-TORO (Mountainous Area- Toro Canyon Plan) District 
as Section 35-94; amend Division 10 (Nonconforming Structure:s and Uses), 
Section 35-162.2.d to reflect special provisions that apply ·within the Toro Canyon 
Plan area; and add a new Dhision 16 (ICP- Toro Canyon Plan) Onrlay as Section 
35-194 to implement portions of the Plan related to commercial uses and architectural 
guideliJ1es within the C-1 District on Santa Claus Lane. n"..ake \·arious pro·>i5ic·:-.s f'o:­
the repl~ce::~::::!= r~construc:ic::. (:.::j ::::::-- --~~~_--: · 

structures within the Plan are:::. ~:~::: : ..... ~ . ·-. _ -· . _ ... -
-~~--~-~. ~- ···-~ .... ,/ .. 

throughout the Plan a:·ea. 

00-RZ-002, amend Anicle II to reflect adop:i,J:1 ofthe To:-o Ca!1yor. Pla:1 z•):Jir:;: c:.:J::l 
zoning oYerlay nnps. 

Public officials and agencies, cil'ic organizations, and citizens haYe been consulted o:1 a.11d 
haYe adYised the Planning Conmussion on the said proposed amendments iil duly noticed 
p:1Jlic heari11gs pu:-s:.mnt to Section 653:53 of tl:e G='·,·:::::T'c:r,e:Jt Code, and the Pl::::J:±:f: 
Cc:-:::r:is5i,Jn has sent its \\Tir:.en r::co:1~~-:2P . .J2~::c:~s :-~- :~~? ],:::.:~.: J""·-~:·::'..2:::~~: l'~ Se·::ic·:-: ~:~:~}_ ~~--­

:he GoYernme:1t Code. 

E. TrJs Bo:;.d has held duly noticed pu'Jli: h:::o.:i:::;s, ::..~ :·~.;.:::::i :::, S;;.::i,-:1 6~355 :x:: C5 ;.: · :· 
t:1e GoYemment Code, on the p:·oposed amendme!ltS, at \':hich h~::·ings the a::1e::d::;::~::: ·,'. e:·e 

F. 

~ 

]. 

Ti1ese amendments to the Local Coastal Program are c:on:;is;t:li. '' i:i: ;.b;;; P"'u\ i~:c·::s "2 ;,;;.; 

Coastal Act of 1976, the Santa Barbara County Coastal Plan, and the requirements of State 
Plann.ing and Zoning laws as an1ended to this date. 

TI,e Board nov; v:ishes to submit these an1endments to the Califo:nia Coastal Conu"Y!issio:1. 

·ow, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED as follo\\'5: .-

Tr.~ a8J\ e recitations are true and correct. 

Pt.:!'suant to the pro\·isions of Section 65356 and 65857 of the Gowrn.Inent Code and Section 
3 0514 of the Public Resources Code, the above described changes are hereby adopted as 
amendments to the Santa Barbara County Coastal Plan and Coastal Zoning Ordinance texi. 

The Board certifies that these amendments are intended to be carried out in a manner fully in 
conformity \\ith the said California Coastal Act. 
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Tl:e Bo:::rd submits these Local Coastal Plan a:nendmen:s to the Ca1ifo:-:1ia Co2.stal 
Commission for re,·iew and certification. 

). The Chainnan and the Clerk of this Board are hereby authorized and directed to sign and 
certify all maps, documents a.'1d other mate1ials in c:c:::ordx:::e v;ith tbs resoh.;~ic·:: ;_.·j ref":"::::~ 
the abo\'e described action by the Board of Supervisors. 

PASSED, APPROVED, MTD ADOPTED by the Board of Su;::.e0·isors of the County of Sa.1ta 
'r) ,_-:..,.,,." '~"~"' or Ca1Jl. c-orm' a. this ') .:;th daY of Feb'"'U""Y "1Q(')! bY ' 1
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RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUl\TY OF SA .. "'\TTA BARBAR..A.. SL~ TE OF CALIFOR.:'"\I.-\ 

1:\ THE ?\t-\ TTER OF APPROVING ) RESOLCTIO~~ ~0.: 02-~:2. 
CASE ~0.: 00-GP-003 A\fE);D?\1E?\TS TO THE SA"!TA BARBARA. ) 

COlil\TY LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM ) 
BY A..\-IE?\DTI\G THE COASTAL LA.ND USE ) 
PLA~ (TEXT .~~D M.A.PS) TO INCORPOR.:-\ TE ) 
A~D IMPLEMENT THE TORO CANYOK PLA:\) 

.-\. On Ja:mary 7, 1980, by Resolution :\'o. 80-12, th~ Board ofSu~en·iso:s c-ftl!e Cou:-:ty of 
S a:1ta Barbara adopted the Santa B2.rba:a Co:1n~y C:::->::~:a~ T_ 2.:1: 1 .. -se ?~2.::. 

c 

OE \hrch 2, 1999, the Board of Supe0·iso~s <:dJpL:d Resolutior. ?\o. 99-77J to i::.i:i2'.:e lhe 
Preliminary Draft Toro Canyon Plan as a "project" for enYironmental review. 

The Pla:ming Commission of the Count: of Sai;ta Barb::.ra. c..fter boldi:1g du::: noticed 

,,. ' '"""', . ....., 
l. ;_ ~ : ~ - ,_ ~ '- c :;:~ · .. _- :: .~ • ... 

j) The Boc..rd of SuperYisors DO\\. finds that it is in the i:i:;;-;-:::s: ,.; :.::::: o:·derly c:::\ ::;;.::,;:::-• ..::·.: 
of :he Coumy and important to the prescn c::i ':: -;:;f '~~e he:.:::-:. S3.:"e:::. c..:;i ;e:-:e:-:.: 

} . .-" .. .rnend the Co::.stal Land Cse Plan to incorporate the Toro Canyon Plan. 

"' -~~iend the existing Coastal Land Cse Plan text as follows: 

a) Amend Table of Contents, second page to reflect ne\\ " . ..\pp::n::lix I - T C1!'0 

Canyon Plan''; 

b) .. ; .. me:iC Sec. 4.2 (at p. 147) to refle:t c.:::op:ic'n of the Toro Ca:1yon Plan \\·it:-in 
the larger Carpinteria \·alley area: 

:"1 "-\ .. :nerd th~ land use d:::finition of Semi-RurJl R;:sidential (JJ. B--+J to read, "The 
purpose of this designation is to pro\·ide for residential development that \\ill 
preserve the semi-rural character of the Montecito Planning Area and portions of 
the Toro Canyon Plan area .... "[remainder unchanged]; 

d) Amend Tables D-1 & D-2 (pp. D-2 & D-5) to add notations reflecting adoption 
of the T oro Canyon Plan; 

EXHIBIT 2 
STB-MAJ-3-02 
Resolution 02-062 To 
Amend LUP/CP 

-~ I 

-~·( ....... 
... ,!" .. 

.. ' . ' 



e) Amend Tables E-2 & E-3 (pp. E-3 & E-4) to add notations reflecting adoption of 

the T oro Canyon Plan. 

3. .'\mend the County Coastal Land Use Plan maps as follows: 

a) Create a nev, map titled, ·'Toro Canyw La:~:.: L;::: D~s:;:~c.::::;:~s, Cuas:a~ Pia:-:.'; 

b) Create a new map ti:led, "Toro Cc.::yon Plan La::3 c~~ ()··:::·1
:::;: Design?.:in:-." 

Coastal Plan"; 

c) Create a new map titled, "Toro Canyon Plan En\·ironmentally SensitiYe Habi:at 

Land l·se Qyerlay, Coastal Plan"; 

e; .·\rnel1d :be exis:ing ··South Coast Ru:-al Region L~id Lse Desi;:~:::io::s, C:.2.::c.: 

Plan"; 

be remapped onto the existing 
Designations, Coas~al Plan" map. 

··sou:h Coast R~rc.l 

1= ?t:blic of!1cia1s and c.gencies, ciYic org2..:1:z:::i:,:·:~. a:·,.:: ci::ze:-.:: l:::.·, e bee::: co:-:s·..:!r.ed on 
e.::d !:::.ve ad\·ised the Bo:::d c·f Sc:pe:-\i<:c·~s C'l1 ::~c ;~~·;::~e.:: c.r:;e::::.::·.e:::s in a ::...:::, 
:~~::·.:~~1 public be::ri:1; jL!.3'..:2.!1c ::• Sc:::ic·:~" .::s:: · · ';c:~ · =~'.:-:e G.J\·e:-:·.::~e:·· ·~· :.e. 

• ' 1 ~ • 

;::x~ .. ~:;1;.:::.1 c..:1-: c.:-J:l-.L::~:~::-1:~ :;·.-, 1·~;,:: . ....; ::·~.._·:~: ~~~...: ~- -· --~ ~~:: ... ____ ---~------

~()\\·,THEREFORE, IT IS HEREB'{ RESOLVED as follows: 

P·J:·:::·c1a:1t lOth:: ;:::-o\ iC:~ ::s C'f Section 6)857 nfthe Gy, ;;:-;'ll:~ent Code a..'1d Se:tio:: 3051.! 
;:_: the Public Rc:so·..::·ces Code, the abo· e c~:<~i:..:::: c:L:.:.:;_;;;.s ~e he;-c'::-·, a:0;:::;;d e.s 

3. The Chainnan and the Clerk of this Board are hereby authorized and directed to sign and 
certify all maps, documents and other materials in accordance with this Resolution to 
reflect the above described action by the Board of Supervisors. 



PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa 

.-\YES: S:.:pervisor Sch~>:artz, Rose, }~arshall. 

1'\0ES: Supervisor Urbanske. 

ABSTAL\ED: None. 

ABSE~T: Supervisor Gray. 

A.TTEST: 
APPROYED AS TO FO~v1: 
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(· 

ORDINk~CE 4448 

. .:..~ ORDI~.-\~CE A\fE~Dr\G .-\RTICLE II OF CH.-\PTER 3S OF Tt-IE s . .:.'<T.\ 3.:..?3.:..?~:.. 
COl~TY CODE TO I\1PLEME1\T THE TORO CA!\YO>J PLlL'\' BY ADDD\G A 0."E\\' 

\1T-T0:\.0 (\10l~T..:..DOCS AREA- TORO CA~YO~ PLA"') DISTRICT TO DIVISIO~ 4 
(ZO~L\G DISTRICTS), .t\.ME?\Df:\:G DIVISIO?\ 10 (?\0:\CO~FO~\fE\G STRCCTLi-:I.S 

_:..~D LSES), .~'\'D ADDL\G A :-;EW D1V1S10~ 16 (TCP- TORO (A~YO'< PL.~.'\ 
OVERLAY) 

SECTIO:'\ 1: 

S c: ~- :5 _:,.:...} . Purpose and Intent. 

~;:, '' ·~--- "':; :·~"' ~·-··.·.·_, '~~-'~~.~ :··. :_~ 00' .' ,_•,•• :·• '• ..0 _;- 1 r , •• : ::: ti• 4 ~ •• - .._ _.,. ' - - '- '- ,.. - • -- -· - - _I .['. • - - -. - "; - ... _.,- -- •-

::::::·. :::;:-:~·.::::~·- :~:~::1.:~:.\e cne or r:w:·e cftl1e :ciiO\\!:~; _·:·.:::·:,:· . .::<-·.::::~: 

'' ·- :-· ' •• ,J'""" .[' ,......, .... 

- ' . , . . . . . . . 
... '- . .;.~:.-.: • .. ::..~l~ ~2-.:~J s:u:-:·\)· ... ::· .. _,:...:2 2·. ~--- :"'~--=- :;_'~··- -·- ... - = 

\'- a:ershed areas. 

The i:~t~:1~ is to allow limited dewlopment in these areas due to the presence of extreme fire 
haz2.~·::ls. mi:1ir'num sen·ices, andlor enYiro:unental constraints and to encourage the preservation of 
these a:·::::;.s for uses such as \\ atersl1ed protectic,:l, scientific ::.:13 cd:..::::::.tion::J study, a:-.: Ern.ited 

residen:!c.~ 1~ses. 

~;::::.~5-0.::.:. Processing. 

?-\o permits for development, including grading, shall be :ss'.::d e'-:ccr: in co:-Sormance \\it.~ Scctio:1 

3 5-169 (Coastal Development). 

Sec. 35-94.3. Permitted Uses. 

1. One single-family dwelling per legal lot 
EXHIBIT 3 
STB-MAJ-3-02 
Ordinance #4448 
(Proposed Zoning Text , 
Changes) j 



2. One guest house subject to the proYisions of Sec. 35-120 (General Regulations). 

_,. The :1on-conm1ercial keeping of animals and poui try. 

4. Culti\·ated agriculture~ ,·ineyard: or orchard \\·hen tl1ere is eYiden.:e of per:·nit:ei o~ lega~ :-.o=:­
confom1ing use within the previous ten-year period. 

5. Home occupations, subject to the provisions of Section 3 5-121 (General Regulations;. 

6. Accessory uses, buildings and structures that are customaril) incidental to the aboYe uses. 

Sec. 35-94.4. Uses Permitted ''ith a Major Conditional Use Permit. 

, Limited facilities or deYelopments for educational p~Jrposes o:- scie:1tiiic resea.cd:, e.g .. wa:e:­
quality monitming stations, access roads, sto;:age facilities, etc. 

Resource dependent uses such as mining a!Kl qua:TyiEg. 

"' O:·:sbo:-e oil dewlopment, including explo;:a:o;-:- a:1.J proi:.:c:ion wells, pipeli:1es, s~p:;·c.:io:-: 

facili:ies. and their accesso::-y uses, sub_1ect to the r;;qui:·e:11ents set foiJ1 in DI\"ISIO~ S, 
E:).":CRGY FACILITIES. 

- - ,. . -.. ..... ,_\.:-.:: 

~ >~e-.\ c:.::::,·c.:ed agriculture, \·ineyard or orcha:d usc. \\·hen the:-::: is: no: e\·idence shc'\'i:1~ t:-:::.·" il i3 
2. ;:~:::-:~:~:::: c~- 1ega1 non-co::fonni:"lg use \Yi~~lir: ::1.: ;-~-~··.·: ·~:~ :_·:~-~· ~·:~~· ;':~~ ~':. 

Sec. 3~-9~.6. Findings Required for Conditional t:se Permit. 

In 2.ddi~ion to the findings required for appro\·a] of a Conditional Cse Per:nit in Sec. 35-1 7'2, no 
Co:1ditio:-:aJ L~se Permjt shall be appro·\·ed u~1les:-: cl:1 of ll-J::- fu~l~)\•;i:-1; :::-. .:::::-~;s a:--: r:-:~=e t-y t~~ 
approp:ia!e decision-maker: 

.::... The pruject does not cause erosion, sedimentation, runoff, siltation, or &"1 idemi:l.ed signi:i-::~ ... : 
adverse impact to downstream water courses or water bodies. 

3. The p:-oje(;t will not cause any significant adverse effect on enYironmentally sensitiYe habitat 
areas. plant species, or biological resources. 
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Sec. 35.94.7. Minimum Application Submittal Requirements for Conditional Use Permit. 

l::. c.:i2::ic-:1 to the contents of tbe application required for Co;1diti·J:El l'se Pem1its ur:de~ Se:::::..:.:-. 
35-172.6, no application shall be accepted for processing unless accompanied by ti1e follo\:,·ir;g 

subminc.ls: 
1. A topographic map showing existing slopes, \\·ater co·Jrses, a:-.d :~:_;:;::~ cf Yeg::::a::e::-, c:-: ·'·" 

2. The location and specifications of all existing and proposed roads, terraces, and structures. 

, A.pplic:;.:ion for nev.· or expanded cultiYation, orchc.rd, or YineYard use sh~ll include a 

Conse:·\ c.:ion Grading Plan that: 

shO\\·s areas of --+0°/o or greater slopes. b. 
:c-:~:ai:'.s a crop production and cultiYation plc.:1 for all agricul;.ural ope~c.:io:1s to be 
co:1ducted on the site, a description of mecha:uzed equ:pment to be used; c.:1ci r·o:- o:-c:.-.:::.rcis 

::.:~: Yi:1~yards~ a po3t-3.pproYal r:10l".._i:ori~~ pro;r:..r:--~, 

5::::. 3S-9-L8. \1inimum Lot Size. 

\ ~; .~ ~ ·~-, , ·~"" T • -.....,, -· -~ 
,\1: .. ·-·-···· ... _. 

:.:T-TORO -i'.'~' 

.-'~, Q\Yelling may be located upon a smaller lot if such lot is shO\\r. as a legal lot either on a recorded 
subdiYision or parcel map or is a legal lot as e\'idenced by a recorded certificate of compliance, 

e:-:cept for fraction lots. 

Sec 35-94.9. Setbacks for Buildings and Structures. 

Sec. 35-94.10. Height Limit. 

~o building or structure shall exceed a height of twenty-fiYe (25) feet. 
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Sec. 35-94.11. l\1inimum Distance Required Bet\veen Buildings on the Same Building Site. 

Sec. 35-94.12. Parking. 

As proYided in DIVISION 6, PARKING REGULA TIO?'\S. 

SECTIO::\" 2: Section 35-162.2.d of DIVISION 10 ~O~CO~FOR.\-fr\G STRUCTLKES _!.SD 
l'SES) is hereby amended to read as follov;s: 

c. . ' - -~ " "\ ••• ~-~·--·• ----A 
'"\1 • .,,...· C, · ·...,·Pl 0 · 1 ·D· t··~t). r ,. ,...~,..._,:-. ·-=-,-· .:~.: .... :.: .. -: .. ''.··.· • .. -~·-- ·•· ·· l.- · onL'""dto o.1ll11Unh_, an \era) 1s 11~,; ro, pc.ll ...... ;:, J.::l .... '"~·~·~~ , ....... ,. ,_,;;; ·'•'..J.' u, ;;;,,:;._, L~·:,:::. 

a.11d in Section 35-194 of DiYision 16 (Toro Canyon Plan 0Yerlay District) for parceis icie:1ciiie.: 
within the TCP Overlay zone, \\·hich, in the case of conflict, shall "Ci:~e p:-e::eie:;::e O\'e:- t::::s Se:::::c:·:-. 

SECTIO=" 3: Dl\'lSIO~ 16, TORO C.-\...'1\'YO?\ PLA-:\ (TCPJ 0\'ERL...;. Y DJSTPJCT, of .~..:--:::::e 
11 of Chapter 3) of the San:a Barbara County Code is herery added 2s follows: 

Sec. 35-194. General 

:·:--<<~:~~:-~·:::is D!\·is:o:: :::·:? i:1c.idition to th:: r:::·.:-:· :-~···.::: ·· · 

c<~:hi~ Di\·:s:on co:1flict \\·iL11 o:hcr p:-c\·~sio:1s o:'"':~~:~ .. : .. :·:· -~-- ·~~--· 

:::-:::~. ~5-10~.1 Applicability 

The proYisions of this section apply to the Toro Canyon Plan .tuea as defined by the '·Taro Cc.:~:, .:-:~ 

~ Plan Land l.'se Map." All provisions of the Toro Canyon Plan, Coastal Land Use Plan and 
app;icable portions of tbe ComprehensiYe Plan, including all applicable goals, object!\·es, poli.:ies, 
::.:::i::;::~, :c:·. :::lc>p:-::·t:::-Jt standx-ds and design guid:;Ji:1es, s:1:::.ll i.:::.:'• ::.;-;'1;: t2 :;,e :::.~:::: zo:-.e2 
TORO Q·,·erlay Dist1ict. 

Sec. 3 5-194.2 C-1 Zone District 

1. All uses listed in the C-1 Zone District of this article shail be allo'xed in the C-1 Zone District 
ofT oro Canyon except: 

• Any single family residence where there is no commercial use; 
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• Lodges shall only be allowed with a major conditional use pem1it, rather than as a permitted 

us~: 

• Residential structures and general practitioner's professionc.l offices only as second2.~-. to 2. 
primary conm1ercial retail use. Retail uses shall be located in the more prominent locations of 
buildin£::s such as on first floors frontine!. on De.:L: s:~i c.:: 1•:::: ::: ·.'. 2.\ ::. c.:--.i. C·:· ·,, ~:e~e ~ ~ ~ :::: ._: e·.'.-~ - ..... " ., ' 

c.re a\·ailable. Residential and r·rofessional office uses should be located on second floor but 
if on the first floor, then not on the street-facing part of ti1e building. Office uses shall 'oe in 

less prominent locations than retail uses on the sa:T;e site; 

• Seafood p:-ocessing and Yideo arcades shall be allo\Yed o::!y as seco::d?.ry uses to a primary 
c.:~:: ~·.1::':: z:s a restaurant ::.ond only \\·hen conduc~::c e::'.::-:: 1

: ,,_·::~:.::: :::: e:dcs:~ ~-_:::::::rz 

T~'le c~:.ief s:yle characteristic of Western Seaside Yernacul:.:r Co::1merci2J is simplicit:·. b-:a::-:1;-:}es 
::. :· ·,1.'e.:::e:·:: Se:::.side Vernc.cul2.r ha\ e occ'..'.cTed in:"..\ i:?. Be?.::' c.nd S:::a.r;:s \\ l:.:.:rf. F:e f-::•:;2'-' ::·.; 

a:·e c}iaracteristic of\\' estern Seaside Vernacular architecture. 

Q;·ien:;;.tion and :-vfassin£ 
Lo\\- m:.ssing 
Little or no set-back from side\\·alk edge 

\\.ood shingles, subject to the allowances and 
limitations ofthe County Building Code 
Shingles made to resemble \vood or slate 

\\'indO\\S 

"Picture" 
~~ -_ ~:z(~:--.:c1~y c :·ie:ited 1nulti-p~:-1ed 
~.: i~: :i -;,:::.n:::. \\·ith \\·ood sash a_.T)d f~3....!1CS 
.. . ., 
,\ CJCJ .:_: ~~ --.~ ~..-..:-: 

Sec. 35-194.3 Findings 

Doors 
Simple \\ ood 
Si:r:.~--~~t: \\·oo2. c..:1d g1ass 

... -- '- --

Colors 
Weathered \\·ood 

Whitewash 
Neutrals 

In addition to the findings that are required for approYal of a deYelopment project (as de\'elopment 
is defined in this A . .nicle), as identified in each section ofDi\'ision 11 -Permit Procedures of .-\rticle 
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II, a finding shall also be made that the project meets all applicable policies and development 
standards included in the Toro Canyon Plan. 

Sec. 35-194.4 .l\onconfom1ing Structures and Uses 

1. ?\onconf01mimr residential structures damaged or destroved b\· calarnir.-: .A.E,. noncor:.J:or:;r,i:J2 . -
residential structure that is damaged or destroyed by fire, flood, earthq:.r2.ke, a:so~1, \·ar:dalis~\ 
or other calamity beyond the control of the property owner(s) may be recons'i.:-ucted to tr,e sa::ne 
or lesser size on the same site and in the same general footprint location. For the pu.--pose ofri-.is 
section. '·residential structure" shall mean ori.marv dwellimrs. secondarv dwellim:s includi:n 

• J. ol - • - .... ..... 

Residential Second Units, guest houses, fam1 employee dwellings, and all attached 

residential structure. \\11ere no attached g.a.rcge e;.,:is~d, o:·:::: cL:c.::1e.:: ~:·:-_:::.::::;::::.~c.;::: s·.:-_::;;:-_c:e 
may be included provided that evidence of such struclure's use as a p:-i\·ate f;C.rage is p:-ese:>:ec 
to the satisfaction ofthe Zoning Administrator .. Any such reconstruction shall com.'11ence \\·ithi::, 
t\"·:enty-four (24) months of the time of da.c·nage or destruction a.:'1d shall be diligently ca:::ieC. to 

co::1plecion. The twenty-four (24) month time limit may be exterded by the Di:-ector o::e t:::ie 
fo:· good cause, provided a \\Titten requesL including a sta!ement of reasons fo:: the time 
exteDsion request, is filed with the Pla.rming and De,·elopmem Depa:-tment prior to the 
c-x;::-iration of the twenty-four (2-4) month period. \\ l1ere the reconstruction perrn.itted abo\·e 
does not commence within the specified twenty-four (24) oonths or the e;,:tended time period 
·~-c, ,--?y ho crantorl b·· t11"' D:~,-·or S" 1C11 <:·,-,-~,, .. , c:"~--:->1 1 ,-.-.• ""' ..-o-11·-~·n:-t,..:i o.,--.~n7 i~ ~-·---···- .. -"-::;: . ..... u) ...... il\,.."-1.. ~ ......... .....- ... L!.'-'--·"--'· ... - .................... ,.... ... \,.\_. _ _,.._, ......................... _ ... ,_ __ ::- ....... .. 

:·~~:..: ... ~-.:~:::~ .s:ructl:re tl-:2.: is no:1co:Uorrni:-:t.:; s-::lle]y :2·_,,_:. ~~ ~ ~- :: ~-,. ~-. ::: r ~--~-- •• •• -· ••• 

;-:~:~::-.; :-~g~1lation f1rst ar·p:i::d 2-nd a.:L)JI:~d ~:~~3:::· ·:~..: -~-, :· c·::~-.~. -~- ~<---:~. \\·~:::~. ~~--~·--> _ 
-~:· .:..-=<-:-:.:~·~:=te re(;.Ol':S::i·uct.ion. 0:- S~rUClUfCi~ r~p::.i~- C~:..; ~() 1~,_:·:· .. :-~ ·.~.-.;~·-::.:· .. ~-:~·::.:· -·---~- :_: _· __ · ___ · ___ · 

pes~ Cz:.:11::.;e or dry rot: n12.y be reconstruct:.= or ~-~rai:-ed ~ ::-:~ ::.:.:::·:= c~~ l~:;s::?:- :::z.: o:~ ::-::' s~:-:·.~ 

site a11d in the same general footprint location. For the purpose of this section, '·residen:ic.l 
structure" shall include primary dwellings, secondary d\,·ellings including Residential Second 
Vnits, guest houses, fann employee dv.;ellings, and all attached appurtenances such as garages 
and storage rooms that share at least one cormnon wall with the residential structure. \\"here no 
2:.':-:a:h:-.:: garage exists, one d~tached priYate garage structu:-e may be included proYided that 
c\·idence of such structure's use as a pri\'ate garage is present;;;d to the satisfaction of L~e Zoning 
.:..3:-ni:•is:rator. Any such reconstruction or strucm:-al repair sh::.ll corrL.-nence \\·ithin t\Ye:n-y-four 
12~J mc•:1ths ofthe time ofthe owner's first documented disco\·e.ry ofthe need for 
•. ,,.,r .. ,~··"'"".;n~ Cl~ ~C•'J?ir "~~ st..,n bn dJ"lj",,.,,.,.],· C"''~l·'"'~ jr, rn,.,..,,.,l,.,~io" Th"' t\'.""':l.n·-fo,·~ (i..1) • -- __. .... _, ........ ~ •• __,,.J. i l .... l......_" ~ U .. l.._. ~l'"'"'.1." .._ ._ .:;~..- .. J. .. ., ........ _...__. ~- '-- :l:; ..... ~ .......... - l '-• • ......__ -. 

month time limit may be extended by the Director one time for good cause, pro\·ided a wrinen 
request, including a starement of reasons for the time extension request, is filed 'Aith the 
Planning and Development Department prior to the expiration of the twenty-four (24) month 
period. Where the reconstruction or structural repair permitted above does not commence 
within the specified twenty-four (24) months or the extended time period that may be granted 
by the Director, such structure shall not be reconstructed or repaired except in conformity with 
th:: r-:;cula.tions of the 1 oro Canvon Plan and this Article. - . 

6 



_. Exr\l11sion of nonconfonnin~ residential strucn.1rcs loc::::cd .,,:i:b:-~ E:;Yi;·c.:-::-:~:::r:tc.!:'- S:::·.s:::-.::: 
Hal.:>it::t (ESH) buffer areas: Any residential structu;e that is li0:1COnfo;:;rjr;.g S·Jlely c:..:e to i:s 
location within an ESH buffer area may be expanded upward, or outl\·ard and away from the 
ESH area, consistent with De\'Stds BIO-TC-5.1 and BIO-TC-5.3 of the Toro Canyon Plan a:1d 
in a matmer that otherv;ise confonns with the regulations of the Toro Canyon Plan and this 
-\,_.,1·~1"' Fo·· tl1P purpos" Orl.,'l·s S"Ctl."n "resid"'"'ial c:t'·''"'"~"" c:l,alll'"rln.-1» , . ...:."""". ri,,_.,n:"··~ .,ll\..~o.,.. j. ~o,. I,.. L .. ;. ._, "-'l, .. ._ ......... ~._._......,.._ .. ,_.. . .._ ~• J. ·•-....-..._.'-l'~•••• ....... .,.._.,.._ •.. ~.=.-; 

secondary dwellings including Residential Second Units, guest houses, farm employee 
dv-;ellings, and all attached appurtenances such as garages and storage rooms that share at lec.st 
o:1e cornmon wall with the residential structure. Where no attached garage exists, one detached 
p:-i 1·:::te g:.::r::ge structure m::y be included p:.-oYided that e\'idence of such structure's use as c. 

. . 
~--.:·:·. ::-~~ ;:::·~::;~ :s p:·c:-:~·~·-· -·~ -~ ~---· ~--::.::::::.=::~ 

. - .. - / - .. 

-. ~o:1eodom1ing ag1icultu:-al support structures other th::::~ ~ree:iliouse de\·elopment: :\ ... T'ly 
:1:>nconfonning agricultural support structu:-e, other than "greenJ10use development" as def:.:1ed 
::: t:~e Car;inte1ia Agriculmral (CA) 0Yerlay, that is d::::-:-:2.;-ed o:- destroyed by fire, flood, 
earthquake, arson, vandalism, or other calamity beyond the control of the property 01mer(s) 
;:~;:::; be reconstructed to the same or lesser size on the sa:11e site c..c1d in the same genera} 
footprint location. For the purpose of this section, "agricultural support structure" shall me2.:": 
any structure, other than "greenhouse deYelopment" as defined in theCA 0Yerlay, that is 
essential to the support of agricultmal production on agriculillrally-zoned property. _.\ny su:h 
:·;:co:1.s::--u~:lo:1 shall co::i!:~ence \Yitl1in 1\\·er~:~\·-f:,'J.:- (=:~) ::~·~:~::-:.s oftl-'~e ti~~ of·2.2.n::::;:: c:­
::es:r~..lc:io:~ and shal1 be diligently c2.r:·~ed :o ccl:~~l}L~:io:~. Th~ t"-~.-~:J:y-fo~r (~-+) mo~l:h tin~:::::::~:: 
:r:::.:-· ":-.:: ~xtended by tl1e Dir;;ctor one t:rl;.~ fo:- go·Jd cc'--l::.:; ;~~(l-;,·i:~J ~: ··:.:-i:-:e:-: :-;:~~::s:~ i::cL.::~:~; 
~ s~:;.:~:-:1ent of reasons fo:-t.h~ ti111e exte11sio:1 re-=: 1J.est~ is ~~2: -.~:::~:he Pl~:--~1i~l; 2.::j 

. ' . . . . . . ' . . . ~ . . .. 
:-:-1~>:~:;~:; c~r :ne exlen·J-:>J l~r:-12 perlCl.J ·~r..:::.t ~-:~::y Li:2 ;:-~::--:.~~...:. ~--y :~· . .:: ~.:-.:-:::~ :·~ ~-_:~·:~ .:;::--~ .. :~:-_: ~~~-~ .. :~ ·,· 

_.;,nicle. ~onconforrning "greenhouse deYelopment" as de:ined in the C.-\ 01·erlay shall be 
subject to the provisions of theCA Overlay . 

. ~.g;iculillral support structures that are nonconfonning solely due to the Toro Canvon Plan: 

. .;,ny agricultural support structure that is nonconfonning solely due to any policy, deYelop:ne:1t 
stan::2.:"d, or zoning regulation first applied a:1d a:lopted under the Toro Canyon Plan, v:hich 
.,..._.._.,..-1,,; ... _.. ... - ,.._...',.] ·l'"'l""'\ l::.•o ::.,...,. -• ,..... • ....-, ,.. ,.., llr'l1 ~......,'")•,.. ri1..:::. • '\ ~ 1 '.?";:l.,.. •:::::p"'\...J t.=o 't" '.-.h ,~,1 - •• -:o pa.Lla Or COu,;J '-'·~ f;_'-'011::--lrud!O., 0. 5l!LlLL-..:.... f;_t-,~1• ..... u_ LO n'-.:JTL; \\~.;;J.-~uu- ... a! SU-, 

as st:Jctural pest damage or dry rot, may be recons:ructed or repaired to the same or lesser size 
on the same site and in the same general foo:print location. For the p...::pose of this sec,ior:., 
"agricultural support structure" shall mean any structure that is essential to the support of 
agricultural production on agriculturally zoned property. Any such reconstruction or structural 
repair shall commence within twenty-four (24) months of the time of the ov-:ner's first 
documented discovery of the need for reconstruction or repair, and shall be diligently carried to 
completion. The m·enty-four (24) month time limit may be extended by the Director one time 
for good cause, provided a written request, including a statement of reasons for the time 
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extension request, is filed with the Planning and Development Department prior to the 
expiration ofthe twenty-four (24) month period. \\l1ere the recor.s!ruction or struct'J:-al repair 
per.nined above does not conunence within the specified twe::ty-four (24) months o~ ::-.~ 
extended time period that may be grar1ted by the Director, such structure shall not be 
reconstructed or repaired except in conformity v;ith the regulations ofthe Taro Ca..'"!yon Plan 
and this Article. 

6. Expansion of nonconforming agricultural support structures located v.ithin EnYirowuentaily 
Sensitive Habitat (ESH) areas or ESH buffer areas: Any agricultural support strucm::-e :ha: is 
nonconfo1111ing solely due to its location within an ESH c..rea or ESH buffer area may be 
expanded upward, or outward and away from the ESH area, consistent with Development 
5::-::·::.::·:~ BIO-TC-5.1 ::.:~: BIO-TC-5.:: c::>:: T·~·:·~· r~,- -.- fl!::::-: :::·.:: :-.:: :~·:,-··:- -~-~~ 

c:::e:-·sise confom1s with the regulations of ti;e To:·c_, C.:·-:·-...·.: : :::.:-: c..::~ ::~~ _: .. :·:: ~.::. :~ ~· ~ :>: 
purpose of this section, "agricultural support structure" shaii mean any struc:u:-e :i;.;.: :s e~se::::2:.. 
to the support of agricultural production on agriculturally-zoned properry. 

:\onconformin2: nonresidential structures: :'\.ny nonconi'o:-:J.:ir:g r.o:;.:·~si.:i~:--...:ial :;::--:.:..:::-..:.~;; ::~:..c: : ~ 
damaged or destroyed to an extent of seventy-fiw p;;1cent (7 5%) or more of its replacement 
cost at the time of damage by fire, flood, earthquake, arso:1, Ya.ndaiism, or other calamity 
'beyond the control ofthe property O\\Tier(s) may be reconst:ucted, pro\·ided that such 
reconstruction confonns with the regulations ofthe Toro Canyon Plan and this Article to the 
Daxirnw'Tl e:>.1ent feasible. In addition, any noncor.for.:1i:1~ r:o:residenti::l structu:-e that rec;,..:};-es 
;::::.:-::2.1 or complet~ reconstruction or structural r;;p~ii;· d:..:e to no;-;-r;al ,-,·e:::--::.:ii-te.::.r S'-~:}: e:.:: 
::::-~1:::·1.:·a1 res: dan1age or dry rot n1:ty b;: rc?~:.ir;:J c::· :·---...:'- :·.~-~:· -~-'~::::~ 1=:·c ·:i~~-= :~-~~: s·_:::~-- :-:~- --> 
:·::::c::s::~c:io:1 confomE \\·ith the regul::::i('::~ c-:~::;~ -~-- -~--- _ .. ~:: __ . _____ :.~:~ _:..._ . 
:~.::~:~::~_::-:~extent fe2.sib~~- S~..::-h 3. SL:'Ucture :-:·.:-: ~? ~-::: :-~---~::·-~-:: .. :::··-_·::~----~-~~~:- .. _,:-~.::-:·= -_ 

0 • ' 1 • 
- -., -- .... _...,- . - .. '"'~- . .. ' . 

'-'"'--· .·.:. y· '- .• ---- ·- .. 

~rr-~~ Zoning Adn1irilstrator f1nds that tl1e public 1~~~.:.~~.: -~· ·-· ::--~.::-, 

11. The Zoning Administrator finds that the ad\·erse ir.1pact upon the neighborhood \\·oulc be 
less than the hardship that would be suffered by the owner(s) of the structure should 

-~ reconstruction or structural repair of the noncor,Sorming structure be denied . 

. ~..:1y S'Jch reconstruction or structural repair shall con1...rne:1:e within t\\·enr:·-four (24) months of 
the time of damage or destruction, or the time of the 0\\11er·s ii.rst documented disco\·er:' cft:-.e 
need f.J:- reconstruction or repair, and shall be diligcn:::, ::.:--:-::~ tc co;n;:<etion. The :·,\e:-.:y-~·='·J~ 
1::.:.:) r;,:J:ich time limit rna\' be extended b\· th~ Dir~:; . .:L(l;- OiL: ~:;:·:e fo:· s::oo:i cc..:.E:.:. p:-o·,;;:e.:: c. 
" ., .. ._ '. 

Planning and Development Department prior to the expiratio:-1 of the t\Yenty-four (24; mont..~ 
period. Where the reconstruction permitted above does not commence within the specified 
twenty-four (24) months or the extended time period that may be granted by the Director, such 
structure shall not be reconstructed except in conformity \\ith the regulations of the Toro Canyon 
Plan and this Article. 



S. Exoansion of certain nonconfonning: structures located within front. rear, or side Yard setback 
a:-e:lS: A.ny structure that is nonconforming solely due ~o its lo::c.tior:. ._,_·itLr: 2. fro:::,:~::~,~,~ s::~ 

yare se:back area, due to any increase in such setback a;-ea that resulted from 2. ct::.:ise of 
zoning adopted with the Toro Canyon Plan, may be enlarged or expanded in a manner that does 
:~.:>: f.::-:her encroach into any such setback area and t!-lat othcrv:is~ confo:7:'ls v. !~\., :he 
regulations of the T oro Canyon Plan and this Article. 

9. i-Jonconfonnine uses: The replacement or re-establislunent of nonconforming uses is subject to 
the regulations ofthe Toro Canyon Plan and this Article only to the extent that some type of 
pennit may be required by this .-\rticle. :\ny such pem-:it mc.y be appc-o\·ed o::ly in cor:.fo:-r:12.rJce 
'.<:1 ~ :::e regul:::tio:1s ofthe Toro Canyon Pl:::n :::r:d t 1~:' .-\:·(c1e 

1. Residen~ial struct1..:res s:1all no! exceed a height of25' unless rJ:-:he:- res:ric~ed by o::;er 
3~~::o~1.3 ofthe Zoning 0:-2:r:~:1ces (s1.2c!1 as the P'--idg~~::--1:: end Hillside D~\·e1o?:-:~:::1t 
Guidelines). 

~otice of a project's initial B...\.R hearing (e.g. concepr..:al or preliminary reYiew) shall be 
E>c.iled to the owners of the affected property and the ow:1ers of the property within 500 feet 
of the exterior boundaries of the affected property at least 10 cc.lend2.r days prior tl:e B . ..'..R 
:-::e:::~i::g, using for this purpose then::::::::: a:.-1-::. :::::2~ess c:' .::.:'J21:. 0\\;:::::s .:::::: c<:.:·..:~-:::.:-:.:s :::s s::,:,··\'.:-: 
-·:~ L~;.= c·..::-rent _.;.ssessor~s t2.x rolls oft}le Co:_:~1:y of 5:~:--.~_~: 32~:·~~~·.:·:~. 

T~~e fo 1lowing criteria shall be applid for the z,;~;;~o\ z:l c-:· ::::~:· r::::<c;~:::·.:::..::·::: ::::~..:~·- .::.. 
:·<_::·.:-_::-.;; :..:~c Dc\·::-~c·;~·:~--·::;: (?'-~D) c.:·i~ Ll~2 T3 .. :·~ :'- ~ _·. __ .. __ :_:·.--~~--: 

B. Large understories and exposed retaining walls shall be minimized. 

C. Building rake and ridgeline shall confom1 to or reflect the surrounding terrain. 

D. La:-:::.sca.ping is used to integrate the structures into the site a.c1d its s:.mounC.i:1gs, and is 
compatible with the adjacent terrain. 

Tl;e exterior surfaces of st;-uctures, inclu:ing \\·c.!e~ t:::nks, \Yalls and fe:1ces, sha:l be no:1-
""'fi"'cti\p buildina rrlaterJ·a]- and co]o~c cn"ll).,.:\,'.~ \,.:,\. ,,,.....,.n,u:1-li:1c '"~ai-- (i:1· 1·,..;ino 1....., .... '-' .::; :::, .:...,) 1.....11~~ '-~·~ .- , 1 ... .~.1 ~ ~ ... ~,.__ ..... --~.:. = L-....I.J. 1 .. \.•· .... ~u ....... = 
~:Ji~s! Yeget~liOE; tu~~~ lJ0L;.;r0.tJSJ. \\~~l,;:·~ P'-iL:s L:.S·- L...)_,_:~ L:~...:~; ~~2--- .:~~~:~ ~-~ :-:.::---.-:-::~:=·~: .. \-~. 

F. Retaining walls shall be colored and textured (e.g., with earth tone and split faces) to match 
adjacent soils or stone, and visually softened with appropriate landscaping. 

G. Outside lighting shall be minimized. Outside lighting shall be shielded, do'>mward-directed 
low-le\'ellirrhting: consistent v,·ith Toro Camon's rural and semi-rural character. - - . 
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H. The total height of cut slopes and fill slopes, as measured from the natural toe of the 
lowest fill slope (see Figure 35-194.1 Examples A and D) or the natural toe ofthe lowest 
cut slope (see Figure 35-194.1 Examples B and C) to the top of the cut slope, s:;::ll te 
minimized. The total venical height of any graded slopes for a project, inclu:iing tl:e 
\'isible portion of any retaining wall above finished grade' shall not exceed sixteen (16) 
\·enicaJ feet. 

I. The visible portion of a retaining wall abo\·e finished f;:·:::C:e shall not exceec six feet. (See 
Figure 35-194.1.) 

L pon recommendation by BAR, P&D may grant exemptions to criteria H a'1d I if written findings 
a:-e made that the exemptions would allow a project that: 1) fi.mhers the intent of protecting 
1,in-:j.~- ~.,d \\·ater·-h.,ds ?) eruh"'nces "''1d P"On1ote b""~"'- ,,~ .. ---, .. ,,! ··~-. ..; ·-.- •·-"~.:.c.--·· ·--:.' ,..l .• ~: ··- "_..; 1 ....... ~J ~,.._::,a.... ~J:J.._... '- ......_ ""'-l .1. ~ 1.....Ll'-l -.~.L..v~,.I.,....J.....,.J ....... .t'-'- VJ. ~..<..,.'-~····'-._~ ................ "-"-'~•.::•• L-.!....., 

:) minirn:zes Yisual or aesthetic impacts. 

SECT10:\ 4: Except as amended by this ordinance, D.iYision 4 of .C>Jticle II of Chapter 35, of the 
Code of the County of Santa Barbara, California, shall remain unchanged and shall contin•Je !:~ f..::~ 

for;:e and effect. 

SE CTI 0:\ 5: This ordinance shall take effect and be in force thirty (30) days from the date of its 
p::.ssas:e, and b~fore the expiration of fifteen (15) de,ys after its p2.ss:..;e, or a st.::-:-:.::::..:;· c·f i· .. s~.2.~] be 
~~·_:~:::s~e:! c~:~:::~ together \\·}th the nam~s of tl1~ nlen1b~=-~ oft::~ Pl~~:-:u:ng C.o:;:r::.:.::::::.=':-:. ~\·,)::~.; fo:­
.::.::2 c..;c.i:·:s: tlie s2.:11e in the SA~L\. BAP-..1.3.-\?'-·\ \'E\\.S P?£S5. 2 r:-··.-~;:o~::::er of ;e::c::·c.: 
::::·::'..l;c.:io:1 in the Coumy of Santa B:::.:-b2.ra. 
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PASSED, APPROVED A.~D ADOPTED by the Board of SuperYisors of the County of 

. fC ··.r . 1. '~ _,,, d ~-r ' "OJ'"' ' ' - J1 • Sa:::::: B.:..~:o:.::·3.. State o a111Cll1Ua, t 11s "")" a:, o; r ec:m.::t:~., ~ · .:., t> tr.:: :o.:CJ\'::;-;g -,·0:::: 

.-\YES: Supervisor Schwartz, Rose, Xarshall. 

:\OES: Supervise~ Crbanske. 

ABSTAL\ED: Kone • 

. ~BSE:\T: Supervisor Gray. 

c~:::::-. Bo.::.:·d of SuperYisors 
C y_::~::, c·:· S::::::a Barbara 

:\TTEST: 

: ::c::~-:._:.~:-__ F. BROW:\ 
C::::·~~ c:" :l:e Board of Super\ :sxs 
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ARTICLE II (REZONE ONLY) 

ORDf.\.-\:\CE 0,"Q. 4!:.L9 

AN ORDNA~CE A\IENDING SECTIO~ 35-54, 
ADOPTI};G 1\EW Z00iL\G ORDL\.:..._:\CES A?\D \L:\PS, 

OF ARTICLE II OF CHAPTER 35 OF THE CODE 
OF THE COUNTY OF SA""JTA B.-\RBAR..'\, CALIFOR1\"IA, 

BY ADOPTI?\G BY REFERE:\CE ZO);"I?\G EXHIBITS 1\0. 35-54.90.0, 35-54.91.0, P~'\D 
35-54.92.0 TO REZO:\"E CERTAr.\ P . .\R.CELS TO 

1\IPLE:\lE?\T THE TORO C.-\..'\YO:\ PL.~'\ 

The Board of Super>isors of the County of Santa Barbara ordains as follows: 

5~CTIO:\" 1 

Tbe purpose of this Ordin::mce is to :1mer.d existing zoning maps and zoning o\·erlay maps 
1~: order to implement the Toro Canyon Plan. Section 2 adopts a nedy-created zoning district 
:-:~:::.::' ·.,·hicb cowrs only those pa:-cels '' !::-:::1 th~ co:::o:tJ.l ;x•rtion of the Toro Canyon Plc.:". .~e::. 
Sec::c-:13 2.dop:s 2. Je\\" zoning OYer1c.y rnc~p Cu:- 7.l-:-: C:."l_';.5l:?..i pll:t!on OI-IL1e Toro c~::-:yl.<i P1::.::.-~~:; 

Pursuant to the prov1s10ns of Section 35-54, "A.dopting Zoning Ordinances a..'1d 
Continuation of Existing Development Plans and Plot Plans," of A.rticle II of Chapter 35 of the 
Code of the County of Santa Barbara, California, the Board of Supervisors hereby adopts by 
~efe~·e:Ke the zoning map identified as Board of Supeni;ors Exhibit );o. 35-54.90.0 \Vhich 
creates a new Toro Canyon Planning Area zoning map, titled '·Toro Ca.'1yon Pl3.11 Zoning 
Dis::'ic:ts (Coastal .tl.Jea)." 

T1-;o ::·~::-- o:·_::-:~,:-1es and retires the follo\Ying t\\·o pre-exic;t:::;: maps for this area: 

• Ca:pinteria Coast Rural .:..rea Zoning Designations Article II (Coastal Area), Exhion :\o. 
35-54.50.0. One area within the Coastal Zone Urban 1\rea \.Yill be moved to the South 
Coast Rural Region Map Zoning Districts Map. 

• Carpinteria . .\rea Zoning Districts Crban Areas Article II, Exhibit :\o. 35-5-+.1.19. 

EXHIBIT 4 
STB-MAJ-3-02 
Ordinance #4449 
(Proposed Zoning Map 
Changes) 



This map amends "South Coast Rural Region Zoning Districts Article II (Coastal Area)" Exhibit 

:-:o. 35-54AO.l c.nd Ordinance 661. 

SECTIO:-: 3. 

Pursc.:.:.ni. to the FO\ !SlOi'i.S of Section 35-5-+, ".-\c' ~-~::-:;; Zo:-:i:-tg 0:-c::.::::-:::es a:.:: 
Continuation of Existing Development Plans and Plot Plans," of Article II of Chapter 35 of the 
Code of the County of Santa Barbara, California, the Board of Supervisors hereby ado~ts by 
reference ::~e zoning map iden:iiied as Board of Suj:·e:-'.!~:,:-s Exhibit '\'o. 35-54.91.0, "To::o 
C:::nyor'. Pl:.;; Zoning 0\erl:::y Districts (Coastal Area\" Tt-::s m?.r' ;:::-:-:ends "Carpinteria \·::::ley 

SECTIO~ 4. 

Pu::s'..lc.nt to the provisions of Section :35-5-L '·.-\dopting Zoring OrC:i;:,:::-.ces anc: 
Cc:~:::-:u::::i2n of Existi.Ilg De\ elopme::c Pla:-JS and Plot Pi:::-..s.'' of :\r:icle II of Cha?te:- 35 o:· t~e 
Code of the County of Santa Barbara, California, the Boc.:-d of Supen·isors hereby adopts by 
~.:::·.;:~.:::::.: :he zoning map ice:ntified as Board of S·-.:;-e:-'.isors Exhibit :\o. 35-54.92.0, 
.. ::.:.:~-.::·c·:"..'-:.-;e:",~?Jly Sensiti\e H::.bit::n Zonir:g and L::1i Cse O,_erJays _:v-:iclc II rcu:::::::::l Zone( 

s::.:.CTIO\. 5. 

SECTIO~ 6. 

E>:c::::~: as a:nendec by tl~s Ordi~:::::-,:e, Sectio:1 :35-5..1 of t1"!: (c;2.e c,f S::.nt:J. B::::-c:::-::: Cou:1ty. 

Califor;:,io.. shall remain unchanged cmd shall continue in t\.:11 force c:;;-,c effect 
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, 
' 

_,. 

SECTIO?--J 7. 

F:.:s ordir;.ance sh2.ll t2.\e effect and be in fo~.::e thirty (30; d:::ys f~c::: ::-.e C.::te of i:~ 
passage; and before the expiration of fifteen (15) days after its passage it, or a surD.~.'Tlary of it, 
sb:.ll \;e published once, with the names of the members of the Board of Supef\·isors votiilg for 
and against the same in the Santa Barbara 1\e\vs Press, a nev..:spaper of general circ...:lc.tio:-, 

~~:b:::::,d in the County of S::mta Barbara. 

PASSED, APPROVED A""'-TI ADOPTED by L'le Bo2.rd of SuperYisors of t:-.e Count;: 0; 

. -\YES: St.:p e rvisor Sch~ .. ~a.rtz, Rc s e, :·:c.:- s ':-.c. :J.. . 

):"OES: Su?ervisor Urbanske . 

. ~\.351.-\f\ED: ~one . 

. -\BSE:\T: Supervisor Gray. 

C~>.:.::-= B.::.::-:i of Supe0·:sors 
r-· -:,:- S~:-1:2. B:.:rbc..:-3. 

\llCH.-\EL F. BRO\\":\ 
Cle:-k of the Board of Supef\'isors 

-::;.. 
LJ . 

STEPHE::.: SHA . .:"'\;t: ST.-\RK 

County Counsel 

F GROL.P CO:VIP-.Pianning AreasToro Canyon· Area Plan'Adoption'.Hearings".BoS\Resolutions' Board coastal rezone (OO·RZ-002).doc 
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TORO CANYON AREA 
Biological Resources and 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH-TCP) 
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resource information and is subject to 

refinement and adjustment prior to adoption. 
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. . . . 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 

MEMORANDUM 

Members of the Board of Supervisors 

Dave Ward, Planner ~ 
Comprehensive Planning Division 

June 25, 2001 

Correspondence on ESH Designation of 0Ion!1rch Butterfly Habit::1t at 

3197 Padaro Lane 

Attached is a letter from Dr. Daniel Meade, biologist and author of Monarch Butterfly 
Overwintering Sites in Santa Barbara Count;/(November 1999), indicating in his analysis that 
the monarch butterfly aggregation site is correctly located at 3197 Padaro Lane. Two 
comprehensive studies of monarch sites in the County have been prepared: one study by 
William Calvert, 1991; and this 1999 study by Dr. Meade. Both studies identified an aggregation 
site at 3197 Padaro Lane by physical description and coordinates, irrespective of the erroneous 
street address in the Meade study. While both studies recogniz;:: this site as harboring fewer 
monarchs than other aggregation sites in the area, environment".\ factors can change the 
overwintering habits ofthe monarchs and this site may be.:;-,;-:-;~~·. ~·.:::st,::--,':ic-1 aggreg:1:io:1 site in 

future years. 

Staff asked Dr. Meade to verify the site after the prop-.:ny U\\ll;.;,, uu .. -'"" ii;u ..• -~: .• ,, ..:xpr;.;,)~-~ 
concern over the ESH designation of the monarch site on his property as proposed under the 
Toro Canyon Plan. While Mr. Hromadka may still disagree with the ESH designation on his 

,..,. property, full delineation of the monarch habitat in relationship to any proposed developed would 
be assessed for any environmental impacts at the time of coastal development permit application. 
The Toro Canyon Plan does not change the County's existing Local Coastal Plan protection of 
monarch butterfly habitat as ESH or the County process of full delineation of ESH habitat at the 
time of development. Staff can provide more information o:: th:: :natter to the Board at the next 

hearing on July 9'h, 2001, when ESH policies will be presented. 

G \GR.OCP'.C0.'..1P\WP\Toro Ca.nyon\Biology'.bo~memo6-25-QI monarch ESH.doc 
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ALTHOUSE AND MEADE, INC. 
BIOLOGICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

1875 Wellsona Road • Paso Robles, CA 93446 • Telephone (805) 23 7-9626. • Fax (805) 467-1021 

June 21,2001 

County Planning and Development Department 
Attention: Dave Ward, Toro Canyon Planner 
123 E. Anapamu St. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93 I 0 I 

Re: Monarch butterfly habitat at 3197 Padaro Lane 

Dear Dave: 

Lynne Dee Althouse, Ph.D.c. 
(805) 459-1660 (cell) 

althouse@tcsn.net 

Da~iel E. Meade, Ph.D. 
(o05) i05-24 79 (cell) 

meadeeco@tcsn.n.et 

In my report, Monarch Butterfly Overwintering Sites in Santa Barbara County, California 
(August 1999) I listed site number 98 as occurring at 3459 Padaro Lane. This was an error. The 
correct address of this site is 3197 Padaro Lane. I confirmed this as the correct address during a 
site visit on April 2, 2001. The aggregation site at 3197 Padaro Lane has been a substantial and 
important aggregation site in past years, even though in 1998 and 1999 very few butterflies 
aggregated at that location. 

The Padaro Lane area is an environmentally sensitive habitat area with respect to monarch 
butterfly aggregations. We have identified several monarch butterfly aggregations in the Padaro 
Lane area. The precise location of aggregations changes from year to year in this area. Even 
though the site at 3197 held few monarch butterflies during our 1998 and 1999 surveys, it could 
harbor substantial aggregations in the future. It is essential for the protection of monarch 
aggregations that occur in the Padaro Lane area to require en\ ironrn;;;nto.! re\·ie\\ that consid::-r.o 
the effect of proposed projects on monarch butterfly aggregations. Large aggregations could 
·~·:·.:r:1 to 3197 Padaro Lane, and could be at risk from proj.:;;::!:c :> ... :·:. _: :·:.· ; :::~·. i: _: 
review that considered impacts to monarch butterfly. 

It has been my understanding that the County ESH designation has always been mapped as a 
general area, not a definitive location such as a street address. The purpose of this general area 
approach has been to account for exactly such biological phenomena as the overwintering 
aggregation patterns of monarch butterflies. The aggregation locations are dynamic, and cannot 
be definitively isolated once and for all to specific trees, lots, or street addresses. For this reason, 
the County policy that requires on site investigations and analysis once development has been 
applied for is appropriate, so that the environmentally sensitive habitat can be delineated with 
consideration of project specific impacts. 

Sincerely, 

\\ - (-i Ov'\A _ n 
~" IV~ 

Daniel E. Meade 

.... 
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89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST .• SUITE 200 ~ 

""'NTURA, CA 93001 

i 641- 0142 

June 28, 2001 

David Ward 
County of Santa Barbara 
Planning and Development 
123 East Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, California 93101-2058 

RE: Taro Canyon Habitat 

Dear Mr. \1\jard: 

Our staff is aware that your office is in the process of preparing the Taro Canyon Plan 
h t 'II . rt dd th d . ~t· ~ c ,,: .. r-,,...,.,--<-!1., c----:~:.,_ :.._; .. :--~ -'::::.~ · •· ·-t a 'I'll ' In pa ' a ress e esJgnc: Jon 0: vn "· ~. "' ,c;, .. ;:::"1 -.;.;, .:::1,1' c;;; I ,c;...,".;:;L C:i '-"c: In Lt'll;:, 

area. As you requested, we would like to provide some initial input into this process. 

Our staff biologist, Dr. Jon Allen, visited the Taro Canyon area with you and Greg Mohr 
on May 8, 2001. Dr. Allen has stated that these riparian oak woodland creeks are 
characterized by rural development along creeks with an understory that in areas has 
been somewhat degraded by invasive, non-native J:lant species (e.g., non-native 
periwinkle). However, he noted that the majority of the tree canopies are still closed by 
large, old sycamores and oak trees. In his professional opinion, the presence of this 
riparian hauitat renders this area environmentally sensitive, particularly in relation t-::> trc; 
long time required to produce :his type of mature habitc:t. Dr. ,L,!Jen hc:s pointed ::Jut thc:t 
these old mature trees require a long time to prcd~!c=: C" ~::::":--? .c=:·:::·:.>; :=:::::~~::__.:.., 
ll:c(.ing them esr.:ecially valuable, and easily dis:urbed. 

,:...:::: 2 .~e:.:,..;;L, Lhe.se ripc:ric:n arec:s consisting of oak and sycamore canopies should be 
protected as an environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA). They are an essential 
component of these neighborhoods and qualify as ESHA under the Coastal Act, 
regardless of whether the habitat is degraded or pristine. Additionally, in Dr Allen's 
opinion, the degree of present disturbance in these areas is not significant enough to 
render this habitat no longer ESHA, as most of the old canopies remain. As we have 
found in past Coastal Commission actions, ESHA mapping (which is general in nature 
and not intended to delineate the exact location of ESHA on the ground). Further cc:se 
by case analysis occurs during the permit process of applications for deve!opment. 

Furthermore, Dr. Allen has noted that some potentially sensitive animal species can 
· occur in this type of habitat, including the federally threatened red-legged frog, 

southwestern pond turtle, southern California steelhead trout, Least Bell's vireo, Pacific 
coast flycatcher, warbling vireo, and willow flycatcher. In addition, sensitive plants may 
occur in this area including Plummer's Baccaris, chaparral mallo~_. ?.n~t~pJ!e .... flowered 

: ,. .·. ,··; . 
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uavidWard 
June 28, 2001 
Page 2 of2 

sticky Phacelia. This habitat area of Taro Canyon also serves as nesting and foraging 

habitat for raptors such as redtail hawks. 

Thank you lor allowing us the opportunity to provide input into the designation of this 
important habitat area under the Taro Canyon Plan. If you have any questions 
regarding the information our office has provided, do not hesitate to contact me. Please 
keep our office up to date on the process of the Taro Canyon P\an. 

Sincerely, 

Sa ... rina N. Haswell 
Coastal Program Analyst 

( 
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.SOUTH C~~~TR.AL COAST DISTP.!':T 

Agricultural Feasibility of the Toro Canyon Area 
Carpinteria, Santa Barbara County 

Prepared by George E. GoodalL Agricultural C0n-.:ultant. S:c:>'cc R2.rharC1. CA 

July 16, 2003 

I. Introduction and Description 

This report presents information on both the physic:1l <:nd c-.:o:;·.·: :: f-:asibility of agricultural 
operations in the Toro Canyon area of Carpinteria Valley of Santa Barbara County. Particular 
attention is paid to the.seven parcels comprising a total of 16.22 <::::res on the northeast corner ofT oro 
Can; on Road and Foothill Road. The agricultural use of t.h.: i~1;1J current!) is to gtl)\\ a\ ocaJos. 

Historically, the area has been planted to lemons and avocados since the 1920's, \\hen 1\lr. Harry 
Drake developed water for this area and the flatter lands to the south. Subsequently, the whole region 
was made a part ofthe Montecito Water District in the late 1940's. Gradually, parcels were divided 
and divided until the area is now almost completely composed of rural residential lots of 1.0 acre or 
more, each with a home site. Many of the owners have tried to raise avocados or some other crop to 
offset their landscaping expenses, with limited success. The main difficulties encountered have been 
steep slopes, heavy clay soils, small parcel sizes, high costs of water, and other expensive production 
inputs. The very favorable, frost free, subtropical climate encourages the production of many special 
and exotic crops, except for the occasional strong. hot, dry down-canyon winds that damage the trees 
and scar the crops, especially at C:\posed sites. 

The subject area is made up of7 parcels \Yith the folkm in:; ilcrc~:_;c:, c.nJ agri-.:ulwr~:l h:;J t:"c< 

;:;155-14-13 
#155-14-56 
#155-14-57 

# 155-14-58 
# 155-14-38 
#155-14-39 
#155-14-49 

1.84 ac 
1.77 ac 
2.96 ac 

1.00 ac 
5.65 ac 
2.00 ac 
1.00 ac 

Extensive excavation lor new house coi~:>LruciJuil, I.u "" pru.;,;-.;"""· 

Mainly residential, about 20 remaining avocado trees. 
Residential, with about 80 avocado trees, crops sold to 

offset costs, operate a small water well for irrigation. 
Residential, about 5 remaining avocado trees. 
Two residences, with about 240 avocado trees.* 
Residential, with about 90 avocado trees.* 
Residential, with about 20 avocado trees.* 

* Avocado orchards on these three lots are operated by the Halls as a unit. 

This report provides the economic viability analysis as required by Section 30241.5 of the California 
Coastal Act. Historical information and commodity outlooks are provided by the author from his 
over 50 years experience in the area. 

RECEIVED 

-·~ 
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II. Soils Arc Non-Prime 

The soil on all the parcels is mapped as TdF2- Todos-Lodo complex, 30 to.50 percent slopes, eroded 
in the "Soil Survey of Santa Barbara Co, CA, South Coastal Part", USDA, 1981. The USDA 
Capability Class is VIe-], with severe limitations that make them generally zmsuitablefor cultivation. 
which means it is definitely non-prime soil. 

These soils are primary, weathered in-place on a soft sandstone ur.d s~:.lc pure:-:: ::::::teriul \'>ith streaks 
of limestone running through from their marine origin. Trees grown on these soils are susceptible to 
limestone-induced, iron chlorosis, an incurable mineral deficiency. The eroded ridges show rock 
outcrops with very shallow soil. The hillsides have up to 18 inches of topsoil that is clay or clay loam 
with slow permeability. The subsoil is highly fractured soft shale or deeply shattered sandstone· 
bedrock. The soil is easily eroded. 

III. Crops Considered 

The major soil and terrain limitations have made it possible to successfully grow only several 
specialty crops- avocados, lemons, and cherimoyas- and then only under certain favorable 
management and disease-free conditions. These shallow-rooted, subtropical orchard crops are aided 
by the favorable climatic conditions that offset the severe limitations of the land. The steep terrain 
eliminates the possibility of growing any of the vegetable and floral crops produced successfully in 
other parts of the Carpinteria Valley. 

A. Lemons were originally grown here with marginal results and were quickly rep laced with 
avocados when that crop became profitable in the 1960's and 1970's. The major limitations in 
growing lemons were low yields on shallow soils and high production costs (need for hand labor) on 
steep hillsides for picking, pruning, and spraying. Another problem was the scarring of the fruit by 
the strong down-canyon winds that reduced its desirability for fresh fruit sales. 

C urrcnt lemon production is satisfactory only un lL:-:p ::c ii:; (:-' :· .. : . ::~::t , .. -: L ·, J o. n~<i.·l:. . ~-, 
than 12% slope), and in blocks larger than 20 acres (to facilitate mechanical equipment). Only 
~":'\',(·~· tl1:.t can m::ct these minimum rcqu;rcr:':'i'\ · · n sell thrn·' ·1

' r:•..: 1oi""~·h:'t:'·:~ lc>c::!··cl in 
Ventura County. Since these parcels are not even close to meeting these requirements, no turti1-:r 
feasibility information will be given. 

B. Cherimoyas are grown in several orchards east of the subject area with marginal results. 
This new commodity has very limited sales potential due to its being relatively unknown and very 
fragile and perishable. The groves to the east were planted 10 to 20 years ago mainly because the 
Cherimoyas are resistant to the Avocado Root Rot disease that was killing the avocados; this avocado 
disease will be discussed below. Also, the orchards to the cast are sheltered from the wind much 
better than the subject parcels; cherimoyas arc easily scarred by \\ ind and thus made unmarketable. 

The small cherimoya industry is centered in the better wind-protl.!ctcd areas of Carpinteria and in the 
Fallbrook area of San Diego County. The Fallbrook area growers developed outlets in the Los 
Angeles Wholesale Produce Market, which they dominate, but are not prospering by the reports that I 
receive. The only packinghouse in the area is located in Carpinteria and operated by the Brown 
Family. They pack and ship mostly their own production, most by air to international markets and 
buyers. Other local growers are able to sell mainly at the farmers markets and this is very limiting. 
The main complaint that I've heard is "I can't sell my fruit". There are no published economic data 
and Cherimoyas are not reported separately in the County Crop Reports. Almost no new orchards 
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have been planted in the past decade, so I have concluded that this specialty crop is not economically 
feasible on the subject properties. 

C. Avocados are the crop of choice for this area, if conditions and management are right. The 
outlook for avocados on small, hillside orchards operated by hobbyists and part-time farmers that was 
relatively bright 20 to 30 years ago has changed. The avocado industry has matured. It has become 
international. Before 1990 the California industry marketed over 90% of the crop in the USA. 
Currently, Mexican, Chikan, <!nd others imports provide o· . .::~ .: :''; ~ o: ;}-: r .::~ (C AC 
AvoGreensheet). This is not to say that avocados are not profitable, but tht:y are a profitable crop for 
those that that can produce large yields for the summer market with efficient production practices and 
informed management. 

The University of California Cooperative Extension hJs rec;;~:ly pt.:blishd (Jan 20'J2) a thorough 
report titled "Avocado Sample Establishment and Production Costs and Profitability Analysis for 
Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties". This will serve as t};c main reference basis of the cost of 
production information presented (available from the int:::;·;'-· '--: -'-"-c · , . · ). TL: 
County average comparison data presented for yields and income vvere taken from the Annual Crop 
Reports published by the Santa Barbara County Agricultural Commissioner. The avocado industry 
data is from the California Avocado Commission as prcsemeLl in their Annual reports and 
A voGreensheet. 

IV. Income and Cost Anaivsis Studv for Subject Area 

In order to evaluate the subject area, it seemed logical to look at },,)w the larger avocado grower 
·.\ithin the boundries was doing. Three parcds ~r~ o·., neJ and o,; ~;c:tecl by Robert E. & Ros:Hnor.d U. 
Hall ofNev:port Beach, CA. The Halls have about 3.5 acre~ of:i\ocado trees out of a total acrcag;:: of 
8.65; the remainder is occupied by 4 houses, long dri\ C'- -·) ~ , ~ii1_,n p;~ ;~(i;<s of co::~.~ ~ucalyp:~'S for 
foliage plant sale, and bare ground. They were very ld r-,:'~:1 : -:1 furnished to me m:cny 0f the fi~ures 
c:ted i:1 the Tables that follow. i--.1rs. Hall \\as bo:-:1:: _: : : _,., :~:~~ 1 

i:1 Cupinkria and COi11inuc" "-' iarm thc::;;; (l•, u.:"~·' \,. 
they are experienced and competent grov•ers. 

As Santa Barbara County Farm Advisor, before I retired, I advised the Huli~ on their <no.:ado orciL:u 
operation. I personally took the Avocado Root Rot disease samples in the 1970's to diagnose the 
presence of this disease in the soil on those parcels and recommended experimental replanting of 

.::. avocado trees on the tolerant, clonal rootstocks. I told them that their soil was classified as a severe 
risk for this disease and that the new rootstocks were relatively untested. I also advised them that I 
did not know of another commodity that would do as well as the avocados on this site, if the grove 
could be managed to minimize the Root Rot disease. This water-borne, soil infesting fungus disease 
remains in the soil indefinitely and spreads with runoff and seepage water, as well with wet muddy 
soil that adheres to shoes, hooves, and equipment. They tricJ several ornamental crops including 
dollar eucalyptus but were unable to find a reliable market for thi< foliage plant. They have 
subsequently replanted many of the avocado trees, some as many as three times, using more resistant 
rootstock trees in hopes of finding a new one that may have enough resistance to grow well, the last 
being a clone named "Toro Canyon". They have given growing avocados an appropriate, 
conscientious effort and the results show that this disease prevents successful production at this site. 

In Table 1 -Comparison of Avocado Yields and Income- the five year production record for the 
Hall's orchard is compared, on a per acre basis, to the Santa Barbara County and California industry 
averages. The Hall's average of 1,205 lbs/ac is only one-third ofthe County average and 20% of the 

CCI~~II'l3rpt. 711 r,/2003, page 3 



State average. The gross income per acre for the Halls averaged only $705 compared to the County 
average of $3,940 and industry figure of $5,434. 

On the cost side of the equation, Table 2 presents a summary of the University of California Cost of 
Production figures for Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties published in 2002. To adapt these figures 
to this grove and to the California Coastal Commission rules, Table 3 presents an adjusted annual cost 
of production of$3,773 per acre. Comparing this to the Hall's average gross income per acre of 
$705, gives a loss of over $3,000 per acre per year; this clearly shows the uneconor:1ic condition of 
this grove. 

The question has been asked how the subject area compares to the on-going farming operations to the 
east. Most of these properties above Foothill Road are 20 acres or more and are devoted to avocado, 
lemon and cherimoya production. Based on my visual observations. I would conclude that they are 
not profitable and are struggling to care for the orchards in hopes that something will come along to 
bail them out. These sites have larger parcels, deeper soils, fc\\CT rc;;k out:ropp!n~s, k~o s1::~~- ~::<d 

less wind than the Toro Canyon subject site. 

V. Agricultural Rates ofReturn 

The above losses shown by the Hall's figures illustrate two lessons of agricultural economics: I) the 
severe losses that can be experienced by growers when their orchards on susceptible soils become 
infected with the Avocado Root Rot disease, and 2) the unprofitable nature of small sized, hillside 
groves operated by part-time farmers. 

When one uses the UC Cost study with an assumed yield of7.500 ruun..:::> per ,,ere together v. ith the 
average industry gross prices received for the past 5 years of $0.95 per pound, the rate of return on the 
accumulated development costs of$14,750 per acre is 10.75%. This is an acceptable rr.te of>c::urn 
for an agricultural commodity and measures the statement th~t avocad0" are a profit~hle cron. But. 
thes.; figures arc based on healthy. high produ·:ing t::L .. th:H ['". ::·:~::: ~~1: ~-..... :d. 

Also in the UC Cost Study, the break-even point is reached when the price drops belO\\ ::,o. 70 pc:r 
; _,;~~ u:· t!iC) icld drop~ below 4,0()0 p,lur·.'; r:::r :c.·~;; 

VI. Discussion and Conclusion 

Avocado industry leaders and advisors generally suggest that avocado groves ofless than about 5 
acres are likely to be so inefficient as likely to be unprofitable. The industry average grove size now 
exceeds 10 acres and is heading upward each year due to increasing costs and foreign importations. 

Great strides have been made in combating the serious Avocado Root Rot dis ease, but no significant 
2-dditional improvements can be expected in the near term. The current group of tolerant rootstocks is 
the most promising solution. But these are satisfactory only where soil conditions and management 
practices are favorable. None of the chemical treatments available are cost effective in California. 
Unfortunately, this subject area has severe risk soil conditions and the tolerant rootstocks are not 
sufficiently resistant to grow here, so that I conclude that this root rot infected area is not favorable 
for the growing of avocados. 

To review, as requested in ·section. 30241.5 of the Coastal Act, the subject parcels are not' 
economically feasible for agriculture because: 
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I) the gross revenues generated by growing avocados for the past 5 years has averaged 

per acre, and 
2) the costs of production, excluding land charges, have averaged $3,773 per acre. 

This average loss of over $3,000 per acre per year demonstrates the economic infeasibility. 

S705 

The limiteJ putential ofsatisfactory agricultural Cvil~;:~o~~:tj_- !' :· ~>:~ ::":: r;,t_;ep slo;;ed, ;-:: ·- .• , 
soils and small parcel sizes renders it unsuitable for commercial agriculture. The only identified 
possible crop is avocados and with the presence of the Avocado Root Rot disease in the heavy, clay 
soils, even this commodity drops out. Then too, the high cost of water, even at the agricultural rate 
from the Montecito Water District, is about twice as expensive as other growers in competing areas 
are paying. Add in the wind scarring on this exposed ridge that makes the fruit less marketable, one 
cannot help but conclude that continuing an agricultural designation on this area is inappropriate. 

Encl: Tables 1, 2, & 3 
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Year 

97-'98 

98-'99 

99-'00 

00-'01 

01-'02 

5-yr Av 

Table 1 
Comparison of Avocado Yields and Income 

for the Hall Orchard with County & Industry Averages --

Hall Orchard S 8 County Avera()~ 

Yield Income Yield Income 

Totallbs per acre Total$ per acre per acre per acre 

1,072 306 $1,357 $388 3,340 $3,372 

3,775 1,079 $2,897 $828 4,040 $5,153 

456 130 $515 $147 2,340 $2,692 

13,009 3,717 $5,690 $1,626 4,380 $4,030 

2,778 794 $1,881 $538 5,600 $5,213 

4,218 1,205 $2,468 $705 3,940 $4,092 

Sources: Hall's: Calavo Annual Stmts, bearing acreage = 3.5 acres 
S B County: Ag Production Reports, S B Co Ag Comrn, annua:.; 
CA Industry: Calif Avo Commission ;\nnu21 Report, 20~ 1 /2002 

Prepared by G E Goodall, Ag Consultant, Santa Barbara, CA 7/16/03 

CRCGri103inc. 7/16/2003 

Calif lndust~ Average 
Yield Income 

per acre per acre 

5,091 $4,360 

4,572 $5,536 

5,444 $5,755 

7,206 $5,374 

6,865 S6,145 

5,836 $5,434 
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Table 2 
Mature Avocado Orchard Costs of Production 

Santa Barbara & Ventura Counties 
Based on 108 trees/ac. 7,500 ibs/ac yield 

Figures include labor, materials, amd equipment 

Operation 
Cultural Costs: 

Pruning & Brush Removal 
Weed Control 
Pollenation, Bee Hive Rental 
Erosion Control 
Insect Pest Control 
Fertilization 
Irrigation Water & Labor 
Pest Control Advisor 
Rodent Control 

Subtotal 
Harvesting Costs: 

Picking, 7,500 lbs yield 
Hauling to Packing House 
CAC Assessment Fee, 3.5% 
CDFA Inspection Fee 

Subtotal 
Cash Overhead Costs: 

Insurance, Liability, Workers 
Laboratory Analysis Fees, nutrients 
Sanitation Fees 
Office Expenses, phone 
Property Taxes, Williamson Act 
Repairs & Maintenance 
Interest on Operating Capital, 8.5% 

S ubtCJtal 

Total Cash Costs 

Non Cash Overhead Costs: 
Depreciation on Equipment 
Depreciation on Buildings 
Depreciation on Irrigation System 
Depreciation on Trees 
Land Rent 

Subtotal 

Total Costs per Acre 

Cost per acre 

$324 
$85 
$70 
$17 

$290 
$48 

$50 
$23 

$600 
$30 

S263 
$8 ·------------· 

$901 

$98 
$13 
$4-4 

C::1i)Q 

- ·' VU-t 

$172 

$3,186 

$25 
$73 
$75 

$1 '130 

·----~-~~9~~­
$2,354 

$5,540 

Source: "Avocado Sample Establishment & Production Costs for Ventura & 
Santa Barbara Cos", by E. Takele & B. Faber, UCCE, Jan 2002. 

Adapted by G E Goodall, Ag Consultant, Santa Barbara, CA, 7/16/03 
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Table 3 

Adjusted Avocado Costs of Production P~r Acre To 
Toro Canyon Area, Carpinteria 

Based on UC Cost Study & Adjusted with Hall Orchard Figures 

Adjusted 

Item Source I Reason UC Study Hall's Cl-.&mge Costs I Acre 

Total Costs UC Study $5,540 

Less: Lant Rent Coastal Comm Rules -$1,051 
···----------------

Total UC Study Costs without land 

Add: Higher Water Costs 
UC Study 2.5 AF/A@ $205 /AF, water only ~510 

Hall Orchard - Montecito W D, 5-yr record* $826 $316 

Less: Lower Harvest Costs 
UC Study $0.08 /lb on 5,500 lbs ~600 

Hall's Calavo 5-yr average records $205 -$395 

Less: Lower CAC Assessment 
UC Study 3.5% of income $263 

Hall's Calavo 5-yr average records $26 -$237 

Total Adjusted Costs per acre 

Sources: UC Study- "Avocado Production Costs, Ventura/Santa Barbara Cos, 2001", by 
Takele, Faber, & Chambers, UCCE, 2002. 

Cc.:;:,tzl Comm Rules- Coc:s~c;ll.ct, Sec 30241.5 (:; 
Hall's Montecito Water District 5-yr record - see belo.v* 
Ha!l's Calavo Annual Stmts '97-'98 to '01-'02 

*Water Costs for Hall Orchards - printout from Montecito Water District: 

Year Amt UsedAF Total Costs Cost/AF Cost/acre 

1998 1.5 $2,337.93 $1,559 $668 

1999 2.56 $3,664.54 $1,431 $1,047 

2000 0.81 $2,698.00 $3,331 $771 

2001 1.25 $2,864.89 $2,292 $819 

2002 1.07 $2,893.72 $2,704 $827 

5-yr Average 1.44 $2,891.82 $2,263 $826 

Prepared by G E Goodall, Ag Consultant, Santa Barbara, CA, 7/16/03 
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$4,089 

S3.773 
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1 STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FRE~IONT, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219 
VOICE AND TDD (415) 904-5200 
F.-\\ (415) 904-5400 

FROM: John Dixon, Ph.D. 

MEMORANDUM 

Ecologist I Wetland Coordinator 

TO: Shana Gray 

SUBJECT: ESHA Designation in the Taro Canyon Area, Santa Barbara C'Junty 

DATE: September 22, 2003 

Materials reviewed: 

January 1988. M.A. Holmgren (consulting vertebrate biologist) and D. Rindlaub 
(consulting botanist). "Biological evaluation of a Taro Canyon Oak Woodland, 
275 Taro Canyon Road, Carpinteria, California 93013." A report to the County of 

Santa Barbara. 
February 16, 2002. Condor Environmental Planning Services, Inc. "Torito Road Habitat 

Evaluation." A report prepared for 10 property owners in the Torito Road 
Neighborhood of Taro Canyon. 

June 14, 2001. L. Levin, Ph.D. (Torito Road property o'::r:sr). "ESH in the Torito Road 
Subdivision." A letter submitted to the Santa Ba1ba:-a County Board of 
Supervisors on June 15, 2001. -----'-------------------~----------- -- --~----------~-

The natural vegetation bounding the streams in this area is characterized as Southern 
Cuast Live Oak Riparian rorest. Th;s i._ype of vegv~'-- .:~ .. r--. ~ .. ~~'--' • =~1 :-:-,::: ~·:::..·.·. 
ecological services in the dry Mediterranean climate of southern California. Some 
species are more or less restricted to the habitat type and others use it seasonally or as 
a movement corridor. For example, the insect community associated with riparian 
vegetation appears to be qualitatively different from that of surrounding more upland 
communities, some bird species live and breed within riparian areas, and many other 
bird species annually move from drier upland scrub habitats to riparian areas during 
seasonal periods of drought. The Coastal Commission generally has considered 
streams and their associated riparian corridors to meet the definition of Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) under the Coastal Act. 

The riparian vegetation in much of the Toro Canyon area should be characterized as 
degraded Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest. Most of the habitat-defining 
canopy trees are still present, however in many areas the habitat has been severely 
degraded by the remarkably inappropriate siting of residential development 50 years 
ago. Some homes were even built immediately adjacent to stream banks, effectively 
converting some reaches of the stream to a backyard amenity. The legacy of this 

~----------------· EXHIBIT 13 
STB-MAJ -3-02 
Memo from Staff 
Biologist 
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development is a riparian forest with an understory characterized by a paucity of native 
species, little natural recruitment of riparian trees, and significant amounts of exotic 
vegetation, and interspersed with roads, agricultural plots, and many structures and 
impermeable surfaces. Nevertheless, the remaining sycamores and oaks are relatively 
dense, create a nearly closed canopy over large areas, and continue to provide 
valuable habitat, certainly for the avifauna and probably for the insect community. The 
riparian forest is probably less important to ground-dwelling vertebrates due to the 
development of the understory, the fragmentation of the larger habitat, and the 
presence of many roads. In general, the ecological significance of the remaining 
degraded riparian forest probably increases with proximity to the streams and with 
distance from existing development. The riparian trees along the stream corridor 
provide especially important ecosystem functions by controlling the microclimate of the 
stream itself and by providing important canopy habitat near a predictable source of 
~;vater. 

I recommend that the ESHA designation be applied to the streams to the top of the 
bank and to adjacent riparian woodland outside development footprints 1, even '.':he:-e 
the forest is significantly degraded. County staff prepared a revised ESHA boundary 
dated July 5, 2001 that apparently was intended to maintain the edge of mapped ESHA 
outside developed footprints. I recommend that that boundary line be accepted as the 
ESHA boundary, with provision for site-specific revisions where development is found to 
fall within the boundary as currently drawn. Buffers required by the County should be 
measured from the stream bank or from the edge of riparian ESHA, whichever is the 
greater distance. 

In order for the riparian ESHA to continue to have an especially valuable role in the 
ecosystem, the individual trees that define the remaining Southern Coast Live Oak 
Riparian Forest must be protected. Section 30240(b) of the Coastei Act requires !::2" 
development adjacent to ESHA be sited and designed to prevent impacts tha~ \'.'ou!d 
significantly degrade that ESHA. In the present context. damage or removal either of 
canopy-producing trees within the ESHA buffer or of trees outside tne buiier uiat iom1 
part of a continuous canopy with the ESHA would constitute such an impact. Modest 
trimming or pruning to maintain existing land uses Oi for safety reasons would not cause 

.... significant impacts. Also, were there an administrative vehicle to accomplish it, there 
should be a neighborhood management plan for the riparian oak forest to insure that 
tree recruitment takes place, through natural or artificial means, and to encourage the 
use of native understory species. 

1 By "developme~t f~otJJrint, I mean th~ .are;~ov~~ed by t~~atly pe~tt~d· deveiopment inctucling buitdin.gs~~nd 
other structures, hardscaping, such as retaining walls and driveways, and landscaping. 
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Policies Excluded From LCP Certification: 

Policy LUG-TC-5 
DevStd LUG-TC-5.1 
DevStd LUG-TC-5.2 
DevStd LUA-TC-3.2 
Policy PS-TC-1 
Action PS-TC-1.1 
Action PS-TC-1.2 
DevStd PS-TC-1.3 
Policy PS-TC-2 
Action PS-TC-2.1 

Policy PS-TC-3 
Action PS-TC-3.1 
Policy BIO-T<:;-7 
Action BIO-TC-7 .1 
DevStd BIO-TC-7 .2 
DevStd BIO-TC-7 .3 
DevStd BIO-TC-7 .4 
DevStd BIO-TC-7.5 
DevStd BIO TC-7.6 
DevStd BIO-TC-7.7 
DevStd BIO-TC-7.8 
Policy BIO TC-8 
Policy BIO-TC-9 
Policy BIO-TC-1 0 
Policy HA-TC-2 
Action HA-TC-2.1 
Action HA-TC-2.2 
DevStd HA-TC-2.3 
Action HA-TC-2.4 

Exhibit 17 
STB-MAJ-3-02 
Policies Excluded From 
Certification 





W9a 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA·· THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
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(805) 585-1800 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

September 24, 2003 

Commissioners and Interested Persons 

Charles Damm, Senior Deputy Director 
Gary Timm, District Manager ;,Jt­
Melanie Hale, Supervisor, Planning and Regulation 
Shana Gray, Coastal Program Analyst 

SUBJECT: Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program Amendment No. MAJ-3-02 
(Taro Canyon Planning Area) for Public Hearing and Commission Action 
at the Wednesday, October 8, 2003 Commission Meeting in Coronado. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SUBMITTAL 

Santa Barbara County is requesting an amendment to the Land Use Plan and 
Implementation Plan portions of its certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) to designate 
the Taro Canyon Planning Area (hereafter "Taro Canyon"); add associated Toro 
Canyon goals, policies, actions, and development standards as described in the Taro 
Cany0n Plan (hereafter "Plan"); and adopt in 1plement~ng zoninq district and overlay 
maps. Taro Canyon is located in southeastern Sa11ta Barbara County, in the western 
portion of the Carpinteria Valley between the Santa Ynez Mountains and the Santa 
Barbara Chan:--el. The amendment wW result in changes to the certified Santa P'3rbara 
Coastal Land Use Plan (hereafter referred to as the LUP/CP) and to the certified Santa 
Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance (hereafter referred to as the IP/CZO). 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff is recommending that the Commission, after public hearing, deny the amendment 
to the certified LCP as submitted; then approve, only if modified as revised by the . 
suggested modifications. As submitted the Land Use Plan and Coastal Zoning 
Ordinance amendments are inconsistent with various policies in Chapter Three of the 
Coastal Act pertaining to land use, agriculture, hazards, public access, visual resources 
and protection of coastal waters and environmentally sensitive habitat areas. As 
modified the amendment is consistent with Chapter Three of the Coastal Act. The 
motions to accomplish this recommendation begin on page 13. The suggested 
modifications begin on page 16. 
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STAFF NOTE: ANTICIPATED AREAS OF DISCUSSION 

Commission staff and representatives of the County of Santa Barbara have endeavored to 
reconcile this Local Coastal Program Amendment with the requirements of the Coastal Act 
and the County's planning objectives. Where possible, clarifications and suggested 
revisions have been incorporated into this report. Although much of the amendment is 
consistent with the Chapter Three policies of the Coastal Act, many of the suggested 
modifications are supplemental policies, or in the case of water quality, a new topic area 
has been added where staff deemed necessary to conform the proposed amendment to the 
Commission's directives to achieve Coastal Act consistency. The County staff asserts that 
many of these policies would more appropriately be applied to the overall LCP, not 
individual Area Plans such as the Toro Canyon Plan. Staff agrees that in many cases the 
modifications would also apply to the entire LCP. However, the County has not submitted 
the LCP for consideration and therefore the modifications properly only apply to the Area 
Plan for which certification is pending. Staff notes that the LCP was certified in 1981 and a 
comprehensive update has not been completed since that time. The County staff indicates 
that no comprehensive amendment will be forthcoming in light of current fiscal constraints. 
Thus staff recommends that even modifications that would serve well on a countywide basis 
be considered by the Commission where the opportunity arises. 

The major issue areas raised by the current amendment are summarized below: 

Watershed Protection 

Protection of coastal watersheds is a primary objective of the Coastal Act as initiated 
through many of the Chapter Three policies including 30230, 30231, 30233, 30236, 30240, 
30250, 30251, and 30253 (see Section E.7 "Watershed Protection"). Much of the Toro 
Canyon Plan area is characterized by ~.teep foothiL3 !== otected by a large expanse of mostly 
undisturbed, deeply rooted chapan·al veget;)tion descending to t.-.e high quality alluvial soils 
in the coastal valley below. Land uses are predominantly open space and agriculture with 
disjunct clusters residential development and three small commercial areas. 

Though the orotection of watershed resources cannot be reduced to just one soh~tion, land 
use constraints in the Toro Canyon Plan area hinge, in large part. on topographic 
constraints. Lands particularly unsuited for intensive development in Toro Canyon Plan area 
indude lands that have steep slopes of 30 percent or greater (see Exhibit 9). The trends 
toward larger residential developments (recognized by County FEIR as those residences 
sized between 5,000-20,000 sq. ft.) and the gradual expansion of agriculture onto steeper 
slopes have contributed to increased surface runoff, erosion, downstream siltation, and 
hillside scarring. 

To protect watershed functions and rural character, staff is recommending a Watershed 
Protection Overlay (WTR) District to identify where further land use intensification is 
inappropriate given the steep slopes and adverse impacts to hillsides, streams, and other 
downstream coastal resources. The WTR Overlay District prohibits new development on 
lands within the coastal zone portion of the Toro Canyon Planning Area having slopes 30% 
or greater. However, where all feasible building sites are constrained, the County may 
permit development that is scaled, sited, and designed to minimize impacts to coastal 
resources consistent with various development standards. For example, new development 
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would be required to be sited and designed to minimize grading, alteration of physical 
features, and vegetation clearance to the maximum extent feasible. The maximum 
allowable development area where all feasible building sites on a legal parcel include 30% 
slope or greater, would be 10,000 sq. ft. or 25% of the parcel size, whichever is less. 

The WTR Overlay District is intended to ensure that all development in such areas is 
designed and carried out in a manner that (1) provides maximum protection to coastal 
waters and downstream properties; (2) preserves rural character and public views; and (3) 
limits development in areas constrained by lack of adequate services and access, and 
geologic and fire hazards. 

ESH Map 

A contentious part of the proposed amendment has been the Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat (ESH) Map. This was apparent during the County's extensive hearing process. As 
stated by the County, the purpose of any Plan-level ESH Map is to identify the general 
likelihood of encountering important biological resources that would require site-specific 
investigation at the time of proposed development on a specific parcel. The ESH Map for 
the Toro Canyon Plan was compiled using a combination of aerial photograph 
interpretation, including the use of staff's field experience from reviewing past development 
projects, regional biological studies, biological reports prepared for past projects, and 
individual site inspections. Given that the certified LCP ESH Map is more than 20 years old, 
and the extensive improvement in technology and information, the accuracy of the ESH 
Map is much improved. 

However, there is one major point of controversy with regard to the County's mapping effort. 
The Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest ESH limits the designation of ESH to the "top 
of creek bank only" where the !=:SH goes thrm:gh Existing Developed Rural Neighborhoods. 
As the Commission has f.Jund in !he ~ast, riparidn :..ipccies adjacent to a stream course 
provide significant resource value because of their ability to provide habitat for avifauna and 
other species in proximity to the available water supply, ability to provide connectivity with 
other habitats and their buffering effects against sedimentation L!.1d polluted urban runoff. 
Thu~. streams and adjoining riparian vegetation directly provide import~nt habitat in the 
generally dry Mediterranean climate of Santa Barbara County, ar':l offer habitat corridors to 
other habitats (thus facilitating wildlife movement and gene flow), in addition to protecting 
the quality of r::oastal waters. Therefore, restricting the designation of ESH to the stream 
corridor only is not consistent with the Coastal Act, and staff is recommending that the 
riparian corridor be designated as ESH. There is some concern on behalf of the property 
owners that existing lawfully constructed development in and amongst the riparian areas will 
be designated as ESH. This concern is addressed in the Toro Canyon Plan which requires 
a site-specific biological study and an on-the-ground determination of ESH during the 
application for new development. Such development would be subject to the policies 
applied to areas adjacent to ESH and/or ESH buffers, however, such development itself 
would not be considered ESH. 

Secondly, there are two major areas of debate with regard to the proposed ESH buffers: (1) 
the measurement approach for Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest ESH buffer and 
(2) ability to adjust any of these minimum buffer areas downward. As proposed under this 
LCP amendment, the buffer from Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest is proposed to 
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be measured from the top of the creek bank. However, since the riparian forest ESH 
designation would incorporate the associated riparian canopy, as recommended by staff, 
the top of creek bank would not be an accurate means of delineating the ESH buffer. As 
recommended by the Commission's biologist (Exhibit 13), the buffer must be measured 
from the edge of riparian ESH or stream bank, whichever is the greater distance. 

The County has proposed language to allow ESH buffers to be reduced on a case-by-case 
basis, in consultation with other agencies such as County Environmental Health Services, 
the Flood Control District, Department of Fish and Game, and the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. Staff notes that minimum ESH buffer standards are necessary to ensure the 
protection of environmentally sensitive resources and any subsequent reduction to the 
buffer may adversely impact resources. Therefore staff is recommending that such 
minimum standards be assured to protect resources. 

Reasonable Use 

The LCP submittal incorporates "takings" language that authorizes exceptions to the polices 
and standards of the Toro Canyon Plan where application of such standards would preclude 
"reasonable use of property." This language creates a very broad exception to the proposed 
policies and standards, and therefore staff is recommending the deletion of this language 
throughout the document. The only appropriate exception to policies or standards that are 
required to comply with policies of the Coastal Act is when it is necessary to avoid an 
unconstitutional taking of private property. The deletion of the County's general "takings" 
language, as required above, will not preclude reasonable use of property. To address 
issues where it is known that the ESH policies would preclude development on vacant 
parcels, and where exceptions may be necessary to avoid an unconstitutional taking of 
private property, staff has recommended modifications which will allow applicants to 
demonstrate ~hat an exceptic"'1 to an ESH policy or standard is necessary to avoid~ taking. 
Such a review would require detailed in:0rmation to determine whether applica:.ion of th~ 
ESH policy or standard would be a taking, and if so, to determine the extent of development 
that must be allowed to avoid a taking. 

Non-Conforming Structures 

The nonconforming structure policies proposed under this LCP amendment broaden the 
definition as provided in the certified LCP. The proposed amendment would allow partial or 
complete reconstruction or structural repair of residential structures (including primary 
dwellings, secondary dwellings, and all attached appurtenances that share at least one 
common wall with the residential structure) and agricultural support structures (any 
structures that is essential to the support of agricultural production on agriculturally zoned 
property) due to normal wear and tear, if the residential structure is nonconforming solely 
due to any policy, development standard, or zoning regulation first applied and adopted as a 
result of the Toro Canyon Plan. Additionally, the proposed amendment allows for the 
expansion of nonconforming residential or agricultural support structures within ESH or ESH 
buffer areas. Section 30610 of the Coastal Act allows for the rebuild of any lawfully 
established structures, including legal non-conforming structures, in the event of a disaster. 
This provision does not include restoration or replacement of structures for normal wear and 
tear. The voluntary tear down and rebuild of structures would, in almost every case, require 
discretionary review consistent with the LCP standards. This would hold true for legal 
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conforming structures as well as structures that are non-conforming. Furthermore, the 
proposed exception to allow additions to nonconforming agricultural structures into ESH and 
ESH buffer is not consistent with Section 30240. Staff recommends against the 
liberalization of nonconforming structure provisions, with one exception. · 

If modified as suggested, additions to lawfully established nonconforming primary 
residences in Existing Developed Rural Neighborhoods within ESH buffer have been 
granted limited exception to the nonconforming structure policy to allow minor additions and 
reconstruction in the same exact development envelope (footprint, height, bulk) if it can be 
shown, pursuant to the required site-specific biological study, that such development would 
not adversely impact the adjacent riparian species and meets all other provisions of this 
Plan and the LCP including development standards for native and non-native protected tree 
species. Additionally, such development must be sited and designed to meet specific 
standards (e.g., no removal or limbing of oak or sycamore trees) that are protective of the 
adjacent riparian canopy. The above limited additions and reconstruction, as detailed in this 
staff report, are restricted in a manner to prevent adverse impacts to ESH and would be 
compatible with the continuance of adjacent ESH areas, consistent with Section 30240. 
These provisions do not authorize new development in ESH which is not possible under 
Section 30240(a). 

Water Quality 

The Commission has directed through past actions that new projects and LCP amendments 
incorporate conditions and/or policies that will ensure the protection of water quality 
consistent with Sections 30230 and 30231 of the Coastal Act. In this case, the proposed 
LCP amendment is a comprehensive Specific Plan for the Toro Canyon Plan area, including 
approximately 2,150 acres within the coastal zone. The Toro Canyon Plan is constrained by 
ste~p slopes sui-ro· ·nding the coastal valley, and land use practices have contributed to '.-,ss 
of sensitive i1abitat, etosivn, and resultant downstream sedimenta~:on and ::Jdve:;·se water 
quality impacts. New development in Toro Canyon has the potential to adversely impact 
coastal water quality through the removal of native vegetation, increase of impervious 
surfaces, increase of runoff, erosion, and sedimentation, introduction of pollutants such as 
petroleum, cleaning products, pesticides, and other pollutant sources, as well as effluent 
from septic systems. Therefore, staff is recommending the inclusion of new policies that 
address siting and design of septic systems (i.e., on-site treatment systems); Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) for stormwater runoff; site design principles for protecting 
natural resources, and measures to ensure that specific types of development do not 
adversely affect water quality. 

To the extent possible, staff has worked with County staff to apply appropriate water quality , 
provisions within the Plan area under this LCP amendment. County staff has stated that 
they are already implementing most of these policies through their Storm Water 
Management Plan and, therefore, has requested that modifications proposed by staff not be 
included in the LCP amendment. However, given that the Stormwater Management Plan is 
not certified under the existing LCP, there is currently no mechanism for implementation of 
such policies recognized under Coastal Act requirements. Therefore the appropriate water 
quality policies, development standards, and actions have been retained as necessary to 
adequately protect coastal waters. Staff has encouraged the County to consider a future 
LCP amendment that would incorporate water quality programs they believe meet the 
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requirements of the modifications and to make such amendments countywide under the 
LCP. 

Agriculture 

Staff notes that the following clarification regarding certain agricultural practices is 
necessary to ensure that the County processes coastal development permits for such 
activities as presently required under the existing LCP, and that these standards are thus 
reflected in the policies and provisions for new development under the Toro Canyon Plan. 
As defined in the certified LCP, the Hillside and Watershed Protection policies of the 
certified LUP specifically define "major vegetation removal" as the removal of native 
vegetation, brush, trees, or orchards involving a cumulative total of one-half acre of land or 
more (emphasis added). Furthermore, the hillside and watershed policies affirmatively state 
that policies shall apply to all construction and development, including grading for 
agricultural and non-agricultural purposes which involve the movement of earth in excess of 
50 cubic yards. 

Therefore, by definition, agricultural activities that require 50 cubic yards of grading 
(excluding crop rotation, harvesting, and other management practices for existing lands in 
production) and/or the cumulative removal of Y:z-acre of vegetation are "development" 
subject to the coastal development permit requirements of the existing LCP. It is not clear 
whether the cumulative nature of this definition has been consistently applied by County 
staff to mean vegetation removal over the cumulative course of agricultural practices on a 
subject site. Such removal may.accrue incrementally and thus should trigger the developing 
of "development." As a result, where the term "development" or "new development" is 
discussed in the LCP, agricultural development meeting the above definition of agricultural 
development is included. 

,Gonversion of Agricul~ural Lands 

The County is proposing to rezone seven parcels from agriculture (40-acre minimum parcel 
size) to Single Family Residential Minimum 2 acre. These parcels, comprising a total of 
approximately 16 acres, are located northeast of the intersection of Foothill and Toro 
Canyon Roads. The new designation would allow one additional lot split. However, the 
parcels are located on 30% slopes,. which pursuant to the Watershed Protection Overlay 
District, have been identified in this area as lands that are unsuited for intensified 
development. While the slope and size of parcels may constrain agricultural production, and 
the economic viability of the subject parcels in the future may be questionable, the existing 
agricultural designation does not preclude residential development on legal parcels, as 
would be allowed under the proposed residential designation. Retaining the agricultural 
designation however eliminates the ability for any further division of the parcels. 

Additionally, the conversion is not consistent with Section 30241 requirements because it 
does not provide a stable boundary between agriculture and residential uses. Because of 
the residential development pressures in the Plan area, delineating stable boundaries and 
clearly defined buffer areas are necessary to avoid conflicts that will adversely impact the 
long-term productivity of the region's agriculture. The conversion of the proposed parcels 
would represent attrition of the long-term viability of agriculture in Toro Canyon by 
cumulatively converting agricultural parcels to residential parcels, and not providing an 

·, 
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adequate buffer to minimize conflicts with the larger agricultural parcels. Staff recommends 
against the conversion of these agricultural parcels to residential parcels. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Santa Barbara County Coastal Plan (January 1982; 
with updates through 1999); Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Article II,, 
Chapter 35 of the County Code. Resolution No. 02-065 of the Board of Supervisors, County 
of Santa Barbara, State of California, In the matter of submitting to the Coastal Commission 
Amendments to the Text and Maps of the Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program, 
passed, approved, and adopted by the Board of Supervisors February 25, 2002; Ordinance 
4448, Case Number 00-0A-005, adopted by Board of Supervisors February 25, 2002; 
Ordinance 4449, Case Number 00-RZ-002, adopted by the Board of Supervisors February 
25, 2002; Office of County Counsel Memorandum, August 30, 2000, Nonconforming lots 
and structures in the Toro Canyon Plan Area; 

Additional Information: Please contact Shana Gray, California Coastal Commission, South 
Central Coast Area, 89 So. California St., Second Floor, Ventura, CA. (805) 585-1800. 
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I. PROCEDURAL ISSUES 

A. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The Coastal Act provides: 

The commission shall certify a land use plan, or any amendments thereto, if it 
finds that a land use plan meets the requirements of, and is in conformity 
with, the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) ... (Section 
30513(c)) 

The Coastal Act further provides: 

The local government shall submit to the Commission the zoning ordinances, 
zoning district maps, and, where necessary, other implementing actions that 
are required pursuant to this chapter ... 

The Commission may only reject ordinances, zoning district maps, or other 
implementing action on the grounds that they do not conform with, or are 
inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified land use plan. If the 
Commission rejects the zoning ordinances, zoning district maps, or other 
implementing actions, it shall give written notice of the rejection, specifying 
the provisions of the land use plan with which the rejected zoning ordinances 
do not conform, or which it finds will not be adequately carried out, together 
with its reasons for the action taken. (Section 30514) 

The standard of review that the Commission uses in reviewing thP. adequacy of t!le land 
use plan is whether the land use plan is consistent with the policies of Ch3pter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. The standard of review for the proposed amendment to the 
Implementation Plan of the certified Local Coastal Program, pursuant to Section 30513 
and 30514 of the Coastal Act, is that the proposed amendment is in conformance with, 
and adequate to carry out, the provisions of the Land Use Plan (LUP) portion of the 
certified Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program. In addition, all Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act have been incorporated in their entirety in the certified 
County LUP as guiding policies pursuant to Policy 1-1 of the LUP. 

B. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires public input in preparation, approval, 
certification and amendment of any LCP. The County held 25 public hearings and two 
public workshops and received written comments regarding the project from concerned 
parties and members of the public. The hearings were duly noticed to the public 
consistent with Sections 13552 and 13551 of the California Code of Regulations. 
Notice of the subject amendment has been distributed to all known interested parties. 
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C. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 

Pursuant to Section 13551 (b) of the California Code of Regulations, the County 
resolution for submittal may submit a Local Coastal Program Amendment that will either 
require formal local government adoption after the Commission approval, or is an 
amendment that will take effect automatically upon the Commission's approval pursuant 
to Public Resources Code Sections 30512, 30513, and 30519. In this case, because 
this approval is subject to suggested modifications by the Commission, if the 
Commission approves this Amendment, the County must act to accept the certified 
suggested modifications within six months from the date of Commission action in order 
for the Amendment to become effective (Section 13544.5; Section 13537 by 
reference;). Pursuant to Section 13544, the Executive Director shall determine whether 
the County's action is adequate to satisfy all requirements of the Commission's 
certification order and report on such adequacy to the Commission. If the Commission 
denies the LCP Amendment, as submitted, no further action is required by either the 
Commission or the County. 

II. STAFF RECOMMENDATION, MOTIONS, AND 
RESOLUTIONS ON THE LAND USE PLAN/COASTAL 
PLAN (LUP/CP) 

Following public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following 
resolutions and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and a staff 
recommendation is provided just prior to each resolution. 

A. DENIAL AS SUBMITTED 

MOTION 1: I move that the Commission CERTIFY Amendment STB-MAJ-3-
02 to the County of Santa Barbara Coastal Plan, as submitted 
by the County of Santa Barbara. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF REJECTION: 

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the land use 
plan as submitted and adoption of the following resolution. The motion to certify as 
submitted passes only upon an affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed 
Commissioners. 

RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 
AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED: 

The Commission hereby denies certification of Amendment STB-MAJ-3-02 to the 
County of Santa Barbara Coastal Plan and adopts the findings set forth below on 
grounds that the land use plan as submitted does not meet the requirements of and is 
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not in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Certification of the 
land use plan would not meet the requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act, as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially 
lessen the significant adverse impacts on the environment that will result from 
certification of the land use plan as submitted. 

B. CERTIFICATION WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

MOTION II: I move that the Commission CERTIFY Amendment STB-MAJ-3-
02 to the County of Santa Barbara Coastal Plan, If modified as 
suggested in this staff report. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO CERTIFY IF MODIFIED: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the 
land use plan with suggested modifications and adoption of the following resolution and 
findings. The motion to certify with suggested modifications passes only upon an 
affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners. 

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY THE LAND USE PLAN WITH SUGGESTED 
MODIFICATIONS: 

The Commission hereby certifies Amendment STB-MJU-3 -02 to the County of Santa 
Bar ~ara Coastal Plan if modified as suggested and adopts the findin;;s set forth below 
on grounds that the land use plan with the suggested modifications will meet the 
requirements of and be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
Certification of the land use plan if modified as suggested complies with the (;alifornia 
Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/c::r 
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse 
effects of the plan on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives 
and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adve.rse impacts 
on the environment that will result from certification of the land use plan if modified. 

Ill. STAFF RECOMMENDATION, MOTIONS, AND 
RESOLUTIONS ON THE IMPLEMENTATION 
PLAN/COASTAL ZONING ORDINANCE (IP/CZO) 

Following public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following 
resolutions and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and a staff 
recommendation is provided just prior to each resolution. 
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A. DENIAL AS SUBMITTED 

MOTION Ill: I move that the Commission reject the County of Santa 
Barbara Implementation Program/Coastal Zoning Ordinance 
Amendment STB-MAJ-3-02 as submitted. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF REJECTION: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in rejection of 
Implementation Program and the adoption of the following resolution and findings. The 
motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 
AS SUBMITTED: 

The Commission hereby denies certification of the County of Santa Barbara 
Implementation Program/Coastal Zoning Ordinance Amendment STB-MAJ-3-02 and 
adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the Implementation Program as 
submitted does not conform with, and is inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the 
certified Land Use Plan as amended. Certification of the Implementation Program 
would not meet the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act as there 
are feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen the 
significant adverse impacts on the environment that will result from certification of the 
Implementation Program as submitted 

B. CERTIFICATION WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 

MOTION IV: I move that the Commission certify County of Santa Barbara 
Implementation Program/Coastal Zoning Ordinance 
Amendment STB-MAJ-3-02 if it is modified as suggested in 
this staff report. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the 
Implementation Program with suggested modifications and the adoption of the following 
resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of 
the Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM WITH 
SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS: 

The Commission hereby certifies the County of Santa Barbara Implementation 
Program/Coastal Zoning Ordinance Amendment STB-MAJ-3-02 if modified as 
suggested and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the Implementation 
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Program with the suggested modifications conforms with, and is adequate to carry out, 
the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan as amended. Certification of the 
Implementation Program if modified as suggested complies with the California 
Environmental Quality Act, because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or 
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse 
effects of the Implementation Program on the environment, or 2) there are no further 
feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impacts on the environment. 

IV. INTRODUCTION TO SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 
Suaaested Modifications: The staff recommends the Commission certify the 
following, with modifications as shown below. Language as submitted by the County of 
Santa Barbara is shown in straight type. Language recommended by Commission staff 
to be deleted is shown in line out. Language proposed by Commission staff to be 
inserted is shown underlined. Suggested modifications to revise maps or figures, or 
other instructional changes are shown in italics. Text not intended to be included as part 
of the modification which provides an internal reference or other orienting information is 
shown in [brackets]. 

Commission Review of Narrative Text: The Toro Canyon Plan amendment can be 
divided into two major categories. The first is narrative, which describes the Taro 
Canyon Plan Area, special issues with the Taro Canyon Plan Area, and the general 
basis for the various standards and policies contained in the Taro. Canyon Plan 
amendment. The second consists of the actual standards and policies. It is this second 
division which is the focus of Commission review. 

The proposed Toro Canyon Plan LCP amendment contains four levels of policy, titled 
"goals," "policies," "actions," and "development standards." All four of these levels are to 
be considered enforceable policies. Therefore, the standard of review for the County in 
permitting development under the LCP will be all goals, actions, policies, and 
development standards (as well as other implementing actions), with the exception of 
those marked with an asterisk in the Suggested Modifications section below. Any 
policies or map language designated as non-coastal are issues that are not addressed 
under the Coastal Act or are specific to areas outside of the Coastal Zone, and 
therefore are excluded from the certification of the LCP Amendment. For that reason, 
those policies are not analyzed as part of this submission. 

Revisions to the policies, made through suggested modifications, in certain 
circumstances may make the background narrative obsolete. Descriptive narrative no 
longer consistent with the policies will need to be revised by the County to conform to 
the narrative of any associated policy that has been revised through suggested 
modifications as part of the submission of the final document for certification pursuant 
to Sections 13544 and 13544.5 of the California Code of Regulations. 
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Organizational Notes: The addition of new policies or the deletion of policies (as 
submitted) will affect the numbering of subsequent policies, actions, or development 
standards when the County of Santa Barbara publishes the final Taro Canyon Plan 
incorporating the Commission's suggested modifications. This staff report will not make 
revisions to the policy numbers. The County will make modifications to the numbering 
system when it prepares the revised LCP for submission to the Commission for 
certification pursuant to Sections 13544 and 13544.5 of the California Code of 
Regulations. 

Global Text Suggested Modification: As submitted, the Taro Canyon Plan contained 
supportive narrative describing the basis for many policies. Some of these policies have 
been modified as a result of this Commission action. Consequently, the corresponding 
supportive narrative may no longer be relevant for supporting modified policies. The 
Commission empowers the County with the approval of the Executive Director to revise 
supportive narrative so that it will be consistent with the policies of the LCP amendment 
as modified through the suggested modifications. Since this policy refers to a global text 
revision, once the global text revisions are made, this policy does not need to be 
included in the amended Taro Canyon Plan. The modified narratives, however, must be 
approved by the Executive Director and reported to the Commission before taking 
effect. 

Organization of Suggested Modifications Below: The Taro Canyon Plan groups the 
Plan elements into three "super elements:" the Land Use Element, Public Facilities and 
Services, and Resources and Constraints. Modifications under Headings 1, 2, and 3, 
below, separate each of these sections according to the overarching "super element" 
category. Under each of these Headings, there is a comprehensive table that provides 
all proposed goals, policiea, actions. and development standards for that sec:ion of the 
Plan. Therefor&, because the table is comprehensive and is intendea to shm·; the 
progression of all policies as well as the suggested modifications, not all policies have a 
corresponding text change in the Suggested Modifications column. Policies that have 
Commission suggested modifications have been given an official Suggested 
Modification Number as indicated in the column denoted as MOD#. 

V. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS ON THE LAND USE 
PLAN/COASTAL PLAN {LUP/CP) 

1. Modifications No. 1-17 - Land Use Element 

Proposed Proposed Policy Mod# Suggested Modification 
Policy# 

Land Use - General 

GOAL Ensure That Residential And 1 eASl:IFe +l:lat ResieeAtial AA€1 
LUG-TC Agricultural Development Occurs In AgFis~:~lt~:~Fal Qe¥eleJ3FAeAt GGGl:IFS lA 

Balance With The Existing Natural BalaAGe Witt:! +l:le E:xistiAQ Nat~:~ml 
Environment To Protect Natural eA¥iF9AFAeAt +e PFeteGt Natl:IFal 
Resources And Public Safety. Also, D.·~~,~,.,.,.~ J\nrl Doohl;,. ~.,fah. J\1<-~ 

' 
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Proposed Policy Mod# Suggested Modification 

Ensure That Commercial Areas Are eASI:lFe +Rat GeFAFAeFGial AFeas AFe 
Economically Viable And Are A Benefit eG9A9FAiGally Viaele AA9 AFe ,fl, BeAefit 
To Both Travelers And The Local +e BetA +Fa'leleFs AAd +l=le Lesal 
Community. CeFAFAI:lAity. 

Provide For New DeveloQment In A 
Manner That Avoids Degradation Of 
The Natural Environment And Other 
Coastal Resources, Considers The 
Social And Economic Needs Of The 
Peo121e Of The State, Including Visitor-
Serving Commercial And Coastal 
Access/Recreational Uses, And 
Protects Public Safe~. 

All pertinent countywide 2 All 13eFtiReAt G91:1Atywide 
Comprehensive Plan and Coastal Plan GeFA13Fel:leRsi•1e PlaA aA9 Geastal PlaA 
policies apply within Toro Canyon in 13elisies a13PIY •.•.1itRiA +eFe GaRyeR iR 
addition to the specific policies and a9ditieR te tl::le specifis pelisies aAGl 
action items identified in this Plan. actieR iterns ideRtified iR tl::lis PlaA. 

The 120licies and 12rovisions of the 
certified Local Coastal Program, 
including the Coastal Land Use Plan 
and Coastal Zoning Ordinance shall 
continue to a~:ml~ within the Toro 
Can~on Planning Area. Should an~ 
12olic~ or Qrovision of the Toro Can~on 
Plan conflict with an~ QOiic~ or Qrovision 
of the certified Local Coastal Program, 
the 12olic~ or 12rovision that is mas! 

: Qrotective of rE:.3ources sh_all Qrevail. 
Where the 12olicies c..·:· Qrovisions of the 
certified Local Coastal Program, 
including the certified Taro Can~on 
Plan conflict with an~ other Qolic~ or 
Qrovision of the Coun~'s 
ComQrehensive Plan or other guiding 
standards, the Local Coastal Program 
shall Qrevail. 

An~ future modification(s) to this Plan 
or the im12lementing actions, including 
an~ recommended modifications, 
studies, Qlans, 12rograms, or other 
changes shall not be effective within 
the coastal zone until. and unless it has 
been certified b~ the Coastal 
Commission as an amendment to the 
LCP. 

The Development Standards contained 3 The Development Standards and 
within this Plan shall be used to Actions contained within this Plan shall 
implement the policies of the Plan. be used to implement the policies of 
Where appropriate, these standards the Plan and . Wt:IOFe a1313FG!3Fiate, 
shall be applied to projects under these staR9aFds shall be applied to 
review, unless a standard is projects under review, l:lRiess a 
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ADDED 
POLICY 

Policy 
LUG-TC-3 

Policy 
LUG-TC-4 
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Proposed Policy Mod# Suggested Modification 

inapplicable or ineffective and/or other staAElaFEl is ina~~lisa91e eF ineffestive 
standards have been required that anElteF etFieF stanElaFEls Flave 9een 
more effectively implement the FeEJI:liFeEl tFiat Ffl9Fe effestively 
policies. iFfl~leFflent tFie ~elisies. 

4 In addition to the reguirements of LUP 
Polic~ 2-11, develoQment shall be 
scaled to Qrotect resources such as 
environmental!~ sensitive habitat and 
visual resources and to resQect site 
constraints such as steeQ sloQes. 
Regulatory measures to ensure such 
Qrotection shall include but not be 
limited to restrictions on the following: 
size; color; reflectivit~ and height of 
structures; roofs and other architectural 
features; length of drivewa~s; number 
arid size of accesso!Y structures; 
configuration and size of develoQment 
enveloQes; amount and location of 
grading; vegetation removal; and night 
lighting. 

5 Protection of ESH and QUblic access 
shall take Qriorit~ over other 
develoQment standards and where 
there is an~ conflict between general 
develoQment standards and ESH 
and/or Qublic access Qrotection, the 
standards that are most Qrotective of 
fSH and QUblk: ac ;ess shall have 
Qrecedence.. 

The Urban/Rural Boundary shall 6 The Urban/Rural Boundary shall 
distinguish principally urban land uses distinguish ~rinci~ally urban land uses 
from rural and/or agricultural land from rural and/or agricultural land uses. 
uses. This Boundary shall represent This Boundary shall represent the 
the maximum extent of the Toro maximum extent of the Toro Canyon 
Canyon urban area. This Boundary urban area. This Boundary shall not be 
shall not be moved except as part of a moved except as part of a County-
County-initi::lted update of the Plan. initiated update of the Plan and within 

the coastal zone, as certified by: the 
Coastal Commission as an amendment 
to this Plan. 

Land Use and Zoning designations 7 bane Yse ane ~enin9 eesi9natiens 
shall provide for reasonable use and sFiall pre,~iee fer reasenaele 1::1se ane 
development of property within given eevelepment ef property within 9iven 
site constraints. site censtraints. 

The public shall be protected from * 
noise that could jeopardize health and 
welfare. 

* See LUP Modification 155 
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Proposed Policy Mod# Suggested Modification 

Construction activities within 1 ,600 feet * 
of residential receptors shall be limited 
to the hours between 8:00A.M. and 
5:00P.M., Monday through Friday. 
Construction equipment maintenance 
shall be limited to the same hours. 

Stationary construction equipment that * 
could generate noise exceeding 65 
dB(A) at project site boundaries shall 
be shielded to County P&D's 
satisfaction, and shall be located a 
minimum of two hundred (200) feet 
from sensitive receptors. 

The Policies and Development 8 +l:le Pelisies ana Qe,.•eleprnent 
Standards of this Plan shall be StanEiaFEis ef tl:!is Plan sl:!all ae 
implemented in a manner that does irnplernenteEI in a rnanneF tl:!at Elees net 
not take private property for public use take pFi'><ate fJFefJeFty feF p1:11::llis 1:1se 
without just compensation as required witl:!e1:1t j1:1st sernpensatien as Feql:liFeEI 
by applicable law. 9y afJplisa91e law. 

9 Existing, lawfull~ established structures 
that do not conform to the Qrovisions of 
the LCP rna~ be maintained, and 
reQaired. ExceQt as Qrovided below and 
in Polic~ BIO-TC-5 and DevStd 810-
TC-5.1 through 5.6 [cross reference to 
LUP Modification 91, 92- 97], additions 
and imQrovements to such structures 
rr.~e Qermitted Qrovided that such 

. additions r.:-r imprcvements themselves 
comQI~ with the QOiicies and standards 
of the LCP. Additions to non-
conforming structures on a blufftoQ or 
on the beach that increase the size of 
the structure b~ 50 Qercent or more ar_g 
not Qermitted unless the entire 
structure is brought into conformance 
with the Qolicies and standards of the 
LCP. Demolition and reconstruction 
that results in the demolition of more 
than 50 Qercent of the exterior walls of 
a non-conforming structure is not 
(2ermitted unless the entire structure is 
brought into conformance with the 
(20iicies and standards of the LCP. 
Non-conforming uses rna~ not be 
increased or exQanded into additional 
locations or structures. 

10 Conditional Certificates of ComQiiance, 
or Certificates of ComQiiance issued for .. . . . 

* See LUP Modification 155 
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Proposed Policy Mod# Suggested Modification 

land divisions that occurred after the 
Coastal Act, shall reguire a coastal 
develoQment Qermit aQQealable to the 
Coastal Commission. 

Land Use - Residential 

GOAL Balance Residential Development With 11 Balance Ensure that Residential 
LUR-TC Protection of Resources, Respect Development is Consistent With 

Constraints To Development and Protection of Resources, and 
Concentrate Development In Areas Preservation Of Agriculture, Respect~ 
With Adequate Public Facilities and Constraints To Development and 
Services. Concentrate~ Development In Areas 

With Adequate Public Facilities and 
Services. 

Policy The County shall encourage a diversity 
LUR-TC-1 of housing types, while maintaining the 

predominantly large lot single family 
rural character of Toro Canyon. 

Action The county shall consider the approval 12 Designate this as a DevStd rather than 
LUR-TC- of Residential Second Units, which an Action. 
1.1 categorically are considered to be +l=le cmmty sl=lall censiEieF tl=le appmval 

potentially affordable units, on ef Residential Second Units,.-wl:liGR 
appropriate sites in a manner cate§eFically aFe censiEieFeEI te 9e 
consistent with applicable goals, fietentially affeFEla91e t~nits, en shall be 
policies, development standards, ancf sited and designed appF9flFiate sites in 
ordinance provisions. a manner consistent with applicable 

goals, policies, development standards, 
and ordinance provisions and the 
certifierj LCP. 

Action The County shall work with interested 13 The County shall work with interested 
LUR-TC- property owners to develop appropriate property owners to develop appropriate 
1.2 farm employee housing, which shall be farm employee housing, which shall be 

sited and designed in a manner sited and designed in a manner 
t:onsistent with the goals, policies, and consistent with the: goals, policies, and 
development standards of this Plan. development stardards of tl=lis Plan the 

certified LCP. 

Action At such time as the Housing Element 14 At such time as the Housing Element 
LUR-TC- may be amended to allow application may be amended to allow application of 
1.3 of the Affordable Housing Overlay the Affordable Housing Overlay within 

within Rural Neighborhood areas, the Rural Neighborhood areas, the county 
county shall consider applying this shall consider applying this Overlay to 
Overlay to part or all of the Via Real part or all of the Via Real Company 
Company property between the property between the Serena Park 
Serena Park neighborhood and the neighborhood and the Polo Club (APNs 
Polo Club (APNs 005-270-17, -19, -29, 005-270-17, -19, -29, -33, &- 34). 
-33, &- 34). Appropriate base and AHO Appropriate base and AHO densities 
densities shall be considered at such shall be considered at such time. Any 
time. future QrOQOSal to modify the areas 

within the Coastal Zone that this 
Overlay aQQiies to shall not be effective 
until and unless it has been certified by 
the Coastal Commission as an 
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amendment to the LCP. 

Residential development, including but 15 Delete. [Incorporated as a general/and 
not limited to the size of structures and use policy as shown in suggested 
development envelopes, shall be modification 4 above] 
scaled to protect resources such as 
environmentally sensitive habitat and 
visual resources and to respect site 
constraints such as steep slopes. 

Land Use - Commercial and Institutional Facilities 

GOAL C- Maintain an Appropriate Commercial 
TC Balance in Toro Canyon, Consistent 

with the Primarily Rural and Semi-
Rural Nature of the Area. 

Policy C- The county shall encourage and 
TC-1 support reasonable development and 

viability of existing commercial areas 
through infrastructure and design 
improvements. 

Action C- County staff shall work with area 
TC-1.1 residents and Santa Claus Lane 

property and business owners to 
discuss programs for additional 
parking, improved drainage and 
possible formation of a business 
improvement district to address 
landscaping, maintenance and othr:r 
infrastructure needs. 

DevStd C- Commercial development on Santa 
TC-1.2 Claus Lane shall incorporate a 

sidewalk that is contiguous and visually 
compatible with sidewalks in front of 
neighboring businesses as well as 
other necessary street and drainage 
improvements in accordance with 

, County Road Department standards 
and any approved Streetscape Plan for 
Santa Claus Lane. 

PolicyC- The style of new development within 
TC-2 the C-1 zone district in Toro Canyon 

shall be "Western Seaside Vernacular 
Commercial." (See Toro Canyon Plan 
Zoning Overlay in the Art. II Coastal 
Zoning Ordinance.) The intent is to 
encourage architectural cohesion 
along the Lane, with new construction 
compatible with existing buildings in 
scale, massing and materials, while 
allowing for an updated look. 
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Land Use - Agriculture and Rural Lands 

GOAL Protect And Support Agricultural Land 16 Protect And Support Agricultural Land 
LUA-TC Use And Encourage Appropriate Use And Encourage Appropriate 

Agricultural Expansion, While Agricultural Expansion, While 
Maintaining A Balance With Protection Maintaining A Balance VVith Protection 
Of Coastal And Natural Resources Of Coastal And Natural Resources And 
And Protection Of Public Health And Protection Of Public Health And Safety. 
Safety. 

Policy The County shall develop and promote 
LUA-TC-1 programs to preserve agriculture in the 

Taro Canyon Plan Area. 

ADDED 17 In areas with (2rime agricultural soils, 
POLICY structures, including greenhouses that 

do not rely on in-ground cultivation, 
shall be sited to avoid (2rime soils to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Policy Land designated for agriculture within 
LUA-TC-2 Toro Canyon shall be preserved and 

protected for agricultural use. 

DevStd Development of nonagricultural uses 
LUA-TC- (other than residential uses and 
2.1 appropriately sited public trails) on land 

designated for agriculture, including 
land divisions and changes to a non-
agricultural land use/zoning 
designation, shall only be permitted 
subject to all of thf" foll0wing findings: 
a. Continued or renewed agricultu•31 
use of the property is not feasible; b. 
Nonagricultural use shall be 
compatible with continued agricultural 
use on adjacent lands; c. 
Nonagricultural use shall preserve 
prime agricultural land or concentrate 
development contiguous with or in 
close proximity to existing developed 
areas able to accommodate the use, 
including adequate public services; d. 
Nonagricultural use shall not have a 
significant adverse impact on biological 
resources, visual resources and 
coastal resources (public access, 
recreation and coastal dependent 
uses); e. Land divisions outside the 
Urban Boundary shall be permitted 
only where 50 percent of the usable 
parcels in the urban area have been 
developed and the proposed parcels 
would be no smaller than the average 
size of the surrounding parcels. Land 
divisions proposed in the Coastal Zone 
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shall be consistent with Coastal Plan 
Policy 8.4; f. For properties located in 
the Coastal Zone, the proposed 
nonagricultural use shall be consistent 
with Coastal Plan Policies 8.2 and/or 
8.3. 

To the maximum extent feasible, 
hardscaped areas associated with 
agricultural and greenhouse 
development (i.e., parking lots, loading 
bays, interior walkways in 
greenhouses, and accessory building 
footprints) shall be minimized in order 
to preserve the maximum amount of 
prime agricultural soils. Minimizing the 
covering of soils shall be accomplished 
through efficient site and building 
design and the use of pervious 
surfaces wherever feasible. 

New development shall be compatible 
with adjacent agricultural lands. 

New non-agricultural development 
adjacent to agriculturally zoned 
property shall include appropriate 
buffers, such as trees, shrubs, walls, 
and fences, to protect adjacent 
agricultural operations from potential 
conflicts anrl claims of nuisance. The 
size and character of thf; buffers shall 
be determined through parcel-specific 
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review on a case-by-case basis. 

DevStd Consistent with the County's adopted * 
LUA-TC- Right to Farm Ordinance, a Notice to 
3.2 Property Owner (NTPO) shall be 

recorded with the final tract and/or 
parcel map for properties within 1 ,000 
feet of agriculturally zoned land. The 
NTPO shall inform the buyer that: The 
adjacent property is zoned for 
agriculture and is located in an area 
that has been planned for agricultural 
uses, including permitted oil 
development, and that any 
inconvenience or discomfort from 
properly conducted agricultural 
operations, including permitted oil 
development, shall be allowed 
consistent with the intent of the Right 
to Farm Ordinance. For further 
information, contact Santa Barbara 
County Planning and Development. 

18. Modifications No. 18-67 - Public Facilities and Services 

Proposed Proposed Policy Mod# Suggested Modification 
Policy# 

·'--- ~--

Fire Protection/Hazards 
.. 

GOAL Maximize Effective and Appropriate Fire 
FIRE-TC Prevention Measures in Order to 

Minimize Exposure of People and 
Property to Wildfire Hazards; Minimize 
Adverse Impacts of Fire Protection and 
Suppression Efforts. 

Policy The County shall coordinate with the 18 The County shall coordinate with the 
FIRE-TC- Carpinteria and Montecito Fire Protection Carpinteria and Montecito Fire 
1 Districts to maintain and improve fire Protection Districts to maintain and 

prevention and protection service for the improve fire prevention and protection 
residents of the Toro Canyon Planning service for the residents of the T oro 
Area. Canyon Planning Area. while 

minimizing im!;!acts to resources. 

Action The County shall coordinate with the 
FIRE-TC- Carpinteria Fire Protection District to 
1.1 ensure that fees for new development are 

adequate to cover the cost of required fire 
protection services. 

*See LUP Modification 155 
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Fire hazards in the Taro Canyon Planning 19 Fire hazards in the Taro Canyon 
Area shall be minimized in order to Planning Area shall be minimized in 
reduce the cost of/need for increased fire order to reduce the cost of/need for 
protection services while protecting the increased fire protection services while 
natural resources in undeveloped areas. protecting natural resources ffi 

tJA9evelepe9 aFeas. 

When the County updates the 
Comprehensive Plan Safety Element, the 
County, where applicable, shall update 
the policies and development standards 
in the Toro Canyon Plan Fire 
Protection/Hazards Section. 

Development shall be sited to minimize 20 Development shall be sited to minimize 
exposure to fire hazards and reduce the exposure to fire hazards and reduce 
need for grading and clearance of native the need for grading. fuel modification 
vegetation to the maximum extent {including thinning of vegetation and 
feasible. Building sites should be located limbing of trees}. and clearance of 
in areas of a parcel's lowest fire hazard, native vegetation to the maximum 
and should minimize the need for long extent feasible. Building sites should be 
and/or steep access roads and/or located in areas of a parcel's lowest fire 
driveways. Properties subject to high fire hazard, and should minimize the need 
hazards requiring fuel breaks to protect for long and/or steep access roads 
the proposed structures shall use the and/or driveways. Properties subject to 
Fuel Management Guidelines to establish high fire hazards requiring fuel breaks 
fuel management zone(s) on the property to protect the proposed structures shall 
(see Appendix D). use the Fuel Management Guidelines 

to establish fuel management zone(s) 
on the property (see Appendix D). 

·--
Applications for parcel and tract maps in 
high fire hazard areas shall include fuel 
management plans for review during the 
permit review process. Such plans shall 
be subject to final review and approval by 
Planning & Development and the 
applicable Fire District before recordation 
of the final map. 

Two routes of ingress and egress shall be 
required for discretionary permits for 
subdivisions involving five or more lots to 
provide emergency access unless the 
applicable fire district waives/modifies the 
requirement and documents finding(s) for 
the waiver/modification with the County. 
For discretionary permits for subdivisions 
involving fewer than five lots, the permit 
application shall identify a secondary 
ingress and egress route for review by 
appropriate P&D decision maker. This 
secondary route may be a consideration 
in the siting and design of the new 
development. 
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All private roads and driveways serving 
development, including but not limited to 
subdivision or additional residential units 
on one lot, shall be constructed to the 
minimum roadway width requirement of 
the CSFPD or MFPD unless the 
applicable fire district waives/modifies the 
requirement and documents finding(s) for 
the waiver/modification with the County. 

Development requiring fire hydrants in the 
Plan area shall maintain the required 
residual water pressure and hydrant 
spacing standards of the CSFPD or 
MFPD unless the applicable fire district 
waives/modifies the requirement and 
documents finding(s) for the 
waiver/modification with the County. 

Development within or adjacent to high 
fire hazard areas shall include the use of 
fire prevention measures such as fire 
retardant roof materials, sprinklers, and 
water storage consistent with county and 
state regulations for fire resistant 
construction, and the respective fire 
district standards of the CSFPD and 
MFPD. 

P&D shall encourage and work with the 
CSFPD, MFPD and the residents in the 
Planning Area to prepare a Taro Canyon 
Fire Protection Plan. Other affected 
departments and agencies, such as the 
County Public Works and Fire 
Department, the U.S. Forest Service, and 
the Fire Safe Council, a south coast 
multi-agency/community organization, 
should also be encouraged to participate. 
A component of the plan shall include a 
fire education program for the residents. 
The education program shall address 
roadside fuel management, including 
mowing of annual grasses within public 
road rights-of-way and selective pruning 
of trees and brush near such roads. The 
Plan shall maintain the aesthetic 
character of the area, while increasing 
roadway width and visibility, and 
controlling the "bottom rung of the fuel 
ladder." 

P&D, in cooperation with Public Works 
and the CSFPD shall prepare a fee 
schedule for the Taro Canyon Fire 
Protection Plan. The fees assessed from 

Suggested Modification 
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new development on affected parcels 
shall help to fund implementation of this 
Toro Canyon Fire Protection Plan. 

Fuel breaks in Toro Canyon shall be sited 
and designed to be effective means of 
reducing wildland fire hazards and 
protecting life and property, while also 
minimizing disruption of biological 
resources and aesthetic impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Fuel breaks shall incorporate perimeter 
roads and yards to the greatest extent 
feasible. Development envelopes 
containing new structures and the area of 
site disturbance shall be sited to reduce 
the need for fuel breaks (see Fuel 
Management Guidelines in Appendix D). 

Fuel breaks shall not result in the removal 21 Fuel 9Feaks modification of vegetation 
of protected healthy oaks, to the shall not result in the removal of 
maximum extent feasible. Within fuel protected healthy oaks,tG-the 
breaks, treatment of oak trees shall be maximum extent feasiele. Within fuel 
limited to limbing the branches up to a breaks, treatment of oak trees shall be 
height of eight (8) feet, removing dead limited to limbing the branches up to a 
materials, and mowing the understory. height of eight (8) feet, removing dead 
Along access roads and driveways, materials, and mowing the understory. 
lim bing of branches shall be subject to Along access roads and driveways, 
the vertical clearance requirements of the limbing of branches shall be subject to 
CSFPD and MFPD. Where protected the vertical clearance requirements of 
oaks have multiple trunks, all trunks snail the CSFPD and MFPD. Where 
be preserved. protected oaks have multiple trunks, all 

trunks shall be preserved. 

Fuel management within Inland 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) 
and the ESH buffer areas shall be subject 
to Biological Resources DevStd BIOTC-
7.6. 

Fuel management within Coastal 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) 
and the ESH buffer areas shall be subject 
to Biological Resources DevStds BIO-TC-
4.2 and BIO-TC-4.3. 

Parks,.'"' .~i. ..and.i~H*:;i,.. ~ .. , " ·· i·.,.. . .. ,£;:e.g,;, :oo• . . · ·. · · ·. · · !.:ii::r.~:%"ce··:c· 
.:•, . .. ·· ··•··'····'.£z,,,,·.1t':l:.: ... ~:~;:; . ..':,.:. Y.~ 

GOAL Public Recreational Opportunities For 
PRT-TC Residents And Visitors, Including 

Improved Beach Access, Expanded Trail 
Network And Parks. 

Policy The County shall strive to provide new 
PRT-TC-1 park facilities, increased beach access 

and new trails. 
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The County shall conduct a fee study, to 
be completed by 6/30/2003, to determine 
if current fees are adequate to provide 
and maintain parks and other public 
recreational facilities. 

The County shall pursue siting a 
neighborhood park within the central area 
of residential development near Toro 
Canyon Road and Highway 101. 

Public access to the beach from Santa 22 The Count~ shall ~ursue PQ.ublic 
Claus Lane shall be formalized as soon access to the beach from Santa Claus 
as feasible by: securing and opening a Lane~ Public beach access shall be 
vertical accessway between Santa Claus formalized as soon as feasible by: 
Lane and the beach; clarifying the status determination of ~rescri~tive rights, b~ 
of lateral beach access rights and securing and opening a vertical 
securing any easements that may be accessway between Santa Claus Lane 
necessary and appropriate; developing and the beach; Qy_clarifying the status 
one or more parking areas (also see of lateral beach access rights, or Qy 
Action CIRC-TC-4.3); constructing securing any easements that may be 
appropriate safety features; and installing necessary and appropriatei-. In addition, 
any necessary signage, bicycle racks, the Count~ shall ensure the ~revision of 
parking, trash receptacles, landscape adeguate coastal access ~arking 
screening, restrooms and other including signage designating the 
appropriate features. A railroad crossing ~arking for this ~ur~ose, Elevele~in§ 
with armatures, lights, and bells and a one or FRere parkin§ areas (also see 
stairway and/or access ramp over or Action CIRC TC 4 .3); constructing 
around the seawall should also be appropriate safety features; and 
considered. The opening of any beach installing a~~ro~riate su~~ort facilities 
access shall be considered as described in Polic~ PR ~ -TC- [cross 
"development" subject to the prvvisions of reference to suggest:Jd modificMion 
this Plan, and shall be undertaken in a 28]. any necessaFJI signaQe, sicycle 
manner that protects public safety and racks, ~arkinQ, trast:l rece~tacles, 
the privacy and security of residents to 

I 

lanElsca~e SGFeeninQ, FeStFOOFRS anEJ 
the maximum feasible extent. Access for ott:ler a~~ro~riate featums. A railroad 
jet ski and other motorized recreational crossing with armatures, lights, and 
activity shall be prohibited from any bells and a stairway and/or access 
coastal access established at the Santa ramp over or around the seawall should 
Claus Lane beach area, and signage also be considered. Tt:le o~ening of any 
indicating this prohibition shall be posted seaci=l access si=lall se consiEleree 
at the parking area(s) developed in "Ele'lelopFRent" suBject to ti=le pre,lisiens 
support of this recreational access point. ef tl=lis Plan, ane sl=lall se uneeFtaken in 
Planning for the scope, design and a FRanner tt:lat pretests puslic safety 
location of improvements shall be done in ane tl=le privacy ane security ef 
consultation with local residents and other residents te tl:le FRa:KiFRUFR feasisle 
affected parties. The County shall extent. Where there are an~ conflicts 
aggressively pursue funding for the among the ~olicies of this Plan or the 
design and implementation of beach certified LCP, ~ublic access ~olicies 
access at Santa Claus Lane as the shall take ~riorit~ over other general 
priority beach access for the T oro Canyon develo~ment standards as described in 
Plan area at the earliest feasible date. LUG-TC- [cross reference to 

suggested modification 5]. Access for 
jet ski and other motorized recreational 
activity shall be prohibited from any 
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coastal access established at the Santa 
Claus Lane beach area, and signage 
indicating this prohibition shall be 
posted at the parking area(s) 
developed in support of this 
recreational access point. PlaAAiA€1 teF 
tt:le sseJ3e, eesigA aRe lesatieA ef 
iFRpre1<'eFReAts st:lall eo aeAe iA 
seAs~;~ltatieA ¥.<itt:! lesal resieeAts aAa 
ett:ler affestea 13arties. The County shall 
aggressively pursue funding for the 
design and implementation of beach 
access at Santa Claus Lane as-tAe 
prierity beash assess for tt:lo Tore 
CaAyeA PlaA area at the earliest 
feasible date. 

23 Public accessways and trails to the 
shoreline shall be a Qermitted use in all 
land use and zoning designations 
within the Taro Canyon Plan. Where 
there is an existing, but unacceQted 
and/or unoQened QUblic access Offer-
to-Dedicate {OTD}, easement, or deed 
restriction for lateral, vertical or trail 
access or related SUQQOrt facilities e.g. 
12arking, necessa[Y access 
im(2rovements shall be Qermitted to be 
constructed, OQened and OQerated for 
its intended oublic use. 

24 For all •Jffers to dedica~a an easen1ent 
that are reguired as a condition of 
Coastal DeveloQment Permit aggroved 
by the County, the County has the 
authority to aQ(2rove a Qrivate 
association that seeks to acceQt the 
offer. Any government agency may 
accegt an offer to dedicate an 
easement if the agency is willing to 
0(2erate and maintain the easement. 
The County shall a(2(2rove any (2rivate 
association acce(2table to the County 
that submits a management (21an that 
indicates that the association will OQen, 
o~rate, and maintain the easement in 
accordance with terms of the recorded 
offer to dedicate the easement. 

25 Offers to dedicate (2Ublic access shall 
be accegted for the exQress QUrQose of 
o(2ening, o(2erating, and maintaining the 
accessway for (2Ublic use. Unless there 
are unusual circumstances, the 
accesswav shall be opened within 5 
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~ears of accegtance. If the accesswa~ 
is not ogened within this 12eriod, and if 
another gublic agenc~ or gualified 
grivate association acce12table to the 
Count~ exgressl~ reguests ownershig 
of the easement in order to 012en it to 
the gublic, the easement holder shall 
transfer the easement to that entit~. A 
Coastal Develogment Permit that 
includes an offer to dedicate gublic 
access as a term or condition shall 
reguire the recorded offer to dedicate to 
include the reguirement that the 
easement holder shall transfer the 
easement to another (2Ublic agenc~ or 
12rivate association acce12table to the 
Count~ that reguests such transfer, if 
the easement holder has not 012ened 
the accesswa~ to the (2Ublic within 5 
~ears of acceQting the offer. 

The County shall pursue, to the extent 26 Consistent with LUP Polic~ 7-8, the 
feasible, developing a public beach Count~ shall acce12t and OQen the 
access on Padaro Lane, provided the vertical easements for 12ublic beach 
County Board of Supervisors finds, based access offered in connection with 
on substantial evidence, that there are develo(2ments on Padaro Lane. +He 
insufficient opportunities for public access Gmmty sl:lall !'ll:lFSI:le, te tl:le exteAt 
to the beach elsewhere in the Plan area. feasil31e, 8e¥ele!'liA€J !'ll:li31is 13easl:l 
The opening of any beach access shall assess eA PaElaFe baAe, !'lF9¥i8e8 tl:le 
be considered "development" subject to Go~:~Aty BoaFd of 51:l!'leFViseFs fiAEls, 
the provisions of this Plan, and shall be 13ase8 eA -s~:~l3staAtial G¥i8eA€~ 
undertaken in a manner that protects tl:leFe aFe iAs~:~ffisieAt O!'l!'lOFll:lAities foF 
public safety and the privacy and security !'ll:li31is assess to tl:le beasl:l elsey,rl:lem 
of residents to the maximum feasible iA tl:le PlaA aFea. +Fie O!'leAiA€1 of aAy 
extent. The County shall include beasl:l assess st:lall be soAsi8eFe8 
appropriate improvements in any project "8e>.<el9!'lFAeAt'' Sl:l9jest te tl:le !'lF91JiSiOAS 
to open beach access, possibly including ef tl:lis PlaA, aAEl sl:lall 13e l:lAEleFtakeA iA 
but not necessarily limited to signage, a maAAeF tl:lat !'lFotests !'ll:l91is safety 
bicycle racks, parking, trash receptacles, aAEl tl:le !'lFivasy aAEl ses~:~Fity ef 
sewer-connected sanitation facilities, and FesiEleAts te tl:le maxim~:~m feasiele 
other appropriate features for the beach EOOeAt.- +Fie Ge~:~Aty st:lall iAsi~:~Eie 
access. Planning for the scope, design a!'lpFOpFiate iFApF91JeFAeAtS iA aAy 
and location of improvements shall be pFejest to O!'leA 13easl:l assess, pessil31y 
done in consultation with local residents iASII:l8iA€J Bl:lt Aet AesessaFily limitea to 
and other affected parties. The siting of Si€JAa€Je, 13isysle Fasks, !'laFkiA€J, tFaSR 
the beach access shall minimize removal Feseptasles, seweF soAAestea 
of native trees and eucalyptus trees that saAitatioA fasilities, aAEl otl=leF 
are part of a monarch butterfly appFopFiate feat~:~Fes foF tl=le eeasl=l 
aggregation site. assess. PlaAAiA€J foF tl=le sso!'le. Elesi€JA 

aA8 losatioA ef iFA!'lFO¥emeAts sl=lall ee 
GOAe iA SOASI:lltatioA witA losal FesiEleAtS 
aAEl otl:leF affesteEl !'laFties. +Fie sitiA€1 of 
tl:le beasl:l assess sl=lall miAimize 
FeFAo\<al of Aati\<e tFees aAEl e~:~salyJ:}tl:ls 
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tFees tl=lat aFe 13aFt ef a rneRaFGR 
e~;~UeFfty a~~Fe~atieR site. 

Public access to the beach from Santa 27 Move location and modify as shown in 
Claus Lane shall be formalized as soon suggested modification 22 above. 
as feasible by: securing and opening a 
vertical accessway between Santa Claus 
Lane and the beach; clarifying the status 
of lateral beach access rights and 
securing any easements that may be 
necessary and appropriate; developing 
one or more parking areas (also see 
Action CIRC-TC-4.3); constructing 
appropriate safety features; and installing 
any necessary signage, bicycle racks, 
parking, trash receptacles, landscape 
screening, restrooms and other 
appropriate features. A railroad crossing 
with armatures, lights, and bells and a 
stairway and/or access ramp over or 
around the seawall should also be 
considered. The opening of any beach 
access shall be considered 
"development" subject to the provisions of 
this Plan, and shall be undertaken in a 
manner that protects public safety and 
the privacy and security of residents to 
the maximum feasible extent. Access for 
jet ski and other motorized recreational 
activity shall be prohibited from any 
coastal access established at the Sa; .ta 
Claus Lane beach area, and signage 
indicating this prohibition shall be posted 
at the parking area(s) developed in 
support of this recreational access point. 
Planning for the scope, design and 
lccation of improvements shall be done in 
consultation with local residents and other 
affected parties. The County shall 
aggressively pursue funding for the 
design and implementation of beach 
access at Santa Claus Lane as the 
priority beach access for the Toro Canyon 
Plan area at the earliest feasible date. 

28 Facilities to com12lement 12ublic access 
to and along the shoreline should be 
12rovided where feasible and 
a1212ro12riate. This may include signage, 
bicycle racks, 12arking, trash 
rece12tacles, sewer-connected 
sanitation facilities, 12icnic tables, or 
other such im12rovements. No facilities 
or amenities, including, but not limited 
to those referenced above shall be 
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reguired as a Qrereguisite to the 
aQQroval of any lateral or vertical 
accessways OTDs or as a grecondition 
to the aQQroval construction or ogening 
of said accessways. 

29 Permits for new develoQment shall 
include conditions that incorgorate 
measures that Qrovide or Qrotect 
access where there is substantial 
evidence that QrescriQtive rights exist. 

30 Public accessways and trails shall be 
located outside of ESH and ESH 
buffers where feasible and shall be 
sited and designed to minimize imQacts 
to environmentally sensitive habitat to 
the maximum extent feasible. Trails 
shall be sited outside of riQarian areas 
with limited exceQtions for crossings. 
Where no other feasible alternative 
exists, Qublic accessways and trails 
may be a Qermitted use in 
Environmental!~ Sensitive Habitat 
Areas. Where necessar.y to Qrevent 
disturbance to sensitive sQecies, 
sections of the trail rna~ be closed on a 
seasonal basis. Where seasonal 
closures occur, alternative trail 
segments shall be Qrovided where 
feasible. 

The County should investigate all 
obstructions to dedicated public trails and 
property and take appropriate action to 
remove any such obstructions. 

Consistent with the Agricultural Element, 31 Consistent with the 1\gri~ 
all opportunities for public trails within the Element, a AI! opportunities for public 
general corridors identified on the Parks, trails within the general corridors 
Recreation and Trails (PRT) map shall be identified on the Parks, Recreation and 
protected, preserved and provided for Trails (PR-1) map shall be protecte<.i, 
during review and upon approval of preserved and provided for during 
development and/or permits requiring review and upon approval of 
discretionary approval. County Public development and/or permits requiring 
Works shall consult with the County Park discretionary approval. County Public 
Department prior to issuing any Works shall consult with the County 
encroachment permits for on-road Park Department prior to issuing any 
development such as driveways along encroachment permits for on-road 
road shoulders with current or proposed development such as driveways along 
trails. road shoulders with current or 

proposed trails. Encroachment Qermits 
shall not be issued if the trail corridor 
would no longer be feasible, and a 
feasible alternative route has not been 
identified. 
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The County shall actively pursue 
acquisition of interconnecting useable 
public trails within designated trail 
corridors through negotiation with 
property owners for purchase, through 
exchange for surplus County property as 
available, or through acceptance of gifts 
and other voluntary dedications of 
easements. 

If either of the proposed alternative 
connections to the Romero Trail from 
Toro Canyon Road (2 or 2a on Figure 10) 
and/or the proposed connection between 
Toro Canyon Park and Toro Canyon 
Road (6a on Figure 10) are constructed, 
the County should consider the feasibility 
of siting low-intensity roadside parking on 
the western portion of parcel 155-020-
004 (Figure 10). Also, appropriate "no 
parking" signs shall be located along T oro 
Canyon Road consistent with applicable 
County Road Division standards, and 
motor vehicle barriers shall be installed at 
trailheads per County Park Department 
standards. The staging area would 
feature a minimal amount of grading and. 
clearing so as not to disturb existing 
trees. 

Trailhead parking shall be sited ar ,d 
designed to minimize disruption to 
existing neighborhoods. 

The County shall support the efforts of 
volunteer trail organizations and 
encourage their efforts to clear trails. 
County support may include, but not be 
limited to: coordinating volunteer efforts, 
designating a liaison between volunteer 
groups and the County Park Department, 
providing information on grant 
opportunities, and facilitating 
communication between trail 
organizations. 

The County shall ensure that trails 
provide users with a recreational 
experience appropriate to the quiet, rural 
nature of the area. 

Development adjacent to trail easements 32 Development adjacent to trail 
shall include setbacks and, where easements shall include setbacks and, 
appropriate, landscaping to minimize where appropriate, landscaping to 
conflicts between use of private property minimize conflicts between use of 
and public trail use. For off-road trails private property and public trail use. For 
outside of Urban and Rural Neighborhood off-road trails outside of Urban and 
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areas, new structures shall be sited at Rural Neighborhood areas, new 
least 50 feet from the edge of trail structures shall be sited at least 50 feet 
easements unless this would preclude from the edge of trail easements~ 
reasonable use of property. exce~t where no other feasible site 

exists for a ~rinci~al ~ermitted use. 
unless this would preclude reasonable 
use of propeFty. 

On-road trail development design shall 
maximize road shoulder width to separate 
trail users from vehicular traffic. 

The County should explore the feasibility 
of routing trail 2 from Toro Canyon Road 
to connect with the Romero Trail south of 
the Edison Catway (see trail route 2a on 
Figure 1 0). Property owners, the Park 
Department and Planning & Development 
should work together to determine trail 
siting feasibility. 

Provide An Efficient And Safe Circulation 
System To Accommodate Existing 
Development And Future Growth In Toro 
Canyon. 

The County shall allow reasonable 
development of parcels within Toro 
Canyon while maintaining safe roadways 
and intersections that operate at 
ac.:.eptable levels of :::.ervice. 

- ·---- -
When the County adopts a 
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP} 
for the Montecito-Summerland-
Carpinteria area, it shall include the Toro I Canyon Plan area. The TIP shall address 
any necessary long-term improvements I 
to roadways and alternative 

I 

transportation facilities, including any 
appropriate traffic calming measures, . 
designed to maintain public safety and 
acceptable levels of service on roadways 
and intersections within the Toro Canyon 
Plan area. The TIP shall be an integrated 
plan for capital improvements of roads 
and intersections as well as alternative 
transportation facilities. The TIP shall 
contain a list of transportation projects to 
be undertaken and include projected 
costs for each funded and unfunded 
improvement. The County shall also 
revise the Transportation Impact Fee 
based upon the projected cost of 
transportation system improvements 
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identified in the TIP. 

The TIP shall be updated as necessary 
by the Public Works Department, in 
consultation with P&D, and presented to 
the Board of Supervisors for review. At 
such time, the Transportation Impact Fee 
shall be re-evaluated and modified as 
necessary to account for changes to the 
TIP. 

The County Public Works Department 
shall submit current traffic count and 
intersection level of service data to the 
Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors with each TIP update. 

The TIP shall include a comprehensive 
neighborhood traffic management 
program to address problems related to 
increased vehicular traffic and/or 
vehicular speeds in residential areas. 
Identified improvements shall be funded 
through collection of traffic mitigation fees 
and/or grants, and implemented through 
the TIP. (Also see Action PS-TC-2.1.) 

The County shall balance the need for 
new road improvements with protection of 
the area's semi-rural character. All 
developm~nt shall be designed to respect 
the area's environrner.t and minimize 
disruption of the semi-rural character. 

In order to minimize vehicle trips to 33 Designate as Policy rather than DevStd 
improve both transportation system 
efficiency and quality of life, transit, 
pedestrian, and bicycle access to 
commercial, recreational, and educational 
facilities shall be encouraged. 

34 lm12rovements along Route 192/ 
Foothill Road should be develo12ed in a 
manner consistent with bi~cle and 
12edestrian safe!Y, and should be 
designed for im12roved bic~cle access. 

35 The Coun!Y should consider reguiring 
setbacks from Route 192/ Foothill 
Road for future bic~cle and 12edestrian 
access lanes during review of 
a1212lications for new develo12ment. 

The County shall maintain a minimum 
Level of Service (LOS) B or better on 
classified roadways and intersections 
within Toro Canyon. 
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Through the TIP or other means, the 
Public Works Department shall regularly 
monitor the operating conditions of 
designated roadways and intersections in 
Toro Canyon. If traffic on any roadway or 
intersection is found to exceed the 
acceptable capacity level defined by this 
Plan, the County should re-evaluate and, 
if necessary, amend the Plan in order to 
reestablish the balance between 
allowable land uses and acceptable 
roadway and intersection operation. This 
re-evaluation should include, but not be 
limited to: • Redesignating roadways 
and/or intersections to a different 
classification; • Reconsidering land uses 
to alter traffic generation rates and 
circulation patterns; and • Changes to the 
TIP, including re-evaluation of alternative 
modes of transportation. 

Through the TIP or other means, the 
County Public Works Department and 
Planning and Development shall work 
with Caltrans to investigate the source of 
elevated collision rates experienced at 
Route 192/Cravens Lane and to 
implement appropriate corrective action, 
if necessary. The design and scale of 
intersection improvements shall be 
consisten', with the rural character of the 
area to the greatest extent feasible. 

A determination of project consistency 
with the standards and policies of the 
Toro Canyon Plan Circulation Section 
shall constitute a determination of 
consistency with Coastal Land Use Plan 
Policy 2-6 and the Land Use Element's 
Land Use Development Policy 4 with 
regard to roadway and intersection 
capacity. 

The County shall encourage development 
of all feasible forms of alternative 
transportation in the Toro Canyon area. 

The County shall work with the MTD and 
the City of Carpinteria to improve transit 
services. 

Development shall be evaluated, 
pursuant to applicable MTD standards, 
for possible need to contribute to new 
and/or upgraded public transit facilities 
that would benefit the development and 

Suggested Modification 
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its neighborhood. 

The County shall coordinate with Caltrans 
to incorporate appropriate park-and-ride 
facilities (including bike lockers, transit 
stops and benches) near planned 
freeway interchange improvement 
projects. 

The County shall encourage Caltrans to 
accommodate planned bicycle facilities in 
the design and construction of new 
highway overpasses and/or work on 
existing overpasses. 

Achieve Land Use Patterns And Densities 
That Reflect The Desire Of The 
Community To Prevent Further 
Degradation Of Roadways And 
Intersections For The Benefits Of Safety, 
Aesthetics And Community Character. 

Traffic signals are not considered 
compatible with the semi-rural character 
of Taro Canyon, and should only be 
considered when no other form of 
intersection improvement is feasible, or 
when warranted to protect public safety. 
Signals shall not be installed until 
community workshops have been held so 
that community concerns can be 
discussed and addressed to the 
maximum extent feasible; 

To ensure that mature landscaping does 
not compromise public safety, 
landscaping proposed in connection with 
development shall be consistent with 
applicable county or Caltrans sight 
distance standards. 

Encroachment permits for structures, 
fences, walls, landscaping, and other 
such objects may be issued where the 
placement of such objects would neither 
compromise public safety nor conflict with 
applicable county or Caltrans sight 
distance standards. 

The county shall investigate and support 
appropriate traffic calming measures and 
shall work with Caltrans in this regard as 
may be appropriate. 

Through the TIP or other means, the 
county shall consider implementing 
appropriate traffic calming measures on 

Suggested Modification 
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lower Taro Canyon Road, when 
consistent with the county's adopted 
Neighborhood Traffic Management Policy 
(as it may be amended from time to 
time). 

The county shall work with Caltrans to 
investigate possible ways to calm traffic 
and minimize vehicle movement conflicts 
on Santa Claus Lane. This investigation 
shall include the possible relocation of the 
southbound Hwy. 101 on-ramp to a more 
northwesterly location, in order to avoid 
commercial parking areas and the access 
for the Sand Point Road and Casa Blanca 
residential developments. 

Public Services: Resource Recovery, Police Protection, and Schools 

Policy PS- Resource conservation and recovery * 
TC-1 shall be implemented to reduce solid 

waste generation and to divert the waste 
stream from area landfills to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Action PS- The County shall work with the local * 
TC-1.1 waste hauler to continue with education 

programs which provide information on 
conservation, recycling and cqmposting 
techniques, and the awards campaign 
that recognizes significant local waste 
reduction achievements. 

Action PS- The County shall encourage developers 
. .. 

TC-1.2 to use recycled building materials such as 
composites, metals, and plastics to the 
greatest extent feasible, through 
programs such as the Innovative Building 
Review Program. 

DevStd Recycling bins shall be provided by the * 
PS-TC-1.3 applicant or contractor at all construction 

sites. All recyclable materials currently 
being accepted at the County Transfer 
Station, landfill, or recycling centers shall 
be collected for recycling at construction 
sites. Adequate and accessible 
enclosures and/or areas shall be 
provided for the storage of recyclable 
materials in appropriate containers. 

Policy PS- The County shall strive to ensure * 
TC-2 adequate traffic law enforcement within 

Taro Canyon. 

* See LUP Modification 155 

Suggested Modification 
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The County Public Works Department * 
and Sheriffs Department shall work with 
the California Highway Patrol to address 
speeding concerns on problem streets, 
and to encourage the reporting of non-
injury accidents so that a better record of 
traffic hazards may be compiled for 
improving traffic safety and law 
enforcement. (Also see Action CIRC-TC-
1.4.) 

The County shall work with the * 
Carpinteria Unified School District to 
ensure that public education needs are 
met. 

Upon the request of the School District, * 
the County shall consider participation in 
a joint task force comprised of 
representatives of the County and District 
for the purpose of identifying suitable 
future school sites within the District. 

Suggested Modification 

Wastewater, Water, and Water Quality 

Text 36 Replace all headings of "Wastewater 
Heading and Water'' with "Wastewater, Water, 

and Water Quality" 

GOAL Protect Quality Of Surface, Ground, And · 
WW-TC Ocean Waters From Degradation; 

Maintain Adequate, Safe Water Supplies; 
And Protect Groundwater Basins From 

' Prolonged Overdraft. Provide Adequate 
Wastewater Treatment And Disposal 
Throughout The Planning Area. 

Policy Development and infrastructure shall 
WW-TC-1 achieve a high level of wastewater 

treatment, in order to best serve the 
public health and welfare. 

DevStd Septic system installations shall only 
WW-TC- occur on parcels that are free of site 
1.1 characteristics listed under "VIII.D.3.i. 

Individual, Alternative and Community 
Systems Prohibitions" in the Water 
Quality Control Plan for Central Coast 
aasin, Region 3 by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. Adherence to this 
standard and any other more restrictive 
applicable standards or zoning 
regulations as well as the County 
Wastewater Ordinance shall constitute a 
finding of consistency with Land Use 

* See LUP Modification 155 
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Development Policy 4 and Coastal Plan 
Policy 2-6 with regard to wastewater 
service. 

To the maximum extent feasible, 37 To the maximum extent feasible, 
development shall be sited and designed development shall be sited and 
to avoid the use of wastewater system designed to avoid the use of 
features (e.g. lift stations and grinder wastewater system features (e.g. lift 
pumps) that require more maintenance stations and grinder pumps) that 
than gravity fed laterals or septic systems require more maintenance than gravity 
and whose failure could result in the fed laterals or septic systems and 
contamination of surface or groundwater whose failure could result in the 
or potential health hazards. Gravity flow contamination of surface or 
of wastewater to septic tank and disposal groundwater or potential health 
fields must be available when new lots to hazards. Gravity flow of wastewater to 
be served by septic systems are created. septic tank and disposal fields must be 
Unless it would preclude reasonable use available when new lots to be served by 
of property, private operation and septic systems are created. Ynless it 
maintenance of lift stations and grinder IN9l:liEl f3FeGil:lEle reasenable l:lse ef 
pumps is prohibited. f3F9f3eFty, f3Fi~w<ate e13eratien anEl 

maintenanse ef lift statiens anEl grinder 
f3l:lmf3s is f3F9RibiteEl. 

For development proposing public sewer 
service, prior to approving land use 
clearance and/or recording final maps, 
adequate wastewater treatment and 
disposal capacity (based on County and 
RWQCB accepted figures) shall be 
demonstrated for the Carpinteria Sanitary 
District or Monteci~0 Sanitary District, as 
appropriate, to serve tl;e speci:ic project 
along with other approved development. 

The County shall work with the Montecito 
Sanitary District and Local Agency 
Formation Commission to extend sewer 
lines to serve residents on the east side 
of Ladera Lane, west of Toro Creek, 
within the Urban Boundary. 

The County shall work with the 
Carpinteria Sanitary District and Local 
Agency Formation Commission to extend 
sewer lines within designated Rural 
Neighborhoods (RNs) when consistent 
with Coastal Plan Land Use Policy 2-10. 

Pollution of surface, ground and ocean 38 Pollution of surface, ground and ocean 
waters shall be avoided. Where waters shall be avoided. WRere 
avoidance is not feasible, pollution shall aveiElanse is net feasible, f39lll:ltien stlall 
be minimized. 9e minimi:t:eEl. 

39 Wastewater discharges shall minimize 
adverse imQacts to the biological 
Qroductivity: and guality: of coastal 
streams wetlands estuaries and the 

·., 
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ocean. 

40 On-site treatment s~stems (OSTSs} 
shall be sited, designed, installed, 
OQerated, and maintained to avoid 
contributing nutrients, Qathogens and 
other Qollutants to groundwater and/or 
surface water. 

To reduce the possibility of prolonged 
effluent daylighting, two disposal fields 
shall be built to serve each septic system 
as required by EHS so that when one 
field begins to fail, the other field can 
immediately be put into use. An additional 
third expansion area shall be set aside 
where no development can occur, except 
for driveways on constrained sites as 
provided below in Development Standard 
WW-TC-2.3.1. In the expansion area, a 
disposal field should be constructed when 
any other disposal field is in a state of 
faiiure. 

For remodels of plumbed structures 
where the existing septic system must be 
enlarged or where septic system repairs 
are required due to failure, in addition to 
the enlargement and/or repair of the 
r.xist:~g sep,tic system, an additional 
disposal f:eld '3ha!l be installed to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Where feasible, measures to decrease 41 Where feasible, measures to decrease 
the amount of nitrates filtering through the amount of nitrates filtering through 
soil to groundwater shall be required, soil to groundwater shall be required, 
including: 1. Shallow-rooted non-invasive including: 1. Shallow-rooted non-
plants (maximum root depth of four feet) invasive plants (maximum root depth of 
shall be planted above all leach fields to four feet) shall be planted above all 
encourage evapotranspiration of effluent leach fields to encourage 
and uptake of nitrates. Impervious evapotranspiration of effluent and 
surfaces, such as paved driveways, shall uptake of nitrates. Impervious surfaces, 
not be constructed above leach f.ields. If such as paved driveways, shall not be 
site constraints require a driveway to be constructed above leach fields. If site 
located above a leach field in order to constraints require a driveway to be 
ensure reasonable use of property, turf located above a leach field iR eFEier te 
block or other suitable pervious surface eRsure reasenable use ef preperty, turf 
shall be used. 2. Advanced treatment for block or other suitable pervious surface 
the removal of nitrates shall be required shall be used. 2. Advanced treatment 
on septic systems utilizing drywalls as the for the removal of nitrates shall be 
disposal field. Existing septic systems required on septic systems utilizing 
that utilize drywalls that have failed, or drywalls as the disposal field. Existing 
that need to be modified or certified, must septic systems that utilize drywells that 
also install advanced treatment. have failed, or that need to be modified 

or certified, must also install advanced 

·, 
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treatment. 

Discretionary development to house or 42 {Moved location, as shown below.} 
manage animals must have a waste 
management program prepared 
according to Environmental Health 
Services' Guidelines for Management of 
Animal Wastes and approved by the 
Environmental Health Services Division. 

Septic systems and other potential 
sources of water pollution shall be a 
minimum of 100 feet from the geologic 
top of slope of tributary or creek banks 
(reference point as defined by Planning 
and Development and Environmental 
Health Services). Modifications to existing 
sources of potential water pollution shall 
meet this buffer to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

The County should mail the 
Environmental Health Services brochure 
"Your Septic System: A Reference Guide 
for Homeowners" to all Taro Canyon 
properties with septic systems. 

43 Beachfront develoQment that includes 
new OSTS(s} or exQansion of existing 
OSTS(s} shall Qrovide seconda[Y or 
tertia[Y efflue.lt tr.::atment Qrior to 
discr.arging to an~ suosurfact: sewage 
effluent disQersal s~stem. 

Development shall not be approved 44 Development shall not be approved 
where individual or cumulative impacts of where individual or cumulative impacts 
septic systems for new development of septic systems for new development 
would cause pollution of creeks and would cause pollution of creeks and 
ocean waters, unless this would preclude ocean waters, l:lAiess tl=lis wal:lla 
reasonable use of property. FlFeGII:lae FeasaAa91e l:lSe af FlF9FleFty. 

45 Confined animal facilities shall be sit~d, 
designed, managed and maintained to 
Qrevent discharge of sediment, 
nutrients and contaminants to surface 
and groundwater. In no case shall an 
animal keeQing OJ2eration be sited, 
designed, managed or maintained so 
as to 12roduce sedimentation or J20IIuted 
runoff on an~ (2Ublic road, adjoining 
Qro(2ert~, or in an~ drainage channel. 

Discretionary development to house or 
manage animals must have a waste 
management program prepared 
according to Environmental Health 
Services' Guidelines for Management of 
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Animal Wastes and approved by the 
Environmental Health Services Division. 

46 DeveloQment shall incorQorate Qollution 
Qrevention and elimination methods 
that minimize the introduction of 
QOIIutants into coastal waters, and that 
minimize the generation of Qolluted 
runoff, including stormwater and dry 
weather runoff, and the imQacts of 
QOIIuted runoff on coastal resources. 

47 SQecial attention shall be devoted to 
12rotecting (2ristine waters from 
imQairment and rehabilitating imQaired 
waters. 

48 All develoQment that is determined to 
have a QOtentially significant water 
guality imQact, according to County 
standards, shall reguire the QreQaration 
and imQiementation of a Storm Water 
Quality Management Plan to reduce the 
imQact to the maximum extent feasible. 

Development shall incorporate best 
management practices (BMPs) to reduce 
pollutants in storm water runoff. The 
BMPs can include, but are not limited to 
dry wells for roof drainage or other roof 
downspout infiltration systems, modular 
paving, unit pavers on sand or other 
porous pavement for driveways, patios or 
parking areas, multiple-purpose detention 
systems, cisterns, structural devices 
(e.g., grease, silt, sediment, and trash 
traps), sand filters, or vegetated 
treatment systems (e.g. bioswales/filters). 

49 BMPs shall be incorQorated into the: 
Qroject design in the following 
progression: 

* Site Design BMPs 

* Source Control BMPs 

* Treatment Control BMPs 

Site design and source control BMPs 
shall be included in all develo12ments. 
Structural treatment control BMPs shall 
be reguired for all residential 
develoQment 1 acre or greater in 
disturbance and all commercial, 
industrial, and transgortation/vehicle 
development 0.5 acres or greater in 
disturbance. In addition, when the 
combination of site desian and source 

·, 
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control BMPs are not sufficient to 
[1rotect water gualit~ as reguired b~ the 
Taro Can~on Plan, LCP or Coastal Act, 
structural treatment BMPs shall be 
im[11emented along with site design and 
source control measures. 

50 When structural treatment control 
BMPs are reguired, these BMPs (or 
suites of BMPs) shall be installed to 
accommodate, at a minimum, rainfall 
events U[1 to 1.2 inches in volume, or 
0.3 inches [1er hour. 

51 Structural BMPs shall be ins[1ected, 
cleaned, and re[1aired as necessa!Y to 
ensure [1r0[1er functioning for the life of 
the develo[1ment. Permits for 
develo[1ment shall be conditioned to 
reguire ongoing a[1Qiication and 
maintenance as is necessa!Y for 
effective OQeration of all BMPs 
(including site design, source control, 
and treatment control). 

52 DeveloQment shall [1reserve or, where 
feasible, restore natural h~drologic 
conditions. 

53 DeveloQment shall incorQorate site 
drainage and landscaQe designs that 
11inimize increases in Qeak runoff b~ 
Qf0f'10ting bfiltration, filtration, and 
attenuation over landsca[1ed areas or 
through Qermeable surfaces, where 
feasible. Where QOssible, include 
infiltration BMPs (e.g., Qermeable 
Qavements, d!Y wells, etc.) and ;mQ!y 
technigues consistentlY over drainage 
areas 

54 Where infiltration of runoff would 
exacerbate geologic hazards, include 
eguivalent BMPs that do not reguire 
infiltration. 

Development shall be designed to reduce 55 Designate as a Policy rather than 
runoff from the site by minimizing DevStd 
impervious surfaces, using pervious or 
porous surfaces, and minimizing 
contiguous impervious areas. 

56 Develo[1ment shall Qrotect th~ 
absorQtion, Qurification, and retention 
functions of natural drainage s~stems 
that exist on the site. Where feasible, 
drainage and Qroject [1lans shall be 
desianed to complement and utilize 
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existing drainage Qatterns and 
s:tstems, conve:ting drainage from the 
develoQed area of the site in a non-
erosive manner. Disturbed or degraded 
natural drainage s:tstems should be 
restored, where feasible. 

ADDED 57 DeveloQment shall be sited on the most 
POLICY suitable QOrtion of the site and 

designed to ensure the Qrotection and 
Qreservation of natural and sensitive 
site resources b:t Qroviding for the 
following: 

* Protecting areas that Qrovide 
imQortant water gualit:t benefits, areas 
necessary to maintain riQarian and 
aguatic biota and/or that are 
susceQtible to erosion and sediment 
loss; 

* Analyzing the natural resources and 
hazardous constraints of Qlanning 
areas and individual develoQment sites 
to determine locations most suitable for 
develoQment; 

* Preserving and Qrotecting riQarian 
corridors, wetlands, and buffer zones; 

* Minimizing disturbance of natural 
areas, including vegetation, significant 
trees, native vegetation, and root 
sb :Jctures; 

* Ensuring adeguate setbacks from 
creeks, wetlands, and other 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 

ADDED 
' 

58 Parking lots and vehicl? traffic areas 
P0LICY shall incorQorate BMPs designed to 

Qrevent or minimize runoff of oils and 
grease, car battery acid, coolant, 
gasoline, sediments, trash, and oti·1er 
QOIIutants to receiving waters. 

ADDED 59 Commercial develogment shall 
POLICY incomorate BMPs designed to Qrevent 

or minimize the runoff of QOIIutants 
from structures, landscaQing, Qarking 
areas, loading and unloading dock 
areas, reQair and maintenance ba:ts, 
and vehicle/eguigment wash areas. 

ADDED 60 Restaurants shall incorQorate BMPs 
POLICY designed to Qrevent or minimize the 

runoff of oil and grease, solvents, 
QhOSQhates, susQended solids, and 
other oollutants to the storm drain 
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system from areas including, 
eguiQment/accessoct wash areas and 
trash storage areas. 

61 Gasoline stations, car washes and 
automotive reQair facilities shall 
incorQorate BMPs desioned to Qrevent 
or minimize runoff of oil and grease, 
solvents, car battect acid, coolant, 
gasoline, and other QOIIutants to the 
stormwater system from areas 
including fueling areas, reQair and 
maintenance bays, vehicle/eguiQment 
wash areas, and loading/unloading 
dock areas. 

62 DeveloQment on steeQ sloQes or sloQes 
with erosive soils shall be reguired to 
imQiement structural BMPs to Qrevent 
or minimize erosion. 

63 Beachfront, waterfront, and coastfront 
develoQment shall incorQorate BMPs 
designed to Qrevent or minimize 
QOIIuted runoff to the beach and coastal 
waters. 

64 DeveloQment shall minimize to the 
maximum extent feasible erosion, 
sedimentation, and the introduction of 
Qollutants from construction-related 
activities. 

o5 Measures shall be taken during 
construction to limit land disturbance 
activities such as clearing and grading, 
limi! :ut-and-fill to reduce erosion and 
sediment loss, and avoid steeQ sloQes, 
unstable areas, and erosive soils. 
Construction shall minimize 
disturbance of natural vegetation, 
i11cluding significant trees, native 
vegetation, root structures, and other 
Qhysical or biological features imQortant 
for Qreventing erosion or 
sedimentation. 

66 All develoQment that reguires a grading 
Qermit shall reguire the QreQaration and 
imQiementation of an Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan to reduce the 
construction-related imQacts on water 
guality to the maximum extent feasible. 

Construction Best Management Practices 
shall be included on drainage plans 
and/or erosion control plans and 
implemented to prevent contamination of 
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runoff from construction sites. These 
practices shall include, but are not limited 
to, appropriate storage areas for 
pesticides and chemicals, use of washout 
areas to prevent drainage of wash water 
to storm drains or surface waters, erosion 
and sediment control measures, and 
storage and maintenance of equipment 
away from storm drains and water 
courses. 

Development in Taro Canyon shall 
incorporate appropriate water efficient 
design, technology and landscaping. 

67 The use of efficient irrigation ~ractices 
and native or drought tolerant non-
invasive ~lants to minimize the need for 
fertilizer, ~esticides, herbicides and 
excessive irrigation shall be reguired 
for all develo~ments. 

The County Water Agency shall work with 
the MWD and the CVWD to promote 
educational programs that encourage 
efficient water use. 

In cases where landscape plans are 
required for development, they shall 
include appropriate water-conserving 
features such as those listed in the Water 
Resource~ section of thE- Co;mty's 
Stanct3rd Conditions of Approval and 
Standard Mitigation Measures. 

68. Modifications No. 68-151 - Resources and Constraints 

I Proposed Proposed Policy Mod# I Suggested Modification 
' Policy# 

Biological Resources 

GOAL Recognize That The Biological 
BIO-TC Resources Of The Toro Canyon Plan 

area Are An Important Regional Asset 
Meriting Protection And Enhancement. 

Policy Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 68 [Move location and modify as shown in 
BIO-TC-1 (ESH) areas shall be protected and, suggested 71 below.] 

where appropriate, enhanced. 

Action The following biological resources and 69 Designate as a Policy rather than 
BIO-TC- habitats, as identified and generally Action. 
1.1 described by the Plan (see Description The following biological resources and 

of Natural Habitats section beginning habitats, as identified and generally 
on page 1 03), shall be presumed to be described by the Plan (see Description 
"environmentally sensitive," provided of Natural Habitats section beqinninQ 

I 
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that the biological resource(s) or on page 1 03), shall be presumed to be 
habitat(s) actually present on a project "environmentally sensitive," provided 
site meet the Coastal Act's definition of that the biological resource(s) or 
"environmentally sensitive habitat" habitat(s) actually present on a project 
(PRC §30107.5) within the Coastal site meet the Coastal Act's definition of 
Zone, or satisfy one or more of the "environmentally sensitive habitat" 
criteria listed in Action BIO-TC-7.1 for (PRC §301 07.5) within the Coastal 
inland areas. These resources and Zone, or satisfy one or more of the 
habitats shall be identified on the T oro criteria listed in Action BIO-TC-7.1 for 
Canyon Plan ESH Map to the extent inland areas. These resources and 
that their general or specific locations habitats shall be identified on the Toro 
are known, and resources and habitats Canyon Plan ESH Map to the extent 
that qualify as being "environmentally that their general or specific locations 
sensitive" shall be protected and are known, and resources and habitats 
preserved on development project that qualify as being "environmentally 
sites through the Local Coastal sensitive" shall be protected and 
Program's existing Environmentally preserved on development project sites 
Sensitive Habitat (ESH) Overlay within through the Local Coastal Program's 
the Coastal Zone or through the new existing Environmentally Sensitive 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Habitat (ESH) Overlay within the 
Area-Toro Canyon (ESH-TCP) Overlay Coastal Zone, or through the new 

for inland areas: Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area-

~ Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian 
Toro Canyon (ESH-TCP) Overlay for 

forest corridors; • Streams and creeks; 
inland areas: 

~Wetlands; 
~ Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian 

~ Rocky intertidal (coastal zone only); 
forest corridors; 

• Streams and creeks; 
~ Coastal Sage Scrub; 

~Wetlands; 
~ Sensitive native flora; ~ Rocky intertidal (coastal zune only); 
~ Coast Live Oak forests; 

~ Coastal Sage Scrub; 
~ Scrub oak chaparral; ~ Sensitive native flora; 
~ Native grassland; 

' ~ Coast Live Oak forests; 
~ Critical wildlife habitat/corridors; and 

I 
~ Scrub oak chaparral; 

~ Monarch butterfly habitat. 
~Native grassland; 

I 

The scale of the overlay maps ~ Cntical wildlife habitat/corridors; and 

precludes complete accuracy in the ~ Monarcr butterfly habitat. 
mapping of habitat areas. In some The scale of the overlay maps 
cases, the precise location of habitat 
areas is not known and is therefore not 

precludes complete accuracy in the 

mapped. In addition, the migration of 
mapping of habitat areas. In some 

species or discovery of new habitats 
cases, the precise location of habitat 
areas is not known and is therefore not 

may result in the designation of new mapped. In addition, the migration of 
areas. In order to address these 
issues, the County shall periodically 

species or discovery of new habitats 

update the boundaries of the 
may result in the designation of new 

designations in order to incorporate 
areas. In order to address these 
issues, the County shall periodically 

new data through the County rezone update the boundaries of the 
process. designations in order to incorporate 

new data through the County rezone 
process. 
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Additionally, those areas not maQQed 
as ESH, but found to be ESH during 
the aQQiication review Qrocess, shall be 
afforded all the Qrotection Qrovided for 
ESH in the aQQiicable zoning 
ordinances, Taro Canyon Plan and 
LCP. 

The Rural Neighborhoods of Torito 
Road, Serena Park, La Paquita and 
Ocean Oaks shall be designated on 
the Taro Canyon Plan ESH Overlay 
Map as areas of potential biological 
merit requiring further biological study 
for ESH delineation during an 
application for development. 

The process for delineating the exact 70 The process for delineating the exact 
boundary of the ESH occurs during an boundary of the ESH occurs during an 
application for development. In the application for development. In the 

. inland areas, the ESH Overlay inland areas, the ESH Overlay 
regulations identify the methodology regulations identify the methodology 
used to delineate the ESH during the used to delineate the ESH during the 
development application review development application review 
process, and include procedures to process, and include procedures to 
review ESH determinations (see Inland review ESH determinations (see Inland 
zoning ordinance Article Ill- ESH-TCP zoning ordinance Article Ill- ESH-TCP 
Overlay, Section 35-250E). In the Overlay, Section 35-250E). In the 
Coastal Zone, Local Coastal Program Coastal Zone, Local Coastal Program 
Policy 9-1 and the implementing Policy 9-1 and the implementing 
C<1astal zonir.g ordin<:~nce (Article II- Coastal zoning ordinance (Art:Gie II -
ESH Overlay, Section 35-97) identify ESH Overlay, Section 35-97) identify 
the process to delineate the ESH. the process to delineate the ESH. 

The County shall determine the 
Qhysical extent of habitat meeting the 
definition of ESH on the Qroject site, 
based on a site-sQecific biological study 
as described in Section 35-194, 
QreQared by a gualified biologist or 
environmental SQecialist selected by, 
and reQorting directly to, the Coun~ 
and retained at the a(2(21icant's 
ex(2ense. 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 71 Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
(ESH) areas shall be protected and, (ESH) areas shall be protected against 
where appropriate, enhanced. significant disru(2tion of habitat values, 

and only uses de(2endent on such 
resources shall be allowed within such 
areas. and, where appropriate, ESH 
shall be enhanced. 
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Development shall be required to 72 Development shall be required to 
include the following buffer areas from include the following buffer areas from 
the boundaries of Environmentally the boundaries of Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat (ESH): Sensitive Habitat (ESH): 

• Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian • Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian 
Forest corridors - 100 feet in Rural Forest corridors and streams- 100 feet 
areas and 50 feet in Urban, Inner-rural in Rural areas and 50 feet in Urban, 
areas, and Existing Developed Rural Inner-rural areas, and Existing 
Neighborhoods (EDRN)/Rural Developed Rural Neighborhoods 
Neighborhoods, as measured from the (EDRN)/Rural Neighborhoods, as 
top of creek bank 1. When this habitat measured from the outer edge of the 
extends beyond the top of creek bank, canopy or the top of creek bank 1 ~ 
the buffer shall extend an additional 50 whichever is greater. l,ll,IJ::leR tJ::lis J::laeitat 
feet in Rural areas and 25 feet in exteREis eeyeREI tJ::le tep ef sFeek eaRk, 
Urban, Inner-rural areas, and tJ::le e~::~ffeF sJ::lall exteREI aR aEIEiitieRal aQ 
EDRN/Rural Neighborhoods from the feet iR R~::~Fal aFeas aRE! ~a feet iR 
outside edge of the Southern Coast ldFBaR, IRReF Fl::lFal aFeas, aRE! 
Live Oak Riparian Forest canopy; E:QRNtR~::~Fal NeiQJ::l9eFJ::lee9s fFeFR tJ::le 
• Coast Live Oak Forests - 25 feet e~::~tsiEie eEIQe ef tJ::le ~e~::~tJ::leFR Geast 

from edge of canopy; Live Oak RipaFiaR FeFest saRepy; 

• Monarch butterfly habitat- minimum • Coast Live Oak Forests - 25 feet from 

50 feet from any side of the habitat; edge of canopy; 

• Native grassland, a minimum % ac~e • Monarch butterfly habitat- minimum 

in size - 25 feet; 50 feet from any side of the habitat; 

• Coastal Sage- minimum 20 feet; • Native grassland, a-minimum ~ 

• Scrub oak chaparral - 25 feet from iR size 25 feet; 

,;dge of canopy; • Coastal Sage- minim•Jm ?0 feet; 

• Wetlands -minimum 100 feet; and • Scr;Jb oak chaparr~·l - 25 feet f:·om 

• Buffer areas from other types of ESH edge of canopy; 

shall be determined on a case-by-case • Wetlands- minimum 100 feet; and 
basis. These buffer areas, except for c. Buffer areas from other types of ESH 
Monarch butterfly habitat, wetlands shall be determined on a case-by case 
and Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian basis. These buffer areas, exse13t feF 

1 
"Top of creek bank" is identified differently by the Flood Control District for flood control purposes and by 

Environmental Health Services for the location of septic systems. For the purposes of the habitat 
protection policies and development standards of this Plan, the "top of creek bank" shall be defined as the 
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and Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian basis. These buffer areas, exsept feF 
Forests, may be adjusted upward or MeRaFsR e~:~tteFfly l=laeitat, wetlaRes aRe 
downward on a case-by-case basis Se~:~tl=lem Ceast Live Oak RipaFiaR 
given site specific conditions. FeFests, may be adjusted upward ef 

Adjustment of the buffer shall be de•.vRwaFd on a case-by-case basis 
based upon site-specific conditions given site specific conditions. 
such as slopes, biological resources, Adjustment of the buffer shall be based 
and erosion potential, as evaluated upon site-specific conditions such as 
and determined by Planning and slopes, biological resources, and 
Development and other County erosion potential, as evaluated and 
agencies, such as Environmental determined by Planning and 
Health Services and the Flood Control Development aA4 in consultation with 
District. Adjustment of the Southern other County agencies, such as 
Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest buffer Environmental Health Services and the 
areas shall be based upon an Flood Control District. Adjustment of 
investigation of the following factors the Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian 
and after consultation with the Forest buffer areas shall be based 
Department of Fish & Game and the upon an investigation of the following 
Regional Water Quality Control Board factors and after consultation with the 
in order to protect the biological Department of Fish & Game and the 
productivity and water quality of Regional Water Quality Control Board 
streams, creeks and wetlands:1. in order to protect the biological 
Existing vegetation, soil type and productivity and water quality of 
stability of the riparian corridors; 2. streams, creeks and wetlands: 1. 
How surface water filters into the Existing vegetation, soil type and 
ground; 3. Slope of the land on either stability of the riparian corridors; 2. How 
side of the riparian waterway; 4. surface water filters into the ground; 3. 
Location of the 1 00 year flood plain Slope of the land on either side of the 
boundary; and 5. Consistency with the riparian waterway; 4. Location of the 
adopted Local Coastal Plan or the 1 'JO year flood ~lair, boundary; and 5. 
Co1 nprehensive Plan, particularly the Consisiency with the adopted Lucal 
Biological Resources policies. In all Coastal Plan or the Comprehensive 
cases listed above, buffer areas may Plan, particularly the Biological 
be adjusted in order to avoid Resources policies. IR all sases listed 
precluding reasonable use of property aee•1e, bl:lffeF aFeas FRay ee a€ij~:~steEI iR 
consistent with applicable law. eFdeF te a'>•eid pFesl~:~eiR€1 FeaseRaele 

l:lse of pFOperty seRsisteRt witt:l 
applisaele Ia• ... •. 

73 As a condition of aQQroval of new 
develoQment adjacent to Coastal sage 
scrub and native grassland, the 
aQQiicant shall Qlant the associated 
ESH buffer areas with aQQrOQriate 
local!~ native Qlants. 

74 Reductions to buffers or other ESH 
Qrotection standards shall not be 
granted, exceQt where an economic 
viabilit~ determination is aQQroved 
consistent with Polic~ BIO-TC- [cross-
reference to suggested modification 791 

recognized geologic top of slope. 
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and DevStd 810-TC- [cross-reference 
suggested modification 80}. 

Reductions in develo(2ment standards 
that are not related to ESH (2rotection 
(e.g., setbacks) shall be 12ermitted 
where necessaey to avoid or minimize 
imQacts to ESH. 

75 The drainages ditches on the north side 
of Padaro Lane and south side of 
Santa Claus Lane, ma(2(2ed as Wetland 
(Not ESH) on the Toro Canyon Plan 
ESH Overlay MaQ, which were built to 
convey floodwaters, shall not be 
subject to the reguired wetland buffer 
and may be maintained by the Flood 
Control District. Maintenance shall not 
result in the enlargement, extension, or 
ex12ansion of the existing drainage 
channels, but shall be limited to the 
removal of vegetation, debris, and 
sediment buildu(2. 

76 Wherever lighting associated with 
develo(2ment adjacent to ESH cannot 
be avoided, exterior night lighting shall 
be minimized, restricted to low intensity 
fixtures, shielded, and directed away 
from ESH in order to minimize im(2acts 
on wil91ife .. High intensitx: gerimeter 
ll9tting or oth~'Jlg_hl§~urces, e.g., 
lighting for sgorts courts or other 
grivate recreational facilities in ESH, 
ESH buffer, or where night lighting 
would increase illumination in ESH 
shall be Qrohibited. 

Where documented zoning violations 
result in the degradation of an ESH the 
applicant shall be required to prepare 
and implement a habitat restoration 
plan. In Inland areas, this regulation 
shall apply to violations that occur after 
Plan adoption. However, in Coastal 
areas this development standard shall 
apply to ESH degraded in violation of 
the Local Coastal Program. 

77 Public accesswa:ts and trails are 
considered resource degendent uses. 
Accessways and trails located within or 
adjacent to ESH shall be sited to 
minimize imQacts to ESH to the 
maximum extent feasible. Measures, 
including but not limited to, signage, 
placement of boardwalks and limited 
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fencing shall be imQiemented as 
necessa!Y to Qrotect ESH. 

78 Any_ area maQQed, or otherwise 
identified through historic evidence, as 
ESH shall not be deQrived of Qrotection 
as ESH, as reguired by_ the QOiicies and 
Qrovisions of the LCP, on the basis that 
habitat has been illegally_ removed, 
degraded, or SQecies that are rare or 
es12ecially_ valuable because of their 
nature or role in an ecosy_stem have 
been eliminated. 

79 If the aQQiication of the Qolicies and 
standards contained in this Plan or LCP 
regarding use of QroQerty_ designated 
as Environmentally_ Sensitive Habitat 
(ESH} area or ESH buffer would likely_ 
constitute a taking of Qrivate (;!roQerty_, 
then a use that is not consistent with 
the Environmentally_ Sensitive Habitat 
Qrovisions of the LCP shall be allowed 
on the QroQerty_, 12rovided such use is 
consistent with all other aQQiicable 
golicies and is the minimum amount of 
develoQment necessa[Y to avoid a 
taking as determined through an 
economic viability_ determination. 

~n addition, the alternative that would 
resu!t in the fewest or least significant 
im(;!acts shall be selected. lmQacts to 
ESH or ESH buffer that cannot be 
avoided through the imQiementation of 
siting and design alternatives shall be 
mitigated to the maximum extent 
feasible, with griority_ given to on-site 
mitigation. Off-site mitigation measures 
shall only_ be aQQroved when it is not 
feasible to mitigate imQacts on-site. 

' 
Mitigation shall not substitute for 
imglementation of the feasible ~roject 
alternative that would avoid adverse 
imQacts to ESH and ESH buffer. 

80 To evaluate whether a restriction would 
not Qrovide an economical viable use of 
~roQertv as a result of the aQQiication of 
the golicies and standards contained in 
this Plan or LCP regarding use of 
~ro~erty_ designated as Environmental!)£ 
Sensitive Habitat area or ESH buffer, 
an agglicant must Qrovide the 
information about resources Qresent on 
the orooertv that is needed to 
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determine whether all of the ~ro~erty, 
or which s~ecific area of the ~ro~erty, 
is subject to the restriction on 
develo~ment, so that the sco~e/nature 
of develo~ment that could be allowed 
on any ~ortions of the ~ro~erty that are 
not subject to the restriction can be 
determined. 

Landscaping for development shall use 81 Landscaping for development shall use 
appropriate plant species to ensure appropriate plant species to ensure 
compatibility with and preservation of compatibility with and preservation of 
ESH. ESH. Alllandsca~ing shall utilize only 

non-invasive ~lants. 

Development requiring habitat 
enhancement in ESH and habitat 
protection in ESH buffer areas, shall 
include preparation and 
implementation of a Restoration Plan 
limited to native plants. Local seed 
stock or cuttings propagated from the 
Toro Canyon region shall be used if 
available. 

Development otherwise requiring a 82 Development otherwise requiring a 
Landscape Plan outside ESH and ESH Landscape Plan outside ESH and ESH 
buffer areas, shall be limited to non- buffer areas, shall be limited to utilize 
invasive plants within 500' from the only non-invasive plants witRiR §QQ' 
ESH resource (see Appendix H, List of from tl:!e ESI=I resource (see Appendix 
Invasive Plants to Avoid Using in H, List of Invasive Plants to Avoid 
Landscape Plans Near t:.SH Areas). U~'ng in Landscape Plans Near ESH 

Afeas). 

83 Habitat restoration and invasive ~lant 
eradication may be ~ermitted within 
ESH and ESH buffer areas if designed 
to ~rotect and enhance habitat values 
~rovided that qll activities occur outside 
of the breeding/nesting season of 
sensitive s~ecies that may be affeQted 
by the ~rol:!osed activities. Habitat 
restoration activities shall use hand 
removal methods to the maximum 
extent feasible. Where removal by 
hand is not feasible, mechanical means 
may be allowed. Use of 12esticides or 
other chemical technigues shall be 
avoided to the maximum extent 
feasible, and when determined to be 
necessa[Y, shall include mitigation 
measures to ensure site-s12ecific 
a1212lication with no migration to the 
surrounding environment. 

84 Land divisions exce12t for mergers and 
lot line adiustments for orooertv which 
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includes area within or adjacent to an 
ESH shall only be Qermitted if each 
new Qarcel being created could be 
develoQed (including construction of 
any necessar:y access road), without 
building in ESH or ESH buffer, or 
removing ESH for fuel modification. 

85 The use of insecticides, herbicides, or 
an~ toxic chemical substance which 
has the Qotential to significant!~ 
degrade Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat, shall be Qrohibited within and 
adjacent to ESH, where agglication of 
such substances would imgact the 
ESH, excegt where no other feasible 
alternative exists and where necessar:y 
to grotect or enhance the habitat itself, 
such as eradication of invasive giant 
sgecies, or habitat restoration. 
AgQiication of such chemical 
substances shall not take glace during 
the breeding/nesting season of 
sensitive sgecies that may be affected 
by the QroQosed activities, winter 
season, or when rain is gredicted within 
a week of agglication. 

86 The use of insecticides,. herbicides, or 
other toxic substances b~ County 
emQioyees and contractors in 
construction and maintenance of 
County facilities shall be minimized. 

87 Mosguito abatement within or adjacent 
to ESH shall be limited to the 
imglementation of the minimum 
measures necessar:y to grotect human 
hesith, and shall minimize adverse 
imQacts to ESH. 

The County shall encourage the 
dedication of conservation or open 
space easements to preserve 
important biological habitats. Where 
appropriate and legally feasible, the 
County shall require such easements. 

Development within the Coastal Zone 
boundary shall be consistent with the 
Resource Protection and Development 
Policies of the County Local Coastal 
Program. 

Development shall be sited and 
designed at an appropriate scale (size 
of main structure footprint, size and 
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number of accessory structures/uses, 
and total areas of paving, motorcourts 
and landscaping) to avoid disruption 
and fragmentation of biological 
resources in ESH areas, avoid or 
minimize removal of significant native 
vegetation and trees, preserve wildlife 
corridors, minimize fugitive lighting into 
ESH areas, and redirect development 
runoff/drainage away from ESH. 
Where appropriate, development 
applications for properties that contain 
or are adjacent to ESH shall use 
development envelopes and/or other 
mapping tools and site delineation to 
protect the resource. 

Vegetation fuel management involving 
less than a cumulative total of one-half 
acre of land area is exempt from a 
coastal development permit unless 
otherwise required by the Coastal 
Zoning Ordinance - ESH Overlay 
District regulations (Article II, Sec. 35-
97), general regulations for Tree 
Removal (Article II, Sec. 35-140), or. 
general regulations for guidelines on 
repair and maintenance (ArtiCle II, Sec. 
35-169.10 & Appendix C). 

Signif:sant ve~etatiool fu.:)l 88 Significant ve~etation fuel 
r,·,anagement within ESH and ESH management within ESH ant.: ESH 
buffer areas may be permitted where, buffer areas implemented in 
subject to a coastal development association with existing development 
permit, findings are made consistent may be permitted where, subject to a 
with Coastal Act Sections 30001.5(b), coastal development permit, findings 
30007.5, 30010, 30200(b), 30240, and are made that fuel modification in ESH 
30253(1 ). The coastal development or ESH buffer was minimized to the 
permit shall include a Fuel maximum extent feasible seRsisteRt 
Management Plan approved by witl:l Geastal Ast SestieRs dGGQ~ .€i~9~. 
Planning and Development and the 3QQQ7.€i,3QQ~Q,3Q2QQ~9~,3G24Q,aRd 
local fire protection agency (see Fuel 3G253~~ ~- The coastal development 
Management Guidelines in Appendix permit shall include a Fuel 
D). P&D may require that the Fuel Management Plan approved by 
Management Plan be prepared by a Planning and Development and the 
qualified biologist to ensure vegetation local fire protection agency (see Fuel 
clearance/trimming minimizes the Management Guidelines in Appendix 
impacts to ESH. D). P&D may require that the Fuel 

Management Plan be prepared by a 
qualified biologist to ensure vegetation 
clearance/trimming minimizes the 

2 Significant vegetation fuel management shall be defined as removal and/or thinning involving a 
cumulative total of one-half acre (21 ,780 square feet) or more of land area. 

' 
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impacts to ESH. 

89 New develoQment reguiring vegetation 
fuel management within ESH and ESH 
buffer areas may only be Qermitted 
where, subject to a coastal 
develoQment Qermit, findings are made 
that the QrOQosed fuel modification 
overlaQs fuel modification zones 
associated with existing legal 
develoQment and/or that any fuel 
modification within ESH or ESH buffer 
is the minimum amount necessar:y to 
Qrotect the structure(s} and that all 
feasible measures including reduction 
in scale of develoQment, use of 
alternative materials, and siting have 
been imQiemented to reduce 
encroachment into ESH and ESH 
buffer. The coastal develoQment Qermit 
shall include a Fuel Management Plan 
a1212roved by Planning and 
DeveloQment and the local fire 
Qrotection agency (see Fuel 
Management Guidelines in AQQendix 
D}. P&D may reguire that the Fuel 
Management Plan be 12re12ared by a 
gualified biologist to ensure vegetation 
clearance/trimming mini~izes the 
imQacts to ESH. 

In resolving conflicts between Coastal 90 In Fesel .. •in§ senflists eet>.\•een Geastal 
Act policies pursuant to Coastal Act ,A,Gt pelisies f3l::IFSI::Iant te Geastal Ast 
Section 30007.5, the County should Sestien dGQQ7.a, tl=!e Ge1::1Rty sl=!e~::~l€:1 
ensure that essential infrastructure for ens1::1Fe tl:lat essential intFastF~::~st~:;~,ce teF 
existing agricultural production is O*istin§ a§FiGI::IIti::IFal f3F9El1::1Gtien is 
protected and maintained. pFetestee ane maintained. 

Due to the existing land subdivision 91 D~::~e te the existin§lanEl s~::~eElivisien anEl 
and built environment in the Rural bYfl.t...eP..'Jimnment in tThe Rural 
Neighborhoods of Torito Road, Serena Neighborhoods of Torito Road, Serena 
Park, La Mirada Drive and Ocean Park, La Mirada Drive and Ocean Oaks 
Oaks Road, where existing structures Road, where existing structures and 
and related landscaped areas are related landscaped areas are within the 
within the ESH buffer and not part of ESH buffer ane not part of the ESH 
the ESH itself, structural additions to itself, structural additions to the existing 
existing main and secondary dwelling Qrimarv residence may main ane 
units shall be allowed limited sesonElar:y e•.•.<ellin§l:lnits sl=!all be 
encroachment into ESH buffer areas allowed limiteEl enGFOasl=!ment into ESH 
subject to DevStd BIO-TC-5.1 through 91:1ffeF areas if it can be shown, 
DevStd BIO-TC-5.3. QUrsuant to the reguired site-sQecific 

biological study, that such develoQment 
shall not adversely imQact the adjacent 
rioarian soecies and meets all other 
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(;1rovisions of this Plan and the LCP 
including develoQment standards for 
native and non-native Qrotected tree 
sgecies. Additions shall also comQI:-t 
with develoQment standards in st~Bjest 
tG-DevStd BIO-TC-5.1 through DevStd 
BIO-TC-5.M. 

For existing residential structures in 92 For existing lawfully constructed 
any zone district and existing Qrimarv residences in Existing 
agricultural support structures on Develo(;1ed Rural Neighborhoods 
agriculturally-zoned property (as resiEiential strl:.lGtl:.lres in any i!:ene 
defined in the TCP Overlay District) GisffiGt anEI e~istiA§ a§riGI:.lltt~ral sl:.lppert 
located within designated ESH buffer stri:.JGtl:.lres OR a§FiGI:.lltl:.lrally i!:OAeG 
areas, structural additions shall be property (as ElefineEI in the TCP Overlay 
designed to avoid ground disturbance Distrist) located within Elesi§AateEI ESH 
to protect the ESH resource to the buffer areas or adjacent to ESH, 
maximum extent feasible. Site design structural additions or imQrovements 
and appropriate scale of the addition shall be scaled. sited, and designed te 
shall conform to the following aveiEI §Fel:.lAEI Elistt~r9anse te pretest the 
guidelines: a. Second-story additions eSFI reSOl:IFGe to the FAa~iFAl:IFA exteAt 
shall be considered the preferred feasi91e. Site Elesi§A anEI appropriate 
design alternative to avoid ground ssale of the aEIEiition shall sonform te in 
disturbance with limited canopy conformance with the following 
reduction including lim bing of oaks and §UiEielines standards: a. Second story 
sycamores; and habitat trees for additions shall be considered the 
Monarch Butterflies and nesting preferred design alternative to avoid 
raptors (subject to restricted pruning ground disturbance with limitee sanopy 
during nesting season). b. Where the reEll:.lGtien inGII:.lEiin§limbiA§ of oaks and 
existinq structure is located only sysamores; b. A~ditions shall r.~ 
partially inside c;n r::SH or ESH buffer allowed onl•: if they: are locr2ted a 
area, additions shall be located on minimum of 6 feet from any oak or 
those portions of the structure located sycamore canoQy drigline; do not 
outside or away from the ESH or ESH reguire removal of oak or sycamore 
buffer area. trees; do not reguire any additional 

Qruning or limbing of oak or sycamore 
trees beyond what is currently reguired 
for the (;1rimarv residence for life and 
safety; minimize disturbance to the root 

· zones of oak or sycamore trees to the 
maximum extent feasible (e.g., through 
measures such as raised foundation or 
root bridges}; Qreserve habitat trees for 
Monarch Butterflies and nesting raptors 
(st~Bjest to restristee pruning suring 
nesting season) and do not extend new 
areas of fuel modification into ESH 
~- b-£. l.oJhere the e~istin§ strustl:.lre 
is losateEI only partially insiEie an eSI=l 
or eSI=l buffer area, a~dditions shall be 
located on those portions of the 
structure located outside or away from 
the ESH or eSI=l buffer area. If the 
subiect develooment cannot be located 
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away_ from ESH, then the extension of 
a ground level develoQment footQrint 
shall be denied. d. lmQrovements, such 
as decomQosed granite 12athway_s or 
alternative Qatios, may_ be allowed in 
existing develoQed areas within the 
driQiine of oak and sy_camore trees if 
such im12rovement are Qermeable, and 
do not reguire com12action of soil in the 
root zone. 

In Rural Neighborhoods, development 93 In Rural Neighborhoods, development 
on vacant parcels containing ESH shall on vacant parcels containing ESH shall 
be subject to Policy BIO-TC-4 and the be subject to Policy BIO-TC-4 and the 
applicable General Planning Area ESH applicable General Planning Area ESH 
regulations. regulations. If the aQQiication of the 

QOiicies and standards contained in this 
Plan or LCP regarding use of Qro12ertv 
designated as ESH or ESH buffer to 
vacant Qarcels in Rural Neighborhoods 
would likely_ constitute a taking of 
Qrivate (2ro12erty_, then a use that is not 
consistent with the Environmentally_ 
Sensitive Habitat 12rovisions of the LCP 
shall be allowed on the 12roQertv, only_ 
as Qrovided in Policy_ BIO-TC and 
DevStd BIO-TC- [cross reference to 
suggested modifications 79-801.,. 

All construction activity, including but 94 All tem12orary construction activity, 
not limited to staging areas, storage of includir.:J but not limittid tc staging 
equiprner1t and building materials, and aroas, stora£·1 of t::quipment and 
employee vehicles, shall be prohibited building materials, and employee 
in ESH areas and to the maximum vehicles, shall be prohibited in ESH 
extent feasible shall be avoided in ESH areas~ and to the maximum extent 
buffer areas. feasible shall be avoided in ESH buffer 

areas. Any_ native vegetation which is 
damaged during construction of the 
Qroject shall be restored. 

95 The County_ shall encourage the Torito 
Road Rural Neighborhood Owners to 
develoQ a neighborhood management 
Qlan for the riQarian oak forest that 
SUQQOrts tree recruitment and use of 
locally_ native understory SQecies. 

96 LandscaQe Qlans QreQared for new 
develo12ment adjacent to ESH or ESH 
buffer in Existing DeveloQed Rural 
Neighborhoods shall be 12re12ared by_ a 
gualified biologist and shall include the 
use of locally_ native understory 
s12ecies. Where a 12hased recruitment 
of native riQarian tree s12ecies is 
feasible such olantina shall be reauired 
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to ensure the long-term ~reservation of 
the ri~arian cano~~-

97 The reconstruction of a lawful!~ 
established ~rimar~ residence in an 
Existing Develo~ed Rural 
Neighborhood located within ESH 
buffer areas or adjacent to ESH, due to 
normal wear and tear such as 
structural ~est damage or d[Y rot, ma~ 
be reconstructed to the same or lesser 
size (sguare footage, height, and bulk} 
in the same foot~rint. If the 
reconstructed residence is ~ro~osed to 
be larger than the existing structure, it 
ma~ onl~ be ~ermitted where findings 
are made that such develo~ment shall 
not adverse!~ im~act the adjacent 
ri~arian s~ecies, meets all other 
wovisions of this Plan and the LCP 
including develo~ment standards for 
native and non-native ~rotected tree 
s~ecies, and com~lies with 
develo~ment standards DevStd BIO-
TC-5.1 through DevStd BIO-TC-5.d4" 
Reconstruction includes an~ ~roject 
that results in the demolition of more 
than 50 ~ercent of the exterior walls. 

All residential structures deemed 98 All residential structures deemed 
nonconforming shall be allowed to be nencenfermitz§ s.~all 9e alle•~t~ed te 9e 
reconstructed pursuant to the fSOO<:lStrusted pursuaFit te ~Ae 
nonconforming regulations contained nencenfermin§ re§ulatiens centained in 
in the zoning ordinance, Article II tF!e 2:enin§ erdinance, Article II (~ectien 
(Section 35-162) and the TCP Overlay 35 162) and tF!e TCP Overlay District 
District (Sec. 35-194 ). (~ec. 35 194 ). 

Development shall avoid ESH and * 
ESH buffer areas to the maximum Inland Only] 
extent feasible. 

The Article Ill Zoning Ordinance shall * 
be amended to include an [Inland Only] 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area 
overlay district for the Toro Canyon 
area (ESH-TCP). Locations of 
biological resources/habitat areas shall 
be depicted on ESH Overlay Maps. 
The following general criteria are used 
to determine which resources and 
habitats in the inland Toro Canyon 
Planning Area are identified as 
environmentally sensitive. • Unique, 

* See LUP Modification 155 

I 
I 
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rare, or fragile communities which 
should be preserved to ensure their 
survival in the future; • Habitats of rare 
and endangered species as protected 
by State and/or Federal law; 
• Outstanding representative natural 
communities that have values ranging 
from particularly rich flora and fauna to 
an unusual diversity of species; 
• Specialized wildlife habitats which are 
vital to species survival; • Areas 
structurally important in protecting 
natural landforms that physically 
support species (e.g., riparian corridors 
protecting stream banks from erosion, 
shading effects of tree canopies); 
• Critical connections between 
separate ESH areas and/or migratory 
species' routes; and • Areas with 

. outstanding educational values that 
should be protected for scientific 
research and educational uses now 
and in the future, the continued 
existence of which is demonstrated to 
be unlikely unl~ss designated and 
protected. 

Where development cannot be sited to * 
avoid ESH, development in ESH and [Inland Only] 
ESH buffer areas shall be designed 
and carried out in a manner that 
provides protection to the sensitive 
habitat areas to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

Development proposed within areas * 
zoned with the ESH-TCP Overlay, [Inland Only] 
shall be subject to the applicable 
regulations and permit requirements 
contained in the County Zoning 
Ordinance ESH-TCP Overlay 
regulations (Sec. 35-250E). 

Development shall be sited and * 
designed at an appropriate scale (size [Inland Only] 
of main structure footprint, size and 
number of accessory structures/uses, 
and total areas of paving, motorcourts 
and landscaping) to avoid disruption 
and fragmentation of biological 
resources in ESH areas, avoid or 
minimize removal of significant native 

•• See LUP Modification 155 



Proposed 
Policy# 

DevStd 
810-TC-
7.5 

DevStd 
BIOTC-
7.6 

Santa Barbara County 
Local Coastal Program Amendment 3-02 

Page 63 

Proposed Policy Mod# Suggested Modification 

vegetation and trees, preserve wildlife 
corridors, minimize fugitive lighting into . 
ESH areas, and redirect development 
runoff/drainage away from ESH. 
Where appropriate, development 
envelopes and/or other mapping tools 
shall be used to protect the resource. 

For existing residential structures in * 
any zone district and existing [Inland Only] 
agricultural support structures on 
agriculturally-zoned property (as 
defined in the TCP Overlay District) 
located within designated ESH or ESH 
buffer areas, structural additions shall 
be designed to minimize ground 
disturbance to protect the ESH 
resource to the maximum extent 
feasible. Site design and appropriate 
scale of the addition shall conform to 
the following guidelines: a. Second-
story additions shall be encouraged as 
a design alternative to avoid ground 
disturbance, subject to this Plan's 
Visual and Aesthetic Resource policies 
and development standards (Section. 
IV.E). b. Where an existing structure is 
located only partially inside ah ESH or 
ESH buffer areas, dwelling unit 
additions should be located on those 
portions of the structure located 
outside or away from the ESH or ESH 
buffer area. c. Where the structural 
addition cannot avoid significant ESH, 
a biological assessment may be 
required to determine the location of 
the addition that will result in the least 
disruption to the ESH. d. Where the 
structural addition cannot avoid the 
ESH or ESH buffer areas, 
enhancement of the ESH resource 
may be required to offset the increased 
area of disturbance. 

New development on parcels entirely * 
covered with ESH shall be subject to [Inland Only] 
the following development standards to 
allow reasonable use of the property 
while protecting the habitat resource to 
the maximum extent feasible: a. The 
area of permitted ground disturbance 
for development shall be proportional 

* See LUP Modification 155 
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to the size of the parcel. No more than 
twenty percent (20%} of a parcel's total 
area should be disturbed by 
development, and at least eighty 
percent (80%} of the ESH on the 
property should be preserved (for 
example, on a five acre parcel entirely 
covered with ESH, no more than one 
acre should be disturbed by 
development including vegetation 
clearance for fire protection, and no 
less than four acres of ESH should be 
preserved), in a manner consistent 
with all other policies and development 
standards of the Toro Canyon Plan 
and the County Comprehensive Plan. 
b. Main structure and accessory 
structures & uses, including roadways, 
landscaping and agricultural uses, 
shall be clustered in one contiguous 
area to avoid fragmenting the habitat. 
c. Development shall be located 
adjacent to existing access roads and 
infrastructure to avoid fragmenting the 
habitat, subject to the requirements of 
"a" and "b" listed above, and a 
balancing of the policies of the Plan. 

Vegetation fuel management as * 
required by the local fire protection [Inland Only] 
agency shall be allowed within 100 ;.eet 
from all structures on the property. 
Beyond 100 feet, vegetation fuel 
management within ESH and the ESH 
buffer areas to reduce fire hazards 
shall require a Fuel Management Plan 
approved by Planning and 
Development and the local fire 
protection agency (see Fuel 
Management Guidelines in Appendix 
D). P&D may require that the plan be 
prepared by a qualified biologist to 
ensure that vegetation 
clearance/trimming minimizes the 
impacts to ESH. 

All construction activity, including but * 
not limited to staging areas, storage of [Inland Only] 
equipment and building materials, and 
employee vehicles, shall avoid 
disturbance to the ESH and ESH 
buffer areas to the maximum extent 

* See LUP Modification 155 
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feasible. 

New or expanded cultivated * 
agricultural uses shall be prohibited [Inland Only] 
within ESH areas and avoided to the 
maximum extent feasible in ESH buffer 
areas, except on agriculturally zoned 
parcels (i.e., AG-1 or AG-11} subject to 
Policy 810-TC-9. 

On agriculturally zoned parcels * 
containing Southern Coast Live Oak [Inland Only] 
Riparian Forest ESH, new or 
expanded cultivated agriculture may 
encroach up to 25 feet from the ESH 
as measured from the top of bank or, if 
the habitat extends beyond the top of 
bank, as measured from the edge of 
riparian vegetation. Agricultural uses in 
the ESH buffer shall be designed to 
reduce and direct runoff away from the 
ESH habitat and minimize the use of 
pesticides and herbicides to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

All residential structures deemed * 
nonconforming shall be allowed to be [Inland Only] 
reconstructed pursuant to the 
nonconforming regulations contained 
in the zoning ordinance, Article Ill 
(Section 35-30"t) and the ""!"CP Overla~.' 
District (Sec. 35-355}. 

Natural stream channels shall be 99 Natural stream channels shall be 
maintained in an undisturbed state to maif"ltained in an undisturbed state te 
the maximum extent feasible in order tt:le rnaxirnlJrn exteRt feasiele in order to 
to protect banks from erosion, protect bank~- from erosion, enhance 
enhance wildlife passageways, and wilc:;fe passageways, and provide 
provide natural greenbelts. "Hardbank" natural greenbelts. except as allowed 
channelization (e.g., use of concrete, under Polic:t FLD-TC- [cross reference 
riprap, gabion baskets) of stream tu suggested modification 113} or 
channels shall be prohibited, except Polic:t 810-TC- [cross reference to 
where needed to protect existing suggested modification 79}. "l=laFEl9aRk" 
structures. Where hardbank GA8RReli2:atieR (e.€J., 1:159 ef G9RGFete, 
channelization is required, the material FipFap, €Ja9ieR easkets) ef stFearn 
and design used shall be the least sl=laRRels sl=lall se pFel=lisiteEl, exsept 
environmentally damaging alternative wl=leFe ReeEleEl te pFetest existiR€1 
and site restoration on or adjacent to stFI:IGti:IFes. Wl=leFe l=laFElsaRk 
the stream channel shall be required, sl=laRRelii!:atieR is Fe~l:liFeEl, tt:le rnateFial 
subject to a Restoration Plan. aREl Elesi€JR lJseEl sl=lall se tl=le least 

eR'>•iFeRrneRtally Elarna€JiR€J alteFRati¥e 
aREl site FesteFatieR eR eF aGjaseRt te 
tl=le stFearn sl=laRRel st:lall 9e FeEjlJiFeEl, 
s1:18jest te a ResteFatieR PlaR. 
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Development shall include the buffer 100 Development shall include the buffer 
for Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian for Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian 
Forest set forth in DevStd TC-BI0-1.4. Forest set forth in DevStd TC-BI0-1.4. 
The buffer shall be indicated on all The buffer shall be indicated on all 
grading and building plans. Lighting grading and building plans. Lighting 
associated with development adjacent associated with development adjacent 
to riparian habitat shall be directed to riparian habitat shall be directed 
away from the creek and shall be away from the creek as required in 
hooded. Drainage plans shall direct DevStd BIO-TC- [cross reference to 
polluting drainage away from the creek suggested modification 76}.:....and sl=lall 
or include appropriate filters, and be l=leedee. Q~ainase plans sl=lall eir=est 
erosion and sedimentation control pell~::~tins drainase away freFA tl=le sreek 
plans shall be implemented during er insl1::1de appropriate filters, and 
construction. All ground disturbance eresien and sediFAentatien sentrel 
and native vegetation removal shall be plans sl=lall ee iFApleFAentee e~::~rins 
minimized. senstr1::1stien. All 9re1::1nd l:list1::1rbanse 

and native 'le§etatien removal sl=lall be 
FAinimiii!:ed. 

New permit applications that depend 
on alluvial well extractions or stream 
diversion shall be required to monitor 
the long-term effects on surface 
streamflow and riparian vegetation. 
Contingencies for maintaining 
streamflow (e.g., minimum bypass 
flows, alternate water sources, 
decreased pumping rates, 
groundwater discharge, etc.) shall be 
identi&Jed and implemer.;ad as such 
t'leasures may be needed tc; mitigat~;; 
significant adverse impacts to an ESH 
area. 

Significant biological communities not 
designated ESH should not be 
fragmented by development into small, 
non-viable areas. I 

101 Develogment shall be sited and 
designed to concentrate develogment 
in existing develoged areas, minimize 
road lengths and drivewa~. and 
reduce fuel modification to the 
maximum extent feasible to minimize 
imgacts to native habitat, areas of 
steeQ sloges, and/or highl:t 
erosive/sand:t soils. 

Development shall not interrupt major 
wildlife travel corridors. Typical wildlife 
corridors include oak riparian forest 
and other natural areas that provide 
connections between communities. 
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Public trails shall be sited and 
designed to avoid or minimize impacts 
to native habitat, areas of steep 
slopes, and/or highly erosive/sandy 
soils. Trails should follow existing dirt 
road and trail alignments and use 
existing bridges. Where this is not 
possible, prior to final trail alignment, 
proposed trail routes should be 
surveyed and re-routed where 
necessary to avoid sensitive species, 
subject to final approval by Planning 
and Development and the Parks 
Department. 

The County shall pursue funding for 
protection and restoration of significant 
biological resources in the Taro 
Canyon Planning Area. 

Native protected trees and non-native 
protected trees shall be preserved to 
the maximum extent feasible. 

A "native protected tree" is at least six 102 A "native protected tree" is at least six 
inches in diameter (largest diameter inches in diameter (largest diameter for 
for non-round trunks) as measured 4.5 non-round trunks) as measured 4.5 
feet above level ground (or as feet above level ground (or as 
measured on the uphill side where measured on the uphill side where 
sloped), and a "non-native protected sloped), and a "non-native protected 
tree" is at least ~5 inches in diameter tree" is at least 25 inches in diameter at 
at this h'='light. Areas to bf! protected this height. Areas to ~e protected frc--:1 
from grading, paving, and other grading, paving, and other disturbances 
disturbances shall generally include shall generally include, at a minimum. 
the area six feet outside of tree the area six feet outside of tree 
driplines. driplines. 

Development shall be sited and 103 Development shall be sited and 
designed at an appropriate scale (size designed at an appropriate scale (size 
of main structure footprint, size and of main structure footprint, size and 
number of accessory structures/uses, number of accessory structures/uses, 
and total areas of paving, motorcourts and total areas of paving, motorcourts 
and landscaping) to avoid damage to and landscaping) to avoid damage to 
native protected trees (e.g., oaks), native protected trees (e.g., oaks), non-
non-native roosting and nesting trees, native roosting and nesting trees, and 
and nonnative protected trees by nonnative protected trees by 
incorporating buffer areas, clustering, incorporating buffer areas, clustering, 
or other appropriate measures. Mature or other appropriate measures. Mature 
protected trees that have grown into protected trees that have grown into 
the natural stature particular to the the natural stature particular to the 
species should receive priority for species should receive priority for 
preservation over other immature, preservation over other immature, 
protected trees. Where native protected trees. Where native 
protected trees are removed, they shall protected trees are removed, they shall 
be replaced in a manner consistent be mitigated at a minimum ratio of 10:1 
with County standard conditions for and replaced in a manner consistent 
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tree replacement. Native trees shall be with County standard conditions for tree 
incorporated into site landscaping replacement. Native trees shall be 
plans. incorporated into site landscaping 

plans. 

Non-native trees and forests (e.g., 104 Non-native trees and forests (e.g., 
eucalyptus groves and windrows) that eucalyptus groves and windrows) that 
provide known raptor nesting or major provide kAewR raptor nesting or major 
and recurrent roosting sites shall be and recurrent roosting sites shall be 
protected. protected. 

Southern California steelhead trout is a 
federally listed endangered species 
which, if identified in the Plan area, 
shall be protected. 

Development activity which requires 
ground disturbance which is proposed 
on parcels containing ephemeral (dry 
except during and immediately after 
rainfall) or intermittent (seasonal) 
streams and creeks, and associated 
riparian corridors, shall be subject to 
any permit requirements of the 
California Department of Fish and 
Game and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

Development activity in streams and 
riparian corridors shall be subject to 
the "Guidelines for Salmonid Passage 
at Strc·llm Crossings" prepared by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (see 
Appendix G). 

105 The conversion of vacant land in ESH, 
ESH buffer, or on sloQes over 30 
Qercent to new croQ, orchard, viney_ard, 
or other agricultural use shall not be 
Qermitted. Existing, legally_ established 
agricultural uses shall be allowed to 
continue. 

Flooding and Drainage. .. ;. .;. _.': •. ·;> ·~·.' ·'·· .: .. , • .. .;:.' ·.<>· .. ·; ::':¥ .. :. ;:v:· . . ,.,·:.:£:); .. ;~4:J:;~.$ 
Policy Flood risks shall be minimized through 106 Flood risks to life and property shall be 
FLD-TC-1 appropriate design and land use minimized through appropriate sizing, 

controls, as well as through feasible design, siting, and land use controls, 
engineering solutions that address for new development. as •Nell as 
existing problems. tt:!Fel:::lgt:l feasible eAgiAeeFiAg sel~:::~tieAs 

tt:lat aaaF8SS 8*iStiAg ~Fe91eFAS. 

DevStd Development shall not be allowed 107 Buildings within floodQrone areas 
FLD-TC- within floodways except in subject to inundation, including the 
1.1 conformance with Chapters 15A and floodplains of Toro, Picay_, GarraQata, 

158 of the County Code, any other and Arroy_o Paredon Creeks, shall be 
applicable statutes or ordinances, and Qrohibited unless no alternative building 
all applicable policies of the · site exists on the orooertv and orooer 
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Comprehensive Plan and Local mitigation measures are Qrovided to 
Coastal Program including but not minimize or eliminate risks to life and 
limited to policies regarding biological QrOQert:t from flood hazard. 
resources. Development within floodQrone areas 

shall AGt be allovved •.vithin floodways 
exGeFJt in conformance with GhaFJtOFS 
15A and 15B of the Gounty Gode, any 
other applicable statutes or ordinances, 
and all applicable policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan and Local Coastal 
Program including but not limited to 
policies regarding biological resources. 

Non-structural QUblic access 
imQrovements such as trails and 
accessways may be Qermitted within 
floodQrone areas consistent with the 
other Qrovisions of the LCP within the 
coastal zone. 

No development shall be permitted 108 t>Jo develoFJFAent shall eo FJOFFAitted 
within the floodplains of Taro, Picay, 1Nithin the floodFJiains of +eFo, PiGay, 
Garrapata, or Arroyo Paredon Creeks GaFFaFJata, OF AFFoyo PaFedon GFeeks 
unless such development would be unless suGh deveiOFJFAent would eo 
necessary to: • Permit reasonable use neGessaFY to: • PeFFAit Feasonaele use 
of property while mitigating to the of FJFOFJOFty while Fniti§atin§ to the 
maximum extent feasible the FnaxiFAuFA extent feasiele the 
disturbance or removal of significant distuFeanGO OF FOFAO'v'al Of Si§RifiGant 
riparian/wetland vegetation; or FiFJaFiani1Netlane ve§etation; oF 
• Accomplish a major public policy goal • AGGOFRFJiish a FnajOF FJUeliG FJOiiGy §Oal 
of the Taro Canyon Plan or other of the T'JFO Ganyon Pian br-eti:lef 
beneficial projects approved by the ee,·lefiGial FJFE:;9GtS 3FJFJFOVOd ey the 
Board of Supervisors. In the Coastal BoaFd of ~UFJOFvisoFs. In the Goastal 
Zone, floodplain development also Zone, floodFJiain deveiOFJFAent also 
must be consistent with the state FAust eo Gonsistent with the state 
Coastal Act and the county's Local Goastal AGt and the Gounty's LeGal 
Coastal Program. Goastal PFo§FaFA. 

Development requiring raised finished 109 Development requiring raised finished 
floor elevations in areas prone to floor elevations in areas prone to 
flooding shall be constructed on raised flooding shall be constructed on raised 
foundations rather than fill material, foundations rather than fill material, 
where feasible. 'NheFe feasiele. 

Development within floodplain areas or 
with potential drainage issues shall be 
subject to Flood Control District review 
and approval. 

Proposed development, other than 110 Proposed development, otheF than 
Flood Control District activities, shall Flooe Gontml DistFiGt aGtivities, shall be 
be designed to maintain creek banks, designed to maintain creek banks, 
channel inverts, and channel bottoms channel inverts, and channel bottoms 
in their natural state. Revegetation to in their natural state, exceQt as allowed 
restore a riparian habitat is under Policy FLD-TC- (cross 
encouraged and may be permitted, reference to Suggested Modification 
subiect to the provisions of DevStd 1131- Reveqetation to restore a riparian 
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FLO-TC-4.1 and any other applicable 113}. Revegetation to restore a riparian 
policies or standards. habitat is encouraged and may be 

permitted, subject to the provisions of 
DevStd FLD-TC-4.1 and any other 
applicable policies or standards. 

To the greatest extent feasible, native 111 To the greatest extent feasible, native 
vegetation used to restore creek banks vegetation used to restore creek banks 
shall be incorporated into the shall be incorporated into the 
landscape plan for the entire site in landscape plan for the entire site in 
order to provide visual and biological order to provide visual and biological 
continuity. All restoration plans shall be continuity. All FesteFatieR plaRs sl=tall 9e 
reviewed by the Flood Control District Fe~o•ie• ... •e£:1 ey tl=te j;:lee£:1 GeRtFel QistFiGt 
for compliance with the County fGF GeFRpliaRGe witl=t tl=te Ge~;~Rty 
Floodplain Management Ordinance FleeeplaiR MaRa€JeFReRt GFEliRaRGe 
#3898, for consistency with Flood #3898, feF G9RSisteRGJ' Witl=t j;:leee 
Control District access and GeRtml blistFiGt aGGess aRe 
maintenance needs, and for FRaiRteRaRG8 R88GS, aRe feF 
consistency with current flood plain G9RSisteRG]' 1Nitl=t GI;IFFeRt flees plaiR 
management and environmental FRaRa€)eFReRt aR£:1 eR'IiFORFReRtal 
protection goals. pFeteGtieR €Jeals. 

To the greatest extent feasible, native 112 * 
vegetation used to restore creek banks [Inland Only] 
shall be incorporated into the 
landscape plan for the entire site in 
order to provide visual and biological 
continuity. All restoration plans shall be 
reviewed by the Flood Control District 
for compliance with the County 
Floodplain Management Ordinance 
ftJ898, for consistency with Flood 
Control District access and 
maintenance needs, and for 
consistency with current flood plain 
management and environmental 
protection goals. 

113 Channelizations or other substantial 
alterations of streams and 
desiltation/dredging Qrojects, shall be 
Qrohibited excegt for: 1} necessa[Y 
water SUQQI~ grojects where no feasible 
alternative exists; 2) flood grotection for 
existing develogment where there is no 
other feasible alternative, or 3) the 
im12rovement of fish and wildlife habitat. 
An~ channelization or stream alteration 
germitted for one of these three 
gurgoses shall minimize imgacts to 
coastal resources, including the 
de12letion of groundwater, and shall 
include maximum feasible mitiaation 

* See LUP Modification 155 

I 
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measures to mitigate unavoidable 
imQacts. Less intrusive measures (e.g., 
biostructures, vegetation, and soil 
bioengineering} shall be Qreferred for 
flood Qrotection over "hard" solutions 
such as concrete or riQraQ channels. 

114 Solutions that address existing flood 
hazards shall be the least 
environmentally damaging alternative 
consistent with all aQQiicable QOiicies of 
the Local Coastal Program and shall 
consider routine maintenance or other 
less intrusive solutions as a first Qriority 
over engineering structural solutions. 

115 Flood control measures shall not 
diminish or change stream caQacity, 
Qercolation rates or habitat values. 
"Hardbank" measures (e.g., use of 
concrete, riQraQ, gabion baskets} or 
channel redirection may be Qermitted 
only if all less intrusive flood control 
efforts have been considered and have 
been found to be technically infeasible. 
Less intrusive measures shall include, 
but not be limited to biostructures, 
vegetation, and soil bioengineering. 
Where hardbank channelization is 
reguired, the material and design used 
shall be he least environmen.@!!y 
dc.maging alternat.ve and site 
restoration and mitigation on or 
adjacent to the stream channel shall be 
reguired, subject to a Restoratio11 Plan. 

In order to address drainage issues 116 In order to address drainage issues 
along the southeastern portion of along the southeastern portion of 
Padaro Lane, the county shall initiate Padaro Lane, the county shall ir.itiat~ 
an investigation of feasible engineering an investigation of feasible engineering 
and maintenance solutions involving all and maintenance solutions ir.volving all 
affected parties, including but not affected parties, including but not 
necessarily limited to residents and necessarily limited to residents and 
upstream property owners, the County upstream property owners, the County 
Public Works Department including the Public Works Department including the 
Flood Control District, Caltrans, and Flood Control District, Caltrans, and the 
the Union Pacific Railroad. This Union Pacific Railroad. This 
investigation shall consider the investigation will include review of sAaU 
preliminary engineering study consider the preliminary engineering 
commissioned by the Padaro Lane study commissioned by the Padaro 
Association in the 1990s. Local Lane Association in the 1990s. beecH 
drainageways and culverts should be draina€)eways and cl:ll¥erts si'!ol:lld ee 
cleared annually or as necessary. cleared annl:lally or as necessary. The 

study shall consider less intrusive 
measures (e.a. biostructures 
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vegetation, and soil bioengineering) 
solutions as the ~rima!Y means of 
defense against flood hazard and shall 
reguire maximum mitigation for all 
im~acts to wetland, ri~arian, or other 
native trees and habitat. 

Short-term and long-term erosion 
associated with development shall be 
minimized. 

Development shall incorporate 117 Development shall incorporate BMPs 
sedimentation traps or other effective designed seEiiFfleAtati9A t~a~s 9~ 9tt:le~ 
measures to minimize the erosion of effective Ff!easures to minimize the 
soils into natural and manmade erosion of soils into natural and 
drainages, where feasible. manmade drainages, where feasible. 
Development adjacent to stream Qe~·ei9~FfloAt aGjaceAt t9 st~eaFfl 
channels shall be required to install ct:laAAels st:lall be ~equi~eEI t9 iAstall 
check dams or other erosion control GReek ElaFflS 9~ 9tAe~ eFeSi9A G9AtFel 
measures deemed appropriate by Ffleasu~es EleeFfleEI a~~r9~~iate by 
Flood Control and Planning and FI99EI G9Atrel aAEI PlaAAiA§ aAEI 
Development to minimize channel Qevei9~FfleRt t9 FfliRiFfliii!:e ct:laAAel 
down-cutting and erosion. To the Ele1NR cuttiR§ aREI e~esieR. +e tt:le 
maximum extent feasible, all such FflaxiFflUFfl extoRt feasible, all sueR 
structures shall be designed to avoid st~uctures st:lall be Elesi§ReEI t9 a1,<9iE1 
impacts to riparian vegetation. iFfl~acts t9 ~i~ariaA ve§etati9R. 

Grading and drainage plans shall be 118 Grading and drainage plans shall be 
submitted with any application for submitted with any application for 
development that would increase total development tt:lat W9uiEI iRcrease t9tal 
runoff from the site or substantially ~~~R9ff f~eFfl tt:le site e~ substaAtially alto~ 
alter drainage patterns on the site or in GJ:afpa§e pattems eR tt:le site 9~ iR its 
its vicinity. The purpose of such plan(s) viGif:Hty. The purpose of such plan(s) 
shall be to avoid or minimize hazards shall be to avoid or minimize hazards 
including but not limited to flooding, including but not limited to flooding, 
erosion, landslides, and soil creep. erosion, landslides, and soil creep. 
Appropriate temporary and permanent Appropriate temporary and permanent 
measures such as energy dissipaters, measures such as energy dissipaters, 

· silt fencing, straw bales, sand bags, silt fencing, straw bales, ssnd bags, 
and sediment basins shall be used in and sediment basins shall be used in 
conjunction with other basic design conjunction with other basic design 
methods to prevent erosion on slopes methods to prevent erosion on slopes 
and siltation of creek channels and and siltation of creek channels and 
other ESH areas. Such plan(s) shall be other ESH areas. Such plan(s) shall be 
reviewed and approved by both County reviewed and approved by both County 
Flood Control and Planning & Flood Control and Planning & 
Development. Development. 

Drainage outlets into creek channels 
shall be constructed in a manner that 
causes outlet flow to approximate the 
general direction of natural stream 
flow. Energy dissipaters beneath outlet 
points shall be incorporated where 
appropriate, and shall be designed to 
minimize erosion and habitat impacts. 



Proposed 
Policy# 

DevStd 
FLD-TC-
2.5 

ADDED 
POLICY 

Action 
FLD-TC-
2.4 

Policy 
FLD-TC-3 

I 
' 

Policy 
FLD-TC-4 

Santa Barbara County 
Local Coastal Program Amendment 3-02 

Page 73 

Proposed Policy Mod# Suggested Modification 

Excavation and grading for 
development shall be limited to the dry 
season of the year (i.e., April 15th to 
November 1st) unless an approved 
erosion control plan is in place and all 
measures therein are in effect. 

119 PreQaration of a Master Drainage Plan 
ma~ be undertaken subject to all of the 
a~:mlicable Qrovisions of the Taro 
Can~on Plan and certified LCP. 

As part of any Master Drainage Plan 120 As part of any Master Drainage Plan 
that may be developed for all or part of that may be developed for all or part of 
the Toro Canyon area, the Flood the Toro Canyon area, the Flood 
Control District should review the Control District should review the 
Master Drainage Plan to ensure that: Master Drainage Plan to ensure that: 1. 
1. Drainage on shoreline and bluff-top Drainage on shoreline and bluff-top 
properties shall be conveyed to the properties shall be conveyed to the 
nearest acceptable drainage facility; 2. nearest acceptable drainage facility; 2. 
Diversion of natural flow is avoided, Diversion of natural stream flow is 
unless adequate drainage facilities avoided and diversion of natural 
exist downstream to the point where sheetflow is avoided where imQacts to 
the diversion ceases; 3. The plan does coastal resources ma~ result, Hfl-le.ss 
not propose improvements that are aEieEJI:late EIFaina§e fasilities exist 
inconsistent with modern flood plain ElewnstFeaFfl te tl:le ~eint wl:leFe tl:le 
management goals and environmental EliveFsien seases; a. +Fie ~lan Elees net 
protection goals. ~Fe~ese iFfi~Felt<eFflents tl:lat aFe 

insensistent witl:l FfleEleFR fleeEI ~lain 
management geals anEI envimnmental 
~Fetestien geals. 

- - -·-
Flood control maintenance activities 121 Flood control maintenance activities 
shall seek to minimize disturbance to sl:lall seek te FfliAiFfli~e Elistl:lF9anse te 
riparian/wetland habitats, consistent Fi~aFian,lwetlaPEI l:la9itats, sensistent 
with the primary need to protect public witl:l tl:le ~FiFflafy neeEI te pFetest pl:l91is 
safety. Additional guidance for public safety. AEIEiitienal §l:liElaPse feF ~l:l91is 
maintenance work is provided by the Fflaintenanse u;eFk is ~mviEieEI 9y tl:le 
Flood Control District's current certified FleeEI GentFel Yist.ist's Gl:lFFent seFtifieEI 
Maintenance Program EIR and current Maintenanse 1=1F9§Fam eiR anEI Gl:lFFent 
approved Standard Maintenance a~~mveEI StandaFEI Maintenanse 
Practices. Work should be conducted Pmstises. IJVeFk should be conducted 
in a manner that attempts to maintain in a manner that attempts to maintain 
coastal sand supply where feasible. coastal sand supply where feasible. 

Proposed development, other than 122 [Move location and modify as shown in 
Flood Control District activities, shall suggested modification 11 0.] 
be designed to maintain creek banks, 
channel inverts, and channel bottoms 
in their natural state. Revegetation to 
restore a riparian habitat is 
encouraged and may be permitted, 
subject to the provisions of DevStd 
FLD-TC-4.1 and any other applicable 
policies or standards. 
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To the greatest extent feasible, native 123 [Move location and modify as shown in 
vegetation used to restore creek banks suggested modification 111] 
shall be incorporated into the 
landscape plan for the entire site in 
order to provide visual and biological 
continuity. All restoration plans shall be 
reviewed by the Flood Control District 
for compliance with the County 
Floodplain Management Ordinance 
#3898, for consistency with Flood 
Control District access and 
maintenance needs, and for 
consistency with current flood plain 
management and environmental 
protection goals. 

124 Land divisions, including lot line 
adjustments, shall be Qrohibited unless 
all QrOQOSed Qarcels can be 
demonstrated to be safe from flood 
hazards and will Qrovide a safe, legal, 
all-weather access road(s), which can 
be constructed consistent with all 
QOiicies of the LCP. 

Geology, Hiffsides and Topography 

Text 125 Replace all headings of Geology, 
Heading Hiflsides, and Topography" with 

"Geology, Hiffsides, Topography, and 
Watersheds" 

GOAL Protect Tht; Public HE•alth, Safety And 
GEO-TC Welfare By Preserving Hillside And 

Watershed Areas In The Most Natural 
State Feasible; Protect Coastal 
Resources From The Adverse Effects 
Of Shoreline Protection Structures. 

Policy Hillside and watershed areas shall be 
GEO-TC- protected to the maximum extent 
1 feasible to avoid adverse geologic 

impacts and preserve watershed 
function. 

DevStd Development shall be prohibited on 126 Development shall be prohibited on 
GEO-TC- slopes greater than 30% unless this slopes greater than 30% exceQt as 
1.1 would prevent reasonable use of allowed under Section 35.1 02G of the 

property. In areas of unstable soils, Zoning Code unless this 'Neuld prevent 
highly erosive soils, or on slopes Feasenaele use ef pFepeFty. In areas of 
between 20% and 30%, development unstable soils, highly erosive soils, or 
shall not be allowed unless an on slopes between 20% and 30%, 
evaluation by a qualified professional development shall not be allowed 
(e.g., soils engineer, geologist, etc.) unless an evaluation by a qualified 
establishes that the proposed project professional (e.g., soils engineer, 
will not result in unstable slopes or geologist, etc.) establishes that the 
severe erosion, or unless this would proposed project will not result in 
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prevent reasonable use of property. unstable slopes or severe erosion.,-ef 
Grading and other site preparation unless this would prevent reasonable 
shall be minimized to the maximum use of property. Grading and other site 
extent feasible. preparation shall be minimized to the 

maximum extent feasible. 

In order to minimize erosion, 
landscape plans shall be required for 
development on slopes greater than 
twenty percent. Such plans shall 
include revegetation of graded areas 
with appropriate native plantings. 
Landscape plans may be subject to 
review and approval by the County 
BAR. 

127 Grading and/or develoQment-related 
vegetation clearance shall be Qrohibited 
where the sloQe exceeds 30 Qercent, 
exceQt that drivewa~s and/or utilities 
ma~ be located on such sloQes, where 
there is no less environmentall~ 
damaging feasible alternative means of 
Qroviding access to a building site, 
Qrovided that the building site is 
determined to be the Qreferred 
alternative and consistent with all other 
Qolicies of the LCP. 

128 All new develoQment shall be sited and 
designed so as to minimize grading, 
alteration of Qh~sical features, .and 
vegetation clearance in order to 
Qrevent soil erosion, stream siltation, 
reduced water Qercolation, increased 
runoff, and adverse imQacts on Qlant 
and a.nimallife and Qrevent net 
increases in baseline flows for an~ 
receiving waterbod~. 

129 Land divisions, in_cluding lot line 
adjustments, shall be Qrohibited unless 
all QroQosed Qarcels can be 
demonstrated to be safe from erosion 
and geologic hazards and will Qrovide a 
safe, legal, all-weather access road(s}, 
which can be constructed consistent 
with all Qolicies of the LCP. 

130 Land divisions that would result in 
building Qads, access roads, or 
drivewa~s located on sloQes over 30%, 
or result in grading on sloQes over 30% 
shall be Qrohibited. All land divisions 
shall be designed such that the location 
of buildina oads and access roads 
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minimizes erosion and sedimentation. 

131 New roads, bridges, culverts, and 
outfalls shall not cause or contribute to 
streambank or hillside erosion or creek 
or wetland siltation and shall include 
BMPs to minimize imQacts to water 
gualit~ including construction Qhase 
erosion control and Qolluted runoff 
control Qlans, and soil stabilization 
Qractices. New stream crossings within 
the coastal zone, including reQiacement 
of an existing stream crossing, shall be 
bridged. Where feasible, disQersal of 
sheet flow from roads into vegetated 
areas or other on-site infiltration 
Qractices shall be incorQorated into 
road and bridge design. 

Grading shall be designed to minimize 
scars in topography and avoid the 
potential for earth slippage, erosion, 
and other safety risks. 

Temporary erosion control measures 
such as berms and appropriate 
location and coverage of stockpiled 
soils shall be used to minimize on- and 
offsite erosion related to construction 
occurring during the rainy season 

· (November 1 to April 15). 

Where feasible, development on 
previously cleared slopes that show 
scarring or significant disturbance shall 
include plans for appropriate 
revegetation of the affected areas. 

Revegetation and/or landscaping of 
project sites shall be accomplished as 
soon as is feasible following 
grading/vegetation clearing in order to 
hold soils in place. 

Development shall be sited and 
designed to minimize the potential for 
geologic hazards, including but not 
limited to seismic, soil, or slope 
hazards. 

The County shall require site-specific 
geologic and/or geotechnical 
investigation(s), prepared as 
appropriate by a Registered Geologist, 
Certified Engineering Geologist, and/or 
licensed Geotechnical Engineer, on 
sites that are on or adjacent to faults, 
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landslides, or other geologic hazards 
or in any case where development is 
proposed in areas where natural grade 
is 20% or greater. Sites underlain by 
the potentially unstable Sespe 
Formation are of particular concern. 
Where applicable, the measures 
recommended to avoid or mitigate 
geologic hazards shall be incorporated 
into the proposed development in a 
manner that avoids or minimizes any 
potential adverse effects of such 
measures (for example, hillside 
scarring). 

Structures shall be prohibited within 
fifty feet of an Active or Potentially 
Active fault. All structures shall be built 
according to Seismic Zone IV 
standards or such other standards as 
may be in effect at the time of 
development. The County may require 
additional special engineering features 
to minimize potential structural 
damage from fault rupture for any 
structure that may be exposed to 
seismic hazards. 

All roads and driveways proposed on 
areas where natural grade is 20% or 
~reater shall be reviewed for adequacy 
uf engineering and drainage design, 
including but not limited to failure 
avoidance and erosion control. 

County Grading Ordinance Standard 132 Ge1:mty GFaEliA€J GFEliAaAGe £taAt!af:G 
14-6.(b)(5) does not apply to roadways 14 6.(b)(5) Elees Aet apply te 
constructed to provide access for F,Boadways constructed to provide 
geologic, geotechnical, and septic access for geologic, geotechnical, and 
system testing. The County shall septic system testing that require 
consider amending the grading grading of greater than 50 cubic ~ards 
ordinance so that if construction of shall require a coastal develogment 
such a roadway involves more than germit and shall be subject to all other 
fifty cubic yards of grading and/or is Coun!Y grovisions. +l=le Ge~;mty sl=lall 
located on any area where natural 69ASi9eF aFAeAGiA€J tl=le €JFaGiA€J 
grade is twenty percent or greater, 9FGiAaAG9 69 tl=lat if 69AStFI:JGtieA ef 
then a grading permit shall be Sl:lGI=I a maeway iA\19IlJ9S FA9F8 tl=laA fifty 
required. Gl:lSiG yaFGS ef €JFa9iR€J aAElleF is leGatee 

eA aAy aFea wl=leFe Aatl:lFal €JFaEle is 
tweAty peFseAt eF €JFeateF, tl=leA a 
€JFaGiA€J peFFAit sl=lall ee F8EjlliFeG. 

All development on shoreline 
properties shall be designed to avoid 
or minimize hazards from coastal 
processes, to minimize erosion both on 
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and off-site, and to avoid the need for 
shoreline protection devices at any 
time during the life of the development. 

All development proposed for shoreline 133 All development proposed for shoreline 
properties shall avoid or minimize properties shall avoid or minimize 
erosion by minimizing irrigation, using erosion by minimizing irrigation, 
culverts and drainage pipes to convey convey:ing runoff in a non-erosive 
runoff, using sewers if available rather manner l:lsiA€) Gl:ll'>«eFts aRe 9FaiAa€Je 
than septic systems, and other f}if}es te seA)Iey Fl:lAeff, using sewers if 
appropriate means. available rather than septic systems, 

and other appropriate means. 

Where possible, all drainage from 
shoreline bluff-top properties shall be 
conveyed to the nearest roadway or 
drainage course. Where drainage must 
be conveyed over the bluff face, 
drainage lines shall be combined with 
those of neighboring parcels where 
possible, and shall be sited and 
designed to minimize the physical and 
visual disruption of the bluff and beach 
area. 

New shoreline protection devices may 134 Shoreline and bluff grotection 
be permitted where consistent with the structures may: be germitted to grotect 
state Coastal Act and Coastal Plan existing structures that were legally: 
Policy 3-1 , and where (i) the device is constructed grior to the effective date 
necessary to protect development that of the certification of the LCP and only: 

, legally existed prior to the effective when it can be demon~tratt;!d that said 
date of the coastal portion of this Plan, exis_ting structures 2re at risk from 
or (ii) the device is proposed to fill a identified haze:.;·ds, that the grogosed 
gap between existing shoreline grotective device is the least 
protection devices and the proposed environmentally: damaging alternative 
device is consistent with the height and and is designed to eliminate or mitigate 
seaward extent of the nearest existing adverse imgacts to local shoreline sand 
devices on upcoast and downcoast suggly:. Alternatives analy:sis shall 
properties. Repair and maintenance, include the relocation of existing 
including replacement, of legal develogment landward as well as the 
shoreline protection devices may be removal of gortions of existing 
permitted, provided that such repair develogment. "Existing structures" for 
and maintenance shall not increase 1,2Ur1,2oses of this goli~ shall consist 
either the previously permitted1 height onl:x: of a 1,2rinci1,2le structure, e.g. 
or previously permitted3 seaward residential dwelling, reguired garage, or 
extent of such devices, and shall not second residential unit, and shall not 
increase any interference with legal include accesSO!Y or ancilla!Y 
public coastal access. structures such as decks, gatios, 1,20ols, 

tennis courts, cabanas, stairs, 
landscaging etc. 
1\lo" .-1 ~~. 

3 For devices that pre-date permit requirements, this would be the as-built height and seaward extent of 
the structure. 
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9e permitteE! WRere GOAsisteAt witR tRe 
state Geastal Ast aA9 Goastal PlaA 
Polisy 3 ~, aA9 wl=:lere ~i~ tl=:le 9evise is 
AesessaFy te pFetest Elevele13FReAt tl=:lat 
leQally existe9 prier te tl=:le effestive Elate 
ef tl=:le seastal 13ertieA ef tl=:lis PlaA, er ~ii~ 
tl=:le 9evise is pre13eseEJ te fill a Qap 
eetweeA existiAQ sl=:lereliAe pFetestieA 
9e¥ises aA9 tl=:le pF9pese9 9e¥ise is 
seAsisteAt witR tl=:le Rei§Rt aA9 sea¥.1ar9 
exteAt of tl=:le Aearest existiAQ 9evises 
OA upsoast aA9 9owAseast 13F013erties. 
Repair and maintenance, iAsludiAQ 
re13laserneAt, of legal shoreline 
protection devices may be permitted, 
provided that such repair and 
maintenance shall not increase either 
the previously permitted3 height or 
previously permitted1 seaward extent of 
such devices, and shall not increase 
any interference with legal public 
coastal access. 

135 Shoreline and bluff Qrotection 
structures shall not be Qermitted to 
Qrotect new develoQment, exceQt when 
necessa[Y to Qrotect a new seQtic 
system and there is no feasible 
alternative that would allow residential 
~eveloQment ::>n tl':e Qarcel. SeQtic 
systems st·all be locat"ld a;, fc-.: 
landward as feasible. New 
develoQment includes demolition and 
rebuild of structures, substantial 
remodels, and redeveloQment of the 
site. 

136 Siting and design of new shoreline 
develoQment and shoreline Qrotective 
devices shall take into account 
anticiQated future changes in sea level. 
In Qarticular, an acceleration of the 
historic rate of sea level rise shall be 
considered. DeveloQment shall be set 
back a sufficient distance landward and 
elevated to a sufficient foundation 
height to eliminate or minimize to the 
maximum extent feasible hazards 
associated with anticiQated sea level 
rise over the exQected 1 00 year 
economic life of the structure. 

137 New develoQment on a beach or 
oceanfront bluff shall be sited outside 
areas subiect to hazards (beach or 

j 
I 
i 
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bluff erosion, inundation, wave u~rush) 
at an~ time during the full ~rojected 
1 00-~ear economic life of the 
develo~ment. If com~lete avoidance of 
hazard areas is not feasible, all new 
beach or oceanfront bluff develo~ment 
shall be elevated above the base Flood 
Elevation (as defined b~ FEMA) and 
setback as far landward as ~ossible. All 
develo~ment shall be setback a 
minimum of 10 feet landward of the 
most landward surve~ed mean high 
tide line. Whichever setback method is 
most restrictive shall a~~~~. 
Develo~ment ~lans shall consider 
hazards current!~ affecting the ~ro~ert~ 
as well as hazards that can be 
antici~ated over the life of the structure. 

138 All new beachfront and bluffto~ 
develo~ment shall be sized, sited and 
designed to minimize risk from wave 
run-u~, flooding and beach and bluff 
erosion hazards without reguiring a 
shoreline ~rotection structure at an~ 
time during the life of the develo~ment. 

139 Land divisions, including subdivisions, 
lot s~lits, lot line adjustments, and 
certificates of com~liance which create 
new ueac;Jfront or bluffto~ lots, shall 
nut be ~ermitled unless the subdivision 
can be shown to create lots which can 
be develo~ed without reguiring a 
current or future bluff or shorelir;~ 
~rotection structure. No new lots shall 
be created that could reguire shoreline 
~rotection or bluff stabilization 
structures at an~ time during the full 
1 00 ~ear life of the develo~m_ent. 

140 All new beachfront develo~ment shall 
be reguired to utilize a foundation 
s~stem adeguate to Qrotect the 
structure from wave and erosion 
hazard without necessitating the 
construction of a shoreline ~rotection 
structure. 

141 New develo~ment on or along the 
shoreline or a coastal bluff shall 
include, at a minimum, the use of 
secondarY treatment waste dis~osal 
s~stems and shall site these new 
s~stems as far landward as ~ossible in 
order to avoid the need for protective 
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devices to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

142 No shoreline Qrotection structure shall 
be Qermitted for the sole QUrQose of 
Qrotecting an ancilla[Y or accesso[Y 
structure. Such accesso[Y structures 
shall be removed if it is determined that 
the structure is in danger from erosion, 
flooding or wave UQrush or if the bluff 
edge encroaches to within 1 0 feet of 
the structure as a result of erosion, 
landslide or other form of bluff collaQse. 
Accesso[Y structures including, but not 
limited to, cabanas, Qatios, QOOis, 
stairs, landscaQing features, and 
similar design elements shall be 
constructed and designed to be 
removed or relocated in the event of 
threat from erosion, bluff failure or 
wave hazards. 

143 All shoreline Qrotection structures shall 
be sited as far landward as feasible 
regardless of the location of Qrotective 
devices on adjacent lots. In no 
circumstance shall a shoreline 
Qrotection structure be Qermitted to be 
located further seaward than a 
stringline drawn between the nearest 
..::djacent corners of Qrotection 
struciures or, adjacent lots. A stringline 
shall be utilized only when such 
develoQment is found to be infill and 
when it is demonstrated that locating 
the shoreline Qrotection structure 
further landward is not feasible. 

144 Where it is determined to be necessarv 
to Qrovide shoreline Qrotection for an 
existing residential ~-tructure built at 
sand level a "vertical" seawall shall be 
the Qreferred means of Qrotection. 
Rock revetments may be Qermitted to 
Qrotect existing structures where they 
can be constructed entirely underneath 
raised foundations or where they are 
determined to be the Qreferred 
alternative. 

145 As a condition of aQQroval of 
develoQment on a beach or shoreline 
which is subject to wave action, 
erosion, flooding, landslides, or other 
hazards associated with develoQment 
on a beach or bluff the orooertv owner 
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shall be reguired to execute and record 
a deed restriction which acknowledges 
and assumes said risks and waives an~ 
future claims of damage or liabilit~ 
against the (;1ermitting agenc~ and 
agrees to indemnify the (;1ermitting 
agenc~ against an~ liabilit~. claims, 
damages or ex(;1enses arising from an~ 
iniu!Y or damage due to such hazards. 

146 As a condition of a(;1(;1roval of a 
shoreline (;1rotection structure, or 
regairs or additions to a shoreline 
grotection structure, the grogert~ owner 
shall be reguired to acknowledge, b~ 
the recordation of a deed restriction, 
that no future regair or maintenance, 
enhancement, reinforcement, or an~ 
other activi!Y affecting the shoreline 
grotection structure which extends the 
seaward footgrint of the subject 
structure shall be undertaken and that 
he/she exgressl~ waives an~ right to 
such activities that ma~ exist under 
Coastal Act Section 30235. The 
restrictions shall also acknowledge that 
the intended gurgose of the subject 
structure is solei~ to grotect existing 
structures located on the site, in their 
gresent condition and location, 
inc' ... •ding the segtic disgosal s~stem 
and that an~ future develogment on the 
subject site landward of the subject 
shoreline grotection structure including 
changes to the foundation, major 
remodels, relocation or uggrade of the 
segtic disgosC~I s~stem, or demolition 
and construction of a new structure 
shall be subject to a reguirement that a 
new coastal develogment germit be 
obtained for the shoreline grotection 
structure unless the Coun~ determines 
that such activities are minor in nature 
or otherwise do not affect the need for 
a shoreline (2rotection structure. 

147 As a condition of a(2(2roval of new 
develo(2ment on a vacant beachfront or 
blufftoQ lot, or where demolition and 
rebuilding is Qro(2osed, where geologic 
or engineering evaluations conclude 
that the develogment can be sited and 
designed to not reguire a shoreline 
grotection structure as (2art of the 
orooosed develooment or at anv time 
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during the life of the develoRment, the 
grogert~ owner shall be reguired to 
record a deed restriction against the 
grogert~ that ensures that no shoreline 
grotection structure shall be RroRosed 
or constructed to Rrotect the 
develogment aggroved and which 
exgressl~ waives an~ future right to 
construct such devices that ma~ exist 
gursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 30235. 

Grading shall be carried out in a 
manner that minimizes air pollution. 

For any construction project that 
includes earth moving activities, the 
construction contractor shall 
implement Air Pollution Control District 
(APCD) dust control measures. 

Prior to land use clearance, the 
applicant shall agree to comply with 
any conditions recommended by the 
APCD to reduce emissions of reactive 
organic compounds (ROC) and oxides 
of nitrogen (NOx) from construction 
equipment during project grading and 
construction. 

Excessive gradi:lg for the sole pur:)ose 
of creating Jr enhancing views shall 
not be permitted. Typically, grading 
should not place more than five (5) feet 
of fill above natural grade. 

History and Archaeology 

GOAL Preserve and Protect Significant 
HA-TC Cultural, Archaeological and Historical 

Resources in the Toro Canyon Plan 
Area to the Maximum Extent Feasible. 

Policy HA- Archaeological resources shall be 
TC-1 protected and preserved to the 

maximum extent feasible. 

DevStd A Phase 1 archaeological survey shall 
HA-TC- be performed when identified as 
1.1 necessary by a county archaeologist or 

contract archaeologist or if a county 
archaeological sensitivity map 
identifies the need for a study. The 
survey shall include areas of projects 
that would result in ground 
disturbances, except where legal 
ground disturbance has previously 
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occurred. If the archaeologist 
performing the Phase I report, after 
conducting a site visit, determines that 
the likelihood of an archaeology site 
presence is extremely low, a short-
form Phase I report may be submitted. 

148 The Count~ shall consult with the 
Native American Heritage Commission, 
State Historic Preservation Officer, and 
the Most Likel~ Descendant during 
each stage of the cultural resources 
review to determine whether the (2roject 
rna~ have an adverse im(2act on an 
im12ortant cultural resource. 

All feasible recommendations of an 
archaeological report analysis 
including completion of additional 
archaeological analysis (Phase 2, 
Phase 3) and/or project redesign shall 
be incorporated into any permit issued 
for development. 

The Board should consider either 
funding creation of a sensitive 
archaeological resources map for the 
Taro Canyon Area or allocating funds 
for a full-time County archaeologist. 

Historic resources shall be protected * 
and preserved to the mt·ximum extent 
feasible. 

The County Historic Landmarks 
.,.. 

Advisory Commission shall evaluate 
structures of historical significance in 
Taro Canyon. 

To encourage the preservation of * 
historic resources, the County shall ' 

pursue potential funding from federal, 
state and local sources to provide 
monetary assistance for applicants 
undertaking preservation and 
renovation projects for historic 
structures. 

No permits shall be issued for any * 
development or activity that would 
adversely affect the historic value of 
the properties listed in Table 13, 
unless a professional evaluation of the 
proposal has been performed pursuant 
to the County's most current 

* See LUP Modification 155 
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Regulations Governing Archaeological 
and Historical Projects, reviewed and 
approved by Planning and 
Development and all feasible 
mitigation measures have been 
incorporated into the proposal. 

The County shall work with Caltrans to * 
place a sign along Highway 101 which 
recognizes the commemorative value 
of the historic memorial oak trees. The 
sign could be located near a cluster of 
the oaks in the median strip and could 
read, "Oaks planted in memory of 
WWI soldiers, 1928." 

Visual & Aesthetic Resources 

GOAL Protect The Rural and Semi-Rural 
VIS-TC Character And Natural Features Of 

The Area, Particularly Public Views Of 
The Foothills, Santa Ynez Mountains 
And Pacific Ocean. 

Policy Development shall be sited and 
VIS-TC-1 designed to protect public views. 

DevStd Development shall be sited and 
VIS-TC- designed to minimize the obstruction 
1.1 or degradation of public views. 

DevStd Development and grading shall be 149 Development and grading shall be sited 
VIS-TC- sited and desir!led to avoid or and designed to avoid or minimize 
1.2 minimiZ"l hillside and mountain hillside and mountair. scarring and 

scarring and minimize the bulk of minimize the bulk of structures visible 
structures visible from public viewing from public viewing areas. Mitigation 
areas. Mitigation measures may be measures may be required to achieve 
required to achieve this, including but this, including but not limited to 
not limited to increased setbacks, increased setbacks, reduced structure 
reduced structure size and height, size and height, reductions in grading, 
reductions in grading, extensive extensive landscaping, low intensity 
landscaping, low intensity lighting, and lighting, and the use of narrow or 
the use of narrow or limited length limited :ength roads/driveways, unless 
roads/driveways, unless those those measures would J3FOGI~9e 
measures would preclude reasonable masonable ~se of J3FOJ3erty OF pose 
use of property or pose adverse public adverse public safety issues. 
safety issues. 

DevStd In urban areas, development shall not 150 In ~Fban aFeas, 9Development shall not 
VIS-TC- occur on ridgelines if suitable occur on ridgelines if suitable 
1.3 alternative locations are available on alternative locations are available on 

the property. When there is no other the property. When there is no other 
suitable alternative location, structures suitable alternative location, structures 
shall not intrude into the skyline or be shall not intrude into the skyline or be 
conspicuously visible from public conspicuously visible fro.m public 

* See LUP Modification 155 
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viewing places. Additional measures viewing places. Additional measures 
such as an appropriate landscape plan such as an appropriate landscape plan 
and limiting the height of the building and limiting the height of the building 
may be required in the!ie cases. may be required in these cases. 

Development shall be sited and 
designed to be compatible with the 
rural and semi-rural character of the 
area, minimize impact on open space, 
and avoid destruction of significant 
natural resources. 

Development, including houses, roads 
and driveways, shall be sited and 
designed to be compatible with and 
subordinate to significant natural 
features such as major rock 
outcroppings, mature trees and 
woodlands, drainage courses, visually 
prominent slopes and hilltops, 
ridgelines, and coastal bluff areas. 

Grading for development, including 
primary and accessory structures, 
access roads (public and private) and 
driveways, shall be kept to a minimum 
and shall be performed in a way that: 
• minimizes scarring, • maintains to the 
maximum extent feasible the natural 
appearance of ridgelines and hillsides. 

Com.;3tent with applicable ordinances, 151 GeRsisteRt witl:l -"3J3J3Iisal31e er<iiAa: L:;e&; 

policies, developr:1ent standards, and pelisies, dt:veleJ'}meR~-staf.Jards, aRd 
the Constrained Site Guidelines, tl:le GeRstraiRed Site G~:~ideliRes, 
structures shall be sited and designed s~tructures shall be sited and designed 
to minimize the need for vegetation to mi~imize the need for vegetation 
clearance for fuel management zone clearance for fuel management zone 
buffers. Where feasible, necessary buffers. Where feasible, necessary 
roads and driveways shall t:.a used as roads and driveways shall be used as 
or incorporated into fuel management or incorporated into fuel management 
zones. zones. -. 
In carrying out the Visual & Aesthetic 
Resources policies and development 
standards of this Plan and the TCP 
Overlay District, the County shall work 
with project applicants and designers, 
the Carpinteria-Summerland Fire 
Protection District, and the Montecito 
Fire Protection District to minimize 
excessive road/driveway construction 
and reduce or redesign fire buffers to 
minimize the removal of natural 
vegetation and related visual effects. 
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Appendices 

Appendix Approved and Pending Projects 152 Delete. 
B 

Appendix Trail Siting Guidelines 153 Section II. 
E B. +e ti=le §Featest exteRt feasi91e, tlhe 

number of creek crossings should be 
limited in order to protect 
stream/riparian resources. 

C. Fences constructed along trail 
corridors should allow for wildlife 
movement, te ti=le weatest exteRt 
feasible. 

Section Ill 

A. Where appropriate (e.g., adjacent to 
existing agricultural operations, 
buildings, residences, etc.), the County 
should construct fencing between the 
trail and private land uses. County 
Parks shall determine on a case-by-
case basis appropriate fencing design 
and type. The County should consider 
landowner input on fence design. +e 
ti=le §Featest exteRt feasible, f[encing 
sReHlG shall not hinder the safety or the 
natural movement and migration of 
animals and should be aesthetically 
pleasing. 

Section v 
B. Wi=lere apprepriate, ¥~ehicle barriers 
(e.g., steel access gates) should be 
constructed at trailheads to prevent 
unauthorized motor vehicle access, 
while allowing hikers, bicyclists, 
equestrians, and authorized motor 
vehicles for emergency, maintenance, 
or to Qrovide access to Qrivate in-
holdings to access the trail. Internal 
access control barriers (i.e., any 
combination of steel gates, chain link or 
barbed wire fence may be necessary) 
should also be installed along trails at 
appropriate "choke points" (e.g., 
placement of barriers utilizing natural 
topography and/or trail user decision 
points) in order to keep trail users on 
the established trail route and prevent 
trespass and/or further entry into 
private property and/or environmentally 
sensitive areas. Trails may be designed 
for bicycle use where resource damage 
such as loss of ve(:letation or increased 
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erosion would not result. Where 
evidence that authorized bicycle use is 
damaging resources, future use by 
bicycles may thereafter be temgorarily 
or germanently grohibited. 

C. Before the County permits public 
use of any acquired trail right-of-way, 
adequate aggroved fencing consistent 
with resource grotection and other 
precautions (such as signage) should 
be installed to prevent vandalism to 
neighboring properties and appropriate 
trailheads should be acquired and 
constructed to provide for the public 
safety. 

Appendix List of Invasive Plants toAvoid Using 154 Delete all references to the words 
H in Landscape Plans Near ESH Areas "Near ESH Areas" 

155.Modification- Non-Certified Text 

All items in the preceding tables marked with an asterisk "*"shall be marked within the 
Toro Canyon Plan with a footnote or other identifying symbol such that it is clearly 
evident that such policies, provisions, or other standards are not certified as part of the 
Local Coastal Program. 

156.Modification- Non-Certified Text 

The following text shall be added at the end of Section I.C "Overview of the Taro 
Canyon Plan:" 

Local Coastal Program 

This Plan is designed to be consistent With the California Coastal Act, the Santa 
Barbara County Coastal Plan, and the provisions of Article II. Goals. policies, actions, 
and developm'=nt standards within this document shall be applicable within the Toro 
Canyon Plan area. However, provisions of this Plan denoted with an asterisk shall not 
be certified by the Coastal Commi~sion and therefore shall not be appealable. 

157. Modification - Coastal Zone Boundary 

All figures and maps submitted as part of the LUP Amendment, including all figures of 
the Toro Canyon Plan, and the Land Use Plan Map shall illustrate the Coastal Zone 
Boundary including minor coastal zone boundary changes as approved on June 13, 
2003. 

158.Modification- Land Use Map Agriculture Conversion Parcels 

The seven parcels (APNs # 155-014-013, 155-014-038, 155-014-039, 155-014-049, 
155-014-056, 155-014-057, 155-014-058) designated as Single Family Residential 
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Minimum 2 acre on the Toro Canyon Land Use Designations Map, located northeast of 
the intersection of Foothill and Toro Canyon Roads, shall be designated A-1-40. All 
figures and maps submitted as part of the LUP Amendment, including all figures of the 
Toro Canyon Plan, shall reflect this modification, where shown. 

159.Modification- Watershed Protection Overlay 

Amend Toro Canyon Plan Toro Canyon Land Use Designations Map to designate all 
lands within the coastal zone portion of the Toro Canyon Planning Area having slopes 
30% or greater as Watershed Protection Overlay (WTR). 

160.Modification- ESH-TCP Overlay Map Potential Biological Merit 

Modify text on Toro Canyon Plan Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Land Use Overlay 
(ESH-TCP) Map legend as follows: "(Within these areas, the mapped ESH extent along 
streams is intended to represent the 'Top of Creek Bank" only; the extent of any 
associated riparian habitat must be determined by site-specific review) 

161.Modification- ESH-TCP Overlay Map Monarch Butterfly Habitat 

The Toro Canyon Plan Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Land Use Overlay (ESH-TCP) 
Map shall be amended to: 

A. Retain the existing overlay designation on Assessor Parcel Numbers 005-380-
033, -034, -038 as illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. 

B. Apply the Monarch Butterfly Habitat designation to the area at 3197 Padaro 
Lane as illustrated in Exhibit 6 of this staff report. 

162.Modification- ESH-TCP Overlay Map Padaro Lane Wetlands 

The Toro Canyon Plan Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Land Use Overlay (ESH-TCP) 
Map shall be amended to apply a new Wetland designation 'Wetland (Not ESH)" to the 
drainage channels on the north side of Padaro Lane and south of Santa Claus Lane, 
with location as illustrated in Exhibit 6 of this staff report. 

16.3.Modification- ESH-TCP Overlay Map Kelp 

The Toro Canyon Plan Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Land Use Overlay (ESH-TCP) 
Map shall be amended to retain the existing overlay designation of offshore kelp as 
illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. 
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VI. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS ON THE IMPLEMENTATION 
PROGRAM/COASTAL ZONING ORDINANCE (IP/CZO) 

164. Modification - Coastal Zone Boundary 

All figures and maps submitted as part of the IP Amendment, including Zoning and 
Overlay maps, shall illustrate the Coastal Zone Boundary including minor coastal zone 
boundary changes as approved on June 13, 2003. 

165.Modification- ESH Map Potential Biological Merit 

Modify text on Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Zoning and Land Use Overlays Article 
II Map legend as follows: "(Within these areas, the mapped ESH e;«ent atong streams 
is .intended to ropmsont tho "Top of Crook Bank" only; the extent of any associated 
riparian habitat must be determined by site-specific review) 

166.Modification- ESH Map Monarch Butterfly Habitat 

The Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Zoning and Land Use Overlays Article II Map 
shall be amended to: 

A. Retain the existing overlay designation on Assessor Parcel Numbers 005-380-
033, -034, -038 as illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. 

B. Apply the Monarch Butterfly Habitat designation to the area at 3197 Padaro Lane 
as illustrated in Exhibit 6 of this staff report. 

167.Modification- ESH Map Padaro Lane \'lJetlands 

The Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Zoning and Land Use Overlays Article II Map 
shall be amended to apply a new Wetland designation 'Wetland (Not ESH)" to the 
drainage channels on. the north side of Padaro Lane and south of Santa Claus Lane, 
with location as illustrated in Exhibit 6 of this staff report. 

168.Modification- ESH-TCP Overlay Map Kelp 

The Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Zoning and Land Use Overlays Article II Map 
shall be amended to retain the existing overlay designation of offshore kelp as 
illustrated in Exhibit 5 of this staff report. 

169. Modification -Zoning Map Agriculture Conversion Parcels 

The seven parcels (APNs # 155-014-013, 155-014-038, 155-014-039, 155-014-049, 
155-014-056, 155-014-057, 155-014-058) designated as Single Family Residential 2-E-
1 on the Zoning Map, located northeast of the intersection of Foothill and Toro Canyon 
Roads, shall be designated AG-1-40. 
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170.Modification- Watershed Protection Overlay Map 

Amend Toro Canyon Plan Overlay Map to designate all lands within the coastal zone 
portion of the Toro Canyon Planning Area having slopes 30% or greater as Watershed 
Protection Overlay (WTR). 

171. Modification -Watershed Protection Overlay District 

Amend Section 35-53. Overlay District Designations and Applicability to add WTR 
Watershed Protection Overlay District to Overlay District list after AH Affordable 
Housing. 

Amend Section 35-184.2 Board of Architectural Review: Applicability to add 9. WTR 
Watershed Protection Overlay District to end of list. 

Add New Overlay District as follows: 

Section 35-102G. WTR Watershed Protection Overlay District 

Section 35-1 02G.1 Purpose and Intent 

The purpose of this overlay district is to protect watershed functions and rural 
character, where land use intensification, including removal of native vegetation and 
grading for new development, in areas of steep slopes have adverse impacts 
through increased surface runoff. erosion. downstream siltation. and hillside 
scarring. The intent of this overlay district is to ensure that all development in such 
areas is designed and carried out i.. a manner that (1) provides maximum 
protection to coastal waters and downsi:ream properties; (2) preserves rural 
character and public views; and (3) limits development in areas constrained by lack 
of adequate services and access. and geologic and fire ha<;ards. Lands unsuited fo~ 
development include lands that have slopes 30 percent or greater. 

Section 35-102G.2 Applicability. 

The provisions of this overlay district shall apply to land or water zoned WTR on the 
applicable Santa Barbara County Zoning Map. 

Section 35-1 02G .3 Affect of WTR Overlay District 

Within the WTR Overlay District, all uses of land or water shall comply with the 
regulations of the base zone district. In addition, such uses must comply with the 
additional regulations of the WTR Overlay District before the issuance of a Coastal 
Development Permit under Section 35-169. 

Section 35-1 02G.4 Processing 
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A. In addition to other application requirements. applications for a coastal 
development permit for any development within this district shall include: 

1. A clear delineation of all areas which shall be graded. paved. surfaced, or 
covered with structures. including description of the surfacing material to be 
used. 
2. A delineation of all streams. rivers. water bodies. wetlands, or ESH 
located on the site and any required setbacks or buffers. 
3. Delineation of topography for the entire parcel(s) proposed to be 
developed. 
4. A delineation of any disturbed areas on the parcel and evidence of 
previous permit or evidence showing no authorization was necessary for such 
disturbance. including clearance of native vegetation. 
5. Detailed landscape plans. 
6. A Storm Water Quality Management Plan (SWQMP) describing the Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) that will be implemented to protect water 
quality and minimize polluted runoff. 
7. A Fuel Modification Plan. 
8. Any other information pertinent to the particular development which might 
be necessary for the review of the project requested by the Planning and 
Development Department. 

B. Any structural development in areas within this district shall .be subject to 
approval by the Board of Architectural Review prior to issuance of a COP as 
provided in Sec.35-184 Board of Architectural Review. 

Section 35-102G.5 Additional Findings Required for Approval of Coastal 
Development Permits. 

Prior to issuance of a coastal development permit for any development within the 
WTR Overlay District. a finding shall be made tilat the proposed development 
meets all applicable development standards in Sections, 35-1 02G.9 through 35-
102G.17. 

Sec. 35-35-102G.6 Conditions on Coastal Development Permits. 

A coastal development permit may be issued subject to compliance with conditions 
set forth in the permit which are necessary to ensure protection of watershed 
function. rural character. and land unsuited for development. Such conditions may, 
among other matters. limit the size. kind. or character of the proposed work. require 
replacement of vegetation. establish required monitoring procedures and 
maintenance activity, stage the work over time. or require the alteration of the 
design of the development to ensure protection of the habitat. The conditions may 
also include deed restrictions. 
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Sec. 35-102G.7 Additional Findings Required for Approval of Conditional Use 
Permits. 

In addition to the findings required for approval of a Conditional Use Permit in Sec. 
35-172, no Conditional Use Permit shall be approved unless all of the following 
findings are made by the appropriate decision-maker: 

1. The project does not require extensive alteration of the topography. 
2. The project does not cause erosion. sedimentation, runoff, siltation, or an 

identified significant adverse impact to downstream watercourses or water 
bodies. 

3. The project will not cause any significant adverse effect on environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas. plant species, or biological resources. 

Section 35-102G.8 Minimum Application Submittal Requirements for Conditional 
Use Permit. 

In addition to the contents of the application required for Conditional Use Permits 
under Section 35-172.6. no application shall be accepted for processing unless 
accompanied by the following submittals: 

1. A topographic map showing existing slopes, watercourses, and types of 
vegetation on the property. . 

2. The location and specifications of all existing and proposed roads, terraces, 
and structures. 

Sec. 35-102G.9. Us_e of F·i·operty. 

The uses of the property and the siting, design, and size of any development 
approved on parcels within this district, shall be limited. restricted, and/or 
conditioned to minimize impacts to coastal waters, downstream properties, and 
rural character on and adjacent to the property. tc the maximum extent feasible. 
Where all feasible building sites are constrained, the County may only permit 
development as specified below in Sections 35-1 02G.1 0 through 35-1 02G.16. In no 
case shall the approved development exceed the following maximum standards. 

Sec. 35-1 02G.1 0. Development Standards for Slopes. 

Development shall be prohibited on slopes 30% or greater to the maximum extent 
feasible. In areas of unstable soils, highly erosive soils, or on slopes between 20% 
and 30%, development shall not be allowed unless an evaluation by a qualified 
professional (e.g., soils engineer, geologist. etc.) establishes that the proposed 
project will not result in unstable slopes or severe erosion. 
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Sec. 35-1 02G.11. Development Standards for Development Area. 

The maximum allowable development area (including the building pad and all 
graded slopes. if any, as well any permitted structures) on parcels where all 
feasible building sites include areas 30% slope or greater are within this District 
shall be 10,000 square feet or 25 percent of the parcel size. whichever is less. 
Mitigation of adverse impacts to hillside stability, coastal waters. downstream 
properties. and rural character that cannot be avoided through the implementation 
of siting and design alternatives shall be required. 

Sec. 35-102G.12. Development Standards for Siting and Design. 

All new development shall be sited and designed so as to minimize grading, 
alteration of physical features. and vegetation clearance in order to prevent soil 
erosion, stream siltation. reduced water percolation. increased runoff. and adverse 
impacts on plant and animal life and prevent net increases in baseline flows for any 
receiving waterbody. 

Sec. 35-1 02G.13. Development Standards for Grading. 

Grading and/or development-related vegetation clearance shall be prohibited where 
slope are 30 percent or greater. except that driveways and/or utilities may be 
located on such slopes. where there is no less environmentally damaging feasible 
alternative means of providing· access to a building site. provided that the building 
site is determined to be the preferred alternative and consistent with all other 
policies of the LCP. 

Sec. 3E·-10LG.14. Confined Animal Facilities. 

Confined animal facilities or corrals shall be prohibited where the slopes are 30 
percent or greater. 

Sec. 35-1 02G.15. Existing Disturbed Area. 

Any disturbed area on the subject parcel(s) where previous permits or other historic 
evidence cannot be provided to indicate that the removal of vegetation and grading 
disturbance occurred pursuant to proper authorization. the County Planning and 
Development review shall assume that the removal was not legally permitted and 
the subject area(s) shall be restored. unless an after-the-fact coastal development 
permit is issued consistent with all current standards under the provisions of this 
Article. The County shall not recognize unauthorized vegetation removal or grading, 
and shall not predicate any approval on the basis that vegetation has been illegally 
removed or degraded. 

Sec. 35-102G.16. Land Divisions. 
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Land divisions that would result in building pads, access roads, or driveways 
located on slopes 30% or greater. or result in grading on slopes 30% or greater 
shall be prohibited. All land divisions shall be designed such that the location of 
building pads and access roads minimizes erosion and sedimentation. 

172.Modification- Toro Canyon Plan Overlay District 

Amend proposed Section 35-194 of the Zoning Code (Exhibit 3) as follows: 

Sec. 35-194. General 

The provisions of this Division implement portions of Toro Canyon Plan 
components of the County's Local Coastal Plan and serve to carry out certain 
policies of this Community Plan. The provisions of this Division are in addition to 
the other provisions of this Article. Where provisions of this Division conflict with 
other provisions of this Article, the specific provisions of this Division shall take 
precedence. The development standards and actions within the Toro Canyon Plan 
are incorporated by reference within this Overlay District. 

Sec. 35-194.1 Applicability 

The provisions of this section apply to the Toro Canyon Plan Area as defined by 
the "Toro Canyon Plan Land Use Map." All provisions of the Toro Canyon Plan, 
Coastal Land Use Plan and applicable portions of the Comprehensive Plan, 
including all applicable goals, objectives, policies, actions, development standards 
and d3sign guidelines, shall also apply to the area zoner. with tRe--T...Q.~.Q this 
Overlay District. 

Section 35-194.2 Processing 

A. In addition to other application requirements, applications for a coastal 
development permit for any new development on property that is within or adjacent 
to ESH. in this district shall include a detailed biological study of the site, prepared 
by a qualified biologist. or resource expert. thc.t includes the following: 

1. A study identifying biological resources. both existing on the site and 
potential or expected resources. Where trees suitable for nesting or roosting or 
significant foraging habitat is present. a formal raptor survey will be conducted 
as part of the biological study. The biological study will account for seasonal 
variations in presence and abundance and will follow standard protocols 
developed by state or federal resource agencies when available. In the 
absence of standard protocols for raptors. for nesting raptor surveys (March 1-
June 15) or for wintering raptor surveys (December 1-March 15), at a minimum. 
the area will be surveyed for 2 hours between dawn and 10:00 a.m. on five 
occasions with at least one week between surveys. If there is appropriate 
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habitat for owls on site. on at least three of the surveys observations will also 
be made during the period immediately before nightfall. 

2. Photographs of the site. 

3. A discussion of the physical characteristics of the site. includino. but not 
limited to. topography, soil types. microclimate. and migration corridors. 

4. An analysis of the frequency of wildfire affecting the site and the length of 
time since wildfire has last burned the site vegetation. 

5. A map depicting the location of biological resources. 

6. An identification of rare. threatened, or endangered species. that are 
designated or are candidates for listing under State or Federal Law. an 
identification of "fully protected" species and/or "species of special concern", 
and an identification of any other species for which there is compelling 
evidence of rarity, for example, plants designated "1 B" or "2" by the California 
Native Plant Society. that are present or expected on the project site. 

7. An analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed development on the 
identified habitat or species. 

8. An analysis of any unauthorized development. including grading or 
vegetation removal that may have contributed to the degradation or elimination 
of habitat area or species that would otherwise be present on the site in a 
healthy condition. 

9. Project alternatives designed to avoid and minimize impacts to sensitive 
resources. 

10. Mitigation measures that would minimize or mitigate res;du;.;J impacts that 
cannot be avoided through project alternative~. 

B. In addition to other application requirements. applications for a coastal 
development permit that are required to prepare and implement an Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan. in this district shall include the following in the plan: 

1. Description of tha proposed practices to retain sediment on site and a 
schedule for their maintenance. 

2. Description of surface runoff and erosion control practices to be 
implemented. 

3. Description of vegetative practices to be used (including seeds. fertilizers. 
irrigation. and schedule for maintenance). 

4. Measures to ensure that vehicles do not track materials onto public streets 
(and actions to remove such materials if necessary). 

5. Best Management Practices for control of storm water and non-storm water 
discharges. such as discarded building materials. litter sanitary waste, wahsout 
of waste materials such as drywall, grout. gypsum, plaster, mortar. concrete. 
etc. 
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C. In addition to other application requirements, applications for a coastal 
development permit that are required to prepare and implement a Storm Water 
Quality Management Plan, in this district shall include the following in the plan: 

1. Identification of potential pollutant sources that may affect the quality of the 
discharges to storm water. 

2. The proposed design and placement of structural and non-structural BMPs 
to address identified pollutants. 

3. A proposed inspection and maintenance program. 

4. A method of ensuring maintenance of all BMPs over the life of the project. 

Sec. 35-194.~~ C-1 Zone District 

1. All uses listed in the C-1 Zone District of this article shall be allowed in the C-1 
Zone District of Taro Canyon except: 

• Any single family residence where there is no commercial use; 

• Lodges shall only be allowed with a major conditional use permit, rather than 
as a permitted use; 

• Residential structures and general practitioner's/professional offices only as 
secondary to a primary commercial retail use. Retail uses shall be located in 
the more prominent locations of buildings such as on first floors fronting on 
pedestrian pathways, and/or where ocean views are available. Residential aA€J. 
professional office uses should be located on second floor but if on the first 
floor, then not on the street-facing part of the build ina. Office uses shall be in 
k::ss prominent locations than retail us9s on th8 sarire site; 

• Seafood processing and video arcades shall be allowed only as secondary 
uses to a primary use such as a restaurant and only when conducted entirely 
within an enclosed building. 

•Hotels rmd motels shall be allowed as permitted use. 

•Mini-mart/convenience stores shall be allowed as a permitted use. 

•Auto service stations shall be allowed as a permitted use. 

•Overnight recreation vehicle facilities shall be allowed with a Major CUP. 

•Financial institutions shall not be a permitted use. 

•General business offices (such as real estate offices and general 
practitioner's offices) shall not be a permitted use. 

Secondary to a primary commercial use is defined as: a) A land use subordinate or 
accessory to a principal land use. b) When used in reference to residential use in 
conjunction with commercial and industrial uses in this Article, secondary shall 
mean two residential bedrooms per one thousand (1 ,000) square feet of total gross 
floor area of commercial or industrial development. However. in no event shall the 
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total gross floor area of the residential development exceed the total gross floor 
area of the commercial or industrial use. Gross floor area shall not include parking 
areas. 

2. "Western Seaside Vernacular Commercial" is defined as follows. 

The chief style characteristic of Western Seaside Vernacular Commercial is 
simplicity. Examples of Western Seaside Vernacular have occurred in Avila Beach 
and Stearns Wharf. The following are characteristic of Western Seaside Vernacular 
architecture. 

Orientation and Massing 
Low massing 
Little or no set-back from sidewalk edge 

Roofs 
Flat 
Pitched gable roofs, but not gambrel or mansard 
roofs 

Roof Materials 
Composition 
Wood shingles, subject to the allowances and 
limitations of the County Building Code 
Shingles made to resemble wood or slate 
Windows 
"Picture" 
Horizontally oriented multi-paned 
Multi-paned with wood sash and fram~s 
Wood framed 

Sec. 35-194.J1 Findings 

Doors 
Simple wood 
Simple wood and glass 
Simple French doors 
Siding 
Board and batten 
Beveled tongue and groove 
Clapboard 
Shingles 
Colors 
Weathered wood 
Whitewash 
Neutrals 
Weathered colors 

In addition to the findings that are required for approval of a development project 
(as development is defined in this Article), as identified in each section of Division 
11 - Permit Procedures of Article II, a finding shall also be made that the project 
meets all applicable policies and development standards included in the Toro 
Canyon Plan. 

Sec. 35-194.4§ Nonconforming Structures and Uses 

1. Nonconforming residential structures damaged or destroyed by calamity: Any 
nonconforming residential structure that is damaged or destroyed by fire, flood, 
earthquake, arson, vandalism, or other calamity beyond the control of the property 
owner(s) may be reconstructed to the same or lesser size on the same site and in 
the same general footprint location. For the purpose of this section, "residential 
structure" shall mean primary dwellings, secondary dwellings including Residential 
Second Units, guesthouses, farm employee dwellings, and all attached 
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appurtenances such as garages and storage rooms that share at least one 
common wall with the residential structure. Where no attached garage existed, one 
detached private garage structure may be included provided that it meets the 
provisions of the Taro Canyon Plan and the certified LCP and evidence of such 
structure's use as a private garage is presented to the satisfaction of the Zoning 
Administrator. Any such reconstruction shall commence within twenty-four (24) 
months of the time of damage or destruction and shall be diligently carried to 
completion. The twenty-four (24) month time limit may be extended by the Director 
one time for good cause, provided a written request, including a statement of 
reasons for the time extension request, is filed with the Planning and Development 
Department prior to the expiration of the twenty-four (24) month period. Where the 
reconstruction permitted above does not commence within the specified twenty-four 
(24) months or the extended time period that may be granted by the Director, such 
structure shall not be reconstructed except in conformity with the regulations of the 
Taro Canyon Plan and this Article. 

2. The reconstruction of a lawfully established primary residence in an Existing 
Developed Rural Neighborhood located within ESH buffer areas or adjacent to 
ESH, due to normal wear and tear such as structural pest damage or dry rot, may 
be reconstructed to the same or lesser size (square footage. height, and bulk) in 
the same footprint. If the reconstructed residence is proposed to be larger than the 
existing structure, it may only be permitted where findings are made that such 
development shall not adversely impact the adjacent riparian species, meets all 
other provisions of this Plan and the LCP including development standards for 
native and non-native protected tree species. and complies with development 
standards DevStd BIO-TC-5.1 through DevStd BIO-TC-5.d4. Reconstruction 
includes any project that result~ in the demoli~;on of more than 50 percent of the 
exterior walls. 

2. Residential structures that are nonconforming solely due to the Taro Canyon 
Plan: Any residential structure that is nonconforming solely due to any policy, 
development standard, or zoning regulation first applied and adopted under the 

·Taro Canyon Plan, which requires partial or complete reconstruction or structural 
repair due to normal wear and tear such as structural pest damage cir dry rot, may 
be reconstructed or repaired to the same or lesser size on the same site and in the 
same general footprint location. For the purpose of this section, "residential 
structure" shall include primary d•.v-ellings, secondary dwellings including Residential 
Second Units, guest houses, farm employee dv;ellings, and all attached 
appurtenances such as garages and storage rooms that share at least one 
common wall ·.vith the residential structure. '..Yhere no attached garage exists, one 
detached private garage structure may be included provided that evidence of such 
structure's use as a private garage is presented to the satisfaction of the Zoning 
Administrator. Any such reconstruction or structural repair shall commence within 
twenty four (24) months of the time of the o•;mer's first documented discovery of 
the need for reconstruction or repair, and shall be diligently carried to completion. 
The twenty four (24) month time limit may be extended by the Director one time for 
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· good cause, provided a 'Nritten request, including a statement of reasons for the 
time extension request, is filed with the Planning and Development Department 
prior to the expiration of the twenty four (24) month period. Where the 
reconstruction or structural repair permitted above does not commence \•lithin the 
specified twenty four (24) months OF the extended time period that may be granted 
by the Director, such structure shall not be reconstructed or repaired except in 
conformity with the regulations of the Toro Canyon Plan and this Article. 

3. Expansion of a legal nonconforming primary residence residential structures 
located within Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) buffer areas in an Existing 
Developed Rural Neighborhood: Any primary residence residential structure that is 
nonconforming solely due to its location within an ESH buffer area may be 
expanded upward, or outward and away from the ESH area, consistent with 
DevStds 810-TC-5.1 and 810-TC-5.~ of the Toro Canyon Plan and in a manner 
that otherwise conforms with the regulations of the Toro Canyon Plan and this 
Article. For the purpose of this section, "residential structure" shall include primary 
dwellings, secondary dwellings including Residential Second Units, guest houses, 
farm employee d•.vellings, and all attached appurtenances such as garages and 
storage rooms that share at least one common wall with the residential structure. 
Where no attached garage exists, one detached private garage structure may be 
included provided that evidence of such structure's use as a private garage is 
presented to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator. 

4. Nonconforming agricultural support structures other than greenhouse 
development: Any nonconforming agricultural support structure, other than 
"greenhouse development" as defined in the Carpinteria Agricultural (CA) Overlay, 
that is damaged or destrayed by fire, fl~od, earthquake, arson, vandalism, or other 
calamity beyond the control of the property owner(s) may be reconstructed to the 
same or lesser size on the same site and in the same general footprint location. For 
the purpose of this section, "agricultural support structure" shall mean any 
structure, other than "greenhouse development" as defined in the CA Overlay, that 
1s essential to the support of agricultural production on agriculturally-zoned 
property. Any such reconstruction shall commence within twenty-four (24) months 
of the time of damage or destruction and shall be diligently carried to completion. 
The twenty-four (24) month time limit may be extended t>y the Director one i1me for 
good cause, provided a written request, including a statement of reasons for the 
time extension request, is filed with the Planning and Development Department 
prior to the expiration of the twenty-four (24) month period. Where the 
reconstruction permitted above does not commence within the specified twenty-four 
(24) months or the extended time period that may be granted by the Director, such 
structure shall not be reconstructed except in conformity with the regulations of the 
Toro Canyon Plan and this Article. Nonconforming "greenhouse development" as 
defined in the CA Overlay shall be subject to the provisions of the CA Overlay. 

5. Agricultural support structures that are nonconforming solely due to the Toro 
Canyon Plan: Any agricultural support structure that is nonconforming solely due to 
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any policy, development standard, or zoning regulation first applied and adopted 
under the Tore Canyon Plan, 'Nhich requires partial or complete reconstruction or 
structural repair due to normal wear and tear such as structural pest damage or dry 
rot, may be reconstructed or repaired to the same or lesser size on the same site 
and in the same general footprint location. For the purpose of this section, 
"agricultural support structure" shall mean any structure that is essential to the 
support of agricultural production on agriculturally zoned property. Any such 
reconstruction or structural repair shall commence within twenty four (24) months of 
the time of the owner's first documented discovery of the need for reconstruction or 
repair, and shall be diligently carried to completion. The twenty four (24) month 
time limit may be extended by the Director one time for good cause, provided a 
written request, including a statement of reasons for the time extension request, is 
filed vvith the Planning and Development Department prior to the expiration of the 
t\venty four (24) month period. VVhere the reconstruction or structural repair 
permitted above does not commence within the specified twentyfou r (24) months or 
the extended time period that may be granted by the Director, such structure shall 
not be reconstructed or repaired except in conformity with the regulations of the 
Tore Canyon Plan and this Article. 

6. Expansion of nonconforming agricultural support structures located 'Nithin 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) areas or ESH buffer areas: 1\ny 
agricultural support structure that is nonconforming solely due to its location within 
an ESH area or ESH buffer area may be expanded upward, or out\vard and away 
from the ESH area, consistent with Development Standards BIO TC 5.1 and BIO 
TC 5.3 of the Tore Canyon Plan and in a manner that otherwise conforms with the 
regulations of the Tore Canyon Plan and this Article. For the purpose of this 
section, "agricultu:-al support str~:.;cture" shall mean any structure that is essential to 
the support 01: agricultt:ral production on agriculturally zoned property. 

7. Nonconforming nonresidential structures: Any nonconforming nonrec:-idential 
structure that is damaged or destroyed to an extent of seventy-five percent (75%) 
or more of its replacement cost at the time of damage by fire, flood, earthquake, 
arson, vandalism, or other calamity beyond the contr.ol of the property owner(s) 
may be reconstructed, provided that such reconstruction conforms with the 
regulations of the T oro Canyon Plan and this Article to the maximum extent 
feasible. In addition, any nonconforming nonresidential structure that requires 
partial or complete reconstruction or structural repair due to normal 'Near and tear 
such as structural pest damage or dry rot may be repaired or reconstructed, 
provided that such repair or reconstruction conforms with the regulations of the 
Tore Canyon Plan and this Article to the maximum extent feasible. Such a structure 
may be reconstructed or structurally repaired to the same or lesser size on the 
same site and in the same general footprint location, provided that: 

i. The Zoning Administrator finds that the public health and safety will not be 
jeopardized in any way by such reconstruction or structural repair; and 

ii. The Zoning Administrator finds that the adverse impact upon the neighborhood 
would be less than the hardship that would be suffered by the owner(s) of the 
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structure should reconstruction or structural repair of the nonconforming structure 
be denied. 

Any such reconstruction or structural repair shall commence within twenty-four (24) 
months of the time of damage or destruction, or the time of the owner's first 
documented discovery of the need for reconstruction or repair, and shall be 
diligently carried to completion. The twenty-four (24) month time limit may be 
extended by the Director one time for good cause, provided a written request, 
including a statement of reasons for the time extension request, is filed with the 
Planning and Development Department prior to the expiration of the twenty-four 
(24) month period. Where the reconstruction permitted above does not commence 
within the specified twenty-four (24) months or the extended time period that may 
be granted by the Director, such structure shall not be reconstructed except in 
conformity with the regulations of the Toro Canyon Plan and this Article. 

8. Expansion of certain nonconforming structures located within front, rear, or side 
yard setback areas: Any structure that is nonconforming solely due to its -location 
within a front, rear, or side yard setback area, due to any increase in such setback 
area that resulted from a change of zoning adopted with the Toro Canyon Plan, 
may be enlarged or expanded in a manner that does not further encroach into any 
such setback area and that otherwise conforms with the regulations of the Toro 
Canyon Plan and this Article. 

9. Additions to non-conforming structures on a blufftop or on the beach that 
increase the size of the structure by 50 percent or more are not permitted unless 
the entire structure is brought into conformance with the policies and standards of 
the LCP. :>emolitiop and reconstruction that results in the demolition of mo~e than 
50 percent of the exterior walls of a non-conforming structure is not permitt3d 
unless the entire structure is brought into conformance with the policies and 
standards of the LCP. Non-conforming uses may not be increased or expanded 
into additional locations or structures. 

910. Nonconforming uses: The replacement or re-establishment of nonconforming 
uses is subject to the regulations of the Toro Canyon Plan and this Article only to 
the extent that some type of permit may be required by this Article. Any such permit 
may be approved only in conformance with the regulations of the Toro Canyon Plan 
and this Article. 

Sec. 35-194.a,Q Architectural Review Standards 

Sec. 35-194.7 Economically Viable Use 

If it is asserted that the application of the policies and standards contained in this 
LCP regarding use of property within the Toro Canyon Plan area that is designated 
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as ESH would constitute a taking of private property, the applicant shall apply for 
an economical viability determination in conjunction with their coastal development 
permit application and shall be subject to the provisions of this section. 

Sec. 35-194.8 Economically Viable Use Determination 

The application for an economic viability determination shall include the entirety of 
all parcels that are geographically contiguous and held by the applicant in common 
ownership at the time of the application. Before any application for a coastal 
development permit and economic viability determination is accepted for 
processing, the applicant shall provide the following information: 

a. The date the applicant purchased or otherwise acquired the property, and 
from whom. 

b. The purchase price paid by the applicant for the property. 

c. The fair market value of the property at the time the applicant acquired it, 
describing the basis upon which the fair market value is derived, including any 
appraisals done at the time. 

d. The general plan, zoning or similar land use designations applicable to the 
property at the time the applicant acquired it, as well as any changes to these 
designations that occurred after acquisition. 

e. Any development restrictions or other restrictions on use, other than 
government regulatory restrictions described in subsection d above, that applied 
to the property at the time the applicant acquired it, or which have been imposed 
?fter acquisitio,..,.:. 

f. Anv change in the size of the property since the time the applicant acquired it, 
including a discussion of the nature of the change, the circumstances and the 
relevant dates. 

g. A discussion of whether the applicant has sold or leased a portion of. or 
interest in, the property since the time of purchase. indicating the relevant dates, 
sales prices, rents. and nature of the portion or interests in the property that were 
sold or leased. 

h. Any title reports. litigation guarantees or similar documents in connection with 
all or a portion of the property of which the applicant is aware. 

i. Any offers to buy all or a portion of the property which the applicant solicited or 
received. including the approximate date of the offer and offered price. 

j. The applicant's costs associated with the ownership of the property, annualized 
for each of the last five (5) calendar years. including property taxes. property 
assessments. debt service costs (such as mortgage and interest costs). and 
operation and management costs. 

k. Apart from any rents received from the leasing of all or a portion of the 
property, any income generated by the use of all or a portion of the property over 
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the last five (5) calendar years. If there is any such income to report it should be 
listed on an annualized basis along with a description of the uses that generate 
or has generated such income. 

I. Any additional information that the County requires to make the determination. 

Sec. 35-194.9 Supplemental Findings for Approval of Coastal Development Permit 

1. A coastal development permit for use other than those permitted in the ESH 
overlay and Toro Canyon Plan provisions may be approved or conditionally 
approved only if the appropriate governing body. either the Planning Commission 
or Board of Supervisors. makes the following supplemental findings in addition to 
the findings required in Section 35-169 (Coastal Development Permits): 

a. Based on the economic information provided by the applicant. as well as any 
other relevant evidence. each use provided for in the ESH Overlay would not 
provide an economically viable use of the applicant's property. 

b. Application of the ESH standards would interfere with the applicant's 
investment-backed expectations. 

c. The use proposed by the applicant is consistent with the applicable zoning. 

d. The use and project design, siting, and size are the minimum necessary to 
provide the applicant with an economically viable use of the premises. 

e. The project is the least environmentally damaging alternative and is consistent 
with all provisions of the certified LCP other than the provisions for which the 
exceptiGn is requested. 

f. The development will not be a public nuisance. If it would be a public nuisance, 
the development shall be denied. 

Sec. 35-194.10 Agricultural Soils 

Structures, including greenhouses that do not rely on in-ground cultivation. shall be 
sited to avoid prime agricultural soils to the maximum extent feasible. If it is 
demonstrated that non-agricultural development cannot be sited to avoid prime 
soils. such development shall be minimized to ensure protection of prime soils 
including, but not limited to. the following measures: limiting the number of 
accessory structures. restricting size of structures and building pads, minimizing the 
length of roads and driveways, concentrating development. and restricting grading. 

Sec. 35-194.11 Land Divisions 

Lot line adjustments and conditional certificates of compliance shall only be 
permitted if each parcel being established could be developed without adversely 
impacting resources, consistent with Toro Canyon Plan policies and other 
applicable provisions. 
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VII.FINDINGS FOR DENIAL AS SUBMITTED AND APPROVAL 
OF THE LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM IF MODIFIED AS 
SUGGESTED 

The following findings support the Commission's denial of the LCP amendment as 
submitted, and approval of the LCP amendment if modified as indicated in Section II 
(Suggested Modifications) above. The Commission hereby finds and declares as 
follows: 

A. AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION 

Santa Barbara County is requesting an amendment to the Land Use Plan and 
Implementation Plan portions of its certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) to designate 
the Taro Canyon Planning Area (hereafter "Taro Canyon"); add associated Taro 
Canyon goals, policies, actions, and development standards; and adopt implementing 
zoning district and overlay maps. The amendment will result in changes to the certified 
Santa Barbara Coastal Land Use Plan (hereafter referred to as the LUP/CP) and to the 
certified Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance (hereafter referred to as the 
IP/CZO). The nature of these changes are described below. The detailed amendment 
submittal, resolutions, and ordinances are attached as Exhibits 1-5 to this report. 

The County proposes to amend the Coastal Land Use Plan (LUP) as follows: 

1. Amend tt;e Coastal Land Use Plan to incorpomte the Toro Canyon Pl:m (~x:1ibit 
5) 

2. Amend the existing Coastal Land Use Plan text as follows: 

a. Amend Table of Contents, second page to reflect new "Appendix I -Taro 
Canyon Plan;" 

b. Amend Section 4.2 (pg. 147) to reflect adoption of the Taro Canyon Plan 
within the larger Carpinteria Valley area; 

c. Amend the land use definition of Semi-Rural Residential (pg. B-4) to read, 
"The purpose of this designation is to provide for residential development that 
will preserve the semi-rural character of the Montecito Planning Area and 
portions of the Taro Canyon Plan area ... "[remainder unchanged]; 

d. Amend Tables D-1 and D-2 (pgs D-2 & D-5) to add notations reflecting 
adoption of the Taro Canyon Plan 

e. Amend Tables E-2 & E-3 (pgs. E-3 & E-4) to add notations reflection 
adoption of the Toro Canyon Plan. 

3. Amend the Coastal Land Use Plan Maps as follows: 
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a. Create a new map titled, "Toro Canyon Land Use Designations, Coastal 
Plan" 

b. Create a new map titled, "Toro Canyon Plan Land Use Overlay Designations, 
Coastal Plan;" 

c. Create a new map titled, "Toro Canyon Plan Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Land Use Overlay, Coastal Plan" 

d. Amend the existing "Carpinteria Valley Coastal Plan: Land Use Overlay" to 
remove the area that is covered by the Toro Canyon Plan; 

e. Amend the existing "South Coast Rural Region Land Use Designations, 
Coastal Plan;" 

f. Retire the "Carpinteria Coast Rural Area Land Use Designations, Coastal 
Plan." A portion of the map not covered by the new Toro Canyon Land Use 
maps will be remapped onto the existing "South Coast Rural Region Land 
Use Designations, Coastal Plan" map. 

Amend text of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance (IP/CZO) as follows: 

1. Amend Section 35-95, Zoning Districts, of the Zoning Code to add a new MT­
TORO (Mountainous Area- Toro Canyon Plan) District; 

2. Amend Section 35-162.2.d, Nonconforming Structures and Uses, to reflect 
special provisions that apply within the Toro Canyon Plan area; 

3. Add Section 35-194, TCP-Toro Canyon Plan Overlay, to implement portions of 
the Plan related to comme<rcial uses and architectural guidelines within the C-1 
District on Santa Claus Lane, make various provisions for the replacement, 
reconstruction, and expansion of various types of r.unconforming structures 
within the Plan area, and add architectural rev1ew standards that apply 
throughout the Plan area. 

Amend Zoning Maps as follows: 

1. Adopt new Zoning Map (No. 35-54.90.0) titled, "Toro Canyon Plan Zoning 
Districts (Coastal Area)," thereby superseding and retiring existing maps no. 35-
54.50.0 (Carpinteria Coast Rural Area Zoning Designations Article II (Coastal 
Area)) a!ld 35-54.1.19 (Carpinteria Area Zoning Districts Urban Areas Artic:!e II), 
and amending existing map no. 35-54.40.1 (South Coast Rural Region Zoning 
Districts Article II (Coastal Area)) and Ordinance 661; 

2. Adopt new Zoning Overlay Map (No. 35-54.91.0) titled, "Toro Canyon Plan 
Zoning Overlay Districts (Coastal Area)," thereby amending existing map no. 
35-54.2.3 (Carpinteria Valley Coastal Plan: Zoning Overlay); 

3. Adopt new Zoning Overlay Map (No. 35-54.92.0) titled, "Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Zoning and Land Use Overlays Article II (Coastal Zone)," 
thereby amending existing map no. 35-54.2.3 (Carpinteria Valley Coastal Plan: 
Zoning Overlay) · 
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B.BACKGROUNDANDPURPOSE 

The Taro Canyon Planning Area spans 5,950 acres in southeastern Santa Barbara 
County, in the western portion of the Carpinteria Valley between the Santa Ynez 
Mountains and the Santa Barbara Channel. Of this amount, approximately 2,150 acres 
are located within the coastal zone boundary. The Taro Canyon area within the coastal 
zone is predominantly agriculture with a mix of other uses including clustered residential 
and recreation areas in the vicinity of Via Real Road, rural residential, beach residential 
along Padaro Lane, and commercial areas along Santa Claus Lane and Via Real at the 
eastern Padaro Lane/Highway 101 interchange. 

Taro Canyon supports a diversity of biological resources, including southern oak 
riparian woodland, coastal sage scrub and chaparral. The watersheds of both Taro 
Creek and Arroyo Paredon Creek support stretches of relatively undisturbed habitat 
serving as wildlife corridors between the mountainous Los Padres National Forest and 
the Pacific Ocean. 

The purpose of the proposed Taro Canyon Plan (TCP) and associated LCP 
amendment is to provide the general public, landowners, and County decision-makers 
with a framework for planning future development in Taro Canyon that addresses local 
issues and protects the unique character of the area. 

Approximately one third of the western Carpinteria Planning Area would be 
encompassed by the Taro Canyon Plan. A separate amendment (LCPA 2-02) is also 
under reviewed by the Commission to identify the location and intensity of greenhouse 
development in the Carpinteria Planning Area. Although a portion of the Carpinteria 
Planning Area would be permanently removed from the Cdrpinteria Planning Area and 
incorporated into the Taro Canyon Planning Art::a, as proposed, the greenhouse LCP 
amendment would include an overlay district that would overlap into the Taro Canyon 
Plan boundaries. Therefore, the development standards of the LCP Amendment 2-02 
would apply to some agricultural lands which are also subject to the proposed Taro 
Canyon Plan. 

C. LCP ORGANIZATION AND IMPLEMENTATION 

The County has submitted the Taro Canyon Plan and associated land use, zoning, and 
overlay maps as an amendment to the certified Land Use Plan (LUP) and 
Implementation Program (IP). The Taro Canyon Plan is designed to provide specific 
policies and provisions to regulate the development within the Taro Canyon Plan area. 
A majority of the Plan area lies outside of the coastal zone boundary. The policies and 
provisions of the Plan cover both the Coastal Zone and Inland areas unless expressly 
stated otherwise. The Taro Canyon Plan was prepared as an "Area Plan" and thus was 
adopted in the same manner as a general plan amendment. The Taro Canyon Plan 
includes eleven elements: Land Use; Fire Protection/Hazards; Parks, Recreation, and 
Trails; Circulation; Public Services; Wastewater and Water; Biological Resources; 
Flooding and Drainage; Geology, Hillsides, and Topography; History and Archaeology; 
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and Visual and Aesthetic Resources. The document also contains maps, including a 
Land Use Map, Zoning, Trails Map, and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) 
Overlay Map. Each element contains a narrative component as well as varying levels of 
policy. 

The integration of the Toro Canyon Plan to serve as both the LCP and Area Plan for 
non-coastal areas has resulted in organizational features that are problematic under the 
Coastal Act. Some of the policies in the proposed Plan address general plan concerns 
(e.g., noise) that are unrelated to the Coastal Act. Also, some policies specifically refer 
to inland areas. 

The Plan is organized into goals, policies, actions, and development standards. A "goal" 
for the purposes of an LCP amendment is interpreted as a broad general policy, which 
is binding under terms of the LCP. A "policy" is defined under this Plan as a specific 
statement that guides decision-making that is based on a general plan's goals and 
objectives as well as the analysis of data. The policy hierarchy is further broken down 
into "actions" which are defined as one-time actions, programs, procedures or 
development standards that carry out a policy. In general, actions are implementation 
level functions that require funding. Finally, "development standards" are measures that 
will be incorporated into development projects to provide consistency with the policies 
of the Plan. 

Section 30108.5 of the Coastal Act defines the "Land Use Plan" as: 

... the relevant portion of a local government's general plan, or local coastal 
element which are sufficiently detailed to indicate the kinds, location, and 
intensity of land uses, the applicable resource protection and development 
policies and, where necessary, a listing of implementing a-:tions. 

Section 30108.5 thus distinguishes policies from the list of implementing actions. 
Section 30108.4 of the Coastal Act defines "Implementing Actions" as: 

... the ordinances, regulations, or programs which implement either the 
provisions of the certified local coastal program or the policies of this 
division and which are submitted pursuant to Section 30502. 

The "implementing actions," are distinct from the LUP, which is the collection of policies 
that guide and are carried out by the implementing actions. The Commission also uses 
the term "Implementation Program" (IP) to describe the zoning ordinances, zoning 
maps, and other "implementing actions" within a Local Coastal Program (LCP). 

The Coastal Act and Commission regulations require that implementing programs and 
actions be included in the IP portion of the LCP, and that enforceable portions of the 
LUP be policies. Policy LUG-TC-2 of the Toro Canyon Plan describes the function of 
development standards as follows: 

The Development Standards contained within this Plan shall be used to 
implement the policies of the Plan ... 

·. 
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As described above in Policy LUG-TC-2, it is the intent of the development standards to 
carry out the Plan policies in the Toro Canyon Plan. Actions also, by definition, carry out 
policies. Therefore, the Commission finds that LUP Modification 3 is necessary to 
incorporate Actions, as modified as described in the above Suggested Modifications 
section of this staff report, as part of the implementation program. Additionally, to 
ensure that development standards and actions are incorporated as part of the 
implementation program under the Toro Canyon Plan Overlay District (TCP), IP 
Modification 172 requires clarifying language in Sec. 35-194 (General) to incorporate all 
Toro Canyon Plan development standards and actions by reference within the TCP 
Overlay District. 

Several development standards and actions have been modified, pursuant to further 
discussion in this report, in ways that have shaped them into policies that will guide 
decision-making and implementing actions. As a result, the Commission finds that LUP 
Modifications 33 and 55 are necessary to designate these proposed actions at a policy 
level. Additionally, LUP Modifications 12 and 69 are necessary to designate 
development standards as policies. 

1. Level of Specificity and Takings Language 

Section 30523 of the Coastal Act states: 

It is the intent of the Legislature that local coastal programs certified by the 
commission should be sufficiently specific to meet the requirements of 
Section 30108.5, but not so detailed as to require amendment and 
commission review for minor changes, or to discourage the assumption by 
local governments of post certification authority which ensures and 
implements effective pn·tection of t:oa:;tal resources. The Legislature also 
recognizes that the applicable policies and the ievel of specificity required to 
ensure coastal resource protection may differ between areas on or near the 
shoreline and inland areas. 

Pursuant to Section 30108.5 the land use plan needs to be sufficiently detailed to 
indicate the kinds, location, and intensity of land uses, as well as providing specific 
resource protection and development policies. Section 30523 · of the Coastal Act 
references this (Section 301 08.5) definition in relation to the specificity requirements 
necessary for certification of LCPs by the Commission. In general, the specificity of the 
policies, development standards, and implementing actions must ensure coastal 
resource protection. In some instances within the Taro Canyon Plan, the language does 
not provide enough specificity to predict the level of protection of coastal resources. In 
some cases, phrases such as "to the maximum extent feasible" or "where feasible" may 
be necessary where impacts clearly cannot be avoided; however, these types of 
phrases may alternately serve to dilute enforceable prohibitions or restrictions that 
would otherwise be protective of resources. In such cases, this type of language has 
the potential to lessen the protection and intent of the policies and provisions of the 
LCP. Therefore, the Commission finds that LUP Modifications 21, 92, 99, 109, and 153 
are necessary to strike the text "where feasible," "where appropriate," and "to the 
maximum extent feasible" where it reduces the protection of coastal resources and 
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leads to ambiguity with regard to the implementation of the LCP, inconsistent with 
Section 30523 of the Coastal Act. 

Similarly, language in Toro Canyon Plan Policy LUG-TC-2, which describes how the 
standards of the Plan would be applied, is inconsistent with Section 30523 of the 
Coastal Act due to lack of specificity. LUG-TC-2 states: 

The Development Standards contained within this Plan shall be used to 
implement the policies of the Plan. Where appropriate, these standards shall 
be applied to projects under review, unless a standard is inapplicable or 
ineffective and/or other s~andards have been required that more effectively 
implement the policies. 

The phrases "where appropriate" or "unless ... inapplicable or ineffective ... " weaken the 
implementation of the guiding policies. As a result, it cannot be predicted when the 
provisions of the LCP will be implemented. Therefore, LUP Modification 3 deletes the 
text that creates ambiguity as to whether development standards will be applied, 
thereby providing a greater degree of protection of coastal resources as required under 
Section 30523 of the Coastal Act. 

Furthermore, the LCP submittal incorporates "takings" language that authorizes 
exceptions where standards of the Toro Canyon Plan preclude "reasonable use of 
property." Section 30010 of the Coastal Act provides legislative declaration for taking of 
private property as follows: 

The Legislature hereby finds and declares that this division is not intended, 
and shall not be construed as authorizing the commission, port governing 
body, or local government acting pursuant to this division to exercise their 
power to grant or deny a permit in a manner which will take or damage 
private property for public use, without 01e payment of just compensation 
therefore. This section is not intended to increase or decrease the rights of 
any owner of property under the Constitution of the State of California or the 
United States. 

General Land Use policies LUG-TC-4 and LUG-TC-6 provide general takings language 
to override any standards of the T oro Canyon Plan or LCP applicable to the T oro 
Canyon Plan area. Additionally, several policies and development standards have 
specific language to apply standards "unless this would preclude reasonable 
development or reasonable use of property." This language creates a very broad 
exception to the policies and standards, which is unwarranted and extremely vague. 
Such an exception could be applied to allow development that is inconsistent with the 
policies of the Coastal Act. Alternatively, for some of these provisions, the Coastal Act 
does not require an absolute prohibition on the type of development addressed. 
Therefore, these provisions can be modified to provide flexibility and there is no need 
for a takings exception. Therefore the Commission finds that LUP Modifications 7, 8, , 
32, 37, 41, 44, 72, 108, 126, and 149 are necessary to delete all references to 
reasonable use of property. 

The only appropriate exception to policies or standards that are required to comply with 
policies of the Coastal Act is when it is necessary to avoid an unconstitutional taking of 



Santa Barbara County 
Local Coastal Program Amendment 3-02 

Page 111 

private property. The deletion of the County's general "takings" language, as required 
above, will not preclude reasonable use of property. To address issues where there are 
known conflicts with ESH polices and where exceptions may be necessary to avoid an 
unconstitutional taking of private property, LUP Modifications 79 and 80 have been 
included to allow applicants to demonstrate that an exception to an ESH policy or 
standard is necessary to avoid a taking. I P Modification 172 (Sections 35-194.7, 35-
194.8, and 35-194.9 of the Zoning Code) includes ordinance provisions that specify 
what information must be considered to determine whether application of the ESH 
policy or standard would be a taking, and if so, to determine the extent of development 
that must be allowed to avoid a taking. 

Additionally, where all feasible building sites are constrained by a prohibition of 
development on slopes 30% or greater, IP Modification 171 specifies that the approved 
development may not exceed the maximum allowable development area (including the 
building pad and all graded slopes, if any, as well any permitted structures) on parcels 
where all feasible building sites include areas 30% slope or greater are within this 
District shall be 10,000 square feet or 25 percent of the parcel size, whichever is less. 
Mitigation of adverse impacts to hillside stability, coastal waters, downstream 
properties, and rural character that cannot be avoided through the implementation of 
siting and design alternatives shall be required. 

In the future, if parcels are identified where it would be infeasible to approve 
development that complies with another standard of the LCP that is required to comply 
with the policies of the Coastal Act, the County has the ability to propose an LCP 
amendment that specifically identifies the parcel(s), provides the supporting 
documentation to determine whether takings exists, and requests authorization of 
development tnat does not comply with the relevant standards. 

2. Relationship between Comprehensive Plan and Toro Canyon Plan 

The Toro Canyon Plan contains both LCP policies and Comprehensive Plan (Inland) 
policies, which in some cases are mutually exclusive. Some policies are specifically 
designated for inland areas only. In additie;n, some policies address community 
objectives unrelated to the Coastal Act. It is inappropriate for policies not covered by the 
Coastal Act to be certified as part of the Loc~l Coastal Program. However, the deletion 
of such language is not appropriate given that the project represents a regional 
planning approach. Therefore, to strike a balance which allows non-coastal language to 
remain as part of the document but which shall not be deemed part of the certified LCP, 
the Commission finds that LUP Modifications 155 and 156 are necessary to designate 
these non-coastal designations by requiring that applicable policies or standards be 
marked by special footnote, or other symbol, to clarify that such provisions are not 
binding under the certification process. Furthermore, all policies, development 
standards or policies subject to 155 and 156 are designated with an asterisk in the 
Modification Tables. The asterisk identifies provisions of the Plan that shall be still be 
applied within the coastal zone but which shall not represent certified language of the 
LCP, and shall therefore not be appealable to the Commission. 
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To further clarify the relationship between the Comprehensive Plan (Inland) and the 
LCP, LUP Modification 2 modifies Policy LUG-TC-1 to reflect that should there be any 
conflict between the certified LCP, including the provisions of the Toro Canyon Plan, 
and the County's Comprehensive Plan or other guidance, the protections provided 
under the LCP shall prevail for areas within the coastal zone. 

3. Relationship between Existing LCP and Toro Canyon Plan 

Section 30522 of the Coastal Act states: 

Nothing in this chapter shall permit the commission to certify a local coastal 
program which provides for a lesser degree of environmental protection than 
that provided by the plans and policies of any state regulatory agency that 
are formally adopted by such agency, are used in the regulatory program of 
such agency, and are legally enforceable. 

The Toro Canyon Plan includes, by reference, relevant policies of the Coastal Land 
Use Plan as described in Policy LUG-TC-1 of the Toro Canyon Plan. The policy 
direction and development standards of the T oro Canyon Plan will govern site-specific 
development proposals. Coastal Act Policy 30522 does not allow certification of an LCP 
that provides for a lesser degree of environmental protection than other adopted plans, 
programs or policies of the regulatory agencies, including the existing certified LCP. To 
ensure the maximum level of protection of coastal resources, should any conflict arise 
between the Toro Canyon Plan and the existing certified LCP, LUP Modification 2 
clarifies that if any policy or provision of the Toro Canyon Plan conflicts with any 
provision of the certified LCP, the policy that is most protective of resources, shall 
prevail. 

4. Coastal Zone Boundary Change 

On June 13, 2003, the Coastal Commission approved minor boundary adjustment MBA 
No. 01-2003 for the Toro Canyon Planning Area which proposed to adjust the boundary 
in order to minimize and, where possible, avoid the bisection of individual properties, to 
improve the ease of locating the line in relation to readily identifiable features, and to 
encompass areas of environmentally sensitive habitat which are presently bisected. 
The County's request was based primarily on the rationale that adjustments to these 
parcels would improve the administration of the LCP in this area by simplifying and 
clarifying the location of the Coastal Zone Boundary in relation to property boundaries. 
The Commission approved the minor relocation boundary with the exception of three 
parcels (005-040-025, -031, -040) due to the presence of Toro Creek and adjacent 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. The T oro Canyon Plan figures and Land Use 
and Zoning maps submitted under this LCP Amendment illustrate the proposed coastal 
zone boundary. Since the June approval, the County has provided some updated 
figures that indicate the Commission-approved minor boundary adjustment. Exhibits to 
this staff report may not contain the June 13, 2003 coastal zone boundary adjustment. 
However, an accurate coastal zone boundary delineation is shown on the proposed 
ESH Map as displayed in Exhibit 8. To ensure that the coastal zone boundary is 
accurately depicted and to avoid any potential conflicts regarding interpretation of the 
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coastal zone boundary, LUP Modification 157 and IP Modification 164 require that all 
figures and maps illustrate the June 13, 2003 approved boundary adjustment. 

5. Incorporation By Reference and Implied Approvals 

Section 30514 states: 

(a) A certified local coastal program and all local implementing ordinances, 
regulations, and other actions may be amended by the appropriate local 
government, but no such amendment shall take effect until it has been 
certified by the commission. 

The County's amendment makes a number of references to documents in ways that 
could be interpreted as land use guidance. These referenced materials have not been 
submitted as an LCP amendment, are not presently part of the certified LCP, and are 
subject to change without further notice to the Commission. Furthermore, the overall 
incorporation (by reference in this case) of such documents into the certified LCP has 
potential wide-ranging effects that were not specifically reviewed for impacts to coastal 
resources or adequately addressed during noticing of the LCP amendment. Therefore, 
to ensure that all implementing ordinances, regulations, or other actions within the 
coastal zone are officially certified as required under Section 30514 of the Coastal Act, 
the Commission finds that LUP Modification 2 is necessary to clarify that any 
references to external documents or other non-certified guidance shall not override the 
protections afforded in the certified LCP. Where specific references to external 
documents are incorporated into policies or standards and which may inadvertently 
incorporate larger issues that are not subject to this amendment, and subsequently 
have th'"l potential to wr.gken implementation of such provisi0ns, the Corrmission frnds 
that such references shall be deleted as provided in LUP Modifications 31, 1 07, 111, 
132, and 151. Though external documents cannot be relied upon for land use and 
permitting decisions in the coastal zone unless adopted, incorporated and certified by 
the Commission, this limitation does not preclude the County's administrative use of 
these documents for informational purposes during COP review and does not limit their 
applicability to other required app'rovals or permits. In particular, Action FLD-TC-1.5 has 
been modified, pursuant to LUP Modification 116, to ensure that the preliminary 
engineering external document is relied upon only as guidance and does not allow 
future projects to preempt any provisions of the certified LCP. 

Additionally, some policies reference documents and programs that have not yet been 
developed. As provided in Section 30514, the Coastal Act requires any documents that 
modify implementing ordinances, regulations, or other actions within the coastal zone to 
go through the certification process. However, to avoid any future confusion and 
eliminate any implied future approval, LUP Modification 2 clarifies that any future 
modification(s) to the Toro Canyon Plan or the implementing actions, including any 
recommended modifications, studies, plans, programs, or other changes, shall not be 
effective until and unless it has been certified by the Coastal Commission as an 
amendment to the LCP. The Commission further finds that LUP Modifications 6 and 14 
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are necessary for clarification purposes where the policies refer to specific future 
amendments of the Taro Canyon Plan or ordinances but do not specify that they are 
not effective until and unless certified by the Coastal Commission. 

Furthermore, all projects and/or project recommendations arising as a result of policies, 
development standards, or actions of the Toro Canyon Plan are subject to all of the 
policies and provisions of the Toro Canyon Plan and certified LCP, and may require an 
LCP Amendment for full implementation. Where specific policies or provisions of the 
T oro Canyon Plan require project consistency with other general standards but do not 
reference the LCP, the Commission finds it necessary to specify that all such projects 
must be consistent with the policies and provisions of the T oro Canyon Plan and the 
certified LCP as described in LUP Modifications 12 and 13. 

The Commission further requires LUP Modification 152 to delete Appendix B of the 
Toro Canyon Plan, which provides a list of approved and pending projects in 1999, to 
eliminate any confusion that these projects are approved as a result of the certification 
of the Toro Canyon Plan. New development, including any pending projects, will be 
subject to the policies and provisions of the Toro Canyon Plan when the full certification 
process is complete and the Commission has concurred with the Executive Director's 
determination that the County's acceptance of the suggested modifications is legally 
adequate. 

Note, the certification of the Land Use Plan and Zoning Maps, or any portion of the Toro 
Canyon Plan, does not constitute a finding that the parcel lines shown are indicative of 
lot legality. Parcel delineations are for general planning purposes only and no such 
approval is implied. · 

D. SCENIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

1. Coastal Act Policies 

Section 30251 of the Co?.stal Act states: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be 
sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to 
restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New 
development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the 
California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the 
Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be 
subordinate to the character of its setting. 
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2. Existing LUP Policies 

Policy 3-13: 

Plans for development shall minimize cut and fill operations. Plans requiring 
excessive cutting and filling may be denied if it is determined that the 
development could be carried out with less alteration of the natural terrain. 

Policy 3-14: 

All development shall be designed to fit the site topography, soils, geology, 
hydrology, and any other existing conditions and be oriented so that grading 
and other site preparation is kept to an absolute minimum. Natural features, 
landforms, and native vegetation, such as trees, shall be preserved to the 
maximum extent feasible. Areas of the site which are not suited for 
development because of known soil, geologic, flood, erosion or other hazards 
shall remain in open space. 

Policy 4-2: 

All commercial, industrial, planned development, and greenhouse projects 
shall be required to submit a landscaping plan to the County for approval. 

Policy 4-3: 

In areas designated as 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 where technical requirements 
dictate otherwise. Structures shall be subordinate in appearance to natural 
landforms; shall be designed to follow the natural contours of the landscape; 
and shall be sited so as not to intrude into the skyline as seen from public 
view places. 

Policy 4-4: 

In areas designated as urban on the land use plan maps and in designated 
rural neighborhoods, new structures shall be in conformance with the scale 
and character of the existing community. Clustered development, varied 
circulation patterns, and diverse housing types shall be encouraged. 

Policy 4-6: 

Signs shall be of size, location, and appearance so as not to detract from 
scenic areas or views from public roads and other viewing points. 

Policy 4-9 (View Corridor Overlay): 

Structures shall be sited and designed to preserve unobstructed broad views 
of the ocean from Highway #101, and shall be clustered to the maximum 
extent feasible. 

Policy 4-10 (View Corridor Overlay): 

A landscaping plan shall be submitted to the County for approval. 
Landscaping when mature, shall not impeded public views. 
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Policy 4-11 (View Corridor Overlay): 

Building height shall not exceed one story or 15 feet above average finished 
grade, unless an increase in height would facilitate clustering of development 
and result in greater view protection, or a height in excess of 15 feet would 
not impact public views to the ocean. 

Policy 8-7: 

Landscaping and screening shall be installed within six months of 
completion of new greenhouses and/or accessory buildings. Such 
landscaping shall reasonably block the view of greenhouse structures and 
parking areas from the nearest public road(s) within five years of project 
completion. 

3. Existing IP/CZO Policies 

Sec. 35-59. Development Standards: General. 

The policies in this DIVISION 3 are part of the Santa Barbara County Coastal 
Land Use Plan (LUP) and hereby incorporated into this Article. These policies 
shall serve as development standards for all developments subject to the 
provisions of this Article. 

1. In areas designated as rural, except rural neighborhoods, 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 where 
technical requirements dictate otherwise. Structures shall be subordinate in 
appearance to natural landforms; shall be designed to follow the natural 
contours of the landscape; and shall be sited so as not to intrude into the 
skyline as seen from public viewing places. 

2. In areas designated as urban and rural neighborhoods on the Land Use 
Plan maps, new structures shall be in conformance with the scale and 
character of the existing community. Clustered development, varied 
circulation patterns, and diverse housing types shall be encouraged. 

3. The densities specified in the Land Use Plan are maximums and shail be 
reduced if it is determined that such reduction is warranted by conditions 
specifically applicable to a site, such as topography, geologic or flood 
hazards, habitat areas, or steep slopes. However, densities may be increased 
for affordable housing projects provided such projects are found consistent 
with all applicable policies and provisions of the local Coastal Program. 

4. In no case shall above-ground structures, except for necessary utility lines 
and fences for agricultural purposes, be sited on undisturbed slopes 
exceeding 40 percent. 

Sec. 35-96.3. VC View Corridor Overlay District: Processing. 

1. Any structural development in areas within the View Corridor Overlay 
district shall be subject to approval by the Board of Architectural Review 
prior to issuance of a Coastal Development Permit. 



Santa Barbara County 
Local Coastal Program Amendment 3-02 

Page 117 

2. The application to the Board of Architectural Review shall include a plot 
plan showing any landscaping, finished building elevations, data showing the 
proposed color scheme, materials of construction, and a drawing to scale 
showing any signs to be erected, attached to or painted on such structure. 

3. The Board of Architectural Review shall approve the plans if it finds 
conformance with the following standards: 

a. Structures shall be sited and designed to preserve unobstructed broad 
views of the ocean from Highway 101, and shall be clustered to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

b. Building height shall not exceed 15 feet above average finished grades, 
unless an increase in height would facilitate clustering of development and 
result in greater view protection, or a height in excess of 15 feet would not 
impact public views to the ocean, in which case the height limitations of the 
base zone district shall apply. 

c. Structures shall not be of an unsightly or undesirable appearance. 

4. If, after review, the Board of Architectural Review determines that the 
proposed structure(s) obstructs views to the ocean are of a height or scale so 
as to be inharmonious with the surrounding area or are of an undesirable or 
unsightly appearance, the Board of Architectural Review shall confer with the 
applicant in an attempt to bring the plans into conformance with the 
standards listed above. If the plans are not brought into conformance with 
said standards, the Board of Architectural Review shall disapprove the plans 
and no Coastal Development Permit shall be issued. 

5. If the applicant is not satisfied with the action of the E:.;oard of Architectural 
Review, the applicant may within 10 days after the action of the Board of 
Architectural Review appeal in writing to the Planning Commission in 
accordance with the provisions of Sec. 35-182.2. (Appeals). Tile Planning 
Comm!ssion shall hold a public hearing on said appeal. If the appeal is 
granted by the Planning Commission, the Coastal Development Permit shall 
be issued provided all other requirements of this Article have been met. 

4. General Discussion 

The Toro Canyon Planning Area encompasses southeastern Carpinteria Valley, the 
aligning foothills, Paredon Ridge, and sheer upper face of the Santa Ynez Mountains to 
the Pacific coastline. The character of the areas is dominated by agriculture, rural, and 
semi-rural residential land uses with some smaller commercial areas. As provided in the 
Toro Canyon Plan, the area provides vistas of great natural beauty, visible from major 
travel corridors as well as from public trails, public streets and parks in the Santa Ynez 
foothills and Paredon Ridge. Major view corridors into Toro Canyon include U.S. 
Highway 101, Via Real, State Route 192 (East Valley Road/Foothill Road), Toro 
Canyon Road, and Ladera Lane. Furthermore, the rolling foothills, ridgelines, creeks, 
rock outcroppings, and woodlands contribute to the area's high scenic value. Open 
space areas of chaparral, oak woodlands, and riparian vegetation are visible from much 
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of the area. Paredon Ridge forms a dominant backdrop to the coastal plain with its 
natural landforms, native vegetation, and scattered orchards contributing greatly to Toro 
Canyon's rural and semi-rural character. 

Coastal Act Section 30251 requires that visual qualities of coastal areas be protected, 
landform alteration be minimized, and where feasible, degraded areas shall be 

_ enhanced and restored. Section 30251 requires that development be sited and 
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and other scenic coastal areas. This 
policy also requires that development be sited and designed to be visually compatible 
with the character of surrounding areas. New development must also minimize the 
alteration of natural landforms, and, where feasible, include measures to restore and 
enhance visual quality where it has been degraded. Furthermore, Policy 4-3 of the 
certified LUP requires that new development in rural areas be compatible with the 
character of the surrounding natural environment in height, scale, and design. 
Additionally LUP Policy 3-14 requires that new development be designed to fit the 
topography, soils, geology, hydrology, and any other existing conditions and be oriented 
so that grading and other site preparation is kept to an absolute minimum. Policy 3-14 
further requires that areas of the site which are not suited for development because of 
known soil, geologic, flood, erosion or other hazards shall remain in open space. 

The Toro Canyon Plan proposes policies and development standards to site and design 
development to protect public views and be compatible with the rural and semi-rural 
character of the area. New development must be designed to avoid or minimize hillside 
and mountain scarring and minimize the bulk of the structures visible from public 
viewing areas. Among the possible mitigation measures required to ameliorate the 
visual impacts of new development are increased setbacks, reduced structure size and 
height, reductions in gradiny, extensive lar;dscaping, low intensity lighting, and the use 
of narrow or limited length roads/driveways. Furthermore, the visual policies require 
suitable location of new development on ridgeline properties, minimization of impacts to 
open space and avoidance of damage to natural resources. Measures include 
minimizing grading and vegetation removal, and siting new development to be 
subordinate to natural features such as mature trees, woodlands, and ridgelines. 
However, the siting and location policy related to ridgeline development is applied only 
to development in urban areas. The Commission finds that this policy can only 
effectively protect visual resources and ridgelines if it app:ies in all circumstances, as 
described in LUP Modification 150. Additionally, DevStd PRT-TC-2.1, as modified in 
LUP Modification 32, requires development adjacent to trail easements to include 
setbacks and landscaping to minimize conflicts between use of private property and 
public trail use. 

In referencing visual resources under Section 30251, the Coastal Act includes 
protection of visual and aesthetic resources as "coastal" resources, and references to 
the general protection of "resources" would therefore include visual resources. 
Subsequently, overarching goals of the Toro Canyon Plan, which generally apply the 
protections of the Chapter Three Policies of the Coastal Act, apply to visual resources. 
For instance, Goals LUG-TC, LUR-TC, and LUA-TC, as modified in suggested LUP 
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Modifications 1, 11, and 16, provide for new development in a manner that avoids 
degradation of the natural environment and other coastal resources. 

Even with the proposed requirements for siting and design of new development, the 
Commission finds that visual resources could be degraded if an overarching 
development standard for protection of resources, including visual resources, is not 
clarified. Therefore, to protect the scenic and visual resources consistent with Section 
30251 of the Coastal Act and LUP Policy 4-3, LUP Modification 4 is necessary to 
specify that all development, including agriculture, shall be scaled to protect resources, 
including visual resources, and to respect site constraints such as steep slopes. 
Regulatory measures to ensure such protection shall include but not be limited to 
restrictions on the following: size; color; reflectivity and height of structures; roofs and 
other architectural features; length of driveways; number of accessory structures; size 
of development envelopes; amount and location of grading; vegetation removal; and 
night lighting. 

Additionally, the LCP amendment provides several policies and implementation 
measures to protect watershed functions and rural character where land use 
intensification, including removal of native vegetation and grading for new development, 
in areas of steep slopes may result in increased surface runoff, erosion, downstream 
siltation, and hillside scarring. Section E.6 (Watershed Protection) of this report 
discusses the policies and suggested modifications for watershed protection in further 
detail below. However, a function of watershed protection is the preservation of visual 
resources and rural character. Visual resources are vulnerable to degradation through 
improper location and scale of building development, blockage of coastal views, 
alteration of natural of landforms by poor cutting, grading, and filling practices, and by 
poor design or plac3ment of rodd5ide signs and utility lines. To protect views and rur...~l 
character as well as other coastal resources, Policy 810-TC-12, DevStd GEO-TC-1.1, 
and Action GEO-TC-3.4, as modified as suggested in LUP Modifications 126 and 132, 
minimize fragmentation of vegetation, restrict development on 20% to 30% slopes, and 
require that exempt roads that require grading of greater than 50 cu. yds. to be subject 
to permit. Furthermore, the policies that provide for overa:~ watershed planning are 
!nherently linked to visual resources as a result of the de·1elopment restrictions on steep 
slopes that are visible from public viewing areas in the Toro Canyon Area, including 
policies and development standards added in suggested modifications, 101, 105, 127, 
128, 129, 130, and 131. These policies and standards work in combination to site, 
design, and concentrate development in existing developed areas, minimize road 
lengths and driveways, and reduce fuel modification to the maximum extent feasible, 
prohibit development (including fuel modification, vegetation clearance and grading) on 
greater than 30% slopes, and prevent land divisions where land is unsuitable for 
development and would lead to additional parcels and development on properties with 
geologic hazards and steep slopes. These measures will serve to minimize impacts to 
visual resources consistent with Section 30251 of the Coastal Act. 

Specifically, the Commission finds that development on slopes 30% or greater have the 
potential to substantially degrade the area's visual resources. As part of a watershed 
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planning approach which will preserve views and character to the maximum extent 
feasible the Commission finds it necessary to institute a program to designate 
properties having 30% or greater slopes as a Watershed Protection Overlay District and 
prohibit development on such slopes to the maximum extent feasible and consistent 
with siting, design, grading, water quality management, and land division development 
standards as detailed in LUP modification 159 and IP Modifications 170 and 171 (see 
"Watershed Protection'' Section of this staff report). The Watershed Protection Overlay 
District includes provisions for Board of Architectural Review prior to issuance of a CDP 
for all proposed structures on slopes 30% or greater. Protection of the visible slopes 
and ridgelines is consistent with Section 30251 and IP modifications 170 and 171 
conform with and are adequate to carry out the relative provisions of the Toro Canyon 
Plan LUP policies. 

The Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP amendments as submitted are 
inconsistent with and inadequate to carryout the requirements of Section 30251 of the 
Coastal Act unless modified as suggested above. Furthermore, the proposed IP 
amendments are not consistent with or adequate to carryout the provisions of the LUP, 
as modified, unless modified as suggested above. 

E. HAZARDS, WATERSHED PROTECTION AND WATER QUALITY 

1. Coastal Act Policies 

Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states that: 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, 
restored.. Special pf'DtE:·~tion shall be given to areas and species of spec::ll 
biological or economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be 
carried out in a manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal 
waters and that will maintain healthy populations of all species of marine 
organisms adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and 
educational purposes. 

Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states that: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropnate to maintain optimum populations 
of marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall be 
maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, 
minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, 
controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and 
substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water 
reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian 
habitats, minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 

(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, 
and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions 
of this division, where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging 
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alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to 
minimize adverse environmental effects, and shall be limited to the following: 

(/) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, 
including commercial fishing facilities. 

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing 
navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, 
and boat launching ramps. 

(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded boating 
facilities; and in a degraded wetland, identified by the Department of Fish and 
Game pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 30411, for boating facilities if, in 
conjunction with such boating facilities, a substantial portion of the degraded 
wetland is restored and maintained as a biologically productive wetland. The 
size of the wetland area used for boating facilities, including berthing space, 
turning basins, necessary navigation channels, and any necessary support 
service facilities, shall not exceed 25 percent of the degraded wetland. 

(4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, 
estuaries, and lakes, new or expanded boating facilities and the placement of 
structural pilings for public recreational piers that provide public access and 
recreational opportunities. 

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying 
cables and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake 
and outfall lines. 

(6) Minerai estraction, including sand for restoring beaches, JJxcept in 
envimnmentally sensitive areas. 

(7) Restoration purposes. 

(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities. 

(b) Dredging and spoils disposal shall be plar~ned and carried out to avoid 
significant disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and water circulation. 
Dredge spoils suitable for beach replenishment should be transported for 
such purposes to appropriate beaches or into suitable long shore current 
systems. 

(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, filling, or 
dredging in existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or enhance the 
functional capacity of the wetland or estuary. Any alteration of coastal 
wetlands identified by the Department of Fish and Game, including, but not 
limited to, the 19 coastal wetlands identified in its report entitled, n Acquisition 
Priorities for the Coastal Wetlands of Californian, shall be limited to very 
minor incidental public facilities, restorative measures, nature study, 
commercial fishing facilities in Bodega Bay, and development in already 
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developed parts of south San Diego Bay, if otherwise in accordance with this 
division. 

(d) Erosion control and flood control facilities constructed on water courses 
can impede the movement of sediment and nutrients which would otherwise 
be carried by storm runoff into coastal waters. To facilitate the continued 
delivery of these sediments to the littoral zone, whenever feasible, the 
material removed from these facilities may be placed at appropriate points on 
the shoreline in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division, 
where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental effects. Aspects that shall be considered before issuing a 
coastal development permit for such purposes are the method of placement, 
time of year of placement, and sensitivity of the placement area. 

Section 30235 of the Coastal Act states: 

Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining 
walls, and other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes 
shall be permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to 
protect existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion and 
when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline 
sand supply. Existing marine structures causing water stagnation 
contributing to pollution problems and fish kills should be phased out or 
upgraded where feasible. 

Section 30236 of the Coastal Act states: 

Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations of rivers and streams 
shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be limited to (/) 
necessary water supply projects, (2) flood control projects where no other 
Method for protecting existing structures in the floodplain is fea.:;ible and 
where such protection is necessary for public safety or to protect existing 
development, or (3) developments where the primary function is the 
improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. 

Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as 
otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, 
or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, 
where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with 
adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse 
effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, 
land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing 
developed areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable 

· parcels in the area have been developed and the created parcels would be no 
smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels ... 

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act states: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be 
sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic 
coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually 
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compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to 
restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New 
development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the 
California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the 
Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be 
subordinate to the character of its setting. 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that new development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and 
fire hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the 
site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective 
devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and 
cliffs. 

2. Existing LUP Policies 

Policy 2-2: 

The long term integrity of groundwater basins or sub-basins located wholly 
within the coastal zone shall be protected. To this end, the safe yield as 
determined by competent hydrologic evidence of such a groundwater basin 
or sub-basin shall not be exceeded except on a temporary basis as part of a 
conjunctive use or other program managed by the appropriate water 
district ... 

Policy 2-5: 

Water-conserving devices shall be used in all new C:evelopm9nt. 

Policy 2-10: 

Annexation of rural area(s) to a sanitary district or extensions of sewer lines 
into rural area(s) as defined on the land use plan maps shall not be permitted 
unless required to prevent adverse impacts on environmentally sensitive 
habitat, to protect public health,_ or as a logical extension of services. 

Policy 3-1: 

Seawalls shall not be permitted unless the County has determined that there 
are no other less environmentally damaging alternatives reasonably available 
for protection of existing principal structures. The County prefers and 
encourages non-structural solutions to shoreline erosion problems, including 
beach replenishment, removal of endangered structures and prevention of 
land divisions on shorefront property subject to erosion; and, will seek 
solutions to shoreline hazards on a larger geographic basis than a single lot 
circumstance. Where permitted, seawall design and construction shall 
respect to the degree possible natural landforms. Adequate provision for 
lateral beach access shall be made and the project shall be designed to 
minimize visual impacts by the use of appropriate colors and materials. 

Policy 3-2: 
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Revetments, groins, cliff retaining walls, pipelines and outfalls, and other 
such construction that may alter natural shoreline processes shall be 
permitted when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local 
shoreline sand supply and so as not to block lateral beach access. 

Policy 3-3: 

To avoid the need for future protective devices that could impact sand 
movement and supply, no permanent above-ground structures shall be 
permitted on the dry sandy beach except facilities necessary for public health 
and safety, such as lifeguard towers, or where such restriction would cause 
the inverse condemnation of the parcel by the County. 

Policy 3-12: 

Permitted development shall not cause or contribute to flood hazards or lead 
to expenditure of public funds for flood control works, i.e., dams, stream 
channelizations, etc. 

Policy 3-13 (Hillside and Watershed Protection): 

Plans for development shall minimize cut and fill operations. Plans requiring 
excessive cutting and filling may be denied if it is determined that the 
development could be carried out with less alteration of the natural terrain. 

Policy 3-14 (Hillside and Watershed Protection): 

All development shall be designed to fit the site topography, soils, geology, 
hydrology, and any other existing conditions and be oriented so that grading 
and other site preparations is kept to an absolute minimum. Natural features, 
landforms, and native vegetation, such as trees, shall be preserved to the 
maximum extent feasible. Areas of the site which are not suited for 
development because of known soil, geologic, flood, 9rosion or other hazards 
shall remain in open space. 

Policy 3-15 (Hillside and Watershed Protection): 

For necessary grading operations on hillsides, the smallest practical area of 
land shall be exposed at any one time during development, and the length of 
exposure shall be kept to the shortest practicable amount of time. Thf.' . 
clearing of land should be avoided during the winter rainy season and all 
measures for removing sediments and stabilizing slopes should be in pla•;e 
before beginning the rainy season. 

Policy 3-16 (Hillside and Watershed Protection): 

Sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting basins, or silt traps) shall 
be installed on the project site in conjunction with the initial grading 
operations and maintained throughout the development process to remove 
sediment from runoff waters. All sediment shall be retained on site unless 
removed to an appropriate dumping location. 

Policy 3-17 (Hillside and Watershed Protection): 

Temporary vegetation, seeding, mulching, or other suitable stabilization 
method shall be used to protect soils subject to erosion that have been 
disturbed during grading or development. All cut and fill slopes shall be 
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stabilized immediately with planting of native grasses and shrubs, 
appropriate nonnative plants, or with accepted landscaping practices. 

Policy 3-18 (Hillside and Watershed Protection): 

Provisions shall be made to conduct surface water to storm drains or suitable 
watercourses to prevent erosion. Drainage devices shall be designed to 
accommodate increased runoff resulting from modified soil and surface 
conditions as a result of development. Water runoff shall be retained on-site 
whenever possible to facilitate groundwater recharge. 

Policy 3-19 (Hillside and Watershed Protection): 

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

Policy 3-20 (Hillside and Watershed Protection): 

All development within the coastal zone shall be subject to the slope density 
curve (Plate A) of the County Zoning Ordinance No. 661 (Article VII, Section 
20). However, in no case shall above-ground structures, except for necessary 
utility lines and fences for agricultural purposes, be sited on undisturbed 
slopes exceeding 40 percent. 

Policy 3-21 (Hillside and Watershed Protection): 

Where agricultural development will involve the construction of service roads 
and/or the clearance of natural vegetation for orchard development, a brush 
removal permit shall be required. 

Policy 3-22 (Hillside and Watershed Protecticn): 

Where agricultural development will involve the construction of service roads 
and the clearance of major vegetation for orchard development, cover 
cropping or any other comparable means of soil protection shall be utilized to 
minimize erosion until orchards are mature enough to form a vegetative . 
cat~opy over the exposed earth. 

Policv 7-29: 

Visitor-serving commercial recreational development in rural areas should be 
limited to low intensity uses, i.e., campgrounds, that are designed to protect 
and enhance visual resources, and minimize impacts on topography, 
habitats, and water resources. 

Policy 9-11 : 

Wastewater shall not be discharged into any wetland without a permit from 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board finding that such discharge 
improves the quality of the receiving water. 

Policy 9-14: 

New development adjacent to or in close proximity to wetlands shall be 
compatible with the continuance of the habitat area and shall not result in a 
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reduction in the biological productivity or water quality of the wetland due to 
runoff (carrying additional sediment or contaminants), noise, thermal 
pollution, or other disturbances. 

Policy 9-14: 

All permitted construction and grading within stream corridors shall be 
carried out in such a manner as to minimize impacts from increased runoff, 
sedimentation, biochemical degradation, or thermal pollution. 

3. Existing IP/CZO Policies 

Sec. 35-61. Development Standards: Beach Development. 

1. To avoid the need for future protective devices that could impact sand 
movement and supply, no permanent above-ground structures shall be 
permitted on the dry sandy beach except facilities necessary for public health 
and safety, such as lifeguard towers, or where such restriction would cause 
the inverse condemnation of the lot by the County. 

Sec. 35-97.9. ESH Environmentally Sensitive Overlay District: Development Standards 
for Wetland Habitats (in relevant part). 

1 All diking, dredging, and filling activities shall conform to the provisions of 
PRC §§ 30233 and 30607.1 of the Coastal Act. Presently permitted 
maintenance dredging, when consistent with these provisions and where 
necessary for the maintenance of the tidal flow and continued viability of the 
wetland habitat, shall be subject to the following conditions: 

.. . b. Dredging shall be limited to the smc-llest area feasible. 

c. Designs for dredging and excavation projects shall include protective 
measures such as silt curtains, diapers, and weirs to protect water quality in 
adjacent areas during construction by preventing the discharge of refuse, 
petroleum spills, and unnecessary dispersal of silt materials. During 
permitted dredging operations, dredge spoils may only be temporarily stored 
on existing dikes, or on designated spoil storage areas, except in the 
Atascadero Creek area (including San Jose and San Pedro Creeks) where 
spoils may be stored on existing storage areas as delineC!ted on the Spoil 
Storage Map dated February 1981. (Projects which result in discharge of 
water into a wetland require a permit from the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

2. Dredge spoils shall not be deposited permanently in areas subject to tidal 
influence or in areas where public access would be significantly adversely 
affected. When feasible, spoils should be deposited in the littoral drift, except 
when contaminants would adversely affect water quality or marine habitats, 
or on the beach. 

3. Except in Ocean Beach County Park, boating shall be prohibited in all 
wetland areas except for research or maintenance purposes. 
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4. Except for lots which abut the El Estero (Carpinteria Slough), a buffer 
strip, a minimum of 100 feet in width, shall be maintained in natural condition 
along the periphery of all wetlands. No permanent structures shall be 
permitted within the wetland or buffer area except structures of a minor 
nature, i.e., fences, or structures necessary to support the uses in paragraph 
5 of this Section, below ... 

5. Light recreation such as bird-watching or nature study and scientific and 
educational uses shall be permitted with appropriate controls to prevent 
adverse impacts. 

6. Wastewater shall not be discharged into any wetland without a permit from 
the California Regional Water Quality Control Board finding that such 
discharge improves the quality of the receiving water. 

7. Wetland sandbars may be dredged, when permitted pursuant to paragraph 
1 of this Section and when necessary for maintenance of tidal flow to ensure 
the continued biological productivity of the wetland. 

8. No unauthorized vehicle traffic shall be permitted in wetlands and 
pedestrian traffic shall be regulated and incidental to the permitted uses. 

9. New development adjacent to or in close proximity to wetlands shall be 
compatible with the continuance of the habitat area and shall not result in a 
reduction in the biological productivity or water quality of the wetland due to 
runoff (carrying additional sediment or contaminants), noise, thermal 
pollution, or other disturbances. 

10. Mosquito abatem~nt practices shall be limited to the minimum necessary 
to protect health and prevent damage to nawr.:1l resources. Spraying shall be 
avoided during nesting seasons to protect wildlife, especially the endangered 
light-footed clapper rail and Belding's savannah sparrow. Biological controls 
are encouraged. 

11. No grazing or other agricultural uses shall be permitted in coastal 
wetlands except at the mouth of the Santa Maria River. 

Sec. 35-97.15. ESH Environmentally Sensitive Overlay District: Developmen~ Standards 
for Rocky Points and Intertidal Habitats . 

... 3. Shoreline structures, including piers, groins, breakwaters, drainages, 
seawalls, and pipelines, should be sited or routed to avoid significant rocky 
points and intertidal areas. 

Sec. 35-97.18. ESH Environmentally Sensitive Overlay District: Development Standards 
for Native Plant Community Habitats (in relevant part). 

Examples of such native plant communities are: coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, coastal bluff, closed cone pine forest, California native oak 
woodland (also individual oak trees), endangered and rare plant species as 
designated by the California Native Plant Society, and other plants of special 
interest such as endemics. 
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... 2. When sites are graded or developed, areas with significant amounts of 
native vegetation shall be preserved. All development shall be sited, 
designed, and constructed to minimize impacts of grading, paving, 
construction of roads or structures, runoff, and erosion on native vegetation. 
In particular, grading and paving shall not adversely affect root zone aeration 
and stability of native trees. 

Sec. 35-97.19. ESH Environmentally Sensitive Overlay District: Development Standards 
for Stream Habitats. 

1. The minimum buffer strip for streams in rural areas, as defined by the 
Coastal Land Use Plan, shall be presumptively 100 feet, and for streams in 
urban areas, 50 feet. These minimum buffers may be adjusted upward or 
downward on a case-by-case basis. The buffer shall be established based on 
an investigation of the following factors and after consultation with the 
California Department of Fish and Game and California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board in order to protect the biological productivity and water 
quality of streams: 

a. Soil type and stability of stream corridors. 

b. How surface water filters into the ground. 

c. Slope of land on either side of the stream. 

d. Location of the 100-year flood plain boundary. 

Riparian vegetation shall be protected and shall be included in the buffer. 
Where riparian vegetation has previously been removed, except for 
channelizatior•, the buffer s.lall allow for the re-establishment of riparian 
vegetation to its prior extent to the greaiest degree possible. 

2. No structures shall be located within the stream corridor except: public 
trails, dams for necessary water supply projects; flood control projects where 
no other method for protecting existing structures in the flood plain is 
feasible and where such protection is necessary for public safety or to 
protect existing development; and other development where the primary 
function is for the improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. Culverts, fences, 
pipelines, and bridges (when support structures are located outside the 
critical habitat) may be permitted when no alternative route location is 
feasible. All development shall incorporate the best mitigation measures 
feasible. 

3. Dams or other structures that would prevent upstream migration of 
anadromous fish shall not be allowed in streams targeted by the California 
Department of Fish and Game unless other measures are used to allow fish 
to bypass obstacles. These streams include: San Antonio Creek (Los Alamos 
area), Santa Ynez River, Jalama Creek, Santa Anita Creek, Gaviota Creek, and 
Tecolote Creek. 
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4. All development, including dredging, filling, and grading within stream 
corridors shall be limited to activities necessary for the construction of uses 
specified in paragraph 2 of this Section, above. When such activities require 
removal of riparian plant species, re-vegetation with local native plants shall 
be required except where undesirable for flood control purposes. Minor 
clearing of vegetation for hiking, biking, and equestrian trails shall be 
permitted. 

5. All permitted construction and grading within stream corridors shall be 
carried out in such a manner as to minimize impacts from increased runoff, 
sedimentation, biochemical degradation, or thermal pollution. 

6. Other than projects that are currently approved and/or funded, no further 
concrete channelization or other major alterations of streams in the Coastal 
Zone shall be permitted unless consistent with the provisions of P.R. C. § 
30236 of the Coastal Act. 

4. General Discussion 

The above Coastal Act policies, existing LUP policies, and implementation measures 
outline the County's program to abate hazards (e.g., flood, fire, erosion) and protect 
natural landforms, shoreline processes and water quality. The Toro Canyon Plan 
provides basic requirements for new development to implement fire protection 
measures. Fire hazard abatement policies were not modified, except as they relate to 
fuel modification. Suggested modifications pertaining to fuel modification are discussed 
in Section G.9, "Fuel Modification." The following sections address Flood Hazard, 
Shoreline Erosion and Protective Devices, Watershed Protection, and Water Quality. 

5. Flood Hazard 

Coastal Act Section 30250 provides a framework for new development to concentrate 
structures, minimize road lengths through site design, and avoid individual or 
cumulative impacts to coastal resources. Section 30253 provides that new development 
shall minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard 
and assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding 
area. Section 30236 allows for alterations to streambeds when required for flood control 
projects where no other feasible less damaging alternative is feasible and when 
necessary to protect public safety or existing development. 

Four major creeks originate in the Santa Ynez Mountains and flow southward through 
the Toro Canyon Plan area: Picay Creek, Toro Creek (east and west branches), 
Garrapata Creek, and Arroyo Paredon Creek. Major flood control maintenance activities 
occur annually in these areas, including dredging of sediment and removal and 
spraying of creek vegetation. The purpose of annual maintenance is to remove 
obstructions that could either cause flooding, significant erosion, or plugging of 
downstream culverts and bridges. Many older developments lie within the 1 00-year 
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floodplain; however, new development is required to be at least two feet above the 1 GO­
year flood elevation. 

The Flood Control District is authorized under Ordinance No. 3095 to determine 
appropriate standard for development subject to flooding within 50 feet of the top of 
bank of any watercourse. This document, however, is not a certified part of the LCP. 
Additionally, the implementation of flood control maintenance activities are predicated 
on the Santa Barbara County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Annual 
Maintenance Plan, which provides annual go~ls and projects to be carried out by the 
Flood Control District. Similarly, this document is not a certified part of the LCP. 

The LUP contains the certified policy language that directs development in flood hazard 
areas. The intent is to avoid exposing new developments to flood hazards and to 
reduce the need for future flood control protection devices and resulting alteration of 
streams by regulating development within the 1 00-year floodplain. Hillside and 
Watershed Protection policies require areas subject to flood hazards to remain in open 
space and to provide suitable drainage. 

The policies, development standards, and actions proposed in the Taro Canyon Plan 
are designed to minimize flood risk and erosion, prohibit new development from altering 
stream channels, and encourage restoration along creek banks. The proposed Taro 
Canyon Plan contains a number of policies which provide for the siting, design and 
construction of new development in a manner and/or location which minimizes risks 
from geologic, flood and fire hazard including a requirement that applications contain 
grading, drainage, and interim erosion control plans. Additional development standards 
provide for mitigation measures for development within flood hazard areas and 
adequate erosion and drainage control measures. 

Policy FLD-TC-1 of the Taro Canyon Plan requires the minimization of flood risks 
through siting and land use controls, and engineering solutions for existing problems. 
The use of engineering solutions implies hardbank-type solutions. While Section 30236 
of the Coastal Act allows for flood control projects when necessary to protect public 
safety or existing development, it also states that such projects shall be the least 
damaging alternative. The Commission finds that there may be less structural solutions 
and these types of alternatives should be carefully examined before contemplating a 
more permanent engineering solution. Therefore, the Commission finds it necessary to 
revise Policy FLD-TC-1, pursuant to LUP Modification 106, to specify that flood risks to 
life and property shall be minimized through appropriate sizing, design, siting, and land 
use controls, for new development. Existing problems would be addressed under 
separate new policy as described in LUP Modification 114 to require existing flood 
hazards to be addressed using the least environmentally damaging alternative 
consistent with all applicable policies of the Local Coastal Program and consider routine 
maintenance or other less intrusive solutions as a first priority over engineering 
structural solutions. 
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Development standards FLD-TC-1.1, FLD-TC-1.2, and FLD-TC-1.3 address siting and 
design constraints in floodways and floodplains. Under the Coastal Act, development 
must assure that it will not create or contribute significantly to erosion, geologic 
instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area. DevStd FLD-TC-1.1 requires 
development to be sited outside of floodways except for when it is consistent with other, 
non-certified, chapters of the County code. As discussed previously (refer to Section 
C.5, "Implied Approvals") such non-certified materials may serve as additional guidance 
to decision-makers, but the certified language of the LCP overrides that guidance in the 
coastal zone so this text has been stricken. DevStd FLD-TC-1.2 addresses siting of 
development within specific floodplains. Development within floodprone areas such as 
floodways and floodplains increases risk from flood hazard. This is inconsistent with 
Coastal Act requirements. Therefore, these two provisions have been combined as 
provided in Suggested LUP Modifications 107 to prohibit structures in flood prone areas 
except where it is an otherwise approvable project and no alternative building sites 
exists on the property. Furthermore LUP Modification 1 07 requires mitigation measures 
that eliminate or minimize risks as a result of such development. Non-structural public 
access improvements such as trails and accessways would continue to be permissible 
within flood prone areas consistent with the other provisions of the LCP. 

In conjunction with the modifications to FLD-TC-1.1, LUP Modification 108 deletes 
reference to the siting of development in floodplains which is now restricted under 
Modification 107. In addition, the "reasonable use" language is no longer necessary 
since development will be located outside of the floodplain to the maximum extent 
feasible. Furthermore, reference to removal of significant riparian and wetland 
vegetation has been deleted since these would be environmentally sensitive habitats 
under the Taro Canyon Plan and LCP. Therefore, development in the ESH or ESH 
buffer wou:d not be allowed except as authorized under LUP Modificatio11s .'9 and 80. 
DevStd FLD-TC-1.2 prohibited development within the floodplains unless such 
development would accomplish a major public policy goal of the Taro Canyon Plan or 
other beneficial projects approved by the Board of Supervisors. This language appears 
to give unlimited authorization for development for which there is inadequate 
information to assess the extent of impacts to coastal resources. Therefore, LUP 
Modification 108 deletes that language. 

Additionally, LUP Modification 109 is necessary to ensure consistency with Coastal Act 
Section 30253 with regard to minimization of exposure to hazards. DevStd FLD-TC-1.3 
requires development requiring raised finished floor elevations in areas prone to 
flooding to be constructed on raised foundations rather than fill material where feasible. 
However, since these types of engineering solutions are technically feasible, the 
language implies that this provision may not apply for other feasibility issues such as 
economics. Since it is technically feasible to avoid such hazards, LUP Modification 109 
strikes the text "where feasible." 

Action FLO-TC-2.4 provides standards for a comprehensive Master Drainage Plan in 
Taro Canyon such that drainage would be conveyed to the nearest drainage facility 
able to accommodate it, diversion of natural flow is avoided unless adequate facilities 
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exist, and the plan does not propose improvements that are inconsistent with modern 
floodplain management goals and environmental protection goals. While a Master 
Drainage Plan may be appropriate, it is not clear what is meant by modern floodplain 
and environmental protection "goals." This is a vague statement and is not specific as 
to the goals and standards by which future projects will be judged. Therefore, the 
Commission requires LUP Modification 120 to delete this reference. Furthermore, 
because actions implement policies, LUP Modification 119 provides a policy basis for 
the implementation of a Master Drainage Plan, for organizational consistency. 

During the course of the Toro Canyon ESH review the County identified wetlands north 
of Padaro Lane, between the railroad tracks and the roadway, and along Santa Claus 
Lane (see Exhibit 6). These wetlands represent excavated drainages for the purpose of 
routing runoff downstream. These drainages were found to contain hydrophytic 
vegetation, thereby meeting the Commission's definition of wetland. The presence of 
these wetlands was confirmed in the field by Commission biologist, Dr. John Dixon. Dr. 
Dixon confirmed that these areas did meet wetland criteria but did not meet the 
definition of an environmentally sensitive habitat area. Therefore, the Commission 
requires these wetland areas to be mapped as "Wetland (Not ESH)" on the ESH Map 
as provided in LUP Modification 162 and IP Modification 167. See Section "Flood and 
Fire Hazard" for policy details on flood control issues. 

Because these areas are not ESH, and they need to continue to convey floodwaters to 
protect existing structures from flood hazard, the Commission finds that it is appropriate 
to allow flood control activities which remove vegetation, debris, and sediment buildup 
in a manner that will not result in the enlargement, extension, or expansion of the 
existing drainage channels as prescribed in LUP Modification 75. · 

Land divisions may not be approved if the new parcels wc;uld not assure stability and 
structural integrity and create or contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, 
or destruction of the site or surrounding area as required under Sections 30253 of the 
Coastal Act. A land division cannot be approved unless every new lot created would 
contain an identified building site that could later be developed consistent with all 
policies and standard::; of the LCP. Therefore, to ensure that minimize the amount of . 
development subject to flood hazards, the Commission requires LUP Modification 124 
to prohibits land divisions unless all proposed parcels can be demonstrated to be safe 
from flood hazards and that a safe, legal, all-weather access road can be constructed in 
conformance with all applicable policies of the LCP. 

See Section G.9 "Stream Protection" for analysis of flood control related provisions that 
relate to stream alteration, erosion control, and restoration. 

Based on the findings above, the Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP 
amendments with regard to hazards as submitted are inconsistent with the 
requirements of Section 30253 of the Coastal Act unless modified as suggested above. 
Additionally, the proposed flood hazard implementation amendments are not consistent 
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with and inadequate to carry out the LUP, as modified, unless modified as suggested 
above. 

6. Shoreline Erosion and Protective Devices 

The southern extent of the Toro Canyon Planning Area aligns the Pacific Ocean for 
approximately 2 miles, including bluff and beachfront lands, zoned for residential uses. 
Coastal erosion has affected this part of the coast and has prompted the private 
construction of protective structures along much of the shoreline. County policies 
require coastal bluff setbacks to accommodate 75 years of blufftop retreat. Existing 
shoreline protective devices, primarily rock revetments have had adverse visual 
consequences and have restricted lateral beach access to varying degrees. 

Past Commission review of shoreline projects has shown that such development results 
in potential individual and cumulative adverse effects to coastal processes, shoreline 
sand supply, and public access. Shoreline development, if not properly designed to 
minimize such adverse effects, may result in encroachment on lands subject to the 
public trust (thus physically excluding the public); interference with the natural shoreline 
processes necessary to maintain publicly-owned tidelands and other public beach 
areas; overcrowding or congestion of such tideland or beach areas; and visual or 
psychological interference with public access to and the ability to use public tideland 
areas. In order to accurately determine the adverse effects to coastal processes and 
public access which may result from proposed development, it is necessary to analyze 
the development in relation to characteristics of the project site shoreline, location of the 
development on the beach, and wave action. 

One of the main functions of a shoreline pr·)tective de·;icc such as a seawall or 
revetment is the protection of the property or structures landward of the protective 
device. While they are often effective in protecting the landward development, however, 
they do nothing to protect the beach seaward of the revetment or seawall and can often 
have adverse effects on the nearby beach. These adverse effects ultimately cause 
additional adverse effects on the availability of public access to a beach. Scouring and 
beach erosion resulting from construction of a seawall or rock revetment will tr2nslate 
into a loss of beach sand at an accelerated rate. The resultant sand loss will be greater 
during high tide and winter season conditions than would otherwise occur if tl~e beach 
were unaltered. In addition, as wave run-up strikes the face of the protective device and 
is deflected seaward, wave energy is concentrated at the face of the wall and ocean 
conditions along the beach will become more turbulent than would otherwise occur 
along an unarmored beach. The increase in turbulent ocean conditions along the beach 
will accelerate displacement of beach sand where the seawall is constructed over time. 

The effects of shoreline protective devices on a beach has been documented in 
numerous past permit decisions by the Commission along the California shoreline. The 
Commission has found that one of the most critical factors controlling the impact of a 
shoreline protective device on the beach is its position relative to the surf zone. All other 
things being equal, the further seaward the wall is, the more often and more vigorously 
waves interact with it. The best place for a seawall or revetment, if one is necessary, is 
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at the back of the beach where it provides protection against the largest of storms. By 
contrast, a seawall constructed too near to the mean high tide line may constantly 
create problems related to frontal and end scour, as well as upcoast sand 
impoundment. Even though the precise impact of a structure on the beach is a 
persistent subject of debate within the discipline of coastal engineering, it is generally 
agreed that a shoreline protective device will affect the configuration of the shoreline 
and beach profile whether it is a vertical seawall or a rock revetment. It has been well 
documented by coastal engineers and coastal geologists that shoreline protective 
devices will adversely impact the shoreline as a result of beach scour, end scour (the 
beach area at either end of the structure), the retention of potential beach material 
behind the wall, the fixing of the back beach, and the interruption of longshore 
processes. 

An additional concern relative to shoreline erosion is the phenomenon of sea level rise. 
There is a growing body of evidence that there has been a slight increase in global 
temperature and that an accelerated rate of sea level rise can be expected to 
accompany this increase in temperature. Mean water level affects shoreline erosion in 
several ways and an increase in the average sea level will exacerbate shoreline 
erosion. For fixed structures on the shoreline, such as residences or protective devices, 
an increase in sea level will increase the extent and frequency of wave action and 
future inundation of the structure. 

Accompanying this rise in sea level will be increased wave heights and wave energy. 
Along much of the California coast, ocean bottom depth controls nearshore wave 
heights, with bigger waves occurring in deeper water. A small increase in wave height 
can cause a significant increase in wave energy and wave damage. Combined with a 
physical increase in water elevation, a ~mall rise in S(;a level can exposed previously 
protected back shore development to both inundation and wave artack, and those areas 
that are already exposed to wave attack will be exposed to more frequent wave attack 
with higher wave forces. An additional concern is that climatic changes associated with 
global warming and sea level rise could cause changes to storm patterns and wave 
activity for the entire coast. It is quite possible that some portions of the coast will 
experience more frequent storms. For these additional reasons to minimize future storm 
damage and to protect public access, it is important that new development along the 
shoreline, including shoreline protective devices, be located as far landward as feasible 
in order to minimize wave attack with higher wave forces as sea level rises over time. 

Under the Coastal Act, development is required to be sited and designed to minimize 
risks, assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion or require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter the natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs (Section 30253). Section 
30235 of the Coastal Act allows the construction of shoreline protective devices where · 
existing development is threatened from erosion and when designed to eliminate or 
mitigate impacts on shoreline sand supply. 
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The existing LCP provides three basic polices regarding shoreline protective devices. 
To avoid the need for future protective devices, permanent aboveground structures 
shall not be permitted on the dry sandy beach, and shall be set back a sufficient 
distance from the bluff edge to be safe from bluff erosion. Construction of revetments, 
seawalls, cliff retaining walls, pipelines or outfalls, and other such construction is limited 
to those designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand 
supply and which will not block lateral beach access. Policy 3-1 provides that seawalls 
shall not be permitted unless the County has determined that there are no other less 
damaging alternatives reasonably available for protection of existing principal 
structures. Policies 3-2 and 3-3 regulate structures or development to eliminate or 
mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply and maintain lateral public 
access. 

The Taro Canyon Plan contains policies and development standards to avoid or 
minimize hazards from coastal processes. Policy GEO-TC-4 requires that all 
development on shoreline properties shall be designed to avoid or minimize hazards 
from coastal processes, to minimize erosion both on an doff-site, and to avoid the need 
for any shoreline protection devices at any time during the lifetime of the development. 
This policy is implemented by three development standards. DevStd GEO-TC-4.1 calls 
for minimizing irrigation, use of culverts and drainpipes and use of sewers to the 
maximum extent feasible. DevSTd GEO-TC-4.2 requires drainage to be conveyed away 
from bluff faces and into existing drainage courses to the maximum extent feasible, and 
siting drainage features to minimize physical and visual disruption of bluff and beach 
areas. DevStd GEO-TC-4.3 allows the construction of new shoreline protective devices 
when: (1) the device is necessary to protect development that legally existed prior to the 
effective date of the coastal portion of this Plan or (2) the device is proposed to fill a gap 
between existing shoreline protection devices, \:.onsistent with the height and seaward 
extent of the neighboring devices. DevStd GEO-TC-4.3 further allows for repair and 
maintenance, which they define as including replacement, of legal shoreline protective 
t:ievices as long as it does not exceed the existing height or seaward extent. 

DevStd 3EO-TC-4.3 is not consistent with the Sections 30253 and 30235 in two ways: 
{1) it allows stringline infill of shoreline protective devices for new development and (2) it 
allows replacement of shoreline protective devices under the repair and maintenance 
provisions. Therefore, the Commission requires LUP Modh'ication 134 to deiete 
language suggesting that the replacement of a shoreline protective device is repair and 
maintenance and to allow shoreline and bluff protection structures when needed to 
protect existing structures that were legally constructed prior to the effective date of the 
certification of the LCP and only when it can be demonstrated that said existing 
structures are at risk from identified hazards, that the proposed protective device is the 
least environmentally damaging alternative and is designed to eliminate or mitigate 
adverse impacts to local shoreline sand supply. Alternatives analysis shall include the 
relocation of existing development landward as well as the removal of portions of 
existing development. "Existing development" for purposes of this policy shall consist 
only of a principle structure, e.g. residential dwelling, required garage, or second 
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residential unit, and shall not include accessory or ancillary structures such as decks, 
patios, pools, tennis courts, cabanas, stairs, landscaping, among others. 

Furthermore, the Commission has found in past actions that there are a number of 
ways to site and design shoreline protective devices to specifically address the 
problems and issues associated with shoreline erosion and the construction of 
protective devices on a beach. To ensure consistency with Section 30253 and 30235 to 
minimize the need for and construction of shoreline protective devices and eliminate or 
mitigate associated risks and impacts to landforms, access, and shoreline sand supply, 
several additional policies have been suggested below to address siting, design, and 
need for shoreline protective devices. 

LUP Modification 135 prohibits the use of shoreline protective devices for new 
development except when necessary to protect a new septic system and there is no 
other feasible alternative. Suggested Modifications 136 and 137 require that siting and 
design of new shoreline development including protective devices take into account 
anticipated future changes in sea level, and that new development on a beach or bluff 
be sited outside areas subject to hazards during the projected 100 year economic life of 
the development and/or be elevated above the base flood elevation and set back as far 
landward as possible. 

Additionally LUP Modifications 138, 139,140, and 141, provide that new development, 
including land divisions, new beachfront and blufftop structures, significant additions, 
accessory structures, and septic systems be sited and designed to minimize risks from 
wave hazards and to avoid the need to construct a protective device for the life of the 
development. Shoreline protection structures shall not be permitted for the sole purpose 
of protecting access str~ctures as prvvide in LUP Modification 142. When it is 
determined that a shoreline protective device is necessary, the LUP Modification 143 
requires that it be constructed as far landward as feasible, but, in no circumstance, 
further seaward than a stringline drawn between the nearest adjacent corners of 
protective devices on adjacent lots. LUP Modification 144 states that a "vertical" seawall 
shall be the preferred means of protection for existing structures built at sand level. 
Rock revetments may be allowed when constructed underr.eath existing foundations or 
determined to be the preferred alternative. 

Due to the extreme hazards associated with development on a beach or coastal bluff, 
LUP Modifications 145 and 146 require property owners, as a condition of coastal 
development permits, to acknowledge and assume such risks and to waive any future 
claims against the permitting agency; and to acknowledge that future repairs or 
additions to a shoreline protective device shall not extend the footprint seaward. In 
certain circumstances, where geologic and engineering evaluations conclude that 
development can be sited and designed to not require a shoreline protective device, 
LUP Modification 147 requires property owners to waive any future rights to construct 
such device. 



Santa Barbara County 
Local Coastal Program Amendment 3-02 

Page 137 

Based on the findings above, the Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP 
amendments with regard to shoreline protection policies as submitted are inconsistent 
with the requirements of Section 30253 and 30235 of the Coastal Act unless modified 
as suggested above. Additionally, the proposed shoreline protection implementation 
amendments are not consistent with and inadequate to carry out the LUP, as modified, 
unless modified as suggested above. 

7. Watershed Protection 

Protection of coastal watersheds is a primary objective of the Coastal Act. Numerous 
sections of the Act require protection of coastal resources which are contained within 
such watersheds: Section 30230 and Section 30231 requires maintenance and 
restoration of marine resources and biological productivity of all coastal waters including 
streams, wetlands estuaries and lakes; Section 30253 requires that development not 
contribute significantly to erosion; Section 30251 requires protection of visual resource 
and minimization of landform alteration; Section 30233 provides for only limited 
development within wetlands and then only under specific environmental constraints; 
Section 30236 limits development within streams; Section 30241, 30242 and 30243 
require protection of agricultural soils and productivity; and Section 30250 requires that 
development be concentrated and in a manner that does not create significant adverse 
impacts either individually or cumulatively on coastal resources. 

The certified LCP contains general policies addressing geology, hillsides, and 
· topography. Hillside and Watershed Protection policies are intended to guide 
development on hillsides and within watersheds, and require minimizing cut and fill, 
fitting development to the site's topography, soils, geology, hydrology and other natural 
features, and spe·:::ifying techniq:.Jes for minimizing the effects of necessary gradi;lg. 
Additional policies requlre applications for grading permits and subdivision reque3ts that 
are subject to geologic hazard setbacks from potentially active, historically active, or 
active faults. 

Within the Taro Canyon Plan Area, the resources (high quality alluvial soils supporting 
highly productive agriculture; a watershed characterized predominantly by steep 
foothills protected by a large expanse of highly adapted chaparral vegetation; expansive 
coastal views of the foothills) are particularly sensitive to agricultural activities; and the 
agricultural activities which do occur (especially foothill orchards and greenhouse 
developments) have the potential to have extremely adverse effects on these critical 
resources. Agricultural soil and conservation practices have not been as effective as 
possible in minimizing erosion of cultivate soils and natural creek banks. Irrigation and 
grading practices have resulted in substantial erosion of both upper and lower valley 
soils with resultant adverse impacts on agricultural productivity. 

Failure to minimize watershed erosion results in the annual deposition of excessive 
amounts of sediment in downstream areas. This is especially important since erosion 
rates within the upper watershed have a direct relationship to the scope and frequency 
of flood projects. Given the invasive methods of flood control maintenance relied upon 
in the creek corridors, it is particularly important to ensure that future development does 
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not lead to greater rates of soil erosion and sedimentation that would reduce the 
channel's capacity to convey storm flows. Site preparation for agriculture or residential 
development on relatively steep slopes would require removal of native ground cover, 
grading for building pads, and access road construction. These land modifications 
would increase the potential for runoff during the rainy season and from irrigation. The 
runoff would contribute to storm flows and potential for inundating floodplains 
downstream on Toro and Arroyo Paredon Creeks. The consequences of increased 
development in the steeper reaches therefore increase the potential for flooding in low­
lying areas adjacent to downstream properties. This may increase the need for flood 
control activities or improvements, further impacting the downstream environment. 

The rapid expansion of the avocado market, much of which has occurred since the 
certification of the existing LCP, increased the profitability of avocado production to an 
extent where steeper and steeper foothill areas became economically feasible to 
cultivate. The cutting of hillside agricultural service roads and stripping of hills of the 
chaparral vegetation, which is highly specialized in its ability to stabilize steep slopes, 
are increasing rates of soil erosion. 

Excessive erosion of the upper watershed areas is also highly destructive of agricultural 
activities in the lower floodplain areas. Flood flow depositions of sediment can cause 
considerable damage to agricultural crops, at considerable expense. 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (Santa Barbara County, 2002) prepared for this 
project reports that some recent projects have revealed that current land use and 
zoning designations allow the potential for inappropriate development in constrained 
areas. Steep slopes, poor soils, inadequate sewer service, sensitive habitats, high fire 
potential, c.:nd narrow wir;ding roads are serious development constraints .. No area­
specific guidelines that address these concerns exist. One objective of th~ Toro Ccnyon 
Plan land use and zoning designation review was to decrease the potential for water 
pollution, loss of sensitive habitat, loss of roads and homes located on severely eroding 
hillsides, injury due to road conditions, and loss of life or significant amounts of property 
in the event of a fire. The Plan proposes to .preserve the rural character and natural 
scenic beauty of Toro Canyon. 

Watershed planning is a complex, multi-faceted planning approach that encompasses a 
number of resources issues, such as geologic hazards, erosion, water quality, visual 
resources, and native vegetative cover. While the LCP and Toro Canyon Plan contain 
polices and actions on those topics intended to meet the requirements of the Act, they 
do not provide the level of specificity required to adequately implement Coastal Act 
Sections 30230, 30231, 30241, 30242, 30243, 30250, 30251 within Toro Canyon given 
the specific sensitivity and resource constraints. The Commission is therefore 
recommending the changes below, which strengthen the Plan's basic approach. 

Many watershed resource issues overlap with other sections of this staff report. 
Therefore, the following analysis does not represent an exhaustive examination of 
watershed-related policies and standards, but rather focuses on the key resource 
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constraints such as steep slopes. For organizational purposes, the watershed planning 
recommendations are divided into Land Use and Density, Siting and Design, and 
Management Measures followed by description of the implementation. Because of the 
importance of watershed planning, especially given the rural nature of the Toro Canyon 
Planning Area, and the need to represent the Plan more accurately, LUP Modification 
125 serves to include "Watersheds" in the headings of "Geology, Hillsides, and 
Topography." 

Land Use and Density 

As stated previously, Toro Canyon is mostly rural, consisting primarily of agricultural 
lands with some rural residential intermixed. Residences in existing Rural 
Neighborhoods are mostly custom homes, with a few tract homes on some of the 
smaller lots. It is notable however, from a watershed planning perspective, that 
residential building trends involve new custom homes with structures far larger than 
existing homes, from 5,000 to as large as 20,000 square feet. The Plan area also 
contains three small commercial areas along Highway 101. 

At the most basic level, watershed planning begins with avoidance of resource impacts 
by locating the types of land uses and densities through Land Use Designations and 
Zoning. The Toro Canyon Plan proposes to modify land use designations and 
associated zoning in a manner that would reduce potential development density and 
the community's ultimate buildout potential. 

The Toro Canyon Plan rezones some residential areas with significant development 
constraints to larger minimum parcel sizes. Many of these areas are characterized by 
lim:~ed public roat: access to parcels, narrow winding roads, steep r.!opes, poo; sc::ls, 
lack of public sewers, high fire hazard with poor excavation routes, and la:·ger amounts 
of sensitive habitats including major creeks. For these reasons, limiting additional 
development density in these areas would reduce overall watershed impacts. The Plan 
also downzones a majority of the agricultural parcels to larger minimum lot sizes. 
However, this has more impact on long-ierm agricultural productivity rather than 
watershed impacts (though it does· reduce the potential for agricultural residential 
buildout), since the extent of agricultural roads and cultivation is not dependent upon 
parcel size. 

The Plan includes another significant shift in land use density by redesignating I 
rezoning foothill lands from Agriculture to Mountainous Area (MA) in order to balance 
resource protection with agricultural expansion in areas with limited access, steep 
slopes, poor soils, high fire hazards, and large areas of sensitive habitat. The MA 
designation allows agricultural uses, but includes greater protection of natural 
resources. The Mountainous designation is intended to protect lands unsuited for 
intensive development. Combined with the reduction in density of residential parcels, 
these changes would reduce the total potential density of future development that could 
occur within the Plan area. 
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Land divisions may not be approved if they would result in adverse impacts on coastal 
resources, such as water quality, wetlands and ESHA; contribute significantly to 
erosion; or would minimize risks to life and property, which are protected under 
Sections 30230, 30231, 30233, 30240, and 30253 of the Coastal Act. A land division 
cannot be approved unless every new lot created would contain an identified building 
site that can later be developed consistent with all policies and standards of the LCP. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that LUP Modifications 129 and 130 are necessary to 
prohibit land divisions, including lot line adjustments, unless all proposed parcels are 
demonstrated to be safe from erosion and geologic hazards; building pads, access 
roads, or driveways would not be located on slopes of 30%; and future development 
would not require grading on slopes of 30%. 

Siting and Design 

Where development is unavoidable in constrained areas, the siting and design of 
development should avoid, where feasible, and minimize individual and cumulative 
impacts to watershed resources. Siting and design of new development is particularly 
important in Taro Canyon where much of the watershed is unsuited for intensive 
development, due to areas of steep topography, high potential for landslides and 
erosion, and significant biological communities. Such design considerations would be 
necessary to avoid exacerbating erosion and hillside scarring. 

Coastal Act Section 30250 provides a framework for new development to concentrate 
structures, minimize road lengths through site design, and avoid individual or 
cumulative impacts to coastal resources. The Taro Canyon Plan proposes policies and 
development standards to limit development on slopes greater than 20 percent, to 
minimizG g~ ading, to avoid siting development near active am' potentially ac~ive faults, 
to require revegetation of graded areas and appropriate diainage c.!esign. An adciitiona. 
measure limits grading for access roads to less than 50 cubic yards without a grading 
permit. 

Four general suggested modifications encourage site, scale, and design of new 
development consistent with the requirements of Section 30250 and the specific 
resource protection policies. LUP Modification 4 provides that, in addition to the 
requirements of LUP Policy 2-11, all development, including agriculture, shall be scaled 
to protect resources such as environmentally sensitive habitat and visual resources and 
to respect site constraints such as steep slopes. Regulatory measures to ensure such 
protection shall include but not be limited to restrictions on the following: size; color; 
reflectivity and height of structures; roofs and other architectural features; length of 
driveways; number of accessory structures; size of development envelopes; amount 
and location of grading; vegetation removal; and night lighting. LUP Modification 101 
requires new development to be sited and designed to concentrate development in · 
existing developed areas, minimize road lengths and driveways, and reduce fuel 
modification to the maximum extent feasible to minimize impacts to native habitat, 
areas of steep slopes, and/or highly erosive/sandy soils. LUP Modification 128 requires 
new development to be sited and designed to minimize grading, alteration of physical 
features, and vegetation clearance in order to prevent soil erosion, stream siltation, 
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reduced water percolation, increased runoff, and adverse impacts on plant and animal 
life and prevent net increases in baseline flows for any receiving waterbody. 

Suggested Modification 57 provides that development shall be sited on the most 
suitable portion of the site and designed to ensure the protection and preservation of 
natural and sensitive site resources by providing for the following: (a) Protecting areas 
that provide important water quality benefits, areas necessary to maintain riparian and 
aquatic biota and/or that are susceptible to erosion and sediment loss; (b) Analyzing the 
natural resources and hazardous constraints of planning areas and individual 
development sites to determine locations most suitable for development; (c) Preserving 
and protecting riparian corridors, wetlands, and buffer zones; (d) Minimizing disturbance 
of natural areas, including vegetation, significant trees, native vegetation, and root 
structures; (e) Ensuring adequate setbacks from creeks, wetlands, and other 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas; (f) Promoting clustering of development on the 
most suitable portions of a site by taking into account geologic constraints, sensitive 
resources, and natural drainage features; and (g) Utilizing design features that meet 
water quality goals established in site design policies 

In addition to the general siting and design guidelines provided in the above suggested 
modifications, specific siting and design guidelines are provided in relation to geologic 
hazard constraints and significant biological communities. 

Geologic hazards which may affect, and may be caused by, new development include 
landslides, soil creep, accelerated erosion, and increased sedimentation. These 
problems are generally related to development in steeply sloping foothill areas. The 
main areas of steep slopes (>30%) within the coastal zone are located north of Foothill 
Road (Exhibit 9). Given the low density of developn ;ent in the stf-dp foothill areas, 
existing strucwres have largely avoided severe geologic problems. There are foothill 
areas where severe slope stability problems have occurred. 

The hazards policies and standards in the Toro Canyon Plan are intended to ensure 
that all new development minimizes risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, 
flood, and fire hazards. To implement the LUP, suggested modification 171 includes· 
development standards, permit application requirements and other measures to ensure 
that permitted development is sited and designed to assure stability and structural 
integrity, and neither create nor contribute to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction 
of the site or surrounding area. 

Steep slopes and unstable soils characterize the Toro Canyon area. As a result, larid 
use practices such as agriculture on steep slopes has had adverse watershed impacts. 
As reported in the Final EIR (Santa Barbara County, 2002): 

As crop values have risen, increased agricultural development has occurred 
on steeper slopes and canyon hillsides. While most agriculture is well 
planned and installed, in some cases, poorly planned and executed foothill 
grading for crops and access roads has caused landslides, visual 
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degradation, habitat loss, significant erosion, and downstream sedimentation 
in creeks. In addition, once agricultural roads are in place, some property 
owners follow with additional grading for residential development, including 
driveways, building pads, yard areas, etc. Much of this has led to significant 
scarring of the terrain and ongoing erosion problems. 

To protect watershed resources that are adversely harmed as a result of the removal of 
native vegetative cover for new agriculture on steep slopes, the Commission requires 
LUP Modification 105 to prohibit the conversion of vacant land on slopes over 30 
percent to new crop, orchard, vineyard, or other agricultural use. Existing, legally 
established agricultural uses shall be allowed to continue. Similarly, DevStd GEO-TC-
1.1 of the Toro Canyon Plan addresses development on slopes greater than 20%. In 
areas of unstable soils, highly erosive soils, or on slopes between 20% and 30%, 
development shall not be allowed unless an evaluation by a qualified professional (e.g., 
soils engineer, geologist, etc.) establishes that the proposed project will not result in 
unstable slopes or severe erosion. LUP Modification 127 prohibits grading and/or 
development-related vegetation clearance where the slope exceeds 30 percent, with 
certain exceptions for driveways and utilities. LUP Modification 126 modifies DevStd 
GEO-TC-1.1 to reference the Watershed Protection Overlay District, pursuant to IP 
Modification 171, which implements these watershed protections standards. 

Approximately 1,550 acres of the Toro Canyon Plan Area is chaparral high in the 
watershed's mountainous area. As reported by the Final EIR (Santa Barbara County, 
2002): 

Depending upon parcel sizes, the potential disturbance area for a main 
house, guest house, driveways, landscaping, and orchard~ can range from 1 
to 10 acres per parcel. Using an average of 5 acres of disturbanr.e !Jer unit, 
and given the data described in the paragraph above, 124 units could 
fragment 620 acres of open land. This is expected to include elimination of 
oak riparian forest, oak forest and woodland, scrub oak chaparral, chaparral, 
and coastal sage scrub. Elimination of grassland is not included in these 
totals. Direct removal of habitat as well as fragmentation of the remaining 
habitat would be a significant impact. 

This could degrade the ability to support wildlife, including sensitive species 
described above. Fragmentation could occur in all of these habitats. This 
fragmentation would reduce the potential for survival of native species that 
rely on large areas for nesting or foraging. Human encroachment into these 
areas would introduce noise, lighting, littler, and predation by domestic 
animals that would disrupt, and in some cases eliminate, native animals. 
Changes in the faunal community could result if species unable to tolerate 
these human disturbances would abandon the immediate area. This could 
have a secondary effect on raptor occurrence within the area. 

Policy 810-TC-12 of the Toro Canyon Plan provides that significant biological 
communities not designated ESH should not be fragmented by development into small, 
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non-viable areas. This would in large part, encompass the chaparral habitat which is a 
significant, relatively undisturbed biological community. 

Management Measures 

Where development in constrained areas cannot avoid watershed impacts through 
siting and design, then short-term construction-related impacts and impacts associated 
with long-term use of such areas must be managed to mitigate erosion, sedimentation, 
and adverse effects on water quality and other downstream coastal resources. Marine 
resources, biological productivity and coastal water quality benefit the most from these 
types of specific project-level management measures. 

Landform alteration from new development may impact the quality of surface waters 
through such means as reducing the area of pervious surfaces and altering natural 
drainage, filtration, and infiltration patterns. Grading and filling natural hydrologic 
features raises significant water quality issues, including the loss of the natural water 
filtration mechanisms that provide water quality, quantity, and conveyance benefits to 
the coastal environment. To ensure coastal resource protection consistent with Section 
30230 and 30231, the Commission finds that the following suggested modifications are 
required. 

LUP Modification 65 requires measures to be taken during construction to limit land 
disturbance activities such as clearing and grading, limiting cut-and-fill to reduce 
erosion and sediment loss. This modification further requires avoidance of steep 
slopes, unstable areas, and erosive soils. Construction must also minimize disturbance 
of natural vegetation, including significant trees, native vegetation, root structures, and 

. other physical or biological features im~.1rtant for prev0nting erosion or sedimentation. 
LUP Modification 64 requires develupment tc- minimize erosion, 5edimentation, and the 
introduction of pollutants from construction-related activities to the maximum extent 
feasible Applicants shall develop construction-phase erosion control and polluted 
runoff control plans and incorporate appropriate BMPs to meet the requirements. 

LUP Modification 117 modifies DevStd FLO-TC-2.1 to incorporate Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) that would minimize the erosion of soils into natural and manmade 
drainages, where feasible. This may include, but is not limited to, sedimentation traps. 
Additionally, DevStd FLD-TC-2.2 requires grading and drainage plans to be submitted 
with any application that would increase total runoff from the site or substantially alter 
drainage patterns on the site or in the vicinity. However, the Commission recognizes 
that new development has the potential to adversely impact water quality for reasons 
other than an increase in site runoff. The introduction of common chemicals and 
pollutants to site runoff, even if at pre-development rates, would not be adverse to 
downstream waters and/or habitats. Therefore, LUP Modification 118 requires grading, 
drainage, and interim erosion control plans to be submitted with all application for 
development. Drainage and interim erosion control plans are essential to the protection 
of water quality. 
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Action FLD-TC-2.4 provides that a Master Drainage Plan may be developed for Taro 
Canyon which would generally address drainage conveyance. However, there is no 
hierarchal policy basis for such a plan. Therefore, the Commission is requiring LUP 
Modification 119 to add a policy that states preparation of a Master Drainage Plan may 
be undertaken subject to all of the provisions of the Taro Canyon Plan. and certified 
LCP. This type of comprehensive plan has the potential to provide a net benefit to 
resources through its planning efforts. 

Addressing Sections 30230, 30231, 30236, 30240, and 30250 of the Coastal Act, LUP 
Modification 131 regulates the development of new roads, bridges, culverts, and 
outfalls so that they do not cause or contribute to streambank or hillside erosion or 
creek or wetland siltation. This includes BMPs to minimize impacts to water quality such 
as construction phase erosion control and polluted runoff control plans, and soil 
stabilization practices. New stream crossings, including replacement of an existing 
stream crossing, must be bridged. Where space is available, dispersal of sheet flow 
from roads into vegetated areas or other on-site infiltration practices shall be 
incorporated into road and bridge design. 

The County has found that pre-permitting investigations for residential development 
have contributed to geologic scarring and increased erosion in the Plan area. Creation 
of access roads for truck-mounted mechanical augers and/or backhoes used for 
geologic hazards, soils, septic systems, or other investigations related to residential 
development has altered topography and resulted in geologic scarring. These 
investigations include earth moving activities that have resulted in clearing of vegetation 
and increased soil exposure to wind and water erosion. Since these investigations 
occur prior to permit approval, there are currently no enforceable restrictions on these 
activities. LUP Modification 132 restates A<.tion GEO-TC-4 to require a coastal 
development permit for roadways constructed ·to provide access for geologic, 
geotechnical, and septic system testing that require grading of greater than 50 cubic 
yards, subject to all other applicable County provisions. 

Implementation 

The comprehensive nature of watershed planning necessarily incorporates a number of 
separate resource issues, including protection of water qu<:!lity, native cover and 
biological productivity, ESH, and geologic hazards. As a result of this cross-resource 
planning, clear implementation and its contribution to the overall Taro Canyon Plan 
watershed planning effort is essential. Though the protection of watershed resources 
cannot be reduced to just one issue, land use constraints hinge, in large part, on 
topographic constraints. Lands particularly unsuited for intensive development include 
lands that have steep slopes 30 percent or greater. This percentage is emphasized in 
the T oro Canyon Plan area by the existing line of agricultural development. Though 
some agriculture has occurred on slopes 30% or greater, areas with 30% or steeper 
slopes, zoned for agriculture, primarily remain vacant. In most of Toro Canyon, these 
steep agricultural areas transition into the large expanse of highly adapted native 
chaparral still evident along Paredon Ridge. 
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To protect watershed functions and rural character, the Commission requires the 
incorporation of a Watershed Protection Overlay, pursuant to IP Modification 171, within 
the Toro Canyon Plan area where land use intensification, including removal of native 
vegetation and grading for new development, in areas of steep slopes contribute to 
increased surface runoff, erosion, downstream siltation, and hillside scarring. 
Specifically, the area to be included in the WTR Overlay District shall include all lands 
within the coastal zone portion of the Toro Canyon Planning Area having slopes 30% or 
greater as described in LUP Modification 159 and IP Modification 170. 

The WTR Overlay District supplements the development standards of the Toro Canyon 
Plan through illustration of constrained areas and through clarifying implementation 
measures. The intent of this overlay district is to ensure that all development in such 
areas is designed and carried out in a manner that (1) provides maximum protection to 
coastal waters and downstream properties; (2) preserves rural character and public 
views; and (3) limits development in areas constrained by lack of adequate services 
and access, and geologic and fire hazards. 

The WTR Overlay requires additional application requirements to adequately describe 
the project in relation to applicable development constraints. Supplemental application 
requirements include a delineation of any disturbed areas on the parcel and evidence of 
previous permit or evidence showing no authorization was necessary for the 
disturbance. The application must also be accompanied by a water quality 
management plan and fuel modification for these sensitive areas. Water quality 
management plans must be designed to minimize the introduction of pollutants to 
surface waters, groundwater, and/or other coastal water body. 

Supplemental findings ar~ required to 6;1sure that the proposed development meets all 
applicable development standards detailed within the Overlay District, including use oi 
property, slopes, development areas, siting and design, water quality management 
plans, confined animal facilities, historic use and disturbance of property, and land 
divisions. The Overlay District also provides additional application requirements and 
finding for approvals of Conditional Use Permits (CUPs). These provisions are 
described below. 

The uses of the property and the siting, design, and size: of any development approved 
on parcels within this district, shall be limited, restricted, and/or conditioned to minimize 
impacts to coastal waters, downstream properties, and rural character on and adjacent 
to the property, to the maximum extent feasible. This includes the prohibition of 
development on 30% slopes, or greater, to the maximum extent feasible, and a formal 
determination by a qualified professional that development on slopes between 20% and 
30% will not result in unstable slopes or severe erosion. 

Where all feasible building sites are constrained by steep slopes, the County may only 
permit development where all siting, design, and other provisions of the WTR Overlay 
District are met. In no case shall the approved development exceed the maximum 
development area as described in Section 35-1 02G.17. The maximum allowable 
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development area (including the building pad and all graded slopes, if any, as well any 
permitted structures) on parcels where all feasible building sites include areas 
exceeding 30% slope are within this District shall be 10,000 square feet or 25 percent of 
the parcel size, whichever is less. Mitigation of adverse impacts to hillside stability, 
coastal waters, downstream properties, and rural character that cannot be avoided 
through the implementation of siting and design alternatives shall be required. 
Additionally, driveways and/or utilities may be located on slopes 30% or greater where 
there is no less environmentally damaging feasible alternative means of providing 
access to a building site. 

New development must be sited and designed to minimize grading, alteration of 
physical features, and vegetation clearance in order to prevent soil erosion, stream 
siltation, reduced water percolation, increased runoff, and adverse impacts on plant and 
animal life and prevent net increases in baseline flows for any receiving waterbody. 
Confined animal facilities are prohibited on all slopes 30% or greater. 

Any disturbed area where previous permits or other historic evidence cannot be 
provided to indicate that the removal of vegetation and grading disturbance occurred 
pursuant to proper authorization, the County Planning and Development review shall 
assume that the removal was not legally permitted and the subject area(s) shall be 
restored, unless an after-the-fact coastal development permit is issued consistent with 
all current standards under the provisions of this Article. The County shall not recognize 
unauthorized vegetation removal or grading, and shall not predicate any approval on 
the basis that vegetation has been illegally removed or degraded. 

Furthermore, land divisions that would result in building pads, access roads, or 
driveways locate~ on slopes of JO% or greater, or result in grading on slopes 30% .. or 
greater shall be prohibited. All land divisions shall be designed such that the location of 
building pads and access roads minimizes erosion and sedimentation. 

The WTR Overlay District further provides that a coastal development permit may 
include conditions that are necessary to ensure protection of watershed function, rural 
character, and land unsuited for development. Such conditions may limit the size, kind, 
or character of the proposed work, require replacement of vegetation, establish required 
monitoring procedures and maintenance activity, stage the work over time, require the 
alteration of the design of the development to ensure protection of the habitat, or 
require any other condition deemed necessary for protection of coastal resources by 
the approving body. 

Based on the findings above, the Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP 
amendments with regard to watershed protection as submitted are inconsistent with the 
requirements of Sections 30230, 30231, 30233, 30240, 30250 and 30253 of the· 
Coastal Act unless modified as suggested above. Additionally, the proposed watershed 
protection implementation amendments are not consistent with and inadequate to carry 
out the LUP, as modified, unless modified as suggested above. 
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Taro Canyon lies within the Taro Creek and Arroyo Paredon Creek Watersheds. 
Numerous coastal creeks drain from these watersheds into the Pacific Ocean and 
Santa Barbara Channel, where valuable coastal resources and popular public 
recreation areas and activities exist. Maintaining and restoring water quality throughout 
the Taro Canyon watersheds is necessary to protect the sensitive coastal resources 
and public amenities that exist in these areas. 

The Commission shares responsibility for regulating nonpoint source water pollution in 
the Coastal Zone of California with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
and the coastal Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). The Commission 
and the SWRCB have been co-leads in developing and implementing the January 2000 
Plan for California's Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program (Plan), which outlines a 
strategy to ensure that management measures and practices that reduce or prevent 
polluted runoff are implemented over a fifteen-year period. Some of these 
management measures and practices are best implemented at the local planning level, 
since they can be most cost effective during the design stage of development. 

The Commission and the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(CCRWQCB) are both working to protect water quality in the Santa Barbara area, 
although each has different authorities and responsibilities in that effort. The 
Commission has primary responsibility for protecting coastal resources, including water 
quality, from the impacts of development in the coastal zone. The SWRCB and 
RWQCBs have primary responsibility for regulating discharges that may impact waters 
of the state through writing discharge permits, investigating water quality impacts, 
monitoring jischarges, se;tting water quality standards and taking enforcemc·:'lt actions 
where standards are violated. Giv~n the common goal of clean coastal water q:Jality, 
there is a gray zone where the authorities of these agencies overlap. For example, 
based on the need to regulate land use in order to protect water quality, the 
CCRWQCB has provided guidance and requirements in its Phase II National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit fm land use development that may 
impact water quality. The Taro Canyon Plan reflects these guidance and requirements 
with some modifications due to the site-specific conditions in Taro Canyon, the 
additional requirements of the Coastal Act and comments of interested parties including 
the County of Santa Barbara. 

The County of Santa Barbara has submitted a Draft Storm Water Management 
Program (SWMP) to the CCRWQCB to meet the Phase II NPDES requirements. This 
SWMP is a comprehensive program addressing the impacts of stormwater and polluted 
runoff on water quality, and identifying measures and activities to reduce these impacts. 
The policies, development standards and actions in the Toro Canyon Plan reflect the 
SWMP where applicable. The Santa Barbara SWMP can be found at 
www.countyofsb.org/project_cleanwater. 

The Commission recognizes that new development in the County of Santa Barbara and 
especially the Taro Canyon area has the potential to adversely impact coastal water 
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quality through the removal of native vegetation, increase of impervious surfaces, 
increase of runoff, erosion, and sedimentation, introduction of pollutants such as 
petroleum, cleaning products, pesticides, and other pollutant sources, as well as 
effluent from septic systems. Section 30231 of the Coastal Act states that: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations 
of marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall be 
maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, 
minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, 
controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and 
substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water 
reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian 
habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

New development often results in an increase in impervious surface, which in turn 
decreases the infiltrative function and capacity of existing permeable land on project 
sites. The reduction in permeable surface therefore leads to an increase in the volume 
and velocity of stormwater runoff that can be expected to leave the site. The cumulative 
effect of increased impervious surface is that the peak stream discharge is increased 
and the peak occurs much sooner after precipitation events. Changes in the stream 
flow result in modification to stream morphology. Additionally, runoff from impervious 
surfaces results in increased erosion and sedimentation. 

Further, pollutants commonly found in runoff associated with new development include: 

• petroleum hydrocarbons such as oil and grease from vehicles; 

"" heavy m<3ta~:,; 
• synthetic organic chemicals including paint and household deaners; 

• soap and dirt from washing vehicles; 

• dirt and vegetation from yard maintenance; 

• litter and organic matter; 
• fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides from household gardening or more intensive 

agricultural land use; 

• nutrients from wastewater discharge, animal waste and crop residue; and 

• bacteria and pathogens from wastewater discharge and animal waste. 

The discharge of these pollutants to coastal waters can cause cumulative impacts such 
as: 

• eutrophication and anoxic conditions resulting in fish kills and diseases and the 
alteration of aquatic habitat, including adverse changes to species composition 
and size; 

• excess nutrients causing algae blooms and sedimentation increasing turbidity, 
which both reduce the penetration of sunlight needed by aquatic vegetation that 
provide food and cover for aquatic species; 
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• disruptions to the reproductive cycle of aquatic species; 

• acute and sublethal toxicity in marine organisms leading to adverse changes in 
reproduction and feeding behavior; and 

• human diseases such as hepatitis and dysentery. 

These impacts reduce the biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, 
streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes, reduce optimum populations of marine 
organisms and have adverse impacts on human health. 

The goal of the Taro Canyon Plan water quality policies is to protect and enhance water 
quality and the beneficial uses of local coastal waters and ground waters from adverse 
impacts related to land development. The objectives of the policies are three-fold: 

• Protect, enhance and restore natural drainages, wetlands, streams, and 
groundwater recharge areas. 

• Promote the elimination of pollutant discharge, including nonpoint source 
pollution, into the County's waters through new construction and development 
regulation including but not limited to site planning, environmental review and 
mitigation, and permit conditions of approval. 

• Promote Best Management Practices to limit water quality impacts from existing 
development, including septic system maintenance and County services. 

The Taro Canyon Plan contains several policies to meet the goal of protecting and 
enhancing water quality and the beneficial uses of local coastal waters and ground 
waters from adverse impacts related to land development. The majority of these 
poHcies are contained under the heading Wastewater, VJater, ar.d Water Qu81ity, 
renamed in suggested modification 36, although there are also water quality policies 
within the Biological Resources, Flooding and Drainage, and Geology, Hillsides and 
Topography sections. The. main goals of pollution prevention and elimination, the 
protection of pristine waters, and the restoration of impaired waters are reflected in 
suggested modifications 46 and 47. 

As mentioned above, wastewater discharge has the potential to contribute pollutants to 
runoff. Several policies relating to wastewater have been modified or added to the 
existing policies. These include suggested modifications 39, 40, 43, and 141, and 
incorporate siting, design, installation, operation and maintenance requirements to 
reduce impacts to water quality, and special wastewater protection for beachfront 
development, as this land use has a higher potential to impact water quality due to its 
proximity to coastal waters. Development including confined animal facilities is also 
required to protect water quality through siting, desi~, management and maintenance 
requirements, as this land use has the potential to contribute pollutants such as 
nutrients and pathogens to coastal waters. These requirements are reflected in 
suggested modifications 42 and 45. There are also policies that require landscaping 
practices and vegetation maintenance activities to minimize erosion and sedimentation, 
minimize the use of nutrients, pesticides and other chemicals and use efficient irrigation 
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practices, as these types of activities are known to generate pollutants such as 
fertilizers, pesticides, nutrients, sediment and increased runoff. Suggested 
modifications 67, 85, 86, and 87 include policies related to landscaping and vegetation 
maintenance practices. There are other types of development and land use activities 
that are known to generate high numbers or concentrations of pollutants and pose a 
threat to water quality. These types of development include roads, bridges, parking lots, 
commercial development, restaurants, gasoline stations, car washes, automotive repair 
facilities, beachfront development and development on steep slopes, and policies have 
been added to address the water quality impacts from these developments in 
suggested modifications 131, 58, 59, 60, 61, 63, 133, and 62. 

Several policies have been modified or added to provide specifically for the requirement 
of Best Management Practices (BMPs) related to siting and design of the project, the 
construction phase of the project, and the post-construction phase of the project. 
These policies include the requirement of Erosion and Sediment Control Plans and 
Storm Water Quality Management Plans, as specified in suggested modifications 66, 
48, and 171. These plans must specify the BMPs that will be implemented (both 
temporary and permanent) to protect water quality, as required by modification 172. 

Development during the construction phase has the potential to contribute pollutants 
through erosion and sedimentation and through discharge of construction materials or 
chemicals. Therefore, suggested modifications 64, 65, and 117 require that 
construction phase development minimize erosion and sedimentation, minimize the 
introduction of pollutants, limit land disturbance activities such as clearing and grading, 
minimize disturbance of natural vegetation, limit cut-and-fill to reduce erosion and 
sediment loss, avoid steep slopes, unstable areas, and erosive soils, and incorporate 
ot.-.er BMPs as necessary to minimize erosion .Jnd sedimt:mt<Ation. Suggested 
modification 118 requires that all developmeni submit grading plans tnac specify 
temporary and permanent BMPs to minimize erosion and sedimentation. 

As discussed above, development often results in an increase in impervious surface, 
which in turn decreases the infiltrative function and capacity of existing permeable land 
and results in an increase in the volume and velocity of stormwater runoff, modification­
to stream morphology and increased erosion and sedimentation. Policies have been 
modified or added to the Toro Canyon Plan, including suggested modifications 52, 53, 
54, 55, and 56, that require the preservation or restoration of natural hydrologic 
conditions. This can be achieved by measures such as promoting infiltration, minimizing 
impervious surfaces, and protecting the absorption, purification, and retention functions 
of natural drainage systems by designing the drainage plan to complement and utilize 
existing drainage patterns and systems, and conveying drainage from the developed 
area of the site in a non-erosive 'Pnanner. Suggested modification 120 requires the 
diversion of natural flow to be avoided in order to preserve the natural hydrologic 
conditions and avoid impacts to water quality. In addition, suggested modification 57 
requires development to be sited on the most suitable portion of the site and designed 
to ensure the protection and preservation of natural and sensitive site resources by 
providing for the following: 
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• Protecting areas that provide important water quality benefits, areas necessary 
to maintain riparian and aquatic biota and/or that are susceptible to erosion and 
sediment loss; 

• Analyzing the natural resources and hazardous constraints of planning areas 
and individual development sites to determine locations most suitable for 
development; 

• Preserving and protecting riparian corridors, wetlands, and buffer zones; 

• Minimizing disturbance of natural areas, including vegetation, significant trees, 
native vegetation, and root structures; 

• Ensuring adequate setbacks from creeks, wetlands, and other environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas. 

These measures discussed above are all types of site design BMPs. In addition to site 
design BMPs, source control BMPs are also required to be implemented in the project 
design, as specified in suggested modification 49. Structural treatment control BMPs 
are required for all residential development 1 acre or greater in disturbance and all 
commercial, industrial, and transportation/vehicle development 0.5 acres or greater in 
disturbance. In addition, in some instances the implementation of site design and 
source control BMPs alone will not be sufficient to protect water quality as required by 
the Taro Canyon Plan, LCP or Coastal Act. Therefore, when necessary to protect 
water quality, structural treatment BMPs will be required along with site design and 
source control measures. These requirements are incorporated in suggested 
modification 49. 

The Commission finds that designing BI'V:Ps to accommodate (infiliraLe, filter or treat) 
the runoff from the more frequent storms, rather than for the largest infrequent storms, 
results in improved BMP performance. In similar areas of the coast, the Commission 
has previously required structural BMPs to accommodate (infiltrate, filter or treat) the 
amount of stormwater produced by all storms up to and including the 85th percentile, 24 
hour storm event. The County of Santa Barbara has adopted standards tha~ indude 
sizing criteria for volume-based and flow rate-based structural treatment control BMPs, 
as describ~d below in an excerpt from the Santa Barbara County Draft StCJrm Water 
Management Program. 

These standard conditions will be required on all new or redevelopment 
projects that are one acre or larger in size for residential development, or 0.5 
acre or larger in size for commercial, industrial, and transportation/vehicle 
development. The conditions require treatment control BMPs be installed to 
accommodate rainfall events up to 1.2 inches in volume, or 0.3 inches per 
hour. Events or flows greater than this would be by-passed. This sizing 
criterion is based on storm event analysis and continuous rainfall/runoff 
simulation (SYNOP and SWMM) on rainfall data from 1948 to 1999. 
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The criteria for Santa Barbara County did not analyze 24-hour storms as this 
typically truncates many storm events artificially (i.e., storm events often 
begin and end before and after midnight, respectively) and is not how storm 
events actually occur. The approach used to obtain the 1.2 inch sizing criteria 
was based on the U.S. EPA statistical rainfall analysis program SYNOP, 
which was used to convert the hourly rainfall data to individual storm events 
with inter-event mean times (the dry period used to separate and aggregate 
hours of rainfall into "events? of 6 hours or greater and total rainfall depth of 
0.1 inches or greater (storms less than 0.1 inch were omitted because they do 
not typically generate creek flows or significant runoff). Thus, these values 
provide a more accurate value than the 85th percentile value commonly used 
in other communities (if converted to a percentile approach, these values 
represent a range between the 70th to 90th percentile, depending on where in 
the County rainfall is measured). 

Based on the discussion above, the Commission finds that the County design criteria 
standards provide equivalent water quality protection as the 85th percentile design 
standard. Therefore, the Commission requires, through suggested modification 50, that 
the post-construction structural treatment control BMPs that are required be designed 
and installed according to County Flood Control District and County Water Agency 
standards and guidelines, including accommodating, at a minimum, rainfall events up to 
1.2 inches in volume or 0.3 inches per hour. In addition, structural BMPs shall be 
inspected, cleaned, and repaired as necessary to ensure proper functioning for the life 
of the development, and permits for development shall be conditioned to require 
ongoing application and maintenance as is necessary for effective operation of all 
BMPs (including site design, source control, and treatment control), as required in 
suggested modification 51. 

These policies contained in the Toro Canyon Plan provide for the protection and 
enhancement of water quality and the beneficial uses of local coastal waters and 
ground waters from adverse impacts related to land development. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the Toro Canyon Plan meets the requirements of and is in 
confor;nity with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act. 

F. AGRICULTURE 

1. Coastal Act Policies 

Section 30113 of the Coastal Act defines "prime agricultural land" as: 

... those lands defined in paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (4) of subdivision (c) of 
Section 51201 of the Government Code. 

Section 51201(c) states in relevant part: 

"Prime agricultural/and" means any of the following: 

All land that qualifies for rating as class I or class II in the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service land use capability classifications. 
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Land which qualifies for rating 80 through 100 in the Storie Index Rating. 

Land which supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and 
which has an annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit 
per acre as defined by the United States Department of Agriculture. 

Land planted with fruit- or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes or crops which 
have a nonbearing period of less than five years and which will normally 
return during the commercial bearing period on an annual basis from the 
production of unprocessed agricultural plant production not less than two 
hundred dollars ($200) per acre. 

Section 30241 of the Coastal Act states: 

The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in 
agricultural production to assure the protection of the areas agricultural 
economy, and conflicts shall be minimized between agricultural and urban 
land uses through all of the following: 

(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas, 
including, where necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize conflicts 
between agricultural and urban land uses. 

(b) By limiting conversions of agricultural lands around the periphery of 
urban areas to the lands where the viability of existing agricultural use is 
already severely limited by conflicts with urban uses or where the conversion 
of the lands would complete a logical and viable neighborhood and 
contribute to the establishment of a stable limit to urban development. 

(c) By permitting the conv·;rsion of ayric:altural land surrounded by urban 
uses where the conversion of the land would be consistent with Section 
30250. 

(d) By developing available lands not suited for agricultw·e prior to the 
conversion of agricultural lands. 

(e) By assuring that public service and facility expansions and 
nonagricultural development do not impair agricultural viability, either 
through increased assessment costs or degraded air and water quality. 

(f) By assuring that all divisions of prime agricultural lands, except those 
conversions approved pursuant to subdivision (b), and all development 
adjacent to prime agricultural lands shall not diminish the productivity of 
such prime agricultural lands. 

Section 30241.5 of the Coastal Act states: 

(a) If the viability of existing agricultural uses is an issue pursuant to 
subdivision (b) of Section 30241 as to any local coastal program or 
amendment to any certified local coastal program submitted for review and 
approval under this division, the determination of "viability" shall include, but 
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not be limited to, consideration of an economic feasibility evaluation 
containing at least both of the following elements: 

(1) An analysis of the gross revenue from the agricultural products grown in 
the area for the five years immediately preceding the date of the filing of a 
proposed local coastal program or an amendment to any local coastal 
program. 

(2) An analysis of the operational expenses, excluding the cost of land1 
associated with the production of the agricultural products grown in the area 
for the five years immediately preceding the date of the filing of a proposed 
local coastal program or an amendment to any local coastal program. 

For purposes of this subdivision, "area" means a geographic area of 
sufficient size to provide an accurate evaluation of the economic feasibility of 
agricultural uses for those lands included in the local coastal program or in 
the proposed amendment to a certified local coastal program. 

(b) The economic feasibility evaluation required by subdivision (a) shall be 
submitted to the commission, by the local government, as part of its 
submittal of a local coastal program or an amendment to any local coastal 
program. If the local government determines that it does not have the staff 
with the necessary expertise to conduct the economic feasibility evaluation, 
the evaluation may be conducted under agreement with the local government 
by a consultant selected jointly by local government and the executive 
director of the commission. 

Section 30242 of the Coastal Act states: 

All other lands suiiable for agric;Jitural use shall not be converted to 
nonagricultural llses unless (I) continued or renewed agricultural use is not 
feasible, or (2) such conversion would preserve prime agricultural land or 
concentrate development consistent with Section 30250 such permitted 
conversion shall be compatible with continued agricultural use on 
surrounding lands. 

Section 30243 of the Coastal Act states: 

The long-term productivity of soils and timberlands shall be protected, and 
conversions of coastal commercial timberlands in units of commercial size to 
other uses or their division into units of noncommercial size shall be limited 
to providing for necessary timber processing and related facilities. 

2. Existing LUP Policies 

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 are not limited to, setbacks, buffer zones, grading 
controls, noise restrictions, maintenance of natural vegetation, and control of 
runoff. 
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All development within the coastal zone shall be subject to the slope density 
curve (Plate A) of the County Zoning Ordinance No. 661 (Article VII, Section 
20). However, in no case shall above-ground structures, except for necessary 
utility lines and fences for agricultural purposes, be sited on undisturbed 
slopes exceeding 40 percent. 

Policy 3-21: 

Where agricultural development will involve construction of service roads 
and/or the clearance of natural vegetation for orchard development, a brush 
removal permit shall be required. 

Policy 3-22: 

Where agricultural development will involve the construction of service roads 
and the clearance of major vegetation for orchard development, cover 
cropping or any other comparable means of soil protection shall be utilized to 
minimize erosion until orchards are mature enough to form a vegetative 
canopy over the exposed earth. 

Policy 8-2: 

If a parcel is designated for agricultural use and is located in a rural area not 
contiguous with the urban/rural boundary, rezoning to a non-agricultural zone 
district shall not be permitted unless such conversion of the entire parcel 
would allow for another priority use under the Coastal Act, e.g., coastal 
dependent industry, recreation and access, or protection of an 
environmentally sensitive habitat. Such conversion shall not be in conflict 
with contiguous agricultural operations in the area, and shall be consistent 
with Section ."J0241 and 3024.'? of the Coastal Act. 

Policy 8-3: 

If a parcel is designated for agricultural use and is located in a rural area 
contiguous with the urban/rural boundary, com/ersion shall not be permitted 
unless: 

a. The agricultural use of the land is severely impaired because of 
physical factors (e.g., high water table), topographical constraints, or 
urban conflicts (e.g., surrounded by urban uses which inhibit production 
or make it impossible to qualify for agricultural preserve status), and 

b. Conversion would contribute to the logical completion of an existing 
urban neighborhood, and 

c. There are no alternative areas appropriate for infilling within the urban 
area or there are no other parcels along the urban periphery where the 
agricultural potential is more severely restricted. 

Policy 8-4: 

As a requirement for approval of any proposed land division of agricultural 
lad designated as Agriculture I or II in the land use plan, the County shall 
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make a finding that the long-term agricultural productivity of the property will 
not be diminished by the proposed division. 

Policy 9-16a Wetland: 

No grazing or other agricultural uses shall be permitted in coastal wetlands. 

Policy 9-26 White-tailed Kite: 

There shall be no development including agricultural development, i.e., 
structures, roads, within the areas used for roosting and nesting. 

Policy 9-42 Streams: 

The following activities shall be prohibited within stream corridors: cultivated 
agriculture, pesticide applications, except by a mosquito abatement or flood 
control district, and installation of septic tanks. 

3. Existing IP/CZO Policies 

Sec. 35-64. Agricultural Lands 

1. If a lot is zoned for agricultural use and is located in a rural area not 
contiguous with the urban/rural boundary, rezoning to a non-agricultural zone 
district shall not be permitted unless such conversion of the entire lot would 
allow for another priority use under the Coastal Act, e.g., coastal dependent 
industry, recreation and access, or protection of an environmentally sensitive 
habitat. Such conversion shall not be in conflict with contiguous agricultural 
operations in the area, and shall be consistent with PRC §§ 30241 and 30242 
of the Coastal Act. 

2. If a lot is zoned for agricultural use and is located in a rural area 
contiguous with the urban/rural boundary, rezoning to a non-agricultural zone 
district shall not be permitted unless: 

a. The agricultural use of the land is severely impaired because of 
physical factors (e.g., high water table), topographical constraints, or 
urban conflicts (e.g., surrounded by urtan uses which inhibit production 
or make it impossible to qualify for agricultural preserve status), and 

b. Conversion would contribute to the logical completion of an existing 
urban neighborhood, and 

c. There are no alternative areas appropriate for infilling within the urban 
area or there are no other lots along the urban periphery where the 
agricultural potential is more severely restricted. 

Sec. 35-97.14. Development Standards for White-Tailed Kite Habitats. 

I. There shall be no development including agricultural development, i.e., 
structures, roads, within the area used for roosting and nesting. 
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2. Recreational use of the roosting and nesting area shall be minimal, i.e., 
walking, bird watching. Protective measures for this area should include 
fencing and posting so as to restrict, but not exclude, use by people. 

3. Any development around the nesting and roosting area shall be set back 
sufficiently far as to minimize impacts on the habitat area. 

4. In addition to preserving the ravine plant communities on More Mesa for 
nesting and roosting sites, the maximum feasible area shall be retained in 
grassland to provide feeding area for the kites. 

Sec. 35-140.2 Tree Removal Applicability. 

A Coastal Development Permit under Sec. 35-169 shall be required for the 
removal of any tree which is six inches or more in diameter measured four (4) 
feet above the ground and six feet or more in height and which is 1) located 
in a County street right-of-way; or 2) located within 50 feet of any major or 
minor stream except when such trees are removed for agricultural purposes; 
or 3) oak trees; or 4) used as habitat by the monarch butterflies. 

4. General Discussion 

The Toro Canyon Plan area experiences a combination of mild climatic conditions, 
prime agricultural soils, available water sources, and proximity to major markets, 
making the area a valuable agricultural resource. The ability to grow a diverse range of 
high-yield specialty crops, such as avocados, kiwis, cherimoyas, cut flowers, and 
nursery stock plants, provides growers with the flexibility to respond to market and 
environmental changes. Additionally, greenhouses are prevalent on the flatter reaches 
of :he Plan area. 

Open field agriculture production in the Plan area is dominated by avocado orchards. 
However, the area's unique climate also results in the area being one of the State 
Leaders in high-yield specialty crops including citrus, cherimoyas, passion fruit, kiwis, 
bananas and other sub-tropical fruits. Numerous open field growers also use the area's 
unique resources to produce high quality cut flowers and nursery products in the lower 
reaches of the foothills and throughout the valley flat land. This diversity of crops 
contributes to the overall agricultural productivity of the area by providing growers with 
the flexibility to respond to market and environmental changes. 

The Coastal Act policies provide for the continuation of coastal agriculture on prime 
agricultural lands. Within the Toro Canyon Plan area, prime soils combine with unique 
coastal climates for highly productive agriculture. The LCP contains several policies 
regarding new development and protection of agricultural resources. Section 30250 of 
the Coastal Act requires that new development be located within, or within close 
proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate able to accommodate such 
development. Consistent with Section 30250, Policies 2-1 and 2-6 of the LCP require 
that new development, including any division of land, must ensure adequate public 
services (i.e., water, sewer, roads, etc.) are available. In addition, Policy 2-12 of the 
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LCP provides that the densities specified in the land use plan are maximums and shall 
be reduced if it is determined that such reduction is warranted by site specific 
conditions. Sections 30241 and 30242 of the Coastal Act require that all agricultural 
lands be protected and maintained and that conversion of such lands shall be limited. 
Consistent with Sections 30241 and 30242, Policy 8-2 of the LCP provides that parcels 
designated for agricultural use located in rural areas shall not be converted unless such 
conversion would allow for another priority use under the Coastal Act such as public 
access, recreation, habitat protection, etc. Policy 8-4 of the LCP requires that land 
division of agricultural land shall not diminish the long-term agricultural viability of the 
parcels involved. 

The Toro Canyon Plan proposes to preserve agricultural areas in the planning area by 
rezoning most coastal zone agricultural lands to larger minimum parcels sizes. In 
general, rezones were proposed because of very steep topography, high probability of 
landslides and erosion, high visibility, poor accessibility, and very high fire hazard. The 
rezones provide additional measures to guide appropriate development of these areas. 
In addition, the redesignation of land from Agriculture to Mountainous Area is proposed 
for the most remote parts of the planning area where steep slopes (defined as greater 
than 40 percent) are already constraints to agricultural production. The redesignation to 
Mountainous would not lead to the loss of agriculture productivity because it allows for 
continuation of cultivated agriculture (with some restrictions). The Mountainous Area 
land use designation is intended to balance the. preservation of resources and open 
lands with agricultural expansion. 

Larger minimum parcel sizes are proposed to ensure agricultural viability, and reduce 
potential land divisions that would lead to agriculturally non-viable parcels. Reducing the 
size of agricultural parcels is generally expected to impc.:lr productivity of current 
agricultural operations on entire parcels by reducing acreage in production and 
reducing flexibility in operations. Land divisions would increase the potential for non­
agricultural development (e .. g., residences and roads). Additional residential or 
accessory development on the parcel would diminish land available for continued 
agricultural uses. Reduced productivity could result in the abandonment of commercial 
agriculture, and the cumulative reduction in the land available for agricultural uses 
within Santa Barbara County. 

Within the coastal zone, areas with 30% slopes or greater, including mountainous 
parcels, are included in within a Watershed Protection Overlay District (see Section E.7) 
to restrict development on steep slopes that individually and cumulatively contribute to 
erosion, sedimentation, and have adverse impacts to rural character, water quality, and 
potentially downstream agriculture. Existing agriculture would be allowed to continue, 
however, the Watershed Protection Overlay prohibits new development on slopes 30% 
or greater as described in IP Modification 171. 

The Commission finds that the proposed down-zoning of agricultural parcels in the Plan 
area will increase the long-term viability as agricultural parcels consistent with Coastal 
Act requirements. 
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Section 30241 of the Coastal Act requires that the maximum amount of prime 
agricultural land be maintained in agricultural production, and Section 30243 of the 
Coastal Act states "the long-term productivity of soils ... shall be protected ... " These 
policies are incorporated as guiding principles of the certified LUP agricultural policies. 
Combined, these policies require maximum protection of prime soils and the 
productivity of these soils. Consistent with past guidance, greenhouses can be 
interpreted as maintaining agriculture land in production, even if they do not make direct 
use of the soil, provided that they protect the long-term productivity of the soil and 
protect the agricultural economy. Greenhouses that put concrete or other hardscape on 
prime agricultural soil do not protect the agricultural economy because it does not 
maintain the flexibility of prime agricultural soils to be readily restored to their original 
productivity level. 

Therefore, the Commission requires LUP Modification 17 to protect prime soils 
consistent with Section 30241 and 30243. LUP Modification 17 requires that structures, 
including greenhouses that do not rely on in-ground cultivation, be sited to avoid prime 
soils to the maximum extent feasible in areas with prime agricultural soils. This policy is 
implemented through the TCP Overlay District as outlined in IP Modification 172, 
Section 35-194.9, Agricultural Soils. 

Additionally, the Taro Canyon Plan provides special exception for meeting LCP and 
Coastal Act requirements for agricultural infrastructure. DevStd 810-TC-4.4 indicates 
that essential infrastructures for existing agricultural production should be protected and 
maintained and that if any conflicts between policies arises, then essential agricultural 
infrastructure would override other policies. While the Coastal Act calls for the 
protection of agriculture, the proposed development standard. ir1 e~sence, calls for a 
balancing in ravor of agricultural structures though the specific details of the project are 
not known. As described in Section 1.6, in cases such as these, if balancing of policies 
does occur, the balancing of policies requires specific analysis with the outcome that is 
most protective of resources. Therefore, the Commission finds it necessary to delete 
DevStd 810-TC-4.4 as provided in LUP Modification 90. This changes would not 
preclude the continued routine maintenance of nonconforming agricultural support 
structures. 

5. Agriculture to Residential Conversion 

A fundamental policy of the Coastal Act is the protection of agricultural lands. The Act 
sets a high standard for the conversion of any agricultural lands to other land uses. 
Section 30241 of the Coastal Act requires the maintenance of the maximum amount of 
prime agricultural land in agricultural production to assure the protection of agricultural 
economies. Section 30113 of the Coastal Act defines "prime agricultural land" as 

... those lands defined in paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (4) of subdivision (c) of Section 
51201 of the Government Code. 

Section 51201 (c) states in relevant part: 
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"Prime agricultural/and" means any of the following: 

(1) A// land that qualifies for rating as class I or class II in the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service land use capability classifications. 

(2) Land which qualifies for rating 80 through 100 in the Storie Index Rating. 

(3) Land which supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and which 
has an annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre as 
defined by the United States Department of Agriculture. 

(4) Land planted with fruit- or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes or crops which have a 
nonbearing period of less than five years and which will normally return during the 
commercial bearing period on an annual basis from the production of unprocessed 
agricultural plant production not less than two hundred dollars ($200) per acre. 

Section 30241 also requires minimizing conflicts between agricultural and urban land 
uses through six tests. Section 30241 of the Coastal Act states: 

The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in agricultural 
production to assure the protection of the areas agricultural economy, and conflicts shall 
be minimized between agricultural and urban land uses through all of the following: 

(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas, including, where 
necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize conflicts between agricultural and 
urban land uses. 

(b) By limiting conversions of agricultur::JI lands arour.d the periphe111 r.f urban areas to 
the lands where the viability of existing agricultural use is already severely limited by 
conflicts with urban uses or where the conversion of the lands would complete a logical 
and viable neighborhood and contribute to the establishment of a stable limit to urban 
development. 

(c) By permitting the conversion of agricultural/and surrounded by urban uses wnere the 
conversion of the land would be consistent with Section 30250. 

(d) By developing available lands not suited for agriculture prior to the conversion of 
agricultural lands. 

(e) By assuring that public service and facility expansions and nonagricultural 
development do not impair agricultural viability, either· through increased assessment 
costs or degraded air and water quality. 

(f) By assuring that all divisions of prime agricultural lands, except those conversions 
approved pursuant to subdivision (b), and all development adjacent to prime agricultural 
lands shall not diminish the productivity of such prime agricultural lands. 

If the viability of existing agricultural uses is an issue, Section 30241.5 of the Coastal 
Act provides criteria to be addressed regarding the agricultural "viability" of such land. 
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These findings must address an assessment of gross revenues from agricultural 
products grown in the area and an analysis of operational expenses associated with 
such production. Subsection (b) specifically requires that such economic feasibility 
studies be submitted with any LCP Amendment request. Section 30241.5 of the 
Coastal Act states: 

(a) If the viability of existing agricultural uses is an issue pursuant to subdivision (b) of 
Section 30241 as to any local coastal program or amendment to any certified local 
coastal program submitted for review and approval under this division, the determination 
of "viability" shall include, but not be limited to, consideration of an economic feasibility 
evaluation containing at least both of the following elements: 

(1) An analysis of the gross revenue from the agricultural products grown in the area for 
the five years immediately preceding the date of the filing of a proposed local coastal 
program or an amendment to any local coastal program. 

(2) An analysis of the operational expenses, excluding the cost of land, associated with 
the production of the agricultural products grown in the area for the five years 
immediately preceding the date of the filing of a proposed local coastal program or an 
amendment to any local coastal program. 

For purposes of this subdivision, "area" means a geographic area of sufficient size to 
provide an accurate evaluation of the economic feasibility of agricultural uses for those 
lands included in the local coastal program or in the proposed amendment to a certified 
local coastal program. 

(b) The economic feasibility evaluation required by subdivision (a) shall be submitted to 
the commission, by the local government, as part of its submittal of a local coastal 
program or an amendment to any local cr.astal pro~rarr.. ~f the local government 
determines that it does not have the staff with the necessary expertise to conduct the 
economic feasibility evaluation, the evaluation may be conducted under agreement with 
the local government by a consultant selected jointly by local goverf'ment and the 
executive director of the commission. 

Section·30242 of the Coastal Act provides additional requirements for Gonversion of 
properties that are suitable for agriculture, but are not necessarily prime agricultural 
land. Section 30242 states: 

All other lands suitable for agricultural use shall not be converted to nonagricultural uses 
unless (1) continued or renewed agricultural use is not feasible, or (2) such conversion 
would preserve prime agricultural land or concentrate development consistent with 
Section 30250. Any such permitted conversion shall be compatible with continued 
agricultural use on surrounding lands. 

Coastal Act Sections 30241, 30241.5 and 30242 provide the basis for analyzing 
conversion of agricultural land as well as land use on properties adjacent to farmland. 
The sections address a variety of scenarios that could impact agricultural production. 
The County is proposing to rezone seven parcels from agriculture (40-acre minimum 
parcel size) to Single Family Residential Minimum 2 acre. These parcels, comprising a 
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total of approximately 16 acres, are located northeast of the intersection of Foothill and 
Toro Canyon Roads. Section 30241 also requires minimizing conflicts between 
agricultural and urban land by meeting all six criteria. Though the proposed parcels do 
not meet the definition of prime agricultural lands under the Coastal Act, Commission 
staff is recommending against the conversion because it does not minimize conflicts or 
assure long-term productivity, and fails meet two important criteria under 30241 (a) and 
(b). 

The County submitted an Agricultural Feasibility of the Toro Canyon Area, Carpinteria, 
Santa Barbara County, dated July 16, 2003 and prepared by an independent 
agricultural consultant. A summary of the parcel size and use was provided in the 
analysis: 

Assessor Parcel Number Size Use 

155-14-13 1.84 acre Extensive excavation for new house construction, 
no agricultural production 

155-14-56 1.77 acre Mainly residential, about 20 remaining avocado 
trees. 

155-14-57 2.96 acre Residential, with about 80 avocado trees, crops 
sold to offset costs, operate a small water well for 
irrigation. 

155-14-58 1.00 acre Residential, about 5 remaining avocado trees 

155-14-38 5.f:5 acre Two :-esidences, with about 240 avocado trees.* 
'" 

155-14-39 2.00 acre Residential, with about 90 avocado trees.* 

155-14-49 1.00 acre Residential, with about 20 avocado trees.* 

* Avocado orchards on these lots operated by one owner as a unit. 

The Agriculturai Viability Report argues that these lots have limited potential for 
different agricultural crops because the site is steeply sloped with heavy clay soils. The 
only identified potential crop is avocado orchards which are reported to being in poor 
condition because of the presence of Avocado Root Rot disease. Additionally an 
arguments is made that the small parcel sizes render them unsuitable for commercial 
agriculture. Utilizing data from parcels 155-14-38, -39, and -49, the five-year economic 
analysis reported an average annual income of $705/acre and average annual cost of 
$1 ,057/acre. The economic data is compared within the report with the University of 
California Cooperative Extension study "Avocado Sample Establishment and 
Production Costs and Profitability Analysis for Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties." 

Note, Commission records used in the early 1980s during the LCP process show only 
three parcels, not seven. As with this LCP amendment, the Land Use Plan and Zoning 
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Maps do not constitute a finding that the parcel lines shown are indicative of lot legality. 
Parcel delineations are for general planning purposes only and their accuracy cannot 
be guaranteed. A history of parcel creation was not submitted with this amendment and 
therefore staff was unable to discern when the division of land occurred, and if it 
occurred prior to the Coastal Act. A preliminary search of our records indicate that no 
final local action notices were received for a land division in that area since the 
certification of the LCP. 

The proposed amendment reduces the "Urban" area land use category by shifting the 
Urban/Rural boundary line inward to encompass a smaller portion of the northwestern 
part of Taro Canyon. In this region, much of the area inside the existing urban boundary 
line is actually rural in nature, with relatively large lot sizes and significant development 
constraints. The urban boundary line has been relocated within the coastal zone to 
encompass only the relatively small properties along Ladera, Freehaven, and 
Macadamia Lanes, and the "Cima Del Mundo" properties zoned 5-E-1 on East Valley 
Road (see Exhibit 7). The shift in the Urban/Rural boundary reduces the Urban area in 
the coastal zone by designating it an Existing Developed Rural Neighborhood. 

The proposed agricultural conversion parcels would be included as part of the Torito 
Road Rural Neighborhood. While the reduced density of rural residential development 
may have comparatively less impact to coastal resources than more dense urban 
areas, there remains a very real threat to the long-term productivity of agriculture as a 
result of the increasing trend for rural ranchette-style housing. As mentioned previously, 
residences within existing Rural Neighborhoods are mostly custom homes, with a few 
tract homes on some of the smaller lots. However, the County has recognized an 
increasing trend for residential development for new custom homes with structures far 
larger than existing hon~es, from 5,Q0(; to as large as 20,000 square feet. 

The Commission recognizes that the pressure for the County to incorporate additional 
smaller parcels into the Rural Neighborhoods will increase as the demand for housing 
rises. As the pressure for housing continues to rise, Coastal Act requirements to 
preserve and protect the maximum amount of coastal agriculture are increasingly 
jeopardized. In certain cases, under the Coastal Act, agriculture may be converted 
where the viability of existing agricultural use is already severely limited by conflicts with 
urban uses or where the conversion of the lands would complete a logical and viable 
neighborhood and contribute to the establishment of a stable limit to urban 
development. 

At first glance, due to the smaller configuration of the parcels, it appears that the 
conversion would result in a logical expansion of the Rural Neighborhood boundary. 
However, it would not establish a "stable" boundary between residential and agricultural 
uses. Though the proposed conversion parcels are surrounded to the south and west 
by residential ranchette land uses and to the north by an existing rural neighborhood, 
the area to the east would remain designated agriculture. An adjacent agricultural 
parcel, not included in the proposed conversion, is also much smaller than the 40-acre 
minimum parcel size, and there are two more parcels to the east of lesser size with 
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available infrastructure consistent with 30250. Each of these parcels could presumably 
claim that economic viability is infeasible due to steep slopes and parcel size. 

As a result, the conversion of the proposed seven parcels does not provide a clearly 
defined buffer area. To the contrary, it encourages further migration of rural residential 
uses in areas that are currently zoned for agricultural production. Some of these parcels 
would likely meet the criteria defined under Section 30250 for conversion if the 
proposed seven-parcel conversion were to occur. 

As a result of the aforementioned development pressures, the Commission finds that 
delineating stable boundaries and clearly defined buffer areas must be maintained to 
avoid conflicts between agriculture and urban uses. The conversion of the proposed 
parcels would represent attrition of the long-term viability of agriculture in Toro Canyon 
by cumulatively converting agricultural parcels to residential parcels, and not providing 
an adequate buffer to minimize conflicts with the larger agricultural parcels. 

The proposed residential designation would allow for one additional land division. 
However, as suggested through Modification 171, the Watershed Protection Overlay 
would be applied to lands with slopes 30% or greater. The provisions of this Overlay do 
not allow further land divisions if parcels would be created that would not provided 
building pad area of less than 30%. Even then, such development would need to 
conform to the other provisions of the Toro Canyon Plan which require geotechnical 
review to confirm that all geologic and erosion hazards are abated for development on 
greater than 20% slopes. 

As a result of the above factors, the Commission recognizes the general constraints on 
agricultural and residential development on 30% slopes or greater. The Comm:ssion 
finds that though the proposed agricultural parcels may be constrainea, and it3 
economic viability into the future may be questionable, the existing agricultural 
designation does not preclude residential development on legal parcels, as would be 
allowed under the proposed residential designation. However, retaining the agricultural 
designation will not allow further division of the parcels. Such a division is inappropriate 
in these circumstances, given the geotechnical constraints. 

Therefore the Commission finds that the proposed agricultural conversion to residential 
on the seven parcels off of Toro Canyon Road does not meet the Section 30241 criteria 
to minimize conflicts by establishing a stable limit between residential and agricultural 
land uses. Therefore Commission requires LUP Modification 158 and IP Modification 
169 to retain the Agriculture, Minimum 40-acre designation on APNs # 155-014-013, 
155-014-038, 155-014-039, 155-014-049, 155-014-056, 155-014-057, 155-014-058. 

Based on the findings above, the Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP · 
amendments with regard to protection of coastal agriculture as submitted are 
inconsistent with the requirements of Sections 30241 and 30243 of the Coastal Act 
unless modified as suggested above. Additionally, the proposed agriculture protection 
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implementation amendments are not consistent with and inadequate to carry out the 
LUP, as modified, unless modified as suggested above. 

G. MARINE AND LAND RESOURCES 

1. Coastal Act Policies 

Section 30230 of the Coastal Act states that: 

Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, 
restored. Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special 
biological or economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be 
carried out in a manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal 
waters and that will maintain healthy populations of all species of marine 
organisms adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and 
educational purposes. 

Section 30231 states: 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations 
of marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall be 
maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, 
minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, 
controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and 
substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging waste water 
reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian 
habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

Section 30236 of the Coastal Act states: 

Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations of rivers and streams 
shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be limited to (I) 
necessary water supply projects, (2) flood control projects where no other 
method for protecting existing structures in the floodplain is feasible and 
where such protection is necessary for public safety or to protect existing 
development, or (3) developments where the primary function is the 
improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. 

Section 30240 states: 

(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 parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent 
impacts which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be 
compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas. 

2. Existing LUP Policies 

Policy 1-2: 
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Where policies within the land use plan overlap, the policy which is most 
protective of coastal resources shall take precedence. 

Policy 1-3: 

Where there are conflicts between the policies set forth in the coastal land 
use plan and those set forth in any element of the County's Comprehensive 
Plan or existing ordinances, the policies of the coastal land use plan shall 
take precedence. 

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 are not limited to, setbacks, buffer zones, grading 
controls, noise restrictions, maintenance of natural vegetation, and control of 
runoff. 

Policy 7-4: 

The County, or appropriate public agency, shall determine the environmental 
carrying capacity for all existing and proposed recreation areas sited on or 
adjacent to dunes, wetlands, streams, tidepools, or any other areas 
designated as 11Habitat Areas" by the land use plan. A management program 
to control the kinds, intensities, and locations of recreational activities so 
that habitat resources are preserved shall be developed, implemented, and 
enforced. The level of the facility development (i.e., parking spaces, camper 
sites, etc.) shall be correlated with the environmental carrying capacity. 

Policy 9-1: 

Prior to the issuanr.e fJf a development permit, all projects on IJarcels shown 
on the land use plan and/or resource maps with a Habitat Ared overlay 
designation or within 250 feet of such designation or projects affecting an 
environmentally sensitive habitat area shall be found to be in conformity with 
the applicable habitat protection policies of the land use plan. All 
development plans, grading plans, etc., shall show the precise location of the 
habitat(s) potentially affected by the proposed project. Projects which could 
adversely impact an environmentally sensitive habitat area may be subject to 
a site inspection by a qualified biologist to be selected jointly by the County 
and the applicant. 

Policy 9-6 Wetland: 

All diking, dredging, and filling activities shall conform to the provisions of 
Sections 30233 and 30607.1 of the Coastal Act. Dredging, when consistent 
with these provisions and where necessary for the maintenance of the tidal 
flow and continued viability of the wetland habitat, shall be subject to the 
following conditions: 

a. Dredging shall be prohibited in breeding and nursery areas and during 
periods of fish migration and spawning. · 

b. Dredging shall be limited to the smallest area feasible. 
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c. Designs for dredging and excavation projects shall include protective 
measures such as silt curtains, diapers, and weirs to protect water quality 
in adjacent areas during construction by preventing the discharge of 
refuse, petroleum spills, and unnecessary dispersal of silt materials. 
During permitted dredging operations, dredge spoils may only be 
temporarily stored on existing dikes, or on designated spoil storage areas, 
except in the Atascadero Creek area (including San Jose and San Pedro 
Creeks) where spoils may be stored on existing storage areas as 
delineated on the Spoil Storage Map, dated February, 1981. (Projects which 
result in discharge of water into a wetland require a permit from the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board.) 

Policy 9-7 Wetland: 

Dredge spoils shall not be deposited permanently in areas subject to tidal 
influence or in areas where public access would be significantly adversely 
affected. When feasible, spoils should be deposited in the littoral drift, except 
when contaminants would adversely affect water quality or marine habitats, 
or on the beach. 

Policy 9-8 Wetland: 

Boating shall be prohibited in all wetland areas except for research or 
maintenance purposes. 

Policy 9-9 Wetland: 

A buffer strip, a minimum of 100 feet in width, shall be maintained in natural 
condition along the periphery of all wetlands. No permanent structures shall 
be permitted within the wetland or buffer area except structures of a minor 
nature, i.e., fences, or structures necessary to support the uses in Policy 9-
10. 

The upland limit of wetland shall be defined as: 1) the boundary between land 
with predominantly hydrophytic cover and land with predominantly 
mesophytic or xerophytic cover; or 2) the boundary between soil that is 
predominantly hydric and soil that is predominantly nonhydric; or 3) in the 
case of wetlands without ~;·egetation or soils, the boundary between land that 
is flooded or saturated at some time during years of normal precipitation and 
land that is not. 

Where feasible, the outer boundary of the wetland buffer zone should be 
established at prominent and essentially permanent topographic or manmade 
features (such as bluffs, roads, etc.). In no case, however, shall such a 
boundary be closer than 100 feet from the upland extent of the wetland area, 
nor provide for a lesser degree of environmental protection than that 
otherwise required by the plan. The boundary definition shall not be 
construed to prohibit public trails within 100 feet of a wetland. 

Policy 9-10 Wetland: 

Light recreation such as bird-watching or nature study and scientific and 
educational uses shall be permitted with appropriate controls to prevent 
adverse impacts. 
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Wastewater shall not be discharged into any wetland without a permit from 
the California Regional Water Quality Control Board finding that such 
discharge improves the quality of the receiving water. 

Policy 9-12 Wetland: 

Wetland sandbars may be dredged, when permitted pursuant to Policy 9-6 
above, and when necessary for maintenance of tidal flow to ensure the 
continued biological productivity of the wetland. 

Policy 9-13 Wetland: 

No unauthorized vehicle traffic shall be permitted in wetlands and pedestrian 
traffic shall be regulated and incidental to the permitted uses. 

Policy 9-14 Wetland: 

New development adjacent to or in close proximity to wetlands shall be 
compatible with the continuance of the habitat area and shall not result in a 
reduction in the biological productivity or water quality of the wetland due to 
runoff (carrying additional sediment or contaminants), noise, thermal 
pollution, or other disturbances. 

Policy 9-15 Wetland: 

Mosquito abatement practices shall be limited to the minimum necessary to 
protect health and prevent damage to natural resources. Spraying shall be 
avoided during nesting seasons to protect wildlife, especially the endangered 
light-footed clapper rail and Belding's savannah sparrow. Biological controls 
are encouraged. 

Policy 9-1 ~a Wetland: 

No grazing or other agricultural uses shall be permitted in coastal wetlands. 

Policy 9-16b Wetland: 

The County shall requP.st the Department of Fish and Game to identify the 
extent of degradation which has occurred in the Carpinteria Estero and 
Goleta Slough pursuance to Section 30411 of the Coastal Act. As part of the 
study, the Department, working jointly with the Santa Barbara Flood Control 
Department and the Soil Conservation Service, will also identify the most 
feasible means of restoration and the area of wetlands to be restored. 

Policy 9-17 Native Grassland: 

Grazing shall be managed to protect native grassland habitat; 

Policy 9-18 Native grassland: 

Development shall be sited and designed to protect native grassland areas. 

Policy 9-19 Vernal Pools: 

No mosquito control activity shall be carried out in vernal pools unless it is 
required to avoid severe nuisance. 

Policy 9-20 Vernal Pools: 
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Grass cutting for fire prevention shall be conducted in such a manner as to 
protect vernal pools. No grass cutting shall be allowed within the vernal pool 
area or with a buffer zone of five feet or greater. 

Policy 9-21 Vernal Pools: 

Development shall be sited and designed to avoid vernal pool sites as 
depicted on the resource maps. 

Policy 9-22 Butterfly Trees: 

Butterfly trees shall not be removed except where they pose a serious threat 
to life of property, and shall not be pruned during roosting and nesting 
season. 

Policy 9-23 Butterfly Trees: 

Adjacent development shall be set back a minimum of 50 feet from the trees. 

Policy 9-26 White-tailed Kite: 

There shall be no development including agricultural development, i.e., 
structures, roads, within the areas used for roosting and nesting. 

Policy 9-27 White-tailed Kite: 

Recreational use of the roosting and nesting area shall be minimal, i.e., 
walking, bird watching. Protective measures for this area should include 
fencing and posting so as to restrict, but not exclude, use by people. 

Policy 9-28 White-tailed Kite: 

Any development around the nesting and roosting area shall be set back 
sufficiently far as to minimize impacts on the habitat area. 

Pciicy 9-29 White-tailed Kite: 

In addition to preserving the ravine plant communities on More Mesa for 
nesting and roosting sites, the maximum feasible area shall be retained in 
grassland to provide feeding area for the kites. 

Policy 9-30 Rocky Point and Intertidal Areas: 

In order to prevent destruction of organisms which thrive in intertidal areas, 
no tmauthorized vehicles shall be allowed in beaches adjacent to int.Jrtidal 
areas. 

Policy 9-31 Rocky Point and Intertidal Areas: 

Only light recreational use shall be permitted on public beaches which 
include or are adjacent to rocky points or intertidal areas. 

Policy 9-32 Rocky Point and Intertidal Areas: 

Shoreline structures, including piers, groins, breakwaters, drainages, and 
seawalls, and pipelines, should be sited or routed to avoid significant rocky 
points and intertidal areas. 



---------~~~~~~~~~-------------------------------

Santa Barbara County 
Local Coastal Program Amendment 3-02 

Page 170 

Policy 9-35 Native Plant Communities (e.g., coastal sage scrub, chaparral, coastal bluff, 
closed cone pine forest, California native oak woodland (also individual oak trees), 
endangered and rare plant species & other plants of special interest): 

Oak trees, because they are particularly sensitive to environmental 
conditions, shall be protected. All land use activities, including cultivated 
agriculture and grazing, should be carried out in such a manner as to avoid 
damage to native oak trees. Regeneration of oak trees on grazing lands 
should be encouraged. 

Policy 9-36 Native Plant Communities: 

When sites are graded or developed, areas with significant amounts of native 
vegetation shall be preserved. All development shall be sited, designed, and 
constructed to minimize impacts of grading, paving, construction of roads or 
structures, runoff, and erosion on native vegetation. In particular, grading 
and paving shall not adversely affect root zone aeration and stability of native 
trees. 

Policy 9-37 Streams: 

The minimum buffer strip for major streams in rural areas, as defined by the 
land use plan, shall be presumptively 100 feet, and for streams in urban 
areas, 50 feet. These minimum buffers may be adjusted upward or downward 
on a case-by-case basis. The buffer shall be established based on an 
investigation of the following factors and after consultation with the 
Department of Fish and Game and Regional Water Quality Control Board in 
order to protect the biological productivity and water quality of streams: 

a. soil type and stability of stream corridors; 

b. how surface water filters into the ground; 

c. slope of the land on either side of the stream; and 

e. location of the 100-year floodplain boundary. 

Riparian vegetation shall be protected and shall be included in the buffer. 
Where riparian vegetation has previously been removed, except for 
channelization, the buffer shall allow for the reestablishment of riparian 
vegetation to its prior extent to the greatest degree possible. 

Policy 9-38 Streams: 

No structures shall be located within the stream corridor except: public trails, 
dams for necessary water supply projects, flood control projects where no 
other method for protecting existing structures in the flood plain is feasible · 
and where such protection is necessary for public safety or to protect 
existing development; and other development where the primary function is 
for the improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. Culverts, fences, pipelines, 
and bridges (when support structures are located outside the critical habitat) 
may be permitted when no alternative route/location is feasible. All 
development shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible. 
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Dams or other structures that would prevent upstream migration of 
anadromous fish shall not be allowed in streams targeted by the California 
Department of Fish and Game unless other measures are used to allow fish 
to bypass obstacles. These streams include: San Antonio Creek (Los Alamos 
area), Santa Ynez River, Jalama Creek, Santa Anita Creek, Gaviota Creek, and 
Tecolote Creek. 

Policy 9-40 Streams: 

All development, including dredging, filling, and grading within stream 
corridors, shall be limited to activities necessary for the construction of uses 
specified in Policy 9-38. When such activities require removal of riparian 
plant species, revegetation with local native plants shall be required except 
where undesirable for flood control purposes. Minor clearing of vegetation 
for hiking, biking, and equestrian trails shall be permitted. 

Policy 9-41 Streams: 

All permitted construction and grading within stream corridors shall be 
carried out in such a manner as to minimize impacts from increased runoff, 
sedimentation, biochemical degradation, or thermal pollution. 

Policy 9-42 Streams: 

The following activities shall be prohibited within stream corridors: cultivated 
agriculture, pesticide applications, except by a mosquito abatement or flood 
control district, and installation of septic tanks. 

Policy 9-43 Streams: 

Other than projects that are currently 'lpproved and/or funded, no further 
concrete channelization or other major alterations of streams in the Coastal 
Zone shall be permitted unless consistent with the provisions of P.R.C. § 
30236 of the Coastal Act. 

3. Existing IP/CZO Policies 

Sec. 35-53. Overlay District Designations and Applicability. (in relevant part) 

... If any of the provisions of the overlay district conflict with provisions of the 
zoning district regulations, the provisions which are most restrictive shall 
govern ... The provisions of the ESH Overlay District are more restrictive than 
any base zone district and therefore the provisions of the ESH shall govern 
over the regulations of any base zone or other overlay district. 

Sec. 35-97.2. Applicability and District Boundaries as a Guide. 

The provisions of this overlay district shall apply to land or water zoned ESH 
on the applicable Santa Barbara County Zoning Map. For purposes of 
determining the application of this overlay district to any lot of land or water, 
the zoning maps shall be the guide. If the habitat area delineated on the 
applicable zoning maps is determined by the Coastal Planner not to be 
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located on the particular lot or lots, the regulations of this overlay district 
shall not apply. 

Sec. 35-97.3. Identification of Newly Documented Sensitive Habitat Areas. 

If a newly documented environmentally sensitive habitat area, which is not 
included in the ESH Overlay District, is identified by the County on a lot or 
lots during application review, the provisions of Sees. 35-97.7. - 35-97.19. 
shall apply. The County will periodically update the application of the ESH 
Overlay District to incorporate these new habitat areas (including the 250 foot 
area around the habitat). 

Sec. 35-97.4. Affect of ESH Overlay District. 

Within the ESH Overlay District, all uses of land or water shall comply with 
the regulations of the base zone district. In addition, such uses must comply 
with the additional regulations of the ESH Overlay District before the 
issuance of a coastal development permit under Sec. 35-169. See Sec. 35-53. 
concerning conflict between provisions of ESH and base zone district. 

See. 35-97.5. Processing. 

In addition to the application requirements of the base zone district, 
applications for a coastal development permit for any development in the 
ESH Overlay District shall include: 

1. A description of the flora and fauna which occupy the site or are 
occasionally found thereon, setting forth with detail those areas where 
unique plant and animal speci~s or their habitats may be found on the site. 

2. A delineation of all streams, rivers, water bodies, and wetlands located on 
the site. 

3. A clear delineation of all areas which shall be graded, paved, surfaced, or 
covered with structures, including description of the surfacing material to be 
used. 

4. Any other information pertinent to the particular jevelopment which might 
be necessary for the review of the project requested by the Planning and 
Development Department. 

Upon receipt of an application for development within the ESH Overlay 
District, the Coastal Planner shall determine the potential of the proposed 
development to adversely impact an environmentally sensitive habitat area. If 
the proposed development is exempt from CEQA and is determined by the 
Coastal Planner to have no potential for adverse impacts on an 
environmentally sensitive habitat area and meets all the other requirements 
for a coastal development permit, the Coastal Planner shall issue the permit. 

If the proposed development is exempt from CEQA and the Coastal Planner 
determines that the proposed development has potential for adverse impacts 
on an environmentally sensitive habitat area, the project shall be processed 
through environmental review and where necessary, a site inspection by a 
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qualified biologist to be selected jointly by the County and the applicant shall 
be required. If the environmental document indicates that the development 
has no significant unavoidable adverse impacts on an . environmentally 
sensitive habitat area and meets all the other requirements for a coastal 
development permit, the Coastal Planner shall issue the coastal development 
permit with appropriate conditions if necessary. If the environmental 
document indicates that the development has significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts on an environmentally sensitive habitat area, the Coastal 
Planner shall refer the project to the Planning Commission for decision after 
a noticed public hearing. 

See. 35-97.6. Finding Required for Approval of Coastal Development Permits. 

Prior to issuance of a coastal development permit for any development within 
the ESH Overlay District, a finding shall be made that the proposed 
development meets all applicable development standards in Sees. 35-97.8. 
through 35-97.19. 

Sec. 35-97.7. Conditions on Coastal Development Permits in ESH. 

A coastal development permit may be issued subject to compliance with 
conditions set forth in the permit which are necessary to ensure protection of 
the habitat area(s). Such conditions may, among other matters, limit the size, 
kind, or character of the proposed work, require replacement of vegetation, 
establish required monitoring procedures and maintenance activity, stage the 
work over time, or require the alteration of the design of the development to 
ensure protection of the habitat. The conditions may also include deed 
restrictions and conservation and resource easements. Any regulation, 
except the permitted or conditionally permitted uses, of the base zone district 
may be altered in furtherance of the purpose of this overlay district by 
express condition in the permit. 

Sec. 35-97.9. Development Standards for Wetland Habitats. 

1 All diking, dredging, and filling activities shall conform to the provisions of 
PRC §§ 30233 and 30607.1 of the Coastal Act. Presently permitted 
maintenance dredging, when consistent with these provisions and where 
necessary for the maintenance of the tidal flow and continued viability of the 
wetland habitat, shall be subject to the following conditions: 

a. Dredging shall be prohibited in breeding and nursery areas and during 
periods of fish migration and spawning. 

b. Dredging shall be limited to the smallest area feasible. 

c. Designs for dredging and excavation projects shall include protective 
measures such as silt curtains, diapers, and weirs to protect water quality 
in adjacent areas during construction by preventing the discharge of 
refuse, petroleum spills, and unnecessary dispersal of silt materials. 
During permitted dredging operations, dredge spoils may only be 
temporarily stored on existing dikes, or on designated spoil storage areas, 
except in the Atascadero Creek area (including San Jose and San Pedro 
Creeks) where spoils may be stored on existing storage areas as 
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delineated on the Spoil Storage Map dated February 1981. (Projects which 
result in discharge of water into a wetland require a permit from the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

2. Dredge spoils shall not be deposited permanently in areas subject to tidal 
influence or in areas where public access would be significantly adversely 
affected. When feasible, spoils should be deposited in the littoral drift, except 
when contaminants would adversely affect water quality or marine habitats, 
or on the beach. 

3. Except in Ocean Beach County Park, boating shall be prohibited in all 
wetland areas except for research or maintenance purposes. 

4. Except for lots which abut the El Estero (Carpinteria Slough), a buffer 
strip, a minimum of 100 feet in width, shall be maintained in natural condition 
along the periphery of all wetlands. No permanent structures shall be 
permitted within the wetland or buffer area except structures of a minor 
nature, i.e., fences, or structures necessary to support the uses in paragraph 
5 of this Section, below. The upland limit of a wetland shall be defined as: 

a. The boundary between land with predominantly hydrophytic cover and 
land with predominantly mesophytic or xerophytic cover; or 

b. The boundary between soil that is predominantly hydric and soil that is 
predominantly nonhydric; or 

c. In the case of wetlands without vegetation or soils, the boundary 
between land that is flooded or saturated at some time during years of 
:1ormal precipiiation and land that is not. Where feasible, th?. outer 
boundary of the wetland buffer zone should be established a! promin~nt 
and essentially permanent topographic or manmade features (such as 
bluffs, roads, etc.). In no case, however, shall such a boundary be closer 
than 100 feet from the upland extent of the wetland area, nor provide for a 
lesser degree of environmental protection .than that otherwise required by 
the plan. The boundary definition shall not be construed to prohibit public 
trails within 100 feet of a wetland. 

5. Light recreation such as bird-watching or nature study and scientific and 
educational uses shall be permitted with appropriate controls to prevent 
adverse impacts. 

6. Wastewater shall not be discharged into any wetland without a permit from 
the California Regional Water Quality Control Board finding that such 
discharge improves the quality of the receiving water. 

7. Wetland sandbars may be dredged, when permitted pursuant to paragraph 
1 of this Section and when necessary for maintenance of tidal flow to ensure 
the continued biological productivity of the wetland. 
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8. No unauthorized vehicle traffic shall be permitted in wetlands and 
pedestrian traffic shall be regulated and incidental to the permitted uses. 

9. New development adjacent to or in close proximity to wetlands shall be 
compatible with the continuance of the habitat area and shall not result in a 
reduction in the biological productivity or water quality of the wetland due to 
runoff (carrying additional sediment or contaminants), noise, thermal 
pollution, or other disturbances. 

10. Mosquito abatement practices shall be limited to the minimum necessary 
to protect health and prevent damage to natural resources. Spraying shall be 
avoided during nesting seasons to protect wildlife, especially the endangered 
light-footed clapper rail and Belding's savannah sparrow. Biological controls 
are encouraged. 

11. No grazing or other agricultural uses shall be permitted in coastal 
wetlands except at the mouth of the Santa Maria River. 

Sec. 35-97.10. Development Standards for Native Grassland Habitats. 

1. Grazing shall be managed to protect native grassland habitats. 

2. Development shall be sited and designed to protect native grassland 
areas. 

Sec. 35-97.11. Development Standards for Vernal Pool Habitats. 

1. No mosquito control activity shall be carried out in vernal pools unless it 
is required to avoid severe nuisance. 

2. Grass ~utting for fire prevention shall be conducted in sue h a manner as 
to protect vernal potJis. No grass cutting shall be allowed within the vernal 
pool area or within a buffer zone of five feet or greater. 

3. Development shall be sited and designed to avoid vernal pool sites as 
depicted on the resource maps. 

Sec. 35-97.12. Development Standards for Butterfly Tree Habitats. 

1. Butterfly trees shall not be removed except where they pose a serious 
threat to life or property, and shall not be pruned during roosting and nesting 
season. 

2. Adjacent development shall be set back a minimum of 50 feet from the 
trees. 

Sec. 35-97.14. Development Standards for White-Tailed Kite Habitats. 

I. There shall be no development including agricultural development, i.e., 
structures, roads, within the area used for roosting and nesting. 

2. Recreational use of the roosting and nesting area shall be minimal, i.e., 
walking, bird watching. Protective measures for this area should include 
fencing and posting so as to restrict, but not exclude, use by people. 
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3. Any development around the nesting and roosting area shall be set back 
sufficiently far as to minimize impacts on the habitat area. 

4. In addition to preserving the ravine plant communities on More Mesa for 
nesting and roosting sites, the maximum feasible area shall be retained in 
grassland to provide feeding area for the kites. 

Sec. 35-97.15. Development Standards for Rocky Points and Intertidal Habitats. 

1. In order to prevent destruction of organisms which thrive in intertidal 
areas, no unauthorized vehicles shall be allowed on beaches adjacent to 
intertidal areas. 

2. Only light recreational uses shall be permitted on public beaches which 
include or are adjacent to rocky points or intertidal areas. 

3. Shoreline structures, including piers, groins, breakwaters, drainages, 
seawalls, and pipelines, should be sited or routed to avoid significant rocky 
points and intertidal areas. 

Sec. 35-97.16. Development Standards for Subtidal Reef Habitats. 

1. Naples reef shall be maintained primarily as a site for scientific research 
and education. Recreational and commercial uses shall be permitted as long 
as such uses do not result in depletion of marine resources. If evidence of 
depletion is found, the County shall work with the California Department of 
Fish and Game and sport and commercial fishing groups to assess the extent 
of damage and implement mitigating measures. 

Sec. 35-97.17. Development Standards for Seabirds Nesting and Roosting Site 
Habitat:;. 

Recreational activities near areas used for roosting and nesting shall be 
controlled to avoid disturbance to seabird populations, particularly during 
nesting season. 

Sec. 35-97.18. Development Standards for Native Plant Community Habitats. 

Examples of such native plant communities are: coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, coastal bluff, closed cone pine forest, California native oak 
woodland (also individual oak trees), endangered and rare plant species as 
designated by the California Native Plant Society, and other plants of special 
interest such as endemics. 

1. Oak trees, because they are particularly sensitive to environmental 
conditions, shall be protected. All land use activities, including cultivated 
agriculture and grazing, should be carried out in such a manner as to avoid 
damage to native oak trees. Regeneration of oak trees on grazing lands 
should be encouraged. 

2. When sites are graded or developed, areas with significant amounts of 
native vegetation shall be preserved. All development shall be sited, 
designed, and constructed to minimize impacts of grading, paving, 
construction of roads or structures, runoff, and erosion on native vegetation. 
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In particular, grading and paving shall not adversely affect root zone aeration 
and stability of native trees. 

Sec. 35-97.19. Development Standards for Stream Habitats. 

1. The minimum buffer strip for streams in rural areas, as defined by the 
Coastal Land Use Plan, shall be presumptively 100 feet, and for streams in 
urban areas, 50 feet. These minimum buffers may be adjusted upward or 
downward on a case-by-case basis. The buffer shall be established based on 
an investigation of the following factors and after consultation with the 
California Department of Fish and Game and California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board in order to protect the biological productivity and water 
quality of streams: 

a. Soil type and stability of stream corridors. 

b. How surface water filters into the ground. 

c. Slope of land on either side of the stream. 

d. Location of the 1 00-year flood plain boundary. 

Riparian vegetation shall be protected and shall be included in the buffer. 
Where riparian vegetation has previously been removed, except for 
channelization, the buffer shall allow for the re-establishment of riparian 
vegetation to its prior extent to the greatest degree possible. 

2. No structures shall be located within the stream corridor except: public 
trails, dams for necessary water supply projects; flood control projects where 
no other method for protecting existing structures in ~he flood plain is 
feasiLie and where such protection is n~cessary for public safety vr to 
protect existing development; and other development where the primary 
function is for the improvement of fish and wildlife habitat. Culverts, fences, 
pipelines, and bridges (when support structures are located outside the 
critical habitat) may be permitted when no alternative route location is 
feasible. All development shall incorporate the best mitigation measures 
feasible. 

3. Dams or other structures that would prevent upstream migration of 
anadromous fish shall not be allowed in streams targeted by the California 
Department of Fish and Game unless other measures are used to allow fish 
to bypass obstacles. These streams include: San Antonio Creek (Los Alamos 
area), Santa Ynez River, Jalama Creek, Santa Anita Creek, Gaviota Creek, and 
Tecolote Creek. 

4. All development, including dredging, filling, and grading within stream 
corridors shall be limited to activities necessary for the construction of uses 
specified in paragraph 2 of this Section, above. When such activities require 
removal of riparian plant species, re-vegetation with local native plants shall 
be required except where undesirable for flood control purposes. Minor 
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clearing of vegetation for hiking, biking, and equestrian trails shall be 
permitted. 

5. All permitted construction and grading within stream corridors shall be 
carried out in such a manner as to minimize impacts from increased runoff, 
sedimentation, biochemical degradation, or thermal pollution. 

6. Other than projects that are currently approved and/or funded, no further 
concrete channelization or other major alterations of streams in the Coastal 
Zone shall be permitted unless consistent with the provisions of P.R.C. § 
30236 of the Coastal Act. 

Sec. 35-140.1 General Regulations- Tree Removal Purpose and Intent. 

The purpose of this section is to regulate the removal of certain trees within 
the Coastal Zone. The intent is to preserve healthy trees that are important for 
the protection of habitat areas and the scenic and visual quality of the County 

Sec. 35-140.2 Tree Removal Applicability. 

A Coastal Development Permit under Sec. 35-169 shall be required for the 
removal of any tree which is six inches or more in diameter measured four (4) 
feet above the ground and six feet or more in height and which is 1) located 
in a County street right-of-way; or 2) located within 50 feet of any major or 
minor stream except when such trees are removed for agricultural purposes; 
or 3) oak trees; or 4) used as habitat by the monarch butterflies. 

Section 35-140.3 Tree Removal Processing. 

In addition to the requirements for the issuance of a coastal development 
permit set forth in Sec. 35-169., a coastal development permit for the removal 
of trees shall not be issued unless a Coastal Pianuer makes one of the 
following findings: 

1. The trees are dead. 

2. The trees prevent the construction of a project for which a coastal 
development permit has been issued and project redesign is not feasibla. 

3. The trees are diseased and pose a danger to healthy trees in the 
immediate vicinity, providing a certificate attesting to such fact is filed with 
the Planning and Development Department by a licensed tree surgeon. 

4. The trees are so weakened by age, disease, storm, fire, excavation, 
removal of adjacent trees, or any injury so as to cause imminent danger to 
persons or property. 

4. General Discussion 

Toro Canyon extends from the crest of the Santa Ynez Mountains in Los Padres 
National Forest to the Pacific Ocean, supporting diverse biological resources and 
habitats, including Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest, Coat Live Oak Forest, 
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Coast Live Oak Woodland, Scrub Oak Chaparral (none within coastal zone), Chaparral, 
Coastal Sage Scrub, Native Grassland, Wetlands, Sandy Beach, Marine, and four 
principal creeks (Picay, Toro, Garrapata, and Arroyo Paredon Creeks) and their 
tributaries. Although residential and agricultural development has fragmented this 
habitat, there remain large expanses of native vegetation, rare and sensitive plant and 
animal species, and key habitat linkages. 

The Coastal Act, Coastal Land Use Plan, and Conservation Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan contain numerous policies that require protection of a variety of 
sensitive plant and animal species and environmentally sensitive habitats, including 
streams and riparian habitats, wetlands (such as vernal pools), native grasslands, 
oak/riparian woodlands, oak forests, monarch roosting sites, and native vegetation 
(including coastal sage scrub and chaparral). 

The Toro Canyon Plan proposes a variety of policies and development standards to 
limit the impacts of development on biological resources including the reduction of land 
use densities and the redesignation of some lands (e.g., to Mountainous Area). These 
policies, development standards, and actions build upon existing adopted policies to 
protect biological resources. The Plan's policies and standards include provisions for 
ESH determinations (810-TC-1.1 - BIO-TC-1.3), setbacks and buffer zones from 
environmentally sensitive habitats (810-TC-1.4 ), restoration of zoning violations 
adversely impacting ESH (810-TC-1.5), limitations on landscaping near ESH and 
restoration requirements (810-TC-2, 810-TC-2.1, 810-TC-2.2), use of conservation 
easements to preserve important biological habitats (810-TC-3), siting development to 
minimize scale and avoid habitat fragmentation and fuel modifications (810-TC-4.1 -
4.3, 810-TC-12, 810-TC-12.1), reduced impacts to ESH from residential additions (810-
TC-5 - 810-TC-5.3), provisions for r:onconform1ng Jtructures (810-TC-6), minimization 
of stream channel disturbance (BIO-TC-·i 1 ), specific requirements for Southern Coast 
Live Oak Riparian Forest buffer development (810-TC-11.1 ), alluvial well extractions 
(810-TC-11.2), trail siting requirements (810-TC-12.2 and Appendix E), funding of 
restoration (810-TC-12.3), protection of native and non-native specimen trees and trees 
that provide raptor nesting (810-TC-13 - 810-TC-14 ), protection of steel head trout and 
associated streams (810-TC-15- 810-TC-15.2), and limits to grading on steep slopes 
(GEO-TC-1.1 ). 

5. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Designations 

The Coastal Act and certified LCP provide the definition of "environmentally sensitive 
area" as: "Any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or 
especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which 
could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments" (Section 
30107.5). 
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Debate has occurred about whether some habitat types merit the definition as "ESH" 
within the Toro Canyon Planning Area. ESH types have already been identified by the 
County's certified Coastal Plan as follows: 

Dunes 
Wetlands 
Native Grasslands 
Vernal Pools 
Butterfly Trees 

Subtidal Reefs 
Rocky Points and Intertidal Areas 
Kelp Beds 
Seabird Nesting and Roosting Areas 
Native Plant Communities 

Marine Mammal Rookeries and Hauling Grounds 
White-tailed Kite Habitat 

Streams 

The LCP reports that the following criteria were used in determining that the above 
habitats in the County's coastal zone warranted mapping under the ESH overlay: 

1. Unique, rare, or fragile communities which should be preserved to ensure their 
survival in the future, e.g., dune vegetation, native grasslands. 

2. Rare and endangered species habitats that are also protected by Federal and 
State laws, e.g., harbor seal rookeries and haul out areas. 

3. Plant community ranges that are of significant scientific interest because of 
extensions of range, or unusual hybrid, disjunct, and relict species. 

4. Specialized wildlife habitats which are vital to species survival, e.g., white-tailed 
kite habitat, butterfly trees. 

5. Outstanding representative natural communities that have values ranging fr9m a 
particularly rich flora and fauna to an unusual diversity of species. 

6. Areas with outstar~ding edL~cational values that 3hould be protected for scientific 
research and educational uses now and in the future. 

7. Areas that are important because of their biological productivity such as 
wetlands, kelp beds, and intertidal areas. 

8. Areas that are structurally important in protecting natur:JI landforms and species 
and species, e.g., dunes which protect inland areas, riparian corridors that 
protect stream banks from erosion and provide shade, kelp beds which provide 
cover for many species. 

The Coastal Act and LCP recognize that the resource areas that are considered ESH 
are not static over time. Development across the state results in the loss of natural 
areas and fragmentation of habitat, subsequently certain habitats and/or plant and 
animal species may become more rare and their protection more critical in the future. 
Additionally, scientific study may reveal new information and understanding of the 
existence, rarity, or importance of certain habitats and species. 

The County's updated review identified several species occurring, or potentially 
occurring, within the Plan area that currently have a protected status on a federal and/or 
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state level. The status of protected species, current as of December 2001, in the Plan 
area and their respective habitats are described in more detail below. 

The federally threatened California Red-Legged Frog occurs in aquatic habitats along 
streams and rivers, preferring pools with dense emergent or overhanging vegetation. 
Red-legged frog could occur in Taro Creek, but they are not likely due to the lack of 
suitable habitat. The Southwestern Pond Turtle is a California Species of Special 
Concern that occurs throughout Santa Barbara County along rivers and streams with 
permanent ponds. Suitable habitat is present in and along well-wooded sections of Taro 
Creek. The Plan area, as part of the entire South Coast area of Santa Barbara County, 
is designated critical habitat for the Southern California steelhead trout, which has the 
potential to occur in any of the streams and creeks. Other sensitive aquatic species 
such as the California newt and two-striped garter snake are known to occur in the Taro 
Canyon region and are considered sensitive and declining (Jennings and Haynes, 
1994 ). These species may be associated with Arroyo Paredon and Pi cay Creeks, which 
also have favorable characteristics for these sensitive species. 

Other sensitive species which are either expected or have the potential to inhabit or use 
the project area include Least Bell's Vireo, Pacific Slope Flycatcher, Warbling Vireo, 
Willow Flycatcher, and others (Taro Canyon Elementary School Proposed Final EIR, 
1998). Three sensitive plant species, Plummer's Baccharis, Chaparral Mallow, and 
White Flowered Sticky Phacelia, occur in the Summerland Community Plan area to the 
west. The Taro Canyon Plan includes two known Monarch Butterfly habitats that are 
mapped at locations on Padaro Lane. 

6. Habitats Within Toro Canyon Plan Area 

The County identified th~:; biological resoure;es in Taro Canyon from a range of 
information sources. Biological studies of specific development project sites within Taro 
Canyon and the Carpinteria Valley provided a background for the general bi0logical 
resources in the Plan area. County Planning and Development Department (P&D) 
aerial photographs of the Taro Canyon area, taken on June 6, 1997 were evaluated to 
determine the location of major vegetation types. P&D bio:ogists and experts on aerial 
photograph interpretation assessed all of the biological information described above 
and conducted brief field investigations during 1999 and early 2000, as well as during 
adoption hearings on the Plan later in 2000 and through early 2002, to develop the 
following general natural habitat classifications and prepare the Plan's Biological 
Resources and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Map. The following includes a 
description of habitat types within the coastal zone portion of the T oro Canyon Planning 
Area as described in the Taro Canyon Plan. 

Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest 

Taro Canyon has the largest, contiguous coast live oak riparian forest on the South 
Coast. Covering roughly 550 acres, the habitat extends down the branches of Taro 
Creek and Garrapata Creek, spreading out from the creek banks hundreds and 
sometimes thousands of feet onto the floodplains, connecting as one system between 
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Lambert and Taro Canyon Roads. The forest is comprised of about 90 percent coast 
live oak and 10 percent western sycamore. These trees reach about 60 feet in height 
and have average diameters of 20 to 30 inches. The forest canopy of interlocking 
branches provides habitat for at least as many as 57 bird species, and perhaps as high 
as 83 species including three hawk species, as many as four owl species, four 
woodpecker species, and many others. White-tailed kites are known to roost and nest 
regularly in this habitat (Holmgren and Rindlaub 1988, Storrer and Philbrick 1998). Due 
to the dominance of non-natives in the understory at lower elevations there is less 
diversity of mammals, amphibians and reptiles than in areas higher in the watershed 
where there is a greater percentage of natives in the understory. The unusual close 
proximity of the creeks and oaks contributes to the richness of this habitat and high 
species diversity which was documented in a 1988 survey where more than 60 different 
animal species and an additional 30 species were expected. Because of the high 
diversity and because this habitat has been almost completely eliminated in the region, 
the remaining habitat is extremely important (Holmgren and Rindlaub 1988). 

Coast Live Oak Forest I Coast Live Oak Woodland 

The Coast Live Oak Forest community ranges from Sonoma County to Carpinteria, 
reaching its southern limit of distribution in the Plan area (Holland 1986). Where a 
species or entire community reaches the northern or southern limit of its range, it is 
significant because it is a place where ecological and evolutionary change can occur. A 
significant oak forest occurs along Taro Canyon Park Road in and near the park itself. 
There are approximately 260 acres of mapped oak forest in the community including 
1 00 acres of dense forest on the north slope below Pared on Ridge. Another oak forest, 
about 16 acres in size, occurs at the northwest corner of East Valley Road and Ladera 
Lane. A pair of white-tailed kites {"Fully Protected") were believed to be nesting here in 
1998. Thn understory here is predcminantly native and well develope~; species 
diversity is high. Abundant oak seedlings are also present here. Other species in this 
community include lemonade berry, laurel sumac, red berry and fuchsia-flowered 
gooseberry, poison oak, wild blackberry, wild cucumber, wild rose, melic grass, giant 
rye, wood mint, and hummingbird sage (Storrer and Philbrick 1998). 

Approximately 50 acres of Coast Live Oak Woodland are mapped within the Taro 
Canyon Planning Area. This community is dominated by coast l!ve oaks occurring on 
the north slopes of the upper portion of the canyon. This community is slightly less 
dense than the oak forest and oak riparian forest described above. 

NOTE: Coast Live Oak Woodland is combined with Coast Live Oak Forest as one 
habitat designation on the Biological Resources map. 

Chaparral 

This community is similar in appearance to scrub oak chaparral, but lacks scrub oak as 
the dominant shrub species. It includes chamise, manzanita, coastal sage, mountain­
lilac, mountain mahogany, coast live oak, toyon, scrub oak, sumac, black sage, sun­
rose, deer brush, nightshade and goldenrod (Philbrick 1993). It supports the same 
animal population as the scrub oak chaparral. Roughly 1 ,550 acres are vegetated by 
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chaparral. Where chaparral borders on riparian woodland, an "edge" environment is 
created that is highly beneficial to birds and other animals (Tierney and Storrer 1990). 
T oro Canyon has several areas of "edge" communities where chaparral and oak forest 
or riparian forest meet, creating strong interdependence between the communities. 
Chaparral is an important source of refuge and forage for mammals which in turn 
attracts scavengers and predators to this habitat, including bobcat, gray fox, coyote and 
mule deer (Tierney and Storrer 1990). Typical bird species include wrentit, California 
quail, Bewick's wren, and California thrasher. Reptiles such as western fence lizard, 
southern alligator lizard, striped racer, rattlesnake, and kingsnake are also widely 
represented in chaparral due to its dense cover and abundant insect and rodent 
populations. Western pond turtle (California Species of Special Concern) and California 
newt could occur in the chaparral within 1 ,000 feet or more from one of the riparian 
systems. 

Coastal Sage Scrub 

Coastal sage scrub is another Taro Canyon foothill community. This community, 
abundant in the County, is usually found on dry and rocky slopes below the chaparral. 
California sagebrush, several sage species, California buckwheat, coyote bush and 
California encelia dominate coastal sage scrub. Coastal prickly pear cactus (Opuntia 
littoralis) is an occasional member of this community (Smith 1998). Roughly 38 acres 
are mapped as being vegetated by coastal sage scrub. As many as 24 species of 
mammals are known to frequent this which provides protective cover for many small 
mammals that are important prey for resident carnivores and birds of prey (Little 1997). 

Native Grassland 

Severa~ patches of native grassland (Nasse//a lepida) have been docurr.:mted in Tcro 
Canyon, inciuding several acres along upper Taro Canyon Road (80J and 9CQ blocks) 
and Arroyo Paredon Creek (Philbrick 1990), and approximately 0.25 acre along the dirt 
road leading down into Santa Monica Canyon. These are not shown on the Plan ESH 
Map. Other patches of native grassland are likely in Taro Canyon. Purple needlegrass 
(Nasse//a pulchra) has also been found in the Pian area along the Hidden Valley Lane 
area, and in lower Taro Canyon along E:ast Valley Road. Native California grasslands, 
formerly widespread, have been displaced throughout California by annual European 
grasses, urbanization, agriculture and fire suppression. Grasslands provide important 
foraging and breeding habitat for a wide variety of passerine bird species and birds of 
prey, and often form transitional zones between scrub and woodland habitats. These 
edge habitats tend to be very high in species diversity. 

Streams 

Four creeks and their tributaries in Taro Canyon provide important habitat for many 
species, transport nutrients and sediments, and allow replenishment of sand at 
downstream beaches. Riparian areas provide dense vegetation and often water to 
drink. Many species of wildlife that live in the chaparral, oak forests, and coastal sage 
scrub visit riparian habitats to drink or feed. The creeks in the Plan area also provide a 
movement corridor that allows larger mammals to travel within residential areas to and 
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from more isolated sites. Riparian habitats and their associated streams form a central 
connecting link between all the habitats in the Plan area. These habitats connect the 
biological communities from the highest elevation chaparral to the sea with a 
unidirectional flowing water system, one function of which is to carry nutrients through 
the ecosystem to the benefit of many different species along the way. The health of the 
streams is dependent on the ecological functions provided by the associated riparian 
woodlands. These functions include the provision of large woody debris for habitat, 
shading that controls water temperature, and input of leaves that provide the foundation 
of the stream-based trophic structure. 

Riparian habitats in California have suffered serious losses and such habitats in 
southern California are currently very rare and seriously threatened. In 1989, Faber 
estimated that 95-97% of riparian habitat in southern California was already lost4

. 

Writing at the same time as Faber, Bowler asserted that, 'Tt]here is no question that 
riparian habitat in southern California is endangered. '6 In the intervening 13 years, 
there have been continuing losses of the small amount of riparian woodlands that 
remain. Today these habitats are, along with native grasslands and wetlands, among 
the most threatened in California. 

Specific characteristics of each of the four creeks in the Plan area are described below. 

Picay Creek. Originating in northwestern Toro Canyon, Picay Creek continues 
southwest into the Montecito Planning area, feeding into Romero Creek. Coast live 
oaks, western sycamore, and arroyo willow dominate in this area. Native understory 
vegetation includes wood fern, snowberry, wild rose, giant rye and mountain mahogany. 
Where disturbance has occurred previously, weedy understory plants, particularly 
German ivy dvminate. Yellow warbler has been observed in Picay Creek, is a Coiifornia 
species of special concern and is a likely breeder along the creek. Oth3r birds occurring 
in Picay Creek include red-shouldered hawk, black-chinned hummingbird, downy 
woodpecker, Pacificslope flycatcher, Wilson's warbler and black-headed grosbeak, 
among others (Storrer and Philbrick 1998). 

Toro Creek. Toro Creek is a major wildlife corridor that supports numerous birds, small 
mammals, and aquatic species. The overstory consists of mature large western 
sycamore, coast live oak, and occasional Eucalyptus trees, with many sycamore and 
oak trees exceeding 3 feet in diameter. The oak riparian forest understory is dominated 
by non-native weedy species, although native species are also present. In the lower 
portion of the watershed, there are numerous weedy species in the oak riparian forest 
understory include garden nasturtium, German ivy, greater periwinkle, and castor bean. 
Native species in the oak riparian forest understory include poison oak, wild blackberry, 
wild rose, hedge nettle, Douglas' mugwort, white nightshade, and scarlet monkeyflower. 
These native species are more common in the upper portion of the watershed, above 

4 Faber, P.A., E, Keller, A. Sands and B.M. Massey. 1989. The ecology of riparian habitats of the southern California 
coastal region: a community profile. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological Report 85(7.27) 152pp. 
5 Bowler, P.A. 1989. Riparian woodland: An endangered habitat in southern California. Pp 80-97 in Schoenherr, A.A. 
(ed.) Endangered plant communities of southern California. Botanists Special Publication No. 3. 
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Vista Linda Lane (Stevens, personal communication 2000). The sediments of the 
creekbed support horsetail, smartweed, and willow herb. The creek aquatic habitat 
supports green algae and water cress. Birds that nest in Toro Creek include mallard, 
song sparrow, and lesser goldfinch. Several birds that are listed as Species of Special 
Concern, including yellow warbler, yellow breasted chat, Allen's hummingbird, and 
Pacific-slope flycatcher, are known to use Toro Creek during migration and/or nesting 
periods (Kisner 1998). Red-legged frog (Threatened) could occur in the creek, but they 
are not likely due to the lack of suitable habitat. Above Vista Linda Lane, Toro Creek 
has suitable habitat for southwestern pond turtle (State Species of Special Concern). 
Further south, the creek is probably too steeply incised for the turtle to get out of the 
channel. No recent records of steelhead trout are known from this stream (Spencer, 
personal communication 2000). 

Garrapata Creek. A well-developed southern oak riparian forest habitat corridor occurs 
along Garrapata Creek. Vegetation here includes sycamore, live oak and eucalyptus 
trees with an understory of primarily non-native periwinkle. Existing vegetation provides 
roosting, foraging, and nesting habitat for several raptor and passerine species and 
foraging habitat for small animals, although certain segments of the oak riparian forest 
along Garrapata Creek have been disturbed. The eucalyptus trees along Garrapata 
Creek provide nesting habitat for red-tailed hawks (Storrer, 1989). The creek is drier 
than others in the Plan area, probably due to the small size of its watershed. Suitable 
habitat for red-legged frogs, southwestern pond turtles and steelhead trout is not known 
to exist in this creek (Spencer, personal communication 2000). 

Arroyo Paredon Creek. Arroyo Paredon Creek drains the eastern section of the Plan 
area, from the chaparral covered hillsides, through Toro Canyon Park, just below the 
cor1flu0nce with Oil Canyon Creek, and continues south~vest to Higi1w.:.y 101. Arroyo 
Paredon Creek supports a healthy oak riparian forest including oaks and sycamores in 
the northern section of the Plan area (Storrer 1998). An endemic form of bitter 
gooseberry (Ribes amarum var. hofmannit) has occurred in this creek in the past but 
was removed by scouring during recent flooding (personal communication, Spencer 
2000). South of East Valley Road, the channel has been modified considerably and 
does not support most animal species typical of riparian habitats. There are no recent 
records of steelhead trout from this stream. (Spencer, personal communication 2000). 

Sandy Beach 

The marine interface in Toro Canyon consists of approximately 2 miles of sandy beach 
habitat on the shoreline of the Pacific Ocean. Shorebirds such as western snowy 
plover, western sandpiper, marbled godwit, long-billed curlew, and willet, use the local 
coastline for feeding, particularly during the winter months. Offshore species include the 
brown pelican and the California least tern; both species are federally-listed 
endangered species (Tierney 1990). 
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In addition to the wetlands identified outside of the coastal zone, similar small wetlands 
may also occur in Toro Canyon which are not detectable on P&D's aerial photographs 
or have not yet been observed during the field investigations. 

Marine Habitat 

The marine interface in Toro Canyon consists of approximately two miles of sandy 
shoreline and rocky intertidal habitat along the Pacific Ocean. Numerous species of 
shorebirds use the local coastline for feeding, particularly during the winter months . 
. Offshore species include the brown pelican and the California least tern, both listed as 
endangered (Tierney 1990). 

7. Effects of Human Activities and Development 

The County's review of the Toro Canyon Planning Area indicates that since the 
certification of the LCP, development in the Toro Canyon area has raised concerns 
over issues related to the extent of development northward into the foothills and 
impacts to biological resources such as the removal of oaks and damage to riparian 
and other habitats. The habitats of the Toro Canyon area were found to support a high 
diversity of biological resources including stretches of relatively undisturbed habitat 
serving as wildlife corridors connecting the mountainous Los Padres National Forest 
and the Pacific Ocean. This type of connectivity among habitats within an ecosystem 
and connectivity among ecosystems has been found to be very important for the 
preservation of species and ecosystem integrity. In a recent statewide report, the 
California Resources Agenc/ identified wildlife corridors and habitat connectivity as the 

. top conservation priority. In a letter to governor Gray Davis, ~ixt/ leading environmental 
scientists have endorsed the conclusions of that repor.. 

As with much of Santa Barbara County •. the Toro Canyon Plan Area is experiencing 
incr~asing pressures for residential as well as agricultural development. The Toro 
Canyon Plan notes that a significant amount of residential development has been 
proposed recently for Toro Canyon and surrounding areas. In addition, several ranches 
in the rural areas have been graded and hillsides have been cultivated into orchards. 
After agricultural roads are in place, large residential estates have sometimes been 
developed. Building trends involve new custom homes with structures far larger than 
existing homes, from 5,000 to as large as 20,000 sq. ft. 

Empirical evidence indicates that this intensification of development has resulted in 
adverse impacts to the area's sensitive resources. In that regard, the County found that 
(Santa Barbara County, February 2002): 

Substantial portions of the Plan area's oak forest, oak riparian forest and 
chaparral habitat have been lost or severely degraded from agricultural 

6 California Resources Agency. 2001. Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the California 
Landscape. California Wilderness Coalition, Calif. Dept of Parks & Recreation, USGS, San Diego Zoo 
and The Nature Conservancy. Available at: http://www.calwild.org/pubs/reports/linkages/index.htm 

·., 
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development for clearance and the invasion of exotic plant species such as 
German ivy (Tierney and Storrer 1990). Several rare and sensitive plant 
species are located within these communities (e.g., Nuttall's scrub oak) which 
could be lost due to new development and may require a designated state or 
federal listing in the future. The Plan addresses this planning issue by 
identifying scrub oak chaparral as ESH. The introduction of aggressive, 
weedy plant species such as sweet fennel and castor bean have also 
inhibited reestablishment of chaparral and coastal sage scrub communities. 
In addition, these communities have been deliberately eliminated to reduce 
fire hazards. Further development of vacant parcels within mountainous 
areas and along creeks would fragment and degrade remaining habitats and 
their ability to support wildlife. 

Activities that release oil, grease, pesticides, fertilizers, sewage, animal 
waste, and other toxic wastes threaten Toro Canyon creeks. Some 
agricultural activities can create chemical runoff, which flows into creeks, 
marshes and ocean, with potential impacts to these fragile habitat areas. 
Hillside grading activities have cause erosion and accumulation of sediment, 
which has interfered with the reproduction of these habitat areas. 

8. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Mapping 

As a result of the updated review of the Plan area as described above, the County 
found that the much of the habitat within the Taro Canyon Plan area met the definition 
of ESH consistent with the certified LCP and Coastal Act. In order to facilitate planning, 
the County updated the ESH map that depicts the approximate location and boundaries 
of ESH (Exhibit 8). The ESH map is not, however, intended to definitively assign the 
E=SH designation to individual parcels. CJnversel\', ther a may be areas that are not 
mapped that are ESH. These maps will alway3 be subject to revision, refinement and 
small-scale adjustments, and site-specific ESH determinations may be required in 
particular cases. 

The County identified the biological resources in Taro Canyon from a range:: of 
information sources (see Section "Habitats Within Taro Canyon Area") and utilrzed this 
information to develop the ESH map based on aerial photograph interpretation and field 
investigations during 1999 and early 2000, as well as during adoption hearings on the 
Plan later in 2000 and through early 2002. Within the coastal Taro Canyon Plan Area, 
most of the ESH is Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest with several large areas of 
Coast Live Oak and three areas of Coastal Sage Scrub. The ESH Map also identifies 
two Monarch Butterfly Habitat areas and an Intertidal ESH area in the southwestern 
corner of the Plan area. Wetlands and Native Grasslands have not been mapped in the 
coastal portion of the Plan area. However, given the potentially small and isolated 
nature of these habitat types, these resources are more likely to be identified during the 
application review process. 

The County proposes to amend the Toro Canyon Plan Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Land Use Overlay Map and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Zoning and Land 
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Use Overlays Article II Map to include the updated ESH areas within the Plan area. The 
Land Use Overlay Map ESH delineations are identical to the Zoning Article II Map and, 
for convenience, have been combined into one representative ESH Map as shown in 
the Toro Canyon Plan. 

The Coastal Act requires that areas meeting the definition of ESH be protected, as 
provided by Section 30240. One way that the LCP provides for the protection of ESH is 
by generally depicting the location of known resources on the ESH Map. However, if the 
policies protecting ESH were applied only to the areas shown on the map, there would 
not be complete assurance that all areas meeting the definition of ESH would be 
protected as required by the Coastal Act. The ESH Map is a valuable source of 
information on the presence of sensitive resources. The map is a useful tool for 
identifying many of the habitat areas that meet the definition of ESH. However, in this 
area, and other areas, mapping is not the definitive designation of ESH. It requires an 
on-the-ground determination on a site-by-site basis. It is also clear that the ESH Map 
must be updated periodically to reflect current information. 

The ESH Map, as described above, was developed using available information, 
including field visits. The map accurately depicts the location of ESH areas according to 
the method used. However, it would be necessary to conduct in-depth site-specific 
biological surveys of the entire Plan area in order to map ESH down to a site-by-site 
level. Conducting such surveys would not only be time and cost prohibitive, but also an 
inefficient method to determine location of ESH. Site-specific biological surveys of the 
entire area would still only provide an accurate depiction of ESH at one point in time. 
However, the determination of ESH is not static over time, since certain habitats and/or 
plant and animal species may become more rare and their protection more critical in 
the future or scientific study maj reveal new .ilformation and understanding of the 
existence, rarity, or importance of certain habitats and species. 

,A,ction 810-TC-1.1 of the Toro Canyon Plan provides the intent and function of the Toro 
Canyon ESH Map. Action 810-TC-1.1 lists the identified habitats that shall be 
presumed to be environmentally sensitive provided that the resource is act~.,;ally present 
vn the project site during the review process. Action 810-TC-1.1·-'specifies that ESH 
shall be protected and preserved through implementation of the LCP's ESH Overlay 
District. Additionally, Action 810-TC-1.1 provides that the scale of the overlay maps 
precludes complete accuracy in the mapping of habitat areas. In some cases, the 
precise location of habitat areas is not known or, alternately, the migration of species or 
discovery of new habitats may result in the designation of new areas. In order to 
address these issues, the County shall periodically update the boundaries of the 
designations in order to incorporate new data. 

Though 810-TC-1.1 provides a framework for the function and implementation of the· 
ESH Map, it is vague with regard to implementation of standards for non-mapped ESH. 
To provide a mapping tool adequate to implement ESH protection provisions consistent 
with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act, the Commission finds it necessary to clarify that 
ESH development standards must be implemented if ESH is determined to be present 
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on a site that was not identified on the ESH Map, as detailed in LUP Modification 69. 
BIO-TC-1.1 specifies that ESH shall be preserved "on development project sites." This 
is inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30240 which requires ESH to be protected 
against any significant disruption of habitat values and development in areas adjacent 
to environmentally sensitive habitat areas to be sited and designed to prevent impacts 
which would significantly degrade those areas. Therefore, to ensure that any adjacent 
ESH is protected consistent with Section 30240, LUP Modification 69 strikes the 
reference to the "project site." 

DevStd BIO-TC-1.3 specifies that the process for delineating the exact boundary of 
ESH occurs during an application for development, as specified in the certified LCP. In 
the coastal zone, the LUP requires projects within 250 of designated ESH (as shown on 
the ESH Map) to meet the applicable habitat protection policies of the land use plan. 
Project plans associated with such development projects are required to show the 
precise location of the habitat and would be subject to inspection by a qualified 
biologist. Section 35-97.3 of the certified Zoning Ordinance states that if a newly 
documented ESH is identified, but is not shown on the ESH Map, it shall still be subject 
to all applicable habitat protection standards. 

Action BIO-TC-1.2 states that "the Rural Neighborhoods [RNs] of Torito Road, Serena 
Park, La Paquita and Ocean Oaks shall be designated on the Toro Canyon Plan ESH 
Overlay Map as areas of potential biological merit requiring further biological study for 
ESH delineation during an application for development." Properties subject to this policy 
are designated as "Areas of Potential Biological Merit" on the ESH Map. The County 
has indicated that this is intended to clarify that listed habitat types are not categorically 
ESH but shall be presumed to be "environmentally sensitive," provided that the actual 
habitat area(s) on a projec~ site meet the ~riteria for ESH of the Coastal Act. Proposed 

· development on such properties would require site-specific biological assessments to 
ascertain the actual extent of any ESH on the property and the effects of the proposed 
development on any ESH areas. 

Due to the extent of existing development within the Rural Neighborhoods, the Board of 
.· Supervisors directed P&D staff to limit the mapping of oak riparian areas to the stream 

channel only, under the assumption that during the application for future development 
the exact boundary of ESH would be determined through specific study and protected 
consistent with the certified LCP requirements. However, the task of delineating only 
the stream channels in Torito Road Rural Neighborhood was considered overly difficult 
to map due to the "extensive tree canopy and the streams' meandering courses through 
the neighborhood not located in uniform incised channels. Mapping this would require a 
survey by a civil engineer to account for every segment of the stream path(s) through 
Torito Road Rural Neighborhood, which is beyond the mapping abilities in P&D and not 
the general plan level of mapping conducted in previous area and community plans" 
(Memo from P&D Staff to Board of Supervisors, October 26, 2001 ). Therefore, the 
mapping of riparian ESH corridors through Rural Neighborhoods was delineated to 
include the riparian canopy as evident on aerial photographs and through field check, 
rather than the stream channels only. To address the Board's concerns, however, a 
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caveat was added to the ESH Map legend for Areas of Potential Biological Merit stating 
that: Within these areas, the mapped ESH extent along streams is intended to 
represent the "Top of Creek Bank" only; the extent of any associated riparian habitat 
must be determined by site-specific review. 

Limiting the designation of ESH to the top of creek bank only discounts the importance 
of the adjacent riparian vegetation and canopy as integral part of the stream ecosystem 
and habitat. Riparian vegetation associated with streams is a critical factor in protecting 
the stream channel itself by providing area for infiltration of runoff, minimizing erosion 
and sedimentation. Additionally, riparian areas are species-rich because of their multi­
layered vegetation, available water supply, vegetative cover, and ability to provide 
central connectivity with other habitats. This habitat type is vital in connecting biological 
communities from the highest elevation of chaparral to the sea with a unidirectional 
flowing water system, one function of which is to carry nutrients through the ecosystem 
to the benefit of many different species along the way. As a result of these factors, 
riparian areas are an essential refuge and oasis for much of the area's wildlife. 

Furthermore, the certified LCP already recognizes the importance of riparian vegetation 
by including it in the ESH designation. LUP Policy 9-37 provides for protection of 
streams such that "riparian vegetation shall be protected and shall be included in the 
buffer. Where riparian vegetation has previously been removed, except for 
channelization, the buffer shall allow for the reestablishment of riparian vegetation to its 
prior extent to the greatest degree possible." 

For the above reasons, the Commission finds that ESH is not limited to the creek 
channel, but rather includes the entire riparian canopy. Therefore, the Commission 
finds it necessar 1 to revise tha ESH Map legend to strike all reference to E3H 
restriction to top of creGk bank, as required in LUP Modification 160 and IP Modification 
165. 

As recognized by the County, designating the area for further biological study would not 
substantially differ from the regular review process, as exist~ outside the RNs. However, 
it does put property owners on notice that further development of their parcels will 
require substantial scientific study. There are no other proposed standards that address 
"Areas of Potential Biological Merit " in the Toro Canyon Plan and all such future 
development would be subject to the applicable ESH provisions. 

The Commission finds that the County's adoption of the "Areas of Significant Biological 
Merit" concept itself does not provide any conflict with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 
However, the implementation of this concept lacks sufficient specificity to determine the 
level at which ESH determinations will be made. To ensure that future study adequately 
identifies any potential ESH consistent with ESH protection required under the Toro 
Canyon Plan policies, IP Modification 172 (Section 35-194.2 of the Zoning Code) 
specifies the requirements to be included in the biological analysis. Such as study must 
included detailed, site-specific information to provide adequate analysis that it is 
consistent Section 30240. 
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Torito Road Rural Neighborhood 

The County has applied special standards for delineation of ESH within the designated 
Rural Neighborhoods (RN). As described above, due to the extent of existing 
development within the Rural Neighborhoods, the Board of Supervisors directed P&D 
staff to limit the mapping of oak riparian areas to the stream channel only, under the 
assumption that during the application for future development the exact boundary of 
ESH would be determined through specific study. However, the task of delineating only 
the stream channels in Torito Road Rural Neighborhood was considered overly difficult 
to map due to the "extensive tree canopy and the streams' meandering courses through 
the neighborhood not located in uniform incised channels. 

In a memo from County Planning Staff to the Board of Supervisors, dated October 17, 
2001, staff reported on the status of mapping in the Torito Road Rural Neighborhood as 
follows: 

The ESH-TCP Map has been revised to reflect Board direction to only 
designate the riparian streams as new ESH (West Branch of Toro Canyon 
Creek and tributaries of East Branch Toro Canyon Creek and Garrapata 
Creek) beyond the existing designated ESH under the current certified LCP 
ESH Map (only East Branch Toro Canyon Creek). In addition, the ESH-TCP 
Map also contains designations of "areas of potential biological merit" as · 
recommended by the Planning Commission and supported by the Board. The 
revised ESH Map has the following effects: 

* ESH designation along West Branch of Toro Canyon Creek has been 
refined (Less ESH majJped); 

* With computer mapping and further field review, the certified ESH mapping 
of the East Branch of Toro Canyon Creek has been refined and reduced (Less 
ESH mapped); 

* Under the revised ESH mapping, four properties in the neighborhood 
previously defined as "areas of potential biological merit" are not longer 
subject to the proposed designation. 

* Within the Rural Neighborhood of La Paquita, 5 parcels were removed from 
the "areas of biological merit" designation with further refinement of the 
computer mapping. 

Commission staff has indicated that it will carefully examine the use of ••areas 
of potential biological merit" rather than the ESH designation originally 
proposed in the Draft Toro Canyon Area Plan. 

Further clarification was provided in an October 26, 2001 memo from County staff to 
Board of Supervisors: 

ESH Designation of Oak Riparian Forest in Torito Road Rural Neighborhood: 
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The Board heard testimony from Mr. Levin, property owner at 2930 Torito 
Road, that the revised ESH mapping in the Torito Road Rural Neighborhood 
for the western branch of Toro Canyon Creek continues to designate the 
riparian habitat rather than just the stream channel as previously directed by 
the Board on July 9, 2001. Staff attempted to meet the Board direction by 
revising the ESH mapping in streams in Torito Road to avoid developed areas 
visible through aerial photography and a site visit. Staff believes that this 
revised mapping met the intent of the Board and consistency with the County 
LCP for streams which includes definitions and protection policies for stream 
aod riparian vegetation (definitions for streams, riparian vegetation and 
stream corridors; and LCP Policies 9-37, 9-38, 9-40 through 9-42). The 
streams through the Torito Rural Neighborhood are difficult to map due to the 
extensive tree canopy and the streams' meandering courses through the 
neighborhood not located in uniform incised channels. Mapping this would 
require a survey by a civil engineer to account for every segment of the 
stream path(s) through Torito Road Rural Neighborhood, which is beyond the 
mapping abilities in P&D and not the general plan level of mapping in 
previous area and community plans. 

At the close of the hearing on October 22, Mr. Levin suggested that a note on 
the map could provide guidance to identify where the stream is located within 
Torito Road. After further review of this concept, Staff has included a note on 
the ESH-TCP Map that describes the intent of the ESH mapped along streams 
to represent "top of creek bank" only, and the extent of any associated 
riparian habitat must be determined by site-specific review. In order for the 
map notation to also be referenced in the text of the Plan, Staff recommends 
reinserting the "top of creek bank" definition previously in the Plan during 
the Planning Commission hearings contained within DevStd BIO-TC-2; 1. 

County staff visited shes wit!'-1in the Torito Road to refine the ESH Map to mai;1tain the 
edge of the mapped ESH outside the developed building footprints on most properties, 
to the maximum extent feasible. 

As a result, the ESH Map represents the riparian canopy adjacent to the stream corridor 
(i.e., the ESH designation roughly parallels the first visible residential disturbance as 
you move away from the creek). However, in the case of the Torito Road RN, the 
continuous/historic canopy extend~ in and around the existing residences. Although the 
riparian habitat was mapped as Southern Coast Live Oak Forest on the ESH Map, the 
riparian ESH designation was limited to the creek channel as indicated in the legend of 
the ESH map which limits the actual ESH to the "top of creek bank only." As proposed, 
the adjacent riparian habitat would only be considered ESH if the resulting biological 
study proved that it was ESH. However, as detailed in the previous section, the 
Commission finds that ESH is not limited to the creek channel, but includes the entire 
riparian canopy and therefore requires the ESH Map legend to strike all reference to 
ESH restriction to top of creek bank, pursuant to LUP Modification 160 and IP 
Modification 165. 

The Commission recognizes that existing legal residential development exists among 
the ESH and such development is not ESH. Existing legal development, graded or 
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disked areas, and those portions of riparian corridors that have been so altered and 
degraded as to lose most habitat value would not be considered ESH as evidenced in 
further biological study. Though some of these areas may be shown within the mapped 
ESH, the Commission finds that the ESH Map is a planning level tool that is not 
intended to provide a precise delineation on an individual parcel level. In addition, the 
Commission finds that this designation of ESH will not unduly burden property owners 
because the sites already require a detailed biological survey to be conducted, and 
furthermore, as provided in the certified LCP and the proposed Toro Canyon Plan, any 
development that does not meet the definition of ESH (such as the footprint of legal 
residential development) shall not be subject to the ESH provisions. The footprint of 
existing lawfully established residential development (roads, driveways, residences, 
landscaping and accessory structures), if mapped ESH, shall not be deemed ESH. 

Wetland Drainages 

During the course of the Toro Canyon ESH review the County identified wetlands north 
of Padaro Lane, between the railroad tracks and the roadway, and along Santa Claus 
Lane (see Exhibit 6). These wetlands represent excavated drainages for the purpose of 
routing runoff downstream. These drainages were found to contain hydrophytic 
vegetation, thereby meeting the Commission's definition of wetland. The presence of 
these wetlands was confirmed in the field by Commission biologist, Dr. John Dixon. Dr. 
Dixon confirmed that these areas did meet wetland criteria but did not meet the 
definition of an environmentally sensitive habitat area. Therefore, the Commission 
requires these wetland areas to be mapped as "Wetland (Not ESH)" on the ESH Map 
as provided in LUP Modification 162 and IP Modification 167. See Section "Flood and 
Fire Hazard" for policy details on flood control issues. 

Gutteifly Habitat Loo11 Point 

As shown in Exhibit 5, the existing certified LCP ESH Overlay Map delineates a 
Butterfly Habitat area in Loon Point adjacent to the southwestern boundary of the Plan 
Area. However, on the proposed ESH Map, this area is not retained as ESH. The 
submitted record and analysis is silent as to why this area has specifically been 
removed from ESH status. The County has indicated that the reason it was not included 
in the ESH Overlay is because of its lack of incorporation into the Monarch Butterfly 
Overwintering Site in Santa Barbara County, California by Dr. Daniel Meade (November 
1999), which describes butterfly habitat areas countywide. Though the study provides 
scientific study and background on many butterfly habitats throughout the County, the 
report itself does not suggest that it is comprehensive. Given that this area is already a 
part of the certified LCP, the County has not provided supporting evidence to indicate 
that this area specifically does not warrant further protection. The aerial photograph 
shows that existing tree cover still exists in the general area. A search of the County 
records indicated that no projects have been permitted through the County in the 
vicinity of the ESH since the certification of the LCP. Furthermore, if the removal of 
habitat trees had potentially occurred without benefit of a permit, this would constitute 
an activity inconsistent with the protection of ESH afforded in the LCP and would 
require restoration, not the removal of ESH designation. Therefore, the Commission 
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finds that there is not enough evidence to suggest that the butterfly habitat area shown 
on the certified map does not merit further protection, and requires the mapped ESH to 
be retained as described in LUP Modification 161 and IP Modification 166. Though the 
designation would be retained, the LCP has adequate provisions for areas that are 
mapped as ESH on the Overlay Map but which do not meet the definition of ESH. 
Additionally, if further study of the area definitively illustrates that such ESH 
classification should be removed, the County may update the ESH Map through the 
LCP amendment process. 

Butterfly Habitat Padaro Lane 

During the course of the Toro Canyon ESH review, the County staff identified an 
additional butterfly habitat area at 3197 Padaro Lane, near Beach Club Road, as shown 
on Exhibit 6. However, this area was not included on the proposed ESH Map submitted 
as part of this LCP amendment. During the County public review process, Mr. 
Hromadka, property owner at 3197 Padaro Lane asserted that this property is not ESH 
because (1) the Calvert report on butterfly habitat (1991) found that the property does 
not seem sufficiently sheltered to be a high quality site even though monarchs did 
aggregate there for a short period of time and (2) Dr. Meade's report (1999) found that 
the subject property had changed dramatically with the location being virtually 
abandoned in favor of the dense eucalyptus growth found at 3177 Padaro Lane. 

The County's inclusion of the butterfly habitat at 3197 Padaro Lane was based upon the 
Calvert and Meade reports which provided countywide assessments of various 
monarch butterfly habitat sites. Originally Mr. Hromadka's assertion that the subject 
property did not contain ESH was based on the fact that the Meade study did not 
:dentify his property as butterfly habitat, but rather r-. site at 3459?adaro Lane. Dr. 
Meade verifi~d with County staff that the butterfiy habite~ site was located dt 3197 
Padaro Lane, and that the address listed in the report (3459 Padaro Lane) was an error 
(see Exhibit 1 0). 

County staff conducted further analysis of the site and made the following conclusions 
(Board of Supervisor& Staff report dated January 11, 2002): 

Hromadka Property (3197 Padaro Lane): Staff conducted an additional site 
visit to the Hromadka property on December 14, 2001, per the direction of the 
Board to verify the type and location of trees associated with the monarch 
butterfly aggregation documented in the Dr. Mead {1999) and William Calvert 
(1992) studies. Staff verified that the trees along the east side of the long 
driveway on the property are a few Monterey pine trees and Arizona ash, 
exotic broad leaf trees, both described in the above-referenced studies. These 
trees are located within the fence line of the Hromadka's eastern property 
line, and consequently appear to staff to be correctly identified on the 
Hromadka property. 

Staff has previously provided your Board with the evidence to support the 
designation of this transitory aggregation site as ESH {please refer to prior 
staff reports for the Board's public hearings held on July 9 and November 5, 
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2001). The property owner, Mr. Donald Hromadka, remains concerned that the 
proposed ESH designation on his property is not warranted, based upon his 
interpretation of the findings in the Dr. Meade report. describing this 
aggregation site as virtually abandoned. Staff disagrees with this conclusion 
since the purpose of the countywide aggregation study by Dr. Meade was the 
assessment of existing sites and identification of new aggregation sites. This 
process resulted in the determination that eleven of the documented existing 
aggregation sites were no longer viable aggregation sites due to loss of trees 
and/or changed conditions. The habitat on the Hromadka property was not 
included on this list, but remained identified as an aggregation site, as further 
explained in Dr. Meade's letter to staff dated June 25, 2001, distributed to 
Board members at the July 9 and November 5, 2001 public hearings. 

The Calvert report identified approximately 1 00 clusters of butterflies on trees lining the 
driveway to the house, with an estimated number of butterflies between 5,000 to 8,000 
on January 20, 1990 and January 27, 1990. On October 25, 1990 an estimated 2,500 
butterflies were observed in this location. On January 6, 1991, the aggregations were 
no longer observed. 

The Meade report is an update of the Calvert report that assessed the monarch 
population during the 1998-1999 overwintering period from October through March. Dr. 
Meade reported fifty butterflies in November 1998 and two in October 1998. Though 
this is clearly a marked difference from the 1990/1991 Calvert monarch count, two 
important issues give rise to the argument that this area is an ESH. First, the subject 
property is still functioning as transitory site and has been known to harbor an extensive 
aggregation site in the past. Second, the precise location of aggregation sites may shift 
from year to year. 

As c:tllc..;wed by the County, the aggregation site on th3 suiJject prof)erty d-:~es not contain 
substantial numbers of overwintering butterflies. However, the study identifies this type 
of aggregation site as "transitory," playing an important role in the migratory function of 
the monarch butterflies, as noted in the management recommendations in the report 
(Meade, 1999): 

Without autumnal and transitory sites it is likely that Monarch butterfly 
mortality will increase. These habitats provide valuable layover and shelter 
locations while the butterflies move along the coast. Even though a site may 
have only 30 butterflies at a give time, the number of butterflies that move 
through the site during the season may be in the tens-of-thousands. 
Autumnal aggregation sites directly contribute individuals to the permanent 
aggregation sites. If new autumnal and transitory sites are found, they should 
also be protected. 

Monarch butterflies are known to be extremely sensitive to changes in environmental 
factors which may change the overwintering habits of the monarchs. As noted in Dr. 
Meade's correspondence (June 21, 2001, Exhibit 1 0), "the precise locationof 
aggregations change from year to year in this area. Even though the site at 3197 held 
few monarch butterflies during our 1998 and 1999 surveys, it could harbor substantial 
aggregations in the future." It appears that such a shift occurred from 3197 Padaro 
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Lane to 3177 Padaro Lane. During Meade's field observations, nearby site located at 
3177 Padaro Lane was observed to now harbor the main aggregation of monarch 
butterflies in the South County, south of Ellwood, with 9,500 reported in November 
1998. 

The debate appears to hinge on whether this (now) transitory site, experiencing a 
decline in use, meets the definition of an environmentally sensitive area. Based on the 
available evidence, such a transitory site, with its known historic aggregations in 
combination with its proximity to the now larger aggregation site several properties 
away, still serves as an important habitat to maintain the viability of monarch 
populations and meets the definition of ESH. Therefore, to be consistent with Section 
30240 of the Coastal Act with regard to protection of ESH, the Commission finds it 
necessary to require the butterfly habitat at 3197 Padaro Lane to be delineated on the 
ESH Map as described in LUP Modification 161 and IP Modification 166. 

Kelp 

As shown in Exhibit 5, the existing certified LCP ESH Overlay Map delineates an 
offshore kelp bed in the vicinity of where Garrapata Creek empties to the ocean. Kelp is 
recognized in the LUP as ESH with general policy text calling for the County to work 
with jurisdictional agencies to ensure protection of these resources. The County is 
proposing to delete this area entirely from the ESH Map because the area is outside of 
the County's permit jurisdiction. Though this area lies within the retained permit 
jurisdiction of the Coastal Commission, upstream projects and resultant water quality 
impacts could adversely impact ke1p beds. Therefore, on a planning level, it is desirable 
to know where these sensitive resources are located, irrespective of jurisdictional 
boundaries. Therefore, the Commission requires tha n:apped Kelp ESH to be retained 
as described in LUP Modification 163 and IP Moaification 168. 

The Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP amendments on the ESH 
Overlay Map as submitted are inconsistent with the requirements of Section 30240 of 
the Coastal Act unless modified as suggested above. Additionally, the proposed IP 
ESH Map amendments are not consistent with and inadequate to carry out the LUP, as 
modified, unless modified as suggested above. 

9. Protection of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 

The Coastal Act requires the protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
against any significant disruption of habitat values. No development may be permitted 
within ESH, except for uses that are dependent on the resource. Section 30240 of the 
Coastal Act further requires that development adjacent to ESH is sited and designed to 
prevent impacts that would significantly degrade ESH and to be compatible with the 
continuance of the habitat areas. Section 30240 of the Coastal Act also requires that 
development adjacent to parks and recreation areas must be sited and designed to 
prevent impacts. 
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The existing certified LCP provides general policies which require development 
adjacent to areas designated on the land use plans or resource maps as ESH, to be 
regulated to avoid adverse impacts on habitat resources, including measures such as 
setbacks, buffers, grading and water quality controls. Additionally the LUP and Zoning 
Ordinance provide specific development standards by ESH type. 

The General Land Use provisions in the Toro Canyon Plan provide the basic framework 
for implementation of the Toro Canyon Plan, including provisions for agricultural, 
residential, and commercial development in a manner that protects coastal resources 
consistent with the Coastal Act. Given that this general section of the Plan provides a 
basic approach for implementation of the plan, as well as development and protection 
of resources, staff notes that this is the appropriate location to call out the overriding 
requirement for protection of coastal resources, as specified in other sections of the 
Plan. To ensure that coastal resources, including ESH, are protected consistent with 
Section 30230, 30231, 30240, and 30250, the Commission requires LUP Modifications 
4 and 5 to establish that the scale of development is dependent upon the extent of 
coastal resources and to specify that ESH and public access take priority over other 
development standards. Suggested Modification 4 provides that in addition to the 
requirements of LUP Policy 2-11, all development, including agriculture, shall be scaled 
to protect resources such as environmentally sensitive habitat and visual resources and 
to respect site constraints such as steep slopes. Regulatory measures to ensure such 
protection shall include but not be limited to restrictions on the following: size; color; 
reflectivity and height of structures; roofs and other architectural features; length of 
driveways; number of accessory structures; size of development envelopes; amount 
and location of grading; vegetation removal; and night lighting. Suggested Modification 
5 states that the protection of ESHA and public access takes priority over other 
development policies or standarcs. Where there. is any conflict between ESH protection 
standards and other development standards, the contlict will be resolved by applying 
those that are most protective of ESH resources or public access. 

The Toro Canyon Plan builds off of the framework of the certified LCP by identifying 
general ESH types and providing a general framework for additional protection. Policy 

· 810-TC-1 specifies that ESH shall be protected and where appropriate, enhanced. For 
clarity and consistency with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act, LUP Modification 71 
specifies that ESH shall also be protected against significant disruption of habitat 
values and only uses dependent upon such resources shall be allowed. The protection 
of ESH afforded through the Toro Canyon Plan is primarily through the designation of 
ESH (Action 810-TC-1.1 ), implementation of ESH buffers (DevStd 810-TC-1.4), and 
specific requirement that documented zoning violations that result in degradation of 
ESH shall require the preparation and implementation of a habitat restoration plan 
(DevStd 810-TC-1.5). 

Additionally, to ensure that ESH is protected against any significant disruption of habitat 
values, LUP Modification 77 specifies that accessways and trails located within or 
adjacent to ESH must be sited to minimize impacts to ESH to the maximum extent 
feasible. LUP Modification 94 modifies DevStd 810-TC-5.3 to include provisions that if 
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any native vegetation is damaged pursuant to permitted temporary construction 
activities, the subject area will be restored. LUP Modification 79 provides general 
guidance that new development must be sited and designed to avoid impacts to ESH. 
In the design and review of new development, alternative projects must be identified 
and analyzed. If there is no feasible alternative that can avoid or eliminate all significant 
impacts to resources, then the alternative that results in the fewest or least significant 
impacts should be selected. Any impacts that cannot be avoided through the 
implementation of siting or design alternatives must be mitigated, with priority given to 
on-site mitigation. Off-site mitigation measures shall only be approved when it is not 
feasible to mitigate impacts on the project site. In no case can mitigation measures be 
substituted for implementation of the project alternative that would avoid impacts to 
ESH. 

Land divisions may not be approved if they would result in adverse impacts on coastal 
resources, such as water quality, wetlands and ESH, which are protected under 
Sections 30230, 30231, and 30240. A land division cannot be approved unless every 
new lot created would contain an identified building site that can later be developed 
consistent with all policies and standards of the LCP. Therefore, the Commission 
requires LUP Modification 84 to limit land divisions, including certificates of compliance, 
except for mergers and lot line adjustments for property which includes area within or 
adjacent to an ESH or parklands only if each new parcel being created could be 
developed (including construction of any necessary access road), without building in 
ESH or ESH buffer, or removing ESH for fuel modification. 

Furthermore, removal of ESH or ESH buffer for agricultural purposes is inconsistent 
with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. Agricultural activities that require the removal of 
major native vegetation 1~1eets the defh-.ition of development under the certified LCP. 
Additionally, agriculture is no! a use dependent upon ESH resources. Therefore, to 
retain consistency with Section 30240 and the provisions of the LCP, the Commission 
requires LUP Modification 105 which prohibits the conversion of vacant land in ESH, 
ESH buffer, or on slopes over 30 percent to new crop, orchard, vineyard, or other 
agricultural use. Existing, legally established agricultural uses shall be allowed to 
continue. 

As provided above, DevStd 810-TC-1.5 provides that zoning violations that degrade 
ESH shall be restored pursuant to a habitat restoration plan. In concert with this, LUP 
Modification 78 provides an underlying basis for the protection of ESH resources from 
unpermitted disturbance such that any area mapped, or otherwise identified through 
historic evidence, as ESH shall not be deprived of protection as ESH, as required by 
the policies and provisions of the LCP, on the basis that habitat has been illegally 
removed, degraded, or species that are rare or especially valuable because of their 
nature or role in an ecosystem have been eliminated. 

ESH Buffers 

Siting and designing new development such that an adequate buffer is provided 
between the outer edge of the ESH and development will minimize adverse impacts to. 
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these habitats. Providing a significant distance between new development and ESH will 
ensure that removal or thinning of native vegetation for fuel modification will not be 
required to provide fire protection. Additionally, the transitional "ecotones" between 
different habitat types are particularly valuable areas with a higher diversity of plants 
and animals. The provision of adequate buffers around ESH protects ecotones. Natural 
vegetation buffers also protect riparian habitats by providing area for infiltration of 
runoff, minimizing erosion and sedimentation. Finally, natural vegetation buffers 
minimize the spread of invasive exotic vegetation that tends to supplant native species, 
from developed areas into sensitive resource areas. 

DevStd 810-TC-1.4 proposes the following minimum buffer areas from the boundaries 
of Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest (varies depending upon whether in a Urban 
or Rural area and presence of riparian vegetation, see discussion below), Coast Live 
Oak Forests (25 ft. from edge of canopy), Monarch Butterfly Habitat (50 ft. from 
habitat), Native Grassland (25 feet), Coastal Sage Scrub (20 feet), Scrub Oak 
Chaparral (25 feet from edge of canopy), and Wetlands (1 00 feet). Note, scrub oak 
chaparral was not identified, nor presumed to be present, in the coastal zone portion of 
the Toro Canyon Plan area. 

The proposed 1 00-foot Wetland buffer and 50-foot Monarch Butterfly Habitat buffer is 
consistent with the certified LCP requirements and with past Commission requirements. 
The certified LCP does not provide specific setbacks for Native Grassland or Coastal 
Sage Scrub, but generally requires that development be sited and designed to protect 
the respective habitat types. Native oak woodland, such as Coast Live Oak Forest, is 
also protected by certified LCP policies, generally, requiring that all land use activities 
be carried out in a manner as to avoid damage to native oak trees. The proposed 
buffers were revit::wed by Comn rission biologist and determined to be adequate in the 
Plan Area, and are consistent with provisions of the certified LCP. 

However, there are two major areas of debate with regard to the proposed ESH buffers: 
(1) the measurement approach for Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest ESH 
buffer and (2) ability to adjust any of these minimum buffer areas downward. As 
proposed, the ESH buffer for Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest would be 100 
feet in Rural areas and 50 feet in Urban, Inner-rural areas, and Existing Developed 
Rural Neighborhoods (EDRN)/Rural Neighborhoods, as measured from the top of creek 
bank. When this habitat extends beyond the top of creek bank, the buffer shall extend 
an additional 50 feet in Rural areas and 25 feet in Urban, Inner-rural areas, and 
EDRN/Rural Neighborhoods from the outside edge of the Southern Coast Live Oak 
Riparian Forest canopy. 

Presently, the setback for streams, including all riparian vegetation, is presumptively 
100 feet in rural areas and 50 feet in urban areas. These buffers may be adjusted 
upward or downward on a case-by-case basis. The buffer is established based on soil 
type and stability of stream corridors; how surface water filters into the ground; slope of 
the land on either side of the stream; location of the 1 00-year floodplain boundary; and 
consultation with Department of Fish and Game and the Regional Water Quality Control 
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Board. The LCP is ambiguous as to the exact methodology to determine where the 
buffer is measured from, though it states that "riparian vegetation shall be protected and 
shall be included in the buffer." As detailed above, riparian vegetation associated with 
streams is an integral part of the stream ecosystem and a critical factor in protecting the 
stream channel itself. Riparian areas are species-rich because of their multi-layered 
vegetation, available water supply, vegetative cover, and ability to provide central 
connectivity with other habitats. This habitat type is vital in connecting biological 
communities from the highest elevation of chaparral to the sea with a unidirectional 
flowing water system, one function of which is to carry nutrients through the ecosystem 
to the benefit of many different species along the way. As a result of these factors, 
riparian areas are an essential refuge and oasis for much of the area's wildlife. 

Siting and designing new development such that an adequate buffer is provided 
between the .outer edge of the canopy of riparian vegetation and development will 
minimize adverse impacts to these habitats. Providing a significant distance between 
new development and riparian areas will ensure that removal or thinning of native 
vegetation for fuel modification will not be required to provide fire protection. 
Additionally, the transitional "ecotones" between different habitat types are particularly 
valuable areas with a higher diversity of plants and animals. The provision of adequate 
buffers around streams and riparian corridors protects the ecotone. 

Natural vegetation buffers also protect riparian habitats by providing area for infiltration 
of runoff, minimizing erosion and sedimentation. Finally, buffers minimize the spread of 
invasive exotic vegetation that tend to supplant native species. The presence of surface 
or subsurface water throughout the year makes riparian areas especially susceptible to 
invasion by non-native species that can in many instances out compete native plants. 
Invasive p:ant species dv not provide the same habitat values as natural ripa:·ian areas. 

The Commission has consistently found in past actions, that riparian ESH buffers are 
appropriately measured from the edge of canopy, not from edge of streambank. In this 
case, the proposed buffer would be 100 feet from top of creek bank if the habitat is 
limited to the creek channel. If habitat extends' beyond the creek bank, which is quite 
often the case, then the buffer extends 50 feet from the outside edge of the canopy in 
rural areas. The required buffers are reduced in urban areas and rural neighborhoods. 
To ensure that these resources are protected through use of an adequate ESH buffer 
consistent with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act, the Commission finds that LUP 
Modification 72 is necessary to specify that the ESH buffer from Southern Coast Live 
Oak Riparian Forest and streams shall be measured from the outer edge of the canopy, 
or top of creek bank, whichever is greater. 

The Commission further finds that such minimum ESH buffer standards are necessary 
to ensure the protection of environmentally sensitive resources and any subsequent . 
reduction to the buffer may adversely impact resources. Therefore, the Commission 
requires LUP Modification 7 4 which only allows reductions to the ESH buffers standards 
if the policies restrict development to such an extent that it would result in the taking of 
property as described in LUP Modification 79. However, LUP Modification 7 4 specifies 
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that variances to other required development standards that are unrelated to resource 
protection, such as street setbacks, shall be permitted where it is necessary in order to 
avoid or minimize impacts to ESHA. Consistent with this, the poUcy text in DevSTd BIO­
TC-1.4 has been modified through LUP Modification 72 to strike all reference to the 
adjustment of minimum ESH buffers on a case-by-case basis. 

Additional concerns have been raised in regard to the buffer for native grassland habitat 
areas. BIO-TC-1.4 only provides buffers from native grasslands that are ~-acre in size. 
However buffers serve to move the source of disturbance away from sensitive areas. If 
native grassland areas are determined to be ESH, then a buffer is needed. The County 
has stated that the purpose of the ~-acre threshold was to more or less identify when 
native grasslands are significant enough to require setback protection. However, the 
significance of native grassland habitat is not rested upon the size of the habitat. There 
may be other factors, such as adjacency to other ESH or open space, or presence of 
sensitive species, where smaller areas of grassland would meet ESH criteria. For these 
reasons, LUP Modification 72 is required in order to strike text which limits native 
grassland buffers to area ~-acre in size. 

As proposed, there would be a minimum 20-foot buffer from coastal sage scrub ESH 
and 25-foot buffer from native grassland ESH. Generally speaking, the Commission 
recognizes that there may be some minor level of impact to ESH that would not 
significantly degrade ESH and would be compatible with the continuance of such areas, 
in a manner consistent with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. Given the sensitivity of 
coastal sage scrub and native grassland habitats to disturbance and the transitioning 
nature of the ESH buffers, the Commission finds it necessary to impose LUP 
Modification 73 to require, as a condition of approval of new development adjacent to 
co<.:stal sage ::;cn.,;o and native grassland, the applicant to plant th~ associateJ E3H 
buffer areas with appropriate native plants. The enhancement o-r the buffers will serve 
to shield the ESH from adverse impacts associated with residential development such 
as water quality impacts. 

The proposed LCP amendment would allow special provisions to allow the expansion of 
nonconforming agricultural support structures that are located within ESH or ESH buffer 
areas. Such an exception provides a lesser degree of resource protection than the 
existing LCP and is not consistent with Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the 
Commission requires modification of the TCP Overlay District, through IP Modification 
172, to modify subsections 6 of the nonconforming structure policy, striking the text that 
allows expansion of nonconforming agricultural structures within ESH buffers. 

Torito Road and Rural Neighborhoods 

The County recognized that there were special circumstances with respect to the Torito 
Road Rural Neighborhood: (1) the area was subdivided and mostly built-out prior to the 
Coastal Act, and (2) many of the parcels are entirely within the historic riparian ESH or 
ESH buffer with no other suitable locations on site that would meet the provisions of the 
Taro Canyon Plan or LCP. As a result, many of the parcels are highly constrained 
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against future development, including minor additions or improvements, based on the 
requirements of the LCP and Toro Canyon Plan. 

The Toro Canyon Plan therefore provides for additions to such legal nonconforming 
development in ESH and ESH buffer when certain standards are met. Policy BIO-TC-5 
makes special provisions for development in Existing Developed Rural Neighborhoods 
in the Plan area due to the existing land subdivision and built environment, where 
existing structures and related landscaped areas are within the ESH buffer. As 
proposed, structural additions to existing main and secondary dwelling units are allowed 
limited encroachment into ESH buffer areas subject to specified development 
standards. DevStd BIO-TC-5.1 allows existing residential structures in any zone district 
and existing agricultural support structures on agriculturally-zoned property (as defined 
in the TCP Overlay District) located within designated ESH buffer areas to construct 
structural additions that conform to the following guidelines: a. Second-story additions 
shall be considered the preferred design alternative to avoid ground disturbance with 
limited canopy reduction including limbing of oaks and sycamores; and habitat trees for 
Monarch Butterflies and nesting raptors (subject to restricted pruning during nesting 
season). b. Where the existing structure is located only partially inside an ESH or ESH 
buffer area, additions shall be located on those portions of the structure located outside 
or away from the ESH or ESH buffer area. DevStd BIO-TC-5.2 requires development 
on vacant parcels containing ESH shall be subject to Policy BIO-TC-4 and the 
applicable General Planning Area ESH regulations. DevStd BIO-TC-5.3 prohibits all 
construction activity in ESH areas and to the maximum extent feasible shall be avoided 
in ESH buffer areas. 

Section 30240(b) of the Coastal Act requires development in areas adjacent to ESH to 
be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would signific"Jntly degrat.le buch areas, 
:md to be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas. 

As provided above, the County has mapped the riparian habitat by removing 
development footprints to the extent that they could be identified. In this case, the 
mapped ESH is roughly contiguous with the line of existing residential development, 
and the established ESH buffer extends another fifty feet, incorporating significant 
areas of residential development within the buffer. Because of this line of disturbance, 
the buffer itself is to some extent artificially created by disturbance. Typically new 
development is anticipated to be setback to allow the full buffer in order to minimize 
adverse impacts to these habitats. In this case, that would translate to no development 
in rural neighborhoods including minor additions. However, given the unique 
circumstances, there may be potential for some additions or improvements to primary 
residences within the ESH buffer that would not have adverse impacts to the adjacent 
resources consistent with 30240(b ). 

Therefore, the Commission finds that some minor additions and improvements in ESH 
buffer may be allowed if the site-specific biological study, prepared by a qualified 
biologist, supports a determination that such development is sited and designed to 
avoid any adverse impacts the riparian canopy or individual riparian species, including 
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the oak and sycamore species. Policy BIO-TC-5 is modified pursuant to LUP 
Modification 91 to allow structural additions or improvements to the existing primary 
residence where such development is proven not to adversely impact the adjacent 
riparian species and habitat and meets all other provisions of this Plan and the LCP 
including development standards for native and non-native protected tree species, and 
development standards DevStd BIO-TC-5.1 through DevStd BIO-TC-5.4. 

LUP Modification 92 outlines the basic standards for additions or improvements to 
existing lawfully constructed primary residences in Existing Developed Rural 
Neighborhoods within ESH buffer or adjacent to ESH as follows: a. Second story 
additions shall be considered the preferred design alternative to avoid ground 
disturbance b. Additions shall be allowed only if they: are located a minimum of 6 feet 
from any oak or sycamore canopy dripline; do not require removal of oak or sycamore 
trees; do not require any additional pruning or limbing of oak or sycamore trees beyond 
what is currently required for the primary residence for life and safety; minimize 
disturbance to the root zones of oak or sycamore trees to the maximum extent feasible 
(e.g., through measures such as raised foundation or root bridges); preserve habitat 
trees for Monarch Butterflies and nesting raptors and do not extend new areas of fuel 
modification into ESH areas. c. Additions shall be located on those portions of the 
structure located outside or away from the ESH. If the subject development cannot be 
located away from ESH, then the extension of a ground level development footprint 
shall be denied. d. Improvements, such as decomposed granite pathways or alternative 
patios, may be allowed in existing developed areas within the dripline of oak and 
sycamore trees if such improvement are permeable, and do not require compaction of 
soil in the root zone. 

Additionally, LUP Modification 97 allows the reconstruction oi la"Nfully constructed 
primary residences in Existing Developed Rural Neighborhoods located witnin ESH 
buffer areas or adjacent to ESH due to normal wear and tear such as structural pest 
damage or dry rot, at the same or lesser size (square footage, height, and bulk) in the 
same footprint. However, if the reconstructed residence is proposed to be larger than 
the existing structure, it may only be permitted where findings are made that such 
development shall not adversely impact the adjacent riparian species, meets all other 
provisions of this Plan and the LCP including development standards for native and 
non-native protect&d tree species, and complies with development standards DevStd 
BIO-TC-5.1 through DevStd BIO-TC-5.4, as modified as suggested. Reconstruction 
includes any project that results in the demolition of more than 50 percent of the 
exterior walls. LUP Modification 9 and IP Modification 172 (Section 35-194.4) 
implement these exceptions for additions and reconstructions to nonconforming primary 
residences in Rural Neighborhoods. 

LUP Modification 93 revises the policy text to clarify that development on vacant parcels 
in Rural Neighborhoods does not have any special rights with regard to ESH. Vacant 
parcels shall be subject to the takings language where the application of ESH and ESH 
buffers likely constitute a taking of private property. 
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The above provisions are intended to allow additions and reconstruction of aging legal 
residences consistent with the ESH protection policies of the Coastal Act, specifically 
Section 30240(b ). Even with these allowances, there may be~ very limited expansion 
potential that can meet such standards. In some cases, the location of residences in 
and amongst the historic riparian canopy constrain the site to an extent that further 
expansion or development is not consistent with Section 30240 and site-specific 
biological studies will not support additional development. Though the understory may 
be degraded in some areas, the extensive continuous canopy and clusters of historic 
riparian canopy have retained important resource value, especially with regard to their 
connection to the stream habitat; and therefore, limits on development and expansion 
are required to ensure protection of the ESH. It is important to note that any projects 
within 100 feet of the stream would require a Notice of Final Action appealable to the 
Coastal Commission, encompassing many of the developments under the tree canopy 
in Torito Road. 

Additionally, LUP Modification 95 encourages the County to support an effort to develop 
a neighborhood management plan for the riparian oak forest that supports tree 
recruitment and use of native understory species in the Torito Road Rural 
Neighborhood. This could be implemented through the LUP Modification 96 
requirement that landscape plans prepared for new development adjacent to ESH or 
ESH buffer in Existing Developed Rural Neighborhood, as determined by a qualified 
biologist, include the use of locally native understory species and to the maximum 
extent feasible plant additional riparian trees species to ensure the long-term 
preservation of the riparian canopy. 

Fuel Modification 

The majority of Taro Canyon is a high fire hazard :::.one, which incluoes all areas north 
of Foothill Road, and the area between Taro Canyon Road and west of Lambert Road, 
north of Highway 101. Santa Barbara County Fire Department requires additional 
measures for development in high fire hazard areas including: access roads width; 
steepness and turnout requirements; water infrastructure; automatic sprinkler systems, 
vegetation management plans; and special construction standards. 

The Fire DGpartment removes, by hand, brush and overgrowth within approximately 
100 feet of structures and along major access roads to reduce fuel loads. This 
technique reduces the quantity of material that could be burned in a major fire, 
minimizing the fire's potential severity. This maintenance activity is implemented in lieu 
of constructing fuel breaks that have historically not been a part of the planning efforts 
in Toro Canyon (Santa Barbara County, FEIR, 2002). 

The Plan proposes to rezone of parcels that would reduce the potential buildout density 
that could occur without the Plan, thus reducing the potential risk of fire hazard. 
However, new development would still occur in high fire hazard areas. The Plan 
proposes development standards including reducing potential foothill development, 
siting development in areas of lowest fire hazard, providing two routes of ingress and 
egress, submitting fuel management plans, and the use of fire retardant roof materials, 
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which would potentially reduce the threat to life and property from fire hazards. Policy 
FIRE-TC-3 requires that fuel breaks in Toro Canyon be sited and designed to be an 
effective means of reducing wildland fire hazards and protecting life and property, while 
also minimizing disruption of biological resources and aesthetic impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Notwithstanding the need to protect structures from the risk of wildfire, fuel modification 
results in significant adverse impacts that are in excess of those directly related to the 
development itself. Fuel modification is the removal or modification of combustible 
native or ornamental vegetation. It may include replacement with drought tolerant, fire 
resistant plants. The amount and location of required fuel modification would vary 
according to the fire history of the area, the amount and type of plant species on the 
site, topography, weather patterns, construction design, and siting of structures. 
Requirements for fuel modification in this area typically extend 100 feet from structures. 
If there is not adequate area on the project site to provide the required fuel modification 
for structures, then brush clearance may also be required on adjacent parcels. 

Montecito Fire Protection District Standards 93-1, Vegetation Management Standards 
requires a minimum of 30 feet clearance of all flammable vegetation away from 
structures and a second zone to reduce or remove inflammable plants up to 100 feet 
from the structure or to the property line. Clearance of up to 50 feet from structures may 
be necessary where development exists in relation to slopes. The vegetation 
management standards specify: 

Property owners should clear native brush and other fuels, leaving 20 feet or 
more between individual specimen trees and large shrubs. Trees in poor or 
declining condition should be removed nrst. If rerr.aininr. trees and shrubs 
touch, they should be thinned to create openings between the tops of the 
trees. Young healthy trees and shrubs should be retained over older more 
mature plants whenever possible. Dead material on both trees and shrubs 
must be removed. Tall, dry grass species should be moved, cleared by hand, 
or grazed to insure fire safety. This applies regardless of property lines. 

The Toro Canyon Plan provides policies to ensure adequate fire protection and safety 
for life and property, including provisions for vegetation fuel management. Within the 
area next to approved structures (typically out to 30 feet from the structure), all native 
vegetation must be removed and ornamental, low-fuel plants substituted. In the second 
zone, native vegetation may be removed, widely spaced, or thinned. Native vegetation 
may be retained if thinned, although particular high-fuel plant species must be removed 
(Several of the high fuel species are important components of the coastal sage scrub 
community). In this way, for a large area around any permitted structures, native 
vegetation will be cleared, selectively removed to provide wider spacing, and thinned. 

Obviously, native vegetation that is cleared and replaced with ornamental species, or 
substantially removed and widely spaced will be lost as habitat and watershed cover. 
Less obvious is the likelihood that even thinned areas will be greatly reduced in habitat 
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value. Even where complete clearance of vegetation is not required, the natural habitat 
can be significantly impacted, and ultimately lost. For instance, in coastal sage scrub 
habitat, the natural soil coverage of the canopies of individual plants provides shading 
and reduced soil temperatures. When these plants are thinned, the microclimate of the 
area will be affected, increasing soil temperatures, which can lead to loss of individual 
plants and the eventual conversion of the area to a dominance of different non-native 
plant species. The areas created by thinning between shrubs can be invaded by non­
native grasses that will over time out-compete native species. 

For example, undisturbed chaparral vegetation on steep slopes in the Plan area and 
the downslope riparian corridors, ordinarily contains a variety of tree and shrub species 
with established root systems. Depending on the canopy coverage, these species may 
be accompanied by understory species of lower profile. The established vegetative 
cover, including the leaf detritus and other mulch contributed by the native plants, slows 
rainfall runoff from canyon slopes and staunches silt flows that result from ordinary 
erosional processes. The native vegetation thereby limits the intrusion of sediments into 
downslope creeks. Accordingly, disturbed slopes where vegetation is either cleared or 
thinned are more directly exposed to rainfall runoff that can therefore wash canyon soils 
into downgradient creeks. The resultant erosion reduces topsoil and steepens slopes, 
making revegetation increasingly difficult or creating ideal conditions for colonization by 
invasive, non-native species that supplant the native populations. 

The cumulative loss of habitat cover also reduces the value of the sensitive resource 
areas as a refuge for birds and animals, for example by making them-or their nests 
and burrows-more readily apparent to predators. Finally, the introduction of artificial 
irrigation required for fuel modification has impacts on habitat. For example invasive 
Argentine ants are better adupted to th& wetter conditions of irrigated areas than are 
ant species native to California and tend to out-compete them. The loss of the native 
ants impacts arthropod species that rely on native ants as a food source. 

Fuel modification meets both the Coastal Act and LCP definition of development. 
DevStd 810-TC-4.3 allows fuel modification within ESH or ESH buffer areas when 
consistent with the balancing provisions of the Coastal Act. As more fully described 
under Section 1.6 "Balancing Policy Conflicts" LUP Modification 88 strikes the text 
referencing Coastal Act balancing and clarifies that new d&velopment which requires 
fuel modification in association with existing lawful development within ESH or ESH 
buffer may only be permitted when findings can be made that fuel modification in ESH 
or ESH buffer was minimized to the maximum extent feasible. LUP Modification 89 
provides for fuel modification for new development such that: new development 
requiring vegetation fuel management within ESH and ESH buffer areas may only be 
permitted where, subject to a coastal development permit, findings are made that the 
proposed fuel modification overlaps fuel modification zones associated with existing 
legal development and/or that any fuel modification within ESH or ESH buffer is the 
minimum amount necessary to protect the structure(s) and that all feasible measures 
including reduction in scale of development, use of alternative materials, and siting 
have been implemented to reduce encroachment into ESH and ESH buffer. The 
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coastal development permit shall include a Fuel Management Plan approved by 
Planning and Development and the local fire protection agency (see Fuel Management 
Guidelines in Appendix D). P&D may require that the Fuel_ Management Plan be 
prepared by a qualified biologist to ensure vegetation clearance/trimming minimizes the 
impacts to ESH. 

Other provisions for fuel modification in the Taro Canyon Plan include DevStd BIO-TC-
4.1 which requires development to be sited and designed at a scale that avoids 
disruption and fragmentation of biological resources in ESH areas, minimizes removal 
of significant native trees, preserve wildlife corridors, minimizes fugitive lighting in ESH 
areas, and redirects drainage away from ESH. DevStd BIO-TC-4.2 regulates vegetation 
fuel management when the disturbed area is greater than Y2-acre, in ESH or ESH buffer 
areas, when it requires removal of significant trees, or when general regulations for 
repair and maintenance call for additional review. DevStd FIRE-TC-3.2 provides that 
fuel breaks shall not result in the removal of protected healthy oaks, to the maximum 
extent feasible. Within fuel breaks, treatment of oak trees shall be limited to limbing the 
branches up to a height of eight (8) feet, removing dead materials, and mowing the 
understory. Along access roads and driveways, limbing of branches shall be subject to 
the vertical clearance requirements of the CSFPD and MFPD. Where protected oaks 
have multiple trunks, all trunks shall be preserved 

Policy Fire-TC-2 states that fire hazards in the Taro Canyon Planning Area shall be 
minimized in order to reduce the cost of/need for increased fire protection services 
while protecting the natural resources in undeveloped areas. However, the Commission 
finds that sensitive natural resources must be protected in all areas, not limited to 
pristine undeveloped areas. Therefore, LUP Modification 19 proposes to strike the text 
which focuses protecti~.;n in undeveloped areas only. 

Policy Fire-TC-1 requires coordination with the Fire Protection Districts to maintain and 
improve fire prevention and protection for the residents. However, staff notes, that it is 
crucial for this type of coordination to include an approach to protect sensitive habitat 
and protected trees to the maximum extent feasible. Therefora LUP Modification 18 
articulates that minimizing impacts to resources is an important factor in addition to the 
concerns for life and safety. DevStd Fire-TC-2.2 provides general siting and design 
guidance to minimize exposure to fire hazards and 1educe the need for grading and 
clearance of native vegetation. As described above, the effects of thinning vegetation 
have adverse ecosystem impacts. Therefore, to protect resources to the maximum 
extent feasible, LUP Modification 20 first clarifies that new development that should be 
sited to avoid impacts to resources and secondly, among the other measures, fuel 
modification such as thinning and limbing of trees, should also be minimized to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Stream Protection 

In addition to protection as ESH under Section 30240 of the Coastal Act, streams and 
associated riparian habitat are protected under additional Coastal Act policies in order 
to maintain the biological productivity and quality of coastal waters. Section 30231 
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requires that natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats be 
maintained, and that the alteration of natural streams be minimized. Notwithstanding 
the stream protection provisions, the Coastal Act recognizes that in a few limited 
circumstances, it may be necessary to alter a stream. Section 30236 limits 
channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations of rivers and streams to only 
three purposes: necessary water supply projects; protection of existing structures in the 
floodplain where there is no feasible alternative; or improvement of fish and wildlife 
habitat. 

Siting and designing new development such that an adequate buffer is provided 
between the outer edge of the canopy of riparian vegetation and development will 
minimize adverse impacts to these habitats. Due to the importance of importance of 
adjacent riparian corridor habitat, LUP Modification 73 requires the ESH buffer for 
Southern Coast Live Oak Forest and Stream ESH to be measured from the outer edge 
of the canopy of riparian vegetation as discussed in Section "ESH Buffers" above. 
Providing a significant distance between new development and riparian areas will 
ensure that removal or thinning of native vegetation for fuel modification will not be 
required to provide fire protection. Additionally, the transitional "ecotones" between 
different habitat types are particularly valuable areas with a higher diversity of plants 
and animals. The provision of adequate buffers around streams and riparian corridors 
protects the ecotone. 

Natural vegetation buffers also protect riparian habitats by providing area for infiltration 
of runoff, minimizing erosion and sedimentation. Finally, buffers minimize the spread of 
invasive exotic vegetation that tend to supplant native species. The presence of surface 
or subsurface water throughout the year makes riparian areas especially susceptible to 
invasion by non-native spe::cieJ that can in many instances out compete native ~lants. 
Invasive plant species do not provide the same habitat values as natural ripanan areas. 

Natural drainage ways provide treatment, infiltration, and attenuation of runoff, all of 
which are mechanisms that protect and enhance coastal water quality. According to a 
federal NPS pollution guidance documene, the preservation of natural drainage 
features is important because" ... riparian areas, wetlands, and vegetative buffers serve 
as filters and trap sediments, nutrients, and chemical pollutants ... [and] may also have 
the added benefit of providing long-term pollutant removal capabilities without the 
comparatively high costs usually associated with structural controls." (Justification of 
Watershed Protection Management Measure, from the "g-Guidance" published by 
NOAA and the EPA) 

Surface water runoff enters natural drainages by sheet flow, is slowed by the 
vegetation, and may be filtered as sediments fall out of suspension and plants 
phytoremediate pollutants. Runoff may also be infiltrated into the soil and treated as 
the water moves through the substrate. The flow of water through natural hydrologic 

7 Section 6217(g) of Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments, 16 U.S.C. § 1455b(g), requires NOAA and the EPA, in 
consultation with other federal agencies, to publish and periodically revise a NPS pollution Management Measures Guidance 
document known as the "g-Guidance." California's NPS Plan is based on this document. 
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features also helps maintain physical parameters of water, including temperature, 
dissolved oxygen, and salinity. Accordingly, substantially grading or filling natural 
drainages would result in the loss of these important water quality functions. 

In addition to the buffers, Policy BIO-TC-11 provides a general policy basis for 
protection of streams as ESH. BIO-TC-11 provides that natural stream channels shall 
be maintained in an undisturbed state to the maximum extent feasible in order to 
protect banks from erosion, enhance wildlife passageways, and provide natural 
greenbelts. Policy BIO-TC-11 further provides that "Hardbank" channelization (e.g., use 
of concrete, riprap, gabion baskets) of stream channels shall be prohibited, except 
where needed to protect existing structures. Where hardbank channelization is 
required, the material and design used shall be the least environmentally damaging 
alternative and site restoration on or adjacent to the stream channel shall be required, 
subject to a Restoration Plan. The Coastal Act outlines specific requirements for stream 
alteration under Section 30236 wherein flood control projects are allowed only as 
necessary to protect public safety or existing development, and when such projects are 
the least damaging alternative. 

To ensure that Section 30236 requirements are met, LUP Modification 99 prohibits 
stream alteration except as specifically allowed for water, flood control, or fish 
enhancement projects as described in LUP Modification 113 (see below) or as allowed 
pursuant to a takings claim as described in LUP Modification 79 (see Section 
"Economically Viable Use"). Furthermore, the reference to hardbank channelization is 
deleted as this issue is addressed more appropriately in the flood control modifications 
LUP 113 and 114. 

DevStd 310-TC-11.1 requires that ESH buffer for Southern Coast Live ·Jak Riparian 
Forest be provided on grading and building plans. BIO-TC-11.1 also regulate::. lighting 
adjacent to riparian areas, drainage, and native vegetation removal. LUP Modification 
100 deletes the language regarding drainage because it conflicts with the water quality 
provisions as outlined in the "Water Quality" section of this staff report. LUP 
Modification 100 also strikes the sentence "all ground disturbance and native vegetation 
removal shall be minimized." Though ground disturbance and native vegetation removal 
in the Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest ESH should be minimized to the 
maximum extent feasible, the statement in this location is confusing. Southern Coast 
Live Oak Riparian Forest ESH is subject to the applicable ESH provisions, and removal 
of this habitat for new development can only occur when approved pursuant to takings 
provisions as described in LUP Modification 79. Therefore to ensure that the ESH 
protection provisions are not inadvertently reduced, the reference to removal of native 
vegetation should be deleted. 

Four major creeks originate in the Santa Ynez Mountains and flow southward through 
the Toro Canyon Plan area: Picay Creek, Toro Creek (east and west branches), 
Garrapata Creek, and Arroyo Paredon Creek. Major flood control maintenance activities 
occur annually in these areas, including dredging of sediment and removal and 
spraying of creek vegetation. The purpose of annual maintenance is to remove 
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obstructions that could either cause flooding, significant erosion, or plugging of 
downstream culverts and bridges. The flood control provisions of the Taro Canyon Plan 
provide direction with regard to alteration of streams, disturbance to riparian habitat, 
and erosion. 

To minimize future need for any stream alterations to protect structures from flood 
hazards, LUP Modification 107 prohibits new buildings in areas that are flood prone. 
Additionally, ESHA buffers around streams and riparian areas, as described previously, 
will serve to site new development a significant distance from any stream, providing 
protection from flooding. The LCP requires a buffer that is 50 feet in urban and rural 
neighborhoods and 100 feet in rural areas. 

Policy FLD-TC-4 provides that development except for flood control activities shall 
avoid alteration of creek banks, channel inverts, and channel bottoms in their natural 
state, and that revegetation and restoration of riparian habitat shall be encouraged. This 
implies approval of all manner of Flood Control District activities. However, as 
mentioned above, under Coastal Act Section 30236, flood control projects are allowed 
only as necessary to protect public safety or existing development, and when such 
projects are the least damaging alternative. Coastal Act Section 30236 requirements 
have been added as a separate policy through LUP Modification 113 to allow 
channelizations or other substantial alterations of streams and desiltation/dredging 
projects only when certain conditions are met, including confirmation that there is an 
overriding need to protect public safety or existing structures and that the proposed 
project is the only feasible least damaging alternative. Additionally, such a project would 
minimize impacts to coastal resources in all other respects and provide mitigation of 
impacts. FLD-TC-4 must then be modified to reference the provisions in Modification 
: 13 so that flood control activities are limited to those projects m·Jeting thes8 specific 
requi:-ements. This cross-referencing is implemented through LUP Modifications 11 0 
and 122. 

DevStd FLD-TC-2.1 includes provisions to develop check dams or other erosion control 
features in the streams. Again, as described above, even necessary development that 
would alter the stream in such a manner would have to meet the tests for feasibility and 
mitigation as outlined in LUP Modification 113. Therefore, FLD-TC-2.1 has been 
modified, through suggested UJP Modification 117, to delete the specific requirement 
for erosion control measures as deemed appropriate by Flood Control and Planning. 
FLO-TC-2.1 is modified to allow, generally, Best Management Practices with new 
development to minimize erosion. This allows flexibility if there is a less damaging 
alternative. Furthermore, the deletion of the specific erosion control measure language 
allows the policy in LUP Modification 113 to set the overall requirements for stream 
altering development. 

Additionally, the Commission recognizes that less intrusive measures (e.g., 
biostructures, vegetation, and soil bioengineering) are preferable, less damaging 
alternatives consistent with Section 30236 and therefore preferred for flood protection 
over "hard" solutions such as concrete or riprap channels. This requirement is 
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described in LUP Modification 113 and further expanded upon in LUP Modification 114 
for existing flood hazards. 

Policy FLD-TC-3 and DevStd FLD-TC-2.1 address the interaction of flood control 
projects and impact to the riparian environment. Policy FLD-TC-3 states that flood 
control maintenance activities shall seek to minimize disturbance to riparian/wetland 
habitats, consistent with the primary need to protect public safety, and additional 
guidance for public maintenance work is provided by the Flood Control District's current 
certified Maintenance Program EIR and current approved Standard Maintenance 
Practices. DevStd FLD-TC-2.1 specifies that erosion control measures should be 
designed to avoid impacts to riparian vegetation to the maximum extent feasible. 

The Commission finds that the Policy FLD-TC-3 is not protective of stream and riparian 
resources by "seeking to minimize disturbance." Though the Coastal Act recognizes the 
need to minimize risks from hazards, it also recognizes the importance of protecting 
environmentally sensitive resources. All flood control activities within streams must be 
shown to be the most protective feasible alternative. Therefore, LUP Modification 121 
strikes text in recognition that LUP Modification 113 provides criteria for when 
appropriate flood control measures may be implemented. In addition, in recognition the 
protection allowed ESH, LUP Modification 115 requires that such flood control 
measures not diminish or change stream capacity, percolation rates or habitat values. 
"Hardbank" measures (e.g., use of concrete, riprap, gabion baskets) or channel 
redirection may be permitted only if all less intrusive flood control efforts have been 
considered and have been found to be technically infeasible. Less intrusive measures 
shall include, but not be limited to biostructures, vegetation, and soil bioengineering. 
Where hardbank channelization is required, the material and design used shall be the 
least t.nvironmentally damaging alternative and site res:oration ami n;itigation on or 
adjacent to the stream channel shall be required, subject to a Restoration Plan. 

Additionally, FLD-TC-4.1 allows for restoration of creek banks to be incorporated into 
landscape plans for new development to the maximum extent feasible. This includes 
review by the Flood Control District for consistency with Floodplain Management 
Ordinance #3898 and for·· consistency with current floodplain management and 
environmental protection goals. LUP Modifications 111 and 123 require deletion of the 
consistency analysis because Ordinance #3898 is a non-certified document that may 
change without benefit of an LCP amendment, and the text regarding floodplain and 
environmental goals is too vague. The County has not specified to what extent projects 
would be judged against these non-specific goals. Similarly, DevStd 810-TC-1.4 implies 
that the Flood Control District is the agency responsible for approving restoration plans. 
However, while the Flood Control District may have review authority, the approval of 
development and conditions is implemented by the Planning Department. To clarify 
responsibility, LUP Modification 72 has been revised to indicate that the Flood Control 
District is a consulting agency during review of habitat restoration plans. 

Recognizing that road crossings through stream channels have unavoidable impacts, 
LUP Modification 131 requires that new, or replacement stream crossings, must be via 
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bridge. This includes projects where Arizona crossings would be upgraded; however, as 
allowed under the existing LCP road crossings damaged due to calamity (e.g., flooding) 
would be allowed to be rebuilt in the same manner. Further, the_suggested modification 
requires water quality BMPs and prohibits new roads, bridges, culverts, and outfalls if 
they would cause or contribute to streambank or hillside erosion. 

Specifically, Action FLD-TC-1.5 directs further investigation of drainage issues along 
the southeastern portion of Padaro Lane. In order to address these issues, the county 
will initiate an investigation of feasible engineering and maintenance solutions involving 
all affected parties, including but not necessarily limited to residents and upstream 
property owners, the County Public Works Department including the Flood Control 
District, Caltrans, and the Union Pacific Railroad. FLD-TC-1.5 specifically allows for 
local drainageways and culverts to be cleared annually, as necessary. However, as 
mentioned above, flood control projects and stream alteration are only allowed under 
certain circumstances as identified in Section 30236. Therefore, without knowing what 
drainageways and culverts would be cleared annually, such determinations must be 
determined on a case-by-case basis consistent with the requirements. Additionally, the 
FLD-TC-1.5 implies that further study would rely heavily on the preliminary engineering 
study previously prepared for the area. A copy of this study was not readily available for 
staff review. However, if as implied, the engineering analysis is a technical feasibility 
study and does not include environmental analysis alternatives, environmental review of 
the alternatives would be require individual review for consistency with the Coastal Act 
and LCP requirements. Therefore, LUP Modification 116 reduces emphasis on reliance 
on just the engineering study and requires that alternatives for further investigation 
consider less intrusive measures (e.g., biostructures, vegetation, and soil 
bioengineering) solutions as the primary means of defense against flood hazard and 
shall require maximum mitigation for all impact~ to wetlancJ, rii:Jarian, or other native 
trees and habitat. 

Protected Trees 

The LCP provides standards for tree removal to preserve healthy trees that are 
important for the pntection of habitat areas and the scenic and visual quality ot the 
County. These trees are important coastal resources. Native trees prevent the erosion 
of hillsides and stream banks, moderate water temperatures in streams through 
shading, provide food and habitat, including nesting, roosting, and burrowing to a wide 
variety of wildlife species, contribute nutrients to watersheds, and are important scenic 
elements in the landscape. Trees that are part of a woodland, savannah, or riparian 
ESH would be protected from removal or other development impacts However, due to 
past development impacts, or historical land uses like agriculture, individual trees exist 
that may not be part of a larger intact habitat area. Additionally, development may be 
permitted within ESH in order to avoid a taking of private property, as discussed above. 
In such cases, native trees should still be protected. Finally, native trees that are not 
part of a larger, intact habitat may nonetheless provide nesting or roosting habitat for 
raptors and other birds that are rare, threatened, endangered, fully protected, or 
species of special concern. It is critical to such species that the tree habitat be 
protected. In past permit actions, the Commission has required that the removal of 
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native trees, particularly oak trees, or encroachment of structures into the root zone be 
avoided unless there is no feasible alternative for siting development. 

As provided above, native and non-native protected trees require protection. DevStd 
810-TC 13.1 provides basic principle for protection by protecting the general area 
around the driplines from further disturbance. To provide a more adequate level of 
specificity with regard to further protection, LUP Modification 102 elucidates that the 
protected area be a minimum rather than general setback of six feet outside of tree 
driplines, unless there is no other feasible alternative. This is consistent with the 
Commission's past requirements for development to be setback from the dripline of oak 
trees, for example. 

LUP Modification 103 requires that mitigation be provided where the removal of trees 
cannot be avoided by any feasible project alternative. The Commission has found, 
through permit actions, that replacement trees, particularly oak trees, are most 
successfully established when the trees are seedlings or acorns. Many factors, over the 
life of the restoration, can result in the death of the replacement trees. In order to 
ensure that adequate replacement is eventually reached, it is necessary to provide a 
replacement ratio of at least ten replacement trees for every tree removed or impacted 
to account for the mortality of some of the replacement trees. 

Policy 810-TC-14 further provides that non-native trees shall be protected where they 
provide known raptor nesting or major and recurrent roosting sites. It is unclear when 
and how a raptor nesting site is "known." It is uncertain if this would require a specific 
biological survey or anecdotal knowledge or other means of recognition. This 
vagueness undermines the implementation value of the protection of such resources. 
Therefore to recognize any and all raptor :1esting habitat, LUP Modification 104 .strikes 
the word known. 

Habitat Restoration and Landscaping Requirements 

Invasive plant species, by definition, supplant native plants, and subsequently, leaJ to 
the degradation of natural habitats. The presence of surface or subsurface water 
throughout the year makes riparian areas especially susceptible to invasion by non­
native ::;pecies that can in many instances out compete native plants. invasive plant 
species do not provide the same habitat values as natural riparian areas. Policy 810-
TC-2 requires landscaping to use "appropriate plant species to ensure compatibility with 
and preservation of ESH." The Commission finds that invasive plants are not 
appropriate in a rural setting such as Toro Canyon, especially given the large expanse 
of habitat types, and the large riparian corridors that are able to transport nutrients and 
seeds to downstream areas. Therefore to protect ESH consistent with Section 30240 of 
the Coastal Act, the Commission requires all policies, development standards, and 
guidelines to indicate that no invasive plants will be allowed in the Toro Canyon Plan 
area as provided in LUP Modifications 81, 82, and 154. 

In cases where habitat enhancement or habitat restoration is proposed in ESH or ESH 
buffer areas, the Commission finds that ESH may be adversely impacted if such an 
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activity is not carried out in a manner respectful of the environmental resource 
constraints. Therefore the Commission requires LUP Modification 83 to direct habitat 
restoration and/or invasive plant removal within ESH and ESH buffer areas to be 
conducted outside of the breeding/nesting season of any sensitive species that may be 
affected by the proposed activities. Habitat restoration activities shall use hand removal 
methods to the maximum extent feasible. Where removal by hand is not feasible, 
mechanical means may be allowed. Use of pesticides or other chemical techniques 
shall be avoided to the maximum extent feasible, and when determined to be 
necessary, shall include mitigation measures to ensure site specific application with no 
migration to the surrounding environment. 

Exterior Lighting 

Wildlife can be impacted by artificial night lighting associated with new development. In 
order to protect habitat values as required by Section 30240 of the Coastal Act, the 
Commission has found, in permit actions, that it is necessary to consider alternatives 
for siting and designing development in order to ensure that the alternative chosen is 
the one that minimizes impacts to ESHA. Therefore, LUP Modification 76 requires 
exterior night lighting to be minimized, shielded and directed away from ESH wherever 
lighting associated with development adjacent to ESH cannot be avoided. LUP 
Modification 143 further prohibits for high intensity perimeter lighting or other light 
sources, e.g., lighting for sports courts or other private recreational facilities in ESH, 
ESH buffer, or where night lighting would increase illumination in ESH. 

Use of Chemicals In and Adjacent to ESH 

The use of insecticides, herbicidef:, or any tm.ic chemical substances has the potential 
to significantly degrade ESH. The use of pbsticides and/or .1erbicides by agriculturalists 
for production, the Forest Service for firebreak maintenance, the County for mosquito 
abatement, and County Flood Control for creek capacity maintenance pose potential 
adverse effects to both agriculture and downstream coastal waters. During severe 
floods herbicide residues carried in overland flows can damage orchard crops and can 
end up as chemical residues in sediment deposits. 

The potential impacts include the reduction of biological productivity and the quality ~f 
coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes, the reduction of optimum 
populations of marine organisms and adverse impacts on human health (see the 
"Water Quality " Section of this report for specific details). To ensure that coastal 
resources, including ESH, are protected consistent with Section 30230, 30231, 30240, 
the Commission finds it necessary to impose LUP Modifications 85, 86, and 87 which 
limit use of chemical substances within and adjacent to ESH to the maximum extent 
feasible. Where no other feasible alternative exists, the timing of applications must be 
carefully controlled to ensure ESH is protected. 

The Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP amendments with regard to the 
protection of ESH submitted are inconsistent with the requirements of Sections 30230, 
30231, 30236, and 30240 of the Coastal Act unless modified as suggested above. 
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Additionally, the proposed ESH protection implementation amendments are not 
consistent with and inadequate to carry out the LUP, as modified, unless modified as 
suggested above. 

10. Economically Viable Use 

There may be cases where the majority or the entirety of a legal parcel contains habitat 
that is environmentally sensitive habitat area. Under Section 30240 of the Coastal act, 
no development, with the exception of a resource-dependent use, could be permitted 
on such a site. However, Section 30240 must be applied in concert with other Coastal 
Act requirements, particularly Section 30010. This section states that: 

The Legislature hereby finds and declares that this division is not intended, 
and shall not be construed as authorizing the commission, port governing 
body, or local government acting pursuant to this division to exercise their 
power to grant or deny a permit in a manner which will take or damage 
private property for public use, without the payment of just compensation 
therefor. This section is not intended to increase or decrease the rights of 
any owner of property under the Constitution of the State of California or the 
United States. 

Thus if strict application of the ESHA protection requirements of Section 30240 would 
cause a taking of property, then the policy must be applied in a manner that would 
avoid this result. The U.S. Supreme Court has held that, in some situations, a permit 
decision may constitute a categorical or "per se" taking under Lucas v. South Carolina 
Coastal Council (1992) 505 U.S. 1005. According to Lucas, if a permit decision denies 
all economically viable use of rroperty hy ren:"lering it "valueless", the decision 
constitutes a taking unless the denial of all economic use was permitted by a 
"background principle" of state real property law. Background principles are those state 
law rules that inhere in the title to the property sold to be developed and that would 
preclude the proposed use, such as the common law nuisance doctrine. 

Second, if the permit decision does not constitute a taking under Lucas, a court may 
consider whether the permit decision would constitute a taking under the ad hoc inquiry 
stated in cases such as Penn Central Transp. Co. v. New York City (1978) 438 U. S. 
1 04, 123-125. This inquiry generally requires an examination into factors such as the 
character of the government action, its economic impact, and its interference with 
reasonable, investment-backed expectations, as well as any background principles of 
property law identified in Lucas that would allow prohibition of the proposed use. 

To alleviate this concern, LUP Modification 79 provides a mechanism to determine 
through a formal economic viability determination whether the application of the policies 
and standards contained in the LCP regarding use of property designated as 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat area would likely constitute a taking of private 
property. If so, a use that is not consistent with the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
provisions of the LCP shall be allowed on the property, provided that such use is 
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consistent with all other applicable policies and is the minimum amount of development 
necessary to avoid a taking as determined through an economic viability determination. 
LUP Modification 79 provides that such a project would have to be the alternative that 
would result in the fewest or least significant impacts, and any impacts to ESH that 
could not be avoided through the implementation of siting and design alternatives would 
be mitigated to the maximum extent feasible, with priority given to on-site mitigation. 

LUP Modification 80 makes clear that an economic viable use determination, for the 
purposes stated above, requires the applicant to provide specific information to 
determine whether all of the property, or which specific area of the property, is subject 
to the restriction on development, so that the scope/nature of development that could 
be allowed on any portions of the property that are not subject to the restriction can be 
determined. This economic viability determination is implemented through LUP 
Modification 172 which outlines information requirements to complete an economic 
viability study in Sec. 35-194.6 and 35-194.7 of the Taro Canyon Plan Overlay. 

The Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP amendments with regard to the 
protection of ESH submitted are inconsistent with the requirements of Section 30240 of 
the Coastal Act unless modified as suggested above. Additionally, the proposed ESH 
protection implementation amendments are not consistent with and inadequate to carry 
out the LUP, as modified, unless modified as suggested above. 

H. PUBLIC ACCESS 

1. Coastal Act Policies 

Coastal Act Section 30210 stat~s that: 

In carryin9 out the requirement of Sec,tion 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with 
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private 
property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. 

Coastal Act Section 30211 states: 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea 
where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not 
limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of 
terrestrial vegetation. 

Coastal Act Section 30212(a) states: 

Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the 
coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: 

(1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the 
protection of fragile coastal resources. 

(2) adequate access exists nearby, or, 
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(3) agriculture would be adversely affected. Dedicated access shall not be 
required to be opened to public use until a public agency or private 
association agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance and liability of 
the accessway. 

Coastal Act Section 30212.5 states: 

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas 
or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against 
the impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public 
of any single area. 

Coastal Act Section 30214 states: 

(a) The public access policies of this article shall be implemented in a manner 
that takes into account the need to regulate the time, place, and manner of 
public access depending on the facts and circumstances in each case 
including, but not limited to, the following: 

(1) Topographic and geologic site characteristics. 

(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of intensity. 

(3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass and 
repass depending on such factors as the fragility of the natural resources in 
the area and the proximity of the access area to adjacent residential uses. 

( 4) The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to protect 
the privacy of adjacent property owners and to protect the aesthetic values of 
the area by providing for the collection of litter. 

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that the public access policies of this · 
article be carried out in a reasonable manner that considers the equities and 
that balances the rights of the individual property owner with the public's 
constitutional right of access pursuant to Section 4 of Article X of the 
California Constitution. Nothing in this section or any amendment thereto 
shall be construed as a limitation on tJ1e rights guaranteed to the public 
under Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution. 

(c) In carrying out the public access policies of this article, the commission 
and any other responsible public agency shall consider and encourage the 
utilization of innovative access management techniques, including, but not 
limited to, agreements with private organizations which would minimize 
management costs and encourage the use of volunteer programs. 

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states: 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance 
public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of 
transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining 
residential development or in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal 
access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation within the 
development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute 
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means of serving the development with public transportation, (5) assuring the 
potential for public transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office 
buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs ~f new residents 
will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount of 
development with local park acquisition and development plans with the 
provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development. 

2. Existing LUP Policies 

Policy 2-7: 

Consistent with PRC Section 30604(e), the County may deny a project for a 
period of up to one year if the Board of Supervisors finds that 1) a public 
agency has been specifically authorized to acquire the property on which the 
development is located, and 2) there are funds available or funds could 
reasonably be expected to made available within one year for such 
acquisition. 

Policy 3-1: 

Seawalls shall not be permitted unless the County has determined that there 
are no other less environmentally damaging alternatives reasonably available 
for protection of existing principal structures. The County prefers and 
encourages non-structural solutions to shoreline erosion problems, including 
beach replenishment, removal of endangered structures and prevention of 
land divisions on shorefront property subject to erosion; and, will seek 
solutions to shoreline hazards on a larger geographic basis than a single lot 
circumstance. Where permitted, seawall design and construction shall 
respect to the degree possible natural landforms. Adequate provision for 
lateral beach access shall be made and the project shall be designed to 
minimize visual impacts by the use of appropriate colors and materials. 

Policy 3-2: 

Revetments, groins, cliff retaining walls, pipelines and outfalls, and other 
such construction that may alter natural shoreline processes shall be 
permitted when designed to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local 
shoreline sand supply and so as not to block lateral beach access. 

Policy 3-3: 

To avoid the need for future protective devices that could impact sand 
movement and supply, no permanent above-ground structures shall be 
permitted on the dry sandy beach except facilities necessary for public health 
and safety, such as lifeguard towers, or where such restriction would cause 
the inverse condemnation of the parcel by the County. 

Policy 7-1: 

The County shall take all necessary steps to protect and defend the public's 
constitutionally guaranteed rights of access to and along the shoreline. At a 
minimum, County actions shall include: 
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a. Initiating legal action to acquire easements to beaches and access 
corridors for which prescriptive rights exist consistent with the availability of 
staff and funds. 

b. Accepting offers of dedication which will increase opportunities for public 
access and recreation consistent with the County's ability to assume liability 
and maintenance costs. 

c. Actively seeking other public or private agencies to accept offers of 
dedications, having them assume liability and maintenance responsibilities, 
and allowing such agencies to initiate legal action to pursue beach access. 

Policy 7-2: 

For all development between the first public road and the ocean granting of 
an easement to allow vertical access to the mean high tide line shall be 
mandatory unless: 

a. Another more suitable public access corridor is available or proposed 
by the Land Use Plan within a reasonable distance of the site measured 
along the shoreline, or 

b. Access at the site would result in unmitigable adverse impacts on areas 
designated as Habitat Areas' by the Land Use Plan or 

c. Findings are made, consistent with PRC § 30212 of the Coastal Act, that 
access is inconsistent with public safety or military security needs, or that 
agriculture would be adversely affected, or 

d. Tf1e lot is too narrow to allow for an adequate vertic.-11 access corri-Jor 
without advers~ly affecting the privacy of the property owne.·. In no case, 
however, shall development interfere with the public right of access to the 
sea where acquired through use unless an equivalent access to the same 
beach area is guaranteed. 

The County may also require the applicant to improve the access corridor 
and provide bike racks, signs, parking, etc. 

Policy 7-3: 

For all new development between the first public road and the ocean, 
granting of lateral easements to allow for public access along the shoreline 
shall be mandatory. In coastal areas, where the bluffs exceed five feet in 
height, all beach seaward of the base of the bluff shall be dedicated. In 
coastal areas where the bluffs are less than five feet, the area of the easement 
to be granted shall be determined by the County based on findings reflecting 
historic use, existing and future public recreational needs and coastal 
resource protection. At a minimum, the dedicated easement shall be 
adequate to allow for lateral access during periods of high tide. In no case 
shall the lateral easement be required to be closer than 10 feet to a residential 
structure. In addition, all fences, no trespassing signs, and other 
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obstructions that may limit public lateral access shall be removed as a 
condition of development approval. 

Policy 7-7: 

During the zoning and implementation phase of the LCP, the County shall 
establish a schedule for acquisition of areas proposed for new or expanded 
access and/or recreation. The schedule shall designate responsible agencies, 
time frame, and methods for implementing all access and recreation 
proposals set forth in this plan. 

Policy 7-8: 

Increased opportunities for beach access shall be provided in the Carpinteria 
planning area. 

Implementing Actions: 

a) The County shall accept and open for use the vertical easements offered in 
connection with developments on Padaro Lane (APN 5-400-35) and Beach 
Club Drive (APN 5-390-23). A footpath from the public road to the beach, bike 
racks, and trash cans shall be provided and maintained. 

b) Dedication of a vertical access easement and construction of a trail to the 
beach shall be required of any development on the easterly end of the 
Carpinteria bluffs (refer to Section 4.2.3). 

Policy 7-25: 

Easements for trails shall be required as a condition of project approval for 
that portion of the trail crossing the parcel upon which the project is 
proposed. 

Policy 7-26: 

All proposed trails for the coastal zone shall be incorporated into the 
County's Master Plans for hiking, biking, and equestrian trails. 

Policy 9-32 Rocky Point and Intertidal Areas: 

Shoreline structures, including piers, groins, breakwaters, drainages, and 
seawalls, and pipelines, should be sited or routed to avoid significant rocky 
points and intertidal areas. 

3. Existing IP/CZO Policies 

Sec. 35-61. Development Standards: Beach Development. 

1. To avoid the need for future protective devices that could impact sand 
movement and supply, no permanent above-ground structures shall be 
permitted on the dry sandy beach except facilities necessary for public health 
and safety, such as lifeguard towers, or where such restriction would cause 
the inverse condemnation of the lot by the County. 
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2. For all new development between the first public road and the ocean, 
granting of an easement to allow vertical access to the mean high tide line 
shall be mandatory unless: 

a. Another more suitable public access corridor is available or proposed 
by the Land Use Plan within a reasonable distance of the site measured 
along the shoreline, or 

b. Access at the site would result in unmitigable adverse impacts on areas 
designated as Habitat Areas' by the Land Use Plan or 

c. Findings are made, consistent with PRC § 30212 of the Coastal Act, that 
access is inconsistent with public safety or military security needs, or that 
agriculture would be adversely affected, or 

d. The lot is too narrow to allow for an adequate vertical access corridor 
without adversely affecting the privacy of the property owner. In no case, 
however, shall development interfere with the public right of access to the 
sea where acquired through use unless an equivalent access to the same 
beach area is guaranteed. The County may also require the applicant to 
improve the access corridor and provide bike racks, signs, parking, etc. 
This policy shall not apply to development excluded from the public 
access requirements of the Coastal Act by PRC § 30212 or to development 
incidental to an existing use on the site. 

3. For all new development between the first public road and the ocean, 
granting of lateral easements to allow for public access along the shoreline 
shall be mandatory. In coastal areas, where the bluffs exceed five feet in 
height, the lateral easement shall include i~/1 beach seawc.:;·d of the base of the 
bluff. In coastal areas where the bluffs are les;5 than five feer, the area of the 
easement to be granted shall be determined by the County based on findings 
reflecting historic use, existing and future public recreational needs and 
coastal resource protection. At a minimum, the lateral easement shall be 
adequate to allow for lateral access during periods of high tide. In no case 
shall the lateral easement be required to be closer than 10 feet to a residentii~l 
structure. In addition, all fences, no trespassing signs, and other 
obstructions that may limit public lateral access shall be removed as a 
condition of development approval. This policy shall not apply to 
development excluded from the public access requirements of the Coastal 
Act by PRC § 30212 or to development incidental to an existing use on the 
site. 

Sec. 35-63. Development Standards: Coastal Trails. 

Easements for trails shown on the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive 
Plan Parks, Recreation and Trails (non-motorized) maps, shall be required as 
a condition of project approval for that portion of the trail crossing the lot 
upon which the project is proposed. 

Sec. 35-97.9. ESH Environmentally Sensitive Overlay District: Development Standards 
for Wetland Habitats. 
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... 2. Dredge spoils shall not be deposited permanently in areas subject to 
tidal influence or in areas where public access would be significantly 
adversely affected. When feasible, spoils should be deposited in the littoral 
drift, except when contaminants would adversely affect water quality or 
marine habitats, or on the beach . 

... 5. Light recreation such as bird-watching or nature study and scientific 
and educational uses shall be permitted with appropriate controls to prevent 
adverse impacts . 

. .. 8. No unauthorized vehicle traffic shall be permitted in wetlands and 
pedestrian traffic shall be regulated and incidental to the permitted uses. 

Sec. 35-97.15. ESH Environmentally Sensitive Overlay District: Development Standards 
for Rocky Points and Intertidal Habitats. 

1. In order to prevent destruction of organisms which thrive in intertidal 
areas, no unauthorized vehicles shall be allowed on beaches adjacent to 
intertidal areas. 

2. Only light recreational uses shall be permitted on public beaches which 
include or are adjacent to rocky points or intertidal areas. 

3. Shoreline structures, including piers, groins, breakwaters, drainages, 
seawalls, and pipelines, should be sited or routed to avoid significant rocky 
points and intertidal areas. 

Sec. 35-97.17. ESH Environmentally Sensitive Overlay District: Development Standards 
for Seabirds Nesting and Roosting Site Habitats. 

Recreational activities near area£ used for roo;;;ting and nesting shall be 
controlled to avoid disturbance to seabird populations, particularly during 
nesting season. 

4. General Discussion 

Coastal access is generally viewed as an issue of physical supply, and includes lateral 
access (access along a beach), vertical access (access from an upland street, parking 
area, bluff or public park to the beach), coastal blufftop trails, and upland trails that lead 
to the shore or traverse inland parklands within the coastal zone. Inland parks provide 
significant access and recreation opportunities in the Plan area, and are as important to 
coastal access as shoreline accessways. 

The public already possesses ownership interests in tidelands or those lands below the 
mean high tide line. These lands are held in the State's sovereign capacity and are 
subject to the common law public trust. The protection of these public areas and the 
assurance of access to them lies at the heart of Coastal Act policies requiring both the 
implementation of a public access program and the minimization of impacts to access 
and the provision of access, where applicable, through the regulation of development. 
To carry out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, PRC 
Section 30210 provides that maximum access and recreational opportunities be 
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provided consistent with public safety, public rights, private property rights, and natural 
resource protection. PRC Section 30211 requires that development not interfere with 
the public's right of access to the sea with certain exceptions. Furthermore, PRC 
Section 30212 requires that public access from the nearest public roadway to the 
shoreline and along the coast be provided in new development projects with certain 
exceptions such as public safety, military security, resource protection, and where 
adequate access exists nearby. Certain minor types of development would also not 
require the provision of access. Finally, PRC Section 30214 provides that the 
implementation of the public access policies take into account the need to regulate the 
time, place, and manner of public access depending of such circumstances as 
topographic and geologic characteristics, the need to protect natural resources, 
proximity to adjacent residential uses etc. 

LCP policies 7-1 and 7-2 highlight the County's duty to "protect and defend the public's 
constitutionally guaranteed rights of access to and along the shoreline" and that some 
development projects may be required to allow vertical access to the mean high tide 
line. Policy 7-3 states that for new development between the first public road and the 
ocean, the granting of lateral easements shall be mandatory. Policy 7-8 requires the 
County to accept and open the vertical easement offered in associate with development 
on Padaro Lane. 

5. Public Access 

The Taro Canyon Plan proposes several policies and actions that would develop public 
beach access (both vertical and lateral access to be developed, preserved, and 
maintained) at Padaro Lane and Santa Claus Lane. Attempts to render these 
easements functional are ongoing and woulc be subject to the policies and action of the 
Taro Canyon Plan. No dedicated open public beach access exists along Taro Canon's 
2 miles of beach frontage. Loon Point, immediately west of the Taro Canyon Planning 
Area boundary, provides the only open public beach access in close proximity to Taro 
Canyon. The nearest dedicated downcoast access is at Carpinteria City Beach. There 
are however two major informal accessways in the Plan Area, Padaro Lane and Santa 
Claus Lane, these are discussed below. 

Padaro Lane 

The 1.5 miles of sandy beach frontage west of Santa Claus Lane beaches are· 
obstructed at all but the lowest tides by an artificial headland consisting of single-family 
homes surrounded by a major seawall. Many of the homes in Padaro Lane area were 
granted permits to build under the condition that access to the beach would be provided 
to the public via vertical easements to and/or lateral easements along the beach. The 
County is currently attempting to render these dedicated easements functional. For 
formal access to become available at Padaro Lane, the one existing legal public vertical 
easement within the Padaro Lane area to the beach would need to be formally opened. 
The County has accepted the Offer-to-Dedicate a vertical easement on Padaro Lane, 
but it has not been opened as a result of ongoing litigation. 
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Several discontinuous informal parking spaces exist on the north side of the road along 
Padaro Lane between Gradate Creek and Taro Creek. Parking on the shoulder north of 
the road is extremely constrained west of Garrapata Creek. Traveling westward, the 
shoulder widens and many parallel and perpendicular parking space areas 
approximately 15 feet wide exist. Approximately 15-20 spaces are developed between 
the residences of 3200 to 3300 Padaro Lane. 

Action PRT-TC-1.3 makes provisions for the County to pursue, to the extent feasible, 
developing a public beach access on Padaro Lane, provided the County Board of 
Supervisors finds, based on substantial evidence, that there are insufficient 
opportunities for public access to the beach elsewhere in the Plan area. The opening of 
any beach access shall be considered "development" subject to the provisions of this 
Plan, and shall be undertaken in a manner that protects public safety and the privacy 
and security of residents to the maximum feasible extent. The County shall include 
appropriate improvements in any project to open beach access, possibly including but 
not necessarily limited to signage, bicycle racks, parking, trash receptacles, sewer­
connected sanitation facilities, and other appropriate features for the beach access. 
Planning for the scope, design and location of improvements shall be done in 
consultation with local residents and other affected parties. The siting of the beach 
access shall minimize removal of native trees and eucalyptus trees that are part of a 
monarch butterfly aggregation site. 

However, the proposed language of PRT-TC-1.3 dilutes what is required under the 
existing LCP at Padaro Lane and confuses what is otherwise a straight forward issue 
with regard to public access. If and when the litigation is resolved, then County should 
pursue opening it for public use. The language as proposed under PRT-TC-1.3 requires 
further evidence of the need for opening the access, requires additional Board of 
Supervisors designation of priority, and implies that the residents have overriding 
authority over the appropriate improvements and management of the accessway. While 
public involvement (local residents and the general public) is encouraged, and the 
County asserts that public planning is something they would implement anyway, the 
County is the appropriate approving body and it is not appropriate to imply that there 
may be an opportunity in which a dedicated accessway would not be opened in this 
case. 

Additionally, as proposed, the opening of any beach access shall be considered 
"development" subject to the provisions of this Plan, and shall be undertaken in a 
manner that protects public safety and the privacy and security of residents to the 
maximum feasible extent. However, this is not "new development" rather a part of an 
already approved permit. Without the access, the approval of the COP (which included 
the access) is being diminished in a way that lessens the intent of the approval. When a 
permit requires recording an offer to dedicate an accessway for the public to get to the 
beach (or an easement), that permit is interpreted to also authorize use of the 
accessway as provide in LUP Modification 26. 

·, 
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Finally, PRT-TC-1.3 requires the County to include appropriate improvements in any 
project to open beach access, possibly including but not necessarily limited to signage, 
bicycle racks, parking, trash receptacles, sewer-connected sanitation facilities, and 
other appropriate features for the beach access. While it is important to consider 
facilities to enhance the access and protect public safety, privacy and security, new 
facilities are not a requirement for opening an OTD. Furthermore, the provision of 
facilities is included within the Taro Canyon Plan as described in LUP Modification 28. 

Therefore, for the above reasons, and for consistency with existing LCP Policy 7-8, the 
Commission finds it necessary to strike the additional language as shown in LUP 
Modification 26. 

Santa Claus Lane 

Santa Claus Lane area beaches are extensively used by the public, although no official 
beach access easement exists. Public access occurs by crossing the Union Pacific 
Railroad tracks and climbing over large seawall rocks at the western end of Santa 
Claus Lane. No crossing guards or signals exist to caution beach-goers of approaching 
trains. Limited informal roadside parking exists in this area. Beach access has been 
gradually obstructed by development of coastal properties. Many properties fronting the 
beach in the Plan Area have seawalls that restrict lateral access, and some of the 
seawalls project out far enough that the beach is submerged during high tide. 

Action PRT-TC-1.4 details public access to the beach from Santa Claus Lane such that 
Santa Claus Lane shall be formalized as soon as feasible by: securing and opening a 
vertical accessway between Santa Claus Lane and the beach; clarifying the status of 
lateral beach E·ccess right3 a~1d securing any easements that may be necessa-y and 
appropriate; developing one or more J)arking areas; constructing appropriate safety 
features; and installing any necessary signage, bicycle racks, parking, trash 
receptacles, landscape screening, restrooms and other appropriate features. A railroad 
crossing with armatures, lights, and bells and a stairway and/or access ramp over or 
around the seawall should also be considered. As proposed, the opening of any beach 
access shall be considered "development" subject to the provisions of this Plan, and 
shall be undertaken in a manner that protects public safety and the privacy and security 
of residents to the maximum feasible extent. Access for jet-ski and other motorized 
recreational activity shall be prohibited from any coastal access established at the 
Santa Claus Lane beach area, and signage indicating this prohibition shall be posted at 
the parking area(s) developed in support of this recreational access point. Planning for 
the scope, design and location of improvements shall be done in consultation with local 
residents and other affected parties. The County shall aggressively pursue funding for 
the design and implementation of beach access at Santa Claus Lane as the priority 
beach access for the Taro Canyon Plan area at the earliest feasible date. 

LUP Modifications 22 and 27 require that the language be modified to affirmatively 
assert that the County shall pursue public access to the beach from Santa Claus Lane, 
including the determination of prescriptive rights which is presently being undertaken for 
this area. The wording stating that Santa Claus Lane access as "the priority beach 
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access for T oro Canyon Plan Area" has been stricken because it suggests that the 
Padaro Lane accessway is inferior and may not be opened until after Santa Claus 
Lane. However, both accessways are equally important to provide beach access and 
Padaro Lane is further along in the process. Additionally, LUP Modification address the 
inclusion of coastal access parking and signage, and any other facilities needed as 
described in LUP Modification 28. LUP Modification 28 allows for the provision of 
facilities but are not required as a prerequisite to the approval of any lateral or vertical 
accessways OTDs or as a condition to the approval to construct or open the 
accessway. 

As with the Padaro Lane policy language, the consultation with local residents has been 
stricken from the text. The Commission encourages public participation, but it is not 
appropriate to imply, as enforceable policy within the Plan, that local residents may 
have veto power over the opening of an accessway. Opposition to a project is not 
grounds to deny the public rights of access. 

Furthermore the text regarding the opening of any beach development and approved to 
protect public safety, privacy, and security of residents to the maximum extent feasible 
is also unclear. These protections are a global right under the Coastal Act. Their 
inclusion and the wording to the maximum extent feasible again imply veto power by 
the residents which weakens the existing LUP policies, inconsistent with the protection 
of public access under the Coastal Act. 

To address potential conflicts, LUP Modification 22 also references LUP Modification 5 
to ensure that public access policies shall take priority over other general development 
standards. 

General 

Impacts to access can occur from physical blockage of existing access, direct 
occupation of sandy beach by structures as well as from impacts on shoreline sand 
supply and profile caused by seawalls and other shoreline protective structures. To 
ensure protection of public access consistent with the Coastal Act, LUP Modification 77 
specifies that public accessways and trails are considered resource dependent uses. 
However, accessways and trails located within or adjacent to ESH shall be sited to 
minimize impacts to ESH to the maximum extent feasible. Measures, including but not 
limited to, signage, placement of boardwalks, and limited fencing shall be implemented 
as necessary to protect ESH. Furthermore, LUP Modification 30 requires public 
accessways and trails to be located outside of ESH and ESH buffers where feasible 
and shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive 
habitat to the maximum extent feasible~ Trails shall be sited outside of riparian areas 
with limited exceptions for crossings. Where no other feasible alternative exists, public 
accessways and trails may be a permitted use in Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Areas. Where necessary to prevent disturbance to sensitive species, sections of the 
trail may be closed on a seasonal basis. Where seasonal closures occur, alternative 
trail segments shall be provided where feasible. LUP Modification 5 provides that public 
access and ESH policies shall take precedence over the general policies of the LCP. 
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Additionally to ensure adequate public access consistent with the Coastal Act, LUP 
Modification 23 provides that public accessways are a permitted use in all land use and 
zoning designations. Where there is an existing unopened public access OTD or other 
easement, the necessary access improvements shall be permitted to be constructed, 
opened, and operated for its intended public use. 

LUP Modification 29 provides for the incorporation of conditions that will provide or 
protect access where there is substantial evidence that prescriptive rights exist. LUP 
Modification 28 provides for facilities that complement public access to and along the 
shoreline to be provided where feasible and appropriate. This may include signage, 
bicycle racks, parking, trash receptacles, sewer-connected sanitation facilities, picnic 
tables, or other such improvements. No facilities or amenities, including, but not limited 
to, those referenced above, shall be required as a prerequisite to the approval of any 
lateral or vertical accessways OTDs or as a precondition to the approval construction or 
opening of said accessways. 

The requirement for the recordation of an OTD does not ensure public access; the 
offers must be accepted by a managing entity, and, for vertical easements which often 
require some form of physical improvement, be opened for public use. Furthermore, an 
OTD is valid for a limited time period. OTDs, in many cases, are not required to be 
made available for public use until the easement is accepted for management by a 
public agency or non-profit organization. Therefore, it is important that the LUP contain 
provisions to ensure that OTDs required as a condition of development are not only 
accepted prior to their expiration date, but that they are opened, improved, where 
necessary, and managed for public use. LUP Modifications 24 and 25 provide for the 
:Jpening, consti·uction and maintenance of new accessways or the ongoing opera~ion of 
existing accessways as well as for the acceptance, operation and maintenance of offers 
to dedicate beach or trail access easements. Including provisions for other public 
agencies or private association to open, operate, and maintain the accessway in 
accordance with the terms of the easement if the County is unable to operate the 
accessway. 

6. Access & Circulation 

The Plan anticipates the preparation of a Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), as 
was done for other areas of the County following adoption of a Community Plan, in a 
manner consistent with the area's rural and semi-rural character. Improved transit and 
bikeways are also addressed in the Plan. Key Plan proposals include working with 
Caltrans to use some of the Highway 101 right-of-way along Santa Claus Lane for a join 
use Park-and-Ride beach access parking lot, and designating a new Class II (striped 
on-road) bikeway on Via Real that would connect the existing Class II bikeway on Via 
Real with a proposed Class I (off-road) bikeway to the City of Carpinteria on the east. 

The network of roads within the Toro Canyon Plan area serve as alternative routes of 
access to the coast. Foothill Road is a significant east-west trending road connecting to 
several roads including Cravens Lane, Nidever Road, and Toro Canyon Road. Foothill 
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Road is known to experience heavy use by recreational bicyclists. To maintain access 
and alternative transportation to the coast, LUP Modification 34 requires improvements 
along Route 192/Foothill Road to be developed in a manner consistent with bicycle and 
pedestrian safety and improved bicycle access. LUP Modification 35 calls for the 
County to consider requiring setbacks from Route 192/Foothill Road for future bicycle 
and pedestrian access lanes during review of applications for new development. 

7. Trails 

The proposed Plan includes an updated Parks, Recreation and Trails (PRT) Map. The 
amended map includes modified trail alignments to minimize potential conflicts between 
trail users and adjacent agricultural and residential land uses. Many area residents are 
concerned over the potential for new public trails for such reasons as privacy, 
sanitation, potential vandalism, and the spread of disease organisms in agricultural 
areas. The Plan addresses these concerns through its trail siting guidelines, and 
actions and development standards that mitigate potential conflicts between private 
property interests and public trails. 

Although some trails would follow existing dirt roads and paths, construction of 
approximately 10 miles of off-road trails within remaining undeveloped areas could 
remove rare plants, such as those associated with oak riparian forest, oak forest, 
chaparral, coastal sage scrub and native grassland. Increased disturbance to wildlife by 
hikers and dogs would potentially cause a decline in nesting and breeding activities and 
increased mortality of wildlife. 

DevStd PRT-TC-1.6 provides that all opportunities for public trails within the general 
corridm~ identified on the Parks, Recreation and Trails (PRT) map shall be protected, 
preserved and p1ovided for during review and upon approval of development and/or 
permits requiring discretionary approval. County Public Works shall consult with the 
County Park Department prior to issuing any encroachment permits for on-road 
development such as driveways along road shoulders with current or proposed trails. 
LUP Modification 31 does not allow issuance of encroachment permits if the trail 
corridor would no longer be feasible, and a feasible alternative route has not been 
identified. Non-structural public access improvements such as trails and accessways 
may be permitted within floodprone areas consistent with the other provisions of the 
LCP, as provided LUP Modification 107. 

To address the issue of siting of public access and trails, LUP Modification 153 modifies 
the text in the trail siting guidelines appendix to remove the vague language "to the 
maximum extent feasible." By removing such language, the policies and guidelines are 
clarified to be enforceable standards protective of resources. Stream crossings shall be 
minimized, and fences shall be constructed to allow for wildlife movement and 
protection of resources. LUP Modification 153 further provides that trails may be 
designed for bicycle use where resource damage such as loss of vegetation or 
increased erosion would not result. Where evidence that authorized bicycle use is 
damaging resources, future use by bicycles may thereafter be temporarily or 
permanently prohibited. 
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For the above reasons, the Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP 
amendments with regard to the protection of public access submitted are inconsistent 
with the requirements of Section 30210, 30211, 30212, 30214, and 30252 of the 
Coastal Act unless modified as suggested above. Additionally, the proposed protection 
implementation amendments for public access are not consistent with and inadequate 
to carry out the LUP, as modified, unless modified as suggested above. 

I. LAND USE, NEW DEVELOPMENT, AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

1. Coastal Act Policies 

Section 30001 provides legislative findings and declarations for ecological balance as 
follows: 

The Legislature hereby finds and declares: 

(a) That the California coastal zone is a distinct and valuable natural resource 
of vital and enduring interest to all the people and exists as a delicately 
balanced ecosystem. 

(b) That the permanent protection of the state's natural and scenic resources 
is a paramount concern to present and future residents of the state and 
nation. 

(c) That to promote the public safety, health, and welfare, and to protect 
public and private property, wildlife, marine fisheries, and other ocean 
resources, and the natural environment, it is necessc::.ry to protect the 
ecolfJgical balance of the coastal zone ~nd pre\-gnt its deterioratiotl and 
destruction. 

(d) That existing developed uses, and future developments that are carefully 
planned and developed consistent with the policies of this division, are 
essential to th~ economic and social well-being of the people of this state and 
especially to working persons employed within the coastal zone. 

Section 30001.5 provides basic goals for the coastal zone as follows: 

The Legislature further finds and declares that the basic goals of the state for 
the coastal zone are to: 

(a) Protect, maintain, and where feasible, enhance and restore the overall 
quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural and artificial 
resources. 

(b) Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal zone 
resources taking into account the social and economic needs of the people of 
the state. 
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(c) Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public 
recreational opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound 
resources conservation principles and constitutionally protected rights of 
private property owners. 

(d) Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development 
over other development on the coast. 

(e) Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation in preparing 
procedures to implement coordinated planning and development for mutually 
beneficial uses, including educational uses, in the coastal zone. 

Section 30007.5 of the Coastal Act address "balancing of policy conflicts as follows: 

. The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur 
between one or more policies of the division. The Legislature therefore 
declares that in carrying out the provisions of this division such conflicts be 
resolved in a manner which on balance is the most protective of significant 
coastal resources. In this context, the Legislature declares that broader 
policies which, for example, serve to concentrate development in close 
proximity to urban and employment centers may be more protective, overall, 
than specific wildlife habitat and other similar resource policies. 

Section 30200 of the Coastal Act states: 

(a) Consistent with the coastal zone values cited in Section 30001 and the 
basic goals set forth in Section 30001.5, and except as may be otherwise 
specifically provided in this division, the policies of this chapter shall 
constitute the standards by which the adequacy of local coastal programs, as 
provided in Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 30500), and, the 
permissibility of proposed developmeats subjPct to the provi!tions of this 
division are determined. All public agencies carrying out or supporting 
activities outside the coastal zone that could have a direct impact on 
resources within the coastal zone shall consider the effect of such actions on 
coastal zone resources in order to assure that these policies are achieved. 

(b) Where the commission or any local government in implementin!J the 
provisions of this division identifies a conflict between the policies of this 
chapter, Section 30007.5 shall be utilized to resolve the conflict a:td the 
resolution of such conflicts shall be supported by appropriate findings 
setting forth the basis for the resolution of identified policy conflicts. 

Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states, in relevant part: 

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as 
otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, 
or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, 
where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with 
adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse 
effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, 
land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing 
developed areas shall be permitted only where 50 percent of the usable 
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parcels in the area have been developed and the created parcels would be no 
smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels. 

{b) Where feasible, new hazardous industrial development shall be located 
away from existing developed areas. 

(c) Visitor-serving facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing 
developed areas shall be located in existing isolated developments or at 
selected points of attraction for visitors. 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that new development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and 
fire hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor 
contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the 
site or surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective 
devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and 
cliffs. 

Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states: 

The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational 
facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation 
shall have priority over private residential, general industrial, or general 
commercial development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent 
industry. 

Section 30244 of the Coastal Act states: 

Where development would adverseiy impact archaeological or 
paleontological resources as identified by the State Historic Preservation 
Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be required. 

Se:dion 30255 of the Coastal Act states: 

Coastal-dependent developments shall have priority over other developments 
or. or near· the shoreline. Except as provided elsewhere in this division, 
coastal-dependent developments shall not be sited in a wetland. When 
appropriate, coastal-related developments should be accommodated within 
reasonable proximity to the coastal-dependent uses they support. 

Section 30610 of the Coastal Act states: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this division, no coastal development 
permit shall be required pursuant to this chapter for the following types of 
development and in the following areas: 

(a) Improvements to existing single-family residences; provided, however, 
that the commission shall specify, by regulation, those classes of 
development which involve a risk of adverse environmental effect and shall 
require that a coastal development permit be obtained pursuant to this 
chapter. 
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(b) Improvements to any structure other than a single-family residence or a 
public works facility; provided, however, that the commission shall specify, 
by regulation, those types of improvements which (1) i!Jvolve a risk of 
adverse environmental effect, (2) adversely affect public access, or (3) involve 
a change in use contrary to any policy of this division. Any improvement so 
specified by the commission shall require a coastal development permit. 

(c) Maintenance dredging of existing navigation channels or moving 
dredged material from those channels to a disposal area outside the coastal 
zone, pursuant to a permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

(d) Repair or maintenance activities that do not result in an addition to, or 
enlargement or expansion of, the object of those repair or maintenance 
activities; provided, however, that if the commission determines that certain 
extraordinary methods of repair and maintenance involve a risk of substantial 
adverse environmental impact, it shall, by regulation, require that a permit be 
obtained pursuant to this chapter. 

(e) Any category of development, or any category of development within a 
specifically defined geographic area, that the commission, after public 
hearing, and by two-thirds vote of its appointed members, has described or 
identified and with respect to which the commission has found that there is 
no potential for any significant adverse effect, either individually or 
cumulatively, on coastal resources or on public access to, or along, the coast 
and, where the exclusion precedes certification of the applicable local coastal 
program, that the exclusion will not impair the ability of local government to 
prepare a local coastal program. 

(f) The installation, tasting, and pla;::ement in service or the replacement of 
any necessary utility connection between an existing service facility and any 
development approved pursuant to this division; provided, however, that the 
commission may, where necessary, require reasonable conditions to mitigate 
any adverse impacts on coastal resources, including scenic resources. 

(g) (1) The replacement of any structure, other than a public works facility, 
destroyed by a disaster. The replacement structure shall conform to 
applicable existing zoning requirements, shall be for the same use as the 
destroyed structure, shall not exceed either the floor area, height, or bulk of 
the destroyed structure by more than 10 percent, and shall be sited in the 
same location on the affected property as the destroyed structure. 

(2) As used in this subdivision: 

(A) "Disaster" means any situation in which the force or forces which 
destroyed the structure to be replaced were beyond the control of its owner. 

(B) "Bulk" means total interior cubic volume as measured from the exterior 
surface of the structure. 
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(C) "Structure" includes landscaping and any erosion control structure or 
device which is similar to that which existed prior to the occurrence of the 
disaster. 

(h) Any activity anywhere in the coastal zone that involves the conversion of 
any existing multiple-unit residential structure to a time-share project, estate, 
or use, as defined in Section 11003.5 of the Business and Professions Code. If any 
improvement to an existing structure is otherwise exempt from the permit 
requirements of this division, no coastal development permit shall be 
required for that improvement on the basis that it is to be made in connection 
with any conversion exempt pursuant to this subdivision. The division of a 
multiple-unit residential structure into condominiums, as defined in Section 
783 of the Civil Code, shall not be considered a time-share project, estate, or 
use for purposes of this subdivision. 

(i) (1) Any proposed development which the executive director finds to be a 
temporary event which does not have any significant adverse impact upon 
coastal resources within the meaning of guidelines adopted pursuant to this 
subdivision by the commission. The commission shall, after public hearing, 
adopt guidelines to implement this subdivision to assist local governments 
and persons planning temporary events in complying with this division by 
specifying the standards which the executive director shall use in 
determining whether a temporary event is excluded from permit requirements 
pursuant to this subdivision. The guidelines adopted pursuant to this 
subdivision shall be exempt from the review of the Office of Administrative 
Law and from the requirements of Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of 
Part 1 of Divisioll 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code. 

(2) Exclusion ;,r waiver from the coastal development permit requirements 
of this division pursuant to this subdivision does not diminish, waive, or 
otherwise prevent the commission from asserting and exercising its coastal 
development permit jurisdiction over any temporary event at any time if the 
commission determines that the exercise of its jurisdiction is necessary to 
implement the coastal resource protection policies of Chapter 3 (commencing 
with Section 30200). 

2. Existing LUP Policies 

Goal1.2(b) 

Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal zone 
resources taking into account the social and economic needs of the people of 
the state. 

Policy 2-6 of the LCP states, in part, that: 

Prior to issuance of a development permit, the County shall make the 
finding ... that adequate public or private services (i.e., water, sewer, roads, 
etc.) are available to serve the proposed development. 
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Policy 2-12 of the LCP states, in part, that: 

The densities specified in the land use plan are maximums and shall be 
reduced if it is determined that such reduction is warranted by conditions 
specifically applicable to a site, such as topography, geologic, or flood 
hazards, habitat areas, or steep slopes. 

Policy 7-28: 

Visitor-serving commercial recreational development that involves 
construction of major facilities, i.e., motels, hotels, restaurants, should be 
located within urban areas, and should not change the character or impact 
residential areas. 

Policy 7-29: 

Visitor-serving commercial recreational development in rural areas should be 
limited to low intensity uses, i.e., campgrounds, that are designed to protect 
and enhance visual resources, and minimize impacts on topography, 
habitats, and water resources. 

Policy 7-30: 

Visitor-serving facilities shall be permitted in rural areas only if it is 
determined that approval of such development will not result in a need for 
major ancillary facilities on nearby lands, i.e., residences, stores, or gas 
stations. 

Policy 8-2 of the LCP states: 

If a parcel is designated for agricultural use and is located in a rural area not 
contiguous with the urban/rural boundary, conversion to non-agricultural use 
shall nnt be permittee.: unless such conversion of the entire parcel wor:ld 
allow for anothet priority use under the Coastal Act, e.g., coastal depgndent 
industry, recreation and access, or protection of an environmentally sensitive 
habitat. Such conversion shall not be in conflict with contiguous agricultural 
operations in the area, and shall be consistent Section 30241 and 30242 of the 
Coastal Act. 

Policy 8-3 of the LCP states: 

If a parcel is designated for agricultural use and is located in a rural area 
contiguous with the urban/rural boundary, conversion shall not be permitted 
unless: 

a. The agricultural use of the land is severely impaired because of physical 
factors (e.g. high water table), topographical constraints, or urban conflicts 
(e.g., surrounded by urban uses ... ), and 

b. Conversion would contribute to the logical completion of an existing urban 
neighborhood, and 

c. There are no alternative areas appropriate for infilling within the urban area 
or there are no other parcels along the urban periphery where the agricultural 
potential is more severely restricted. 
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Policy 8-4 of the LCP states that: 

As a requirement for approval of any proposed land division of agricultural 
land designated as Agriculture I or II in the land use plan, -the County shall 
make a finding that the long-term agricultural productivity of the property will 
not be diminished by the proposed division. 

Policy 10-1 (Archaeological and Historical Resources) of the LCP states that: 

All available measures, including purchase, tax relief, purchase of 
development rights, etc., shall be explored to avoid development on 
significant historic, prehistoric, archaeological, and other classes of cultural 
sites. 

Policy 10-2 (Archaeological and Historical Resources) of the LCP states that: 

When developments are proposed for parc.els where archaeological or other 
cultural sites are located, project design shall be required which avoids 
impacts to such cultural sites if possible. 

Policy 10-3 (Archaeological and Historical Resources) of the LCP states that: 

When sufficient planning flexibility does not permit avoiding construction on 
archaeological or other types of cultural sites, adequate mitigation shall be 
required. Mitigation shall be designed in accord with the guidelines of the 
State Office of Historic Preservation and the State of California Native 
American Heritage Commission. 

Policy 1 0-4 (Archaeological and Historical Resources) of the LCP states that: 

Off-road vehicle use, unauthorized collecting of artifacts, and other activities 
other than development which could destroy or damage archaeological or 
cultural sites shall be prohibited. 

Policy 1 G-5 (Archaeological and Historical Resources) of the LCP states that: 

Native Americans shall be consulted when development proposals are 
submitted which impact significant archaeological or cultural sites. 

3. Existing IP/CZO Policies 

Sec. 35-62. Recreation and Visitor Serving Uses. 

1. Recreational uses on oceanfront lands, both public and private, that do not 
require extensive alteration of the natural environment (i.e., tent 
campgrounds) shall have priority over uses requiring substantial alteration 
(i.e., recreational vehicle campgrounds) 

2. Visitor-serving commercial recreational development that involves 
construction of major facilities, i.e., motels, hotels, restaurants, should be 
located within urban areas, and should not change the character or impact 
residential areas. 

3. Visitor-serving commercial recreational development in rural areas should 
be limited to low intensity uses, i.e., campgrounds, that are designed to 
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protect and enhance visual resources, and minimize impacts on topography, 
habitats, and water resources. 

4. Visitor-serving facilities shall be permitted in rural areas only if it is 
determined that approval of such development will not result in a need for 
major ancillary facilities on nearby lands, i.e., residences, stores, or gas 
stations. 

Section 35-162. Nonconforming Buildings and Structures. 

If a building or structure is conforming as to use but nonconforming as to 
setbacks, height, lot coverage, or other requirements concerning the building 
or structure, such structure may remain so long as it is otherwise lawful, 
subject to the following regulations. 

1. Structural Change, Extension, or Expansion. A nonconforming building or 
structure may be enlarged, extended, moved, or structurally altered provided 
that any such extension enlargement, etc., complies with the setback, height, 
lot coverage, and other requirements of this Article. Seismic retrofits, as 
defined in Section 35-58 and pursuant to Section 35.169.2.1.m., are permitted 
throughout the conforming and nonconforming portions of the structure or 
building. No living quarters may be extended into an accessory building 
located in the required front, side, or rear yards by such addition or 
enlargement. 

2. Damage. The purpose of this section is to identify the standards for 
allowing the restoration or reconstruction of a nonconforming structure that 
is damaged by fire, flood, earthquake or other natural disaster. 

a. Except for single family residential buildings or structures, vtdJetJ a 
nonconforming building or structure is damaged by fire, flood, earthquake, 
or other natural disaster to an extent of seventy-five (75) percent or more 
of the replacement cost at the time of damage, as determined by the 
Planning and Development Department, such structure may not be 
reconstructed unless the Zoning Administrator finds that the adverse 
impact upon the neighborhood would be less than the hardship which 
would be suffered by the owner of the structure should reconstruction of 
the nonconforming structure be denied. 

b. Where damage to a nonconforming, non-single family residential 
building or structure is to an extent of less than seventy-five (75) percent 
of the replacement cost at the time of damage, as determined by the 
Planning and Development Department, such structure may be restored to 
the same or lesser size in the same general footprint location. 

c. If a nonconforming single family residential building or structure is 
damaged or destroyed by fire, flood, earthquake, or other natural disaster, 
such building or structure may be reconstructed to the same or lesser size 
in the same general footprint location. 
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d. Notwithstanding the above, additional prov1s1ons, identified in 
Section 35-214 of Division 15 (Montecito Community Plan Overlay District), 
exist for parcels identified within the MON Overlay zone w_hich, in the case 
of conflict, shall take precedence over this Section. 

e. The restoration permitted above shall commence within twenty-four 
(24) months of the time of damage and be diligently carried to completion. 
If the restoration of such building or structure does not commence within 
twenty-four (24) months it shall not be restored except in conformity with 
the applicable zone district regulations and other provisions of this Article. 

f. The restoration of a nonconforming building or structure that is 
damaged by fire, flood, earthquake or other natural disaster shall be 
exempt from the permit requirements of this Article only if the building or 
structure complies with the provisions of this Section and if the building or 
structure conforms to the specifications documented to exist prior to the 
damage as determined by the Planning and Development Department. If 
the Planning and Development Department determines that the exterior 
design or specifications are proposed to be changed or the footprint of the 
building or structure is relocated, the restored structure shall be subject to 
the provisions of Section 35-184., Board of Architectural Review., if 
otherwise subject to such review (e.g., the site is within the D-Design 
Control Overlay District). If the building or structure is proposed to be 
altered from the original specifications, the restoration shall be subject to 
all applicable permit requirements of this Article. 

4. General Discussion 

The Coastal J-.ct requires the protection of coastal resources, irjcluding IJUblic .:.ccess, 
land and marine habitat, and scenic and visual quality. Focusing new development to 
areas in close proximity to existing development with available public services serves to 
minimize the impacts· of remote "leap-frog" development that would require the 
construction of roads, utilities, and other services. Section 30250 of the Coastal Act 
requires that new residential, commercial, or industrial development is located near 
existing developed areas, and where it will not have significant adverse impacts, either 
individually or cumulatively on coastal resources. Additionally, Section 30250 
establishes that land divisions outside existing developed areas can only be permitted 
where fifty percent of existing parcels have already been developed and that the new 
parcels are no smaller than the average size of existing parcels. Section 30244 requires 
the protection of archaeological and paleontological resources and the implementation 
of mitigation measures to avoid or minimize any impacts. 

The LCP provides policies to guide general development and limit maximum 
development densities according to site conditions and availability of adequate services 
and restrict urban development to designated urban areas and Existing Developed 
Rural Neighborhoods. Policy 2-12 acknowledges that land use densities may need to 
be reduced if it is determined that a reduction is warranted by constrains such as 
topography, geologic or flood hazards, habitat areas, or steep slopes. Policy 2-6 
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requires the finding that adequate public or private services are available to serve a 
proposed development in order to grant approval of a development project. 

The Toro Canyon Plan further refines these concepts by increasing the minimum lot 
size for agricultural and residential land uses. The rationale for these changes is based 
on the specific constraints for the Toro Canyon area. These constraints include steep 
slopes, poor soils, inadequate sewer services and septic capability, sensitive habitats, 
high fire potential and narrow, winding roads. The reduction of potential development 
densities proposed in this plan lessens the risks to life and property that could occur in 
the event of a major wildfire. The Plan contains both policies and development 
standards for the protection of environmental resources as well as land use designation 
changes that would reduce potential development density and community's ultimate 
buildout potential. 

5. New Development 

The Toro Canyon Plan area is mostly rural, consisting primarily of agricultural lands with 
some rural residential intermixed. Residences in existing Rural Neighborhoods are 
mostly custom homes, with a few tract homes on some of the smaller lots. However, 
residential building trends involve new custom homes with structures far larger than 
existing homes, from 5,000 to as large as 20,000 square feet. The Plan area also 
contains three small commercial areas along Highway 101. 

The Toro Canyon Plan proposes to modify land use designations and associated 
zoning in a manner that would reduce potential development density and the 
community's ultimate buildout potential. The Toro Canyon Plan rezones residential and 
agricultural areas with significant developme-nt constrai11ts to larger minimum parcel 
sizes. Many of these areas are charactelized by !imited public road access to parcels, 
narrow winding roads, steep slopes, poor soils, lack of public sewers, high fire hazard 
with poor excavation routes, and larger amounts of sensitive habitats including major 
creeks. For these reasons, limiting additional development density in these areas would 
reduce overall watershed impacts. 

The Plan includes another shift in land use density by redesignating I rezoning foothill 
lands fror;, Agriculture to Mountainous Area (MA) in order to balance resource 
protection with agricultural expansion in areas with limited access, steep slopes, poor 
soils, high fire hazards, and large areas of sensitive habitat. The MA designation allows 
agricultural uses, but includes greater protection of natural resources. The Mountainous 
designation is intended to protect lands unsuited for intensive development. Combined 
with the reduction in density of residential parcels, these changes would reduce the 
total potential density of future development that could occur within the Plan area. 

The following clarification is intended to address the prevailing confusion as to what 
extent agricultural activities require a coastal development permit under the existing 
LCP. The Hillside and Watershed Protection policies of the LUP specifically define 
"major vegetation removal" as the removal of native vegetation, brush, trees, or 
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orchards involving a cumulative total of one-half acre of land or more (emphasis 
added). As stated in the LUP (page 31 ): 

In order to ensure the long-term preservation of the biological productivity of 
streams and wetlands, protection of visual resources, and prevention of 
hazards to life and property, Policies 3-13 through 3-22 shall apply to all 
construction and development, including grading for agricultural and non­
agricultural purposes which involve the movement of earth in excess of 50 
cubic yards. In addition, major vegetation removaf for non-agricultural 
development and agricultural development (agricultural development does 
not include crop rotation and other activities involving management practices 
on existing agricultural lands in production) shall be subject to all of the 
following policies. The Soil Conservation Service shall be consulted for all 
development on hillsides in excess of 30 percent slope and in the Carpinteria 
Planning Area on slopes of 20 percent or over to incorporate their 
management practices as a condition of development, where applicable. 

Therefore, by definition, agricultural activities that require 50 cubic yards of grading 
(excluding crop rotation, harvesting, and other management practices for existing lands 
in production) and/or %-acre of major vegetation removal are "development" subject to 
the coastal development permit requirements of the existing LCP. Given the lack of 
noticing for agricultural projects in the Commission's records, it is not clear that the 
cumulative nature of this definition has ever been fully enforced. Potentially allowing 
incremental %-acre segments of vegetation removal to occur on the slopes in the Plan 
area without benefit of a permit. 

As a result, where the term "development" or "new development" is discussed in the 
LCP, agricultural development meoting thP. cun1ulative definition of agricultural 
development is included. New development can adversely impact environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas through many means including, but not limited to, grading, 
landform alteration, vegetation clearance, erosion, sedimentation runoff, stream 
siltation, and reduced water percolation. 

In order to ensure that new development is sited in areas able to accommodate it and 
where it will not have significant cumulative impacts on coastal resources, as required 
by Section 30250 of the Coastal Act, siting and design must also take into account the 
requirements of other applicable policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, including 
public access, recreation, land and marine resources, and scenic and visual quality. 
Some general policies have been included in the Land Use section of the Taro Canyon 
Plan to consistent with Section 30250. 

LUP Modifications 4 and 15 provide that in addition to the requirements of LUP Policy 
2-11, development shall be scaled to protect resources such as environmentally 
sensitive habitat and visual resources and to respect site constraints such as steep 

8 Major vegetation removal shall be defined as the removal of native vegetation, trees, or orchards 
involving a cumulative total of one-half acre of land or more. (as defined in the LUP, pg. 31) 
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slopes. Regulatory measures to ensure such protection shall include but not be limited 
to restrictions on the following: size; color; reflectivity and height of structures; roofs and 
other architectural features; length of driveways; number and size of accessory 
structures; configuration and size of development envelopes; amount and location of 
grading; vegetation removal; and night lighting. 

The Land Use General goal was revised as provided in LUP Modification 1 to Provide 
For New Development In A Manner That Avoids Degradation Of The Natural 
Environment And Other Coastal Resources, Considers The Social And Economic 
Needs Of The People Of The State, Including Visitor-Serving Commercial And Coastal 
Access/Recreational Uses, And Protects Public Safety. The Land Use Residential 
Goals was revised to include that residential development was consistent with the 
protection of all other coastal resources, including agriculture as required by Section 
30241 of the Coastal Act as illustrated in LUP Modification 11. Fire Policy TC-1 was 
clarified to require minimization of impacts to all coastal resources as provided in LUP 
Modification 18. 

For the above reasons, the Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP 
amendments with regard to new development submitted are inconsistent with the 
requirements of Section 30250 of the Coastal Act unless modified as suggested above. 
Additionally, the proposed implementation amendments for new development are not 
consistent with and inadequate to carry out the LUP, as modified, unless modified as 
suggested above. 

6. Balancing Policy Conflicts 

Sections 30001 and 30001.5 of the Coastal .-\ct declare the legislative goals to protect 
coastal resources within the coCistal zone and inciude overall protection of the 
ecological balance of the coastal zone and prevent its deterioration and destruction. 
Sections 30007.5 and 30200 of the Coastal Act provide a framework for resolution of 
policy conflicts, in recognition of the fact the application of the Chapter Three policies of 
the Coastal Act may conflict. In such cases, Section 30007.5 reqJires that such 
conflicts be resolved by applying the policies which, on balance, are the most protective 
of coastal resources. 

The Land Use provisions of the Toro Canyon Plan provide general goals for 
agricultural, residential, and commercial development and provide guidance with regard 
to the implementation of development goals in a manner protective of resources. GOAL 
LUG-TC is to ensure that residential and agricultural development occurs in balance 
with the existing environment to protect natural resources and public safety and ensure 
that commercial areas are economically viable and are a benefit to both travelers and 
the local community. In addition GOAL LUR-TC is to balance residential development 
with protection of resources, respect constraints to development and concentrate 
development in areas with adequate public facilities. GOAL LUA-TC is to protect and 
support agricultural land use and encourage appropriate agricultural expansion, while 
maintaining a balance with protection of coastal and natural resources and protection of 
public health and safety. Though each of these goals is intended as a broad general 
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policy, they are considered binding under terms of the LCP. Therefore, it is important 
that even on a broad level, these goals be fully consistent with the Coastal Act and be 
clear in a way that allows precise implementation. Under the Coastal Act, the term 
"balance" or "balancing" has special meaning. Typically it refers to Section 30007.5 of 
the Coastal Act which allows resolution of policy conflicts when more than one of the 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act apply, but are mutually exclusive. In such cases, 
the policy that is more protective, overall, of resources prevails. Each of the goals 
above includes language to "balance" various aspects of development and resource 
protection. This conflicts with the balancing provisions of the Coastal Act by 
inadvertently implying that there is a hierarchy of protection. Therefore, to ensure that 
Section 30007.5 is implemented under appropriate circumstances and that the resource 
protection policies and provisions provided under the LCP and Taro Canyon Plan are 
not unintentionally lessened through inaccurate implementation, the Commission finds 
it necessary to revise these goals in a manner that all references to balancing as 
described in LUP Modifications 5, 11, and 16. 

Similarly, specific reference to policy conflicts and balancing were made in DevStd 810-
TC-4.3 and DevStd 810-TC-4.4. DevStd 810-TC-4.3 allows fuel modification within 
ESH or ESH buffer areas when consistent with the balancing provisions of the Coastal 
Act. To avoid the use of balancing language, LUP Modification 88 strikes the text 
referencing Coastal Act balancing and clarifies that fuel modification in association with 
existing lawful development within the ESH or ESH buffer may only be permitted when 
development is approved pursuant to the takings provisions as described in LUP 
Modification when a finding can be made that that fuel modification in ESH or ESH 
buffer was minimized to the maximum extent feasible. LUP Modification 90 has also 
been modified to strike all text regarding the balancing provisions of the Coastal Act. 

For the above reasons, the Commission therefore finds that the proposed i....UP 
amendments with regard to balancing conflicting policies submitted are inconsistent 
with the requirements of Section 30001, 30001.5, 30007.5, and 30200 of the. Coastal 
Act unless modified as suggested above. Additionally, the proposed implementation 
amendments for balancing conflict are not consistent with and inadequate to carry out 
the LUP, as modified, unless modified as suggested above. 

7. Urban/Rural Residential 

The Plan proposes to move the urban/rural boundary into portions of the existing urban 
area, thereby creating a larger rural area. The plan would rezone some residential 
areas with significant development constraints to larger minimum parcel sizes. Many of 
these areas are characterized by limited public road access to parcels, narrow winding 
roads, steep slopes, poor soils, lack of public sewers, high fire hazard with poor 
excavation routes, and larger amounts of sensitive habitats including major creeks. For 
these reasons, limiting additional development in these areas would reduce adverse 
impacts, and each area is proposed to be rezoned to larger minimum lot sizes. 

The Plan proposes to pull in the Urban Area Boundary northward and westward to 
encompass a smaller portion of the northwest part of Taro Canyon (see Exhibit 7). In 
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this region, much of the area inside the existing urban boundary line is actually rural in 
nature, with relatively large lot sizes and significant development constraints. The urban 
boundary line has been relocated to encompass only the relatively small properties 
along Ladera, Freehaven, and Macadamia Lanes, and the "Cima Del Mundo" 
properties zoned 5-E-1 on East Valley Road. The shift in the Urban/Rural boundary 

. reduces the Urban area in the coastal zone by designating it an Existing Developed 
Rural Neighborhood. 

Some changes are proposed to the previously defined Rural Neighborhood (RN) 
boundaries, which were originally defined and drawn to circumscribe past anomalies 
contained within an otherwise rural area. The only proposed changes are: to include the 
Santa Claus Lane commercial properties within the RN that currently includes only the 
residential properties along the adjacent Padaro Lane and Sand Point Road shorelines; 
to correct a past mapping error that excluded one small lot from the southwestern part 
of the La Mirada-Paquita Drive -RN on the north side of Foothill Road east of Nidever 
Road (current zoning on this lot is 1-E-1 and is not proposed to change); and to include 
the Torito Road area and some adjacent easterly lots within a new RN boundary (see 
agricultural conversion section above). 

The downzoning of residential parcels is consistent with Section 30250 of the Coastal 
Act. However under separate provision of the Toro Canyon Plan, Action LUR-TC-1.1, 
states that the County shall consider the approval of Residential Second Units, which 
categorically are considered to be potentially affordable units, on appropriate sites in a 
manner consistent with applicable goals, policies, development standards, and 
ordinance provisions. The above action implies that approval of residential second 
units is focused on their ability to serve as potentially affordable units on not subject to 
the typical requirement f(Jr a:i new development. To clarify that residential seco:id units 
must be considered, located, and contigure consistent with the LCP requirements, LUP 
Modification 12 revised Action LUR-TC-1.1 to ensure that residential second units are 
sited and designed in a manner consistent with applicable, goals, policies, development 
standards, and ordinance provisions and the certified LCP (which will include the Toro 
Canyon Plan when formally certified). 

For the above reasons, the Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP 
amendments with regard to new development submitted are inconsistent with the 
requirements of Section 30250 of the Coastal Act unless modified as suggested above. 
Additionally, the proposed implementation amendments for new development are not 
consistent with and inadequate to carry out the LUP, as modified, unless modified as 
suggested above. 

8. Commercial Development 

The LCP amendment proposes to include the Santa Claus Lane commercial area 
within an Existing Developed Rural Neighborhood, and rezone it from Highway 
Commercial to Limited Commercial (C-1) "to allow for a more economically viable use 
of Santa Claus Lane." The proposed zoning is intended to provide a mix of uses for 
both visitors and local residents, rather than only travelers and visitors. This plan also 

·, 
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considers increased parking in the Santa Claus Lane area and new landscaping and 
design standards. 

Santa Claus Lane includes eight small businesses and three unoccupied buildings. 
Existing uses include two restaurants, and agricultural supply business, an art gallery, 
five gift shops and some non-conforming residential uses. Almost half the parcels and 
half the existing buildings are currently vacant. This area is presently zoned Highway 
Commercial, a designation of the certified LCP that is intended to serve the traveling 
public. The Final Environmental Impact Report (Santa Barbara County, 2002) for this 
amendment reported that "because of location, access, fragmented ownership, parking 
constraints and limited demand, this designation has not promoted the most efficient 
use of these commercial areas, especially along Santa Claus Lane. Business vacancies 
are common, building modernization and maintenance sometimes lag, and this 
important gateway remains somewhat blighted." 

The proposed C-1 District in the Toro Canyon Plan Area (see Table 2 below) would 
represent a modified C-1 District as implemented through the Toro Canyon Plan (TCP) 
Overlay such that residential use would not be permitted in the absence of a primary 
commercial use; lodges would be permitted with a Major Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
rather than a COP; retail commercial uses would be required to have more prominent 
locations than any residential uses or general practitioner's I professional offices on the 
same property; and seafood processing and video arcades would be allowed as 
secondary uses to other primary commercial uses and only when conducted entirely 
within an enclosed building. The TCP Overlay District also includes several policies, 
development standards, and actions that would involve the county and property owners 
working together to improve the Lane's mix of businesses, aesthetic character, parking 
availa:Jility, and varioJs other amenities for the benefit of local residents ;.;;nd visitors. 

Table 1. Comparison of Existing and Proposed Commercial Use. 

The Highway Commercial Zone District 
(Existing) 

Permitted Uses 

Motels, hotels, restaurants, auto service stations 
and garages, dwellings occupied by the owner or 
his employees, bus terminals, train stations, 
agricultural uses, mini-marUconvenience stores of 
less than 3,000 sq. ft., any other uses which 
Planning Commission determines to be similar to 
above uses, non-residential child care centers 
accessory and subordinate to above uses, 
accessory uses incidental to the above uses. 

Santa Claus Lane C-1 
(Proposed) 

Retail stores; services such as laundromats, dry­
cleaning substations, beauty parlors, shoe repair, 
photography studio, fitness studio, and other similar 
uses; restaurants, financial institutions (except 
corporate offices); general business offices (such 
as real estate offices and general practitioner's 
offices) only as secondary to a primary commercial 
use; retail plant nurseries; non-profit recycling 
facility; child care facilities; residential uses that are 
secondary to a primary commercial uses; overnight 
visitor-serving accommodations such as bed-and­
breakfasts and hostels; seafood processing and 
video arcades as secondary uses to a primary 
commercial use; any other uses which Planning 
Commission determines to be similar to above 
uses, accessory uses incidental to the above uses. 
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Uses permitted with a Minor Conditional Use Permit 
------~~~----~--~----~--~~~--~~~ 

Commercial driving tees, putting ranges, golf Auto service stations, sale of fruit/ vegetables/ 
courses, truck service stations, and mechanical car flowers; community center; Certified Farmer's 
washes, residences provided the residential use is Market, lodges, plus other uses potentially 
secondary to a primary commercial use, plus other allowable in any zone district with a Minor CUP. 
uses potentially allowable in any zone district with a 
Minor CUP. 
Uses permitted with a Major Conditional Use Permit 

----~~~~~----~--~------------------~ 
Overnight recreation-vehicle facilities, drive-in Small animal hospitals; hotels and motels, plus 
theaters, and retail grocery stores of less than other uses potentially allowable in any zone district 
5,000 sq. ft., plus other uses potentially allowable in with a Major CUP. 
an zone district with a Ma'or CUP. 

The proposed designation represents a change from highway visitor-serving to a mix of 
business that would serve local residents and the general public. However, the new 
designation removes four designations from the existing Highway Commercial which 
serve the public: (1) mini-mart/convenience stores are not included in the permitted 
uses under the proposed C-1; (2) auto service stations now require a Minor CUP in C-1; 
(3) hotels and motels now require a Major CUP; and (4) overnight recreation vehicle 
facilities are not listed as a use permitted with a Major CUP. Because each of these 
designation are visitor-serving, they should be retained as allowed in the present HC 
zone. Therefore, IP Modification 172 modifies the C-1 zone to include mini-marts, auto 
service stations, and hotel/motels as permitted uses and overnight recreation vehicle 
facilities with a major conditional use permit. 

Additionally, the Commission finds that though a modified use zone is_ clearly important 
to allow more flexible and successful commercial enterprises in this area, a complete 
transformatio.-~ from highway commercial visitor serving to a corr.!Tlercial area tt ;dt does 
not provide an adequate mix of visitor-serving is inconsistent with Section 30222 ot the 
Coastal Act to make visitor-serving a priority use. Given that financial institutions and 
general business offices do not serve visitors, IP Modification 172 removes these 
categories from C-1 permitted uses. 

For the above reasons, the Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP 
amendments with regard to new development submitted are inconsistent with the 
requirements of Section 30222 and 30250 of the Coastal Act unless modified as 
suggested above. Additionally, the proposed implementation amendments for new 
development are not consistent with and inadequate to carry out the LUP, as modified, 
unless modified as suggested above. 

9. Certificates of Compliance 

The Coastal Act Definition of Development (Section 301 06): 

Development" means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of 
any solid material or structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material 
or of any gaseous, liquid, solid, or thermal waste; grading, removing, 
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dredging, mmmg, or extraction of any materials; change in the density or 
intensity of use of land, including, but not limited to, subdivision pursuant to 
the Subdivision Map Act (commencing with Section 66410 of the Govemment 
Code), and any other division of land, including lot splits, except where the 
land division is brought about in connection with the purchase of such land 
by a public agency for public recreational use; change in the intensity of use 
of water, or of access thereto; construction, reconstruction, demolition, or 
alteration of the size of any structure, including any facility of any private, 
public, or municipal utility; and the removal or harvesting of major vegetation 
other than for agricultural purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber operations 
which are in accordance with a timber harvesting plan submitted pursuant to 
the provisions of the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973 (commencing with 
Section 4511). 

This definition of development is mirrored in the County's certified LCP. This definition 
includes: "change in the density or intensity of use of land, including, but not limited to, 
subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act... and any other division of land, 
including lot splits ... " Certificates of Compliance fall into the category of land division 
and thus are development under the Coastal Act. 

Certificates of compliance grant authorization for a lot that was created through a land 
division that occurred previously but was illegal because it failed to comply with 
applicable state laws or local ordinances. An owner of property may request that the 
local government determine whether a parcel was created in conformance with the 
requirements of the Subdivision Map Act. After review, the local government may issue 
a certificate of compliance with or without conditions. Certificates of compliance 
recognize property as a separate legal parcel for purposes of conveyarce, transfer or 
.'inancing, but t:--.ey do not grant any right to develop the parcel. Ther~ ar3 ~hree 

separate situations in which the issuance of a certificate of compliance may be 
requested: 

1. Land division occurred prior to the effective date of the Coastal Act and lot was 
created in complianc& with laws in effect at the time. 

2. Land division occurred prior to the effective date of the Coastal Act and lot was not 
created in compliance with laws in effect at the time. 

3. Land division occurred after the effective date of the Coastal Act without approval of 
a coastal development permit. 

In the first case described above, the certificate of compliance confirms that creation of 
the parcel already occurred legally prior to the Coastal Act; therefore, issuing the 
certificate of compliance does not constitute "development" and does not require a 
coastal development permit. In the second and third instances, the action of issuing a 
certificate of compliance grants government authorization for a parcel that was 
previously created illegally, through means that did not comply with the laws in effect at 
the time. This type of certificate, for the first time, authorizes the land division that 
created a new parcel. Therefore it constitutes development under the Coastal Act, and 
requires a coastal development permit. A certificate of compliance in the second and 



Santa Barbara County 
Local Coastal Program Amendment 3-02 

Page246 

third instances shall not be issued unless a coastal development permit that authorizes 
the land division is approved. The coastal development permit can only be approved if 
the land division is consistent with the policies of the LCP. Compliance with the LCP 
policies insures that the land division is consistent with the resource protection policies 
of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

For the above reasons, Commission staff interprets Conditional Certificates of 
Compliance to be development and therefore require a coastal development permit 
under the existing LCP. The interpretation applies countywide; however; because there 
seems to be some confusion in this regard, LUP Modification 10 clarifies that 
Conditional Certificates of Compliance, or Certificates of Compliance issued for land 
divisions that occurred after the Coastal Act, shall not substitute for evidence of lot 
legality within the coastal zone and shall require a coastal development permit 
appealable to .the Coastal Commission. 

Numerous policies require that land divisions minimize impacts to coastal resources 
and public access. Land divisions may not be approved if they would result in adverse 
impacts on coastal resources, such as water quality, wetlands, hazards, and ESHA, 
which are protected under Sections 30230, 30231, 30233, 30236 and 30240. A land 
division cannot be approved unless every new lot created would contain an identified 
building site that can later be developed consistent with all policies and standards of the 
LCP. For example, a land division cannot be approved if geologic hazards make it 
unsafe to build on the proposed parcel or if development on the proposed parcel would 
destroy ESHA or block public views of a scenic area (Sections 30253, 30240 and 
30251 ). Therefore, LUP Modifications 84, 125, 129, 130, 139 and IP 171 and 172 
clarify that land divisions may not occur if they would result in adverse impacts to 
coastal resources. 

10. Nonconforming Structures and Disaster Replacement 

Coastal Act Section 30610 outlines what types of development are exempt from coastal 
development permit requirements, including most improvements to single family 
residences, repan and maintenance activities and improvements to other structures. 
However, consistent with the Commission's Administrative Regulations 13250-13253, 
the ordinance specifies those improvements and repair and maintenance activities that 
are not exempt because they result in a risk of significant adverse impacts to coastal 
resources. Coastal Act 30610 also provides that structures, including legal 
nonconforming structures, damaged or destroyed by natural disasters can be rebuilt in 
the same location, exempt from a coastal development permit, under certain conditions. 
The County Zoning Code provides a list of exempt projects under Section 35-162 
(Coastal Development Permits) and provides specific requirements for the expansion 
and/or reconstruction of nonconforming structures in Section 35-162 (Nonconforming 
Buildings and Structures). 

The certified LCP differentiates between nonconforming uses and structures, defining 
each separately. Under the present code, nonconforming uses are expected to 
disappear over time. Nonconforming structures are allowed to remain indefinitely 
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(Section 35-162) and can expand as long as the expansion meets the current setback, 
height, and other requirements of the LCP. Nonconforming single-family residences can 
always be rebuilt if damaged or destroyed by natural disaster "to the same or lesser 
size in the same general footprint location." Parcels that are nonconforming as to lot 
size are recognized in the Zoning Ordinances as eligible buildable lots (with the 
exception of fraction lots). 

The basic philosophy that underlies the zoning ordinances' normal treatment of 
nonconforming uses and structures: to make incremental improvements to the built 
environment over time through the application of better and more enlightened planning 
and zoning standards, while allowing the continuation of nonconforming uses and 
structures until their termination through means either deliberate (redevelopment), 
natural (wearing out), or calamitous (e.g., fire, flood, earthquake). 

The zoning under the proposed amendment will render many of the parcels in the 
planning area nonconforming as to lot size. In addition, some existing residential 
structures may not conform to the height limits for rural areas or with setbacks from the 
ESH areas. Becoming nonconforming as to lot size primarily affects a parcel's ability to 
subdivide. The Office of County Counsel (August 30, 2000) noted that "if the County 
were to retain the current zoning throughout the Toro Canyon Plan area, it would 
encourage development in excess of the area's resources." 

Although the Zoning Code addresses nonconforming structures and uses, there is no 
general guiding policy-basis in the existing LCP. This provides an implementation 
dilemma since implementation measures must be consistent with the LUP policies. 
Therefore, LUP Modification 9 has been developed to ensure that adequate 
implementation hierarchy as required by Section 3U1 Ou.5 and 30108.4 of the Coastal 
Act (see Section C of this report) and consistency with the requirements of Section 
30610 and the resource protection policies of chapter three. LUP Modification 9 
specifies that existing, lawfully established structures that do not conform to the 
provisions of the LCP may be maintained, and repaired. Furthermore, additions and 
improvements to such structures may be permitted provided that such additions or 
improvements themselves comply with the policies and standards of the LCP, with 
certain exceptions. LUP Modification 9 defines redevelopment of blufftop and beach 
properties to include additions that increases the size of the existing structure by 50% 
or more. Additionally, remodels that qualify as redevelopment, rather than 
"improvements" include demolition and reconstruction that results in the demolition of 
more than 50 percent of the exterior walls. In these cases, where the scale of additions 
or improvements render them defacto site redevelopments, then the entire non­
conforming structure must be brought into conformance with the policies and standards 
of the LCP. Furthermore, LUP Modification 9 provides that non-conforming uses may 
not be increased or expanded into additional locations or structures. These 
requirements are implemented by adding a Section 35-194.4 Subsection 9 as shown in 
IP Modification 172. 



Santa Barbara County 
Local Coastal Program Amendment 3-02 

Page248 

The proposed amendment makes certain exceptions in the Toro Canyon Plan area for 
residential and nonresidential structures, with the greatest deference given to 
residential structures and appurtenances. Under Section 35-194.4 Subsection 1, the 
proposed amendment allows for the construction of a detached private garage structure 
where no attached garage structure existed, when a residential structure is destroyed 
by disaster. The Commission finds that it is necessary, under IP Modification 172 to 
clarify that such a structure would need to meet the provisions of the Toro Canyon Plan 
and certified LCP. 

Other exceptions for residential structures are provided under Section 35-194.4 
Subsections 2 and 3. Subsection 2 allows partial or complete reconstruction or 
structural repair due to normal wear and tear, if the residential structure is 
nonconforming solely due to any policy, development standard, or zoning regulation 
first applied and adopted as a result of the Toro Canyon Plan. Subsection 3 allows the 
expansion of nonconforming residential structures within ESH buffer areas. The 
Commission cannot certify such exception because it provides a lesser degree of 
resource protection than the existing LCP and, in almost every case, is not consistent 
with Section 30240 or 30522 of the Coastal Act (see Sections G.9 "ESH Buffers" and 
C.3). However, the Commission does recommend certain exceptions for nonconforming 
primary residences in ESH buffer within Existing Development Rural Neighborhoods 
(see Section G.9 "Torito Road and Rural Neighborhoods") where, pursuant to detailed 
biological evaluation, such development can be shown not to have adverse impacts on 
ESH. The Commission requires modification of the TCP Overlay District, through IP 
Modification 172, to modify subsections 2 and 3 of the nonconforming structure policy, 
deleting the general residential reconstruction as a result of normal wear and tear 
without meeting the provisions of the LCP and expansion of nonconforming structures 
within ESH buffers and applying them in lirrlit&d circumstances to existing developed 
rural neighborhoods. 

!he proposed language would allow as-built replacement of agricultural support 
structures damaged or destroyed by some calamity beyond the control of the property 
owner. An "agricultural support structure" would be defined as "a structure that is 
essential to the support of agricultural production on agriculturally-zoned property." The 
amendment further allows the partial or complete reconstruction or structural repair of 
agricultural support structures due to normal wear-and-tear such as structural pest 
damage or dry rot. Further, there would be special provisions to allow the expansion of 
nonconforming agricultural support structures that are located within ESH or ESH buffer 
areas. Section 30610 of the Coastal Act allows for the rebuild of any lawfully 
established structures, including legal non-conforming structures, in the event of a. 
disaster. This provision does not include restoration or replacement of structures for 
normal wear and tear. The Commission finds that the voluntary tear down and rebuild 
of structures would require discretionary review consistent with the LCP standards. This 
would hold true for legal conforming structures as well as structures that are non­
conforming. Furthermore, the proposed exception to allow additions to nonconforming 
structures into ESH and ESH buffer is not consistent with Section 30240 (see Section 
G.9 "ESH Buffers"). 
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Therefore, the Commission requires IP Modification 172, Toro Canyon Plan (TCP) 
Overlay District Section 35.194.4 Nonconforming Structures and Uses Subsections 5 
and 6, to delete the language allowing nonconforming agricultural structures to 
reconstruct the subject structure due to normal wear and tear; and delete the language 
allowing the expansion of agricultural structures within ESH or ESH buffers. 
Additionally, the Commission finds that the text defining agricultural support structures 
other than "greenhouse development as defined in the CA Overlay" is more 
appropriately proposed in the LCP amendment for Carpinteria greenhouses which has 
not been certified to-date. Therefore it is deleted in Toro Canyon Plan (TCP) Overlay 
District Section 35.194.4 Nonconforming Structures and Uses Subsections 4, noting 
that it should be included in the separate greenhouse amendment as a suggested 
modification. 

Additionally, the TCP Overlay District outlines special provisions for non-residential 
structures such that any nonconforming nonresidential structure (e.g., detached 
accessory structures other than guest houses or second residential units) that requires 
partial or complete reconstruction or structural repair due to normal wear-and-tear such 
as structural pest damage or dry rot may be repaired or reconstructed, provided that 
such repair or reconstruction conforms with the regulations of the Toro Canyon Plan 
and this Article to the maximum extent feasible. As discussed above, the 
reconstruction, or partial reconstruction, of a structure is a voluntary action by the owner 
and therefore must be fully subject to the provisions of the Toro Canyon Plan and LCP, 
which protect coastal resources. Therefore, the Commission finds it necessary to delete 
the text as shown in IP Modification 172, Section 35-194.4 Subsection 7. Additionally 
LUP Modification 98 is necessary to strike the policy basis to allow such deletions. 

For the above reasons, the Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP 
amendments with regard to new development submitted are inconsistent with the 
requirements of Section 30108.5, 30108.4, 30522 30610, and Chapter Three Policies 
of the Coastal Act unless modified as suggested above. Additionally, the proposed 
implementation amendments for disaster replacement and nonconforming structures 
are not consistent with and inadequate to carry out the LUP, as modified, unless 
modified as suggested above. 

11. Archaeological Resources 

The Toro Canyon area has known archaeological resources, with initial human 
habitation thought to have occurred as early as 11,000 years ago. By the time of 
Spanish contact in the 18th century, nearby Summerland and Carpinteria were densely 
populated by Chumash villages as a result of the abundant resources. Sites within the 
Plan area have the potential to provide additional information about the subsistence, 
tool, manufacturing, trade, and social organization of these prehistoric inhabitants, and 
how they adapted to changing environmental and social factors through time. 

Impacts to archaeological resources from buildout of the Toro Canyon Planning Area 
would result from ground-disturbing activities related to construction, including 
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permanently removing or damaging archaeological resources including artifacts, 
deposits of subsistence remains (middens), house floors, cooking or roasting hearths, 
or other unknown prehistoric cultural features. Areas considered to have a high 
sensitivity for archaeological resources include creek corridors, along the bluffs near the 
ocean and on prominent ridgelines and knolls. 

Section 30244 of the Coastal Act requires the protection of archaeological and 
paleontological resources and the implementation of mitigation measures to avoid or 
minimize any impacts. The existing certified LCP establish criteria for mitigation of 
potential impacts to historical and archaeological sites. These criteria are supplemented 
by additional policies and development standards to preserve cultural resources in the 
Plan area. 

The Toro Canyon Plan policies provide that archaeological resources shall be protected 
and preserved and that Phase I surveys will be required when determined to be 
necessary during project review by the County or contract archaeologist or if the 
County's archaeological sensitivity map identifies a need for further study. In addition, 
recommendations of archaeological report analysis shall be incorporated into any 
permit issued for development. To further ensure that archaeological resources are 
protected and preserved consis~ent with Section 30244 of the Coastal Act, the 
Commission requires LUP Modification 148 to require the County to consult with the 
Native American Heritage Commission, State Historic Preservation Officer, and the 
Most Likely Descendant during each stage of the cultural resources review to determine 
whether the project may have an adverse impact on an important cultural resource. 

For the above reasons, the Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP 
amendments with regard to arctiaeological resources submitted are inconsistent v:ith 
the requirements of Section 30244 of the Coastal Act unless modified as suggested 
above. Additionally, the proposed implementation amendments for archaeological 
resources are not consistent with and inadequate to carry out the LUP, as modified, 
unless modified as suggested above. 

VIII. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
Pursuant to Section 21080.9 of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the 
Coastal Commission is the lead agency responsible for reviewing Local Coastal 
Programs for compliance with CEQA. The Secretary of Resources Agency has 
determined that the Commission's program of reviewing and certifying LCPs qualifies 
for certification under Section 21080.5 of CEQA. In addition to making the finding that 
the LCP amendment is in full compliance with CEQA, the Commission must make a 
finding that no less environmentally damaging feasible alternative exists. Section 
21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA and Section 13540(f) of the California Code of Regulations 
require that the Commission not approve or adopt a LCP, " .. .if there are feasible 
alternative or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment." 
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The proposed amendment is to the County of Santa Barbara's certified Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan and Implementation Ordinance. The Commission originally 
certified the County of Santa Barbara's Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and 
Implementation Ordinance in 1981 and 1982, respectively. For the reasons discussed 
in this report, the LCP amendment, as submitted is inconsistent with the intent of the 
applicable policies of the Coastal Act and the certified Land Use Plan and feasible 
alternatives are available which would lessen any significant adverse effect which the 
approval would have on the environment. The Commission has, therefore, modified the 
proposed LCP amendment to include such feasible measures adequate to ensure that 
such environmental impacts of new development are minimized. As discussed in the 
preceding section, the Commission's suggested modifications bring the proposed 
amendment to the Land Use Plan and Implementation Plan components of the LCP 
into conformity with the Coastal Act and certified Land Use Plan. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the LCP amendment, as modified, is consistent with CEQA and 
the Land Use Plan. 
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ADDENDUM 

DATE: October 7, 2003 

TO: 

FROM: 

Commissioners and Interested Parties 

South Central Coast District Staff 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item 9a, Wednesday, October 8, 2003, County of Santa Barbara 
Major Amendment 3-02 (Toro Canyon Plan) 

The purpose of this addendum is to attach (1) additional Exhibits to the staff report; (2) provide 
clarifying language with regard to protected trees; and (3) summarize correspondence 
received by the public as of October 6, 2003: 

1. The following exhibits shall be attached to the staff report: 

Exhibit 14. Aerial Photograph of Torito Road Rural Neighborhood and Proposed 
Agriculture Conversion Parcels 

Exhibit 15. ESHA Map enlargement of Torito Road Rural Neighborhood 

Exhibit 16. Toro Canyon Plan Coastal Zone Aerial Photo (Note, 30% slope with native 
chaparral area is included under the proposed Watershed Protection Overlay) 

2. The following shall be inserted after the third full paragraph on page 213 of the staff 
report: 

The Commission therefore finds that the proposed LUP amendments with regard to 
native and non-native protected trees submitted are inconsistent with Coastal Act 
requirements for protection of community character, visual resources, water quality and 
coastal waters, streams, and ESH provided in Sections 30230, 30231, 30236, 30240, 
30251 of the Coastal Act, unless modified as suggested above. 

3. Commission staff has received twenty-two additional letters regarding the proposed 
amendment, as of October 6, 2003: 

Twelve letters (two examples attached) addressing similar topics (a) requesting that 
the hearing be rescheduled at future meeting date in Santa Barbara because of the 
distance and timing; and (b) addressing short time of review of the large staff report 
and substantive recommendations; (c) lack of Commission staff representation at 
County hearings during process of development; and (d) more time needed to analyze 
and address proposed recommendations to allow adequate public participation. 
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Nine similar letters (one example attached) requesting the Commission to (a) defer all 
testimony and consideration to its November 2003 meeting and hold meeting in Santa 
Barbara; (b) direct staff to work with County staff and local public to reach agreement 
on acceptable plan prior to November hearing; and (c) if negotiations do not result in 
mutually acceptable plan, request that the Commission deny the LCP Amendment 
rather than approve with modifications. 

Letter (attached) from property owner at 3197 Padaro Lane which is proposed to be 
designated as Monarch Butterfly ESH Habitat, stating their position that the property is 
erroneously identified as monarch habitat and submitting a letter and report from an 
independent biologist (Dr. Walter Sakai) providing his opinion that "this was a monarch 
overwintering site but is no longer so." Staff Note: The Monarch ESH Designation for 
this property is addressed on Page 194 of the staff report. 
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California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast District Office 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001-2801 
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SOUTH CENTRAl (0;:. ST Di~miCT 
Voice (805) 585-1800 Fax (805) 641-1732 

RE: 

POSITION: 

Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program Amendment No. MAJ-3-02 
(Toro Canyon Planning Area), Agenda Item W9a for Public Hearing at the 
Wednesday, October 8, 2003, CommiSsion Meeting in Coronado 

First, TORO requests that the Commission decide to hold the record 
open; defer all testimony and consideration of the Toro Canyon Plan 
now scheduled for its October 8, 2003, meeting to its November 5-7, 
2003, meeting; and change the location of its November, 2003, meeting 
to Santa Barbara. 
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Second, TORO requests that the Commission direct its Staff to work in 
Santa Barbara with Santa Barbara County Staff and the local public in 
order to reach agreement on an acceptable local plan for the coastal area 
of Toro Canyon prior to the Commission's November 5-7 meeting. 

Third, the Commission must make it clear that if the negotiations of the 
inclusive and representative working group conducted between now 
and early November do not succeed at producing a mutually acceptable 
Toro Canyon Amendment to the existing certified Santa Barbara County 
Local Coastal Plan, then the Commission wlll simply deny to certify, 
rather than modify and certify, the Toro Canyon Plan submitted by 
Santa Barbara County. 

Members of the California Coastal Commission: 

TORO (Taro Owners and Residents Organization) represents hundreds of the residents, 
farmers and business people throughout the Taro Canyon Plan area and its Coastal Zone. 
For the past four years, we have participated in the local planning process which resulted in 
the Taro Canyon Plan amendment to the Santa Barbara Local Coastal Plan which was 
submitted to your Commission by Santa Barbara County. We worked diligently in this local 
planning process to produce a Plan which effectively protects important coastal resources, 
while respecting and benefiting from the wisdom and experience of the people who live, 
work, and farm in Taro Canyon. Of course, there are portions of the Toro canyon Plan 
adopted by Santa Barbara County which we think could still be improved; but TORO made 
a real contribution to produdng a quality Taro Canyon Plan. 

Although the Toro Canyon Plan remains the only Community Plan in Santa Barbara 
County developed without the benefit of a General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC), 
TORO insisted on and secured opportunities for citizen participation from the outset of the 
planning process. We took each and every opportunity available to make constructive 
commentary and concrete proposals. We believe the Toro Canyon Plan is much better as a 
result of our efforts. At the close of the Santa Barbara County Board hearings on the Toro 
canyon Plan, our Supervisors said they had never seen such sustained and significant public 
participation in the development and adoption of a community plan. The Board thanked us 
for our partidpation, our dedication, and our positive influence on the content of the Plan. 
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Our members have attended hundreds of hours of public hearings before the Santa Barbara 
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. Our members have attended 
seeping sessions and workshops, and were inVited to participate in our County Supervisor's 
"ad hoc working group" to help resolve some of the most controversial proposals made 
during the Toro Canyon planning process. We have presented thoughtful and thorough 
testimony and written comments at every public hearing on the Toro Canyon Plan. We 
have submitted literally thousands of pages of written comments which are part of the 
County's offidal planning record in this matter. 

We are disappointed and dismayed that your Commission's Staff did not bother to involve 
the Taro Canyon coastal community during the many months that your Staff had to 
consider and reVise the Taro Canyon Plan since it was submitted by Santa Barbara County. 
We were appalled to discover that Commission Staff had simply run out the dock, and that 

·final Coastal Commission action must now be taken by no later than the Commission's 
November meeting. We are outraged that we are being excluded from full public 
participation in and attendance at your Commission's hearings on the Toro Canyon Plan 
just because your Staff has waited until the 23rd hour to place it on your agenda and release 
their 251 page Report and Recommendations. 

And despite the fact that it is dated September 24, 2003 (the mandatory minimum ten days 
prior to your hearing scheduled for October 8, 2003), we simply cannot prepare an effective 
response to a 251 page document containing 172 major modifications to our local land use 
planning in this unnecessarily and unreasonably short time period. Many of us received the 
Coastal Commission's written notice of the October 8, 2003, Toro Canyon Plan hearing 
only on September 30, 2003. Few of us can travel from Toro canyon to Coronado on short 
notice, since we have other jobs, families and prior obligations. 

First, TORO requests that the Commission decide to hold the record open; defer all 
testimony and consideration of the Taro Canyon Plan now scheduled for its October 8, 
2003, meeting to its November 5-7, 2003, meeting; and change the location of its 
November, 2003, meeting to Santa Barbara. 

The Coastal Commission should hold its public hearing on the Toro Canyon Plan in the 
area of the coast which is under consideration in this matter, and the area where the 
affected public lives and works. A one month continuance with a location change to San 
Pedro south of Los Angeles is not sufficient to facilitate meaningful and adequate public 
involvement. A public hearing in November in Santa Barbara will afford time to prepare 
useful written comments illii. allow the involved and informed public a reasonable 
opportunity to attend and participate in the Commission's hearing on our local coastal 
plan. 

Second, TORO requests that the Commission direct its Staff to work in Santa Barbara 
with Santa Barbara County Staff and the local pubHc In order to reach agreement on 
an acceptable local plan for the coastal area of Toro Canyon prior to the Commission's 
November 5-7 meeting. 
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We are concerned that even deferring the Commission's hearing on the Toro Canyon Plan 
to November and relocating it to Santa Barbara may not sufficiently facilitate the kind of 
dialog and negotiations between ALL stakeholders that likely will be necessary to reach 
further agreement on local coastal plan modifications that satisfy the interests of the Coastal 
Commission, Santa Barbara County, and the people who live, work and farm in Toro 
Canyon. 

A formal public hearing before the Commission, even if postponed to November in Santa 
Barbara, may not serve a_s an effective venue for full and useful public participation for the 
following reasons: 
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1. Allowing only five or less minutes of individual testimony by members of the public 
will prevent community members from addressing the many intended and 
unintended consequences of Commission Staffs' 172 proposed modifications; 

2. New written comments offered in October and November prior to the Commission's 
meeting in Santa Barbara may overwhelm the attention, time, and energy of the 
Commission, its Staff, County Staff, and the interested public, including TORO; and 

3. The Commission simply cannot, as a practical matter, absorb the County's 
submission, the record which supports it, and the public commentary on the 
Commission Staff's Report, and then make a reasonable and coherent decision in 
the space of one or two hearing sessions. 

Given the November 27, 2003, deadline for Commission action on the Taro Canyon Plan, 
and given the importance to all concerned of effective and reasonable local land use 
planning for Coastal Zone areas, TORO recommends that the Commission take the step of 
directing Commission Staff to now work collaboratively with representatives of the people 
in the Toro Canyon coastal community and the Santa Barbara County Staff. 

This will entail a lot of work in a short period of time. But it may be successful if the 
Commission makes it clear to its Staff that the interests of Santa Barbara County and of the 
Taro Canyon coastal community must and can be accommodated in the best practical and 
effective plan for protecting the important public and coastal resources in Taro Canyon. 

The Taro Canyon coastal community encompasses a number of neighborhood 
organizations and other stakeholders who have been ignored by both Commission and 
County Staff during their discussions since the Taro Canyon Plan was submitted to the 
Commission. These people must now be included at the negotiating table: homeowner 
associations and groups from Padaro Lane, Torito Road, and Lambert Roadj commercial 
farmers with nursery stock, orchards, and greenhouses; business owners on Santa Claus 
Lane; and, of course, TORO. In order to ensure appropriate public partidpatlon, and in 
order for the process to be successful, the Commission must direct that the Taro Canyon 
coastal community be fairly and fully represented by community members who are parties 
to all negotiations. 

Third, the Commission must make it clear that if the negotiations of the inclusive and 
representative working group conducted between now and early November do not 
succeed at producing a mutually acceptable Toro Canyon Amendment to the existing 
certified Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Plan, then the Commission will simply 
deny to certify, rather than modify and certify, the Toro Canyon Plan submitted by 
Santa Barbara County. 

Sincerely, 

~nc 
Co·P:~i~~~t l 
PO Box5246 
Montecito, CA 93159 

805-969-0985 

·.~.~ 
~esident 

3605 Padaro Lane 
Carpinteria, CA 93013 

805-566-1314 

Ben Wiener 

~W~ .. 
Vice President 
429 Lambert Road 
Carpinteria, Ca 93013 

805-565-1218 
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CALIFORNIA 
.- COASTAL COMMISSION 
00UTH CENTRAL COAST 0/STR/Cl 

RE: Santa Barbara Counqr Local Coastal Program Amendment No. MAJ-3-02 
(Toro Canyon Planning Area), Agenda Item W9a for Public Hearing at the 
Wednesday, October 8, 2003, Commission Meeting in Coronado 

POSITION: Reschedule Public Hearing for a Future Commission Meeting in Santa 
Barbara and Hold the Record Open 

FROM: Name Stephen & Janet Carlson 
Address 3585 Padaro Lane, Carpinteria, CA 
Phone (805) 886-5680 

DATE: October 1, 2003 

Please reschedule the California Coastal Commission public hearing on the Santa 
Barbara County Local Coastal Program Amendment for the Toro Canyon Planning 
Area (Case No. MAJ-3-02) to a future Commission meeting date in Santa Barbara, 
CA, and hold the record open. 

It is unrealistic to expect that many of the ordinmy people who worked for hundreds 
of hours over many years in the Santa. Barbara Counqr land use planning process for 
the Coastal Zone of Toro Canyon-including ourselves and our neighbors who 
faithfully and helpfully participated in innumerable local meetings, workshops, and 
hearings-will be able to get, read, understand, and submit written comments on the 
251 pages of Commission Staff work released late last week for a hearing in the 
middle of next week. This isn't fair. 

Scheduling the public hearing on this matter for a location about 200 miles and more 
than a four hour drive distant from the small Santa Barbara coastal area whose 
homeowners, farmers, business people, and community will be most affected by the 
Commission's actions makes adequate public participation impossible. 

We and many of our neighbors will not be able to attend the Commission's public 
hearing in Coronado on October 8th. Very few of the people who live and work in the 
Toro Canyon Coastal Zone-people who care deeply about their community and its 
future, and who have much vital knowledge to contribute-are likely to be able to 
arrange their lives so that they can travel to Coronado in the middle of the week in 
order to accommodate the Commission. 

Please reschedule the public hearing on this matter for a future date in Santa Barbara 
and hold the record open in order to facilitate meaningful public participation. 

F'. 1 
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Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
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October 2, 2003 

Susan F. Petrovich 

Direct Dial: (805) 882-1405 
SPetrovich@HatchParent.com 
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California Coastal Commission 
C/0 Shana Gray, Analyst 
South Central Coast District Office 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001-2801 

SOUTH CFNTR/:..1 CCJA.ST ,r:'IIC.T;<:c 

Re: Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program Amendment No. MAJ-
3-02 (Toro Canyon Planning Area) Agenda Item 9a for Public Hearing 
on Wednesday, October 8, 2003 

Dear Commissioners: 

Michael and Mary Eades own the property located at 3050 Foothill Road. The 
Eades Property is located within the California Coastal Zone and the County of Santa 
Barbara's proposed Toro Canyon Plan area. 

On behalf of the Eades, Hatch & Parent submits this letter and requests that the 
Commission postpone its consideration of the Toro Canyon Plan. The multitude of 
changes contained in the Commission's 251-page staff report are too vast and varied to 
sort through and consider in the short time period between its release and the proposed 
October 8, 2003 San Diego hearing. 

The other concern associated with the hundreds of proposed changes is that the 
staff report appears to consider the County's extensive drafting and hearing process to 
have been only preliminary in nature. The proposed staff changes do not simply "fine 
tune" the Plan; these changes reflect dramatic policy shifts. 

Ill 

Ill 

Ill 

Ill 
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These policy shifts affect the Eades' property and hundreds of other property 
owners who thought they knew the contents of the Taro Canyon Plan. With the staff 
suggested changes, nothing is as it seemed. The public should be allotted more time to 
analyze and address the proposed changes prior to Commission action. 

;z:y~ 
Susan F. Petrovich 
For HATCH & PARENT, A Law Corporation 

SFP:imd 

SB 339734 vi:008796.0001 
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Steven Ito- Amerikaner 21 East Carrillo Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
Telephone: (805) 963-7000 
Fax: (805) 965-4333 

Direct Dial: (805) 682-1407 
SAmerikaner@HatchParent.com 

California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast District Office 
89 South California Street, Suite 200 
Ventura, CA 93001-2801 

October 2, 2003 

By Facsimile 

Re: Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program Amendment No . .MAJ-3'"02 
(Taro Canyon Planning Area), Agenda Item 9a for Public Hearing on 
Wednesday, October 8, 2003, Commission Meeting in Coronado 

Dear Commissioners: 

This letter is submitted on behalf of Mr. and Mrs. Don Hromadka, owners of the property 
located at 3197 Pad.aro Lane, Santa Barbara, California. The Hromadka property is located 
within the boundaries ofthe County of Santa Barbara's proposed Toro Canyon Plan and the 
California Coastal Zone. 

Six days ago, we obtained a copy of the California Coastal Commission's 251-page staff 
report relating to the Toro Canyon Plan. The Hromadkas were surprised to discover that the 
Commission's staff proposes the application of Monarch Butterfly Habitat designation to their 
property. (See Staff Report Sec. VI, Modification 166 (B), Page 90.) As demonstrated by the 
scientific record presented to the Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors. all relevant 
research would indicate that such a designation is without factual basis. Indeed, it is noteworthy 
that there is no factual justification provided in the Staff Report for the proposed designation. 

A bit of history may help the Commission understand the Hromadkas' position on this 
issue. Under the existing Local Coastal Plan, their property is not designated as an ESHA. An 
early draft of the Taro Canyon Plan prepared by staff proposed an ESHA designation for the 
parcel. The Hromadkas were convinced that this was based on erroneous scientific information. 

Accordingly, at the January 22, 2003 County Board of Supervisors hearing, the 
Hromadkas submitted a letter and presented oral testimony. They presented a report dated 
January 8, 2002 by Dr. Walter Sakai, Professor of Biology of Santa Monica College and a 
recognized expert on Moil.arch Butterflies (copy attached). Dr. Sakai concluded that the 
Hromadka property is not currently a Monarch roosting site and would only become one in the 

SB 339713 vl: 010091.0001 
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Hatch ~nd Parent 

future if the existing trees are cut down and new trees are planted that become suitable habitat 
hospitable to Monarch butterflies. 

~003 

After reviewing Dr. Sakai's report and hearing the testimony, the County Board of 
Supervisors concluded that the Hromadka property did not have the required conditions to 
support Monarch Butterfly habitat and removed the designation from our property and from the 
Taro Canyon Plan overlay maps. 

There is no evidence in the Commission's staff report that would justify reversing this 
decision by the Board of Supervisors. Given the very specific and onerous development 
restrictions that result from an ESHA designation, we believe that California law requires that 
any ESHA designation be supported by substantial evidence. Given the absence of any evidence 
to support such a designation, we submit that an ESHA designation is legally unsupportable. 

Accordingly, we respectfully request that your Commission eliminate the proposed ESHA 
designation from the Hromadk.a property. 

Enclosures 

cc: Mr. and Mrs. Don Hromadk.a 

Sincerely. 

~~~~~ 
For HATCH & PARENT 
A Law Corporation 

Shana Gray, Coastal Program Analyst 
Naomi Schwartz, Santa Barbara County Supervisor 
Dianne Meester, Assistant Director, P&D Department 

Sl:l339713 vl: 011l091.1ltl01 
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Re: Taro Canyon Plan: 3197 Padaro Lane (Hroma.dka Property) 

Dear Chair Marshall and Members of the Board: 

I represent Don and Lucy Hromadka, owners of the property at 3197 Padaro Lane. 

You may recall that this property is shown on the ESH map for the Taro Canyon Plan as 
an ESH site. The staffhas reported to th~ Board that the presence of Monarch Butterflies some 
years ago is the justification for this recommendation. 

The staff report for your January 22nd meeting recommends that the property at 3197 
Padaro Lane be designated on the Pian Map as an "area of potential biological merit requiring 
further biological study for ESH delineation during an application for development.'' (Page 7). 

We respectfully ask that the Board of Supervisors direct staff to remove any designation 
from 3197 Padaro Lane. In support of this recommendation, we are submitting with this letter a 
report from an independent biologist, Dr. Walter Sakai, Professor of Biology of Santa Monica 
College and a recognized expert on Monarch butterflies. Dr. Sakai's report concludes 
unequivocally that 3197 Padaro Lane is nat a site at which Monarch butterflies are CUITently 
roosting or are likely to roost in the future. Indeed, Dr. Sakai concludes that 3197 Padaro Lane 
will only become a roosting site in the future if the existing trees are cut down, new trees are 
planted, and those new trees become a habitat hospitable to Monarch butterflies. 

Given this report, we urge the Board to delete any designation from the property of 3197 
Padaro Lane. 

SB 2868liS vl: 010091.0001 
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Chair Marshall and McmbCIS ., 
Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors 
.Januacy 21, 2002 
Page2 

. ; .. ) ··. 

I will plan to adqress your Board concerning this matter at the January 22nd meeting. 

Thank you for your ongoing attention and courtesy in this matter. 

SAA:olr 
Enclosure 

v;:::::· Q. ~·~ 
Steven A .Amerikaner 
For HATCH AND PARENT 

cc: Mr. & Mrs. Don Hromadka (w/enc.) 
Dave Ward, Planning & Development 

SB 28A95 vl: 0100!11.0001 
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Mr. Steven Amerikaner, Esq. 
Hatch and Parent 
21 E. Cmillo Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

Dear Mr. Amerikaner: 

i 
J SANTA.-.·· 
MONICA~ 
CO~E 

(Letterhead is for infonnation only) 
8 o~dD.2001 

As the atto~ey for Mr. and Mrs. Don Hromadka, you have asked for my opinion on the 
monarch overwintering site located at 3197 Padaro Lane in Carpenteria. My report on this site 
follows. 

Here, I will not go into the recent history oftbis site with regards to the Toro Canyon 
Plan, as this bas been previously documented- I will, however, make comments in reference to 
statements made regarding this site. 

Here, I will also not go iD.to my qualifications as a monarch biologist My CV is 
available on request, and there are a number of staff members in the Santa Barbara Planning 
Department, who are familiar with my work. Their names can be provided upon request. 

CONFUSION: 

There has been some confusion as to what is what with regards to the various monarch 
overwintering site along Padaro Lane. Some of this was because some of the original 
descriptions came from second hand reports, and in other cases imprecise site descriptions. In 
any case, I was the person who init:i.3lly submitted this "area" as a monarch overwintering site 
with the California Department ofFish and Game's Natural Diversity Database in the late 
1980's. This became Site #159. 

Calvert's inventory of Santa Barbara County monarch overwintering sites in 1991 called 
3197 Padaro Lane his Site #89. Meade~s inventory 10 year later called 3197 Padaro Lane his 
Site·#98 instead of using Calvert's site number. To add to the confusion, Meade's report gave the 
wrong address, which has been corrected. It is unclear why the two did not use the existing 
CADFG NDDB site number. 

In any case, there are actually THREE overwintering sites within a few houses of each 
other. The site at 3197 Padaro Lane is the southernmost site. A few houses to the north is 3177 
Padaro Lane, which is presently a large and healthy site. A few houses further to the north is 
3151 Padaro Lane. 3151 Padaro Lane was discovered in 1994 but extiipated in 1998, when all 
of the understory vegetation w~ removed. At present, 3197 P~o Lane is CADFG NDDB site 

1 
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#159. The sites at 3177 Padaro Lan~~l'ldft' 'j:D}\ave been submitted to the CADFG 
NDDB, but as of now there are no sJ!¥~~~ these two sites. 

HlSTORYoC3197Patfaro Lane: ©~ 
Below is the chronological history of the site that I am aware of along with some 

comments (in italics) 

1971 The property was purchased by the owner's family in1971, and large numbers of 
monarch butterflies used to overwinter each winter. Via the Hromadkas' 

1985 Chris Nagano (who completed the first statewide survey on Monarch butterflies 
for the Xerces Society) reported S-10,000 monarchs on 10 Nov 85. This number 
jumped to 40,000 by 10 Dec 85. 

Late 1980's Paul Cherubini, another monarch biologist, reported (presumably) this site during 
casual conversations. 

1989-90 

1990-91 

1992-93 

1993-94 

1995-96 

1997-98 

1998-99 

During this time, I bad difficulty finding this site because of the incomplete and 
incorrect address for this site. Second hand reports said 2900-3000 blocks of 
PadaroLane 

Bill Calvert reported 5-8000 monarchs here during his inventory work during two 
site visits on 20 Jan and 27 Jan. 

Calvert reported 2500 monarchs during a single site visit on 2S Oct Calvert 
reported that according to the neighbor monarchs also roost on her property (to 
the north). 
Paul Cherubini reported 1000 monarchs in the fall. 
The numbers droppe~ to 15+ by 6 Jan 

Cherubini reported "many" in the fall, but I found no monarchs on 14 Jan 93. It 
was not clear if he meant clusters or many flyers. 

I saw about 25 flyers on 5 Nov, and only five on 2 Jan. 

I saw two flyers on 13 Jan 

I found no monarchs on 8-9 Ian. 

Meade conducted his survey of Santa Barbara County. Monthly visits were made 
from October to March. No monarchs were seen except for two in October and 
SO in November. 
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2000-01 I found no monarchs on 2 Jan. 

2001-02 I found no monarchs on 6 Jan. 

The above chronology fits the Hromadka 's statement that monarchs have not used this as 
an overNintering site in the last I 0 years. 

PRESENT DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE: 

The property has a north-northwest to south-southeast orientation, perpendicular to the 
coastline which runs northwest to southeast. 'I1nls the adjacent property~ 3191 Padaro Lane, will 
be considered the property to the west. 

There is a long driveway along the west side of the narrow property with a single story 
house at the end by·the beach bluff. A low, small guest bung_alow is located on the property. 
There are about a half dozen very tall, mature trees on the property with no or little lower 
foliage. I am not familiar with their names except in general tenns. There is an alder, .a long five 
needle pine, a short three needle pine, a cypress, a birch{?), and a Coast Live Oak, the only 
native tree and the only one with a low profile. 

Along the property line between 3197 and 3191 to the west is a series of small trees/large 
shrubs including Myoporum and other l.lDidentified ornamentals. There also exists an utility line 
right-or-way about five feet from the property line on the 3197 Padaro side. 

The .ocean half of the adjacent property (3191) has very tall, mature (Monterey?) Pines~ 
(Monterey?) Cypresses and eucalyptus trees (not Blue Gum, looks like Lemon Gum). The 
understory is mostly grass. · 

ROOSTING MONARCHS: 

The fact that tw-o or 50 monarchs were found at 3197 Padaro Lane is not any indication 
of monarchs using this as ~overwintering site. My experience is that one can find from a few 
individuals to several dozen monarehs in almost any grove of coastally located trees in Santa 
Barb~ especially in the autumn. It is unclear what Meade meant by two or SO butterflies. 
Were they simply :flying about, or were the SO monarchs in a cluster on a branch of a tree? If it 
was the latter, I might consider this an autumnal site, used for a short period of time in the fiill 
months. But a~ my experience in Santa Barbara is that almost any grove of coastally located 
trees can have a small autumnal cluster. 

Based on my conversation with Dr. Hromadka, descriptions by other monarch biologists, 
and my site visit, the monarchs appeared to roost in the vegetation (tall shrubs/short trees) north 
of the driveway. Thus, it seems that technically the monarchs were roosting on vegetation 
belonging to the adjacent propertym 3191 Padaro Lane. 

3 
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EXISTING THREAT to the MONARCHS: 

I noted that there was quite a bit of vegetation growing under and over the utility lines, 
and the utility company periodically trimmed the vegetation away ftom the lines. This was 
confirmed by the Hromadkas', who stated that the trinui'dng was done with little concern for 
aesthetics. I suspect no· concern was given to the fact that monarchs roosted here. I presume 
this sort oftrimm;ng has been ongoing for decades and did not affect the monarchs when they 
roosted at 3197 Padaro Lane 

At least three small fires have occmred due to vegetation hitting the transformer at the 
Padaro Lane end of the line (in the last year?), and the utility· company has asked that some of 
the tree/vegetation be removed. 

WHY BA VEN'T THE MONARCHS USED 3197 PADARO LANE: 

141009 

I think it can be agreed that monarchs have not used 3197 Padaro Lane as a permanent 
oveiWintering site in the last 10 or so years. In the past, as many as 40,000 monarchs have been 
reported here. Why the change? 

In reference to 3197 Padaro Lane, Meade's report states "' •.. this has changed 
dramatically ... " (italics mine). Mr. Hromadka's 24 Apr 2001letter has taken the statement to 
mean " ... this site has changed dnunatically ... " (boldface and italics mine). My impression is that 
Meade meant that the usage of this site has changed dramatically, as I do not believe he bas 
observed this site over the last 30 years let alone since Calvert's 1990 report. But I understand 
the confusion. 

I suspect that the change in usage by monarchs is due primarily to the growth of trees on 
3197 and 3191 Padaro Lane. All of the pines and eucalyptus on 3191 Padaro Lane are very tall 
and spindly with no lower foliage. The same can be said for most of the trees on 3197 Padaro 
Lane. Meade's 1991 report essentially says the same thing. Mr. Hramodka has said that these 
trees have grown very tall over the last few decades. · 

Most large, stable overwintering sites have a dense understory of vegetation to help 
protect the roosting butterflies from the strong prevailing westerly winds, the sundowners 
common to Santa Barbara, and winier storm winds that blow. The dense understory also acts as 
a thermal blanket either to retain cold air or keep out W8IID air. 

We can assume that mon.atebs no longer use this site because conditions are no longer 
suitable for the butterflies. I suspect the reason this site is no longer used is that the SUirounding 
trees have gotten tall and spindly, and no longer block the winds and create a thermal blanket. 
The pines and eucalyptus trees on 3191 Padaro Lane no longer have lower foliage and no longer 
buffer the site from the westerly winds. 

~.--J,_ ___ _.~., ...... 

WILL THE MONARCHS RETURN TO 3197 PADARO LANE? 

,Scientists as a group do not like the words "always" or "never," as in monarchs will 
never again use 3197 Padaro Lane. Thus, Dr. 'Meade has stated that monarchs "could" return 
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and aggregate at 3197 Padaro Lane. However~. L'WCllld disam=ee with Meade's 21 Jun 2001 
statement that " ... could harbor substantial aggi-egauons m me rurure,'' if I apply the caveat "in 
the area present configuration." 

I have seen literally hundreds of monarch sites over the last 1 S+ years. Some of these 
sites .have been used for a few years, only to be abandoned due to a storm blowing down some 
trees or a chainsaw domg the same. After some years, some of these groves of trees gradually 
returns to its former configuration, and the butterflies return. 

One site in Morro Bay had 10,000 monarchs from 1990-95, but in 1995 the owner cut 
·-~---·w-~--- down most of the trees and removed all of the understory vegetation in anticipation of a 

development. In the years to follow, development did not occur~ and site visits produced a few 
IllCinaiChs flying about But on a recent site visit (Jan 2002). I found over 20,000 monarchs using 
this site. In the last seven years, the eucalyptus grove has gnulually grown back. 

. - . 

Based upon the above and similar observations, I suggest that monarchs will return. if the 
site is restored to its characteristics of 20+ years ago. This would mean that the tall spindly trees 
on 31~J7 would have to be cut down and replaced. And the till, spindly pines and eucalyptus on 
3191 Padaro Lane will have to be replaced. These latter trees are probably more critical, and 
once they have grown sufficiently to assume a more classical conifer (or Christmas tree-like) 
appearance, the monarchs will likely return. The replacement of the 'trees on 3197 Padaro Lane 
will allow more morning sun to come in, allowing the monarchs to warm up on cold mornings. 

Assuming that trees on both properties are replaced1bivblv.Jm1ikelyl .it will still take 
decades for these trees to reach sufficient stature to protect the overwintering site. 

Thus, in its present conditio~ I would seriously doubt monarchs will return to roost at 
this site on 3197 Padaro Lane. 
:----

WHERE IS THE MONARCH OVERWJNTERING SITE? 

One of the artifacts of humans is that we have ''properties" and ''boundaries,'' things that 
are meaningless to the monarchs. In reality, the monarch overwinter site in this case includes 
both 3191 and 3197 Padaro Lane. I will readily admit that I am the culprit here, as I delineated 
the site boundaries to coincide with the property bounda.Iy. 

The problem is illustrated by the fact that historically although the monarchs roost over 
3197 Padaro Lane, they were roosting on vegetation that hung over 3197 Padaro Lane but belong 
to 3191 Padaro Lane. Similarly, both Calvert's and Meade's reports have made reference to 
trees that are not on 3197 Padaro Lane. I would go on to then suggest that although 3191 Padaro 
Lane is part of the overwintering site, it is likely the inland half of 3191 Padaro may not be a 
part. 

It is likely that most monarchs seen in recent years on 3197 and 3191 Padaro Lane are 
simply monarchs flying about on a warm Santa Barbara day from 3177 Padaro Lane and will 
return there in the evening. 

THREAT OF THESE TREES: 
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Although I am not an arbOrist, I am a field biologist and am familiar with what happens 
to very tall trees. From a practical point of view, the trees are becoming senescent Meade 
essentially made the same comment in his inventory. Their very tall, spindly stature will make 
them more and more susceptible to wind fall, which will severely damage nearby houses. The 
Hromadkas' indicated one such tree hit and damaged their house in the past 

I would venture 'to say that the removal of the trees at 3197 Padaro Lane will not affect 
the site. Replacing them with smaller younger trees will enhance the site but not restore it This 
can only be done by replacing the trees on 3191 Padaro Lane. 

CONCLUSIONS 

It is my opiDion that this was a monarch overwintering site but is no loJlier so. Unlike 
other sites which were lost to human disturbances like development, or natural events like fires 
or winds tbis.site..seemed to bave changed and became 1msuitable for overwintering monarchs 
due tn.tb.c..natumLchanges m me eXlSlJmr veqeranon senescence OI tne ttees as tlley grew taU 

-~spmwy. 

If there are any questions, ypu are more than welcome to contact me at 310.434.4702 or 
at sakai walter@smc.edu 

Respectfully subnl;itted, 

;i~JL 
Walter H. Sakai 
Professor of Biology 
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