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I ntroduction

Santa Barbara County has adopted a weighted petéra to provide a preliminary screening of
a project’s agricultural impacts during the envirmntal review process. The weighted point
system, described in the CountEsvironmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, assigns
relative values to particular characteristics sfta’s agricultural productivity and suitability.¢e

soil type, water supply, etc.). The assignment0for more points typically indicates an
agriculturally viable parcel. The point system leates a site’s agricultural suitability and
productivity to determine whether the project magvédr a significant impact on agricultural
resources. The existing lots and proposed paraglwell as the entire ranch as a whole, were all
evaluated using the County’s Weighted Point Systémxisting lots are indicated by Existing Lot
A (ELA), Existing Lot B (ELB), etc. Proposed palsare identified as Proposed Parcel 1 (PP1),
Proposed Parcel 2 (PP2), etc. Existing and prappsecels are labeled in Figure 2 of the
Rangeland Assessment (September 2008).

Parcd Size

The following ranges were used to assess all aéxigting and proposed parcels:

Parcel size (acres)Points Assigned| Parcel size (acres) Points Assigned

Less than 5 0-3 100-less than 500 11-12
5-less than 10 4-6 500-less than 1000 13-14
10-less than 40 7-8 1000 15

40-less than 100 9-10

The existing ranch is 1,784 acres and was assitfreechaximum, 15 points. ELA is 11 acres
and 7 points were assigned. The low end of thgeravas applied because the configuration and
location of the parcel reduce farming potentialLBHs 94 acres and was assigned 10 points.
ELC is 8 acres and was assigned 4 points. ELD é24es), ELE (165 acres), ELG (281 acres),
and ELH (242 acres) were each assigned 11 poid&F (740 acres) was assigned 13 points.
ELI (1 acre) was assigned 1 point. PP1 (55 aard)PP2 (59 acres) were each assigned 9
points. PP3 (100 acres), PP4 (148 acres), PP5d&f5), and PP7 (150 acres) received 11
points each. PP6 (1,115 acres) is the largesepant was assigned the maximum, 15 points.

Soil Classification

Soil Class Point Range
Class | 14-15
These soils have few limitations that restrict thesie.

Class Il 11-13

These soils have moderate limitation that redueectivice of
plants or that require moderate conservation esti

Class llI 8-10
These soils have severe limitations that reducehbee of
plants or that require special conservation prastior both.

Class IV 6-7
These soils have very severe limitations that redhe choice of
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plants or that require very careful managemeniotin.

Class VI 1-5
These soils have severe limitations that make thyenerally
unsuitable for cultivation and that restrict thesie mainly to
pasture, rangeland, forestland, or wildlife habitat

Class VI 1-5
These soils have very severe limitations that ntag&en
unsuitable for cultivation and that restrict thesie mainly to
grazing, forestland, or wildlife habitat.

Class VIl 0
These soils have limitations that preclude comnaépiant
production and that restrict their use to recreatigurposes,
wildlife habitat, watershed, or aesthetic purposes.

Points assigned in the soil classification categoeye based on information obtained from the
Sage Report’s Las Varas Ranch Soil Agriculturalr@bteristics (Table 1). The NRCS irrigated

land capability classification system and GIS sdd$a were utilized to assign points for the soil

classification category. All parcels and lots @mta mixture of soil classes. Soil class ranges
were chosen based on the quantity for each pareeint assignment within each range was
based on the presence of other soils and/or ie@gagriculture. Appendix B in the Las Varas

Ranch Rangeland Assessment (September 2008) comataiescription of the soils type, texture,

average slope, soil class and acreage for tharexistnch, existing lots, and proposed parcels.

Existing Ranch — The soil composition on the ergptianch is complex. There are 26 different
soil types and all of the soil classifications aepresented with the exception of Class V soils
which are not found in Santa Barbara County. Sassifications for the existing ranch are: 910
acres of Class VI/VII soils (51%), 416 acres of$SldV soils (23%), 163 acres of Class Il soils
(9%), 157 acres of Class Il (Prime) soils (9%), 486 acres of Class VIII (8%). The existing

ranch was assigned points in the Class VI/VII categ The higher end of the range, 5 points,
was assigned to reflect the presence of prime areé productive soils.

ELA contains approximately 8 acres (73%) of Clagssoils and 3 acres (27%) of Class VIl
soils. The low end of the Class IV range was iegpto reflect the presence of highly erodable
Class VIII soils. ELA was assigned 6 points.

ELB contains approximately 34 acres (36%) of Clssoils and 32 acres (34%) of Class lli
soils. The high end of the Class IV range wasgagsl, 7 points, to reflect the presence of more
productive Class IV and Class II, Prime soils (tfea).

ELC contains 5 acres of Class IV soils accordingh® NRCS soil type. However, the lot
contains approximately 3 acres of soil highly ikéb erode (beach) and the small lot size and
configuration make potential commercial agricultnsarly impossible. One point was assigned
to show the presence of Class IV soils.
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ELD contains 72 acres (30%) of Class lll soils;réfiere that range was applied. The high end
of the range, 10 points, was applied because tite @arently support high cash crops (lemons
and avocados) and to reflect the presence of pfiass 1l soils (68 acres or 28%).

ELE contains 80 acres (48%) of Class IV soils dm €lass IV range was applied. The high
end of the range, 7 points, was assigned becaesscils currently support avocados and to
reflect the presence of more productive, Clasg3n acres or 35%) and Class Il (24 acres or
15%) soils.

ELF was assigned points in the Class VI/VII rangeduse the majority of soils are in that class.
ELF contains 458 acres (62%) of Class VII soilsabies (8%) of Class IV soils, and 95 acres of
Class VI (95 acres or 13%). The middle of the rarygoints, was assigned to reflect the
absence of irrigated agriculture on the parcel.

ELG contains 153 acres (54%) of Class VI/VIl salsd points were assigned in the Class
VI/VII category. The upper range, 5 points, wagplegal to reflect the presence of Prime, Class
Il soils (52 acres or 19%).

ELH contains 134 acres (51%) of Class VI/VII sotlserefore points within that range were
applied to the parcel. The high end on the raBgmints, was applied to reflect the presence of
more productive Class Il and Class IV soils.

ELI contains 1 acre of Class IV soils. The low eidhe range, 6 points, was applied to reflect
the small size of the parcel.

PP1 is comprised mostly of Class IV soils (41 aane5%), therefore points were assigned in
that range. The high end of the range, 7 poings applied to reflect the presence of Class I
prime soils (10 acres or 18%).

PP2 is composed mostly of Class Il soils (29 aore$9%) and points were assigned within the
Class lll range. The low end of the range, 8 pointas used because the lot is small and the
remaining balance of soils are less productiveratdinder cultivation.

PP3 contains 57 acres (57%) of Class IV soils efioee that range was used to assign points to
PP3. The high end of the range, 7 points, wagmsdibecause the parcel currently supports a
high cash crop (avocados) and to reflect the paesefimore productive Class Il, prime soils (12
acres or 12%).

PP4 contains 41 acres (28%) of Class lll soilstetioee the Class Il range was used to assign
points to the parcel. The middle of the rangeplts, was assigned to reflect the presence of
less productive Class VI soils (40 acres or 27%) audtivated, prime Class Il soils (30 acres or

20%).

PP5 contains 72 acres (46%) of Class Il soils;effoge that range was used to assign points to
the parcel. The high end of the range, 10 poings assigned to reflect the presence of prime
Class Il soils (31 acres or 20%) and cultivategsrgemons and avocados).
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PP6 contains a majority of Class VI/VII soils (7&3res or 68%), therefore points were assigned
using that range. The high end of the range, Btpowas assigned to reflect the presence of
prime Class Il soils (57 acres or 5%) and cultidateops.

PP7 contains 95 acres (57%) of Class VI/VII sdligrefore that range was used to assign points
to the parcel. The high end of the range, 4 ppiwngs assigned to reflect the presence of more
productive (Class Ill and IV) soils.

Water Availability

Water availability Points assigned

Land has adequate water supply suitable for crogsazing 12-15

Land has water but may be marginal in quantityuality suitable for | 8-11
crops or grazing

Land does not have developed water supply but equede supply is | 3-7
potentially available

Land does not have developed water and potentistss are of poor | 0-2
quality or quantity

The source of agricultural water is provided byoanbination of creek diversion, storage, wells,
and Goleta Water District. Nearby creeks and rtinfilb the large 644 acre-foot reservaoir,
located on ELF and PP6. The reservoir is the ragicultural water source and the Goleta
Water District supplements a small portion of thetev allocated to the ranch. The agricultural
wells on the property are not used for irrigati@tduse they are high in salts and minerals (pers.
comm., Ranch Manager). Currently, water for adnire and cattle is available to all portions
of the ranch and each of the existing lots. A stawater system has been proposed as part of
the project and would ensure water would be aviglat the ranch and proposed parcels after
the project. Based on the long history of agria@lton the ranch and proposed shared water
system, the existing ranch, existing lots and psedoparcels were considered to have an
adequate water supply of sufficient quality avdedior cattle and irrigation. The existing ranch,
ELF and PP6 were all assigned the maximum, 15 gob@cause they have an onsite source of
water. The remaining existing lots and proposeatgis all rely on the same offsite source of
water and were subsequently assigned 14 points.

Aqgricultural Suitability

Crops Points
Assigned

Highly suitable for irrigated grain, truck and fielorchard, or vineyard 8-10
crops

Highly suitable for irrigated ornamentals, pastaiélfa, or dry 6-8
farming
Moderately suitable for irrigated crops, orchanshamental or dry 4-5
farming

Low suitability for irrigated crops, orchard, ornantals or dry farming 1-3

4
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Unsuitable for crop production because of soil téftees, 0
environmental constraints, etc.
Grazing Points
Assigned
Highly suitable for pasture or range 6-10
Moderately suitable for pasture or range 3-5
Low suitability for pasture or range 1-2
Unsuitable for pasture or range 0

Points for this category were assigned based ensgi¢cific considerations, the Conservation
Element, the Rangeland Assessment (September 20@B)current data. The Conservation
Element (adopted 1979, amended 2003) states ther nemjvironmental determinants of
agricultural suitability are water supply, soildintate, terrain and environmental constraints.
Environmental constraints may include biologicabaerces, frost areas, flood areas, high
groundwater tables, drainage problems, etc. Intiaddto the Conservation Element, other
information sources included existing and histdriegricultural practices, Department of
Conservation’s Important Farmland 2006 maps, Aducal Commissioner’s 2008 crop GIS
data, and the Rangeland Assessment provided by Sage. Rangeland considered suitable for
cattle included areas determined to be High, Mdderar Low suitability in the Rangeland
Assessment. Unsuitable rangeland was excludedtitemangeland acreage calculations.

Existing Ranch — Las Varas Ranch is a 1,802-aarehrl,784 acres of which are covered by
the project site) that currently supports 198 aofdasrigated orchard crops and a cow/calf cattle
grazing operation. Existing development totalsrapimately 25,805 square feet and includes
one main residence, two rental units, one vacaiht fimur farm employee dwellings, four sheds,
two barns and one shop. The mature, fruit bearingawd is composed of 171 acres of avocados
and 27 acres of lemons with an average annual gield4 million pounds totaling $1.1 million
(Paul Van Leer, Ranch Manger). Terrain south effteeway is generally flat with 2-9% slopes.
Terrain north of the freeway contains 15% to 50&fpet. The majority of irrigated agriculture
and Important Farmland are located north of theviiay. According to the Agricultural
Suitability maps, it appears that land within clggeximity to the 101 freeway is considered
“highly suitable for orchards and vineyards” or “devately suitable for crop production” and
steep foothills north of the freeway are considehedsuitable for crop production”.  The
Department of Conservation’s Important Farmland #aesignate the majority of the land
within the ranch as Grazing (83%) with some Prinaenffand (5%), Farmland of Statewide
Importance (less than 1%), Unique Farmland (6%% @ther (6%). All of the Important
Farmland is currently under cultivation and a snatount (20 acres) of cultivated land is
classified as Grazing land. This may be becauseotichard was installed after the last
Important Farmland mapping cycle.

According to the Rangeland Assessment, approximd&éd acres (inclusive of the 18-acre
parcel that is proposed to be “not a part” of tigjgrt) of rangeland supports a cattle grazing
operation with a historical carrying capacity of 88/yr. This includes 60 cow-calf pairs, 10

replacement heifers, four bulls, and seven hors&he calculated carrying capacity of the
existing ranch is estimated to be 42 AU/yr. Thestaxg carrying capacity is higher than the
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calculated carrying capacity because of supplerh&gding and the presence of Harding Grass
(Phalaris aquatica), a non-native perennial grass used for forage<4$8). In addition to
rangeland forage, cattle are fed liquid supplemant$ hay supplements as needed. By both
estimates, the carrying capacity is well above 2630 AU/yr threshold stated by the Santa
Barbara County Cattlemen’s Association to be thpr@miate threshold for viable grazing
operations.

ELA is an 1ll-acre undeveloped lot with no irrigatgriculture and zero acres of potential
rangeland. The lot size, configuration, and lawatnake it unsuitable for cattle or crops. ELA
received zero points for crop and grazing suitgbili

ELB is a 94.25-acre undeveloped lot with 78 acregngeland. Terrain is generally flat and
with a small amount of Class Il soils (42 acres) mw irrigated agriculture. Grazing potential is
identified as “good-fair” and the estimated cati#erying capacity is 3.6 AU/yr. The lot is long
and narrow with a significant amount of acreagenglthe bluff that is susceptible to erosion.
ELB has a low suitability for irrigated crops, oeells, pasture, and rangeland because of the lot
configuration and lack of production agricultut®ne point was assigned for crops and one point
for grazing for a total score of 2 points.

ELC is an 8.35-acre undeveloped lot with five aaksuitable rangeland or irrigated crops. ELC

contains Class IV soils suitable for hay, rangeland orchards with a moderate erosion hazard.
The lot size is small with poorer soils and onenpevas assigned to ELC for cattle and crop

suitability.

ELD is a 239.53-acre lot with 51 acres of irrigatedhards and 115 acres of rangeland that is
highly suitable land for cattle. Existing develogmh totals 13,070 square feet. Approximately
55 acres are designated as Prime, 12 acres agndtesl as Farmland of Statewide Importance
and 10 acres are designated as Farmland of Unimgpertance. A portion of the cultivated areas
is designated as prime soils (Class Il). The R&rgl Assessment (Sage 2008) concluded that
the lot has good grazing distribution with an estiad carrying capacity of 6.5 AU/yr. The lot
was assigned 8 points for crop suitability and Ihisofor grazing suitability, for a total score of
10 points.

ELE is a 165.21-acre lot with 20 acres of irrigatagticulture underlain with Class Il (prime)
soils and 123 acres of rangeland suitable for eca#lpproximately 9,215 square feet of
development exists on the lot. Despite the preserdrrigated agriculture, it is designated as
Grazing land by the Department of Conservation. e Binichard was planted after the last
mapping cycle and may explain why it is not desigdas Important Farmland. Adequate water
is available for crops and cattle. Grazing disttitn is good, and the majority of the lot, 122
acres (74%), is considered highly suitable forleatThe estimated carrying capacity for cattle is
8.5 AU/yr. A perennial creek with sensitive habitauld theoretically impact the farming
potential. However, the lot has been farmed andegrdor many years. The lot was assigned 8
points for crop suitability and 3 points for gragisuitability, for a total score of 11 points.

ELF is a 740-acre undeveloped grazing lot with migiated crops. The lot contains poor soils
and steep slopes. The Rangeland Assessment estithat carrying capacity is 5.5 AU/yr with



Appendix C - Las Varas Ranch Agricultural Pointséssment

136 acres of rangeland suitable for cattle and &és of rangeland unsuitable. The lot was
assigned 3 points for crop suitability and 2 poifots grazing suitability, for a total score of 5
points.

ELG is a 281-acre lot with 127 acres of avocadasb 2 acres of suitable rangeland. Existing
development totals 3,520 square feet. The farmisud@signated as Important Farmland (Prime
and Unique) and underlain with Class Il (prime)soiThe Rangeland Assessment estimated the
carrying capacity to be 1.2 AU/yr and concluded 96f4he lot to be unsuitable for cattle.
Fenced orchards exclude cattle and reduce the anujuavailable forage. The lot was
considered highly suitable for orchards and reaki9epoints for crop suitability. ELG was
assigned 1 additional point for grazing suitabifity a total score of 10 points.

ELH is a 242-acre undeveloped grazing lot with agjmately 144 acres of suitable rangeland.
Grazing distribution is “good” with 29% of the paftconsidered to be highly suitable for cattle.
Steep terrain and dense canopy cover in some hna@asarrying capacity to 16 AU/yr. ELH
was assigned 0 points for crop suitability and B{sofor grazing suitability for a total score of 5
points.

ELl is a one-acre undeveloped grazing lot with acee of suitable rangeland. ELI was assigned
0 points for crop suitability and 3 points for grag suitability.

PP1 is a 55-acre grazing parcel with 49 acres balde rangeland and an estimated carrying
capacity to be 2.4 AU/yr. There are 10 acres whersoil not irrigated or under cultivation. The
configuration of the bluff top parcel is long andrrow and susceptible to erosion. Based on
small parcel size and configuration of the lot, Rl assigned zero points for crop suitability
and one point for grazing suitability for a totabse of 1 point.

PP2 is a 59-acre grazing parcel with 30 acres itdlde rangeland. The Rangeland Assessment
(Sage 2008) estimated the carrying capacity to.4&U/yr with poor-good grazing distribution.
One point for grazing suitability was assigned R2P

PP3 is a 100-acre lot with 20 acres of irrigatempsrand 65 acres of suitable rangeland. The
parcel contains 12 acres of Class Il prime so#d #ne under cultivation. Grazing distribution is
good and 64% of the parcel contains forage higuitable for grazing. The estimated carrying
capacity is 4.3 AU/yr. Eight points were assigh@dcrop suitability and 1 point was assigned
for grazing suitability. A total score of 9 poimere assigned for PP3.

PP4 is a 148-acre lot with an 11-acre lemon orclaa 104 acres of suitable rangeland. The
orchard is designated as Prime Farmland and aopadiunderlain with Class Il, prime soils.
Most of the rangeland is highly suitable for gragzend the estimated carrying capacity is 8.5
AU/yr. Eight points were assigned for crop suitgband 3 points were assigned for grazing
suitability, for a total score of 11 points.

PP5 is a 157-acre lot with 40 acres of orchard<tbpt are fenced to exclude cattle and 74 acres
of suitable rangeland for cattle. The orchard isigleated as Important Farmland (Prime and
Statewide) and a portion is planted on prime soiBP5 contains 83 acres (53%) of land
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unsuitable for cattle and the estimated carryinuacay is 3 AU/yr. Eight points were assigned
for crop suitability and 1 point was assigned faazing suitability, for a total of 9 points.

PP6 is a 1,115-acre lot with 125 acres of orchtrdsare fenced to exclude cattle and 243 acres
of rangeland. A portion of the parcel is desigdads Important Farmland (Prime and Unique)
and underlain with Class Il (prime) soils. The Baland Assessment estimated the carrying
capacity to be 10.7 AU/yr and determined 78% oflthé¢o be unsuitable for cattle. Nine points
were assigned for crop suitability and 4 points doazing suitability, for a total score of 13
points.

PP7 is a 150-acre grazing lot with approximatelya8&s of suitable rangeland for cattle. The
estimated carrying capacity is 11.7 AU/yr and 440he rangeland is highly suitable for grazing

and 41% is as unsuitable. Steep terrain and caocoysr in some areas limit grazing potential.
PP7 was assigned 0 points for crop suitability «maints for grazing suitability for a total score

of 4 points.

Existing and Historic L and Use

Description of Land Use Points Assigned
In active agricultural production 5
In maintained range/pasture 5

Unmaintained, but productive within the | 3-5
last ten years

Vacant land — fallow or never planted 1-3

Substantial urban or industrial ag 0
development onsite

With the exception of ELA, the existing ranch, ¢xig lots and proposed parcels are currently
planted with lemons/avocados or grazed and eachassigned the maximum, 5 points. ELA

received one point because its configuration andtion along the blufftop sandwiched between
the railroad tracks and cliff face make it unsugdior cattle or crops.

Compr ehensive Plan Designation

Comprehensive Plan Designation Points Assigned
A-l S

A-l 4

Existing or proposed open space or 3-4

recreation; open land; Rural Residential 40-

100 acres

Residential Ranchette 5-20 acres 2

Residential 5 acres or less; Commercial,| O

Industrial, Community Facility

The existing ranch, existing lots and proposed hatge a comprehensive land use designation of
Agriculture-1l (A-11) and each were assigned 5 g@sin
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Adjacent Existing L and Use

Adjacent Land Uses Points Assigned

Surrounded by ag /open space in a regiar9-10
with adequate support uses

Surrounded by ag operations or open 7-8
spaces in a region without adequate
agricultural support uses; Partially
surrounded by ag or open space with some
urban uses adjacent, in a region with
adequate ag support uses

Partially surrounded by ag or open space 3-6
with some urban uses adjacent in a regiagn
without adequate agricultural support uses

Immediately surrounded by urban uses | 0-2
with no buffers

Las Varas Ranch is on the Gaviota Coast where theadequate support for orchard crops and
cattle. The project site is bordered by the odeahe south, Los Padres National Forest land to
the north, and agricultural land and open spadhéceast and west. The maximum, 10 points,
were assigned for the existing ranch, existing éotd proposed parcels.

Aagricultural Preserve Potential

Agricultural Preserve Potential Points Applied

Can qualify for prime ag preserve by itself5-7
or is in a preserve

Can qualify for non-prime ag preserve by 2-4
itself

Can qualify for prime ag preserve with | 3-4
adjacent parcels

Can qualify for non-prime ag preserve witi-3
adjacent parcels

Cannot qualify 0

The project site is not currently enrolled in thgrigultural Preserve Program. According to the
Uniform Rules (adopted by the Board of Supervisons September 2007), non agricultural
development (including principal dwellings, accegsstructures, landscaping, non-agricultural
roads, etc) shall not occupy more than 2 acre®®ofthe parcel, whichever is smaller. Some
of the proposed development envelopes are overe®.atiowever, the project proposes to limit
non-agricultural development to 2-acres consisagttit the Uniform Rules requirement.

The existing ranch contains irrigated agriculturel &ould qualify for an independent prime
Agricultural Preserve contract. One less pointnthlae maximum, 6 points, was assigned
because the ranch is not currently enrolled inAgacultural Preserve program. ELA, ELB,

ELC, and ELI were all assigned zero points becdlisg contain no cultivated agriculture and
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are too small to qualify for non-prime contractSLD received 6 points because it contains at
least 50 acres of irrigated agriculture and theeefmuld qualify for a prime contract (Uniform
Rule 1-2.3a.1). ELE and ELF are predominatelyigaland, at least 100 acres and therefore
could qualify for individual non-prime contract£LE and ELF were each assigned 4 points.
ELG received 6 points because it contains apprabeipd 40 acres of irrigated agriculture and
could qualify for an individual prime contract. LH, a 242 acre lot, could qualify for an
individual non-prime contract and was assignediatpo

PP1 and PP2 were assigned zero points becausariewpt in irrigated agriculture and are too
small to qualify for a non-prime Agricultural Prege contract. PP3, PP4, PP5 and PP7 received
4 points each because they could qualify for irdirai non-prime contracts. PP6 could qualify
for a prime contract and was assigned 6 points.

Combined Farming Oper ation

Combined Farming Points Applied
Provide a significant component of a 5

combined farming operation

Provide a important component of a 3

combined farming operation

Provide a small component of a combinedl
farming operation

No combined farming operation 0

Las Varas Ranch consists of the ten subject pagopésof which is not a part of the project) and
is cooperatively farmed. The applicant plans toticme farming the ranch cooperatively after
the proposed project as well. Since an 18-acreepavithin the ranch is proposed to remain
outside of the project, the remaining 1,784 acfeéb@ranch provide a significant component of
the combined farming operation. Therefore, 5 mowere assigned. ELB, ELC, and ELI
contribute little to the cattle grazing operatiokach was assigned 1 point. ELD contains the
infrastructure necessary for the cattle grazingratpen, housing for the farm manager, and
approximately 60 acres of orchard crops. It wasstered a significant component of the
combined farming operation and assigned 5 point§. éontains the water reservoir and ELG
contains the majority of the planted cropland (appnately 140 acres). Each was assigned 5
points. ELH is an important component of the eatjtazing operation and was assigned 3
points. If the proposed project is approved, RRA PP2 would be a small component of the
cooperative farming operation and each was assigngoint. PP3 and PP4 would provide an
important component of the combined farming operatilue to their grazing land and, in the
case of PP3, the existing orchard areas. They wearh assigned 3 points. The existing farm
employee dwelling and cattle support structuresl@ated on PP5. PP6, the largest proposed
parcel, would contain the largest agricultural kleand the water reservoir. PP5 and PP6 were
each assigned 5 points. PP7 contains grazingdaddvas assigned 3 points.
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Results of Weighted Point System

The County conducted an independent analysis ubagVeighted Point system for the existing
ranch (as a single unit), existing lots, and prepo®ts. According to the points, the existing
ranch, when assessed as one unit, received 83spaimt is therefore considered to be an
agriculturally viable operation. However, when thiee individual lots are assessed separately,
four of the lots (ELA, ELB, ELC, and ELI) receivedores below the 60 point threshold and five
of the lots (ELD, ELE, ELF, ELG and ELH) receivedoses above the threshold. Scores for
each of the existing lots are as follows: ELA rgedi 43 points, ELB received 54 points, ELC
received 41 points, ELD received 76 points, ELEereed 70 points, ELF received 65 points,
ELG received 71 points, ELH received 62 points, Bhtireceived 45 points. The point system
was also applied to each of the proposed pard#lish the exception of PP1 and PP2, all of the
proposed parcels were at or above the 60-poinslioid. Scores for each of the proposed
parcels and lots are as follows: PP1 received %&§d”P2 received 53 points, PP3 received 68
points, PP4 received 72 points, PP5 received 73udPP6 received 79 points, and PP7 received
60 points.

Therefore, based on the point system, when thehrascassessed as a single unit it is
agriculturally viable. When assessed as sepavtgefbur of the existing lots are not capable of
supporting independent agriculturally viable opers. After the proposed project, five of the

proposed lots are likely able to support an agnical operation, albeit one is marginally

capable. It is likely that two of the proposedslare not capable of supporting an agriculturally
viable operation. Overall, the project would neduce the agricultural viability of the ranch or

reduce the number of individually viable parcels.

Results of the Rangeland Assessment

The Rangeland Assessment (Sage 2008) estimatedatiyeland carrying capacity for the
existing ranch (as a single unit), existing loted goroposed lots. The report estimated the
carrying capacity of the rangeland for the existiagch to be at least 42 AU/yr. The estimated
number of animal units that Las Varas Ranch carpadips well above the 25-30 AU/yr
threshold suggested by the Santa Barbara Countle@an’s Association. Therefore, when the
ranch is evaluated solely as grazing land, it scafjurally viable and capable of sustaining a
cattle grazing operation independent of any otlaecqld. The Sage report estimated the carrying
capacity for each of the existing lots and fourldathem to be below the threshold. Results for
the existing lots are as follows: 0 AU/yr for ELA;6 AU/yr for ELB; 0.2 AU/yr for ELC; 6.5
AU/yr for ELD; 8.5 AU/yr for ELE; 5.5 AU/yr for ELE1.2 AU/yr for ELG; 16 AU/yr for ELH.
The number of estimated animal units each proppsecdel could support are as follows: 2.4
AUl/yr for PP1; 1.4 AU/yr for PP2; 4.3 AU/yr for PP8.5 AU/yr for PP4; 3AU/yr for PP5; 10.7
AU/yr for PP6, and 11.7 AU/yr for PP7. Thus, theposed project would not increase or
decrease the cattle grazing viability on an indnaldparcel basis.

Conclusion

When Las Varas is considered as an existing cotpela farmed ranch, it is capable of
supporting an independent agricultural operatiod/@n cattle grazing operation. This is
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indicated by the weighted point system score op&idts and the estimated carrying capacity of
42 AUlyr. However, when the ranch is assessedparate lots, the results are very different.
South of the railroad corridor, the existing Id&.A, ELB, and ELC) and proposed parcels (PP1
and PP2) are not agriculturally viable accordinghi® point system. The small parcel sizes and
lot configurations are not conducive for agricudtur In contrast, the existing lots (ELD, ELE,
ELF, ELG, ELH) and proposed parcels (PP3, PP4, PR, and PP7) located north of the
railroad corridor are agriculturally viable whersassed under the point system. One proposed
lot, PP7 scored 60 points and is at the threslaldignificance. Relatively large parcel sizes and
presence of irrigated agriculture contributed te kigher scores. When assessed as rangeland,
all of the existing lots and proposed parcels stdvelow the estimated carrying capacity
threshold of 25-30 AU/yr. ELH and PP7 had thenkgj estimated number of animal units at 16
AU/yr and 11.7 AU/yr respectively. The parcels aiter too small to support an independent
grazing operation or are planted with orchards.
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Appendix C - Las Varas Ranch Agricultural Pointséssment

Las Varas Ranch Project Agricultural Points Assessment

EP E EL EL EL EL EL EL EL | EL PP P PP PP PP PP PP
Category 1,784 B c D E F G H | 1 3 4 5 6 7
acres | A 94a 8a 240a | 165a | 740a | 28la | 2424 la | 55a | 2 100a | 148a | 157a | 1,115a | 150a
(@) 11 59

Parcel size (gross) 15 7 10 4 11 11 13 11 11 D 11 11 1 115 11
Less than 5 0-3
5 less than 10 4-6
10 less than 40 7-8
40 less than 100 9-10
100 less than 500 11-12
500 less than 1000 13-14
1000 or more 15

Sail classification 5 6 7 1 10 7 3 5 5 6 7 7 9 10 5 4
Class 1 14-15
Class Il 11-13
Class llI 8-10
Class IV 6-7
Class VI&VII 1-5
Class VIII 0

Water availability 15 14 14 14 14 14 15 14 14 14 14 1 1 16 14
Land has adequate water supply 12-15
suitable for crops or grazing
Land has water but may be marginal 8-11
in quantity or quality suitable for
crops or grazing
Land does not have developed watef 3-7
supply but an adequate supply is
potentially available
Land does not have developed watef 0-2
and potential sources are of poor
quality or quantity

Agricultural Suitability 17 0 2 1 10 11 5 10 5 1 9 11 9 13 4
Crops

Highly suitable for irrigated grain, 8-10
truck and field, orchard, or vineyard
crops
Highly suitable for irrigated 6-8
ornamentals, pasture, alfalfa, or dry
farming
Moderately suitable for irrigated 4-5
crops, orchard, ornamental or dry
farming
Low suitability for irrigated crops, 1-3
orchard, ornamentals or dry farming
Unsuitable for crop production 0
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Appendix C - Las Varas Ranch Agricultural Pointséssment

Las Varas Ranch Project Agricultural Points Assessment

EP E EL EL EL EL EL EL EL | EL PP P PP PP PP PP PP

Category 1,784 B C D E F G H I 1 3 4 5 6 7

acres | A 94a 8a 240a 165a | 740a | 28la | 2424 1la | 55a 2 100a 148a 157a | 1,115a | 150a
(a) 11 59

because of soil capabilities,
environmental constraints, etc.
Grazing
Highly suitable for pasture or range 6-10
Moderately suitable for pasture or 3-5
range
Low suitability for pasture or range 1-2
Unsuitable for pasture or range 0

Existing and Historic Land Use 5 1 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
In active agricultural productionor | 5
maintained range/pasture
Unmaintained, but productive within | 3-5
the last ten years
Vacant land — fallow or never planted  1-3
Substantial urban or industrial ag 0
development onsite

Compr ehensive Plan Designation 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
A-ll 5
A-l 4
MA; Open space; Recreation; Open | 3-4
land; Rural Residential 40-100 acres
Residential Ranchette 5-20 acres 2
Residential 5 acres or less; 0
Commercial; Industrial; Community
Facility

Adjacent Land Uses 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 1d 10 10 10 10 10 10 1p
Surrounded by ag /open space ina | 9-10
region with adequate support uses
Surrounded by ag operations or opep 7-8
spaces in a region without adequate
agricultural support uses; Partially
surrounded by ag or open space wit
some urban uses adjacent, in a regi
with adequate ag support uses
Partially surrounded by ag or open | 3-6
space with some urban uses adjacemt
in a region without adequate
agricultural support uses
Immediately surrounded by urban 0-2
uses with no buffers

=}
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Appendix C - Las Varas Ranch Agricultural Pointséssment

Las Varas Ranch Project Agricultural Points Assessment

EP E EL EL EL EL EL EL EL | EL PP P PP PP PP PP PP
Category 1,784 B c D E F G H | 1 3 4 5 6 7
acres | A 94a 8a 240a | 165a | 740a | 28la | 2424 la | 55a | 2 100a | 148a | 157a | 1,115a | 150a
(@) 11 59
Agricultural Preserve Potential 6 0 0 0 6 4 4 6 4 0 0 0 4 4 4 6 4
Can qualify for prime ag preserve by| 5-7
itself or is in a preserve
Can qualify for non-prime ag preserve2-4
by itself
Can qualify for prime ag preserve 3-4
with adjacent parcels
Can qualify for non-prime ag preserye1-3
with adjacent parcels
Cannot qualify 0
Combined Farming Operations 5 0 1 1 5 3 5 5 3 1 1 1 3 3 5 5 3
Provide a significant component of af 5
combined farming operation
Provide a important component of a| 3
combined farming operation
Provide a small component of a 1
combined farming operation
No combined farming operation 0
83 43 | 54 41 76 70 65 71 62 | 45 | 52 | 53 68 72 73 79 60
Total score
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