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Project Plans
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Twisted Roots and Flora Coast Noise Plan 
 
Twisted Roots and Flora Coast operate at 3508 Via Real, all in existing structures where noise levels 
never exceed 65 decibels at the property line in compliance with the Santa Barbara County Noise 
Element. Twisted Roots and Flora Coast utilizes 33 small fans per acre of cannabis cultivation to promote 
air circulation throughout the greenhouse. There is a Byers Scientific odor control machine, a boiler, an 
emergency backup generator, a reverse osmosis machine, and three cooler condensers on the parcel. A 
noise survey was conducted along the perimeter of the parcel, combined decibel level for all noise 
sources never exceed 65 dB.  
 
Below are images of all the noise making equipment on the property.  
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Byers Scientific Odor Control: 
 

 
 
 
Boiler: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Emergency Generator: 
 
 

 
 
 
Reverse Osmosis Machine: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Cooler Condensers: 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Byers Scientific Odor Control: 
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(E) GREEN HOUSES

(E) Citrus tree
to remain in
place.

ARROYO PAREDON CREEK

(N) Heteromeles
arbutifolia /
Toyon, typ.

(E
) B

U
IL

DI
N

G

(N) Frangula
californica /
Coffeeberry, typ.

(N) Sambucus
nigra ssp.
caerulea /
Blue Elder-
berry, typ.

(N) Artemisia douglasiana / Mugwort, typ.

(N) Baccharis
salicifolia /
Muleflat, typ.

(N) Stipa pulchra /
Purple Needle
Grass, typ.

(N) Isocoma
menziessi /
Coastal
Goldenbush, typ.

(N) Sisyrinchium
bellum /
Blue Eyed Grass,
typ.

(N) Bromus
carinatus /
California
Brome, typ.

(N) Elymus
triticoides /
Alkali Rye, typ.

(N) Malosma
laurina / Laurel
Sumac, typ.

(N) Rubus ursinus /
California Blackberry, typ.

(N) Clematis ligusticifolia /
Creek Clematis, typ.

(N) Venegasia carpesioides /
Canyon Sunflower, typ.

(N) Calystegia macrostegia
ssp. cyclostegia / Chaparral
Morning Glory, typ.

(N) Platanus racemosa /
California Sycamore, typ.

(N) Quercus agrifolia /
Coast Live Oak, typ.

(N) Rosa californica /
California Wild Rose, typ.

(N) Scrophularia
californica /
California Figwort,
typ.

(N) Muhlenbergia
rigens /
Deer Grass, typ.

(N) Lotus scoparius /
Deer Weed, typ.

(N) Asclepias
fascicularis /
California
Milkweed, typ.

(N) Artemisia
californica
California
Sagebrush, typ.

(N) Encelia
californica /
Bush Sunflower, typ.

(N) Eriophyllum
confertiflorum /
Golden Yarrow, typ.

ESH BOUNDARY

PROPERTY LINE

TOP OF CREEK BANK

FLOOD HAZARD LINE

(E) Quercus
agrifolia /
Coast Live
Oak to remain.

(E) Platanus racemosa /
California Sycamore to
remain.

50' ESH SETBACK

100' ESH SETBACK

20" OAK
VALVE48"

24" OAK
TOP OF CREEK BANK APROX. 4' FROM FENCE

TOP OF CREEK BANK APROX. 4' FROM FENCE

TOP OF CREEK BANK APROX. 3' FROM FENCE

TH
IC

KE
R

 C
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N
ER

 C
A

CA

CA

CA

CA

CA

CA

CA

CA

48"

CA

CA

1-3' BOULDERS - RETAINING

27.72 FF

CA

RIP-RAP CHANNEL

GREENHOUSE BUILDING
NO. 4

35.6
35.6

37.2

38.1
37.5

36.1

34.733.6
ER32.3

ER

31.0
ER

30.2
ER

28.7
ER

28.4
ER

28.1
ER

27.7
ER

27.3
ER

30.7
ER

CA

26.527.2 TW
24.7 BW

35

34

33

32

31

3029

35

30

(E) Tree to remain.

(E) Quercus agrifolia /
Coast Live Oak to remain.

Install bark mulch
only (per planting
notes) between
greenhouse and
fence.

Shrubs, Grasses, Groundcovers and Vines

Trees

Botanical Name Common Name Quant. Size Notes

Platanus racemosa

Quercus agrifolia

California Sycamore

Coast Live Oak

9

8

15
Gal

15
Gal

Natural form

Natural form

Native Habitat Enhancement Area Plant Schedule:

Native Habitat Enhancement Area Plant Schedule Continued:

Irrigation Equipment
Item Manufacturer Model Notes

Irrigation Valve and Solar
Powered Controller.

Above Ground Lateral Line

Above Ground Mainline

Spears

D.I.G.

Lasco or equal

Lasco or equal

True Union I-2000,
1-1/4" size.

LEIT1-ILV-100 with PRF-25-100
filter pressure regulator
combination.

Schedule 40 PVC UV
Resistant Brownline  34" size,
typ.
Schedule 40 PVC UV
Resistant Brownline ,
1-1/4" size, typ.

Install in locking 6" round
valve box at the high point
of each planter.

Drip Air Vacuum Relief Valve Netafim TLAVRV

Dripline Netafim 17mm TLCV blank tubing. Install below bark mulch and
stake every 6'.

Automatic Drip Flush Valve Netafim TLFV-1 Install in locking 6" round
valve box with gravel fill.

Match mainline size.
Install in locking rectangular
valve box with gravel fill.

Ball Valve

Drip Emitters (pressure
compensating) Netafim Techflow WPC 20-250, 2.0

GPH, Green color.

Install (1) per 1 gallon plant.
Install (2) per 5 gallon plant.
Install (4) per 15 gallon plant.

Install on finish grade with
rebar stakes.

Install on finish grade with
rebar stakes.

Wilkins 975XL, 1-1/4" size Install per manufacturer
specifications.

Backflow Device
(install 1 at each point of
connection)

Shrubs, Grasses, Groundcovers and Vines

Botanical Name Common Name Quant. Size Notes

Artemisia californica

Artemisia douglasiana

Asclepias fascicularis

Baccharis salicifolia

Bromus carinatus

Calystegia macrostegia ssp.
cyclostegia

Clematis ligusticifolia

Elymus triticoides

Encelia californica

Eriophyllum confertiflorum

Frangula californica

Heteromeles arbutifolia

Isocoma menziessi

Lotus scoparius

Malosma laurina

Muhlenbergia rigens

Rosa californica

Rubus ursinus

Sambucus nigra ssp. caerulea

Scrophularia californica

Sisyrinchium bellum

Stipa pulchra

Venegasia carpesioides

California Sagebrush

Mugwort

Narrow Leaf Milkweed

Muleflat

California Brome

Chaparral Morning Glory

Creek Clematis

Alkali Rye

Bush Sunflower

Golden Yarrow

Coffeeberry

Toyon

Coastal Goldenbush

Deer Weed

Laurel Sumac

Deer Grass

California Wild Rose

California Blackberry

Blue Elderberry

California Figwort

Blue Eyed Grass

Purple Needle Grass

Canyon Sunflower

127

61

159

32

114

8

8

68

124

56

17

41

42

33

52

44

81

55

57

56

28

90

93

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

5 Gal

5 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

-

-

-

-

-

Train to existing
fence with nursery
tape.

Train to existing
fence with nursery
tape.

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Notes:
1. Total square feet of proposed landscaping shown on sheets L3.1 and L3.2  is 54,563 square feet.

2. All plants are California native plants and are either low or very low water use.

3. All plants shall be planted in gopher baskets constructed from gopher wire.

Native Habitat Enhancement Area Plant Schedule Continued:
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NOT FOR
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Planting Notes:
Set out all plant materials as shown on plan.  Final locations must be approved by the
Landscape Architect and project Biologist prior to planting.

Take one soil sample from the project site. Send soil sample to Wallace Labs Soil
Testing Laboratory (310-615-0116) for testing of suitability for California native
plantings.  Request from soils lab that only only organic amendments and fertilizers are
included in the recommendations. Make adjustments to the rate and analysis of
fertilizer & amendments as recommended to provide a suitable backfill mix for
planting.  Notify the Landscape Architect of any potential problems which may result
due to harmful substances found in the soil. Failure to act as specified may result in
contractor assuming financial responsibility for any damage to plants.

Contractor shall provide and install 3" min. depth shredded bark mulch (ES-2 mulch
from Agromin).  Contractor shall provide mulch samples for review and approval by
Landscape Architect prior to ordering.

Any new or existing tree shown on plan to be installed in less than 8' (eight feet) clear
distance from any curb, walkway, foundation, domestic water line, fire line, storm
drain, or sewer line, or any underground utility is to be installed with root control
barriers UB 24-2 by Deep Root Corp:  800-458-7668. Install a minimum of 16 linear feet
of root barrier centered on the tree adjacent to any underground utility.  Install per
manufacturer's instructions.

Existing drainage patterns must be maintained during irrigation and planting
operations. Contractor may not alter established grade and flow lines without the
knowledge and permission of the Landscape Architect. Contractor shall be responsible
for fine grading required for surface drainage to the satisfaction of the Landscape
Architect. advise Landscape Architect of drainage problems and make
recommendations for solution.

Plant material may have to be contract grown to ensure plant availability for the
project. Contact Landscape Architect if any plant sourcing difficulties arise.

Contractor shall verify planting installation date with Landscape Architect a minimum
of (2) weeks prior to installation.

Contractor shall supply replacement plant material for any substandard or unhealthy
plants at no additional cost to owner.

Contractor shall verify quantity of plants listed on the plan. If discrepancies exist,
consult Landscape Architect for clarification.

Contractor shall guarantee all plant material for a period of (5) years from date of final
acceptance.  Contractor shall replace dead and unhealthy plants without additional
cost to Owner, as determined by Landscape Architect at the end of the (5) year period.

Contractor shall maintain all installed plants (on a monthly basis) for a period of (5)
years from date of completion of installation. This period shall begin after installation
and extend continuously for 5 years until final acceptance. Failure to eradicate weeds
and maintain areas may result in an extension of the maintenance period.

In the event of discrepancies in plant count, quantities indicated by plant symbols on
the plan prevail.

The Landscape Architect reserves the right to review all plant material at the nursery
prior to delivery to job site.  In lieu of nursery review the Landscape Architect may
request photos and/or specifications of plant material to be provided prior to delivery.

Landscape Architect reserves the right to refuse plants delivered to site that are
substandard. Replacement plants are to be supplied by contractor at no additional cost
to owner.

Stake trees according to industry standards.

Plant backfill per agronomic soils report recommendations.

Preserve and protect all existing trees unless otherwise noted.

Completely eradicate all bermuda, kikuyu grass, other weed growth, and invasive
weeds from areas within project limits prior to installing planting. DO NOT REMOVE
ANY EXISTING NATIVE PLANTS.

Irrigation Notes:
The irrigation system is temporary for California native plant establishment period only. The irrigation
system will be turned off after the five (5) year landscape maintenance period.

Provide allowance in bid for up to (10) drip valves to irrigate all new plantings indicated on
sheets L3.1 and L3.2.

Install irrigation system per manufacturer's specifications, irrigation details, and local codes.

The irrigation system shall be zoned according to microclimatic setting and plant requirements.

Contractor to provide irrigation to ALL new plants.  The contractor shall be responsible for making any and
all adjustments to the irrigation system necessary to ensure 100% irrigation coverage of all planting areas.

All piping installed under pathways or paved areas, through walls or footings shall be placed inside schedule
40 PVC sleeves of adequate size to allow free movement of the pipe in the sleeve.

Do not trench within driplines of existing trees.

Adjust controller run times and emitters to eliminate all runoff.

Turn over all irrigation product manuals, irrigation product tools, and installation instructions to Owner at
completion of project.

Contractor shall guarantee to the Owner that the irrigation system is free from defects in materials and
workmanship for a period of (1) year from completion of project.

Test all pressure mainline under hydrostatic pressure of 150 pounds per square inch and prove watertight.

Use Teflon tape for all threaded connections.

Irrigation controller run times shall be adjusted to not allow any irrigation water overspray onto paved
surfaces.

State Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance Notes:
The irrigation system is for temporary irrigation only for native plant establishment, therefore  the
requirements of section 492.7 of the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance do not apply to this
project.

I have complied with the criteria of the State of California Water Conservation in Landscaping (AB 1881) and
applied them accordingly for the efficient use of water in the irrigation design plan.

I have complied with the criteria of the MWELO and applied them accordingly for the efficient use of water
in the irrigation design plan.

All irrigation emission devices will meet the criteria as set forth in MWELO Section 492.7(a)(1)(M) and shall
be installed and operated according to the manufacturer's instructions and recommendations.

Pressure regulating devices shall be installed where necessary to ensure that the dynamic pressure at each
emission device is within manufacturer’s recommended pressure range for optimal performance.

Slopes greater than 25% shall not be irrigated with an irrigation system with application rate exceeding 0.75
inches per hour unless an alternate technology is utilized and approved by the authority having jurisdiction.

A certificate of Completion Requirements in accordance with MWELO Section 492.9 will be
submitted for review/approval by the Building and Safety Division prior to final occupancy of
the project. The Certificate of Completion shall contain, at a minimum, the following:
• Project Information
• Certification by either the signer of the landscape design plan, the singer of the irrigation design plan,
or the licensed landscape contractor that the landscape project has been installed per the approved
Landscape Documentation Package (Notes: Where significant changes have been made in the field
during installation, an “as-built” plan shall be included with the certification. A diagram of the irrigation plan
showing hydrozones shall be kept with the irrigation controller for subsequent management purposes).
• Irrigation scheduling parameters used to set the controller (see MWELO Section 492.10)
• Landscape and irrigation maintenance schedule (see MWELO Section 492.11)
• Irrigation audit report (see MWELO Section 492.12)
• Soil analysis report (if not previously submitted with Landscape Documentation Package)

Signature                               Printed Name               Date
                                                Erin O Carroll                2021.11.10
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State Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance Water Use Calculations:



ARROYO PAREDON CREEK

(E) GREEN HOUSES

(E) UNPAVED ACCESS DRIVE

(N) Calystegia macrostegia
ssp. cyclostegia / Chaparral
Morning Glory, typ.

(N) Clematis ligusticifolia /
Creek Clematis, typ.

(N) Venegasia
carpesioides /
Canyon Sunflower,
typ.

(E) Dry-stacked stone
boulder wall remain
in place.

(N) Muhlenbergia rigens /
Deer Grass, typ.

(N) Elymus triticoides /
Alkali Rye, typ.

(N) Bromus carinatus /
California Brome, typ.

(N) Stipa pulchra / Purple
Needle Grass, typ.

TOP OF CREEK BANK

ESH BOUNDARY

PROPERTY LINE

(E) GREEN HOUSES

(N) Rubus
ursinus /
California
Blackberry,
typ.

(N) Frangula
californica /
Coffeeberry,
typ.

(N) Muhlenbergia
rigens /Deer
Grass, typ.

(N) Elymus
triticoides /
Alkali Rye, typ. (N) Encelia

californica /
Bush Sunflower,
typ.

(N) Bromus
carinatus /
California
Brome, typ.

(N) Venegasia
carpesioides /
Canyon
Sunflower,
typ.

CA

CA

CA

CA

1-3' BOULDERS - RETAINING

1-3' BOULDERS - RETAINING

DIRT

CA

CA

27.72 FF

CA

ER

28.7
ER

28.4
ER

28.1
ER

27.7
ER

27.3
ER

26.5
ER

25.9
ER

25.1
ER

24.4
ER

ER

CA

26.527.2 TW
24.7 BW

26.6 TW
24.3 BW

26.0 TW
23.4 BW

22.3 TW
22.2 BW

24.9 TW
25.1 TW 25.7 TW

21.1 BW 25.1 TW
20.5 BW

26.1 TB

29

30

25

25

25

(N) Carex
praegracilis /
CA Meadow
Sedge.
Plant @ 30"
O.C.

Shrubs and Groundcovers

Botanical Name Common Name Quant. Size Notes

Bromus carinatus

Clematis ligusticifolia

Elymus triticoides

Encelia californica

Frangula californica

Heteromeles arbutifolia

Muhlenbergia rigens

Rubus ursinus

Sisyrinchium bellum

Stipa pulchra

Venegasia carpesioides

California Brome

Creek Clematis

Alkali Rye

Bush Sunflower

Coffeeberry

Toyon

Deer Grass

California Blackberry

Blue Eyed Grass

Purple Needle Grass

Canyon Sunflower

183

27

195

25

31

6

135

37

5

112

33

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

5 Gal

5 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

1 Gal

-

Train to existing
fence with nursery
tape.

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Trees

Botanical Name Common Name Quant. Size Notes

Platanus racemosa

Prunus ilicifolia ssp.
lyonii

California Sycamore

Catalina Cherry

2

8

15
Gal

48"
Box

Natural form

Standard, Low
Branching Form.
Submit photos
of trees to
Landscape
Archtiect for
approval.

Notes:

1. All plants are California native plants and are either low or very low water use.

2. All plants shall be planted in gopher baskets constructed from gopher wire.

Carex praegracilis    CA Meadow Sedge 1,196     4" Pot          Plant @30" O.C.

TOP OF CREEK BANK

(E) GREEN HOUSES

(E) GREEN HOUSES

(E) Dry-
stacked
stone
boulder
wall remain
in place.

(N) Bromus carinatus /
California Brome, typ.

(N) Carex
praegracilis /
CA Meadow
Sedge.
Plant @ 30"
O.C.

(N) Sisyrinchium bellum /
Blue Eyed Grass, typ.

(N) Stipa pulchra / Purple
Needle Grass, typ.

(N) Elymus triticoides /
Alkali Rye, typ.

(E) U
NPAVED ACCESS DRIVE

(E) Water
tank.

(N) Prunus ilicifolia ssp.

(N) Clematis ligusticifolia /
Creek Clematis, typ.

(N) Venegasia
carpesioides /
Canyon
Sunflower, typ.

(N) Heteromeles
arbutifolia /
Toyon, typ.

(N) Frangula californica /
Coffeeberry, typ.

(N) Muhlenbergia rigens /
Deer Grass, typ.

(N) Muhlenbergia rigens /
Deer Grass, typ.

(N) Elymus triticoides /
Alkali Rye, typ.

ESH BOUNDARY

ESH BOUNDARY

PROPERTY LINE

ARROYO PAREDON CREEK

(N) Rubus ursinus /
California Blackberry, typ.

(N) Elymus
triticoides /
Alkali Rye, typ.

(N) Rubus
ursinus /
California
Blackberry, typ.
(N) Frangula
californica /
Coffeeberry,
typ.(N) Bromus

carinatus /
California
Brome, typ.

(N) Encelia californica /
Bush Sunflower, typ.

(N) Venegasia
carpesioides /
Canyon
Sunflower,
typ.

(E) U
NPAVED ACCESS 

DRIVE

(E) Concrete Paving

(E) Asphalt Paving

(N) Dry-set
stone planter
edge to match
(e).

(N) Prunus ilicifolia ssp.
lyoni / Catalina Cherry,
typ.

(E) UNPAVED PARKING AND DRIVE AISLE

(N) Platanus racemosa /
California Sycamore,
typ.

(N) Elymus triticoides /

(E) Automatic Sliding Gate
(E) Chainlink Fence With Green Screen Fabric

TOP OF CREEK BANK
1-3' BOULDERS - RETAINING

30"

18" OAK

16' GATE

TANK

18.06 FF

TANK

CBW VAULT

2X2X2' CBW CULVERT WITH CONC BOTTOM - S FACE OF BLDG IS ALONG S FACE OF N CBW

18"

12"

14"

14"

4",7",14",22"

5" OAK

KP

EPNL

CONC

CONC

DIRT

DIRT

DIRT

DIRT

DIRT

CA

CA

CA

CA

CA

1' 
ROCK W

ALL

TO
P O

F 
CREEK B

ANK

TOP OF
ROAD BANK

AUTO
M

ATIC G
ATE

AC

AC

AC
6" CONC CURB

CONC SIDEWALK

12" CONC CURB AT BSW

CBW VAULT

17.03 DI 2X6'
APROX.

CONC

CONC

GA MO

GA MO

CA

CA

CA

CADIRT

DIRT

DIRT

DIRT

DIRT

AC

AC
DIRT

DIRT

DIRT

CA
CA

15.34
EP

15.70
EP

15.76
EP 16.10

EP 16.54
EP 17.54

EP 18.74
EP

18.62
AC

17.57
AC

16.74
AC

16.20
AC

19.63
ER

18.06
ER

16.38

20.2
18.716.79

23.6
ER

22.7
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
89 S. CALIFORNIA ST., SUITE 200 
VENTURA, CA 93001-4508 
(805) 585-1800 
SOUTHCENTRALCOAST@COASTAL.CA.GOV

APPEAL FORM 

Appeal of Local Government Coastal Development Permit 

Filing Information (STAFF ONLY) 

District Office:  South Central Coast 

Appeal Number: _______________________ 

Date Filed: ___________________________ 

Appellant Name(s): _________________________________________________ 

APPELLANTS 

IMPORTANT. Before you complete and submit this appeal form to appeal a coastal 
development permit (CDP) decision of a local government with a certified local coastal 
program (LCP) to the California Coastal Commission, please review the appeal 
information sheet. The appeal information sheet describes who is eligible to appeal 
what types of local government CDP decisions, the proper grounds for appeal, and the 
procedures for submitting such appeals to the Commission. Appellants are responsible 
for submitting appeals that conform to the Commission law, including regulations. 
Appeals that do not conform may not be accepted. If you have any questions about any 
aspect of the appeal process, please contact staff in the Commission district office with 
jurisdiction over the area in question (see the Commission’s contact page at 
https://coastal.ca.gov/contact/#/).  

Note regarding emailed appeals. Please note that emailed appeals are accepted 
ONLY at the general email address for the Coastal Commission district office with 
jurisdiction over the local government in question. For the South Central Coast district 
office, the email address is SouthCentralCoast@coastal.ca.gov. An appeal emailed to 
some other email address, including a different district’s general email address or a 
staff email address, will be rejected. It is the appellant’s responsibility to use the correct 
email address, and appellants are encouraged to contact Commission staff with any 
questions. For more information, see the Commission’s contact page at 
https://coastal.ca.gov/contact/#/). 
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A-4-STB-22-0028 (Van Wingerden)

Appeal by Jill Stassinos
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1. Appellant information1

Name:  _____________________________________________________ 

Mailing address:  _____________________________________________________ 

Phone number:  _____________________________________________________ 

Email address:  _____________________________________________________ 

How did you participate in the local CDP application and decision-making process? 

   Did not participate      Submitted comment      Testified at hearing     Other  

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

If you did not participate in the local CDP application and decision-making process, 
please identify why you should be allowed to appeal anyway (e.g., if you did not 
participate because you were not properly noticed). 

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

Please identify how you exhausted all LCP CDP appeal processes or otherwise identify 
why you should be allowed to appeal (e.g., if the local government did not follow proper 
CDP notice and hearing procedures, or it charges a fee for local appellate CDP 
processes). 

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________

1 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own contact and participation 
information. Please attach additional sheets as necessary. 
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2. Local CDP decision being appealed2

Local government name: __________________________________ 

Local government approval body: __________________________________ 

Local government CDP application number: __________________________________ 

Local government CDP decision:       CDP approval             CDP denial3 

Date of local government CDP decision: __________________________________ 

Please identify the location and description of the development that was approved or 
denied by the local government. 

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

2 Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the local government CDP decision, including a 
description of the development that was the subject of the CDP application and decision. 

3 Very few local CDP denials are appealable, and those that are also require submittal of an appeal fee. 
Please see the appeal information sheet for more information. 
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3. Applicant information

BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB ASSOLFaQt QaPe�V�� 

ASSOLFaQt AGGreVV� 
BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB 
BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

4. Grounds for this appeal4

For appeals of a CDP approval, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations that the 
approved development does not conform to the LCP or to Coastal Act public access 
provisions. For appeals of a CDP denial, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations 
that the development conforms to the LCP and to Coastal Act public access provisions. 
Please clearly identify the ways in which the development meets or doesn’t meet, as 
applicable, the LCP and Coastal Act provisions, with citations to specific provisions as 
much as possible. Appellants are encouraged to be concise, and to arrange their 
appeals by topic area and by individual policies.  

'eVFrLEe�  BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

4 Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the grounds for appeal. 



6. Appellant certification5

I attest that to the best of my knowledge, all information and facts in this appeal are 
correct and complete. 

Print name_____________________________________________________________ 

Signature 

Date of Signature  _______________________ 

�. Representative authorization6

While not required, you may identify others to represent you in the appeal process. If 
you do, they must have the power to bind you in all matters concerning the appeal. To 
do so, please complete the representative authorization form below and check this box 
to acknowledge that you have done so.   

I have authorized a representative, and I have provided authorization for them on 
the representative authorization form attached�

5 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own certification. Please attach 
additional sheets as necessary. 

6 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own representative authorization form 
to identify others who represent them. Please attach additional sheets as necessary. 
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5. Identification of interested persons

On a separate page, please provide the names and contact information (i.e., mailing 
and email addresses) of all persons whom you know to be interested in the local CDP 
decision and/or the approved or denied development (e.g., other persons who 
participated in the local CDP application and decision making process, etc.), and check 
this box to acknowledge that you have done so.   

 Interested persons identified and provided on a separate attached sheet 



Attachment #1 

Appeal of Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors Approval of Coastal 
Development Permit for 

Creekside Blooms/Ivan Van Wingerden 
3508 Via Real, Carpinteria, California 93013 

Appeal of the 3508 Via Real Development Plan, Minor Conditional Use Permit, and 
Coastal Development Permit, Case Nos. 19DVP-00000-0020, 22CUP-00000-00005, 
and 19CDP-00000-00027. The Board of Supervisors considered this appeal at their 

May 24, 2022 hearing 

     Introduction 

This is a supplement to the above-referenced appeal to the California Coastal 
Commission (the “Appeal”).  Jill Stassinos (“Appellant”) hereby appeals the County of 
Santa Barbara (“County”) Board of Supervisors’ (“Board of Supervisors”) approval of 
Creekside Blooms Cannabis Project located at 3508 Via Real in Carpinteria, California 
(APN 005-280-025, Case No. 22APL-00000-00006, Case Nos.19-DVP-00000-00020, 
22CUP-00000-00005, and 19CDP-00000-00027).  

The Appellant incorporates by reference all prior appeals and associated 
presentation materials and arguments contained therein, which are in the public record. 
The Appellant additionally reserves the right to supplement this appeal prior to a hearing 
with additional materials, as well as to the extent further information becomes available. 

     Grounds for Appeal 

The Board of Supervisor’s approval of the Project is contrary to the County’s Coastal 
Zoning Ordinance, as defined below: 

The Coastal Commission retains a critical role in ongoing appellate oversight over 
coastal developments and certain types of development to monitor and ensure the 
effective implementation of the County’s Coastal Land Use Plan and Article II of the 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance (together, “County CLUP & Coastal Zoning Ordinance”) with 
respect to issues of statewide concern under the Coastal Act. The Appellant believes 
that a Coastal Commission finding of Substantial Issue is justified, given: 

1)  Inadequate factual and legal support for the local government’s decisions as 
relates to this Project:  The Board of Supervisors approved the applicant’s request to 
raise the height of one 87,120 square ft. (2 acre) greenhouse from 15 ft 1 in. to 22 ft. 
and one 85,378 sq. ft. (1.96 acre) greenhouse from 17 ft. 5 in. to 22 ft. thus enlarging 
the two permitted (permitted prior to the Coastal Act, the Toro Canyon Plan, and the 
Carpinteria Agricultural Overlay) non-conforming greenhouses located within the 100 
foot Environmentally Sensitive Habitat buffer setbacks of the Arroyo Paredon 
Watershed.   
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These modifications contradict the Carpinteria Agricultural Overlay requirements for 
setbacks which specifically states, “A legal non-conforming structure shall not be 
enlarged or expanded.”  The Carpinteria Agricultural Overlay District established, in 
2004, a 100 foot top of bank setback as an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat buffer.   

The Coastal Act established the 100 foot Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Buffer.  The 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance (Article II) requires 20 foot setbacks for interior lots and 100 
foot setbacks from Environmentally Sensitive Habitat top of bank.  There is nothing in 
the Coastal Zoning Ordinance that exempts projects that include pre-existing structures 
or activities in the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat. The Toro Canyon Community Plan 
certified in 2004 requires a 100 foot buffer setback for Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
as well.  The Projects setback modifications will change the status of 41,000 sq. ft. of 
permitted non-conforming structures within the 100 ft. ESH to permitted conforming 
structures.  The setback modifications will also allow structures to be within the 20 ft. 
interior lots setback, re-surfacing an access road and replacing existing chain link 
security fencing with “wildlife friendly” barbed wire within the ESH.  

Arroyo Paredon Creek is a United States Fish and Wildlife Service designated critical 
habitat for Southern California steelhead and tidewater goby.  It supports rare species, 
including Cooper’s Hawk, Yellow Warbler, California Red legged Frog, Coast Range 
Newt, and Western Pond Turtle. There are rare and endangered species downstream in 
and around Arroyo Paredon Creek, including Crotch’s Bumble Bee, Least Bell’s Vireo, 
and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher.  “Indirect impacts to habitat (wetland) functions 
associated with Arroyo Paredon Creek may have adverse, and cumulatively significant, 
impacts on one or more of the species that use Arroyo Paredon Creek and downstream 
habitats.  The listed species are endangered because of the cumulative effects almost 
entirely the result of anthropogenic activities and actions,” according to David Magney, 
California Certified Consulting Botanist (#0001), ISA Certified Arborist (#WE-4746), 
approved biological consultant for Santa Barbara, Ventura, Los Angeles, and San Luis 
Obispo Counties. 

“Arroyo Paredon Creek is adjacent to the Creekside Blooms Project and flows from east 
to west along the northern boundary of the Project Site and continues under Via Real 
and Highway 101, and outlets to the Pacific Ocean approximately 900 feet downstream 
of the property.  There is a documented occurrence of tidewater goby near the western 
corner of the Project Site, where the creek flows under Via Real (CNDDB 2021).  Arroyo 
Paredon Creek could also support other sensitive semi-aquatic wildlife species (e.g., 
California red-legged frog, two-striped garter snake), during periods of intermittent 
stream flow,” according to Storrer Environmental Services, LLC.  After the 2018 mud 
slide, Caltrans replaced the Arroyo Pardon Bridge at Foothill Road/Hwy. 192 and 
installed a fish passage indicative of the need to protect Arroyo Paredon Creek’s 
environmentally sensitive habitat. 

As part of the findings basis for the Impacts to ESH and ESH Buffer, the Storrer 
Environmental Services, LLC report states, “All non-conforming greenhouses and 
accessory structures that extend under the riparian canopy and are in the ESH buffer 
will be removed as part of the Project.”  However, the Board of Supervisors approved 
the applicant’s requested setback modifications to the ESH Buffer to allow two non-
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conforming greenhouses, an access road, barbed wire and security fencing to remain 
within the ESH Buffer and legalize existing as-built development.  If this request for  

setback modifications is allowed then 41,000 sq. ft. of buildings will be permitted in the 
100’ ESH setback. (See Site Plan Below)  

Also, 3508 Via Real was noted to have parcel violations of un-permitted construction on 
3/20/2019 and building without permits on 3/27/2019 by the County of Santa Barbara 
Planning and Development.  Permitting as built structures and allowing setback 
modifications, as requested by the applicant, sets a bad precedent that gives many 
community members the impression that Santa Barbara County selectively follows and 
enforces current laws for some but not others. The applicant argues that IF required to 
remove the portions of the permitted non-conforming greenhouses, residing within the 
100 ft. ESH setbacks, the financial loss would render the project unfeasible.  Yet, no 
cost analysis of this financial unfeasibility has been produced. Additionally, the applicant 
agreed to remove parts of permitted structures when required to do so by The 
Carpinteria-Summerland Fire District. Therefore, the applicant set a precedent for the 
removal of parts of permitted structures.  Thus, removing portions of permitted non-
conforming structures, located within the Arroyo Paredon Watershed 100 foot ESH 
buffer setbacks, appears to be a reasonable request.   
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2)  Extent and scope of the development: Creekside Blooms Nursery Cannabis 
Cultivation Project has the largest footprint next to the Arroyo Paredon Watershed of the 
5 nearby Cannabis operations.  The northern portion of the property abuts the Arroyo 
Paredon top-of-bank and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) buffer. Factors such 
as surrounding density and cumulative impacts have a direct bearing on compatibility 
and consistency findings with the Comprehensive Plan (including Toro Canyon Plan and 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance) and are relevant to the decision as to whether a project is 
appropriate.  In the Carpinteria Valley, according to correspondence obtained from S.B. 
County staff on April 24, 2022, 151.83 acres of cannabis cultivation and 8.69 acres of 
processing operations have approved land use entitlements and have applied for 
business licenses (not including additional density from the un-permitted grows not yet 
in the permitting pipeline that are still relying on affidavits to the County to receive 
grandfathered treatment as “non-conforming uses”), with additional permit applications 
anticipated in the permitting pipeline (up to 186 acres will be allowed for cultivation and 
unlimited acreage for processing according to the County’s recent determination). The 
“Nidever-Foothill-Via Real-Cravens Rectangle” (in which Creekside Blooms 3508 Via 
Real is located) has an enormous concentration of existing and future pipeline cannabis 
operations per permit and provisional license records. There are 100 acres of combined 
permitted and pipeline grows in this small Nidever Rectangle (pictured below), most of 
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which are already growing today based on provisional licenses, as well as several acres 
of processing in pipeline (which is no longer subject to a cap).  There is probably 
additional acreage from current sites where operators are growing with provisional 
licenses but not yet in the permitting process. This density has nuisance and health 
impacts which affect the approximately 20,600 residents living in the Carpinteria Valley 
and approximately 900,000 visitors each year (per the 2019 Carpinteria Valley 
Economic Profile).  According to the current active state provisional licenses, the small 
Carpinteria Valley/Toro Canyon area has more provisional licenses than almost all CA 
counties – ranking 9th when compared to counties that allow cultivation. (See Below 
County Licenses Chart compiled on May 2021) 
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The Board of Supervisors failed to evaluate the extent to which license ‘stacking’ and 
density of cannabis operations in small areas, such as Carpinteria Valley, relate to this 
Project Or how it will increase the cumulative impacts of cannabis operations and the 
inconsistencies with the Comprehensive Plan and Coastal Act Policies. 

Inconsistency with the Goals, Elements and Provisions of the Coastal Zoning 
Ordinance: The Project is inconsistent with the fundamental goals and many of the 
elements and provisions in the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, when considering the 
following: 

More Permissive Zoning Treatment in the Coastal Zone Versus Inland: The County 
has allowed differential zoning treatment of similar parcels in the Coastal Zone versus 
inland in the County, to the detriment of the Coastal Zone and coastal resources.  In 
contradiction of the spirit and goals of the Coastal Act to provide additional protections 
to the coastal zone in California and to favor protection of coastal resources and 
objectives over other development standards where policies within land use plans 
overlap or where there are conflicts between general development standards and ESH 
or public access protection (see Section 1.2 of CLUP, LUP Policy 1-1, Toro Canyon Plan 
Policy LUG-TC-8), the County has gerrymandered a zoning ordinance that gives less 
protection to similarly-zoned coastal zone vs inland parcels.  The Applicant would not 
be able to conduct any cannabis operations if its Ag-1 parcel were in the inland region 
of the County (where cannabis operations are banned on Ag-1 zoned parcels that have 
a parcel size of 20 acres or less).  Also, the inland zone requires CUPs on Ag-1 zoned 
parcels with parcel sizes greater than 20 acres, whereas this is not the case on similarly 
zoned parcels in the coastal zone.  Thus, there exists a more permissive, less protective 
zoning standard in the coastal zone despite the additional Coastal Act considerations 
that merit stronger (not weaker) zoning protection and treatment. 

Negative Environmental Impact on the ESH and Coastal Areas: The proximity of the 
Project’s structures within the 100 ft. ESH buffer poses grave concerns regarding the 
potentially adverse effects upon the rare and endangered species that are identified as 
using habitats associated with the Arroyo Paredon Watershed.  Additionally, the 
Development  Plan (DVP) (Case No 19DVP-00000-00020) for 3508 Via Real mentions 
reducing but not eliminating odors.  Odors have been found to interfere with the 
salmon’s olfactory sense thus creating an adverse effect on its ability to return to its 
spawning grounds.  According to the following integrative studies with salmon (Dittman 
et al. 1997; Nevitt et al. 1994) and rabbits (Semke et al. 1995), provide compelling 
evidence that highly specific imprinted odor memories may also be retained in the 
periphery, i.e., at the level of the olfactory epithelium proper. These results suggest that 
populations of olfactory receptor neurons may be selectively tuned to respond to odor 
molecules present during a hormonally linked sensitive period. A potential key to the 
mechanism of how these peripheral odor memories become established draws on the 
unique ability of olfactory receptor neurons to turn over throughout an organism’s life 
span (Farbman 1994). How hormonal and environmental factors work together to 
influence olfactory neurogenesis has not yet been rigorously addressed in the literature 
(Shepherd 1994), but ultimately may provide important new insights not only for basic 
science but for salmon conservation as well. The USGS Dept. of Interior site reported 
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the following: “Scientists believe that salmon navigate by using the earth’s magnetic 
field like a compass.   When they find the river they came from, they start using smell to 
find their way back to their home stream.  They build their “smell memory bank” when 
they start migrating to the ocean as young fish.” 

This reference demonstrates how olfactory neurons responding to hormonal and 
environmental factors working together throughout development is key to advancing 
basic science and conservation of salmonids (salmon and trout).  It provides evidence 
upon which predictions can logically be made that if environmental odors change 
drastically between generations of salmonids, any newly hatched and developing fish 
will lack the navigational cues needed for their survival; and thus this evidence can be 
extrapolated to arguments against drastic changes in riparian environments that result 
from heavy cannabis production and odor neutralizers.   

The Project site’s current utilization of the Byers odor control system, and as a future 
back up system, poses significant risks to water, soil and plant and animal life in the 
ESH (as well as resident and coastal visitor health).  The Byers vapor phase odor 
control system releases into the air a propriety substance Ecosorb, with an undisclosed 
specific chemical profile, the concentrations of which will inevitably build up over time as 
they land and settle within the ground and stream area in the ESH due to Ecosorb’s 
slower rate of degradation.   There have not been studies of the impact of this product 
on soil and water quality at this level of built-up concentrations that we can expect to fall 
to earth with consistent use of Ecosorb by this Project and surrounding cannabis 
operations over time.  This may pose significant risk to stream water quality, prime soil 
integrity, and animal and plant health. (See pg. 8 Illustrative Ecosorb degradation table, 
based upon the product manufacturer’s disclosed product degradation rates and 
anticipated cumulative concentrations).  The Ecosorb Safety Data Sheet notes that 
there is no data available on biodegradability in water.  Additionally, it states “bio-
accumulative potential: not established,” which for the reasons noted above is quite 
concerning.  The product “is predicted to have high mobility in soil and be soluble in 
water”.  This equates to an unprecedented and gravely irresponsible ad hoc, unscientific 
experiment on the health impacts of persistent levels of Ecosorb in ESH, prime soils, 
and residential and coastal areas.  The Board of Supervisors failed to consider the 
impact of the Byers System emissions, which are of unknown toxicity. The Byers 
System Ecosorb mist emissions will fall and accumulate, with unknown risks and 
impacts in Arroyo Paredon creek within the ESH and the groundwater basin, as some 
will inevitably percolate into the earth (due to the 2-month Ecosorb degradation period). 
It is not feasible to expect that all rain and other runoff will be captured by the water 
basin.  There are many foreseeable run-off issues, including from clogged gutters, oil/
gas runoff from onsite equipment, septic overflow, and more. Because of the unknown 
effects of cumulative Byers System Ecosorb mist, unavoidable runoff and other factors, 
this Project fails to ensure the protection of Arroyo Paredon’s Watershed.  
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The Arroyo Paredon Creek’s running water at Foothill Rd./Hwy. 192 is clean and pristine 
but the water at 3508 Via Real and Arroyo Paredon Lagoon which goes into the ocean 
at Padaro Beach depicts algae blooms and turbidity (which can be caused by fertilizer). 
(See Photos Below). The Project site is classified as Tier 2 High Risk according to the 
Calif. Water Resources Control Board on Jan. 22, 2019.  The Project now includes a 
new 105,669 gallon buffer water tank. There is no denying that this commercial 
cannabis project with 50 full time year round employees, cars, noise, light from human 
activities, and Byers Ecosorb mist emissions into the air, which will drift and fall to both 
the soil and Arroyo Paredon Creek will create unknown, unstudied damage to Arroyo 
Paredon Watershed’s ESH as residues concentrate at high levels over time.  
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Arroyo Paredon Creek at Foothill Rd./Hwy 192

Arroyo Paredon Creek at 3508 Via Real 

Arroyo Paredon Lagoon at Padaro Ln. 


(looking towards the Pacific Ocean)



Air Quality:  This Project will have significant impacts on air quality given emissions 
(both cannabis VOCs and vapor phase system odor control chemicals), as well as 
malodors that diminish the ability for local residents to enjoy the outdoor and indoor 
spaces of their own homes and will impede the ability of residents and visitors to enjoy 
the coast, coastal recreation and associated visitor serving uses.  The Project will 
compound an already overly-densified and significant air quality health risk and odor 
nuisance to both local residents and visitors. 

According to Dr. Patricia Holden, PHD in soil microbiology, at the University of 
California, Santa Barbara Bren School of Environmental Science and Management, the 
cultivation and production of cannabis has a considerable impact on air pollution.  Dr. 
Holden states, cannabis plants create BVOC emissions, including terpenes, that can 
contribute to air pollution and may cause other health impacts. As explained by Dr. 
Holden and a number of other scientific analyses, the emissions generated by cannabis 
activities can have a significant impact on human health and safety, which can 
particularly harm sensitive receptors. Dr. Holden states, “The production of Cannabis on 
commercial scales is a new endeavor whose environmental threats have been 
hypothesized but, at this point, remain uncertain….BVOCs are responsible for the 
noxious odors associated with Cannabis….Cannabis terpenes, like other biogenic 
terpenes…have the potential to be precursors of ground level ozone…To form ozone, 
Cannabis BVOCs would react with other substances in the atmosphere under specific, 
but not unusual, ambient conditions. Such potential for ozone formation from Cannabis 
BVOCs was recently estimated using Cannabis BVOC emissions measured on a per 
plant basis…Cannabis BVOCs could outweigh other ozone-forming compounds in 
urban areas, depending on many factors including Cannabis cultivation extent…Santa 
Barbara County should require that cultivation projects prevent Cannabis BVOCs and 
particulate emissions to the atmosphere, including from greenhouses” and that “the 
greenhouse structures can fully contain and prevent emissions.”  Studies in other 
regions underscore the gravity of air quality concerns from significant cannabis 
operations and density, where the concentrated presence of cannabis activities have 
produced sufficient levels of BVOCs to affect local atmospheric chemistry and air 
quality.   

Unfortunately, carbon filtration is not considered sufficient to fully control malodors. The 
best in technology today may not be sufficient to protect the residents of Carpinteria 
from experiencing the cannabis malodors in residential zones.  

Additionally, the Byers System vapor phase system, as previously mentioned, releases 
odor neutralizing chemicals into the air continuously, which, have significant air quality 
concerns, particularly at the levels of continuous cumulative release for this Project, and 
the many surrounding cannabis operations.  Residents and visitors have complained 
about the malodors and while it is understood that the Coastal Commission does not set 
air quality standards, it can address emissions which constitute hazards that interfere 
with priority uses in the Coastal Zone. This Project does not demonstrate adequate 
conditions to assure that it will not conflict with air quality objectives, or hazard policies, 
including those of the Coastal Act. 
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Coastal Access, Recreation and Visitor Serving Uses: The Board of Supervisors did 
not adequately consider significant impacts to coastal public access and ability to enjoy 
the beach, recreational uses and visitor serving uses in the Coastal Zone, given the 
cannabis odors and pollution threats to air and water quality from this Project, and the 
surrounding extreme density of grows near the coast. There is a significant Coastal 
Commission consideration here, in that the negative air quality and odor impacts from 
this Project (as well as surrounding operations) are nuisances at the beach areas and to 
visitors at Santa Claus Lane and Padaro Lane (which have a public access easement). 
Additional impacts and threats exist from this Project and surrounding projects to the 
ESH of Arroyo Paredon Creek and Arroyo Paredon Lagoon as evidenced by the algae 
blooms (often caused by fertilizers) and turbidity of the Arroyo Paredon Lagoon’s 
waters.  This Project would further exacerbate an already degraded experience for 
residents and visiting families seeking to enjoy the shore and visitor services. The 
Coastal Act rightfully seeks to preserve and protect beach and water access and 
recreation as priority uses in the Coastal Zone, which this Project would erode.   

The County placed improper reliance on an Odor Abatement Plan, as they have done 
with several other surrounding projects, that allows growers to render judgments on 
odor complaints. There is a clear conflict of interest and disincentive for the grower to 
find an odor complaint meritorious. It is the role of government to be an independent 
arbiter and decider in investigating and enforcing odor complaints, based on empirical 
information and their diligence into complaints when raised. A more sound and 
measured approach would be to first ensure that odors have been genuinely contained 
and are not being experienced in residential zones before green lighting projects that 
would significantly expand and compound the density and nuisance in the Coastal 
Zone.   

Impact on Coastal Views:  
This Project does not meet Coastal Act Policy 30251, which is focused on preservation 
of visual resources.  CLUP Policy 4-3 states that “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 viewing spaces”.  
Additionally, Coastal Act Policy 30251 states that “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”.  Public views will be 
negatively impacted by raising the height of the two permitted non-conforming 
greenhouses to 22 feet. When this Project came before the Santa Barbara Architectural 
Review Board, on 10/16/2020, two of the SBAR members expressed their concerns 
with the applicant’s request to raise the two non-conforming greenhouses height to 22 
ft. by voting against the height increase (2-3 vote). The Project’s 22 ft. tall greenhouses 
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will be visible by the public from Via Real and Hwy. 101, will mar the public views, and 
are incompatible with the height of structures on surrounding properties. 

3.)  Significance of coastal resources affected: Our coastal resources are precious, 
and there is significant risk of irreparable harm to Arroyo Paredon Creek, a coastal 
feeding stream, and the riparian ESH habitat, by permitting the Project’s setback 
modifications to the Coastal Act’s 100 ft. ESH buffer.  Also, due to the currently used 
Byers System vapor phase odor system’s chemical emissions from this Project and 
surrounding cannabis developments (both existing and in pipeline).  Such vapor phase 
odor system emissions fall to earth and degrade slowly over time and will build up in 
concentration to a terminal dose level much higher than the initial dose, given 
continuous release.  We do not know what impact these substances will have on our 
coastal streams and soils, or on plant, animal or human health.  We cannot afford to put 
our coastal resources at risk without independent studies at the cumulative levels of use 
and long-term durations by this and surrounding projects. The intensity of activity on the 
Project site (50 full time year round employees, traffic, noise and other necessary 
corollaries of commercial cannabis activities) is at odds with the goal of protecting 
Arroyo Paredon’s Environmentally Sensitive Habitat from disruption.   

4)  Precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations 
of its CLP: By allowing the Project to enlarge its two non-conforming greenhouses 
within the 100 ft. ESH setback buffer, the Board of Supervisors contradicted the 
Carpinteria Agricultural Overlay requirements for setbacks, which specifically states, “A 
legal non-conforming structure shall not be enlarged or expanded.”  This decision 
puts the federally protected and endangered Southern California steelhead trout, 
tidewater gobi and other rare and endangered species, identified as using habitats 
associated with Arroyo Paredon Watershed, at risk.  This decision by the Board of 
Supervisors sets a bad precedence for other projects to ignore current laws and 
attempts at protecting endangered species in Environmentally Sensitive Habitats.  

With the large quantities of cannabis permits in the pipeline, in the coastal regions of the 
Carpinteria Valley and Goleta area, this appeal would offer the Coastal Commission an 
opportunity to support the Coastal Act’s protection of our environmentally sensitive 
habitats and offer their opinion on how the County is interpreting the CLP, CLUP and 
Article II of the Coastal Act before all these operations are approved, to the detriment of 
the surrounding community, coastal visitors, and natural resources. 

5)  Appeal issues raised that are of regional or statewide significance – not just 
local issues: As the cannabis industry grows and expands in California, there is no 
question that such an appeal raises issues of regional and statewide significance, given 
the volume and density of coastal zone cannabis operations that have been permitted 
or that are in the permitting pipeline, both in Santa Barbara County as well as potentially 
in other California Counties as they seek to regulate this emerging industry. 

Section 1.2 of the CLUP notes that the Coastal Act established several goals for coastal 
zone activity, including the need to “protect, maintain and, where feasible, enhance and 
restore the overall quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural and man-
made resources; assure orderly balanced utilization and conservation of coastal zone 
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resources taking into account the social and economic needs of the people in the state; 
maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public recreational 
opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound resources conservation 
principles…”.  For the reasons outlined in this Appeal, this Project is inconsistent with 
several Comprehensive Plan and Coastal Act Policies including but not limited to the 
below: 

The Toro Canyon Plan Policy LUG-TC-8 states: “Protection of ESH and public access 
shall take priority 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.”  

LUP Policy 1-1: “Where policies within the land use plan overlap, the policy which is 
the most protective of coastal resources shall take precedence.” 

Section 30231 (Coastal Act Policy): “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 30240 (Coastal Act Policy): “(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 those 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 
those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat and 
recreation areas.” 

LUP Policy 3-19: “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.” 

Toro Canyon Plan Policy WW-TC-4: “Development shall avoid the introduction of 
pollutants into surface, ground and ocean waters. Where avoidance is not feasible, the 
introduction of pollutants shall be minimized to the maximum extent feasible…” 

Section 30251 (Coastal Act Policy): “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 landforms, to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and 
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.” 
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A few years ago, the Coastal Commission issued guidance to local governments in a 
letter dated April 29, 2019, regarding “Cannabis in the Coastal Zone and Regulatory 
Requirements of the Coastal Act”.  This letter predicted what has unfortunately come to 
pass in the Carpinteria Valley and broader Santa Barbara County, due to the permissive 
ordinance the County has put in place, which lacks adequately tailored zoning and 
density controls (site-specific and more broadly within the Carpinteria Valley) to mitigate 
the issues and are relevant to this Project: 

In some instances, “the introduction of these cannabis-related activities have been 
found to have the potential to raise coastal resource protection issues, including impacts 
to agricultural resources, water quality, environmentally sensitive habitats, and scenic 
resources.” 

“On agricultural or other lands that may contain or be adjacent to Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) or water bodies, the potential for impacts is even more 
acute. Cannabis cultivation generally utilizes controlled lighting to maximize yield and 
potency, which may lead to the introduction of generators and special lighting devices in 
outdoor growth areas or greenhouses…Waste discharges from cannabis cultivation 
sites may also include irrigation runoff, sediment, pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, 
petroleum, agricultural-related chemicals, and other refuse.” 

“Cannabis cultivation may also result in scenic or visual resource impacts depending on 
the scale of the cannabis activity…and the geographic area in which it occurs. For 
example, outdoor (and mixed-light) cannabis cultivation on agricultural, rural and other 
scenic lands may result in scenic resource impacts through the proliferation of new 
structures, such as walls, fencing, greenhouses and hoop houses.” 

“Cannabis cultivation may also result in public access impacts. For example, in areas 
where public access may intersect with cultivation activities, …public access may be 
hindered by…odor and noise nuisances.” 

Given these potential impacts, the Coastal Commission recommended that localities 
adopt LCPs to include siting considerations and standards relating to sensitive users 
(including visitor-serving uses and ESH habitat areas, schools, and parks), maximum 
site area setbacks for development that may impact sensitive coastal resources, 
specific resource-use criteria and other standards relating to odor, lighting, security and 
chemical storage and disposal.  The Coastal Commission also considered that localities 
may need to prohibit cannabis uses in certain zoning districts or broadly throughout the 
coastal zone, if such prohibition is needed to protect coastal resources consistent with 
the Coastal Act.   

While the Coastal Commission certified the County LCP, we have learned a great deal 
about commercial cannabis and the County’s inability to adequately regulate it.  Since 
that time, the issues presented by this Project and exacerbated by the surrounding 
grows in the area merit de novo review of this Project, the County’s LCP and the 
County’s interpretation thereof, which is allowing environmental and coastal protections 
to fall by the wayside. 
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Interested Persons: 

Please direct information relating to this Appeal to me at:  

Jill Stassinos, jstassinos@aol.com 

Interested Organizations: 

Concerned Carpinterians, concernedcarpinterians@gmail.com 

Save Arroyo Paredon Watershed, maureenkathrynfoley@gmail.com 
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Attachment #2 

The Project includes a request for a Development Plan for proposed structural changes 
to onsite development, a Minor Conditional Use Permit for a proposed packing and 
shipping facility, and a Coastal Development Permit for all structural development on-
site as well as for the proposed cannabis cultivation use.  Since the Commission's 
approval, the Applicant has proposed modifications to their Project description. The 
Project now includes a new 105,669-gallon buffer water tank outside of required 
setbacks. The buffer water tank will run in connection with the boiler to provide hot water 
to maintain the climate in the greenhouses.  Three as-built 5,283-gallon wastewater 
tanks will be removed from the site. Setback modifications to reduce the 100-ft. setback 
from the Arroyo Paredon top-of-bank and the 20-ft. setback from the southern property 
line required by the Carpinteria Agricultural Overlay in order to allow the following 
development: 
Portions of two existing and permitted non-conforming greenhouses within the 100-ft, 
setback to be increased in height to 22-ft. tall; one as built 25,360 gallon water tank 
located 16 ft. from the southern property line; Three as built 36,984 gallon water tanks 
located 13 ft. from the southern property line; One new 25,360 gallon water tank located 
16 ft. from the southern property line.  Upgraded septic system and new 715 sq. ft. 
underground detention system constructed for storm water purposes. 120 cubic yards of 
grading. No native trees or vegetation will be removed. New landscaping will be planted 
to further screen the property and enhance native riparian vegetation in the ESH buffer.  
Allows a 12,379 sq. ft. packing and shipping facility between the two existing permitted 
non-conforming greenhouses. The facility consists of two permitted structures totaling 
4,500 sq. ft. in size as well as 7,879 sq. ft. of as-built additions that were legalized with 
the approval of the Development Plan.  Access to the site will continue to be provided 
from Via Real via an existing 28-ft. wide paved driveway across neighboring parcels to 
the southwest.   
The subject parcel is currently developed with 211,650 sq. ft. (4.85 acres) of permitted 
and as-built greenhouses and processing, packing, and shipping buildings.  The 
permitted greenhouses and processing, packing, and shipping buildings were approved 
in 1973 and 1980. Portions of the permitted and as-built greenhouses and processing, 
packing, and shipping buildings in the northern portion of the parcel are located within 
the ESH buffer associated with Arroyo Paredon Creek.  All as-built development located 
in the ESH buffer will be demolished and all development that will remain in the ESH 
buffer was previously permitted prior to adoption of the Coastal Act and establishment of 
the 100 ft. ESH buffer. New native and riparian restoration landscaping will be planted to 
further screen the property and enhance the ESH buffer areas that will be impacted by 
activities associated with demolishing as-built development and increasing the height of 
the permitted non-conforming greenhouses. With the demolition of portions of the 
greenhouses and processing, packing, and shipping buildings, the Project will include a 
total of 4.15 acres of cultivation activities.  The Project includes as-built development 
outside of the ESH buffer that will be legalized. 
The project will continue to use a vapor phase odor management system that is to be 
replaced with a carbon scrubbing system. 
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Attachment #2 Cont. 

Setback modifications will change 40,400 sq. ft. of permitted non-conforming structures 
to permitted conforming and allow 20 ft. setbacks for interior lots, re-surfacing an access 
road, installing new chain link security fencing and replace existing chain link security 
fencing with "wildlife friendly" barbed wire. 

Attachment #3 
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