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Acronyms and Abbreviations 
 

°F degrees Fahrenheit 
AB Assembly Bill 

AC Agricultural Commercial/Minimum 
lot size-40 acres 

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990 

ADT annual daily trips 
AFY acre foot per year 

AG-II-100 Agricultural II/Minimum Lot Size-100 
acres gross 

AG-II-40 Agriculture II/Minimum lot size-40 
Acres gross 

amsl above mean sea level 

APAC Agricultural Preserve Advisory 
Committee 

APN Assessor’s Parcel Number 
AQAP Air Quality Attainment Plan 
BMP best management practice 
BRA Biological Resources Assessment 
CA California 
CAAA Clean Air Act Amendments 

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards 

CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry 
and Fire Prevention 

CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model 

CalGEM 
California Department of 
Conservation, Geologic Energy 
Management Division  

CalGreen California Green Building Code  

Caltrans California Department of 
Transportation 

CAP Climate Action Plan 
CARB California Air Resources Board 
CBC California Building Code 
CBOC California Burrowing Owl Consortium 
CCAA California Clean Air Act 

CDFG California Department of Fish and 
Game; now the CDFW 

CDFW California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

CEC California Energy Commission 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 
CESA California Endangered Species Act 
CH4 methane 
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database 
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level 
CO carbon monoxide 
CO2 carbon dioxide 
CO2e carbon dioxide equivalent 
County County of Santa Barbara 

CRHR California Register of Historical 
Resources 

cu ft cubic foot 
cy cubic yard 

DAS Data Acquisition System 
dB decibel 
DBA A-weighted decibels 
DBA Plantel 
Nurseries 

Rich Grow Nursery Products, Inc.; 
Applicant 

DESCP drainage erosion and sediment 
control plan 

DPM diesel particulate matter 
DPS Distinct Population Segment 

DTSC California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control 

ECA Essential Connectivity Area 

EHS 
Santa Barbara County Public Health 
Department, Environmental Health 
Services 

EIA U.S. Energy Information 
Administration 

EIR Environmental Impact Report 

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

FAR floor to area ratio 

FCWCD Santa Barbara County Flood Control 
and Water Conservation District 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 

FHSZ Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map 

FMMP Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program 

ft foot 
GHG greenhouse gas 
GHGRP Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan 
gpm gallons per minute 
HFCs hydroflourocarbons 
HQTC high quality transit corridor 
ILRP Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program 
lbs/day pounds per day 
LUDC Land Use and Development Code 
LUST Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
MMBtu million metric British thermal units 

MMBtu/day million metric British thermal units 
per day 

MMSCF million metric standard cubic feet 
mph miles per hour 
MT metric tons 
MWh mega watt hours 
N2O nitrous oxide 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards 

NAHC Native American Heritage 
Commission 

NBAR North Board of Architectural Review 
NF3 nitrogen triflouride 
NO2 nitrogen dioxide 
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NOX nitrogen oxides 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System 

NRCS Natural Resource Conservation 
Service 

NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
NWI National Wetlands Inventory 
O3 ozone 
OAP Odor Abatement Plan 

OEHHA Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment 

OPR Office of Planning and Research 
OWTS onsite wastewater treatment system 

P&D Planning & Development 
Department 

Pb lead 
PCE Primary Constituent Elements 
PFCs perflourocarbons 
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric 

PM10 particulate matter less than 10 
micrometers in diameter 

PM2.5 particulate matter less than 2.5 
micrometers in diameter 

psi pounds per square inch 

PWD County of Santa Barbara Public 
Works Department 

RTP Regional Transportation Plan 

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 

SB Senate Bill 

SBCAG Santa Barbara County Association of 
Governments 

SBCAPCD Santa Barbara County Air Pollution 
Control District 

SBCFD Santa Barbara County Fire 
Department 

SBCFD Santa Barbara County Fire 
Department 

SBCOEM Santa Barbara County Office of 
Emergency Management 

SCCAB South-Central Coast Air Basin 
SCF standard cubic foot 
SCF/day standard cubic foot per day 
SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy 
sf square foot 
SF6 sulfur hexaflouride 
SO2 sulfur dioxide 
SoCal Gas Southern California Gas Company 
SOx sulfure oxides 

SRWMP Source Reduction and Solid Waste 
Management Plan 

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 
SYBCI Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 
TAC toxic air contaminants 

TDM Transportation Demand 
Management 

tpy tons per year 
US United States 

USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
VMT vehicle miles traveled 
VOC volatile organic compound 

WEAP Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program 

WSP WSP USA Inc. 
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1.0 REQUEST/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Background 

The Project includes the revision of the Plantel Nurseries 
Development Plan, Case No. 08DVP-00000-00007, located 
at 2775 E. Clark Avenue in Santa Maria, California (see Figure 
1). The County Planning Commission approved the original 
development plan was approved by the County Planning 
Commission on June 30, 2010, which permitted 
development of the westerly 60-acre portion of the lot. A 
subsequent substantial conformity determination (Case No. 
16SCD-00000-00034) and development plan amendment 
(Case No. 19AMD-00000-00012) permitted additional 
development, including three solar carport structures in 
2019. The Project consists of an expansion of the permitted 
nursery operation onto the eastern 77-acre portion of the 
lot. The expansion would involve 1,596,480 square feet (sf) 
of structural development, including one germination 
building and 13 greenhouses. The expansion would also 
include a 437,000 cubic-feet (cu ft) stormwater retention/detention facility; a 1.3-million-gallon irrigation 
water storage and recycling facility; a water filtration and recirculation facility with four 250,000-gallon water 
storage tanks; 107,897 sf of additional landscaping; and new parking areas and internal access paths.  
 
Rich-Grow Nursery Products, Inc. (DBA Plantel Nurseries) owns the Project site that consists of the easterly 
77-acre portion of the lot (APN 129-170-004) and is zoned AG-II-100 (Agricultural II/Minimum Lot Size-100 
acres gross). The 60 acres that were developed pursuant to the original development plan (as revised in 2019) 
currently serve as Plantel Nurseries’ primary operational area. Plantel Nurseries provides seedlings 
(transplants) to farmers primarily throughout Santa Barbara, San Luis Obispo, and Ventura counties, and 
occasionally as far as Wisconsin. Existing development on the westerly portion of the lot includes 
approximately 16.59 acres of outdoor growing areas and 1,014,720 sf of structural development, including 
approximately 972,720 sf of greenhouses, one 12,000 sf shop and office building, and one 30,000 sf 
warehouse building, as well as a 4.2-acre detention basin, a water recycling facility with a 40,000-gallon 
clarification basin, three 250,000-gallon water tanks, two 4,527 sf solar carports, and one 7,787 sf solar 
carport. The easterly portion of the lot was previously cultivated with berry and row crops but has been 
fallowed since 2022. An approximately 20-foot (ft)-wide driveway and an approximately 35-ft-wide driveway 
provide access to the Project site from E. Clark Avenue (see Figure 2). 
 
The highpoint, or high edge, of the Project site is E. Clark Avenue, and the terrain slopes downward to the 
north from the street. The main entrance is near the center of the southern property line, with the driveway 
extending north from E. Clark Avenue. Most of the Project site is nearly flat with the approximate elevation 
at the center of the site at 712 ft above mean sea level (amsl). The entire Project site has been graded or 
disturbed due to previous and ongoing agricultural operations. 
  

 
Photograph 1. The Project would expand 
agricultural operations to 77 acres on the eastern 
portion of the Plantel Nurseries Project site, which 
currently consists of 60 acres of nursery 
operations.  
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Project Overview 
The Project involves expansion of the permitted nursery operations onto the easterly 77-acre portion of the 
lot, and would include 1,596,480 sf of additional structural development, including a germination building, up 
to 13 greenhouses, and the construction of various water detention and recycling structures, as well as the 
incorporation of additional equipment to accommodate the expanded operations. Each Project component 
is described below  and depicted in Figure 2. 
 
Greenhouse Structures 
The Project includes the addition of up to 13 new prefabricated greenhouse structures. The greenhouses 
would vary in size from 106,560 sf to 164,160 sf, for a total of 1,572,480 sf when combined with the existing 
greenhouse structures, and be 23 ft tall (see Table 1). The greenhouses would match the type, design, and 
specifications of the existing greenhouse structures on the western portion of the site. The greenhouses 
would include automated equipment such as mechanical seeders, planting devices, mowers, self-propelled 
irrigators, and temperature-controlled movable walls and roof panels.  
 

Table 1. Proposed Greenhouse Specifications 
Greenhouse # Length Width Height Square Feet 

1 

504’ 

240’ 23’ 

120,960 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

444’ 106,560 8 
9 

10 
504’ 120,960 11 

12 
13 684’ 164,160 

Total 1,572,480 
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Figure 1. Project Vicinity 
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Figure 2. Project Site 
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Figure 3. Proposed Project 



Plantel Nurseries Development Plan Revision Mitigated Negative Declaration 
2775 E. Clark Avenue July 16, 2025 
Case Nos. 19RVP-00000-00115/22NGD-00000-00010 Page 6 
 
Germination Building 
The Project includes construction of an additional 
24,000 sf germination building. This structure would 
support and expand the capacity of the existing 
germination building that serves as a starting point for 
the germination process before seeds are moved to 
either a greenhouse or an outdoor growing area. The 
proposed germination building would be located in the 
center of the lot, adjacent to the western border of the 
Project site, near the existing germination and 
administrative buildings. The building would be 
separated into three different germination areas, each 
7,084 sf in size, and would have a maximum height of 
24 ft. 
 
Stormwater Retention/Detention Facility 
The Project includes construction of a 437,000 cu ft detention pond (Pond “B”) and 225,000 cu ft retention 
pond (Pond “A”) for stormwater capture and recycling for proposed greenhouse irrigation systems. The 
stormwater detention and retention ponds would be located in the northeastern corner of the Project site, 
adjacent to the proposed stormwater recycling and distribution area and in the vicinity of one of the two 
abandoned wells on the Project site and the existing operational well that is used for irrigation. A proposed 
drainage system would collect and convey the majority of the stormwater and runoff from the greenhouse 
and growing areas to the retention/detention basins in order to recycle and reuse the water for irrigation. 
The detention basin would include a metering outlet structure to restrict flow caused by increased runoff 
from the post-developed site conditions. An emergency overflow weir would be implemented for the 
detention pond to provide additional protection in the case that the metering outlet structure becomes 
blocked. The overflow weir would direct flow to one of the two site discharge locations, near the existing site 
well and proposed detention/retention ponds in the northeast corner of the site. Flow would be discharged 
to the east. 
 
Irrigation Distribution Facility 
Both stormwater and excess irrigation would be collected and conveyed via gravity flow to the proposed 
detention/retention facilities. The proposed irrigation water storage and recycling facilities would consist of 
four 250,000-gallon above-ground irrigation water storage tanks within an approximately 80,000 sf area. The 
storage tanks would be steel, bolted-together units with a maximum height of 12 ft.  
 
Landscaping 
The Project includes the addition of approximately 107,897 sf of new landscaping along E. Clark Avenue from 
the main entrance driveway to the easterly property line. Initial landscaping activities would include the 
removal of all debris, weeds, excess material, and large (greater than 3 inches in diameter) rocks from the 
planting area. In order to increase surface soil stability, a variety of plants that possess both shallow and deep 
root structures and require minimal amounts of irrigation would be planted. Trees planted along the 
landscaping area would be Coast Live Oak (Quercus agrifolia) and shrubs would include Pacific mist manzanita 
(Arctostaphylos ‘pacific mist’) and Yankee point ceanothus (Ceanothus griseus var. horizontalis). 
Groundcover would consist of a mix of carpet manzanita (Arctostaphylos ‘emerald carpet’), bearberry 
cotoneaster (Cotoneaster dammeri ‘lowfast’), and prostrate acacia (Acacia redolens ’low boy’). 
 

Photograph 2. Implementation of the Project would 
involve construction of a new 24,000 sq ft 
germination building divided into three separate 
germination areas. 
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Parking and Site Access 
To accommodate the additional 10 full-time employees 
that would result from the expansion, a new parking area 
would be developed and would provide nine additional 
parking spaces, including one space that meets 
Americans with Disability Act of 1990 (ADA) 
requirements. Additionally, a new paved staging area 
would contain 76 new parking spaces. These parking 
areas would be located adjacent to the existing access 
road on the western end of the Project site, next to the 
proposed germination building. Operations would 
continue to utilize the existing ingress/egress route. 
 
The Applicant would develop or improve internal access 
paths to ensure safe and efficient movement between 
different structures within the Project site. Proposed site 
access paths would be established along the entire southern boundary and intermittently along the western 
boundary of the Project site (the eastern portion of the lot), to allow access from the main entrance driveway 
to the greenhouse area. These primary access paths would be paved with either asphalt or concrete and 
would not exceed 10 percent slopes. Paths varying between 25 and 40 ft in width would be developed 
between and around all greenhouses; these paths would be aggregate base travel ways consisting of Class II, 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) base compacted to a minimum of 95 percent.  
 
Proposed Equipment and Operations 
The current operation of the westerly portion of the lot employs a variety of equipment, including 1 yard 
mule/off-highway truck; 208 Holland heaters for space heating in existing greenhouses; 24 Lennox heaters 
for frost-protection in the germination beds; 21 propane-fueled forklifts for moving product between 
facilities; 6 gasoline-fueled all-terrain vehicles for staff mobility; 3 boiler heaters for greenhouse circulation 
systems; 1 boiler that provides hot water for tray washing; 1 diesel-fueled backup generator; and 1 Hi Delta 
boiler to provide radiant heat for the existing germination chamber.  
 
Proposed additional equipment and operation of the expansion area would be similar, if not identical, to what 
already occurs on the property. Specifically, the proposed expansion of operations on the eastern portion of 
the property includes: 
 
 416 additional Holland Heaters (Model HHB120). Each would have a capacity of 0.41 million metric 

British thermal units (MMBtu) and would be fueled by natural gas. Thirty-two heaters in each 
structure would provide space heating for the new greenhouses and could operate up to 24 hours per 
day from November to April when warranted due to colder weather conditions.  

 One 0.4 MMBtu Raypack Hi Delta Boiler. This device has a capacity of 0.41 MMBtu, would be used to 
provide radiant heat for the germination building, and could operate for up to 24 hours per day from 
November to April when warranted due to colder weather conditions.  

 Three All-Terrain Vehicles. These all-terrain vehicles, also referred to as “gators,” would be fueled by 
gasoline; used for staff mobility throughout the greenhouses and germination buildings on the Project 
site and the adjacent existing operations; and would operate for up to 10 hours per day. 

 
Photograph 3. Existing solar carports and parking lots 
located at the western portion of the Project site off 
E. Clark Avenue provide parking on site. 
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 10 Propane-Fueled Forklifts. The forklifts would be used to move products between the germination 

buildings, growing areas, and shipment trailers. The forklifts would be 52 horsepower and would 
operate for up to 10 hours per day, 260 days per year.  

 One Yard Mule. A diesel-fueled yard mule currently operates on the westside of the lot to assist with the 
relocation of delivery trailers. The eastside expansion would entail an expanded operational area for the 
mule, which currently operates 1 hour per day for 260 days per year. 

 Two 0.5-MMBtu Heaters. Two of the existing boiler heaters at Plantel Nurseries are used for tray washing 
on the westerly side of the lot. The Project includes the expansion and use of these heaters for operations 
on the easterly portion of the lot, and one heater would operate for an additional 4 hours per day. 

 
Operation of the expansion area would be similar to existing site operations but would increase in scale and 
efficiency. Hours of operation would remain unchanged: Monday to Friday, from 6:30 A.M. to 6:00 P.M., year-
round. The Golden State Water Company—Lake Marie Domestic would continue to provide potable water 
and water for fire protection. An onsite groundwater well and proposed water recycling facility would provide 
water for irrigation. Two existing septic systems, or onsite water treatment systems (OWTS), would continue 
to treat wastewater. The Santa Barbara County Fire Department (SBCFD) would continue to serve the 
property and the two existing driveways from E. Clark Avenue would continue to provide access. Operational 
staffing of the expansion area would require an additional 10 full-time employees, for a total of 130-150 
employees on regular workdays to staff existing operations and the proposed expansion area.  
 
Project Design Feature – Natural Gas Fuel Use Limitations 
As part of the Project, the Applicant proposes to monitor, record, and apply daily natural fuel use limitations 
to reduce natural gas demands and associated air pollutant emissions. Specifically, the Applicant would 
monitor and record daily natural gas volumes consumed by the Project’s natural gas combustion equipment, 
and adhere to a daily natural gas fuel use limit of 2,049 MMBtu per day. See Section 4.3b, for further details 
on criteria air pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and fuel use monitoring. 
 
To monitor the daily natural fuel consumption, the Applicant would install an industry approved flow rate 
meter downstream of the Project site’s natural gas sales meter and in a manner that would allow for the 
measurement of total natural gas flow to the Project combustion equipment. Depending on the type of flow 
rate meter installed, the Applicant may also be required to install additional temperature and pressure 
sensors. There would be a dedicated data logger computer in the site administration building to capture 
individual minute by minute data of the volumetric flow of natural gas.  
 
The operations supervisor would review the daily use of natural gas to ensure compliance with the 2,049 
MMBtu per day fuel use limit and perform a quality review check to identify anomalous trends. The 
operations supervisor would create a monthly report of daily volumes and calculated daily energy use, and 
the monthly report would be cross-referenced with monthly natural gas service invoices to ensure 
consistency. The Applicant would provide all daily records to the County Planning & Development Division 
(P&D) upon request. 

Construction Activities 

The Project would be completed in two stages. The first stage would include all grading and infrastructure 
for: the additional greenhouses (e.g., water and drainage lines); the construction of the germination building; 
the water and irrigation-related structures; and the first four greenhouses. The second stage would involve 
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the installation of additional greenhouses on an as-needed basis, with an estimated two per year. Total 
construction would last for approximately 5 years (62 months) (see Table 2).  
 
Initial construction activities for the Project include the removal of some existing equipment and temporary 
structures on the easterly portion of the site.  
 
Following clearing and grubbing of vegetation and removal of existing equipment, earthwork and 
grading/excavation activities would take place. The Project includes grading the entire Project site to achieve 
an 8 percent slope. Grading would involve approximately 780,000 cubic yards (cy) of cut and 600,000 cy of 
fill, all of which would be balanced onsite and not require any export of excess material. The grading plan 
presents greenhouse areas and travel ways that are near level with, or slightly lower than, the main driveway, 
facilitating safe, unencumbered equipment movement from the east side growing areas to the west side 
shipping and receiving areas. Portions of the plan include cut slopes in excess of 15 ft in vertical height, but 
cut slope sloughing would be addressed through over-excavation of the cut slope, followed with 
reconstruction of the slope in an engineered fill configuration.  
 
Once all grading and excavation work is complete, and water and drainage lines are installed, the construction 
of the various structures would begin. Construction of the stormwater retention/detention facility and the 
stormwater recycling and irrigation distribution facility likely would be initiated first. Next, the first batch of 
greenhouses, which are partially assembled when shipped, would be installed. The germination building, as 
well as the adjacent parking area, would be constructed next. Then new vegetation and access pathways 
would be established. A lined spillway would be constructed to control overflow water in, and around, the 
two basins/water facilities. No driveway or road improvements are proposed, but internal access paths would 
be developed to provide access from the main driveway to the greenhouse area and between and around 
the greenhouses. 
 
Equipment necessary to install the greenhouses and construct the additional structures, including the 
germination building and the water recycling facilities, would include trenching equipment, a crane or forklift, 
various valves and fittings, conduit, wire, concrete, and erosion control products. 
 
The existing driveways from E. Clark Avenue would provide construction access to the Project site. The 
construction parking and construction staging areas would be located on-site, in a newly paved area. 
 

Table 2. Estimated Construction Timeline and Construction Workforce 

Construction Phase Duration 
(Months) 

Construction  
Workers 

Stage 1 
Phase 1: Site clearing, grading, earthwork, compaction, drainage including basins 4 40 
Phase 2: Water/Irrigation systems, pumps, processing and recycling, basin liner, 
electrical, and gas  24 40 

Stage 2 
Phase 3: Greenhouse construction (first four) 4 40 
Phase 4: Germination building and adjacent paved parking 5 40 
Phase 5: Greenhouse construction (remaining nine) 12 40 
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Required Permits and Approvals 

The Project would be subject to the following reviews and permits that either are required for, or are in 
addition to, the revision of Development Plan No. 08DVP-00000-00007 described above:  
 

 The Project would be subject to preliminary and final review from the North Board of Architectural 
Review (NBAR).  

 The Project would require the issuance of a grading permit pursuant to the requirements of the Santa 
Barbara County Chapter 14 Grading Code and building permits for buildings and structures that are 
subject to the Chapter 10 Building Regulations. The Applicant would be required to prepare a 
Drainage Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (DESCP) or Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) for grading activities, as well as other plans to satisfy grading and building code 
requirements. 

 Pursuant to the requirements of the County’s Public Works Department (PWD) and Water Resources 
Division’s Flood Control and Water Conservation District (FCWCD), the Applicant would be required 
to provide the following to demonstrate compliance with the Santa Barbara County Flood Control 
District Standard Conditions of Project Plan Approval (January 2011): a site plan; improvement plans; 
grading plans; drainage studies; landscape plans; and other required data, forms, and certifications. 
The Applicant would be required to complete the following to facilitate this review: sign and submit 
an agreement for payment of plan check fees and pay the required fees at the time of submittal of 
maps, plans, and studies; and sign and return a maintenance agreement. 

 Prior to issuance of building permits for the Project, the Santa Barbara County Public Health 
Department, Environmental Health Services (EHS) would require the Applicant to submit an 
“Evaluation of Existing Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems for Building/Site Modification” 
application for EHS’ review and approval.  

2.0 PROJECT LOCATION 
As previously described, the Project site is on a 136.75-acre lot located at 2775 E. Clark Avenue in the Santa 
Maria area. Two existing driveways from E. Clark Avenue provide access to the Project site.  
 

Table 3. Site Information, Land Use Designation, and Zoning 

Comprehensive Plan 
Designation 

County of Santa Barbara: No community/specific plan designation 
APN 129-170-004: AC (Agricultural Commercial/Minimum lot size-40 acres), Rural 
Area 

Zoning 
Ordinance/Designation 

Ordinance: County of Santa Barbara Land Use & Development Code 
Zoning: AG-II-100 (Agriculture II/Minimum lot size-100 Acres gross) 

Project Site Size 77 acres (lot size is 136.75 acres) 
Present 
Use/Development 

Partially developed (western side of lot only); agricultural; fallowed/graded land 

Surrounding Uses/Land 
Use and Zoning 
Designations 

APN 129-170-027 (north) 
4399 Dominion Road 
Row crops 
Agriculture II, Minimum Lot Size-40 Acres gross  
A-II-40 (Agriculture II/Minimum lot size-40 acres) 
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APN 129-120-040, APN 129-120-041 (northwest) 
2617 Clark Avenue 
Greka oil and gas facilities 
Agriculture II/Minimum Lot Size-40 Acres gross  
A-II-40  
 
APN 129-120-042 (west) 
2617 E Clark Avenue 
Row crops 
Agriculture II/Minimum Lot Size-40 Acres gross  
A-II-40  
 
APN 129-170-005 (west) 
2669 E Clark Avenue  
Glad-A-Way Gardens processing facilities 
Agriculture II/Minimum Lot Size-40 Acres gross  
A-II-40  
 
APN 129-170-013, APN 129-070-014 (south) 
No street address 
Row crops 
Agriculture II/Minimum Lot Size-40 Acres gross  
A-II-40  
 
APN 129-170-029, APN 129-170-031 (east) 
No street address 
Vacant ranchlands  
Agriculture II/Minimum Lot Size-40 Acres gross  
A-II-40  
 
APN 129-170-002 (northeast) 
4391 Dominion Road 
Row crops 
Agriculture II/Minimum Lot Size-100 Acres gross  
AC (Agriculture Commercial/Minimum lot size-40 acres) 
 

Access Site is accessed via two existing driveways from E. Clark Avenue. E. Clark Avenue can be 
accessed via U.S. 101 from the west of the Project site.  

Public Services 

Irrigation Water:                                            Existing on-site well 
Fire Protection/Domestic Water:              Golden State Water Company – Lake Marie 
Sanitary Sewer:                                              Existing OWTS 
Electricity:                                                       Existing onsite solar photovoltaic          
                                                                          and Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E)                
Natural Gas:                                                   Southern California Gas Company                              
                                                                          (SoCal Gas) 
Fire Protection:                                              SBCFD 
Police Protection:                                          Santa Barbara County Sheriff 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Physical Setting 

As discussed in the Request/Project Description (refer 
to Section 1.0), the Project site has been previously 
graded for agricultural uses. As of 2022, roughly 42 
acres of the total 77-acre Project site consisted of 
fallowed land that berry farmers leased. Approximately 
22.5 acres of the Project site, which have historically 
been used for agricultural operations, currently 
support temporary nursery operations and equipment 
storage. As previously described, existing development 
on the western side of the Plantel Nurseries lot includes 
approximately 972,720 sf of greenhouses, a shop and 
office building, a warehouse building, a detention 
basin, a water recycling facility with three water tanks, 
and three solar carports. The western portion of the lot 
contains backbone and support infrastructure required 
for the entire site, including the Project site, such as 
administration, maintenance, employee gathering, 
warehousing, and shipping and receiving facilities. The 
existing, east, and paved driveway (approximately 35 ft 
wide) provides primary access to the Project and the 
existing west driveway (approximately 20 ft wide) 
serves as an additional entrance/exit. Both driveways are on E. Clark Avenue. The eastern driveway is the 
main entrance and runs north from E. Clark Avenue through the entirety of the lot (along the western 
border of the Project site).  
 
The Project site is located immediately adjacent to E. Clark Avenue. Agricultural zoned and developed lands 
surround the Project site, consisting of both fallowed crop land and some active agricultural operations, 
including an adjacent lot on the southwestern side that Glad-A-Way Gardens owns and operates as a 
propagation and hybridization site for gladioli flowers. Annual grasslands with rural residences and livestock 
grazing activities exist on lands that are located to the east and southeast of the Project site (Attachment 2). 

Slope and Topography 

The Project site generally consists of rolling terrain within the Santa Maria Valley, an east-west trending 
alluvial valley bounded on the north by the San Rafael Range and to the south by the Casmalia Range and 
the Solomon Hills (Letter, Kirstine, and Padre Associates, Inc. 2020). The Project site elevation ranges from 
approximately 740 ft amsl in the southwest corner to approximately 670 ft amsl along the easterly 
property line. On-site slopes are generally less than 10 percent (Tartaglia Engineering 2020b, 2020a). 

Flora and Fauna 

As discussed further in Section 4.4, three vegetation communities are present within the Project site: 
developed/graded, ruderal, and agriculture (Attachment 2). No native vegetation communities occur 
onsite. Developed areas consist of existing dirt roads and graded pads, neither of which contain 

Photograph 4. The majority of the Project site is  
previously disturbed agricultural land. Development 
includes greenhouses, detention basins, water 
recycling facilities, carports, and administrative, 
warehouse, and office buildings.  
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vegetation. Ruderal areas are located within portions of the southern half of the site, on fill slopes that 
were constructed as part of the graded pads and in areas of previous agricultural tillage that have been 
fallowed. At the time of the site visit, the ruderal areas were dominated by thick contiguous swaths of 
red-stem filaree. Other non-native plant species included mallow, black mustard, wild oats, and lamb’s 
quarter. Native trees and/or other resources that local policies and ordinances protect do not occur 
onsite. 

Archaeology  

As discussed further in Section 4.5, no previous cultural resource studies had been completed for the 
Project site, although one study was completed within the search radius. Based on the results of records 
search of the Project site, the Project site is located within proximity to a known resource. However, this 
resource was previously evaluated in 2018 and determined not eligible for listing on the California Register 
of Historical Resources (CRHR). No additional cultural resources have been identified within the vicinity of 
the Project site. 

Geology and Soils 

As discussed further in Section 4.8, the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has identified and 
mapped seven soil units within the Project site: Garey sandy loam (GaC2), 2 to 9 percent slopes, eroded; 
Garey sandy loam (GaE2), 9 to 30 percent slopes, eroded; Garey sandy loam (GaE3), 5 to 30 percent slopes, 
severely eroded; Garey loam, wet variant (GbB), 0 to 5 percent slopes; Marina sand (MaE), 9 to 30 percent 
slopes; Marina sand (MaE3), 9 to 30 percent slopes, severely eroded; and Pleasanton sandy loam (PnC), 2 
to 9 percent slopes. Garey sandy loam (2 to 9 percent slopes, eroded; 9 to 30 percent slopes, eroded; and 
5 to 30 percent slopes, severely eroded) is a well-drained soil that occurs on terraces from 300 to 1,000 ft 
in elevation and is derived from eolian deposits. Garey loam, wet variant, 0 to 5 percent slopes is a 
somewhat poorly drained soil that occurs on basin floors from 300 to 1,000 ft and is derived from eolian 
deposits. Marina sand (9 to 30 percent slopes; and 9 to 30 percent slopes, severely eroded) is a somewhat 
excessively drained soil that occurs on terraces from 100 to 600 ft and is derived from eolian deposits. 
Lastly, Pleasanton sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes is a well-drained soil that occurs on terraces from 
1,400 to 2,200 ft and is derived from alluvium, quartzite, sandstone, and shale (NRCS 2023). 
 
Garey sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes, eroded is classified by the NRCS Department of Conservation as 
Farmland of Statewide Importance. Garey loam, wet variant, 0 to 5 percent slope and Pleasanton sandy 
loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes are classified by the California Department of Conservation as Prime Farmland 
if irrigated. 

Surface Water Features 

As discussed further in Section 4.15, there are no drainages or wetlands within the Project site. A review 
of the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) conducted in March 2023 identified two potential wetland 
features on the Project site. One is a 0.77-acre Freshwater Pond habitat, and the other is a 0.08-acre 
Freshwater Pond habitat, both classified as PUSAx (Palustrine, Unconsolidated Shore, Temporary Flooded, 
Excavated by humans). Both ponds are identified in the northeastern quadrant of the Project site. 
However, based on a review of aerial photographs from 2022, as well as a site visit in April 2023, these 
areas do not appear to contain wetlands and instead were historically used for row crops and hoop 
structures that have since been removed and the land fallowed. 
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Cumulative Projects 

Cumulative projects in the Santa Maria Valley Planning Area and the Project vicinity consist of various 
planning projects (e.g., County’s Housing Element Update), ordinances (e.g., Agricultural Enterprise 
Ordinance), and amendments, as well as agricultural projects (cannabis and non-cannabis), multifamily 
residential projects, and commercial/mixed-use projects. See Attachment 15 (Cumulative Projects List) 
for a full list of cumulative projects. Construction activities associated with the Project would overlap with 
other planned and pending private and public construction activities and associated vehicles and 
equipment, earth disturbance, and noise proximate to public roads, trailheads, and trails at or near the 
Project site. 
 
The baseline from which environmental impacts are assessed consists of the physical environmental 
conditions in the vicinity of the Project site, as described above. Additional baseline information is included 
as appropriate for each of the environmental issue areas discussed within Sections 4.1 to 4.15 below. 
 

4.0 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS CHECKLIST 
 
The following checklist indicates the potential level of impact and is defined as follows: 
 
Potentially Significant and Unavoidable Impact: A fair argument can be made, based on the substantial 
evidence in the record, that an environmental impact resulting from the Project may be significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
Significant but Mitigable Impact: Incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from a 
Potentially Significant Impact to an Insignificant Impact. 
 
Insignificant Impact: The Project may result in an adverse environmental impact; however, the impact 
would not exceed the County’s thresholds of significance established in the County’s Environmental 
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (County of Santa Barbara 2021).  
 
No Impact: There is adequate support in the information referenced in, or appended to, the impact 
analysis to demonstrate that the Project would not result in measurable impact or the County’s threshold 
of significance simply does not apply. 
 
Beneficial Impact: There is a beneficial effect on the environment resulting from the Project. 
 
Reviewed Under Previous Document: The analysis contained in a previously adopted/certified 
environmental document addresses this issue adequately for use in the current case and is summarized 
in the discussion below. The discussion will include reference to the previous document(s), a citation of 
the page(s) where the information is found, and identification of mitigation measures incorporated from 
the previous documents.  
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4.1 AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES 

 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

  X   

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

adjoining areas?    X   

d. Visually incompatible structures?     X  
 
Existing Setting: The site is characteristic 
of, and surrounded by, agricultural lands 
with active agricultural activities, 
including a mixture of grazing land, open 
row crops, hoop structures, and 
greenhouses. The Project site is accessed 
regionally via U.S. 101, the segment of 
which is eligible for designation as a 
Scenic Highway but is not yet officially 
designated. The Project site is not visible 
from the U.S. 101, given that it is more 
than two miles away, but it is directly 
visible from surrounding agricultural 
properties and from E. Clark Avenue. 
Greenhouses, outdoor growing areas, 
and several structures, such as the 
germination and office buildings, primarily define the foreground views of the site from E. Clark Avenue. 
Surrounding agricultural operations, grassland, and grazing land, as well as a small amount of rural 
residences, characterize background views. Further, the Project site may also be intermittently visible 
from more distant, higher-elevation trails such as those at Los Flores Ranch, roughly 2.5 miles southeast 
of the Project site. However, views of the agricultural lands from Los Flores Ranch are distant, and specific 
development would likely not be distinguishable among different properties. Additionally, the Project site 
is not located within any scenic view corridors identified in the Environmental Resource Management or 
Open Space Elements of the County’s Comprehensive Plan.  
 
County Environmental Thresholds: The County’s Visual Aesthetics Impact Guidelines classify coastal and 
mountainous areas, the urban fringe, and travel corridors as “especially important” visual resources. A 
Project may have the potential to create a significantly adverse aesthetic impact if (among other potential 
effects) it would impact important visual resources, obstruct public views, remove significant amounts of 
vegetation, substantially alter the character of the landscape, or involve extensive grading visible from 
public areas. The guidelines address public, not private views. 
  

Photograph 5. E. Clark Avenue, which provides vehicles and bicyclists 
with relatively uninterrupted views of and across the Project site 
looking north, affords public views of the Project site.  
Photo Source: Google Maps 2023.  



Plantel Nurseries Development Plan Revision Mitigated Negative Declaration 
2775 E. Clark Avenue July 16, 2025 
Case Nos. 19RVP-00000-00115/22NGD-00000-00010 Page 16 
 
Impact Discussion:  
 

a) Insignificant. The County’s General Plan Open Space and Environmental Resource Management 
Elements designate scenic resources within the County. The Project site and its vicinity do not have any 
designated scenic resources, features, or vistas. The area is characterized by relatively flat, agricultural 
lands. The majority of public views in the area are from E. Clark Avenue, as well as open space areas from 
which the Project site is only partially visible or visible from a greater distance. Additionally, the Project 
includes the construction of greenhouses and a germination building, both of which would be similar in 
design to current structures on the lot and would be no more than 23 ft tall, which is the height of existing 
greenhouses on site. The Project would involve extensive grading visible from public areas (E. Clark 
Avenue). However, grading activities constitute only one phase of construction for the Project, are 
estimated to be completed in 4 months, and would not create any topographical features that would be 
inconsistent with, or visually prominent in relation to, the surrounding topography. Given the lack of 
designated scenic resources in and around the Project site, the use of greenhouse structures that are 
similar to the existing greenhouse structures on the lot, and the estimated duration and design of grading 
activities visible from public areas, impacts to public views and scenic vistas would be insignificant.  
 
b, d) No Impact. Given the agricultural character of the region, as well as the existing agricultural 
operations on the lot and the Project site, development of the eastern portion of the site to expand 
operations at Plantel Nurseries would not create a substantial change to the visual character of the area. 
In addition, the structural development proposed as a part of the Project—greenhouses, a germination 
building, and water storage/recycling facilities—already exists on the western portion of the lot. 
Therefore, the proposed structures would not be visually incompatible and no impacts to visual character 
and structure compatibility would occur. 
 
c) Insignificant. The Project includes development of additional greenhouses and structures on the 
property. However, the greenhouse growing operations only would use sunlight—not artificial lighting. 
Exterior lighting would be minimal and for security purposes only, and any light or glare resulting from 
construction activities would occur for approximately 5 years (62 months) and would be largely limited to 
the grading phase (4 months in duration) and during daylight hours. Additionally, all new development 
and any other proposed lighting would need to be compliant with County codes and policies, including 
development standards identified in the Land Use and Development Code (LUDC). The Applicant provided 
an exterior lighting/photometric plan that complies with Section 35.30.120 of the LUDC and shows that 
all exterior lighting would be directed on to the site and away from neighboring properties, public roads, 
and other areas of public use.  
 
The NBAR reviewed the exterior lighting plans; NBAR must approve the exterior lighting plans prior to 
implementation to ensure compatibility with the surrounding area. 
 
The design and lighting standards and review processes discussed above, would create insignificant 
impacts relating to glare and nighttime lighting on adjacent residences and other areas.  
 
Cumulative Impacts: The Project would not incrementally change the existing visual character of the 
Project site and surrounding area, nor would it obstruct or otherwise detract from scenic corridors 
identified in the County’s Comprehensive Plan. Even when considered with other cumulative projects in 
the area, the Project would conform to surrounding land uses and would not contribute to a cumulatively 
considerable effect on aesthetics. 
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required.  
 
Residual Impacts: Given that impacts relating to aesthetics and visual resources are insignificant, residual 
impacts would also be insignificant. 

4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

  X   

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

 
Existing Setting: Agricultural lands play a critical economic and environmental role in Santa Barbara 
County. Agriculture continues to be the county’s major producing industry with a gross production value 
of approximately $1.88 billion (County of Santa Barbara Agriculture Commissioner’s Office 2023). In 
addition to the creation of food, jobs, and economic value, farmland provides valuable open space and 
contributes to the County’s rural character.  
 
The existing 136.75-acre lot is currently separated into two portions. The western 60 acres of the lot 
supports agricultural operations and support structures for Plantel Nurseries’ starter plant operations. 
The easterly 77-acre portion of the lot, which is the Project site, consists of fallowed or graded land and 
weedy vegetation. The Project site has historically been used to support row crops and hoop structures 
for berry farmers who leased the land from the Applicant. The lease has been terminated and the land 
has been fallowed since 2022. The property is adjacent and in close proximity to agricultural lots ranging 
from approximately 17 to 600 acres; these neighboring properties consist mainly of active agricultural 
operations, and also include rural residences (not adjacent to the Project site) and grazing/livestock 
operations. Seven mapped soil units have been identified within the Project site of which three soils types 
are classified as farmland of statewide importance (Garey sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes), or prime 
farmland if irrigated and drained (Garey loam, wet variant, 0 to 5 percent slopes, Pleasonton sandy loam, 
2 to 9 percent slopes). 
  
As previously stated, the lot on which the Project site is located is zoned as AG-II-100 (Agriculture 
II/Minimum lot size-100 acres), and its land use designation is AC (Agricultural Commercial). The Project 
site, including the existing developed westerly portion and the proposed Eastside Expansion area, is 
mapped under the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), and contains 78.8 acres of 
unique farmland, approximately 35 acres of farmland of statewide importance, and 10.6 acres of prime 
farmland. Additionally, the subject property is currently a participant in the County’s Agricultural Preserve 
Program pursuant to the Williamson Act, and is listed on the County’s Uniform Rules Agricultural Preserve 
Contract List (ID 96AP008). As such, the Agricultural Preserve Advisory Committee (APAC) reviewed the 
Project for consistency with the County’s Uniform Rules for parcels in Agricultural Preserves. On January 



Plantel Nurseries Development Plan Revision Mitigated Negative Declaration 
2775 E. Clark Avenue July 16, 2025 
Case Nos. 19RVP-00000-00115/22NGD-00000-00010 Page 18 
 
10, 2020, APAC determined that the Project is consistent with the Uniform Rules and that the contract 
meets ongoing eligibility requirements for the Agricultural Preserve Program. 
 
County Environmental Thresholds: The County’s Agricultural Resource Guidelines (approved by the Board 
of Supervisors, August 1993) provide a methodology for evaluating impacts to agricultural resources. The 
guidelines evaluate lot size, soil classification, water availability, agricultural suitability, existing and 
historic land use, Comprehensive Plan land use designation, adjacent land use designation, agricultural 
preserve potential, and combined farming operations. The County’s initial screening considers the value 
of a site’s agricultural suitability and productivity, to determine whether the Project’s impact on loss or 
impairment of agricultural resources would be a potentially significant impact. These are guidelines, which 
are used with flexibility in application to specific sites, considering specific circumstances and specific 
agricultural uses. When conversion of agricultural land is proposed, the Agricultural Suitability and 
Productivity Weighting System is utilized to assign relative values to particular characteristics of a site’s 
agricultural productivity (e.g., soil type and water supply). If the tabulated points total 60 or more, the 
parcel is considered viable for the purposes of analysis. Although the Project would not result in 
conversion to non-agricultural uses, the weighted point system was utilized to evaluate the viability of the 
Project site under existing conditions, as well as with implementation of the Project. The Project would 
have a potentially significant impact if it would result in the parcel either not scoring over 60 points or 
having a significantly lower score than the existing conditions. 
 
Impact Discussion: 
 
a, b) Insignificant. As previously described, the 
Project is in an agricultural area and contains soils 
that are classified as farmland of statewide 
importance, prime farmland if irrigated and 
drained, and prime farmland if irrigated. 
Additionally, under the FMMP, the Project area 
contains agricultural lands mapped as unique 
farmland, farmland of statewide importance, and 
prime farmland. The Project does not involve a 
rezone, so agriculturally-zoned land would not be 
converted to non-agricultural zoning. Further, the 
Project would not convert any agricultural land to 
a non-agricultural use because the Project 
proposes the expansion of nursery and seedling 
transplant operations, both of which are 
agricultural and consistent with the site’s current 
agricultural activities. Therefore, the site would 
continue to be utilized for commercial agricultural 
uses, consistent with the County’s Land Use 
Designation for the site. Given the continuity of 
agricultural zoning and land uses, the Project 
would not conflict with agricultural preserve programs. As mentioned above, since the subject lot is 
currently under an Agricultural Preserve Contract, the APAC reviewed the Project and found that it is 
consistent with the Uniform Rules and that the contract meets ongoing eligibility requirements for the 
Agricultural Preserve Program. 

 
Photograph 6. Existing greenhouse operations at the 
western portion of the site support greenhouse nurseries 
that provide seedling transplants to agricultural operations 
in Santa Barbara and neighboring counties. The Project 
would expand in-kind greenhouse nurseries to the eastern 
portion of the Project site. 
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In addition, agricultural productivity under the Project would not be impaired—rather, efficiency is 
expected to increase as a result of Project implementation. The proposed development would allow the 
Applicant to increase and intensify a portion of the existing agricultural operation compared to previous 
cultivation activities on the eastern portion of the lot, which largely consisted of row crops and hoop 
structures. Within greenhouses, water and fertilizer use, pest control measures, humidity levels, and light 
exposure can be carefully controlled. Greenhouses also reduce exposure to frost events that the Santa 
Maria region experiences. This increases plant yields and substantially increases the production value per 
acre. Greenhouse production is more intensive and efficient than open field production, thereby resulting 
in better quality products and higher yields per acre.   
 
To quantitatively analyze potential changes, the Agricultural Suitability and Productivity Point System 
contained in the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual was applied to both the 
Project site’s existing conditions, and conditions under the Project. The Point System indicates that the 
Project site with existing conditions is rated at 68 points, as is the Project site with the Project. Most point 
values remain the same across both conditions (existing and with implementation of the Project). Existing 
and Historic Land Use undergoes a 5-point reduction between existing and Project conditions, given that the 
intensity of agricultural production would be increased and could be classified as industrial agriculture 
(0 points) compared to active agricultural production (5 points). However, this loss in points is balanced out 
through an increase from 5 to 10 points under Agricultural Suitability due to the reduction in exposure to frost 
events under the Project, as described above. Therefore, although two criteria would undergo changes in 
points assigned, there is no net change in points. A complete screening of the agricultural land value of the 
existing versus Project conditions are shown in the points assessment below (see Table 4). 
 
According to the points analysis, the Project would not result in significant loss or impairment of viable 
agricultural land. The agricultural land involved in the Project would remain viable after Project 
implementation. Therefore, impacts to agricultural resources would be insignificant. 
 

Table 4. Agricultural Suitability and Productivity Analysis 
Agricultural Suitability and Productivity  Current Conditions With Project 

Parcel size 15 15 
Less than 5 acres                           0-3 
5-10 acres                                       4-6 
10-40 acres                                     7-8 
40-100 acres                                9-10 
100-500 acres                            11-12 
500-1000 acres                          13-14 
100 acres or greater                       15 
Soil classification 7 7 
Class I (prime)                      14-15 
Class II (prime)                     11-13 
Class III                                          8-10 
Class IV                                            6-7 
Class V                                             1-5 
Class VI                                            1-5 
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Agricultural Suitability and Productivity  Current Conditions With Project 

Class VII                                           1-5 
Class VIII                                             0 
Water availability 14 14 

 Adequate supply                           12-14 
May be marginal                8-11 
Potential adequate supply      3-7 
Poor quality/quantity                                  0-2 
Agricultural Suitability (crops) 5 10 
Highly suitable for irrig. crops                 8-10 
Highly suitable for irrig. ornamentals, 
pasture, dry farming 

6-8 

Mod. suitable for irrig. crops 4-5 
Low suitability for any crops 1-3 
Unsuitable for crops 0 
Existing and Historic Land Use 5 0 
Active ag. production  5 
Maintained range                             5 
Unmaintained, productive w/in last 10 
years 

3-5 

Vacant or fallow                  1-3 
Urban or ag. industrial                     0 
Comprehensive Plan Designation 5 5 
A-II                                                      5 
A-I                                                       4 
Adjacent Land Uses 10 10 
Surrounded by ag. operations w/ adequate 
support uses                 

9-10 

Surrounded by ag. operations w/o 
adequate support uses                

7-8 

Partially surrounded by ag. operations w/ 
adequate support uses                                      

7-8 

Partially surrounded by ag. operations w/o 
adequate support uses                                      

3-6 

Immediately surrounded by urban uses         0-2 
Agricultural Preserve Potential 7 7 
Can qualify for prime agricultural preserve 
by itself, or is in a preserve                               

5-7 
 

Can qualify for prime agricultural preserve 
with adjacent parcels           

3-4 
 

Can qualify for non-prime agricultural 
preserve by itself              

2-4 

Can qualify for non-prime agricultural 
preserve with adjacent parcels                        

1-3 
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Agricultural Suitability and Productivity  Current Conditions With Project 

Cannot qualify                                   0 

Combined Farming Operations 0 0 

Provides a significant component of a 
combined farming operation 

5 

Provides an important component of a 
combined farming operation         

3 

Provides a small component of a combined 
farming operation 

1 

No combined operation                  0 

TOTAL  68 68 
 
Cumulative Impacts: Pending public and private development projects in the vicinity, including the 
County’s recently adopted Housing Element Update, could contribute to regionally significant loss of 
agricultural resources and could constitute a cumulative impact. However, the Project would have no 
direct or indirect adverse impacts to agricultural resources, as it would continue to support the existing 
and expanded agricultural uses on the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not considerably 
contribute to any cumulative impacts related to agricultural resources. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required.  
 
Impacts: There would be no residual impacts to agricultural resources associated with the implementation 
of the Project. 

4.3a AIR QUALITY 
 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

  X   

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

c. Extensive dust generation?    X   
 
Existing Setting: The Project site is located in the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB) that encompasses 
San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Ventura counties. The Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control 
District (SBCAPCD) monitors and regulates the local air quality in the county.  
 
Air quality is primarily characterized by ambient ground-level concentrations of seven specific pollutants 
– known as “criteria pollutants” – that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) considers to be 
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of concern with respect to public health and welfare. Table 5 shows the USEPA’s National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) and the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB’s) California Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (CAAQS). An area is designated in “attainment” when it complies with the NAAQS 
and/or the CAAQS for a criteria pollutant. If an area exceeds the NAAQS and/or CAAQS, the area is 
classified as “nonattainment” for that criteria pollutant. If there are not enough data available to 
determine whether an area exceeds the NAAQS and/or CAAQS, the area is designated as “unclassified.”  
 
The county is currently in attainment of NAAQS and is in attainment for all CAAQS except for the State’s 
standards for particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter (PM10) and the State’s 8-hour ozone 
(O3) standard. In January 2023, CARB changed Santa Barbara County’s designation from nonattainment 
to “nonattainment-transitional” for the State’s O3 standards. This change was based on monitoring data 
from 2021 and 2022. 
 
Applicable SBCAPCD Rules and Regulations: The SBCAPCD rules establish emission limitations and control 
requirements for various sources, based upon their source type and magnitude of emissions. The 
SBCAPCD rules applicable to the Project may include the following:  

 Rule 302 (Visible Emissions). Rule 302 prohibits emissions of visible air contaminants from any 
potential source of air contaminants. The rule prohibits air contaminants, other than water vapor, 
which are a certain level of darkness or opacity from being discharged for a combined period of 
more than 3 minutes in any 1 hour.  

 Rule 303 (Nuisance). This rule could apply to fugitive dust emitted during proposed construction 
activities or odors during operation. This rule states that a person shall not discharge air 
contaminants from any source that can cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any 
considerable number of persons, or that can endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of 
any such persons or their business or property.  

 Rule 311 (Sulfur Content of Fuels). The purpose of this rule is to limit the sulfur content in gaseous 
fuels, diesel and other liquid fuels, and solid fuels for the purpose of both reducing the formation 
of sulfur oxides (SOx) and particulates during combustion.  

 Rule 345 (Control of Fugitive Dust from Construction and Demolition Activities). Rule 345 
establishes limits on the generation of visible fugitive dust emissions at demolition and 
construction sites. The rule includes measures for minimizing fugitive dust from on-site activities 
and from trucks moving on- and off-site.  

The SBCAPCD has also worked with the County to prepare various air quality attainment plans, as 
mandated by the Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 and the California Clean Air Act 
(CCAA). To comply with these regulations, the County prepared an Air Quality Attainment Plan (AQAP) in 
1979. The 1979 AQAP demonstrated that the area could not attain the Federal O3 standard by the required 
attainment date of 1982 despite the implementation of all reasonably available control techniques on 
stationary sources. The Federal CAAA requires that air quality plans include “...such other measures as 
may be necessary to ensure attainment and maintenance of such primary or secondary standards (for 
which the area is in a nonattainment status), including, but not limited to transportation controls...” To 
achieve this directive, land use control measures were and have been included in the AQAP to aid in future 
air quality planning efforts. Subsequent AQAPs have been issued in 1989 and 1991. 
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Table 5. Criteria Air Pollutant Standards 
Pollutant Averaging Period California (CAAQS) Federal (NAAQS) 

Ozone  
(O3)  

1-Hour Average 0.09 ppm 
(180 μg/m3) -- 

8-Hour Average 0.070 ppm 
(137 μg/m3) 

0.070 ppm 
(137 μg/m3) 

Carbon Monoxide  
(CO) 

1-Hour Average 20 ppm 
(23 μg/m3) 

35.0 ppm 
(40 mg/m3) 

8-Hour Average 9.0 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) 

9.0 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) 

Nitrogen Dioxide  
(NO2) 

1-Hour Average 0.18 ppm 
(338 μg/m3) 

0.10 ppm 
(188 μg/m3) 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.03 ppm 
(57 μg/m3) 

0.053 ppm 
(100 μg/m3) 

Sulfur Dioxide  
(SO2) 

1-Hour Average 0.25 ppm 
(655 μg/m3) 

0.075 ppm 
(196 μg/m3) 

24-Hour Average 0.04 ppm 
(105 μg/m3) -- 

Annual Arithmetic Mean -- 0.030 ppm 
(80 μg/m3) 

Respirable Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

24-Hour Average 50 μg/m3 150 μg/m3 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 20 μg/m3 -- 

Fine Particulate 
Matter 
(PM2.5)1 

24-Hour Average -- 35 μg/m3 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 12 μg/m3 9.0 μg/m3 

Lead  
(Pb) 

30-day Average 1.5 μg/m3 -- 
Calendar Quarter -- 1.5 μg/m3 

Rolling 3-Month Average -- 0.15 μg/m3 
Sulfates 24-Hour Average 25 μg/m3 

No Federal Standards 
Hydrogen Sulfide 1-Hour Average 0.03 ppm  

(42 μg/m3) 
Vinyl Chloride 24-Hour Average 0.01 ppm  

(26 μg/m3) 
Notes: ppm = parts per million; μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter. 
1 Effective May 6, 2024, the NAAQS for PM2.5 was lowered from 12.0 to 9.0 μg/m3. The USEPA expects to finalize the attainment 
designations for the lower standard by February 2026.  
Source: SBCAPCD 2024. 
 
In 1994, the SBCAPCD began preparing a Clean Air Plan to triennially update the AQAP. The Clean Air Plan 
provides an overview of the regional air quality and sources of air pollution and identifies the pollution-
control measures needed to meet clean-air standards. Federal and state requirements provide the 
schedule for, and regional air quality influences, plan development. Clean Air Plans affect the 
development of SBCAPCD rules and regulations and other programs. They also influence a range of 
activities outside the SBCAPCD including transportation planning, allocation of monies designated for air 
quality projects, and more (SBCAPCD 2022). 
 
The SBCAPCD 2022 Ozone Plan is the most recent, State-required triennial update to the County AQAP 
that shows how SBCAPCD plans to meet the State 8-hour O3 standard. Past ozone plan updates addressed 
both the federal and state O3 standards, but the current plan addresses the State standards only because 
the SCCAB is designated “attainment” for the federal 8-hour O3 standards. The 2022 Ozone Plan builds 
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upon and updates the 2019 Ozone Plan and includes an inventory of O3 precursor emissions in the county, 
the most prevalent of which are VOCs and NOx. The 2022 Ozone Plan focuses on reducing O3 precursor 
emissions by predicting vehicle activity trends and applying both stationary source emission control 
measures and transportation control measures, which reduce mobile-source emissions, the primary 
source of VOCs and NOx emissions in the county. The 2022 Ozone Plan that the SBCAPCD Board adopted 
in December 2022 satisfies both Federal and State planning requirements. CARB is in the process of 
redesignating the county from “nonattainment” to “nonattainment-transitional” for the State ozone 
standards. 
 
County Environmental Thresholds: The Air Quality Thresholds contained in the County’s Environmental 
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (as revised in January 2021) provide that a project would not have a 
significant impact on air quality if operation of the project would:  

 Emit (from all project sources, mobile and stationary), less than the daily trigger (currently 240 
pounds per day of nitrogen oxides [NOx] or volatile organic compounds [VOCs], 80 pounds per day 
for PM10) for offsets set in the SBCAPCD New Source Review Rule, for any pollutant;  

 Emit less than 25 pounds per day of NOx or VOCs from motor vehicle trips only;  
 Not cause or contribute to a violation of any CAAQS or NAAQS (except O3);  
 Not exceed the SBCAPCD health risk public notification thresholds adopted by the SBCAPCD Board; 

and  
 Be consistent with the adopted Federal and State Air Quality Management Plans. 

The County has not established thresholds for temporary impacts associated with construction activities; 
however, some construction projects may have the potential for construction-related dust to cause a 
temporary nuisance. As such, the County’s Grading Ordinance requires standard dust control conditions 
for all projects involving grading activities. Because the County is currently in nonattainment for the 
State’s PM10 standard, standard dust control conditions are required for all discretionary construction 
activities, regardless of the significance of the fugitive dust impacts, based on policies within the 1979 Air 
Quality Attainment Plan (SBCAPCD 2015). SBCAPCD also uses 25 tons per year (tpy) for any pollutant as a 
guideline for determining the significance of construction impacts. 
 
Although quantitative thresholds of significance are not currently in place for short-term emissions, CEQA 
requires that short-term impacts such as exhaust emissions from heavy construction equipment and 
fugitive dust generation during grading be discussed in the environmental document. The SBCAPCD 
recommends that construction-related NOx, VOC, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions from diesel and gasoline 
powered equipment, paving, and other activities be quantified. The Project’s air quality impacts are 
described in detail in the Air Quality Impact Analysis and GHG Study prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc. 
for the Project (Attachment 3). As part of this study, emissions were estimated using the California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2022.1.1.26 and following the guidance from SBCAPCD's 
Scope and Content for Air Quality Sections in Environmental Impact Reports (2022 Limited Update). 
Impacts identified as part of the Air Quality Impact Analysis and GHG Study are summarized below. 
 
Impact Discussion: 
 
a, c) Insignificant. SBCAPCD typically consider a large commercial or industrial stationary source that is not 
subject to the SBCAPCD’s rules and regulations and is not subject to the SBCAPCD’s New Source Review 
program inconsistent with the 2022 Ozone Plan if it is a new, unexpected source of air pollutants that is not 
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required to mitigate its emissions below significance thresholds. As presented below and in the Air Quality 
Impact Analysis and GHG Study prepared by Rincon Consultants, Inc. (Attachment 3), the Project’s 
estimated emissions are below the SBCAPCD’s adopted thresholds for preparation of Air Quality Impact 
Analysis (SBCAPCD Rule 802, New Source Review Rule), as well as the County’s mass emission thresholds. 
Therefore, the Project is not a new, unexpected source of air pollutants that is not required to mitigate its 
emissions below significance thresholds and the Project would not conflict with or obstruct the 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan. Impacts would be insignificant. 
 
Construction Emissions 
Neither the SBCAPCD nor the County establish quantitative construction emissions thresholds for 
determining significant air quality impacts of land use projects; however, standard best management 
practices (BMPs) are required through compliance with SBCAPCD rules. As part of the estimation of 
Project construction emissions using CalEEMod, construction of the Project was analyzed based on the 
Applicant’s construction schedule and construction equipment list. It was assumed that all construction 
equipment used would be diesel-powered equipped with USEPA Tier 3 rated engines and that the Project 
would comply with all applicable regulatory standards. In particular, the Project would comply with SBCAPCD 
Rule 345 for reducing and controlling dust emissions. In addition, the worker and vendor trips were adjusted 
based on Applicant-provided information. There would be no site preparation or grading haul trips since cut 
and fill on the site would be balanced.  
 
Table 6 summarizes emissions that would be generated from construction activities. As shown therein, 
construction emissions would not exceed the recommended threshold of 25 tpy for any pollutant. Project 
construction would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the county is in non-attainment status under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standard. 
Impacts to air quality from Project construction would be insignificant. 
 

Table 6. Estimated Annual Construction Emissions (tpy) 
Construction Year VOCs NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

2025 <1 2 3 <1 1 <1 
2026 1 2 3 <1 2 <1 
2027 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 
2028 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 
2029 <1 1 1 <1 <1 <1 
2030 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Maximum Annual Emissions 1 2 3 <1 2 <1 
SBCAPCD Thresholds 25 25 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Threshold Exceeded? No No N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Note: All emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See Attachment 3 for modeling results. Some numbers may not add up 
due to rounding. Emission data is pulled from “mitigated” results, which account for compliance with regulations (including SBCAPCD 
Rules 345) and Project design features. 
 
Operational Emissions 
The Project would result in the generation of new criteria air pollutant emissions from new area sources 
(emissions from consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscaping), mobile sources (emissions from 
new worker and delivery trips), emissions from operation of off-road equipment, and emissions associated 
with the consumption of electricity and natural gas supplies.  
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Operational emissions for the Project were quantified for two different time periods (daily and annual) to 
meet several objectives. First, County air quality significance thresholds are based on the reasonable 
maximum daily emissions from stationary and mobile sources; therefore, the Project’s maximum daily 
emissions are used to analyze the Project’s impacts to County thresholds. Second, the Project annual 
emissions are presented because annual emissions are used to determine the air quality permit status of the 
agricultural facility and associated requirement of the facility (e.g., offsets and control technology). In 
addition, the refined dispersion modeling in the GHG emissions analysis uses an annual emission basis. 
 
Maximum Daily Operational Emissions 
Table 7 summarizes the Project’s operational emissions by emission source (area, mobile, on-site off-road 
equipment, and natural gas usage from stationary sources). Emissions modeling accounted for additional 
Project design features, such as the Natural Gas Fuel Use Limitations described in Section 1.0, which would 
limit the emissions associated with stationary sources such as germination building and greenhouse heaters. 
As shown in Table 7, estimated maximum daily operational emissions would not exceed the County’s adopted 
daily operational emissions thresholds. 
 

Table 7. Maximum Estimated Average Daily Operational Emissions with Fuel Limitation (lbs/day) 
Emissions Source VOCs NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area 34.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Mobile 0.41 1.73 3.68 0.02 10.4 1.20 
Onsite Off-Road Equipment 0.49 8.76 61.30 0.01 0.18 0.16 
Fugitive Dust from Onsite Equipment N/A N/A N/A  N/A  0.87 0.16  
Stationary Sources 11.1 119.1 32.76 28.13 15.4 15.4 

Tray Washer x Shift 0.02 0.09 1.18 0.05 0.03 0.03 
Germination Building Heater 0.03 0.12 1.42 0.07 0.16 0.16 
Greenhouse Heaters 11.04 118.84 30.00 28 15 15 

Project Total 47 130 98 28 27 17 
Threshold (all sources) 240 240 -- -- 80 -- 
Threshold Exceeded? No No -- -- No -- 
Threshold (mobile only) 25 25 -- -- -- -- 
Threshold Exceeded? No No -- -- -- -- 

Note: All emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See Attachment 3 for modeling results. Some numbers may not add up 
due to rounding. Emissions presented are the highest of the winter and summer modeled emissions. 
 
Annual Operational Emissions 
The SBCAPCD does not require major source permits for agricultural projects where existing emissions are 
less than 50 percent of the emissions threshold for major source air permits. The SBCAPCD’s emissions 
threshold for major source air permits as applicable to the Project is 100 tpy of NOx emissions. Table 8 
summarizes the projected annual operational emissions for the Project. As presented therein, the projected 
annual emissions do not exceed 50 percent of the major source permit threshold. Thus, the Project would 
not require a major source permit from SBCAPCD. 
 

Table 8. Maximum Estimated Annual Operational Emissions (tpy) 
Emissions Source VOCs NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area 6.30 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Mobile 0.02 0.20 0.18 <0.01 0.57 0.07 
Onsite Off-Road Equipment 0.06 1.13 7.97 <0.01 0.02 0.02 
Fugitive Dust from Onsite Equipment N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.11 0.03 
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Emissions Source VOCs NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
Stationary Sources 0.53 5.64 1.92 1.34 0.74 0.74 

Tray Washer <0.01 0.04 0.43 0.02 0.01 0.01 
Germination Building Heater <0.01 <0.01 0.07 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 
Greenhouse Heaters 0.5 5.6 1.4 1.3 0.7 0.7 

Project Total 7 7 10 1 1 1 
SBCAPCD Major Source Threshold -- 100 -- -- -- -- 
Threshold Exceeded? -- No -- -- -- -- 

Note: All emissions modeling was completed using CalEEMod. See Attachment 3 for modeling results. Some numbers may not add up 
due to rounding. Emissions presented are the highest of the winter and summer modeled emissions. 
 
Given the Project would not exceed the County’s adopted thresholds for maximum daily operational 
emissions, or SBCAPCD’s thresholds for major source review and permitting, the Project’s impacts from 
generation of new criteria air pollutant emissions from operations would be insignificant. 
 
Toxic Air Contaminants/Sensitive Receptors 
Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are defined by California law as air pollutants that may cause or contribute 
to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential 
hazard to human health. The closest sensitive receptors are single-family residences located 
approximately 900 ft east of the Project site. The SBCAPCD states that localized air quality impacts to 
sensitive receptors typically result from TACs (SBCAPCD 2022). The following subsections discuss the 
Project’s potential to result in impacts related to TAC emissions, specifically diesel particulate matter 
(DPM), during construction and operation. DPM was identified as a TAC by CARB in 1998.  
 
Construction 
Construction-related activities would result in short-term, Project-generated emissions of DPM exhaust 
emissions from off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment for site preparation grading, building construction, 
and other construction activities. Per SBCAPCD, a health risk assessment is not required for short-term 
construction projects (SBCAPCD 2022). Instead, the Project’s TAC impacts from construction are discussed 
qualitatively. 
 
Generation of DPM from construction projects typically occurs in a single area for a temporary duration. 
The dose to which the receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. Dose is 
a function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the extent of 
exposure that person has with the substance. Dose is positively correlated with time, meaning that a 
longer exposure period would result in a higher exposure level for the Maximally Exposed Individual. The 
risks estimated for a Maximally Exposed Individual are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer 
period of time. According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), health risk 
assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should be based on 
a 30-year exposure period (assumed to be the approximate time that a person spends in a household). 
OEHHA recommends this risk be bracketed with 9-year and 70-year exposure periods. Health risk 
assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the Project. 
 
The maximum PM10 emissions, which is used to represent DPM emissions for this analysis, would occur 
during grading activities. Construction of the Project would occur over approximately 5 years (62 months) 
with active construction occurring only over 22 months. While grading emissions represent the worst-
case condition, such activities would only occur for approximately three months, which is less than one 
percent of the typical health risk calculation period (i.e., 30 and 70 years). Therefore, given the short 
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duration of exposure, DPM generated by Project construction would not create conditions where the 
probability that the Maximally Exposed Individual would contract cancer is greater than 10 in one million 
or to generate ground-level concentrations of noncarcinogenic TACs that exceed a Hazard Index greater 
than one in one million for the Maximally Exposed Individual. Construction impacts to sensitive receptors 
would not exceed the SBCAPCD’s health public notification thresholds of 10 in a million for cancer risk and 
a Hazard Index of more than one for non-cancer risk (i.e., acute and chronic hazards) (Attachment 3).  
 
Operation 
During preliminary permitting discussions with the SBCAPCD on March 29, 2021, SBCAPCD concluded that 
the Project does not require preparation of a Health Risk Assessment for CEQA-purposes due to 
exemptions under Rule 202 and because a Title V permit would not be required (Attachment 3). Since the 
surrounding area consists of similar agricultural uses and the major source during Project operation would 
be the combustion of natural gas which would not create substantial toxic emissions, health risk impacts 
would be negligible. 
 
b) Insignificant. Common sources of operational odor complaints include sewage treatment plants, 
landfills, recycling facilities, and agricultural uses. The SBCAPCD’s Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections 
in Environmental Documents, also indicate that projects such as fast-food restaurants, bakeries, and 
coffee roasting facilities may be associated with operational odor complaints (2022). Pursuant to SBCAPCD 
Rule 303, the SBCAPCD prohibits discharge of odors which may be a nuisance by a considerable number 
of people. The SBCAPCD often requires an Odor Abatement Plan (OAP) for facilities with high potential to 
result in nuisance odor impacts. 
 
For construction activities, odors would be temporary and are subject to SBCAPCD Rule 303. Accordingly, 
the Project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people during 
construction. 
 
The Project consists of an agricultural facility. Typical odor sources associated with such agricultural 
facilities include fertilizer application and composting of waste plant materials (particularly high-calorie 
food waste). During periods of high humidity, these types of odors may be discernable at relatively large 
distances. However, the Project entails the expansion of an existing agricultural facility in a rural setting. 
Surrounding uses within a 0.75-mile radius of the Project site also are agricultural. As the Project is in a 
rural setting and is surrounded by similar agricultural uses, the Project is not anticipated to expose a 
substantial number of people to objectionable odors. Impacts are considered insignificant. 
 
Cumulative Impacts: The Project would contribute incrementally to cumulative pollutant emissions in the 
SCCAB. As previously described, construction and grading activities would entail heavy haul truck trips and 
other construction-related vehicle traffic that may coincide with emissions from heavy construction 
equipment and/or heavy haul truck trips associated with other cumulative projects. However, because of 
the limited emissions associated with the Project, the Project has been found not to exceed the 
significance criteria for air quality. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to regionally significant air 
pollutant emissions is not cumulatively considerable, and its cumulative effect is insignificant.  
 
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required.  
 
Residual Impacts: Given that impacts relating to air quality are insignificant, residual impacts would also be 
insignificant. 
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4.3b AIR QUALITY – GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Will the Project: 
Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

a. Generate GHG emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact 
on the environment? 

 X    

b.  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

  X   

 
Existing Setting: GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O) 
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), and nitrogen trifluoride 
(NF3). GHGs trap heat in the atmosphere and regulate the Earth’s temperature, referred to as “the 
greenhouse effect.” However, human activities – including fossil fuel combustion, waste disposal, energy 
use, and land use changes – have accelerated GHG emissions above pre-industrial levels (U.S. Global 
Change Research Program 2018). The global mean surface temperature has increased by approximately 
1.8 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) in the past 80 years and is likely to increase by 2.7 °F between 2030 and 2050 
at current global emission rates (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] 2018). 
 
The largest source of GHG emissions from human activities in the U.S. is from fossil fuel combustion for 
electricity, heat, and transportation. Specifically, the Inventory of U.S. GHGs and Sinks: 1990-2021 states 
that the primary sources of GHG emissions in 2021 by economic sector included transportation (29.0 
percent), electric power (25.0 percent), industry (23.2 percent), agriculture (9.9 percent), and commercial 
and residential end users (6.8 and 5.7 percent, respectively) (USEPA 2023a). 
 
The GHG Inventory for the County’s 2030 Climate Action Plan (CAP) includes a detailed description of the 
existing regional setting as it pertains to GHG emissions. Regarding non-stationary sources of GHG 
emissions within Santa Barbara County specifically, the transportation sector produces 49 percent of the 
total emissions, followed by natural gas (21 percent), agriculture (14 percent), electricity (7 percent), off-
road equipment (5 percent), and solid waste (4 percent) sectors (County of Santa Barbara et al. 2023). 
 
The GHG emissions from human activities have led to a rise in the average global temperature, which has 
the potential to substantially change the Earth’s climate. More frequent and intense weather and climate-
related events are expected to damage infrastructure, ecosystems, and social systems across the U.S. (U.S. 
Global Change Research Program 2018). California’s Central Coast is expected to experience changes in 
precipitation patterns, reduced foggy days, increased extreme heat days, exacerbated drought and 
wildfire conditions, and accelerated sea level rise leading to increased coastal flooding and erosion 
(Langridge 2018). 
 
Climate change results from GHG emissions “…generated globally over many decades by a vast number 
of different sources” rather than from GHG emissions generated by any one project (Kostka and Zishke 
2013; Hegerl et al. 2007). As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15355 and discussed in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15130, “…a cumulative impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination 
of the [proposed] project…evaluated…together with other projects causing related impacts.” Therefore, 
by definition, climate change is considered a cumulative impact under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 
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15064.4(b) states that a lead agency “…should focus its analysis on the reasonably foreseeable 
incremental contribution of the project’s [GHG] emissions to the effects of climate change.” A project’s 
individual contribution may appear small but may still be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, it is not 
appropriate to determine the significance of an individual project’s GHG emissions by comparing against 
state, local, or global emission rates. Instead, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research recommends 
using an established or recommended threshold as one method of determining significance during CEQA 
analysis (OPR 2008, 2018). A lead agency may determine that a project’s incremental contribution to an 
existing cumulatively significant issue, such as climate change, is not significant based on supporting facts and 
analysis (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130[a][2]). 
 
County Environmental Thresholds: On May 19, 2015, the Board of Supervisors adopted a numerical 
threshold of significance for GHG emissions from industrial stationary source facilities. The numerical 
threshold applies to oil and gas production and surface mining projects but may also apply to other 
industrial stationary sources of GHG emissions within the unincorporated County areas. 
 
Pursuant to the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, all industrial stationary-
source Projects shall be subject to a numeric, bright-line threshold of 1,000 MT CO2e per year to determine 
if GHG emissions constitute a significant cumulative impact. Annual GHG emissions that are equivalent to 
or exceed the threshold are determined to have a significant cumulative impact regarding global climate 
change unless mitigated. On August 27, 2024, the Board of Supervisors adopted updated GHG thresholds 
for land use projects and plans, including residential, non-residential, and mixed-use projects. The revised 
thresholds are not applicable to the Project, since it is an industrial Project and is therefore subject to the 
industrial stationary source threshold of 1,000 MT CO2e per year, as discussed above, which has not been 
revised. 
 
As previously described in Section 4.3a, the Project’s GHG impacts are described in detail in the Air Quality 
Impact Analysis and Greenhouse Gas Study that Rincon Consultants, Inc. prepared for the Project 
(Attachment 3). As part of this study, emissions were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator 
Model (CalEEMod), Version 2022.1.1.26. and following the guidance from SBCAPCD's Scope and Content 
for Air Quality Sections in Environmental Impact Reports (2022 Limited Update). Impacts identified as part 
of the Air Quality Impact Analysis and GHG Study are summarized below. 
 
Impact Discussion:  
 
a) Significant but Mitigable. Construction of the Project would generate temporary GHG emissions, 
primarily as a result of operation of construction equipment on-site, as well as from vehicles transporting 
construction workers to and from the Project site and heavy trucks to transport building materials. As 
shown in Table 9, construction of the Project would occur between 2025 and 2030 and would generate 
an estimated total of 1,173 MT CO2e, with a peak estimated 471 MT CO2e in 2026.  
 

Table 9. Estimated GHG Emissions during Construction 
Year Annual Emissions (MT CO2e) 
2025 429 
2026 471 
2027 61 
2028 61 
2029 121 
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Year Annual Emissions (MT CO2e) 
2030 30 
Total 1,173 

See Attachment 3 for modeling results. 
 
Operation of the Project would generate GHG emissions associated with area sources (e.g., landscape 
maintenance), trips, solid waste generation, refrigerants, and natural gas usage from stationary 
equipment (e.g., greenhouse heaters). This calculation of operational GHG emissions accounts for the 
Project’s proposed Natural Gas Fuel Use Limitations described in Section 1.0, which are required in order 
to mitigate to an insignificant level. As a result, a compliant Fuel Use Monitoring Plan and regular reporting 
are required by MM GHG-2. The Project’s operational GHG emissions were calculated for the first year of 
operational activity, which is proposed to occur as early as 2026. Consistent with the County’s 
methodology for assessing GHG impacts from industrial sources, the Project’s construction-related GHG 
emission have also been accounted in the year in which they would occur. As described above, the 
maximum annual construction GHG emissions would occur in 2026 and have been added to the Project’s 
operational GHG emissions to determine the Project’s maximum annual GHG emissions for comparison 
against the County’s thresholds.  
 
As shown in Table 10, the Project’s total combined annual GHG maximum would be approximately 11,318 
MT CO2e per year. This magnitude of Project operational GHG emissions is largely associated with the 
combustion of natural gas from the 416 proposed greenhouse heaters (10,322 MT CO2e, or 95.2 percent 
of all Project operational GHG emissions). Consequently, the total annual emissions would exceed the 
County’s threshold of 1,000 MT CO2e per year, and impacts would be potentially significant.  
 

Table 10. Combined Estimated Project GHG Emissions 
Emission Source Annual Emissions (MT CO2e) 

Maximum Construction-Related GHG Emissions  471 
Operational GHG Emissions 

Area <1 
Mobile 149 

Solid Waste 9 
Refrigerant 69 

Onsite Off-Road Equipment 298 
Natural Gas Usage from Stationary Equipment1 10,322 

Total Operational GHG Emissions 10,847 
Project Total 11,318 

Santa Barbara Industrial Source Threshold 1,000 
Exceeds Threshold? Yes 

1Accounts for the natural gas energy emissions. See Attachment 3 for the results. 
 
In order to reduce these potential impacts, MM GHG-1 would require the implementation of a 
comprehensive GHG reduction program that, through a combination of measures, would reduce impacts. 
Further, MM GHG-2 would ensure the Project’s proposed Natural Gas Fuel Use Limitations are properly 
implemented as a compliant Fuel Use Monitoring Plan and that results are regularly reported to P&D staff 
and monitored for compliance. Together, these measures would reduce impacts to an insignificant level. 
 
b) Insignificant. Applicable plans and policies adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions in the 
County include the Regional Transportation Plan – Sustainable Communities Strategies (RTP-SCS) and the 
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2022 Scoping Plan. SBCAG has incorporated a sustainable community strategy into its RTP-SCS, which is 
designed to help the region achieve its SB 375 GHG emissions reduction target. The SBCAG 2050 RTP-SCS 
demonstrates that the SBCAG region would achieve its regional emissions reduction targets for the 2020 
and 2035 target years. The RTP-SCS also sets forth goals and objectives related to mixed-use development 
and the jobs-housing balance by allotting more jobs to the northern portion of Santa Barbara County. The 
Project does not include new residential development and, therefore, would not increase population 
Projections within the northern portion of the county. In addition, the Project would create job 
opportunities within the northern portion of the county to increase the jobs-housing ratio, which is 
consistent with the assumptions, goals, and objectives identified in the RTP-SCS. 
 
As described above, the County’s 2030 CAP includes updated GHG emissions forecasts, as well as goals 
and policies for reducing countywide GHG emissions below adopted targets by 2030, with the ultimate 
goal of achieving carbon neutrality by 2045. Further, the 2030 CAP is designed to be a quantified plan 
under CEQA, which will provide the County with the ability to streamline the environmental review 
process of future development projects. The County considers projects or plans that have emissions below 
its revised thresholds to be consistent with the County’s GHG emission reduction plans. However, as 
described above, the revised thresholds are not applicable to the Project since it is an industrial project 
and, therefore, subject to the industrial stationary source threshold of 1,000 MT CO2e per year. As 
described in threshold a) above, implementation of MM GHG-1, GHG Reduction Program, and MM GHG-
2, Fuel Use Monitoring Plan, would reduce impacts to below this threshold and would consequently result 
in consistency with the 2030 CAP.  
 
The principal State plans and policies regarding GHG emissions are Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, and the subsequent legislation, SB 32. The quantitative goal of AB 
32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and the goal of SB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Pursuant to the SB 32 goal, the 2022 Scoping Plan was created to 
outline goals and measures for the State to achieve the reductions and achieve carbon neutrality by 2045 
or earlier. The 2022 Scoping Plan’s strategies that are applicable to the Project include reducing fossil fuel 
use, energy demand, and vehicle miles traveled (VMT); maximizing recycling and diversion from landfills; 
and increasing water conservation. The Project would be consistent with many of these goals through 
Project design. The facility would continue to utilize renewable electricity sourced from the onsite solar 
photovoltaic system. Water consumption would also decrease with construction and operation of the 
proposed expansion and the proposed stormwater retention/detention facility and drainage/water 
circulation system that would recycle and reuse water for irrigation. In addition, the Project must comply 
with the latest Title 24 Green Building Code and Building Efficiency Energy Standards that establishes 
regulations and mandates for energy efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, material conservation 
and resource efficiency, and environmental quality. As discussed above, the Project would result in a 
substantial increase in the demand for, and use of, natural gas energy supplies for the heating of nursery 
greenhouses and would generate a significant amount of new GHG emissions that would exceed the 
County’s adopted GHG thresholds, resulting in a potentially significant impact. However, the Applicant 
has committed to Project design features that would reduce the Project’s overall GHG emissions and 
energy demands, including the utilization of onsite renewably sourced electricity supplies to meet 100 
percent of the Project’s electricity demands, as well as a program to monitor, record, and limit the use of 
natural gas supplies. Further, the Applicant would be required to implement MM GHG-1 and MM GHG-2 
that require the implementation of a comprehensive GHG reduction program and Fuel Use Monitoring 
Plan that, through a combination of measures, would reduce impacts. Therefore, with implementation of 
Project design features and required mitigation, impacts would be insignificant. 
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Cumulative Impacts: Due to the global context of climate change, the analysis of GHG emissions is 
inherently cumulative because impacts are caused by cumulative global emissions. As described above, 
the Project would result in new GHG emissions which would exceed the County’s adopted numerical 
bright-line threshold for industrial sources. However, implementation of MM GHG-1 and MM GHG-2 
would ensure impacts are reduced to an insignificant level. Through implementation of required 
mitigation, the Project would not have a considerable contribution to a cumulatively significant impact 
related to GHG emissions. 
 
Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measures would reduce the potentially significant impacts 
to an insignificant level: 
 
MM GHG-1: GHG Reduction Program. The Applicant shall prepare and implement a GHG Reduction 

Program (GHGRP) that, at a minimum, includes the following GHG reduction measures to 
reduce the Project’s total GHG emissions to 1,000 MT CO2e per year or less: 

 Directly undertake or fund activities that reduce or sequester GHG emissions (“Direct 
Reduction Activities”) and retire the associated “GHG Mitigation Reduction Credits.” 
A “GHG Mitigation Reduction Credit” must achieve GHG emission reductions that are 
real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, enforceable, and in addition to any GHG 
emission reduction required by law or regulation or any other GHG emission 
reduction that otherwise would occur in accordance with the criteria set forth in the 
CARB’s most recent Process for the Review and Approval of Compliance Offset 
Protocols in Support of the Cap-and-Trade Regulation (CARB 2013). An “Approved 
Registry” is an accredited carbon registry that follows approved CARB Compliance 
Offset Protocols. As of April 2021, Approved Registries include American Carbon 
Registry, Climate Action Reserve, and Verra (CARB 2018b). Credits from other sources 
shall not be allowed unless they are shown to be validated by protocols and methods 
equivalent to or more stringent than the CARB standards; this would be validated by 
a CARB-certified GHG verification body. If the Applicant chooses to meet some of the 
GHG reduction requirements through Direct Reduction Activities, the activities shall 
be implemented as feasible in order of County preference: (1) within the County of 
Santa Barbara; (2) within the SBCAPCD jurisdictional area; (3) within the State of 
California; then (4) elsewhere in the U.S. In the event that a project or program 
providing GHG Mitigation Reduction Credits to the Applicant loses its accreditation, 
the Applicant shall comply with the rules and procedures of retiring GHG Mitigation 
Reduction Credits specific to the registry involved and shall undertake additional 
direct investments to fully recoup the loss. The amount of GHG emissions reductions 
required to reduce the Project’s total GHG emissions to 1,000 MT CO2e per year or less 
may be may be subject to future adjustments based on current fuel use data, such as 
that submitted to P&D as part of the Fuel use Monitoring Plan (see MM GHG-2), 
and/or data on carbon sequestration achieved by plant seedling growth and 
photosynthesis at the Project site (if reliable methodology for quantification of carbon 
sequestration and reporting are available in the future).  

 Obtain and retire “Carbon Offsets.” “Carbon Offset” shall mean an instrument issued 
by an Approved Registry and shall represent the past reduction or sequestration of 
1 MT of CO2e achieved by a Direct Reduction Activity or any other GHG emission 
reduction project or activity that is not otherwise required (CEQA Guidelines Section 
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15126.4[c][3]). A “Carbon Offset” must achieve GHG emission reductions that are 
real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, enforceable, and in addition to any GHG 
emission reduction required by law or regulation or any other GHG emission 
reduction that otherwise would occur in accordance with the criteria set forth in the 
CARB’s most recent Process for the Review and Approval of Compliance Offset 
Protocols in Support of the Cap-and-Trade Regulation (CARB 2013). If the Applicant 
chooses to meet some of the GHG reduction requirements by purchasing offsets on 
an annual and permanent basis, the offsets shall be purchased according to the 
County of Santa Barbara’s preference, which is, in order of County preference: (1) 
within the County of Santa Barbara; (2) within the SBCAPCD jurisdictional area; (3) 
within the State of California; then (4) elsewhere in the U.S. In the event that a project 
or program providing offsets to the Applicant loses its accreditation, the Applicant 
shall comply with the rules and procedures of retiring offsets specific to the registry 
involved and shall purchase an equivalent number of credits to fully recoup the loss. 
The amount of GHG emissions reductions required to reduce the Project’s total GHG 
emissions to 1,000 MT CO2e per year or less may be may be subject to future 
adjustments based on current fuel use data, such as that submitted to P&D as part of 
the Fuel use Monitoring Plan (see MM GHG-2), and/or data on carbon sequestration 
achieved by plant seedling growth and photosynthesis at the Project site (if reliable 
methodology for quantification of carbon sequestration and reporting are available 
in the future). 

 
Plan Requirements and Timing: The Applicant shall submit to P&D the GHGRP for review 
and approval prior to issuance of the first Zoning Clearance. The GHGRP shall reduce the 
Project’s emissions to 1,000 MT CO2e per year and shall incorporate all feasible actions to 
reduce emissions associated with natural gas consumption. The GHG reductions 
achieved, credits provided, or any GHG offset project that the Applicant sponsors, must 
be supported by a demonstration to P&D that the GHG reduction is real, additional, 
quantifiable, permanent, verifiable, and enforceable. To determine the applicable 
amount of GHG emissions to reduce, the GHGRP can include revised calculations that 
include actual usage from implementation of the Project and include additional estimated 
reductions, such as from plant sequestration. P&D shall review and, if found to be 
satisfactory, approve the GHG Reduction and Reporting Plan, in consultation with the 
SBCAPCD and prior to issuance of the first Zoning Clearance for structures. The Applicant 
shall provide the necessary annual quantity of verified credits under this plan each 
calendar year following the year of initiating construction. 
 
Monitoring: P&D, in consultation with the SBCAPCD, shall review and approve the GHG 
Reduction and Reporting Plan and any proposed GHG reduction credits prior to approval 
and issuance of the first Zoning Clearance for structures. P&D, in consultation with 
SBCAPCD, shall review and, if found to be satisfactory, approve subsequent 
implementation of reduction/offset measures and annual reporting of GHG emissions. 

 
MM GHG-2: Fuel Use Monitoring Plan. The Applicant shall prepare and implement a Fuel Use 

Monitoring Plan (Plan) to monitor and verify daily and annual fuel use and ensure the 
project remains consistent with the operational limits and emission estimates currently 
assumed and analyzed in the environmental analysis. Fuel use monitoring also provides 
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validation for greenhouse gas monitoring and reporting as required by MM GHG-1 GHG 
Reduction Program. The Fuel Use Monitoring Plan shall describe the system(s) used to 
monitor fuel use at each boiler/heater and the methods used to record, report, and 
assure the accuracy of the flow meter readings. As part of the Plan’s requirements, the 
applicant shall install and operate dedicated, County- and SBCAPCD-approved electronic 
flow meter(s) that monitor and continuously record the daily and annual volume (in SCF) 
of PUC natural gas combusted in the facility’s combustion equipment. Equipment subject 
to fuel use monitoring is identified in Section 1.0 on page 8 and the Draft Fuel Use 
Monitoring Plan (Attachment 16). The fuel meters shall be non-resettable, totalizing, and 
temperature and pressure corrected. The fuel meters shall be accurate to within 5 
percent of the full-scale reading. The fuel meters shall be maintained and calibrated in 
accordance with the fuel meter manufacturer’s recommendations, written procedures, 
and schedule. Gas throughput data from the flow meters shall be collected using a Data 
Acquisition System (DAS) that automatically records the daily gas volume. The DAS system 
shall be programmed to convert fuel use volume (SCF/day) to daily heat input 
(MMBtu/day) using a default higher heating value of 1,050 Btu/SCF and shall visually 
alarm upon a daily heat input exceedance.  

 
Plan Requirements and Timing: The Applicant shall provide P&D with the final Fuel Use 
Monitoring Plan for review and approval, in consultation with the SBCAPCD, prior to 
issuance of the first Zoning Clearance for structures. Daily heat input rates shall be 
monitored in accordance with the P&D approved Plan upon project startup. The Applicant 
shall submit electronic data system reports to P&D on a monthly basis. The report shall 
be submitted within 7 calendar days following the completion of each calendar month. 
The report shall include the heat input (MMBtu/day) for each day of the last month. P&D 
shall verify that the facility uses no more than 2,049 MMBtu of heat input (or 1.968 
MMSCF of gas) on any given day of the year. Logs of daily heat input exceedance alarms 
shall be provided to P&D monthly.  
 
For the purposes of GHG emissions verification, annual fuel use data shall also be 
recorded. The Applicant shall provide an annual report to P&D that specifies the volume 
of PUC natural gas used each month (in SCF) and the number of days in each month that 
the equipment operated. The annual report shall be submitted by January 31 of each year 
for the prior calendar year’s fuel use data. 
 
Monitoring: P&D compliance monitoring staff will maintain the approved Plan on file, 
review the reported fuel use data and monitor for compliance during operational 
activities, in consultation with the SBCAPCD. 

 
Residual Impacts: Implementation of MM GHG-1 and MM GHG-2 would reduce the Project’s total GHG 
emissions to a level below the County’s adopted numerical, bright-line threshold of 1,000 MT CO2e per 
year for industrial sources. Implementation of this measure would ensure residual impacts would be 
insignificant. 
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

Flora 
a. A loss or disturbance to a unique, rare or 

threatened plant community?     X  

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

   X  

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

   X  

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

e. The loss of healthy native specimen trees?     X  
f. Introduction of herbicides, pesticides, animal 

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

  X   

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

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

 X    

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

 X    

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

  X   

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

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

  X   

 

 
Existing Setting: Santa Barbara County has great diversity in habitat types, including chaparral, oak 
woodlands, wetlands, and beach dunes. These are complex ecosystems and many factors are involved in 
assessing the value of the resources and the significance of the Project’s impacts. Rincon Consultants, Inc., 
completed a Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) for the Project in February 2020. The purpose of the 
BRA was to identify and document potential sensitive status species and habitats, riparian areas (including 
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wetlands), and vegetation in the Project site. The complete results of the biological evaluations are 
provided in Attachment 2. The following analysis is based on this information.  

Flora 
The 136.75-acre lot consists primarily of disturbed ground, and three vegetation communities are present 
within the Project site: developed/graded, ruderal, and agriculture (see Figure 4). Developed or graded 
lands are human-made. Within the Project site, developed areas consist of existing dirt roads and graded 
pads, both of which are highly disturbed and do not have vegetation. Ruderal or disturbed lands are found 
in the southern half of the Project site, primarily on fill slopes and fallowed agricultural land. These areas 
contain non-native plant species and were formed as a result of regular agricultural activities that have 
occurred throughout the Project site since at least 2003. At the time of the site visit, ruderal areas within 
the Project site were dominated by thick contiguous swaths of red-stem filaree. Other non-native plant 
species included mallow, black mustard, wild oats, and lamb’s quarter. The third vegetation community 
identified on the Project site is agricultural land cover. At the time of the site visit, the northern half of the 
Project site consisted of fallowed land that was previously subject to agricultural activities. The southern 
portion of the site has been graded or disturbed due to previous agricultural operations and supports 
temporary nursery operations and equipment storage, both of which would be phased out with Project 
implementation. The majority of unplanted space within the agricultural area consists of bare ground, 
with occasional patches between rows containing non-native plant species that are actively managed as 
part of routine agricultural activities. Along the western edge of the agricultural area, there is a planted 
row of non-native trees. 
 
No native vegetation communities, native trees, or other sensitive natural communities or resources that 
local policies and/or ordinances protect, occur within the Project site. Based on a search of the California 
Natural Diversity Database, there are 55 special-status plant species known to have occurred within the 
surrounding area. Many of these are not expected to exist within the Project site due to the disturbed 
conditions of the Project site (i.e., an absence of suitable habitat) and/or the Project site being outside of 
the geographic range of the species.  
 
Fauna 
Wildlife activity was low during the field reconnaissance survey, likely due to surrounding agricultural land 
uses and the developed characteristics of the Project site. Small mammal activity was limited; Botta’s 
pocket gopher burrows existed along the eastern edge of the Project site within the limits of disturbance, 
and California ground squirrel burrows existed in the southeast corner of the Project site within ruderal 
vegetation. There were no areas with particularly high concentrations of burrows in one localized area. 
No other wildlife species and no evidence of nesting activity were observed.  
 
Special-status wildlife species that have the potential to occur in the Project site based on the presence 
of suitable habitat and/or documented occurrences in the vicinity of the Project site include Burrowing 
owl (Athene cunicularia), California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia), and American badger 
(Taxidea taxus). The Project site is within the potential range of the California tiger salamander 
(Ambystoma californiense), but its potential to occur is unlikely due to several constraints, as identified 
below. Results of the targeted survey efforts and each species’ habitat preferences, distribution, and key 
characteristics are summarized below.  
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California Tiger Salamander 
The Project site is within the potential range of the California tiger salamander in Santa Barbara County 
and the entire Project site is designated as critical habitat for the California tiger salamander (U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service [USFWS] 2010). However, a Searcy model was run for the Project, which determined 
that impacts to California tiger salamander and/or suitable habitat would not occur as a result of activities 
related to the Project.  
 
The California tiger salamander is Federally listed as Endangered and State listed as Threatened. Based on 
the Draft Recovery Plan for the Santa Barbara County Distinct Population Segment of the California Tiger 
Salamander (Ambystoma californiense) (USFWS 2015), the Project site is located in the West Santa 
Maria/Orcutt metapopulation area for the California tiger salamander Santa Barbara County Distinct 
Population Segment (DPS). The California tiger salamander is a lowland species that is found primarily in 
grasslands and low foothill and oak woodland habitats, and that breed in long-lasting rain pools (e.g., 
seasonal ponds, vernal pools, slow-moving streams) that are often turbid, and occasionally in permanent 
ponds lacking fish predators. During the non-breeding season, adults occur in upland habitats and occupy 
ground squirrel or pocket gopher burrows. They migrate nocturnally to aquatic sites to breed during 
relatively warm winter or spring rains. Juveniles emigrate at night from the drying pools to upland refuge 
sites, such as rodent burrows and cracks in the soil. Due to the lack of suitable habitat onsite, as well as a 
lack of corridors for movement between known and potential breeding ponds in the region to the site, 
California tiger salamander does not have potential to occur onsite.  
 
Burrowing Owl 
The burrowing owl is a candidate to be considered for listing as Endangered under the California 
Endangered Species Act that occupies open dry annual or perennial grasslands, deserts, and scrublands 
with low growing vegetation. They often utilize California ground squirrel burrows, as well as human-
made objects such as pipes and culverts. This species has a potential to occur in the ruderal areas of the 
Project site given that there are potentially suitable California ground squirrel burrows present. However, 
because California ground squirrels currently occupy the burrows, use by burrowing owls is unlikely to 
occur. Therefore, the species has a low potential to occur onsite.  
 
California Horned Lark 
The California horned lark is a State Species of Special Concern that inhabits short-grass prairie, bald hills, 
mountain meadows, open coastal plains, fallow grain fields, and alkali flats. The ruderal areas on site 
provide marginally suitable habitat for the species, but nesting opportunities would likely be limited due 
to the regular disturbances resulting from existing agricultural activities. Therefore, the species has a low 
potential to occur onsite. 
 
American Badger 
The American badger is a State Species of Special Concern. This species utilizes a wide variety of scrub, 
forest, and grassland habitats and is expected to be common throughout the region. The ruderal areas on 
site provide marginally suitable habitat for the species, as they contain suitable soils for digging as well as 
a small prey base (California ground squirrels); however, the Project site exhibits regular disturbance and 
human activities relating to agriculture which would serve as a deterrent to the species occupying the 
area. Therefore, this species has a low potential to occur. 



Plantel Nurseries Development Plan Revision Mitigated Negative Declaration 
2775 E. Clark Avenue July 16, 2025 
Case Nos. 19RVP-00000-00115/22NGD-00000-00010 Page 39 
 

Figure 4. Vegetation Communities 
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County Environmental Thresholds: The County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual 
includes guidelines for the assessment of impacts to biological resources. The following threshold is 
applicable to the Project: 
 
Other Rare Habitat Types: The County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual recognizes that 
not all habitat-types found in Santa Barbara County are addressed by the habitat-specific guidelines. 
Impacts to other habitat types or species may be considered significant, based on substantial evidence in 
the record, if they substantially: 1) reduce or eliminate species diversity or abundance; 2) reduce or 
eliminate the quality of nesting areas; 3) limit reproductive capacity through losses of individuals or 
habitat; 4) fragment, eliminate, or otherwise disrupt foraging areas and/or access to food sources; 5) limit 
or fragment range and movement; or 6) interfere with natural processes, such as fire or flooding, upon 
which the habitat depends. 
 
Impact Discussion:  
 

a, b, c) No Impact. As previously discussed, based on the disturbed conditions present at the site and the 
lack of native plant communities or habitat, no unique, rare, or threatened plant communities or plant 
species exist on the Project site. Therefore, there would be no loss or disturbance to any of those plant 
communities resulting from Project implementation, and there would not be a reduction in the numbers 
or restriction in the range of those plant species. Additionally, the BRA revealed that no native vegetation 
communities occur within the Project site. Therefore, there would not be a reduction in the extent, 
diversity, or quality of native vegetation from Project implementation and no impacts would occur. 
 
d) Insignificant. As discussed above, the vegetation on the Project site is entirely comprised of non-native 
species. The Project would result in limited vegetation removal. However, vegetation to be removed is 
classified as developed/graded, ruderal, or agricultural; would not provide significant habitat value; and is 
non-native; therefore, impacts to nonnative vegetation are considered insignificant. 
 
e) No Impact. A row of trees planted along the western edge of the agricultural area consists of pine trees, 
which are non-native and ornamental, and no native trees are found anywhere on the Project site. 
Additionally, the Project does not propose removal of any trees. Therefore, there would be no impacts 
relating to the loss of native specimen trees. 
 
f) Insignificant. The current vacant status of portions of the Project site presents various opportunities for 
habitat for burrowing animals, such as ground squirrels and rodents, as well as birds. Implementation of 
the Project would result in the development of this vacant land and would introduce low levels of human 
presence, lights, and bird noise boxes, all of which would alter habitat characteristics. However, the ability 
of the Project site to serve as habitat for animals is already limited due to its history of agricultural 
production and ground disturbance, as well as the site's proximity to ongoing agricultural operations and 
human presence in the western portion of the lot. Additionally, any potential impacts to habitat relating 
to special-status species are addressed and mitigated in threshold h). Therefore, the introduction of 
human presence, lights, and noise would not result in significant loss of existing habitat beyond what has 
already been discussed. Further, the introduction of additional non-native plants (crops) to the 
agricultural operations on the site would not significantly change the existing habitat on the Project site 
or adjacent lands. Herbicides and pesticides may be applied for agricultural operations on the Project site. 
However, existing operations at the site already use these various herbicides and pesticides. Therefore, 
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there would not be a significant change from baseline environmental conditions. As a result, adverse 
impacts from the introduction of herbicides, pesticides, animal life, human habitation, nonnative plants 
and other factors with the potential to affect existing habitat would be insignificant. 
 
g, h) Significant but Mitigable. Implementation of the Project would occur in California tiger salamander 
Federally designated critical habitat; however, the species is unlikely to occur on site due to the lack of 
suitable habitat and limitations in movement opportunities from regional known and potential breeding 
ponds. The critical habitat rule for the California tiger salamander lists the following Primary Constituent 
Elements (PCE) as defined in the Designation of Critical Habitat for California tiger salamander in Santa 
Barbara County: 
 

i. Standing bodies of fresh water, including natural and man-made (e.g., stock) ponds, vernal pools, and 
dune ponds, and other ephemeral or permanent water bodies that typically become inundated 
during winter rains and hold water for a sufficient length of time (i.e., 12 weeks) necessary for the 
species to complete the aquatic portion of its life cycle (PCE 1). 

 
ii. Barrier-free uplands adjacent to breeding ponds that contain small mammal burrows, including but 

not limited to burrows created by the California ground squirrel and Botta’s pocket gopher. Small 
mammals are essential in creating the underground habitat that adult California tiger salamanders 
depend upon for food, shelter, and protection from the elements and predation (PCE 2). 

 
iii. Upland areas between breeding locations (PCE 1) and areas with small mammal burrows (PCE 2) that 

allow for dispersal among such sites (PCE 3) (Final Rule published on November 24, 2004).  
 
Considering the Project site does not contain natural vegetation communities and is heavily modified by 
agricultural activities, none of the above listed PCEs are found within the site, and California tiger salamander 
is unlikely to be present. In addition, as discussed above, a Searcy model was run during coordination with 
USFWS, which determined that the Project would not result in impacts to any present California tiger 
salamander habitat. Therefore, impacts are considered insignificant. 
 
As discussed above, three special-status animal species have potential to occur onsite based upon known 
ranges, habitat preferences for the species, species occurrence records from the CNDDB, and species 
occurrence records from other sites in the vicinity of the survey area. 
 
No evidence of American badgers was found on site; however, marginally suitable habitat is located onsite. 
American badgers are also highly mobile and are expected to be present throughout the region. American 
badgers could be found onsite at any time of the year, although the potential is low. Direct impacts could 
result if ground disturbing activities directly affect an occupied American badger den. Impacts to American 
badgers could be significant if breeding American badgers with offspring are present within the proposed 
disturbance area during Project implementation. Impacts to American badger due to implementation of the 
Project are potentially significant, especially if breeding onsite at the time of construction. These impacts can 
be avoided or minimized with mitigation incorporated below. 
 
Burrowing owl and California horned lark have low potential to occur onsite. In addition, other nesting bird 
species have potential to nest in trees and other vegetation on site. Impacts to these avian species could occur 
if they are nesting on site at the time of construction. Construction activities could destroy active nests and 
cause injury or mortality to nestlings. Impacts to nesting individuals, nestlings, or disturbances that otherwise 
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result in the failure of a nest are potentially significant, as they can contribute to a downward trend in the 
local population by inhibiting recruitment to the local population.  
 
However, the low potential for occurrence of all three species at the Project site, in conjunction with the 
mitigation measures identified below (MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-4), would reduce potential impacts to 
insignificant levels. 
 
j) Insignificant. The Project is not located within an Essential Connectivity Area (ECA), which are regions in 
which land conservation and management actions should be prioritized to maintain and enhance ecological 
connectivity. Additionally, the Project is not expected to significantly hinder wildlife movement in the region 
or between Natural Landscape Blocks, considering the Project is located immediately adjacent to other similar 
agricultural properties and is not situated within the region such that development would block regional 
wildlife movement as compared to existing conditions. Therefore, impacts to wildlife movement are 
anticipated to be insignificant. 
 
i, k) Insignificant. Implementation of the Project would result in agricultural development and activities 
similar to those that exist and occur in the western portion of the lot. This development would introduce, to 
varying extents, lighting, noise, human presence, and other factors, some of which could potentially hinder 
normal wildlife activities and/or deteriorate existing habitat. The increase in agricultural operations would 
also result in the loss of some vacant or sparsely-vegetated land that may, in some circumstances, be used as 
foraging land or habitat for small rodents or birds. However, no sensitive vegetation communities or riparian 
habitats occur within or adjacent to the site, and it was observed during the BRA that the existing conditions 
at the Project site are suboptimal for wildlife habitation, foraging, and other wildlife activities due to its 
extensive history of development, ground disturbance, agriculture, and human presence; consequently, 
wildlife activity observed at the site visit was almost nonexistent, and no special-status species were spotted. 
Further, any light, noise, or other factors resulting from the Project are already present in the western portion 
of the lot, so changes would not create significant, novel features or development in the area. Additionally, 
any impacts to wildlife activity relevant to special-status species are addressed in threshold h), and several 
mitigation measures are included below in order to bring these impacts to an insignificant level. Therefore, 
impacts relating to normal wildlife activities would be insignificant. 
 
Cumulative Impacts: As previously described, implementation of the Project would result in ground 
disturbance and additional development or activity that may have the potential to impact special-status 
species and existing habitat. However, the implementation of MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-4 would ensure 
Project impacts would remain individually significant but mitigable. Therefore, when considered with 
other cumulative projects in the region, the Project would not contribute to a considerable cumulative 
impact.  
 
Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measures would reduce the potentially significant impacts 
to an insignificant level: 
 
MM BIO-1: Worker Environmental Awareness Program. Prior to initiation of construction activities 

(including staging and mobilization), all personnel associated with Project construction shall 
attend a Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training, conducted by a 
County-approved biologist, to aid workers in recognizing special status biological resources 
that may occur in the Project area. The specifics of this program shall include identification 
of the sensitive species and habitats, a description of the regulatory status and general 
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ecological characteristics of sensitive resources, and review of the limits of construction and 
measures required to avoid and minimize impacts to biological resources within the work 
area. The Applicant shall have prepared and provide a fact sheet conveying this information 
to all contractors, their employers, and other personnel involved with construction of the 
Project. All employees shall sign a form provided by the trainer documenting they have 
attended the WEAP and understand the information presented to them. This session shall 
be repeated in the event a new general contractor replaces the general contractor that 
was on-site during the original worker orientation and when non-compliance conditions 
arise.  

 
Plan Requirements: This condition shall be noted on all plans prior to issuance of the first 
Zoning Clearance for structures.  
 
Timing & Monitoring: The Applicant shall submit to P&D compliance monitoring staff the 
name and contact information for the biologist prior to pre-construction meeting. Prior 
to the commencement of demolition or grading the Applicant shall submit an attendance 
sheet to P&D compliance monitoring staff that includes the names and dated signatures 
of all construction personnel that have completed the training. P&D compliance 
monitoring staff shall spot check attendance in the field using the training attendance 
sheet.  

 
MM BIO-2: American Badger Avoidance and Minimization Measures. No more than 2 weeks prior to 

initiation of ground disturbing activities, a survey for badger burrows shall be conducted 
within the disturbance footprint by a County-approved biologist. Dens found within the 
survey area shall be mapped and monitored using a tracking medium, remote camera 
system, and/or spotlighting at night for a minimum of three days to assess the presence of 
badgers. Inactive dens shall be collapsed by hand with a shovel to prevent badgers from re-
using them during construction. Active dens located within the survey area shall be avoided 
during the breeding season (March 1 through June 30). A minimum buffer of 50 ft around 
the active den within the Project site shall be demarcated by construction fencing. The 
fencing shall be installed 1 ft above ground to permit movement of badgers in and out of the 
buffer zone. Once the biologist has determined that active dens are no longer in use, the den 
shall be collapsed by shovel. Prior to grading activities occurring outside of the breeding 
season, badgers shall be discouraged from using currently active dens by partially blocking 
the entrance of the den with sticks, debris, and soil for 3 to 5 days. Access to the den shall be 
incrementally blocked to a greater degree over this period. This would cause the badger to 
abandon the den site and move elsewhere. After badgers have stopped using active dens 
within the Project site, the dens shall be collapsed by hand with a shovel. 

 
Plan Requirements and Timing: The P&D-approved biologist shall conduct the survey no 
more than two weeks prior to the commencement of any ground disturbing activities. 

 
Monitoring: P&D permit compliance staff shall be given the name and contact 
information for the biologist prior to initiation of the pre-construction survey. P&D permit 
compliance staff shall review the survey report(s) for compliance with this condition prior 
to the commencement of ground-disturbing activities and shall perform site inspections 
throughout the construction period to verify compliance in the field. 
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MM BIO-3:  Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Minimization Measures. The following measures shall be 

implemented to avoid and mitigate impacts to burrowing owl. 

 Prior to initiation of ground-disturbing activities, a County-approved biologist shall 
conduct a take avoidance survey of the Project site and surrounding areas to a 
distance of 150 meters, in accordance with the methods outlined in the California 
Burrowing Owl Consortium (CBOC) Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation 
Guidelines (CBOC 1993) and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG; now 
the CDFW) Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012). The pre-
construction survey must cover all areas within 150 meters of the portion of the site 
where construction is scheduled to start. Areas within 150 meters that are not 
accessible due to property access restrictions shall be surveyed using binoculars.  

If no occupied or previously occupied (breeding or wintering) burrowing owl burrows 
are identified, no further action shall be required. 

If occupied or previously occupied burrows are identified on the site or within 150 
meters of the Project disturbance area, the Project proponent and P&D-approved 
biologist shall begin coordination with CDFW and USFWS immediately and shall 
prepare a Burrowing Owl Plan that shall be submitted to CDFW for review and 
approval prior to commencing Project activities. The Burrowing Owl Plan shall 
describe proposed avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and monitoring actions. The 
Burrowing Owl Plan shall include the number and location of occupied burrow sites 
(occupied site means at least one burrowing owl has been observed within the last 3 
years; may also be indicated by owl sign including feathers, pellets, prey remains, 
eggshell fragments, or excrement at or near a burrow entrance or perch site), acres 
of burrowing owl habitat that will be impacted, details of site monitoring, and details 
on proposed buffers and other avoidance measures. If impacts to occupied burrowing 
owl habitat or burrow cannot be avoided, the Burrowing Owl Plan shall also describe 
minimization and relocation actions that will be implemented, and as necessary, plans 
for compensatory mitigation for loss of habitat (if authorized by CDFW). Proposed 
implementation of burrow exclusion and closure should only be considered as a last 
resort, after all other options have been evaluated as exclusion is not in itself an 
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation method and has the possibility to result in 
take. If impacts to occupied burrows cannot be avoided, information shall be 
provided regarding adjacent or nearby suitable habitat available to owls and the 
conservation status of adjacent or nearby suitable habitat, along with proposed 
relocation actions. The Project proponent shall implement the Burrowing Owl Plan 
following CDFW and USFWS review and approval. If Project activities, including 
burrow exclusion and closure, could result in take of burrowing owl, appropriate CESA 
authorization should be obtained prior to commencement of Project activities. 

 
Plan Requirements and Timing: P&D permit compliance staff shall be given the name and 
contact information for the biologist prior to initiation of the focused take avoidance 
survey. The County-approved biologist shall conduct the survey prior to the initiation of 
any ground-disturbing activities. If deemed necessary, the Burrowing Owl Plan shall be 
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reviewed and approved by CDFW, USFWS, and the County prior to authorization to 
commence project activities. 
 
Monitoring: P&D permit compliance staff shall review the survey report(s), and if 
necessary the Burrowing Owl Plan, for compliance with this condition prior to the 
commencement of ground-disturbing activities and shall perform site inspections 
throughout the construction period to verify compliance in the field. 
 

MM BIO-4:  (Pre-construction) Nesting Bird Surveys. To avoid disturbance of nesting birds, including 
raptorial species, protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish 
and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3513, no construction activities shall begin 
during the bird nesting season (February 1 through September 15), whenever feasible. If 
construction activities must begin during the bird nesting season, then a pre-construction 
nesting bird survey shall be performed by the P&D-approved biologist no more than seven 
days prior to ground disturbing activities or vegetation trimming/clearing. Pre-
construction surveys for nesting birds shall occur within the area to be disturbed and shall 
extend outward from the disturbance area by 300 ft. The distance surveyed from the 
disturbance may be reduced if property boundaries render a 300-ft survey radius 
infeasible, or if existing disturbance levels within the 500-ft radius (e.g., a steep ledge or 
rocky area) are such that construction-related activities would not disturb nesting birds 
in those outlying areas. If any occupied or active bird nests are found, a buffer shall be 
established and demarcated by the biologist with bright orange construction fencing, 
flagging, construction lathe, or other means to mark the boundary. The buffer shall be 
50 ft for non-raptors and 300 ft for raptors, unless otherwise determined by the P&D-
approved biologist. Buffer expansions or reductions shall be based on the known natural 
history traits of the bird species, nest location, nest height, existing pre-construction level 
of disturbance in the vicinity of the nest, and proposed construction activities. All 
construction personnel shall be notified as to the location of the buffer zone and to avoid 
entering the buffer zone during the nesting season, and until the adults and young are no 
longer reliant on the nest site. No ground disturbing activities or vegetation removal shall 
occur within this buffer until the P&D-approved biologist has confirmed that breeding and 
nesting are completed, the young have fledged and are no longer dependent on the nest, 
or the nest fails, and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt; thereby 
determining the nest unoccupied or inactive. If birds protected under MBTA or the 
California Fish and Game Code are found to be nesting in construction equipment, that 
equipment shall not be used until the young have fledged and are no longer dependent 
on the nest, and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt. 

 
Plan Requirements and Timing: If construction activities must begin within the nesting 
season (February 1 to September 15), then the P&D-approved biologist shall conduct the 
pre-construction nesting bird survey no more than one week (7 days) prior to 
commencement of vegetation removal, grading, or other construction activities. The 
P&D-approved biologist shall monitor active nests at a minimum of once per week until 
it has been determined that the nest is no longer being used by either the young or adults, 
and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt. Bird survey results and buffer 
recommendations shall be submitted to P&D for review and approval prior to 
commencement of grading or construction activities. The P&D-approved biologist shall 
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prepare weekly monitoring reports that document nest locations, nest status, actions 
taken to avoid impacts, and any necessary corrective actions taken. Active nest locations 
shall be marked on an aerial map and provided to the construction crew on a weekly basis 
after each survey is conducted. Active nests shall not be removed without written 
authorization from USFWS and CDFW.  

 
Monitoring: P&D shall be given the name and contact information for the biologist prior 
to initiation of the pre-construction survey. Permit Compliance and P&D staff shall review 
the survey report(s) for compliance with this condition prior to the commencement of 
ground-disturbing activities and perform site inspections throughout the construction 
period to verify compliance in the field. 
 

Residual Impacts: With the incorporation of MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-4, residual impacts would be 
insignificant. 

4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

  X   

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a prehistoric or historic 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA 
Section 15064.5? 

 X    

c. Disturb any human remains, including those 
located outside of formal cemeteries?  X    

d. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in the Public Resources Code Section 
21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in 
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a 
California Native American tribe, and that is: 

 
 1) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
 Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
 register of historical resources as defined in 

Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 
 
2) A resource determined by the lead agency, 
in its discretion and supported by substantial 

 X    
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Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe. 

 
 
Existing Setting: The Purisimeño Chumash occupied the region extending from the western Santa Barbara 
Channel northward to Lompoc and Vandenberg Air Force Base, with a north boundary near the Santa 
Maria River (Glassow 1996). Their territory contained 22 villages, the largest of which were home to about 
200 individuals (King 1984). 

Archaeology and Cultural Resources 
Padre Associates conducted a search of the CCIC’s archaeological site records and literature in April 2020. 
The records search included a review of all recorded historic-era and prehistoric archaeological sites 
within a 0.25-mile radius of the Project site, as well as a review of known cultural resource surveys and 
technical reports. Padre Associates also analyzed the State Historic Property Data Files, NRHP, National 
Register of Determined Eligible Properties, California Points of Historic Interest, and the California Office 
of Historic Preservation Archaeological Determinations. The records search revealed that a portion of the 
Project site is located with proximity to a cultural resource. However, this resource was previously 
evaluated in 2018 and determined not eligible for listing in the CRHR. No other cultural resources were 
identified within proximity to the Project site (Letter, Kirstine, and Padre Associates, Inc. 2020). 
 
Padre Associates conducted a Phase I pedestrian survey on April 21, 2020, using 15-meter-wide transects 
(Attachment 4). Padre Associates did not observe any cultural resources during the survey. Padre 
Associates did not undertake or recommend additional archaeological surveys given that they did not 
observe any cultural materials, no previously recorded cultural resources exist within or near the Project 
site, and the potential for buried cultural deposits or archaeological resources is low given the history of 
ground disturbance.  
 
A search of the Native American Heritage Commission’s (NAHC’s) Sacred Lands File returned “positive” 
results for presence of tribal resources within the vicinity of the Project site. However, letters reflecting 
the negative results of the Archaeological Survey Report were sent to each of the interested tribal 
representatives. Each of the interested tribal representatives agreed with the findings of the intensive 
survey report and requested notification in the event future development and/or inadvertent discovery. 
 
Pursuant to the requirements of AB 52, the County contacted the local Native American tribal 
representatives of the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (SYBCI) and Barbareño/Ventureño Band of 
Mission Indians in March of 2023, and Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation on June 13, 2024, to formally 
notify the tribes of a consultation opportunity and communicate the negative results of the pedestrian 
survey. No responses or requests for formal tribal consultation were received and tribal cultural resources 
were not identified for the Project site. 
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Historic Resources 
As previously mentioned, the records search conducted for the Phase I Archaeological Survey revealed 
that a portion of the site is located near a cultural resource, but the resource is not significant pursuant 
to local (County), CRHR, or NRHP criteria.  
 
County Environmental Thresholds: Chapter 8 of the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines 
Manual contains guidelines for the identification, significance evaluation, and mitigation of impacts to 
cultural resources, including archaeological, historic, and tribal cultural resources. In accordance with the 
requirements of CEQA, these guidelines specify that if a resource cannot be avoided, it must be evaluated 
for importance under specific CEQA criteria. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(3)A-D contains the 
criteria for evaluating the importance of archaeological and historic resources. Generally, a resource shall 
be considered by the lead agency to be “historically significant” if the resource meets the significance 
criteria for listing in the CRHR:  

A. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage; 

B. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or  

D. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  

The resource also must possess integrity of at least some of the following: location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. For archaeological resources, the criterion usually 
applied is (D). CEQA calls cultural resources that meet these criteria “historical resources.” Specifically, a 
“historical resource” is a cultural resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the CRHR, or 
included in or eligible for inclusion in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section 5020.1(k), 
or deemed significant pursuant to criteria set forth in Section 5024.1(g). As such, any cultural resource 
that is evaluated as significant under CEQA criteria, whether it is an archaeological resource of historic or 
prehistoric age, a historic built environment resource, or a tribal cultural resource, is termed a “historical 
resource.” 
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) states that “a Project that may cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an historical resource is a Project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment.” As defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b), substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of 
the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be 
materially impaired. The significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a Project: 1) 
demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 
resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in 
the CRHR; 2) demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that 
account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources; or 3) demolishes or materially alters in 
an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical 
significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR as determined by a lead agency for 
purposes of CEQA. 
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For the built environment, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and 
Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and 
Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, is generally considered to have an insignificant impact to 
an historical resource. 
 
a) Insignificant. No historic resources are known to occur within the Project site or within proximity to 
the Project site; the resource identified near the site was found ineligible for listing on CRHR. Therefore, 
impacts to historic resources from the Project would be insignificant and would not conflict with County 
of Santa Barbara Historical and Archaeological Policies. 
 
b-d) Significant but Mitigable. The Phase I Archaeological Survey Report determined that the potential 
for buried cultural deposits or archaeological resources is low and no tribal cultural resources are located 
on the Project site. In addition, the Project site has historically been used for agriculture, including row 
crops, and the entire site has been previously disturbed. Row crops typically undergo deep ripping and 
tilling on a seasonal basis. This practice, which has been conducted in most areas of the Project site, likely 
would have exposed or eliminated any potential cultural or tribal cultural resource in the soils on site. 
However, other portions of the site, such as very small pockets of undisturbed land, may not have been 
subject to ground disturbance deep enough to expose potential unknown resources. Therefore, although 
low, there is potential for cultural and tribal cultural resources to occur. For these reasons, several 
mitigation measures would be put in place to ensure that impacts to archaeological, prehistoric, and 
historic resources, as well as human remains, would be insignificant. 
 
MM CUL-1 would require a qualified archaeologist to lead a worker orientation for all construction 
contractors, emphasizing the potential for previously unknown buried archaeological resources within 
and/or adjacent to the construction areas, identification of those resources, applicable regulatory policies 
and provisions regarding their protection, and penalties for noncompliance. MM CUL-2 would require the 
Applicant to either entirely stop or redirect work to a location(s) outside of a 100-ft radius surrounding, 
archaeological remains that are encountered during grading, construction, landscaping, or other 
construction-related activities. A County-qualified archaeologist shall evaluate the significance of the find 
in compliance with the provisions of the County Archaeological Guidelines and conduct appropriate 
mitigation at the Applicant’s expense. In the unlikely event that potential human remains are identified 
during excavations or grading, all activity in the vicinity of the find would be immediately suspended and 
redirected elsewhere. All steps required to comply with Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 would be 
implemented through MM CUL-3. With the implementation of MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-3, impacts to 
archaeological, prehistoric, and historic resources, as well as human remains, would be insignificant.  
 
Cumulative Impacts: As previously described, development of the eastern portion of the Plantel Nurseries 
lot would facilitate construction activities and ground disturbance that has the potential to impact buried 
archaeological resources. Based on the lack of known archaeological resources in the vicinity of the Project 
site, the Project would not be expected to result in impacts to known archaeological, prehistoric, and 
tribal resources. Nevertheless, previously unknown, subsurface resources could exist onsite; the 
implementation of MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-3 would reduce impacts to any resources that are 
discovered during grading to an insignificant level. Therefore, with the implementation of the mitigation 
measures, the Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant 
cumulative impact involving cultural resources.  
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Mitigation Measures: Although resources are unlikely to exist within the Project site, the implementation of 
the following mitigation measures would reduce potentially significant impacts to previously unknown, 
subsurface cultural resources discovered during grading, to an insignificant level:  
 
MM CUL-1: Construction Worker Orientation. Prior to the commencement of any construction-

related activities, a P&D-approved archaeologist shall provide a worker orientation for all 
construction contractors, including site supervisors, equipment operators, and 
construction crews. This worker orientation shall emphasize the potential for previously 
unknown buried archaeological resources within and/or adjacent to the construction 
areas, identification of those resources, applicable regulatory policies and provisions 
regarding their protection, and penalties for noncompliance. This session shall be 
repeated in the event a new general construction contractor replaces the general 
contractor that was onsite during the original worker orientation. 
 
Plan Requirements and Timing: The Applicant shall submit to P&D compliance 
monitoring staff the name and contact information for the archaeologist prior to the pre-
construction meeting. The P&D-approved archaeologist shall conduct the training(s) prior 
to the commencement of ground disturbance activities.  

 
Monitoring: The Applicant shall provide a worker orientation sign-in sheet that includes 
the names and dated signatures of all construction personnel that have completed the 
training, to P&D prior to the commencement of grading. P&D permit compliance staff 
shall spot check attendance in the field using the orientation sign-in sheet.  

 
MM CUL-2: Stop Work at Encounter. The Applicant and/or their agents, representatives, or 

contractors shall stop or redirect work immediately in the event archaeological remains 
are encountered during grading, construction, landscaping, or other construction-related 
activity. The Applicant shall immediately contact P&D staff, and retain a P&D approved 
archaeologist and Native American representative to evaluate the significance of the find 
in compliance with the provisions of the County Archaeological Guidelines and conduct 
appropriate mitigation that the Owner funds. 

 
Plan Requirements and Timing: This condition shall be printed on all building and grading 
plans.  

 
 Monitoring: The P&D permit processing planner shall check plans prior to issuance of the 

first  Zoning Clearance for structures, and P&D compliance monitoring staff shall spot 
check in the field throughout grading and construction. 

 
MM CUL-3:  Encountering Human Remains. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e), if 

human remains are accidentally discovered or recognized during construction activities, 
State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall 
occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and 
disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. If the remains are 
determined to be of Native American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify the 
NAHC. The NAHC shall then identify the person(s) thought to be the Most Likely 
Descendent of the deceased Native American, who shall then help determine what course 
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of action should be taken in dealing with the remains. Per Public Resources Code 5097.98, 
the landowner shall ensure that the immediate vicinity, according to generally accepted 
cultural or archaeological standards or practices, where the Native American human 
remains are located, is not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until 
the landowner has discussed and conferred, as prescribed in Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98, with the most likely descendants regarding their recommendations, if 
applicable, taking into account the possibility of multiple human remains. 

 
Plan Requirements and Timing: This condition shall be printed on all building and grading 
plans. If human remains are discovered, construction activities shall stop immediately. 
The Applicant shall immediately contact P&D permit compliance staff, who would be 
responsible for contacting the County Coroner. 

 
Monitoring: P&D permit compliance staff shall ensure that no further disturbance shall 
occur until the County Coroner has made all necessary findings as to origin and disposition 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.  
 

Residual Impacts: With the incorporation of MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-3, residual impacts would be 
insignificant. 

4.6 ENERGY 
 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

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

 
Existing Setting: Private electrical and natural gas utility companies often provide service to customers in 
the unincorporated areas of the County. The Project site is within the service territory of PG&E, receives 
natural gas from SoCal Gas, and receives electricity from on-site solar photovoltaic panels. 
 
According to the California Energy Commission (CEC), California used approximately 287,826 gigawatts 
per hour of electricity in 2022 (CEC 2024). Electricity usage in California for differing land uses varies 
substantially by the type of uses in a building, type of construction materials used in a building, and the 
efficiency of all electricity consuming devices within a building. Because of the State’s energy efficiency 
standards and efficiency and conservation programs, California’s per-capita energy use has remained 
stable for more than 30 years, while the national average has steadily increased (CEC 2018).  
 
Natural gas represents one third of energy commodities consumed in California, and mainly falls into four 
sectors: 1) residential; 2) commercial; 3) industrial; and 4) electric power generation. In addition, natural 
gas is a viable alternative to petroleum for use in cars, trucks, and buses. According to the U.S. Energy 
Information Administration (EIA), California used approximately 2,130.9 trillion British thermal units of 
natural gas in 2022. By sector, industrial uses utilized approximately 34.2 percent of the State’s natural 
gas, followed by approximately 30.7 percent from electric power, approximately 21.4 percent from 
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residential uses, approximately 11.4 percent from commercial uses, and approximately 2.2 percent from 
transportation uses (EIA 2022). 
 
County Environmental Thresholds: The County has not established significance thresholds for electrical 
and/or natural gas service impacts. Private electrical and natural gas utility companies provide service to 
customers in Central California and Southern California, including the unincorporated areas of the County.  
 
Impact Discussion:  
 
a, b) Insignificant. The Project would entail nearly 1,600,000 sf of new structural development and operation 
of a new 24,000 sf germination building, up to 13 pre-fabricated greenhouse structures, various water 
detention and recycling structures, and operation of additional equipment to accommodate expanded 
operations. Energy use during construction would occur primarily from the consumption of vehicle and other 
equipment fuels. PG&E and SoCal Gas are private utility companies that respectively provide electrical and 
natural gas service to customers in Central and Southern California, including the unincorporated areas of 
Santa Barbara County.  
 
As described in Section 1.0, the Project would utilize on-site solar photovoltaic systems to supply renewably-
sourced electricity. The existing solar photovoltaic system was designed to generate a combined total of 1.2 
megawatt hours (MWh) on an annual basis, and was designed specifically with the Project expansion in mind 
to meet 100 percent of the proposed electricity demands of the Project. As such, the Project would not result 
in an increase in demand for electricity supplies from PG&E. However, during operation, the new structural 
development and expanded operations would result in a substantial, long-term demand for natural gas 
supplies to power the proposed 416 natural-gas fired heaters and a new boiler. While the Project would 
implement limitations on natural gas fuel use, the Project has the potential to result in the demand for up to 
an additional 2,049 MMBtu of natural gas supplies per day (2.06 million cubic feet per day [Mcf/d]). In 2022, 
SoCal Gas’ natural gas supply totaled 2,458 Mcf/d. Given the Project’s increased natural gas demands would 
account for far less than 0.1 percent of SoCal Gas’ total supply, the Project’s increase in natural gas demands 
are considered minimal. Further, the Applicant would be required to obtain “can and will serve” letters from 
all associated utility providers for the area and provide copies of these letters to P&D. As such, it is anticipated 
that the providers would be able to serve the individual properties in the future without undue strain on the 
existing infrastructure. In summary, impacts on regional energy supplies resulting from the Project would be 
insignificant. 
 
Cumulative Impacts: The Project would create a negligible effect on demand for existing energy sources. 
Therefore, when considered with other cumulative projects in the region, the Project would not 
contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact on energy resources.  
 
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required.  
 
Residual Impacts: Given that impacts relating to energy are insignificant, residual impacts would also be 
insignificant. 
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4.7 FIRE PROTECTION 

 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. and 
Unavoid. 

Signif. 
But 

Mitigable 

 
Insignif. 

No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

a. Introduction of development into an existing 
high fire hazard area or exposure of people or 
structures, either directly or indirectly, to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires? 

  X   

b. Project-caused high fire hazard?    X   
c. Introduction of development into an area 

without adequate water pressure, fire 
hydrants or adequate access for firefighting? 

  X   

d. Require the installation or maintenance of 
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power 
lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate 
fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment?  

   X  

e. Introduction of development that will 
substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan, emergency evacuation plan, 
or fire prevention techniques such as 
controlled burns or backfiring in high fire 
hazard areas?  

   X  

f. Development of structures beyond safe Fire 
Dept. response time?   X   

 
Existing Setting: Due to relatively low annual 
precipitation, highly flammable vegetation, 
and high velocity “sundowner” and “Santa 
Ana” winds, the County has routinely 
experienced major wildfires that can threaten 
residents’ safety and damage property. One 
of the most recent examples in the region 
was the December 2017 Thomas Fire that 
burned approximately 281,893 acres, 
including extensive areas within the 
Montecito foothills. Following the Thomas 
Fire, a storm event in January 2018 resulted 
in substantial debris flows along several 
creeks within the Montecito foothills and 
those of the Carpinteria Valley. The debris 
flows impacted expansive areas within the community of Montecito, resulting in 23 fatalities, damage to 
or loss of more than 400 homes and dozens of businesses, and temporary but prolonged 3-week-long 
closure of U.S. 101.  

 
Photograph 7. The Project site is located just over 2 miles from 
SBCFD Station No. 26. 
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According to information obtained from the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL 
FIRE), the Project site is not located in a State or local Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (CAL FIRE 2023). 
The County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (MJHMP) also designates critical hazard areas of 
the County, as areas subject to greater threat from wildfire, and identifies these areas based on slope, 
vegetation, ability to respond to fire threats, and localized weather conditions to assist in preparation of 
County hazard mitigation and response planning (SBCOEM 2023). The Project site is not located within an 
area designated as being at risk to extreme threat to wildfire.  
 
The Project site occurs within the service area of SBCFD. The Project site is located approximately 2.3 miles 
west from SBCFD Station No. 26, located at 1596 Tiffany Park Court. An existing 4.2-acre detention basin, 
40,000-agllon clarification basin, and three 250,000-gallon water tanks would remain on-site, as well as 
the onsite well used for irrigation water. In addition, Golden State Water Company – Lake Marie provides 
domestic and fire protection water.  
 
County Environmental Thresholds: The following SBCFD standards are applied in evaluating impacts 
associated with the proposed development: 

 The emergency response thresholds include SBCFD staff standards of one on-duty firefighter per 
4,000 persons (generally 1 engine company per 12,000 people, assuming three 
firefighters/station). The emergency response time standard is approximately 5 to 6 minutes. 

 Water supply thresholds include a requirement for 750 gallons per minute (gpm) at 20 pounds 
per square inch (psi) for all single-family dwellings. 

 The ability of the SBCFD’s engine companies to extinguish fires (based on maximum flow rates 
through handheld line) meets State and Federal standards assuming a 5,000-sf structure. 
Therefore, in any portion of the SBCFD’s response area, all structures over 5,000 sf are an 
unprotected risk (a significant impact) and therefore should have internal fire sprinklers. 

 Access road standards include a minimum width (depending on number of units served and 
whether parking would be allowed on either side of the road), with some narrowing allowed for 
driveways. Cul-de-sac diameters, turning radii and road grade must meet minimum SBCFD 
standards based on project type. 

 Two means of egress may be needed and access must not be impeded by fire, flood, or 
earthquake.  

 
A potentially significant impact could occur in the event any of these standards is not adequately met. 
 
Impact Discussion: 
 
a, b, c, f) Insignificant. The Project would include the development of a germination building, 13 new 
greenhouses, a stormwater retention/detention facility, a 1.3-million-gallon water storage and recycling 
facility, and a water filtration and recirculation facility with four 250,000-gallon water storage tanks. The 
Project site is not located within a FHSZ (CAL FIRE 2023). The Project would not add habitable development 
within an existing high fire-risk area. In addition, all new development would be required to comply with 
County building code requirements by incorporating fire-resistant materials. All new structures would be 
located on the Project site that is located 2.3 miles from SBCFD Station No. 26. At this distance, the 
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proposed development would not compromise response times within SBCFD Station No. 26’s service area. 
Impacts associated with fire hazards and access would be insignificant. 
 
d, e) No Impact. The Project is not located withing a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and would not 
require the installation or maintenance of roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 
other utilities that would substantially exacerbate fire risk, nor would the Project alter existing emergency 
or evacuation routes. As such, no impacts related to fire hazards from installation and maintenance or 
from emergency access and evacuation would occur. 
 
Cumulative Impacts: The Project would expand existing nursery operations by 77 acres on the Plantel 
Nurseries property. The Project site is not located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and would not 
exacerbate fire risk. While the Project would not affect the existing access or response time of SBCFD 
Station No. 26, it could incrementally increase future demand for service. However, the proposed 
development would be subject to County building code requirements to minimize fire risk and, when 
considered with other cumulative projects in the region, implementation of the Project would not make 
a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact regarding fire hazards. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required.  
 
Residual Impacts: Given that impacts relating to fire protection are insignificant, residual impacts would also 
be insignificant. 

4.8 GEOLOGIC PROCESSES 
 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving exposure to or production of 
unstable earth conditions such as landslides, 
earthquakes, liquefaction, soil creep, mudslides, 
ground failure (including expansive, compressible, 
collapsible soils), or similar hazards? 

  X  

 

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

  X  
 

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

d. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

  X  
 

e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either 
on or off the site?    X   
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Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

   X 

 

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

   X 
 

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

term operation, which may affect adjoining areas?    X   

l. Excessive spoils, tailings or over-burden?    X   
 
Existing Setting: The Project site is located in the Santa Maria Valley and has elevations ranging from 
approximately 740 ft in the southwest corner to approximately 670 ft along the easterly property line. 
On-site slopes are generally less than 10 percent. As described in Section 3.0 seven mapped soil units have 
been identified within the Project site: Garey sandy loam (GaC2), 2 to 9 percent slopes, eroded; Garey 
sandy loam (GaE2), 9 to 30 percent slopes, eroded; Garey sandy loam (GaE3), 5 to 30 percent slopes, 
severely eroded; Garey loam, wet variant (GbB), 0 to 5 percent slopes; Marina sand (MaE), 9 to 30 percent 
slopes; Marina sand (MaE3), 9 to 30 percent slopes, severely eroded; and Pleasanton sandy loam (PnC), 2 
to 9 percent slopes. The Project site is located in a portion of the county that is identified in the Seismic 
Safety and Safety Element as having a low potential for liquefaction, landslides, soil creep, expansive soils, 
and compressible/collapsible soils. The Project site has a moderate potential for high groundwater and 
seismic/tectonic activity. Its overall geological problems index is Category I (low). The Seismic and Safety 
Element states that areas designated Category I would have relatively minor problems (except possibly 
seismic shaking) and would be suitable for all types of development. In addition, Earth Systems provided a 
preliminary geotechnical review letter that County staff reviewed, confirming that the site is generally suitable 
for the proposed development (Attachment 5 and Attachment 6).  
 
County Environmental Thresholds: Pursuant to the County’s Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, impacts 
related to geological resources may have the potential to be significant if the Project involves any of the 
following characteristics: 

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

2. The Project results in potentially hazardous geologic conditions such as the construction of cut 
slopes exceeding a grade of 1.5 horizontal to 1 vertical. 
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3. The Project includes construction of a cut slope over 15 ft in height as measured from the lowest 
finished grade. 

4. The Project is located on slopes exceeding 20-percent grade. 
 

Impact Discussion: 
 

a) Insignificant. The Project would not result in the exposure to, or production of, unstable earth conditions 
such as landslides, liquefaction, soil creep, mudslides, ground failure (including expansive, compressible, 
collapsible soils), or similar hazards. The Project site is in an area that is subject to low liquefaction 
susceptibility and relatively moderate groundwater levels. According to a soils engineering report prepared 
for the previous Development Plan Project on the western side of the property, the general profile observed 
in borings consisted of layered sand soils along with a few isolated layers of silt and non-expansive soils. The 
Project site is located within Seismic Zone #4, which has the potential to be subject to severe ground-shaking 
as a result of seismic activity. However, compliance with the California Building Code (CBC) and Santa Barbara 
County Grading Ordinance (Chapter 14) would ensure that potential hazards from ground shaking impacts 
caused by movement along a distant fault are insignificant.  
 
b) Insignificant. Grading for the Project includes approximately 780,000 cy of cut and 600,000 cy of fill, all of 
which would be balanced onsite and would not require any export of excess material. Although the Project 
would include a cut slope over 15 ft in height as measured from the lowest finished grade, the Project 
would be subject to the requirements of the Santa Barbara County Chapter 14, Grading Code, Section 
14-10 et seq. and involve the issuance of a Grading Permit from the Building and Safety Division. Pursuant 
to Section 14-11(c) of the Grading Ordinance, prior to issuance of the Grading Permit for the Project, the 
Applicant would be required to prepare an engineering geology report and/or a geotechnical (soil) 
engineering report for the Chief Building Official’s review and approval (unless waived by the Chief 
Building Official). Pursuant to Section 14-29 of the Grading Ordinance, the Applicant would be required 
to prepare and implement a DESCP or a SWPPP if it satisfies the requirements of a DESCP. The DESCP 
or SWPPP would be implemented for the duration of the grading period and until re-graded areas have 
been stabilized by structures, long-term erosion control measures, and/or permanent landscaping. 
During construction (including but not limited to the rainy season, or November 1st through April 15th), 
the Applicant would be required to stabilize exposed slopes using erosion control measures such as 
temporary plantings and/or using other best management practices.  
 
The Project would involve the development of revised grading plans that include a compacted fill slope 
to address potential failures associated with the 15-ft vertical cut slopes. This would involve over-
excavation of the cut slopes, followed by re-construction of the slopes in an engineered fill configuration, 
which must comply with the standards set forth in Section 14-25 (Excavations) and Section 14-26 (Fills) 
of the Grading Ordinance.  
 
Compliance with the requirements of the County Grading Ordinance, including approval and issuance of a 
Grading Permit for the Project, would effectively mitigate any impacts associated with grading for the 
Project; therefore, impacts would be insignificant. 
 
c, h) No Impact. The Project site is not located in a coastal area or along a coastal bluff. As such, the Project 
would not contribute to sea level rise related hazards. Additionally, the Project would not create any 
significant permanent changes in topography, nor would it involve mining or extraction of mineral or ore. 
Therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary for these areas of concern, as no impacts would occur. 
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d) Insignificant. The Project site’s topography consists of relatively flat (i.e., ranging between 670 and 740 
ft amsl), previously-disturbed lands and, therefore, does not support any unique geological or physical 
features. The Project site has historically been used for agriculture, including row crops, and the entire 
site has been previously disturbed. Row crops typically undergo deep ripping and tilling on a seasonal 
basis. This practice has been conducted in most areas of the Project site and likely would have exposed or 
eliminated any potential unique features in the soils on site. Further, the Project site is mapped as being 
underlain by younger terrace deposits and late Pleistocene-aged alluvium (Sweetkind et al. 2021). This 
formation is not considered a significant fossil-bearing formation. Given the long history of soil 
disturbance at the site and low fossil-bearing potential of the underlying formation, the potential for 
inadvertent discovery or disturbance of fossil materials during site construction, grading, or operation is 
considered unlikely, and impacts would be insignificant.  
 
e) Insignificant. As discussed above, pursuant to Section 14-29 of the Grading Ordinance, the Applicant 
would be required to prepare and implement a DESCP or a SWPPP that includes the use of best 
management practices and design features to minimize wind- and water-based erosion during grading 
and construction activities. In addition, pursuant to Section 14-29(d) of the Grading Ordinance, the 
Applicant would be required to prepare a master drainage plan that is subject to the Chief Building 
Official’s review and must comply with design standards for drainages and terraces to prevent water-
caused erosion of soils and sediment transport. Compliance with the requirements of the County Grading 
Ordinance, including approval and issuance of a Grading Permit for the Project, would effectively mitigate 
any erosion-related impacts associated with the Project; therefore, impacts would be insignificant. 
 
f) No Impact. The Project site is not on or in the vicinity of any body of water, including rivers, streams, 
oceans, or any bays, inlets or lakes. Therefore, there would be no impacts regarding deposition, erosion, or 
siltation from modification of water bodies. 
 
g) No Impact. The existing OWTS would continue to provide sewage disposal at the Project site. There are 
no additional septic systems proposed. Environmental Health Services reviewed the Project and confirmed 
that the proposed development does not require any additional wastewater services or modification to the 
existing OWTS. Therefore, there would be no impacts from the placement of septic disposal systems. 
 
i, j) No Impact. The Project site is relatively flat and slopes are generally less than 10 percent. Additionally, 
the Project does not involve sand, gravel, or topsoil removal; all excavated materials would be recompacted 
and balanced on-site for grading to create the building pads and implement the proposed drainage system. 
Therefore, the Project would have no impacts relating to excessive grading on slopes over 20 percent or 
from removal of sand, gravel, or topsoil.  
 
k) Insignificant. The Project is located within a semi-rural agricultural area of the Santa Maria Valley. Parcels 
surrounding the Project site range in size from 0.07 acres to 159 acres but are generally between 20 and 140 
acres. Substantial vibrations are not anticipated from the proposed construction activities as the Project 
would not involve pile-driving. Additionally, given the size of the Project site and the distance from 
surrounding residences, vibrations from construction activities (e.g., heavy equipment use for grading) 
would not be felt at nearby residences. As is discussed in Section 4.11, the Project would be subject to a 
condition of approval to limit noise-generating construction activities to the daytime and on weekdays 
when residential uses are least likely to be sensitive to elevated noise levels. The long-term operation of 
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the expanded nursery operation does not include activities which would create vibration. Therefore, 
vibration from construction-related activities and long-term operation would be insignificant.  
 
l) Insignificant. The Project includes approximately 780,000 cy of cut and 600,000 cy of fill, all of which would 
be balanced onsite and not require any export of excess material given anticipated earth shrinkage of 
approximately 30 percent. Additionally, the Project does not involve any mining or other activities that could 
create tailings and overburden. Therefore, the Project’s impacts relating to excessive tailing, spoils, or 
overburden would be insignificant. 
  
Cumulative Impacts: As previously described, the Project would involve grading of the site to create the 
building pads for the greenhouses and implement the proposed drainage/retention system. The Project 
would be subject to the requirements of the Grading Ordinance, a Grading Permit, and the County 
Building Code which would minimize erosion and sedimentation impacts and avoid the creation of any 
unusual geological hazards. Therefore, the Project would not make a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to a significant cumulative impact regarding geologic processes, geologic hazards, or 
paleontological resources.  
 
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required. 
 
Residual Impacts: There would be no residual impacts to geologic processes associated with the 
implementation of the Project. 

4.9 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/RISK OF UPSET 
 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

  X   

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

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

  X   

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

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

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

  X   

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

h. The contamination of a public water supply?     X  
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Existing Setting: The Project site was previously used for berry farming and but has been fallowed since 
2022. This area has not experienced previous soil or groundwater contamination and is not listed on the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database or the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker database as a leaking underground storage tank (LUST) cleanup site (DTSC 
2023; SWRCB 2023). The Project site contains two plugged and abandoned oil wells (API Nos. 083-20860 
and 083-01270) located in the northern portion of the site, as well as a 10-ft-wide oil pipeline easement 
that extends across the northeastern corner of the site (Attachment 10). 
 
County Environmental Thresholds: The County’s Public Safety Thresholds address involuntary public 
exposure from projects involving significant quantities of hazardous materials. The threshold addresses 
the likelihood and severity of potential accidents to determine whether the safety risks of a project exceed 
significant levels. 
 
Impact Discussion:  
 
a, f, g) Insignificant. As stated above, the Project site is not included on a DTSC list of Hazardous Wastes and 
Substances Sites, in an EnviroStor database, or in a SWRCB GeoTracker Database list of LUST Sites. However, 
there are two formerly active oil wells located within the footprint of the proposed expansion. These wells 
are located within 250 ft of the nearest proposed structure, within 90 ft of a proposed recycled water storage 
tank, and within 35 ft of a proposed stormwater detention basin. While these two wells are plugged and 
abandoned, they may require access and re-abandonment in the future. In compliance with the 
recommendations of the California Department of Conservation, Geologic Energy Management Division 
(CalGEM) the Project would not result in construction over, or impede access to, the wells. Prior to Project 
completion, wells would be exposed and surveyed with location and depth documented and tested for any 
potential liquid or gas leakage. If required, the wells would be re-abandoned in accordance with  the current 
Public Resource Code and California Code of Regulations. Therefore, with adherence to CalGEM 
recommendations and compliance with Public Resource Code and California Code of Regulations 
requirements, impacts related to oil wells would be insignificant.  
 
b, c, e) Insignificant. Construction activities associated with the Project would involve the use of light-duty 
vehicles, handheld power tools, heavy construction equipment, generators, and other equipment that would 
introduce gasoline, diesel, and/or hydraulic fluid. Heavy construction equipment may include the transport 
and temporary on-site storage of petroleum products for the purpose of fueling construction equipment. 
However, compliance with existing Federal and State regulations related to the transport, handling, use, 
and disposal of hazardous materials during all construction activities would ensure that impacts would be 
insignificant.  
 
Following the completion of the proposed expansion, Plantel Nurseries operations would continue to use, 
store, transport, and discharge hazardous materials commonly used in existing agricultural operations 
(e.g., rodenticides, fungicides, herbicides, insecticides, fertilizers, and other agricultural chemicals). Other 
activities may involve the handling, storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials such as commercial 
chemicals or household cleaning supplies. However, the use of these materials (e.g., pesticides) within 
greenhouses would likely be reduced compared to their use during traditional row crop farming. This is 
because of the highly controlled environment found within greenhouses; pesticide and fertilizer use can 
be carefully monitored, along with other factors like water and light, which allows for more precise 
application and reductions in waste and overall usage. Greenhouse cultivation also offers additional 
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protection against extreme weather, such as frost events or high winds, which reduces risk for broader 
pesticide drift. The Project also includes a water storage and recycling facility, which would capture and 
reuse irrigation water and reduce the potential for any fertilizer- or pesticide-contaminated water to leave 
the Project site.  
 
In addition, operations would continue to be subject to existing laws and regulations governing cultivation 
and associated hazardous activities, including the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program (ILRP) regulated 
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, and USEPA and CalEPA regulations regarding the use 
of pesticides, fertilizers, and other hazardous materials for cultivating food and non-food agricultural 
products, to ensure the safety of employees, consumers, adjacent uses, and the environment. In addition, 
Occupational Health and Safety Administration regulates permitted businesses to ensure the health and 
safety of employees from occupational hazards. Therefore, impacts would be insignificant.  
 
d) Insignificant. The Project site is located on E. Clark Avenue in a designated rural area, between the U.S. 
101 (to the west) and Dominion Road (to the east). Pinnacle Traffic Engineering (2020) analyzed the trip 
generation rates using different methodologies and conducted a site access evaluation of the Project 
(Attachment 9). After accounting for the discontinuance of crop production activities within the Project site, 
the Project would result in a net decrease in trips. Furthermore, the analysis revealed that there is adequate 
stopping distance and additional turn lanes are not needed to accommodate the Project-generated traffic 
along E. Clark Avenue along the Project site street frontage and, therefore, traffic would not limit emergency 
response and/or evacuation from the site. All construction and staging would take place on-site and would 
not affect public roadways or affect emergency access to the site. Finally, as described in Section 4.7, impacts 
to evacuation or emergency response would be insignificant. Therefore, Project impacts regarding emergency 
response and/or evacuation would be insignificant. 
 
h) No Impact. There are no public water supply intake areas associated with the Project site. Further, 
construction activities would comply with the Santa Barbara County Grading Code and would involve the 
implementation of a DESCP/SWPPP that includes BMPs, erosion and sediment control measures, and 
other practices aimed at water pollution prevention. Site operations associated with handling, storage, 
use, and disposal of hazardous materials would continue to be subject to existing laws and regulations 
governing the cultivation and associated hazardous activities, including the Irrigated Lands Regulatory 
Project (ILRP) regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, and USEPA and CalEPA 
regulations. Compliance with existing regulations would ensure impacts of the Project would be insignificant. 
 
Cumulative Impacts: As previously described, construction of the proposed germination building, 
greenhouses, stormwater retention/detention facility, water storage and recycling facility, and four 
250,000 water storage tanks, would result in the temporary use of hazardous materials during 
construction. Similarly, operation of the Project also would involve the continued use of hazardous 
materials typically used in agricultural operations. However, adherence to Federal, State, and local 
regulations would reduce the risk of accidental spills during the proposed construction and operation. 
Further, in the unlikely event of a spill, it would occur in a localized area, which would provide for 
expedient containment and clean-up. Furthermore, given the Project’s trip generation rates and the 
existing design and capacity of E. Clark Avenue, and low-density, rural agricultural development within 
the vicinity of the Project site, the Project would not adversely affect ingress and egress to the site and 
other properties along E. Clark Avenue during an emergency. Therefore, when considered with other 
cumulative projects in the region, the Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to a significant cumulative impact regarding hazardous materials and/or risk of upset. 
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required. 
 
Residual Impacts: There would be no residual impacts to hazardous materials and risk of upset associated 
with the implementation of the Project. 

4.10 LAND USE 
 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

b.  Cause a significant environmental impact due to 
a conflict with any applicable land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

  X   

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

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

   X  

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

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

   X  

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

   X  

h. The loss of a substantial amount of open space?     X  
i. An economic or social effect that would result in a 

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

  X   

j. Conflicts with adopted airport safety zones?     X  
 
Existing Setting: As described in Section 3.0, the Project site is located at 2775 E. Clark Avenue in the Santa 
Maria rural area and is not located in a community or specific plan area. The Project would revise the 
approved development plan for the lot (Case No. 08DVP-00000-0007) and result in 1,596,480 sf of 
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structural development, including one germination building and 13 greenhouses, as well as several water 
storage/recycling facilities. This development would be for agricultural uses, consistent with existing land 
use and zoning designations of AC (Agricultural Commercial) and AG-II-100, respectively. The surrounding 
lots have similar land use designations and zoning (see Table 3). The property is subject to the provisions 
of the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan including, but not limited to, the LUDC. 
 
County Environmental Thresholds: The Thresholds and Guidelines Manual contains no specific thresholds 
for land use. Generally, a potentially significant impact can occur if a project would result in substantial growth 
inducing effects or result in a physical change in conflict with County policies adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.   
 
Impact Discussion: 
 
a) No Impact. Given the agricultural character of the region, as well as the existing agricultural operations 
on the lot and the Project site, development of the eastern portion of the site to expand the agricultural 
operations at Plantel Nurseries would not create incompatible uses. The subject lot is currently subject to 
an Agricultural Preserve Contract (No. 96AP008) and the Agricultural Preserve Advisory Committee 
reviewed the Project and found it to be consistent with the Uniform Rules and ongoing contract eligibility 
requirements. In addition, existing development that is similar to the structural development proposed 
as a part of the Project—greenhouses, a germination building, and water storage/recycling facilities—
already exists on the western portion of the lot. Therefore, the proposed development would be 
compatible with existing agricultural development and there would be no impacts relating to structural 
and land use incompatibility. 
 
b) Insignificant. The Project would be consistent with all applicable environmental policies and rules due to 
compliance with Federal, State, and local regulations, as well as Project characteristics and incorporated 
mitigation measures (see Table 11). Therefore, impacts relating to conflicts with applicable land use plans, 
policies, or regulations would be insignificant. 
 

Table 11. Land Use Policy Consistency Analysis 
Policy Consistency Analysis 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, LAND USE ELEMENT 
Land Use Designation: Agriculture, AG-II-40, 
under Santa Barbara County LUDC 

Consistent. The Project consists of development for agricultural 
uses, all of which are consistent with the Uniform Rules and 
agricultural preserve program requirements and the objectives 
for AG-II land. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with 
this policy. 

Land Use Development Policy 4: Prior to 
issuance of a use permit, the County shall 
make the finding, based on information 
provided by environmental documents, staff 
analysis, and the applicant, that adequate 
public or private services and resources (i.e. 
water, sewer, roads, etc.) are available to 
serve the proposed development. The 
applicant shall assume full responsibility for 
costs incurred in service extensions or 
improvements that are required as a result of 

Consistent. The existing onsite water well would provide water 
for irrigation. The well has been shown to provide a sufficient 
flow rate to serve the Project. The Golden State Water Company 
would continue to provide potable water and water for fire 
protection. The existing OWTS would continue to provide 
sanitary services. Two existing driveways accessed via Clark 
Avenue would continue to provide access to the Project site. All 
necessary services are adequate or available to serve the 
Project. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with this 
policy. 
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Policy Consistency Analysis 
the Project. Lack of available public or private 
services or resources shall be grounds for 
denial of the Project or reduction in the 
density otherwise indicated in the land use 
plan.  
Hillside and Watershed Protection Policy 1. 
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 
conducted with less alteration of the natural 
terrain. 

Consistent. Grading for the Project includes approximately 
780,000 cy of cut and 600,000 cy of fill, all of which would be 
balanced onsite and would not require any export of excess 
material. As stated in Section 4.8, the proposed grading 
activities must comply with the requirements of the Chapter 14 
Grading Ordinance, which include standards for the grading of 
properties, as well as for the administration and enforcement of 
a grading program, including permit and inspection 
requirements, and would address geologic hazards. 
Additionally, the Project would require the Building Official’s 
approval of a DESCP/SWPPP, geotechnical investigation, and  
report of lab testing, geotechnical findings, and design 
recommendations for reducing risks from geotechnical hazards, 
site runoff, and erosion. Although the Project involves grading, 
earthwork studies have been conducted to confirm that the 
current development plans are feasible and would not present 
any unusual hazards. Therefore, the Project would be consistent 
with this policy. 

Hillside and Watershed Protection Policy 2. 
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.  

Consistent. The Project is essentially an expansion of existing 
development and operations on the lot and is designed to be 
consistent with the topographic, soils, geologic, and 
hydrological conditions of the developed western portion of the 
lot. Natural features, landforms, and native vegetation are not 
present on the site, given its history of disturbance and 
agricultural activities. The technical studies for the proposed 
grading plan indicate that implementation of the Project would 
not introduce development in areas deemed unsuitable due to 
geologic, soil, or other hazards. Therefore, the Project would be 
consistent with this policy. 

Hillside and Watershed Protection Policy 3. 
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. The 
clearing of land should be avoided during the 
winter rainy season and all measures for 
removing sediments and stabilizing slopes 
should be in place before the beginning of the 
rainy season. 

Consistent. As stated in Section 4.8, the proposed grading 
activities must comply with the requirements of the Chapter 14 
Grading Ordinance. A DESCP/SWPPP would be required that 
includes best management practices that would be 
implemented to avoid impacts relating to erosion and sediment 
movement, such as rules relating to timing of land-clearing 
activities, installation of sediment basins, and other stabilization 
measures. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with 
these policies. 

Hillside and Watershed Protection Policy 4. 
Sediment basins (including debris basins, 
desilting basins, or silt traps) shall be installed 
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Policy Consistency Analysis 
on the Project site in conjunction with the 
initial grading operations and maintained 
through the development process to remove 
sediment from runoff waters. All sediment 
shall be retained on site unless removed to an 
appropriate dumping location. 
Hillside and Watershed Protection Policy 5. 
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 
stabilized immediately with planting of native 
grasses and shrubs, appropriate nonnative 
plants, or with accepted landscaping 
practices.  
Hillside and Watershed Protection Policy 6. 
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. Water runoff shall be 
retained onsite whenever possible to 
facilitate groundwater recharge. 

Consistent. The Project contains several features aimed at 
controlling stormwater and agricultural water runoff, including 
a two-pond stormwater control system, a detention pond, and 
a metered outlet. All runoff would be directed to two existing 
drainage areas and discharge points. A Preliminary Drainage 
Report analyzed pre- and post-developed runoff conditions on 
the Project site and determined that with these Project 
features, site discharge would not increase, and that the 
detention basin storage capacity is more than sufficient to 
detain 100-year storm event runoff. Additionally, the Project 
includes a water recycling facility and relevant infrastructure to 
maximize groundwater recharge and water reuse. Therefore, 
the Project would be consistent with this policy. 

Visual Resources Policy 2. 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 contours of the 
landscape; and shall be sited so as not to 
intrude into the skyline as seen from public 
viewing place. 

Consistent. The proposed structural development would be 
similar in architectural style, height, scale, and design to the 
existing development on the west side of the lot. These 
structures would be a maximum of 23 ft tall, would comply with 
the maximum building height requirements of the LUDC that 
apply to the Project site, and would be consistent with the 
agricultural character of the surrounding area. Therefore, the 
Project would be consistent with this policy. 

Historical and Archaeological Sites Policy 2. 
When developments are proposed for lots 
where archaeological or other cultural sites 
are located, Project design shall be required 
which avoids impacts to such cultural sites if 
possible. 

Consistent. As stated in Section 4.5, a Phase I archaeological 
pedestrian survey accompanied by relevant records searches 
concluded that there are no significant archaeological or 
cultural sites on the Project site. In addition, pursuant to the 
requirements of AB 52, the County contacted the local Native 
American tribal representatives of the SYBCI and 
Barbareño/Ventureño Band of Mission Indians in March of 
2023, and Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation on June 13, 
2024, to formally notify the tribes of a consultation opportunity 
and communicate the negative results of the pedestrian survey. 

Historical and Archaeological Sites Policy 3. 
When sufficient planning flexibility does not 
permit avoiding construction on 
archaeological or other types of cultural sites, 
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Policy Consistency Analysis 
adequate mitigation shall be required. 
Mitigation shall be designed in accord with 
guidelines of the State Office of Historic 
Preservation and the State of California 
Native American Heritage Commission. 

No responses or requests for formal tribal consultation were 
received and tribal cultural resources were not identified for the 
Project site. Regardless, measures would be put in place to stop 
work, follow applicable consultation requirements, and notify 
required parties if cultural, tribal cultural, or archaeological 
resources are discovered during construction or operation (MM 
CUL-2 and MM CUL-3). Therefore, the Project would be 
consistent with these policies. 

Historical and Archaeological Sites Policy 5: 
Native Americans shall be consulted when 
development proposals are submitted which 
impact significant archaeological or cultural 
sites 
Santa Maria/Orcutt Area Policy: Land Use. 
Promotion and protection of agriculture as an 
industry. 

Consistent. The Project would expand the existing Plantel 
Nurseries operation on an agriculturally zoned lot. Therefore, 
the Project is consistent with this policy. 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, AGRICULTURE ELEMENT 
Policy I.A. The integrity of agricultural 
operations shall not be violated by 
recreational or other non-compatible uses. 

Consistent. The Project involves an agricultural use and would 
not result in the conversion of agricultural lands to other uses. 
Further, the Project would strengthen the integrity of 
agricultural activities on the Project site through the expansion 
of current operations into the eastern portion of the lot. 
Implementation of the Project would increase the efficiency and 
productivity of the current agricultural activities. Therefore, the 
Project would be consistent with these policies. 

Policy II.D. Conversion of highly productive 
agricultural lands whether urban or rural, 
shall be discouraged. The County shall 
support programs which encourage the 
retention of highly productive agricultural 
lands. 
Policy IV.C. Grading and brush clearing for 
new agricultural improvements on hillsides 
shall not cause excessive erosion or 
downslope damage. 

Consistent. As stated in Section 4.8, the proposed grading 
activities would be subject to the County’s Grading Ordinance 
and measures identified in the required DESCP/SWPPP for the 
Project. These rules and development standards would 
minimize erosion and downslope effects. Therefore, the Project 
would be consistent with this policy. 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, ENERGY ELEMENT 
POLICY 2.4: PASSIVE SOLAR DESIGNS. 
Encourage increased use of passive, solar 
design and daylighting in existing and new 
structures. 

Consistent. The Project would continue to utilize on-site solar 
photovoltaic systems to provide the majority of the Project’s 
electricity demands and would maximize daylight through the 
use of greenhouses with automated equipment that includes 
temperature-controlled movable walls and roof panels. 
Therefore, the Project would be consistent with this policy. 

POLICY 4.1: CONSTRUCTION. Encourage 
recycling and reuse of construction waste to 
reduce energy consumption associated with 
extracting and manufacturing virgin 
materials. 

Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.12, the Project would be 
subject to the California Green Building Code (CalGreen), which 
requires a minimum of 65 percent of all construction waste to 
be recycled. Additionally, incorporation of MM PF-1 (Source 
Reduction and Solid Waste Management Plan) would require 
further waste reduction measures during the construction of 
the Project. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with this 
policy. 

POLICY 4.8: WATER EFFICIENT 
LANDSCAPING. The County shall require (per 
Government Code, Section 65590, Article 
10.8) water-efficient landscape design and 
irrigation systems in new and renovated 

Consistent. According to the California Center for Urban 
Horticulture’s Water Use Classification of Landscape Species, all 
species identified in the Project landscaping plan are classified 
as either “Very Low” or “Low” for water use. The landscaping 
plan also outlines compliance with the Water Efficient 
Landscape Ordinance. In addition, the Project involves a 
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Policy Consistency Analysis 
developments and at public parks and 
facilities. 

stormwater detention/retention facility and drainage/water 
circulation systems that would recycle and reuse water for 
nursery stock irrigation. Therefore, the Project is consistent with 
this policy. 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, CONSERVATION ELEMENT 
Groundwater Resources Section Policy 3.4: 
The County's land use planning decisions shall 
be consistent with the ability of any affected 
water purveyor(s) to provide adequate 
services and resources to their existing 
customers, in coordination with any 
applicable groundwater management plan. 

Consistent. While the Project and existing development on the 
subject lot would receive domestic and fire protection water 
from Golden State Water Company, an on-site well would 
continue to provide all irrigation water. Domestic water demand 
is not expected to increase as a result of the Project, as no 
residential development is proposed and the increase in 
employees would be negligible. Water demand for agricultural 
purposes is expected to decrease due to use of the proposed 
water detention/retention and recycling components. As a 
result, the water company’s ability to provide adequate services 
and resources to existing customers, including Plantel Nurseries 
and the proposed new development, would not be adversely 
affected. Additionally, implementation of the Project would not 
result in additional groundwater withdrawals and, therefore, 
would not exacerbate overdraft of a groundwater basin. 
Therefore, the Project is consistent with these policies. 

Groundwater Resources Section Policy 3.5: In 
coordination with any applicable 
groundwater management plan(s), the 
County shall not allow, through its land use 
permitting decisions, any basin to become 
seriously overdrafted on a prolonged basis. 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, SEISMIC SAFETY AND SAFETY ELEMENT 
Geologic and Seismic Protection Policy 1. The 
County shall minimize the potential effects of 
geologic, soil, and seismic hazards through 
the development review process.  

Consistent. As stated in Section 4.8, the proposed grading and 
land-clearing activities would be subject to the County’s Grading 
Ordinance and would require preparation of a soils and 
geological report and implementation of a DESCP/SWPPP that 
includes best management practices subject to the Chief 
Building Official’s review and approval, to avoid adverse 
geologic and soil impacts (e.g., erosion, liquefaction, and 
expansion). Therefore, the Project would be consistent with this 
policy. 

  
Policy FIRE – 3.6: Fire Development 
Standards. To reduce the potential for fire 
damage, the County shall continue to require 
consistency with Fire Department 
Development Standards pursuant to the 
California Fire Code, Public Resource Code 
§4291, and Government Code §51175-51188, 
as may be amended. 

Consistent. All proposed development would be subject to 
compliance with Federal, State, and local regulations and 
policies relating to fire prevention and mitigation, including the 
State and County Fire Codes, County Building Code Chapter 7A, 
Materials and Construction Methods for Exterior Wildfire 
Exposure, State Fire Safe Regulations, and National Fire 
Protection Association Standard 1142. County Fire completed 
an initial review of the Project and provided a “No Conditions” 
letter dated August 31, 2020. The Project would also be subject 
to SBCFD review and compliance with all SBCFD Development 
Standards prior to Building Permit approvals. Therefore, the 
Project would be consistent with these policies. 
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Policy Consistency Analysis 
Policy FIRE – 5.1: Fire and Building Code 
Compliance. New development within the 
State Responsibility Area, Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zones, and County High Fire 
Hazard Area will meet or exceed State 
standards set forth in the County Fire Code 
and County Building Code, Chapter 7A 
Materials and Construction Methods for 
Exterior Wildfire Exposure, as may be 
amended.  
Policy FIRE – 9.0: Adequate Water 
Infrastructure for Fire Suppression. All new 
development shall maintain adequate water 
infrastructure that ensures water supply and 
flow rates are adequate for fire suppression.  

Consistent. The Project would utilize domestic and fire 
protection water from Golden State Water Company, similar to 
existing operations on the lot. The Project is not expected to 
significantly increase demand for domestic water supply, given 
that the Project would increase the number of employees by 10 
for a total of 130-150 employees. Therefore, water 
infrastructure, supply, and flow rates would continue to be 
adequate for fire suppression, and the Project would be 
consistent with this policy.  

Flood Policy 1. The County shall avoid or 
minimize risks of flooding to development 
through the development review process 
pursuant to Government Code 
§65302(3)(g)(2)(i). 

Consistent. The Project site and its surrounding area are not 
located within a flood hazard zone or floodplain, according to 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA’s) Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM). Additionally, the proposed 
development would be subject to compliance with flood 
protection policies and measures, including Santa Barbara 
County Code Chapter 15A, Floodplain Management, and Section 
15A-16, Standards of Construction, as well as any other 
regulations that minimize flood hazard risks. Given the Project 
site’s location outside of a flood hazard area or floodplain, as 
well as adherence to applicable policies that minimize or avoid 
flood hazards, the Project would be consistent with these 
policies. 

Flood Policy 2. The County shall evaluate 
whether development should be located in 
flood hazard zones, and identify construction 
methods or other methods to minimize 
damage if development is located in flood 
hazard zones pursuant to Government Code 
§65302(3)(g)(2)(ii). 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, NOISE ELEMENT 
Policy 1. In the planning of land use, 65 dB 
Day-Night Average Sound Level should be 
regarded as the maximum exterior noise 
exposure compatible with noise-sensitive 
uses unless noise mitigation features are 
included in Project designs.  

Consistent. See the discussion of noise impacts in Section 4.11. 
The closest noise-sensitive receptor to the Project site is a 
residence located approximately 900 ft (at the closest point) to 
the east of the subject property. The Project would be subject 
to a condition of approval limiting noise-generating 
construction activities to established daytime hours, so as not to 
exceed the 65 decibel (dB) Day-Night Average Sound Level 
maximum exterior noise standard that applies to the residence. 
Further, the days and hours of operation of the Plantel Nurseries 
operations would remain Monday to Friday, from 6:30 A.M. to 
6:00 P.M., year-round and would not involve the introduction of 
new equipment that could exceed the maximum exterior noise 
standard. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with this 
policy. 

 
c) Insignificant. The Project does not involve any residential development. Further, the Project would result 
in 10 new employees for a total of 130 – 150 employees at the Plantel Nurseries facility. Using the U.S. Census 
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Bureau’s (2021) average household size of 2.86 residents in Santa Barbara County, the Project would increase 
housing demand by approximately four dwelling units (assuming that the new employees do not currently 
reside within Santa Barbara County). The increased demand for housing generated by the Project under this 
highly conservative assumption would represent a negligible increase in demand for housing within the Santa 
Maria Valley planning area. Therefore, impacts relating to the induction of substantial growth or 
concentration of population would be insignificant. 
 
d) No Impact. The Project site is already connected to existing public services and utilities. No public services 
would undergo extensions as a result of the Project and no new sewer trunk lines or access roads would be 
installed or constructed to accommodate the proposed development; therefore, no impacts would occur.  
 
e, f, g) No Impact. Implementation of the Project would not involve the demolition, conversion, or removal 
of affordable housing or residences and, therefore, replacement housing would not be necessary and no 
impacts would occur. 
 
h) No Impact. The Project site and developed portions of the subject lot have historically been used for 
agricultural operations, including row crops, hoop structures, and greenhouses, and do not include open 
space. Therefore, the proposed, continued agricultural use of the subject property would not result in the 
loss of open space, and no impacts would occur. 
 
i) Insignificant. The Project would not result in any significant economic or social effects that would result in 
a physical change. The expansion of operations on the Project site would result in beneficial economic impacts 
to the Applicant, but such benefits would be relatively localized and would have an insignificant impact on 
the economy of the surrounding region.  
 
j) No Impact. The Project is not located within an airport safety zone or airport influence area; therefore, no 
impacts would occur (SBCAG 2023).  
 
Cumulative Impacts: The Project would be compatible with existing land uses and would not conflict with 
any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation. Therefore, the Project would not make a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact regarding land use. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required.  
 
Residual Impacts: There would be no residual impacts to land use associated with the implementation of 
the Project. 

4.11 NOISE 
 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

  X  
 

b. Short-term exposure of people to noise levels 
exceeding County thresholds?    X   
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Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

  X  
 

 
Existing Setting: The Project site is zoned as AG-II-100. Within agricultural areas, natural and agricultural-
related noise conditions generally dominate the area because human activity is limited. Noise levels are 
occasionally elevated due to nearby traffic and agricultural machinery and practices. Agriculture can 
generate noise due to the use of equipment such as tractors, forage harvesters, silage blowers, chain 
saws, skid-steer loader, grain dryers, and livestock (Murphy et al. 2007). According to a 1981 USEPA 
estimate, 10 percent of the 3.6 million farm workers in the U.S. are exposed to average daily noise levels 
in excess of 85 dB (Oskam and Mitchell 2002). Typical noise levels generated by agricultural activities in 
the County can range from 74 A-weighted decibels (dBA) to 116 dBA; however, ambient noise levels are 
generally much lower except in the vicinity of agricultural machinery use and roadways.  
 
The ambient noise levels at the Project site are characteristic of a rural agricultural setting, with infrequent 
and temporary noise from agricultural activities, residential uses, and vehicle traffic along E. Clark Road. 
The Project site is predominately surrounded by other agricultural uses, with Glad-A-Way Gardens, a 
flower farm and associated office, located on the neighboring property at 2669 E. Clark Avenue. The 
nearest residence is located approximately 900 ft (at the closest point) to the Project site. There are no 
other sensitive receptors, such as schools, hospitals, or libraries, within the vicinity of the Project site.  
 
County Environmental Thresholds: Noise is generally defined as unwanted or objectionable sound that is 
measured on a logarithmic scale and commonly expressed in dBA. For example, a soft whisper measures 
at 30 dBA and a lawn mower measures at 100 dBA at 5 ft. In noise-sensitive settings, the sounds generated 
at night are often more intrusive than sounds generated during the day. This is the case because outdoor 
background noise levels and indoor household activities are lower at night, making individual noise events 
more noticeable. The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) referenced in County thresholds accounts 
for the greater sensitivity of most people to nighttime noise by weighting noise levels at night (i.e., 
“penalizing” night-time noises). 
 
The County’s Noise Thresholds specify that a Project that would generate noise levels exceeding 65 dBA 
CNEL for exterior exposure and 45 dBA CNEL for interior exposure may have a significant impact on 
surrounding noise sensitive land uses. The thresholds consider residences, transient lodging, facilities for 
medical care (e.g., hospitals and nursing homes), and places of public assembly (e.g., schools and libraries) 
as noise sensitive uses. The County’s Noise Thresholds also indicate that Project construction, involving 
heavy construction equipment typically generate noise levels up to 90 dBA CNEL, which may be 
experienced 1,600 ft from the activity source. 
 
Impact Discussion: 
 
a, b, c) Insignificant. The Project consists of construction of a germination building, greenhouses, 
stormwater retention/detention facility, water storage and recycling facility, and four 250,000 water 
storage tanks. The Project does not include the introduction of a noise-sensitive use (e.g., residence, 
hospital, or public assembly use) to an area of unacceptable noise (e.g., airport flight approach zone). 
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However, development associated with the Project would generate construction-related noise impacts 
and the proposed greenhouse cultivation activities would generate operational noise. 
 
As previously described, construction activities associated with the Project would involve the use of light-
duty trucks, hand tools, handheld power tools, generators, and heavy construction equipment. Equipment 
used during construction would generate noise that could be heard from adjacent properties, including 
sensitive receptors. Depending on the number and types of equipment used simultaneously, development 
activities could create elevated noise levels at the residence. However, construction-related noise would 
be intermittent with power tools and heavy construction equipment in operation in discrete periods 
throughout the day. As shown in Table 12 below, maximum noise levels experienced by the nearest 
sensitive receptor during construction are not anticipated to exceed 65 dB. As such, construction would 
not create a substantial noise annoyance. Furthermore, the Project would be subject to a condition of 
approval to limit noise-generating construction activities to specific daytime hours and on weekdays when 
residential uses are least likely to be sensitive to elevated noise levels. 
 

Table 12. Construction Noise Level 
Equipment Noise Level at 50 ft 

(dBA)  
Noise Level at Closest Sensitive Receptor  

(900 ft) (dB) 
Significant Impact? 

Backhoe 78  53  No 
Dozer 82 57  No 

Dump Truck 76 51  No 
Excavator 81 56  No 
Generator 81 56  No 

Grader 85 60  No 
Truck 75 50  No 

Hydraulic Hammer 90 65 No 
 
The Project would not result in any substantial increase in the ambient noise levels from the operation of the 
proposed facilities, as experienced from residences located within proximity to the Project site. The types of 
activities and equipment are similar to what occurs and are used as part of the existing operations on the 
eastern portion of the lot and prior outdoor cultivation activities that existed within the Project site. Some of 
these activities would occur in the proposed greenhouses and germination building that would attenuate noise 
levels as compared to the previous noise levels that occurred as part of the outdoor cultivation activities onsite. 
Furthermore, as described under Section 4.14, the Project would generate fewer vehicle trips than existing 
and previous outdoor cultivation activities and, consequently, less traffic-related noise than previously 
occurred. Therefore, operational noise would be similar to or less than noise levels under existing conditions 
and impacts would be insignificant. 
 
Cumulative Impacts: The Project would contribute incrementally to cumulative noise in the area during 
construction activities. According to the development phasing schedule, construction activities associated 
with the proposed germination building, greenhouses, and water storage, could increase ambient noise 
levels for approximately two years. Construction would involve increases in ambient noise associated with 
heavy construction equipment, light-duty vehicles, handheld power tools, generators, and heavy haul 
truck trips. However, the Project would be subject to a condition of approval to limit noise-generating 
construction activities to specific daytime hours and on weekdays when residential uses are least likely to 
be sensitive to elevated noise levels.  
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Operation of the proposed nursery operations would result in similar noise-generating agricultural 
activities associated with the agricultural cultivation that previously occurred within the Project site (e.g., 
noise from the use of farm equipment). However, the proposed greenhouses and germination building 
would attenuate operational noise and given a net decrease in trip generation rates due to the 
discontinuance of outdoor cultivation that has occurred on the Project site, traffic-generated noise would 
be less than what occurred with outdoor cultivation. Therefore, when considered with the other 
cumulative projects in the region, the Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to a significant cumulative impact regarding noise. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required. 
 
Residual Impacts: Given that impacts relating to noise are insignificant, residual impacts would also be 
insignificant. 

4.12 PUBLIC FACILITIES 
 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

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

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

 X  

 

 

d. The relocation or construction of new or expanded 
wastewater treatment facilities (sewer lines, lift-
stations, etc.) the construction or relocation of 
which could cause significant environmental 
effects?)?  

  X 

 

 

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

  X 

 

 

 

 
Existing Setting: Major public services include emergency services, law enforcement, fire protection, 
schools, library, solid waste management, water, wastewater, and specialized facilities such as landfills. 
Fire protection-related impacts are addressed in Section 4.7, recreational-related impacts are discussed 
in Section 4.13, and transportation impacts are discussed in Section 4.14. As stated above, an OWTS 
would continue to provide sewage disposal for the Project site. The County Sheriff’s Department provides 
police protection for the Project site. The SBCFD provides emergency medical services and the closest 
emergency healthcare facilities are in Santa Maria. 
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County Environmental Thresholds: The County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual does 
not include specific thresholds for public facilities. However, the County’s Solid Waste Thresholds state 
that a project would result in significant impacts to landfill capacity if it would generate 196 tpy of solid 
waste. This volume represents 5 percent of the expected average annual increase in waste generation 
and considered a significant portion of the remaining landfill capacity. In addition, any construction, 
demolition, or remodeling project of a commercial, industrial, or residential development that is projected 
to create more than 350 tons of construction and demolition waste is considered to have a significant 
impact on public services. A project that generates between 40 and 196 tpy of solid waste is considered 
to have an adverse cumulative effect on solid waste generation, and mitigation via a Solid Waste 
Management Plan is recommended. Additionally, the County’s school threshold describes that a Project 
would have a have a significant impact if it would generate sufficient students to require an additional 
classroom. 
 
Impact Discussion: 
 

a, b) No Impact. The Project would expand existing nursery operations by 77 acres on the Plantel Nurseries 
property. The Project would not involve the construction of new residences and would increase population 
within the area by a maximum of 10 full time employees, after accounting for the discontinuance of the 
outdoor cultivation activities on the Project site and assuming that the new employees do not already live 
within the area. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 4.14, the Project would not generate additional traffic 
and site access from E. Clark Avenue is adequate for emergency response to the Project site. Given the 
minimal increase in employees/population and adequacy of existing site access, the Project would not create 
a significant impact regarding school capacity, police services, and/or health care services. The Project would 
result in no impacts to these resources.  
 

c) Significant but Mitigable. The Project site is located in the Santa Maria Valley planning region and 
receives solid waste disposal services by authorized franchise waste haulers and private companies that 
directly contract with the City of Santa Maria. Contractors haul waste from the site and Santa Maria Valley 
region to the Santa Maria Regional Landfill that the City of Santa Maria owns and operates. The Santa 
Maria Regional Landfill is a Class III non-hazardous solid waste disposal facility located approximately 2.8 
miles east of the City of Santa Maria and approximately 5.2 miles north of the Project site. It has a 
maximum permitted capacity of 13.9 million cy and a permitted maximum throughput of 6,006 tpd. As of 
April 2021, the landfill had an estimated remaining capacity of 1.5 million cy (10.5 percent), and the 
estimated landfill closure year identified in the landfill’s solid waste facility permit is 2028 (California 
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery 2023).  
 
To help address the capacity issues of the Santa Maria Regional Landfill, in 2010 the City of Santa Maria 
approved the construction of the new Los Flores Integrated Waste Management Facility, a new 255-acre 
Class III non-hazardous solid waste facility to be located on a 1,774-acre site approximately 2.8 miles 
southeast of the community of Orcutt, 7 miles south of the Santa Maria Regional Landfill, and 
approximately 2.6 miles south of the Project site. The new Los Flores Integrated Waste Management 
Facility is to be designed with a 90-year capacity. However, the development and finalization of plans for 
the construction of the new landfill have been delayed, and completion of the landfill is not anticipated 
until 2024 or 2025 (City of Santa Maria 2021). 
 
Construction activities are not anticipated to generate solid waste in excess of County thresholds (see Table 
13). The Project includes the construction of a germination building, greenhouses, stormwater infrastructure, 
and irrigation and water storage facilities totaling 1,596,480 sf. The Project would also involve grading and 
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cut and fill activities. However, all cut material is expected to be reused on-site as fill. Grading and earthwork 
activities would not contribute to solid waste generation on-site. Further, proposed structural development 
consists of prefabricated metal and glass greenhouse structures with no flooring, that would be transported 
and assembled on-site. Similarly, the germination building would be a pre-fabricated metal building, with 
cast-in-place concrete floor. Construction of these structures would produce relatively minor amounts of solid 
waste requiring disposal.  
 
The USEPA has identified an average waste generation rate for the conventional construction of new non-
residential structures to be 3.89 pounds per sf, or 0.001945 tons per sf (USEPA 1998). However, this solid 
waste generate rates represents a highly conservative analysis for the Project, as these rates are 
determined for conventional non-residential construction projects. As described above, the Project 
involves construction of new structures using entirely prefabricated materials that would be transported 
and assembled on-site. Prefabrication techniques generate less solid waste than conventional projects. 
Nevertheless, as shown in Table 13, using this approach the Project has the potential to generate 3,105 
tons of solid waste, which would exceed the County’s adopted threshold of 350 tons for new commercial 
construction projects. Therefore, construction-related impacts to solid waste would be potentially 
significant. The Project would be subject to CalGreen, which requires a minimum of 65 percent of all 
construction waste to be recycled. Additionally, the incorporation of MM PF-1, would require further 
waste reduction measures during the construction stage of the Project. Implementation of this measure 
would ensure construction-related impacts on solid waste would be insignificant. 
 

Table 13. Solid Waste Generation Estimates for New Construction 

Total Area Solid Waste Generation 
Factor Total Solid Waste 

1,596,480 sf 0.001945 tons per sf* 3,105 tons 
County’s Solid Waste Thresholds 350 tons 

County’s Solid Waste Threshold Exceeded? Yes 
* Source: USEPA 1998. 

 
With regard to operation, operation of the Project would generate solid waste from use of soils, fertilizers, 
mulch, soil nutrient supplements, pesticides, crop residues (e.g., plant stalks, trimmings, roots, leaves, 
shrubbery), netting, plastic wastes, electric wastes, bulbs, and packaging materials. The proposed eastside 
expansion does not include any office, bathroom, lunchroom, or facilities other than growing facilities and 
water processing and recycling systems. The County has not identified solid waste generation rates that 
are applicable for the unique operations of the Project. However, the existing Plantel Nurseries 
development on the westside has been in operation for several years. API, a local hauler, provides service 
to the Project site using three rolloff containers. One container is primarily dedicated to the shop area, 
the second serves the administration/office area, and the third is positioned to serve the nursery. Records 
indicate that a total of 36 loads were hauled out of the site in 2021, with a total recorded quantity of 
208.53 tons, or an average of 69.51 tons for each of the three service areas (Attachment 11). 
 
The expansion area is focused on growing only, with the existing shipping, receiving, administration, and 
maintenance/shop areas on the west side of the lot for support. The proposed expansion would result in 
a minimal, incremental increase in solid waste generated within the administration (approximately 1 
percent) and maintenance (approximately 10 percent) service areas, and a solid waste increase for the 
nursery component comparable with the existing westside operation (69.51 tons) (Attachment 11). Based 
on these assumptions, total solid waste generation associated with the Project is estimated to be 
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approximately 77.16 tpy, which would be below the County’s threshold of 196 tpy. As such, the operation 
of the Project would not generate solid waste exceeding the capacity of existing waste storage and 
disposal facilities within the County and impacts would be insignificant. 
 
d) Insignificant. Proposed development does not include extension of existing sewer lines; rather, the Project 
would continue to utilize the existing OWTS for wastewater treatment/disposal. As discussed in Section 1.0, 
the Project would add approximately 10 new Plantel Nurseries employees and the existing OWTS capacity 
could accommodate the additional wastewater service needs for the new employees. Furthermore, as 
described above, prior to issuance of building permits for the Project, EHS would require the Applicant to 
submit an “Evaluation of Existing Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems for Building/Site Modification” 
application for EHS’ review and approval to confirm that the existing system is adequate and functioning 
properly. Therefore, impacts related to wastewater and sewer lines would be insignificant. 
 
e) Insignificant. New impervious surfaces associated with anticipated development could result in greater 
surface runoff from the Project site since there would be less open ground capable of absorbing rainwater. 
However, as described in the Preliminary Drainage Report (2019) (Attachment 7) prepared for the Project, 
this increased surface runoff would be controlled by the construction of a 437,000 cu ft detention pond (Pond 
“B”) and a 225,000 cu ft retention pond (Pond “A”). The detention basin would include a metering outlet 
structure to restrict flow caused by increased runoff from the post-developed site conditions. As part of the 
review of the Grading Permit application for the Project, the Santa Barbara County Building and Safety 
Division and FCWCD would review the proposed stormwater facilities to ensure that they comply with County 
standards. County standards require the Applicant to design and size facilities and basins such that post-
development peak storm water runoff does not exceed pre-development conditions. Therefore, impacts 
related to stormwater drainage and water quality control facilities would be insignificant.  
 
Cumulative Impacts: As discussed above, the Project would not result in any significant impacts to, or 
require the need for, expanded police protection service, health care services, school facilities, 
wastewater treatment facilities, or storm drain facilities. The Project would have potentially significant 
impacts on public facilities given the amount of solid waste generated during the construction of proposed 
germination building, greenhouses, stormwater infrastructure, and irrigation and water storage facilities. 
However, implementation of MM PF-1 would reduce these impacts to an insignificant level. The Project 
would not result in generation of significant new amounts of operational solid waste requiring disposal at 
a local landfill. Further, the new pending Los Flores Integrated Waste Management Facility would serve 
as the new landfill for the region and would have adequate remaining capacity to serve the Project, along 
with other cumulative development in the region. Therefore, when considered with other cumulative 
projects in the region, the Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a 
significant cumulative impact.  
 
Mitigation Measures: The following mitigation measure would reduce the Project’s solid waste 
generation during construction to an insignificant level. 
 
MM PF-1: Source Reduction and Solid Waste Management Plan (SRWMP) during Construction. 

The Applicant shall prepare a SRWMP for construction and submit it to the County for 
approval prior to issuance of grading permits for the initial improvements associated with 
the Project. The SRWMP shall describe implementation measures to reduce the amount 
of waste generated during construction of the Project and estimate the reduction in solid 
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waste generated during each phase of Project construction. The SRWMP shall include, at 
a minimum: 

 Construction Source Reduction  

o A description of how fill would be used on the construction site, instead of 
landfilling. 

o A program to purchase materials that have recycled content for Project 
construction. 

 Construction Solid Waste Reduction 

o Prior to construction, the contractor shall arrange for construction recycling 
service with a waste collection provider. Roll-off bins for the collection of 
recoverable construction materials shall be located onsite. The Applicant, or 
authorized agent thereof, shall arrange for pick-up of recycled materials with a 
waste collection provider or shall transport recycled materials to the appropriate 
service center. Wood, concrete, drywall, metal, cardboard, asphalt, soil, and land 
clearing debris may all be recycled.  

o The contractor shall designate a person to monitor recycling efforts and collect 
receipts for roll-off bins and/or construction waste recycling. All subcontractors 
shall be informed of the recycling plan, including which materials are to be 
source-separated and placed in proper bins.  

o Recycling and composting programs including separating excess construction 
materials on-site for reuse/recycling or proper disposal (e.g., concrete, asphalt, 
wood, brush). Provide separate on-site bins as needed for recycling. 

 
Plan Requirements and Timing: The Applicant shall submit a SRWMP for construction to 
P&D for review and approval prior issuance of a grading permit for the initial 
improvements associated with the Project. The Applicant shall implement all aspects of 
the Plan during construction of the Project in accordance with the above-described 
conditions.  
 
Monitoring: The Applicant shall demonstrate to P&D compliance monitoring staff that all 
required source reduction and solid waste reduction measures are implemented during 
construction activities. 

 
Residual Impacts: With the incorporation of MM PF-1, residual impacts would be significant but mitigable. 
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4.13 RECREATION 

 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

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

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

   X  

 

Existing Setting: The Santa Barbara County Parks Division maintains more than 900 acres of parks and 
open spaces, as well as 84 miles of trails and coastal access easements. The Project site consists of 77-
acres of Plantel Nurseries’ 136.02-acre lot located in the unincorporated Santa Maria Valley and is zoned 
AG-II-100. The nearest recreational facility is Los Flores Ranch Park located approximately four miles 
southeast of the Project site, which provides opportunity for hiking, biking, and picnicking. A Class II bicycle 
lane exists along E. Clark Road. 
 
County Environmental Thresholds: The County’s Thresholds and Guidelines Manual contains no 
threshold for park and recreation impacts. However, the Board of Supervisors has established a minimum 
standard ratio of 4.7 acres of recreation/open space per 1,000 people to meet the needs of a community.  
 
Impact Discussion:  
 

a, b, c) No Impact. The Project would not generate a significant increase in residential population. The Project 
does not include new dwellings and, as stated in Section 4.10, would increase population in the area by at 
most 10 new employees assuming that they do not already live in the area and utilize existing local and 
regional recreational facilities. No recreational uses occur, and equestrian and hiking trails do not exist, on 
the Project site. A bike lane exists on E. Clark Avenue; however, all construction and operation activities would 
occur entirely on, or within, the Project site and would not infringe on existing bike lanes. Furthermore, as 
discussed above, the Project would not generate new trips or involve unsafe roadway conditions that could 
interfere with cyclists’ use of the bike lane. Finally, the Project does not involve the creation of new or 
expansion of existing recreational facilities that would have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

 
Cumulative Impacts: When considered with the other cumulative projects in the region, the Project would 
not contribute to considerable cumulative impacts to recreational resources.  
 
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required. 
 
Residual Impacts: There would be no residual impacts to recreation associated with the implementation 
of the Project. 
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4.14 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Signif. 
But 

Mitigable 

 
Insignif. 

No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadways, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities?  

   X  

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3(b)?  

  X   

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)?  

  X   

d. Result in inadequate emergency access?     X  

 
Existing Setting: The Project site is located along E. 
Clark Avenue, a paved two-lane road with a speed limit 
of 55 miles per hour (mph) that provides rural access 
within the unincorporated Santa Maria area. Two 
paved driveways provide access to the property from E. 
Clark Avenue. The west driveway measures 
approximately 29 ft in width and the east driveway 
measures approximately 43 ft in width. The east 
driveway connects to a paved, two-lane road that 
traverses the property, connecting E. Clark Avenue on 
the south end of the property to the north. The six- to 
7-ft-wide shoulders located on either side of E. Clark 
Avenue are designated and marked bicycle lanes. 
Additionally, parking is not available along E. Clark 
Avenue; an existing parking lot located onsite provides parking. Santa Maria Regional Transit provides bus 
services within the Santa Maria Valley, but does not offer services along E. Clark Avenue along the Project 
site street frontage. 
 
County Environmental Thresholds: According to the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines 
Manual, a significant transportation impact would occur when: 

 The Project would conflict with a Program, Plan, Ordinance, or Policy. The Santa Barbara County 
Association of Governments’ (SBCAG) 2050 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SBCAG 2021) and the County’s Comprehensive Plan, zoning ordinances, 
capital improvement programs, and other planning documents contain transportation and 
circulation programs, plans, ordinances, and policies. A significant impact may occur if a Project 
conflicts with the overall purpose of an applicable transportation and circulation program, plan, 
ordinance, or policy, including impacts to existing transit systems and bicycle and pedestrian 
networks pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(1). 
 

 
Photograph 8. Access to the Project site is available 
from E. Clark Avenue, a rural roadway with shoulders 
on either end that serve as bike lanes.  
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 The Project would conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b). The County 
has thresholds of significance regarding existing, or baseline, county VMT. Specifically, the County 
compares the existing, or baseline, County VMT (i.e., pre-construction) to a Project’s VMT. The 
County presumes that land use or transportation Projects meeting any of the screening criteria within 
Table 14 (below), absent substantial evidence to the contrary, would have less than significant VMT 
impacts and would not require further analysis (County of Santa Barbara 2021a). 

Table 14. Screening Criteria for Land Use Projects 
Screening Category Project Requirements to Meet Screening Criteria 
Small Projects A project that generates 110 or fewer average daily trips. 
Locally Serving Retail A project that has locally serving retail uses that are 50,000 sf or less, such as 

specialty retail, shopping center, grocery/food store, bank/financial facilities, fitness 
center, restaurant, or café. If a Project also contains a non-locally serving retail 
use(s), that use(s) must meet other applicable screening criteria. 

Projects Located in a 
VMT Efficient Area 

A residential or office project that is located in an area that is already 15 percent 
below the county VMT (i.e., “VMT efficient area”). The County’s project-Level VMT 
Calculator determines whether a proposed residential or office project is located 
within a VMT efficient area. 

Projects Near a Major 
Transit Stop 

A Project that is located within a 0.5-mile radius of a major transit stop or within a 
0.5-mile radius of a bus stop on a high-quality transit corridor (HQTC). A major 
transit stop is a rail station or a bus stop with two or more intersecting bus routes 
with service frequency of 15 minutes or less during peak commute periods. A HQTC 
is a corridor with fixed route bus service with frequency of 15 minutes or less during 
peak commute periods. However, these screening criteria do not apply if project-
specific or location-specific information indicates the Project would still generate 
significant levels of VMT. Therefore, in addition to the screening criteria listed 
above, the Project should also have the following characteristics:  
 Floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.75 or greater; 
 Consistent with the applicable SBCAG Sustainable Communities Strategy (as 

determined by the County); 
 Does not provide more parking than required by the County’s Comprehensive 

Plan and zoning ordinances; and  
 Does not replace affordable housing units (units set aside for very low income1 

and low income2 households) with a smaller number of moderate or high-
income housing units. 

Affordable Housing A residential Project that provides 100 percent affordable housing units (units set 
aside for very low income and low income households); if part of a larger. 

 
1 As referenced in California Government Code Section 65584(f)(2) and defined in California Health and Safety Code 
Section 50079.5(a), “‘Very low income households’ means persons and families whose incomes do not exceed the 
qualifying limits for very low income families as established and amended from time to time pursuant to Section 8 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937. ... In the event the federal standards are discontinued, the department 
shall, by regulation, establish income limits for very low income households for all geographic areas of the state at 
50 percent of area median income, adjusted for family size and revised annually.” 
2 As referenced in California Government Code Section 65584(f)(2) and defined in California Health and Safety Code 
Section 50079.5(a), “‘Lower income households’ means persons and families whose income does not exceed the 
qualifying limits for lower income families as established and amended from time to time pursuant to Section 8 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937. ... In the event the federal standards are discontinued, the department shall, 
by regulation, establish income limits for lower income households for all geographic areas of the state at 80 percent 
of area median income, adjusted for family size and revised annually.” 
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Screening Category Project Requirements to Meet Screening Criteria 
development, only those units that meet the definition of affordable housing satisfy 
the screening criteria. 

 
 The project would substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp 

curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment). 
 

 The project would result in inadequate emergency access.  

Impact Discussion:  
 
a) No Impact. Local and regional programs and plans, relevant to CEQA analysis include SBCAG’s 
Connected 2050 RTP-SCS, the County’s Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program, 
Comprehensive Plan Circulation Element, and other regional transportation and circulation planning 
documents. The purpose of the County’s TDM Ordinance is to reduce traffic congestion, air pollution, and 
parking demand and improve the quality of life by regulating the percentage of commuters in the region 
who drive alone to or from work during the peak periods. Policies set forth in Connected 2050 and 
Comprehensive Plan Circulation Element serve to improve the future transportation and circulation 
environment resulting from planned buildout of the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element based on 
existing land use designations. 
 
The Project would revise an existing development plan to allow an expansion of Plantel Nurseries’ 
operations onto the eastern 77 acres of the site. Pursuant to the traffic analysis of the Project 
(Attachment 9), the Project would result in a net reduction in trips after accounting for the discontinuance 
of agricultural cultivation that historically occurred onsite. Furthermore, given that nursery operations 
would be essentially the same as Plantel Nurseries’ existing operations on the western portion of the 
subject property, the types of vehicles and existing vehicle fleet patterns would not change. The existing 
access driveways and design of E. Clark Avenue are adequate to accommodate Project-generated traffic 
without creating unsafe driving conditions, demand for new infrastructure or design features, or interfere 
with motorists’ and/or cyclists’ use of E. Clark Avenue. There are no bus lines or other multimodal features 
that exist on E. Clark Avenue. Therefore, the Project would comply with policies and objectives of regional 
and local transportation and circulation planning documents and programs. The Project would have no 
impact.  
 
b) Insignificant. Construction activities at the Project site would generate as many as 1,500 to 3,000 haul 
truck trips (or up to 6,000 round trips) with approximately 80-100 trucks entering the Project site each 
day (or up to 200 round trips) for the length of the construction period. However, this increase in trips 
would be temporary and would not generate a permanent increase in vehicle trips to the Project site. 
Therefore, construction-related impacts would be insignificant. 
 
Existing vehicle trips to the site are primarily attributed to 120-140 Plantel Nurseries employees arriving on 
site daily and the 15-20 daily berry farm workers. The Project would involve the expansion of nursery 
operations onto 77 acres of the east side of the property. The expansion would remove 1,861,000 sf of 
existing grow area that previously supported growing beds to construct 13 new greenhouse structures and a 
germination building totaling 1,596,480 sf of structural development, resulting in an overall reduction of grow 
area on the Project site by 264,520 sf. 
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The Project would increase the number of daily Plantel Nurseries employees by 10, for a total of 130-150 daily 
employees, and would involve daily trips associated with the various operational components (e.g. customer 
deliveries, suppliers, vendors, common carriers, and vermiculite/soil/crop deliveries). However, removal of 
the outdoor growing bed areas on the Project site would eliminate trips generated by the daily workers 
associated with the existing berry farming operations. A Trip Analysis and Access Evaluation prepared by 
Pinnacle Traffic Evaluation (2020) accounted for the increase in the number of Plantel Nurseries employees, 
elimination of trips from berry farm daily workers, and increase in daily operational components. Using 
conservative assumptions based on the County’s trip generation rates for greenhouse operations, it was 
determined that the Project would result in a net increase of 2 AM peak hour trips and 4 PM peak hour trips. 
Because peak hour volumes comprise approximately 70 percent of total trips, the total additional average 
daily trips (ADT) attributable to the Project would be 9 ADT, which does not exceed the County’s screening 
criteria of 110 net new ADTs. Thus, according to the County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines 
Manual, the Project would result in insignificant VMT impacts without conducting detailed VMT analyses and 
studies. The Project would be screened out and create a net reduction in VMT resulting in no impacts/a 
beneficial impact.  
 
c) Insignificant. Initial construction activities related to the Project would introduce additional temporary 
heavy haul truck trips and construction worker trips. Delivery of construction material and export of debris 
could result in as many as 1,500 to 3,000 haul truck trips (or up to 6,000 round trips) with approximately 
80-100 trucks entering the Project site each day (or up to 200 round trips). These trips could increase  
traffic hazards to motor vehicles and/or bicyclists, particularly given the potential constraints around site 
access (e.g., sharp turns that are difficult to navigate by heavy haul trucks). However, the standard 
construction practices would employ the use of traffic flaggers to prevent any conflicts between heavy 
construction equipment, heavy haul truck trips, vehicle traffic, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Therefore, 
construction-related impacts would be insignificant. 
 
Two driveways provide access to the Project site from E. Clark Avenue. The Project would not involve 
driveway or roadway improvements, changes to street layouts or designs, and would not create new or 
increased hazards, particularly given the net reduction in worker vehicle trips. Therefore, operation of the 
Project would have no impact. 
 
d) No Impact. Construction staging and equipment storage areas would be located within the undeveloped 
areas of the Project site (i.e., outside of the public right-of-way) and would not impair or physically 
interfere with circulation along E. Clark Avenue and/or surrounding roadways, including accessibility of 
emergency response vehicles. Operationally, the existing ingress/egress locations provided from E. Clark 
Avenue West would remain unchanged. The Project would not affect surrounding roadways or interfere 
with emergency access to surrounding properties. Therefore, the Project would have no impact and no 
mitigation measures would be required. 
 
Cumulative Impacts: As previously described, expansion and construction of the proposed germination 
building, 13 greenhouses, and water filtering, retention, and storage facilities would entail 1,500 to 3,000 
heavy haul truck trips; however these impacts would be temporary. Additionally, the Project would reduce 
daily vehicle trips associated with site operations compared to existing conditions. Therefore, when 
considered with cumulative projects in the region, and overall reduction of daily vehicle trips to the site, 
the Project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact 
regarding transportation/circulation. 
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Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required. 
 
Residual Impacts: Given that impacts relating to transportation/circulation are insignificant, residual impacts 
would also be insignificant. 

4.15 WATER RESOURCES/FLOODING 
 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

 
 X   

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

  X   

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

  X   

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

 

 X   

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

 
 X   

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

 

  X  

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

  X   

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

 

 X   

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

 

 X   

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

  X   

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

  X   
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Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

 
 X   

 
Existing Setting: The Project site is located in the Lower Orcutt Creek watershed (Hydraulic Unit Code 
180600080502) that includes the Santa Maria Valley south of the community of Guadalupe and west of 
Garey (USEPA 2023b).  
 
The Project site overlies the Santa Maria Valley Groundwater Basin, a 288 square mile coastal 
groundwater basin (Santa Barbara County 2022). The California Department of Water Resources 
designated the Santa Maria Valley Groundwater Basin as a very low priority basin. Recharge to the Santa 
Maria Valley Groundwater Basin occurs through percolation of flow from Pismo Creek, Arroyo Grande 
Creek, and the Santa Maria River (California Department of Water Resources 2004). Both Twitchell and 
Lopez Dams are operated to optimize groundwater recharge for the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin. 
Incidental recharge includes deep percolation of urban and agricultural return water and treated 
wastewater. Some subsurface inflow comes from consolidated rock surrounding the basin and from the 
San Antonio Creek Valley Groundwater Basin. 
 
The Golden State Water Company—Lake Marie Domestic provides potable water and water for fire 
protection onsite. An onsite groundwater well provides water for irrigation.  
 
The existing topography of the Project site consists of two basins with two drainage points, each 
discharging to the south portion of the Project site. Basin A comprises the west portion of the Project site 
and Basin B comprises the east end of the Project site. No surface waters exist on-site.  
 
The Project site is located in FEMA Flood Map Lot 06083C0480G (FEMA 2012). The Project site and 
surrounding area are not located within a flood hazard zone.  
 
Water Resources Thresholds: According to the County’s Surface and Storm Water Quality Significance 
Guidelines, a significant water quality impact is presumed to occur if the Project:  

 Is located within an urbanized area of the County and the Project construction or redevelopment 
individually or as a part of a larger common plan of development or sale would disturb 1 or more 
acres of land; 

 Increases the amount of impervious surfaces on a site by 25 percent or more; 

 Results in channelization or relocation of a natural drainage channel; 

 Results in removal or reduction of riparian vegetation or other vegetation (excluding non-native 
vegetation removed for restoration Projects) from the buffer zone of any streams, creeks or 
wetlands;  

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

 Discharges pollutants that exceed the water quality standards set forth in the applicable NPDES 
permit, the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB’s) Basin Plan or 
otherwise impairs the beneficial uses of a receiving water body3; 

 Results in a discharge of pollutants into an “impaired” water body that has been designated as 
such by the SWRCB or the Central Coast RWQCB under Section 303(d) of the Federal Water 
Pollution Prevention and Control Act; or 

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

 
Additionally, the Project would have a significant effect on water resources if it would exceed established 
threshold values which have been set for each over drafted groundwater basin. These values were 
determined based on an estimation of a basin’s remaining life of available water storage. If the Project’s 
net new consumptive water use (i.e., total consumptive demand adjusted for recharge less discontinued 
historic use) exceeds the threshold adopted for the basin, the Project’s impacts on water resources are 
considered significant.  

The Project also would be considered to have a significant effect on water resources if a net increase in 
pumpage from a well would substantially affect production or quality from a nearby well. 
 
Impact Discussion: 
 
a, c) Insignificant As previously described, existing 
drainage onsite is conveyed to two basins—Basin A, 
located on the west portion of the site, and Basin B, 
located on the east portion of the site, via two discharge 
points. Following Project completion, drainage flows 
and discharge points would remain similar to pre-
development conditions. Because existing flows and 
outlets of this drainage would be maintained, the 
Project does not include development that would 
change existing currents, course, or direction of water 
movements (i.e., marine or fresh waters). Therefore, 
impacts regarding changes to currents, course, or 
direction of marine or fresh waters, or the amount of 
surface water in any water body, would be insignificant. 
 
b, d) Insignificant. The Project would add 1,596,480 sf of structural development covering the eastern 77 
acres of the property, resulting in an increase in impermeable surfaces and surface water runoff. 

 
3 Beneficial uses for the County are identified by the Central Coast RWQCB in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Central 
Coastal Basin, or Basin Plan, and include (among others) recreation, agricultural supply, groundwater recharge, freshwater 
habitat, estuarine habitat, support for rare, threatened or endangered species, preservation of biological habitats of special 
significance. 

 
Photograph 9. Implementation of the Project would 
include a 437,000 cu ft stormwater 
retention/detention facility; a 1.3 million gallon 
irrigation water storage and recycling facility; and a 
water filtration and recirculation facility with four 
250,000 gallon water storage tanks. 
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Uncontrolled and unmanaged storm water run-off can often carry with it pollutants commonly found at 
construction sites or agricultural areas, such as oils and grease from machinery, and pesticides and 
fertilizers from agricultural activities. However, as described above, the Project would also include 
development of a drainage system designed to collect and convey the majority of the stormwater and 
runoff to a 437,000 cu ft detention pond (Pond “B”) and a 225,000 cu ft retention pond (Pond “A”) for 
water to be recycled. The detention basin would include a metering outlet structure to restrict flow caused 
by increased runoff from the post-developed site conditions. Future stormwater facilities would be 
subject to P&D and FCWCD review and approval. The FCWCD would require facilities and basins to be 
sized such that they would ensure that post-development peak stormwater runoff would not exceed pre-
development conditions in accordance with County Code Chapter 15A and 15B requirements. The 
Preliminary Drainage Report concluded that the proposed drainage basin and metering outlet structure 
would increase stormwater control capacity compared to existing conditions and would exceed storage 
capacity required for the 100-year storm event. As such, the post development peak storm water runoff 
would not exceed the pre-development rate for two-year through 100-year storm events (Attachment 7). 
Therefore, impacts regarding changes in percolation rates, drainage patterns, or rate/amount of surface 
water runoff, or discharge into surface waters, would be insignificant. 
 
e) Insignificant. The Project would not alter the course or flow of flood waters or generate the need for 
flood control Projects. The Project site is not located within a 100-year or 200-year floodplain or floodway. 
The Preliminary Drainage Report (Attachment 7) and Stormwater Control Plan (Attachment 8) developed 
for the Project, which included an assessment of the proposed drainage improvements (i.e., stormwater 
improvements, retention/detention basins, and storm drain system), concluded that the Project would 
not increase discharge for the two-year through 100-year flood event and therefore would not increase 
floodway elevations or floodway widths. Therefore, impacts related to the flow of flood water would be 
insignificant.  
 
f) No Impact. The Project site is located within the Santa Maria Valley, approximately 14 miles from the ocean 
and at an elevation of over 700 ft amsl. There would be no impact regarding risks associated with tsunamis, 
sea level rise, or seawater intrusion. 
 
g-l) Insignificant. The proposed grading activities include approximately 780,000 cy of cut with cut slopes up 
to approximately 20 ft in depth. At this depth, excavations are unlikely to compromise the Santa Maria Valley 
Groundwater Basin aquifers. As discussed in Section 4.8, the proposed grading and construction activities 
must comply with the Santa Barbara County Grading Code and would involve the implementation of a 
DESCP/SWPPP that includes BMPs, erosion and sediment control measures, and other practices aimed at 
preventing water pollution. BMPs may include covering storm drains, wetting surfaces as a method of dust 
control, blocking entrances with gravel pads, and storing equipment at least 100 ft from storm drains.  
 
The Project would reduce groundwater use as compared to existing conditions. A water use analysis prepared 
for the Project (Attachment 12) determined that annual water demand under existing conditions is 320.2 AFY 
and the Project would reduce water demand to 254.5 AFY. This reduction is attributed to the removal of 61.4 
acres of lands currently used for outdoor growing and hoop berry farming, which together require a greater 
water demand than cultivation activities within the proposed greenhouses, along with an overall reduction 
in the total area of agricultural production/irrigation resulting from the Project as compared to existing 
conditions. Additionally, the proposed stormwater capture, storage, and reuse system, as well as installation 
of water-conserving irrigation components, would reduce water demand associated with the Project and 
larger lot operations. 
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The Project would utilize existing water lines on site to supply potable water and water for fire protection; 
however, because the Project does not involve the development of additional office, bathroom, lunch room, 
or facilities other than growing facilities, any increase in potable water demands at the site would be 
negligible. 
 
Therefore, impacts related to stormwater quality, groundwater, and potable water supplies would be 
insignificant. 
 
Cumulative Impacts: As previously described, the Project would not contribute to changes to the currents, 
course, water direction, or amount of water in any water body. The Project would be subject to the 
County’s Grading Code and implementation of a DESCP/SWPPP. Like the Project, cumulative projects 
would continue to individually adhere to applicable laws and regulations governing site drainage, runoff, 
and discharge to local water bodies that would reduce or avoid impacts on water quality and water bodies. 
The Project would increase stormwater capture capacity compared to existing conditions. Therefore, the 
Project would have no cumulative impacts regarding changes in percolation rates, drainage patterns, or 
rate/amount of surface water runoff, or discharge into surface waters. The Project would not cumulatively 
contribute to adverse effects on, or from, floodways, tsunamis, sea level rise, or seawater intrusion. 
Further, the Project would reduce groundwater use compared to existing conditions. Therefore, when 
considered with other cumulative projects in the region, the Project would not contribute to a 
cumulatively considerable impact on water resources/flooding. 
 
Mitigation Measures: No mitigation required.  
 
Residual Impacts: Given that impacts relating to water resources/flooding are insignificant, residual impacts 
would also be insignificant. 
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5.0 INFORMATION SOURCES 
5.1 County Informational Resources 

Santa Barbara County Fire Protection District; Santa Barbara County Public Works Department; Santa Barbara 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District; Santa Barbara County Parks Department; Santa 
Barbara County Health Department – Environmental Health Services 
 

5.2 Comprehensive Plan  

Seismic Safety/Safety Element  Conservation Element 
Open Space Element  Noise Element 

 Coastal Plan and Maps  Circulation Element 
ERME    

 

5.3 Other Sources  

Field work  Ag Preserve maps 
Calculations  Flood Control maps 
Project plans  Other technical references 
Traffic studies    (reports, survey, etc.) 
Records  Planning files, maps, reports 
Grading plans  Zoning maps 
Elevation, architectural renderings  Soils maps/reports 
Published geological map/reports  Plant maps 
Topographical maps  Archaeological maps and reports 

    Other:  

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

Potentially Significant and Unavoidable Impacts: 

 None identified 

Significant but Mitigable Impacts: 

 Air Quality – Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 Biological Resources 

 Cultural Resources 
 Public Facilities 

Insignificant Impacts: 

 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
 Agricultural Resources 
 Air Quality 
 Energy 
 Fire Protection 
 Geologic Processes 

 Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset 
 Land Use 
 Noise 
 Recreation 
 Transportation/Circulation 
 Water Resources/Flooding 
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Cumulative Impacts: 

 None identified 

7.0 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 
Will the proposal result in: 

Poten. 
Signif. 

and 
Unavoid. 

Significant 
but 

Mitigable 

Insignif. No 
Impact/ 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Reviewed 
Under 

Previous 
Document 

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

 X    

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

  X   

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

 X    

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

 X    

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

   X  

 
1.  As discussed in this document, the Project has the potential to substantially degrade the quality of 

the environment. However, with implementation of the Project design features, required permit 
conditions, and the mitigation measures identified herein, the Project would not substantially affect 
individuals or populations of sensitive plant and wildlife species, contribute to cumulatively 
considerable GHG emissions, affect important archaeological, cultural, or historic resources, or 
generate substantial new amounts of solid waste which would cumulatively contribute to the 
exceedance of the capacity of a landfill. 
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2.  The Project would include the temporary use of power tools, generators, heavy construction 

equipment, and heavy haul trucks that use gasoline and diesel fuels. Further, expansion of operations 
would result in an increase in the total number of employees resulting in increased vehicle trips and 
fuel use, and increases in demands for natural gas associated with proposed operation of hundreds 
of new natural gas heaters. Use of these fuels would create a negligible increase in demand for existing 
energy sources when considered in the context of regional supplies.  

 
3.  As described in Section 4, the Project would result in increases, although negligible, in ADT, solid waste 

generation, water demand, and electricity demand; could reduce the numbers or restrict the range 
of any unique, rare, threatened, or endangered species; could increase the potential for adverse 
changes in significance to historical and tribal cultural resources; and would increase demand for 
natural gas. However, Project-specific mitigation measures would ensure that Project-specific impacts 
would not contribute to cumulatively considerable adverse impacts. For example, as discussed in 
Section 4.4, implementation of the Project could result in potentially significant impacts relating to 
reduction in the numbers, restriction in the range, and/or impacts to critical habitat of unique, rare, 
threatened, or endangered species of animals such as the American badger, the burrowing owl, and 
the California horned lark. Other cumulative Projects in the Santa Maria Valley Planning Area, such as 
the County’s Housing Element Update, could also result in deterioration of critical habitat or 
restrictions in the range of these species in the region. However, implementation of MMs BIO-1 
through BIO-4 would reduce potential Project-specific impacts to an insignificant level, ensuring that 
the Project would not contribute to cumulatively considerable adverse impacts. Therefore, with 
implementation of the Project design features, required permit conditions, and the mitigation 
measures identified herein, the environmental impacts of the Project would be insignificant. When 
considered with other cumulative projects in the region, which are required to undergo separate 
CEQA review and maintain consistency with relevant plans and policies, the Project would not make 
a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact.  

 
4.  With implementation of the Project design features, required permit conditions, and the mitigation 

measures identified herein, impacts to human beings associated with air quality, hazards, and noise 
would be insignificant during construction and operation of the Project. 

 
5.  There is no known supportable disagreement or expert opinion that would warrant preparation of an 

EIR. 
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8.0 INITIAL REVIEW OF PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REQUIREMENTS 
Zoning 
 
The Project is consistent with the requirements of the Santa Barbara County Land Use and Development 
Code (LUDC). The AG-II zoning of the site allows the proposed uses. Additional analysis of LUDC 
requirements will be provided in the forthcoming Staff Report for the decision-maker hearing for the 
Project. 
 
Comprehensive Plan 
 
Reviewers preliminarily evaluated this Project pursuant to the County’s Uniform Rules and all applicable 
components of the Comprehensive Plan. For a detailed analysis of consistency with plan requirements, 
refer to Section 4.10, Land Use. Additional analysis also will be provided in the forthcoming Staff Report 
for the decision-maker hearing for the Project.  

9.0 RECOMMENDATION BY P&D STAFF 
On the basis of the Initial Study, P&D staff: 
 
__ Finds that the proposed Project WILL NOT have a significant effect on the environment and, 

therefore, recommends that a Negative Declaration (ND) be prepared. 
 

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

 

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

 

__ Finds that from existing documents (previous EIRs, etc.) that a subsequent document (containing 
updated and site-specific information, etc.) pursuant to CEQA Sections 15162/15163/15164 should 
be prepared. 

 
Potentially significant unavoidable adverse impact areas:  
 

 __With Public Hearing  _X_Without Public Hearing 
 
PREVIOUS DOCUMENT: N/A 
 
PROJECT EVALUATOR:_     Tina Mitchell__________________________ DATE:_July 16, 2025_ 
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10.0 DETERMINATION BY ENVIRONMENTAL HEARING OFFICER
     I agree with staff conclusions. Preparation of the appropriate document may proceed.
     I DO NOT agree with staff conclusions. The following actions will be taken:
     I require consultation and further information prior to making my determination.

SIGNATURE:______________________________ INITIAL STUDY DATE:__________________________

SIGNATURE:______________________________ NEGATIVE DECLARATION DATE:_________________

SIGNATURE:______________________________ REVISION DATE:_______________________________

SIGNATURE:______________________________ FINAL NEGATIVE DECLARATION DATE:_____________

10.0 DETERMINATION BY ENVIRONMENTAL HEARING OFFICER
     I agree with staff conclusions. Preparation of the appropriate document may proceed.
     I DO NOT agree with staff conclusions. The following actions will be taken:
     I require consultation and further information prior to making my determination.

SIGNATURE:______________________________ INITIAL STUDY DATE:__________________________

SIGNATURE:______________________________ NEGATIVE DECLARATION DATE:_________________

SIGNATURE:______________________________ REVISION DATE:_______________________________

SIGNATURE:______________________________ FINAL NEGATIVE DECLARATION DATE:_____________

__

_____________________________________ ________________________________________________________

uire consultation andndndndndndndndndndndndndd fffffffffffurther in

_ __________ ________________________________________________ ______________________________________________________________________ _______ 6/20/25

6/20/25

X

7/16/25

7/16/25
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10. Abandoned Oil Wells Letter, Tartaglia Engineering, Inc. October 2020. 
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12. Water Use and Water Storage/Recycling Letter, Tartaglia Engineering, Inc. October 2020.  
13. General Irrigation Suitability Analysis, Fruit Growers Laboratory, Inc. June 2017.  
14. Well Completion Report, California Department of Water Resources. May 2015.  
15. Cumulative Projects List 
16. Draft Fuel Use Monitoring Plan, Rincon Consultants, Inc. September 2024. 


