6.0 ALTERNATIVES

6.1 INTRODUCTION

The following alternatives were selected for analysis in this EIR:

e Alternative 1: No Project Alternative;

e Alternative 2A: Reduced Project Option A;

e Alternative 2B: Reduced Project Option B;

e Alternative 3A: Project Redesign Option A;

e Alternative 3B: Project Redesign Option B; and
e Alternative 3C: Project Redesign Option C.

The selection of these alternatives was based on CEQA requirements and guidelines and the
project’s significant impacts as identified in Section 4.0 of this EIR. These considerations are
discussed below, followed by analysis of each of the selected alternatives and identification of
the environmentally superior alternative.

6.2 OVERVIEW OF CEQA REQUIREMENTS AND GUIDELINES FOR
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 provides a framework for the formulation and analysis of
alternatives in an EIR. This section states, “An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of
the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” Project
objectives for the proposed project are listed in Chapter 2.0 Project Description. The alternatives
analysis compares the impacts of the proposed project before mitigation against the impacts of
the project alternatives. In some cases, elements of certain alternatives mirror mitigation
measures, with the result being that the proposed project as mitigated would result in similar
impacts as the project alternative. In most other cases, it is assumed that the mitigation
measures applied to the proposed project would be similarly applied to the project alternatives
when necessary. To this end, Table 6.9-1 provides a summary comparison of the residual
impacts of the project (the impacts of the project as mitigated) against the impacts of the project
alternatives (as mitigated where applicable). Key concepts pertaining to the discussion of
alternatives are further specified in the Guidelines as follows.

6.2.1 REASONABLE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

The range of alternatives required within an EIR is governed by the “rule of reason,” which
requires an EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. While
there is no rule for the number of alternatives that must be discussed, an EIR must consider a
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making
and public participation, but need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.
Furthermore, an EIR need not consider an alternative with an unlikely or speculative potential
for implementation or an alternative that would result in effects that cannot be reasonably
ascertained.
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6.2.2 LEVEL OF ANALYSIS

The analysis of environmental effects of project alternatives need not be as thorough or detailed
as the analysis of the project itself. Rather, the CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR shall include
“sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison with the proposed project.”

6.2.3 FEASIBILITY

An EIR is not required to include alternatives that are not feasible. The term “feasible” is
defined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15364, as “capable of being accomplished in a
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.” (See Public Resources Code, Section
21061.1; CEQA Guidelines, Section 15364.) Section 15126.6(f)(1) provides additional factors that
may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives. These factors include
site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other
plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries and whether the proponent can
reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to potential alternative sites. Pursuant to
Section 15126.6(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR should identify alternatives that were
considered but ultimately rejected as infeasible.

6.2.3.1 Alternatives Considered but Rejected as Infeasible
Transfer of Development Rights

One alternative that was considered but ultimately rejected due to infeasibility is a Transfer of
Development Rights (TDR) alternative. Pursuant to Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 2-13, Solimar
Research Group studied the feasibility of establishing a TDR program as part of the Santa
Barbara Ranch (Naples Townsite) EIR. The TDR study identified and evaluated potential
receiver sites that would be suitable for residential development within designated urban and
rural areas. The study concluded that, for a variety of reasons, most of these locations were not
feasible as receiver sites due to remoteness from the Naples Townsite, lack of common interest,
and the disparity between very high land and development values on the Gaviota Coast when
compared with inland urbanized areas. The study concluded that it might be possible to
extinguish at least some development potential provided that a host of actions subsequently
occur, including capitalization of a mitigation bank, execution of inter-jurisdictional agreements
and a variety of legislative actions to provide requisite “up-zoning” for receiver sites. To
maximize whatever TDR potential exists, and in furtherance of the County’s obligations to
“encourage and assistant the property owner(s) in transferring development rights,” the Board
of Supervisors adopted a TDR Enabling Ordinance on September 16, 2008.

The ordinance was established to facilitate a voluntary program for landowners and was
structured specifically to address development rights associated with the Naples Townsite and
does not apply to land in other areas of the County. Thus, the TDR ordinance does not apply to
Las Varas Ranch. As required under CEQA, an alternative must be “capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time.” There is too much
uncertainty associated with whether or not the TDR ordinance could be amended to apply to
lands outside of the Naples Townsite and there are too many hurdles that would have to be
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overcome in order for it to be successful within a reasonable period of time. Together with the
conclusions of the TDR study as being limited in its feasibility, a TDR program was considered
an infeasible alternative to the proposed project and was therefore not evaluated further in the
context of this EIR.

Relocation of Lateral Trail Easement

One alternative that was considered for inclusion in the EIR analysis comprised relocating a
portion of the proposed lateral trail easement from the north side of the highway to the south
side of the highway in order to provide a connection with the proposed vertical beach access.
This alternative would have involved dedication of a trail easement alongside the existing ranch
road in between the entrance to the project site at Las Varas Ranch Road (where it would
connect to the future public parking area) and the existing culvert at Gato Creek that crosses
underneath the highway, at which point the trail would connect with an old segment of Calle
Real along the north side of the highway and continue towards the western end of the project
site. After a short section of Calle Real west of the project site (approximately 1,900 feet in
length), it would then connect with the Coastal Trail segment that has been established on the
adjacent El-CapitanZacara Ranch (formerly El Capitan Ranch) property at the El Capitan Ranch
interchange. This alternative was considered but ultimately rejected as infeasible because of the
substantial conflicts it would have with the existing agricultural operation on the ranch, as
discussed below.

The existing ranch road on the south side of the highway alongside which the trail easement
would have been relocated under this alternative is the primary thoroughfare for the ranch and
is used on a regular basis by the ranch management and farm workers. Mixing pedestrian and
bicycle traffic with the present heavy agricultural use of this road would impair agricultural
operations, including the regular use of large vehicles, heavy equipment and movement of
cattle in this area, as well as placing the public trail users in danger. Any new trail would
require secure fencing and complete separation of the public from the agricultural operation to
avoid impacts to the agricultural operation and property and to minimize conflict between the
public trail users and ranch operations. At this location, a securely fenced trail corridor would
be highly disruptive to the ongoing agricultural operation and would necessitate a loss of
existing orchard area in order to accommodate this use. The redesigned trail location alongside
the primary ranch access road south of the highway would increase opportunities for trespass,
theft, and vandalism affecting the adjacent orchards.

The existing underpass at Gato Creek, which would have provided the necessary link for the
public trail from the south to the north side of the highway, plays a critical role in the ongoing
agricultural operation. The underpass provides the primary access to the upper canyon north
of the highway, for agricultural use as well as for emergency access and fire protection. It
provides access to the reservoir and stream diversion for maintenance and repair as part of the
ongoing agricultural operation. It is the only access for moving cattle within the ranch. If the
public were routed through this underpass, the critical passage way would become dual use for
both livestock operations and public passage. This would require some type of gate and
fencing system that would remain open to allow public passage but restrict the movement of
cattle. This type of system would likely reduce the width of the underpass (currently 13 feet
wide curb to curb) that could be used for the agricultural operation and movement of cattle, and
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could potentially be narrowed to the point where ranch vehicles and heavy equipment could no
longer use it. Public use of the culvert while cattle are being moved through it could create a
public safety problem and increase the liability of the ranching operation. It could also
potentially create a security problem for the ranch operation with insufficient controls for cattle
movement. Installation of a gate/fence system in this location would hamper the ability for the
ranch to move cattle and impede access to the upper ranch and reservoir for maintenance,
repair, and monitoring. For these reasons, this alternative was rejected because this location
was considered unsuitable for a public trail due to the conflicts that would be created with the
existing agricultural operation. Further, this alternative would be inconsistent with Policy IA of
the County’s Agricultural Element, which is one of the factors identified in CEQA that may be
taken into account when determining the feasibility of alternatives.

Shifting the trail to a location adjacent to the shoreline was considered as another alternative but
was rejected as infeasible due to conflicts with the existing agricultural operation as well as
physical barriers and constraints to providing a trail in this area. As shown on the aerial photo
depicted in Figure 2-3, a trail hugging the coastline would have to cross four coastal drainages
along the length of the project site, at least two of which contain significant riparian corridors
(Gato Creek and the unnamed D1 drainage). Traversing these drainages would be cost
prohibitive because of the need to install span bridges over the drainages and outside of their
base flood elevations and would result in potentially significant impacts to biological resources
associated with an increase in human presence and disturbance to vegetation and water quality
associated with construction of the bridges.

In addition, the railroad tracks are located at the edge of the bluff along the length of proposed
Parcel 5, so there would be no space available for a trail on the south side of the railroad tracks.
Anvy trail along this section of the project would have to be on the north side of the railroad,
which would then potentially push the trail into active grazing land. From this point further
west, the trail would need to cross the railroad tracks in order to reach the coastal bluff in the
vicinity of Gato Creek. This would present a public safety hazard and would likely be
unsupportable by Union Pacific Railroad. Alternatively, the public could access the coastal
bluff by way of a culvert under the railroad through which Gato Creek flows. However, this
would also pose impacts to biological resources and water quality and result in the potential
take of a federally listed species, as the California red-legged frog has been identified in this
area of the creek. Further, this culvert is also used by the cattle ranching operation for accessing
the grazing lands south of the railroad, so use of this culvert by the public would conflict with
the ongoing cattle operation.

The grasslands comprising much of the coastal bluff within proposed Parcels 1 and 2 provide
important grazing land for the ranch’s cattle operation. Constructing a trail in this location
would result in conflicts between the public and the cattle, both by blocking off grazing land in
order to construct fencing along the trail, and direct disturbance to or harassment of the cattle
by the trail users. Lastly, there is no connection for the trail on the west end of the property in
order to continue the trail further west towards El Capitan State Beach. As such, a trail in this
location would be a dead end and would not support the goal of the Coastal Trail in providing
a_continuous trail along the coast. For these various reasons, relocation of the lateral trail
easement to a location along the shoreline was rejected as an alternative to the project because it
was deemed infeasible. That said, an easement along the shoreline itself would be provided as
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part of this project. Once the proposed vertical beach access trail is established (upon receipt of
an easement from the railroad company for public access and completion of the necessary
improvements through the culvert), this would provide the public with the opportunity of
accessing the beach and then walking along the beach to El Capitan State Park, where an
additional link of the Coastal Trail can be reached, thereby improving beach and shoreline
access along this section of the coast.

Clustered Development

A third alternative that was considered but rejected included the clustering of development
north of the highway in order to preserve the coastal terrace in its current state. The primary
purpose for considering this alternative was to reduce aesthetic impacts and impacts to historic
resources given the visual importance of the coastal viewshed and significance of the coastal
terrace as a rural historic landscape. The County does not have an Agricultural Clustered
Development ordinance that would allow the establishment of clustered development on
parcels that are substandard in size in exchange for preserving a large unfragmented
agricultural area. Therefore, in order to accomplish a clustered development alternative for this
project, each parcel would have to be at least 100 acres in size in order to meet minimum
ordinance requirements. There is sufficient acreage on Proposed Parcel 6 (1,115 acres) to
accommodate multiple legal lots of 100 acres or more through a subdivision of land. Therefore,
an alternative that included subdividing Proposed Parcel 6 into five parcels in order to shift
development from the coast (currently consisting of proposed Parcels 1 through 4; Parcel 5 was
not included in this alternative because it is already developed with a single family residence
and is largely screened from public view) to the inland area of the ranch was evaluated for its
feasibility. The proposed project has identified three building areas on Parcel 6 where future
residential development on Parcel 6 could occur. These areas were selected based primarily on
access and slopes, avoiding slopes in excess of 30% as well as areas containing dense vegetation.
These potential building areas were considered for the clustered development alternative, as
there is sufficient acreage within these potential building areas to accommodate development
envelopes in sizes similar to those proposed as part of the project. This alternative was
ultimately rejected as infeasible due to a number of considerations, as discussed in detail below.

While Las Varas and Edwards ranches are currently managed as a single entity, the property is
made up of two separate ownerships. Clustering the development proposed on Lots 1 through
4 to newly created parcels within Lot 6 would be similar to a transfer of development rights
because the affected parcels are not uniformly owned. As learned through studies of other
transfer of development rights programs in the County, the transfer of development rights from
coastal properties to inland properties is not a 1:1 exchange in terms of economic value, so
clustering the development north of the highway without an established program to account for
the disparate property values would not be economically feasible and capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time.

Moreover, Ssubdivision of proposed Parcel 6 in order to accommodate the clustered
development alternative would require the creation of awkwardly configured lots and would
fractionalize an existing agricultural orchard into multiple ownerships. This would impair the
agricultural viability of the existing property. The development of five future residences on
Parcel 6 would require access improvements beyond what would otherwise be required for a
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single family residence. Specifically, this would include widening of the existing ranch road
that traverses through the orchard that would serve these parcels, which could result in the loss
of additional orchard area. The impacts to on-site agriculture from this alternative would be
inconsistent with the purpose and intent of the agricultural zoning and land use designations.
Further, the difficulty associated with trying to force through a land division on property that
may not be suitable for such a change, as discussed further below, contributes to the
infeasibility of this alternative.

The soils on Lot 6 are not conducive to the placement of multiple septic disposal systems, as
they are largely composed of very clayey material of the Rincon formation and do not percolate
well. While a septic system to support development of one single family residence on proposed
Parcel 6 could be accommodated due to the size of the parcel, additional systems to support
four additional residences would be unlikely given the site conditions. This issue could be
addressed by development of a small private treatment facility; however, this would add to the
intensity of development of the site and is further evidence indicating that this site is not
suitable for this level of development.

In addition to the reasons discussed above supporting a conclusion that this alternative is
infeasible, this alternative would also result in impacts to biological resources and visual
resources and would not fully meet the intent of a project alternative, which is to avoid or
substantially lessen significant effects of the project.  One of the objectives of the project is to
allow the upper canyon wildland areas to remain intact and largely undisturbed. While a
clustered development alternative would result in the avoidance of impacts to California red-
legged frog and other sensitive riparian species by shifting new development away from the
coastal terrace, the development of five residential estates on proposed Parcel 6 would magnify
any potential impacts to biological resources in the foothills as compared to those that would
result from a single residence. Five residential estates would introduce a number of factors
disruptive to the natural wildland habitat and environment of the upper canyon, including
fencing, lighting, noise, human presence, dogs and cats, all of which could impair the normal
activities of wildlife. The development of one single family residence on proposed Parcel 6
could be sited and designed in such a way as to not be visible or be minimally intrusive upon
public viewing corridors such as U.S. Highway 101. While this alternative would help to
protect the important public views of the coastal terrace and reduce visual impacts of the
proposed project in that area by transferring the development on to the north side of the
highway, the development of five residences clustered together on Parcel 6 could potentially
impact the character of the existing rural setting and impair public views of the coastal foothills
as experienced by motorists on U.S. Highway 101 and railroad passengers. Additionally, when
viewed collectively, five clustered residences could contribute to night lighting impacts as
experienced from public viewing places that would not otherwise result from development of a
single lot.

Therefore, due to the various reasons discussed above, including the unsuitability of Parcel 6 to
accommodate clustered development, and the new significant impacts that would result under
this alternative, this alternative was rejected and not evaluated further in the EIR.
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6.3 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The No Project Alternative as defined in Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines is “the
existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published ...as well as what would be
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based
on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” Single
family residences are principally permitted uses on legal parcels within the AG-II-100 zone,
regardless of parcel size. Thus, it would be reasonable to assume that each legal parcel would
be developed with a principal residence in the foreseeable future under the No Project scenario.
In order to avoid undue speculation with respect to what would be reasonably expected to
occur on the site in the foreseeable future, the No Project Alternative in this case assumes
potential future residential buildout of the ranch in its current parcel configuration without
assuming any future lot splits. See Figure 2-2 for a depiction of the project site’s current parcel
configuration.

As summarized in Table 6.3-1 below, existing Parcel D in between U.S. Highway 101 and the
railroad currently has a principal single family residence in addition to three existing
agricultural employee dwellings, so it assumed that no additional development would occur on
this parcel. Existing Parcel E contains a modest-sized single family dwelling (1,600 s.f.) that is
currently used as a rental unit. It is reasonably foreseeable that this parcel would be developed
with a larger principal residence in the future given 1) the size of the parcel; 2) the extent of
existing lemon and avocado orchards on the parcel and associated legitimate need for an
agricultural employee if it were managed independently from the rest of the ranch; and 3) its
prime location on the coast and associated property value. Under this scenario, it is assumed
that the existing residence would be used as an agricultural employee dwelling since it could
not be demolished due to its historic significance. Existing Parcel A is not buildable due to its
narrow configuration located on the sea cliff in between the railroad and Pacific Ocean.
Existing Parcel B was not legally created and would thus need a Conditional Certificate of
Compliance (CCC) prior to any future development. An application for a Conditional
Certificate of Compliance has been submitted. Since evidence indicates that the current owners
of the parcel were not involved in the illegal subdivision (i.e. they purchased the parcel in 1969,
nine vyears after it was illegally subdivided), state law provides that the parcel be subject to the
rules and regulations in effect at the time that the parcel was acquired. In 1969, this parcel was
zoned Unlimited Agriculture (“U”) under the now obsolete Ordinance 661. Since the parcel at
94 acres complies with the minimum parcel size applicable to the U zone district (10 acres), it
would be considered re51dent1allv developable assummg adequate services are avallable Wthh

Since existing Parcel A is not buildable, fllhﬂs— it is reasonably assumed as part of the No Pro]ect

Alternative that-that athis—minimumpareel size-would-be-achieved-by—a Voluntary Merger

between with-Parcel A and Parcel B would result in one lot and future development of a single
family dwelling would occur.  Existing Parcel C is an 8-acre parcel with no existing
development. While it does contain various constraints, including bluff setback requirements
and sensitive resources, it is a developable parcel as defined in Section 21-93 of the Chapter 21
Subdivision Regulations. Percolation testing has been done on the site to demonstrate that
adequate sewage disposal is feasible. Existing Parcel G has two existing dwellings, one used as
an agricultural employee and the other currently rented out (1,120 s.f. and 1,800 s.f.,
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respectively). Given their current use and modest size, it is assumed that a principal residence
would be constructed and the two existing residences would be used as agricultural employee
dwellings. It is assumed that access roads to serve future development within existing vacant
parcels would be established. However, the exact location of future development within these
vacant and underdeveloped parcels is unknown and it would be speculative to attempt to
identify. Thus, the evaluation of the impacts of this alternative are generalized, assuming
development could occur anywhere within each parcel that is not subject to site constraints
such as steep slopes, native vegetation, and/or archaeological resources, which would be
afforded protection under policies of the County Comprehensive Plan, including the Coastal
Land Use Plan.

For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the existing agricultural operation,
including ranching and orchards, would continue in its present form. No public access
easements would be dedicated to the County under this alternative. The shared water system
would not be constructed under this alternative; instead, future residential development would
be served by the Goleta Water District, or in the case of Parcel F and Parcel H, by a private well.

The following compares the impacts of this alternative to the proposed project’s impacts. A
comparative summary table is also provided in Section 6.9 (see Table 6.9-1).

Table 6.3-1 Development Scenarios under No Project Alternative

Existing . Buildout under
Parcel (acres) e s No Project Alternative
A (11.08) None; sea cliff None, Merger with

Parcel B
) . New SFD, Merger with
B (94.25) None; grazing land Parcel A
C (8.35) None; grazing land New SFD
D (239.53) SFD, agrlcultura.l accessory structures aI.ld farm No change
employee dwellings; orchards and grazing
E (165.21) SED (rental unit), filgrlcultural accessory structures; New SED
orchards and grazing
F (740.26) None; grazing land New SFD
SFD (rental unit), farm employee dwelling,
G (281.35) agricultural accessory structures; orchards and New SFD
grazing
H (242.30) None; grazing land New SFD
* . 1 L ]EHE, : IE%gEf with
1(1.27) None; grazing land Pareel INow SFD*
* This parcel’s legal status has not been validated by a Certificate of Compliance. Fhe-applicant
intends—to—mergethis—parcelwith el H-underthe NoProject Alternative-lf a Certificate of

Compliance were granted under the No Project Alternative, then it is conceivable that a new single
family residence could be built; the present feasibility is unknown.
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6.3.1 AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

The No Project Alternative would result in potentially significant changes to the existing
aesthetics/visual resource conditions on the project site. Existing views into the site from U.S.
Highway 101 would potentially be altered with the addition of three single family residences on
parcels F, G, and H north of the highway, which could be visible depending on their exact
location and size, bulk, and scale. In most cases, this development would not be expected to
obscure or significantly degrade any scenic views of the ocean or mountains as viewed from the
highway. Parcel E offers the most open and expansive views of the ocean and coastal terrace
from the highway within the project site, and encompasses the development envelopes for both
proposed Parcels 3 and 4. The addition of a future principal residence on this parcel under the
No Project Alternative has the potential to significantly degrade the existing scenic viewshed
depending on its location and size, bulk, and scale. There is the potential for development on
this parcel to be more visually prominent if it is sited closer to the highway or in a more visible
portion of the site as compared to the proposed project, especially in the case of the
development envelope on proposed Parcel 3 which is largely shielded from view from the
highway due to existing roadside berms along this segment of the highway. However, there is
an equal potential, depending on its location, for additional residential development on this
parcel to be less visually prominent and outside of the dominant scenic viewshed experienced
by passing motorists as compared to the proposed project, especially in the case of the
development envelope on proposed Parcel 4. Development of two residences on the coastal
terrace would potentially be visible by boaters and surfers, as well as more distant views by
visitors to El Capitan State Beach, though their visual prominence would be lessened by the
necessary setback from the coastal bluff top. Due to the reduced size of Parcel C relative to the
proposed parcel sizes and biological site constraints, the potential size and massing of a
residence on that parcel would likely be less than what could potentially occur within the
development envelopes under the proposed project. However, depending on their exact
location, architectural style, screening by existing or proposed landscaping, and overall size and
height, future residential development under this alternative could be visually incompatible
with the surrounding rural agricultural character of the area. Design review by the Board of
Architectural Review, as is required within the View Corridor Overlay covering the project site
south of the highway, or areas north of the highway where review may be triggered by
Ridgeline/Hillside guidelines, would help to ensure residential development on these lots is
would be compatible with the existing rural character of the area.

The low density and residential character of development under this alternative would help to
ensure impacts from night lighting are not significant, and would be generally similar to the
proposed project. Overall, the level of development and locations of future development under
this alternative would result in generally similar visual impacts relative to the proposed project.
Impacts would be considered significant but mitigable with appropriate siting, design, and
landscaping of future residences.

6.3.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Existing agricultural operations at the ranch would be expected to continue under this
alternative. Future residential development would not significantly impair the continued
grazing and orchard operations, as there is sufficient space to develop future residences without
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encroaching on existing orchards or obstructing grazing and the movement of cattle through
the site. The elimination of the public access component of the project under this alternative
would avoid the potential conflicts between public access and continued agricultural
operations, including theft and vandalism and concerns over pesticide drift and public
exposure. Thus, indirect impacts to agriculture would be reduced under this alternative.
Impacts to the long-term viability of agriculture under this alternative would be greater than the
proposed project, as future non-agricultural development on the site that could occur under this
alternative would be unrestricted in acreage and could result in the site (or portions thereof) no
longer being eligible for enrollment in the Agricultural Preserve Program. Similar to the
proposed project, this alternative could result in the fragmentation of the existing ranch into
individual landholdings that are less viable as standalone agricultural operations. The common
grazing operation could cease if individual landowners chose not to participate, adversely
affecting its viability.

6.3.3 AIR QUALITY

Dust generation and particulate emissions associated with construction of future residential
development would be generally similar under this alternative relative to the proposed project.
Standard dust control requirements applied to all grading projects would help to minimize such
air quality impacts to the extent feasible. Long-term air emissions from vehicular use would be
reduced with the elimination of the public access component, though it is likely that these
visitors would simply go elsewhere in the community for beach access, so there would be no
significant change from a regional perspective. Air emissions associated with vehicle use by
residents on the ranch would be generally similar to the proposed project. Overall, air quality
impacts would be slightly reduced relative to the proposed project but in either case would be
considered less than significant.

6.3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This alternative would result in fewer impacts to biological resources relative to the proposed
project. Since the parcel encompassing the mouth of Gato Creek (Parcel B) would be over 100
acres in size (When merged with Parcel A to achieve minimum parcel size), it is assumed that
there would be ample opportunity to site future residential development away from sensitive
resources on this site. Therefore, impacts to sensitive species would be reduced associated with
elimination of residential development adjacent to Gato Creek by the creek mouth where
California red-legged frog and other sensitive species are found. Development of a single
family residence on Lot F has the potential to impact biological resources depending on its
location, though steep slopes and dense vegetation limit the opportunities for development of
this parcel to areas with minimal biological sensitivity, such as within the large building area
identified for Parcel 6 under the proposed project. H-istikelythateConstruction of the bridge
over Gato Creek as part of access road improvements would not likely occur under this
alternative, as it would not be required to gain access to the existing lots. Thus, this alternative
would avoid the -similar-te-the-propesed-projeet—resulting-in-a-short-term adverse impact to
biological resources and also the long-term beneficial impacts due to removal of the Arizona
crossing.  Short-term construction-related impacts associated with establishment and
installation of the shared water system, portions of which cross or are located within the Gato
Creek corridor north of U.S. Highway 101, would be avoided under this alternative. Indirect

6-10 Las Varas Ranch Final EIR



6.0 Alternatives

impacts to raptor foraging, including White tailed kite, and bat foraging would also be reduced
under this alternative commensurate with the reduction in the extent of future development on
the coastal terrace and the elimination of the public access components of the project. Overall,
impacts would be reduced under this alternative but would remain potentially significant but
mitigable given the biological sensitivity of the site and the continued potential for future
development to impact biological resources.

6.3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impacts to cultural resources would be reduced under this alternative relative to the proposed
project. Impacts to the Rural Historic Landscape associated with development within its
boundaries would be reduced under this alternative in conjunction with the reduced extent of
future residential development south of the highway. It is likely that the setting of the historic
residence and agricultural buildings on existing Parcel E (proposed Parcel 4) would be
preserved under this alternative given the potential for siting a future residence elsewhere on
the parcel given its size and configuration. However, future residential development elsewhere
within the boundaries of the Rural Historic Landscape has the potential to impact the integrity
of this historic landscape through improper siting, design, and scale of development.
Archaeological impacts from development on proposed Parcel 3 would similarly be avoided
under this alternative given the opportunity for relocating future development outside of the
recorded site due to the size and configuration of existing Parcel E. However, impacts to
archaeological resources in the area of proposed Parcel 7 would continue to occur under this
alternative, since residential development of that parcel (existing Parcel H) in its existing
configuration would be expected to be sited in a similar location and require similar access road
improvements. Development of existing Parcel C has the potential to significantly impact
archaeological resources given the presence of a recorded archaeological site in the vicinity,
though measures could be taken as needed, such as avoidance or capping, to reduce impacts to
this resource. The potential for future development to disturb unknown archaeological
resources given the general sensitivity of the site would remain significant under this
alternative. Impacts to archaeological resources and historic resources would therefore remain
significant but mitigable, theughreduecedand generally similar-relative to the proposed project.

6.3.6 FIREHAZARDS

Future residential development under the No Project alternative would trigger the same
County Fire Department requirements as the proposed project in terms of access, water supply,
defensible space, etc. The residential population within the project site under this alternative
would be generally similar to the proposed project, since the overall number of lots would be
roughly the same. However, this alternative would involve more development north of the
highway and closer to more abundant fuels and greater fire hazards as compared to the
proposed project, given the tendency for wildfires to occur in the foothills and mountains as
opposed to the coastal plain. Future residents of the site would be faced with a substandard
level of service similar to the proposed project given the lack of a fire station to serve western
Goleta and the eastern end of the Gaviota coast. However, this is a short-term condition that is
expected to be resolved with construction of a new fire station to serve this population. The
other difference with this alternative is that there would be fewer visitors to the site with
elimination of the public access component of the project. Therefore, fewer people would be
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exposed to potential fire hazards and there would be less of a potential for human-caused fires
to occur. Overall, fire hazards associated with this alternative would be slightly reduced for
this reason relative to the proposed project but impacts would continue to be significant but
mitigable.

6.3.7 GEOLOGIC PROCESSES

Impacts would be generally similar under this alternative (significant but mitigable) relative to
the proposed project. The elimination of the proposed shared water system would reduce
geologic impacts associated with development in proximity to existing landslide deposits.
Future residential development that could occur under the No Project alternative, depending on
the location, would still have the potential to be exposed to geologic hazards, including
landslides, slope instability, bluff retreat, expansive soils, and radon gas. And grading
associated with access roads and building pad development would increase the potential for
erosion and sedimentation, similar to the proposed project. ~Additionally, more development
would occur north of the highway under this alternative as compared to the proposed project,
Generally speaking, the foothills north of the highway pose greater geologic hazards, such as
landslides, erosion, and slope stability, than the coastal plain given the steepness of the terrain
and the underlying bedrock formations. Many of these hazards and impacts could be
addressed through compliance with California Building Code and County Grading Ordinance
regulations.

6.3.8 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Impacts with respect to hazardous materials under the No Project alternative would be reduced
relative to the proposed project due to the elimination of the public access component.
Elimination of this component would remove the potential conflict between an ongoing
agricultural operation’s application of pesticides and users of the public trails contemplated
under the proposed project. In either case, impacts would be less than significant given the
regulation of pesticide use by the County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office. Impacts related
to the potential exposure to contaminants resulting from the improper abandonment of past oil
wells would be similar under this alternative given the similar level of future development that
could occur as compared to the proposed project. Impacts related to the handling and storage
of hazardous materials including fuel and spent lubricants would be similar under this
alternative relative to the proposed project, as agricultural activities would be unchanged.
Overall, impacts would remain potentially significant but mitigable under this alternative,
though slightly reduced as compared to the proposed project due to the elimination of the
public access components.

6.3.9 LAND USE

Impacts to land use would be generally similar under this alternative as compared to the
proposed project. Under both scenarios, the ranch would continue its agricultural operation
and vacant parcels within the ranch would be expected to be developed with rural estates.
However, the extent of development on the coastal plain south of U.S. Highway 101 would be
less under this alternative given the parcel configuration and existing residential development,
as one less residence would be constructed. New development south of the highway would
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potentially be less visible within the view corridor under this alternative relative to the
proposed project since there would be one less-fewer residence adjacent to the highway. Since
the coastal plain is generally more visible to the public and helps define the rural character of
the coast as experienced by the public, less development on the coastal terrace would
potentially help to preserve the existing rural agricultural character of the site and ensure that
residential development remains subordinate to agriculture given the parcel sizes and low
density of potential development. On the other hand, this alternative does not incorporate
restrictions on the amount of acreage that could be dedicated to non-agricultural residential use.
As such, future residential development under this alternative has the potential to be
incompatible with the existing agricultural character of the site and disrupt the existing
agricultural operation. There would be no potential for growth inducement under this
alternative, as there would be no extension of services that could remove an impediment to
further growth or development of the ranch. Overall, land use impacts would be slightly
greater under this alternative but would remain significant but mitigable.

6.3.10 RECREATION

This alternative would eliminate the proposed vertical and lateral public trail easements_as well
as the lateral beach easement. This would eliminate a beneficial component of the project.
New residential development under this alternative south of U.S. Highway 101, especially
along the coastal bluff parcels, has the potential to disrupt unauthorized access to the beach that
has been used in the past, especially by surfers. Without an alternative means of accessing the
beach, this could result in a significant adverse impact to recreation. It is possible that access
could be provided as a condition imposed on future residential development on the coastal
properties, though exactly what form that would take would be speculative at this time.
Impacts to recreation under this alternative would be greater than the proposed project.

6.3.11 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

Transportation/circulation impacts under this alternative would be reduced relative to the
proposed project with elimination of the public access component. Residential development
would be generally similar under this alternative and so traffic generated by future residents
would be similar to the proposed project, resulting in a less than significant impact on area
roadways and intersections used by the ranch. Traffic hazards associated with use of the Las
Varas Ranch Road interchange for ingress and egress would be reduced with elimination of the
public access component. The addition of three residences south of the highway relying on the
Las Varas Road interchange would not result in a significant traffic safety impact. Overall,
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level under this alternative.

6.3.12 WATER RESOURCES/FLOODING

This alternative would result in the potential for generally similar overall development on the
site as compared to the proposed project, potentially resulting in a similar extent of impervious
surfaces. As a result, impacts to water quality and flooding would be generally similar to the
proposed project. There would be more development north of the highway under this
alternative, where there is greater erosion potential associated with the steeper slopes in the
foothills. Development on slopes as compared to level areas has the potential to increase
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drainage and water quality impacts associated with an increased potential for erosion and the
transport of pollutants to area water bodies during grading and construction. However, this
change would not be significant due to the limited scope of the changes in the future
development scenario under this alternative relative to the proposed project and the
incorporation of standard erosion control measures and other construction best management
practices to minimize erosion and protect water quality. Depending on the size and exact
location of future development under the No Project alternative, impacts would remain
significant but mitigable.

64  ALTERNATIVE 2A: REDUCED PROJECT OPTION A

The Reduced Project Option A alternative would achieve most of the project’s objectives,
including the identification of residential development envelopes within each of the proposed
parcels. However, the size of the residential development envelopes would be reduced to 2.5
acres or smaller in order to avoid sensitive resources on the site (see Table 6.4-1 below for
envelope sizes). The size was selected because it more closely corresponds with the limitations
established for residential development on land enrolled in the Agricultural Preserve program,
while providing a little extra space for flexibility in site layout. To this end, it is assumed that
site development would be limited to a total of up to two acres within each envelope, consistent
with the proposed project. The development envelope for proposed Parcel 7 is unchanged
under this alternative, and future development on proposed Parcel 6 would be limited to two
acres within the site. In addition, the location of the development envelope on proposed Parcel
4 would be slightly shifted in order to reduce the visibility of future development from U.S.
Highway 101. Figure 6.4-1 identifies the location and extent of residential development
envelopes under this alternative. In addition to the reduced envelopes, this alternative includes
a height restriction of 15 feet for new development in the coastal zone south of U.S. Highway
101, consistent with the building height requirements within the view corridor overlay, and 16
feet for development north of U.S. Highway 101, consistent with development in the rural area
subject to Ridgeline and Hillside guidelines. This is also consistent with mitigation measures
AES 1 and 2, which have been applied to the proposed project to reduce aesthetic impacts
associated with potential future building heights.

Table 6.4-1. Development Envelope
Sizes under Alternative 2A

Proposed Size of Development
Parcel Envelope (acres)
1 2.0
2 1.0
3 2.5
4 2.0
5 2.0
6 2.5
7 2.5

The following compares the impacts of this alternative to the proposed project’s impacts. A
comparative summary table is also provided in Section 6.9 (see Table 6.9-1).
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6.4.1 AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

By reducing the extent of each development envelope and limiting the height of future
residential development, impacts with respect to aesthetics and visual resources would be
reduced relative to the proposed project. Visibility of the residences from public viewing places
such as vehicles traveling along U.S. Highway 101, the railroad, and beach/near shore waters,
would be significantly reduced under this alternative, as demonstrated by the visual
simulations included in Section 4.1 of the EIR, which demarcate the 15-foot height limit in a
different shade. The envelope reductions included in this alternative would help to restrict
future development to less visible portions of the relative parcels as compared to the proposed
project. The development envelope on proposed Parcel 4 would be slightly shifted to a less
visible location and reduced in size, largely shielded from public views by passing motorists on
U.S. Highway 101 by the cluster of existing ranch buildings. Combined with the height limits,
this would help to preserve this dominant coastal viewshed within the project site, thereby
reducing the significant visual impacts of the project. Its visibility from rail passengers
traveling along UPRR would largely be unchanged, though by siting the envelope for future
residential development south of the existing barns and adjacent to the mature riparian
woodland habitat of Gato Creek, it would help to ensure that new development would not
intrude into the skyline or block or significantly impair views from the railroad across the
coastal terrace to the Santa Ynez Mountains in the background. The railroad tracks along this
section of the property are cut between approximately five and eight feet below the adjacent
terrain to the north, which would help to limit the intrusion of adjacent development in this
location on public views across the coastal terrace, though the reconfigured parcel 4
development envelope would continue to partially obstruct scenic views of the existing historic
structures as seen from passing rail passengers.

Limiting the development envelope on Parcel 1 to the eastern half as compared to the envelope
in the proposed project and restricting building heights to 15 feet would reduce its visibility and
prominence from passing rail passengers relative to the proposed project given the field of
view, existing vegetation, and the distance from the viewing opening before the tracks drop
below the surrounding terrain. Limiting the development envelope on proposed Parcel 2 to the
rear of the site would help to reduce its prominence and visibility from beachgoers and surfers
(see Model Views 8 and 9 in Appendix H) and help to preserve the visual character of the rural
coastline and associated low-intensity development. Since the tracks sit above the development
envelope in this location (an approximate 15-foot difference in elevation), the visual impacts
resulting from the proximity of new development to the tracks would be offset by the 15-foot
height restriction which would ensure that new development would not obstruct views of the
Pacific Ocean from the opening in the vegetation and clearing in the topography.

Light and glare impacts would be generally similar to the proposed project, as the density,
character, and general location of future development would remain unchanged. Overall,
impacts to visual resources would be significantly reduced under this alternative relative to the
proposed project. However, impacts would remain significant but mitigable absent specific
designs for future residential development.
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6.4.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Impacts to agricultural resources would be generally similar under this alternative relative to
the proposed project, since development would be limited to up to two contiguous acres under
both scenarios. The amount of land that would remain available for the grazing operation
would be similar under this alternative. In addition, the potential conflicts between the ongoing
agricultural operation and residents and the public would be similar under this alternative,
since the number of residents and the proposed public access components would be similar
under this alternative to the proposed project. Overall, impacts to agricultural resources would
remain significant but mitigable.

6.4.3 AIR QUALITY

Air quality impacts would be generally similar under this alternative relative to the proposed
project. Short-term impacts related to construction would be generally similar, as the number
of residences and required infrastructure improvements would be the same under this
alternative. Long-term operational air quality impacts (primarily resulting from vehicle-
generated emissions) would also be similar, since the number of future residences and the
public access components of the project would not change. Impacts would remain less than
significant under this alternative.

6.4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Impacts to biological resources would be reduced under this alternative due to the reduction in
the development envelopes. By restricting the development envelope on proposed Parcel 2 to
the rear of the lot, impacts to California red-legged frogs and other sensitive species found in
Gato Creek would be reduced since there would be fewer disturbances to the riparian corridor
and greater ability for these species to move upland undisturbed. Similarly, the ability for
ground-dwelling wildlife to move in between the drainages in an east-west direction would
also be improved under this alternative with the reduction in the development envelopes,
including the envelope on Parcel 2 which covers the length of the creek corridor in between the
railroad tracks and ocean under the proposed project. Reducing the envelope on proposed
Parcel 1 would avoid potential encroachment of future development into an area of native
perennial grassland (purple needlegrass) and coastal sage scrub, thereby reducing potential
impacts to these resources. The reduced envelope on proposed parcel 5 would ensure that
future residential development is outside of the required 100-foot buffer from the edge of
wetlands (W-2), and would also provide a greater buffer between future development and the
eucalyptus woodland comprising the Drainage #1 riparian corridor. This could help to reduce
potential impacts on monarch butterflies, which potentially utilize the eucalyptus woodland for
temporary roost sites. Further, a patch of meadow barley and yard rush, both of which are
wetland indicator species, would also be avoided under the reduced development envelope on
Parcel 5. Other impacts to biological resources would be similar under this alternative as
compared to the proposed project. Impacts are reduced but remain significant but mitigable.

6.4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

The development envelopes identified under this alternative would ensure that significant
impacts to known archaeological resources within the project site are avoided by future
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development. The reduction in the size of the envelopes relative to the proposed project
reduces the possibility for encountering unknown archaeological deposits during grading and
other ground disturbance, since the potential aerial extent of future ground disturbance would
be reduced. However, impacts remain significant but mitigable due to the continued potential
for unknown deposits to be encountered given the archaeological sensitivity of the site,
regardless of the size of the envelopes and the fact that reconnaissance-level surveys of the
development envelopes have not identified any archaeological deposits. Reducing the envelope
on proposed Parcel 3 would help to reduce the extent of development within CA-SBA-80, a
recorded archaeological resource. The quality areas of CA-SBA-80 that contribute to the site’s
significance would be avoided under this alternative, significantly-reducing-impaetsto-aknown
archaeelogical resoureeeliminating impacts to the site’s significant deposit. The buffer between
residential development and a recorded archaeological resource near the mouth of Gato Creek
would also be increased under this alternative by limiting future development to the rear of this
site. Impacts to the Rural Historic Landscape remain under this alternative resulting from new
development within the landscape. However, by tucking the development envelope on Parcel 4
behind the cluster of historic structures as viewed from U.S. Highway 101, the rural historic
setting of this viewshed, which is considered a character defining feature of the historic
landscape, would be better preserved. The mitigation measures identified to reduce impacts of
future residential development on the Rural Historic Landscape would be similarly applied to
development under this alternative. Overall, impacts to cultural resources are significantly
reduced relative to the proposed project but remain significant but mitigable.

6.4.6 FIREHAZARDS

Fire hazards would be similar under this alternative relative to the proposed project. This
alternative would result in a similar amount of future residential development in a high fire
hazard area beyond the five minute response time from the nearest fire station. The population
increase, although small, would contribute towards the exceedance of the established maximum
ratio between fire fighters and residents within the service area. Fuel management for the
purposes of establishing and maintaining defensible space would occur under this alternative
and residential development would include the necessary water storage facilities to meet
County Fire Department requirements. Access roads would be established under this
alternative consistent with County Fire Department standards, similar to the proposed project.
Impacts would therefore remain significant but mitigable under this alternative.

6.4.7 GEOLOGIC PROCESSES

Impacts with respect to geologic hazards and processes would be generally similar under this
alternative relative to the proposed project. The access roads and development envelopes
would be in the same general location as the proposed project, thus development would be
susceptible to the same geologic hazards as the proposed project. The reduction in the
development envelope on proposed Parcel 1 would slightly increase the setback of any future
residence from the top of the coastal bluff, providing additional protection for the residence
against bluff retreat and ensuring that the development would not exacerbate the natural
coastal bluff erosion or reduce slope stability. Overall, impacts would be generally similar
under this alternative.
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6.4.8 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Future development under this alternative would be sited in the same general location as
contemplated under the proposed project. As a result, impacts associated with the potential
exposure of future residents or construction workers to hazardous materials associated with
abandoned oil wells or improperly stored agricultural chemicals would be similar under this
alternative relative to the proposed project. This alternative would include the dedication of
two easements for public trails, which would result in the same potential public health hazards
associated with public recreation adjacent to active agricultural operations as the proposed
project. Potential impacts to future residents associated with the application of agricultural
chemicals would be the same under this alternative as compared to the proposed project since
the total number of future residences and their general location would be similar. In either case,
these impacts would be less than significant due to strict regulation of pesticide application by
the Agricultural Commissioner’s Office. Overall, impacts related to hazardous materials under
this alternative are similar to the proposed project (significant but mitigable).

6.4.9 LAND USE

The reduction in the development envelopes and limitations on building heights contemplated
under this alternative would help to reduce land use impacts associated with introducing
residential estate-style development into a rural agricultural area characterized by low intensity
development and agricultural land uses. The total number of new residences would be similar
relative to the proposed project, but their size and scale would be potentially reduced and made
less visible. Reducing the extent of the development envelopes would help to ensure that more
land would remain available for agriculture and ranching activities, thereby preserving existing
rural land uses. However, since the proposed project incorporates a limit of two contiguous
acres for non-agricultural development, consistent with the Uniform Rules requirement for
Agricultural Preserves, the difference presented by this alternative in terms of limiting the
extent of future residential development would not be significant. By reducing the prominence
and visibility of new development through building height restrictions and limiting the
envelopes to less visible areas, the impact of this alternative in terms of changing the character
of the site from one dominated by agriculture to one where residential uses become more
prominent would be reduced. This is especially true for the most visible and unobstructed
portion of the ranch, proposed Parcel 4, where relocation and reduction of the development
envelope would help to preserve views looking across the rural landscape, especially as
experienced by U.S. Highway 101, thereby helping to maintain the rural agricultural character
of the site. ~Growth inducing impacts would be similar under this alternative, since this
alternative includes the same infrastructure improvements and future development would be
served by the same private water and sewer systems as the proposed project. Overall, impacts
would be reduced relative to the proposed project, but would remain significant but mitigable.

6.4.10 RECREATION

Impacts to recreation would be generally similar under this alternative relative to the proposed
project, since this alternative includes the same public access components. However, the
reduced envelopes and building height limitations would help to protect the quality of the
experience enjoyed by the recreating public exploring the trails and beach areas within or near
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the site. These restrictions would help to prevent the establishment of large estates that could
degrade the recreational experience by introducing such high-intensity development into an
area characterized by undeveloped coastal plains, rolling hills, and a farming and ranching
culture. Specifically, by limiting the building height on proposed Parcels 1 and 2, and in the
case of Parcel 2, setting the envelope back a significant distance from the beach (approximately
700 feet), the potential visibility and prominence of these future residences as experienced by
beachgoers would be reduced. This would help to enhance the public’s recreational experience
by not introducing structures that are incompatible with the surrounding landscape. Overall,
impacts related to the enjoyment and experience of the recreating public would be reduced, but
other impacts with respect to recreation would be the same as under the proposed project.

6.4.11 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

Transportation and circulation impacts would be the same under this alternative as compared
to the proposed project since the overall number of future residences and the public access
components of the project are not changed. These impacts would remain significant but
mitigable.

6.4.12 WATER RESOURCES/FLOODING

Impacts with respect to water resources and flooding would be generally similar under this
alternative as compared to the proposed project, since the general location and potential extent
of future residential development are similar. Reducing the development envelopes on Parcels
2 and 5 would result in less potential for development along drainage corridors, which could
reduce the potential for water quality impacts associated with construction and long-term use
of the sites. However, this reduction would not be significant since at least portions of the
reduced envelopes are still located adjacent to the drainages. Overall, impacts would remain
significant but mitigable.

6.5 ALTERNATIVE 2B: REDUCED PROJECT OPTION B

The Reduced Project Option B alternative would achieve most of the project’s objectives,
including the identification of residential development envelopes within each of the proposed
parcels. Option B represents another alternative for reducing impacts resulting from the size
and location of the proposed development envelopes. It is similar to the Reduced Project
Option A alternative, with the only difference being a different configuration of the
development envelopes for Parcels 1 and 2. Under the alternative, the development envelopes
on Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 would be 2.5 acres and 1.6 acres, respectively. Figure 6.5-1 identifies
the location and extent of residential development envelopes under this alternative. In addition
to the reduced envelopes, this alternative includes a height restriction of 15 feet for new
development in the coastal zone south of U.S. Highway 101, consistent with the building height
requirements within the view corridor overlay, and 16 feet for development north of U.S.
Highway 101, consistent with development in the rural area subject to Ridgeline and Hillside
guidelines.

This alternative would result in similar effects as Alternative 2A (Reduced Project Option A) in
regards to Agricultural Resources, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Fire Hazards, Geologic
Processes, Hazardous Materials, Land Use, Transportation, and Water Resources/Flooding.
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Impacts under Option B with respect to Aesthetics/Visual Resources, Biological Resources, and
Recreation are discussed below.

6.5.1 AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

Impacts with respect to aesthetics and visual resources under Option B would be similar to
Option A (significantly reduced relative to the proposed project) except in a few instances.

Limiting the development envelope on proposed Parcel 2 to the oceanfront portion of the site
would be more impactful than Option A, since future development in this location would be
potentially more visible and prominent to beachgoers, surfers, and boaters in the near shore
waters relative to Option A. Development would continue to have the potential to intrude into
the skyline as viewed by beachgoers. However, by restricting the height of future development
to 15 feet in this location, the potential for aesthetic impacts and intrusion into the skyline
would be reduced relative to the proposed project, including as viewed by rail passengers. Due
to the elevation of the railroad tracks relative to the envelope location (an approximately 15 to
20 foot difference in elevation), the building height limit would ensure that new development
would not obstruct views of the Pacific Ocean by passing rail passengers, as they would be
looking over the development to the ocean in the background. Reducing the building height on
proposed Parcel 1 would reduce impacts relative to the proposed project as evidenced by the
visual simulation delineating the 15-foot height limit. This would reduce the prominence of
future development from passing rail passengers and minimize its visibility from near shore
waters. Light and glare impacts associated with exterior lighting would be generally similar
under this alternative given the same number of future residences and density of future
development. Overall, impacts to visual resources would be significantly reduced under this
alternative relative to the proposed project. However, impacts would remain significant but
mitigable absent specific designs for future residential development.

6.5.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Impacts with respect to biological resources under Option B would be similar to Option A
(significantly reduced relative to the proposed project) except in a few instances. Limiting the
development envelope on Parcel 1 to the western half as compared to Option A would increase
impacts to coastal sage scrub, specifically coyotebrush scrub and lemonadeberry scub, as
compared to Option A and would be similar to the proposed project. Impacts to native
vegetation and communities associated with the location of the envelope on proposed Parcel 2
would be greater under this alternative relative to Option A. This alternative envelope location
would result in future residential development on Parcel 2 disturbing native grassland (purple
needlegrass) and coastal sage scrub (coyotebrush scrub and lemonadeberry scrub), though to a
lesser degree than under the proposed project due to the reduction in the envelope relative to
the proposed project. In addition, due to its proximity to the mouth of the creek, impacts to
sensitive species potentially residing in this area, such as tidewater goby, would be greater
under this alternative as compared to Option A and similar to the proposed project. However,
by reducing the length of the development envelope on Parcel 2 as compared to the proposed
project, impacts to sensitive aquatic species such as California red-legged frog would be
reduced because there would be less of an obstacle to upland movement for these species as
opposed to the proposed project where the entire length of the creek in between the railroad
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and ocean would be bordered by the residential development envelope. Other impacts related
to biological resources would be similar to those discussed under Option A above. Overall,
impacts to biological resources would be reduced relative to the proposed project but would
remain significant.

6.5.3 RECREATION

Impacts with respect to recreation under Option B would be greater than Option A but slightly
reduced relative to the proposed project except in a few instances. By siting the development
envelope on proposed Parcel 2 to the oceanfront portion of the site, recreation impacts would be
greater than under Option A due to the potential for future development in this location to
detract from the experience of beachgoers and the recreating public in a location that is
currently characterized by undeveloped rural coastline. Nonetheless, impacts would be
reduced relative to the proposed project by limiting building heights to 15 feet. This would
minimize the potential for new development to loom prominently over the beach and degrade
scenic public views of the Santa Ynez Mountains. This building height limit would also help to
reduce the visibility of future development on Parcel 2 as experienced from boaters in the near
shore waters and would ensure that development does not intrude into the skyline from this
vantage point. Other impacts to recreation would be similar under this alternative as compared
to the proposed project. Overall, impacts to recreation under this alternative would be less than
the proposed project.

6.6 ALTERNATIVE 3A: PROJECT REDESIGN OPTION A

This alternative preserves the lots in their proposed configurations, but relocates the
development envelopes on selected parcels on the south side of U.S. Highway 101. Figure 6.6-1
depicts the locations of the development envelopes proposed under this alternative. With the
exception of Parcel 4, the size of each envelope is generally similar to the corresponding
envelope in the proposed project. The envelope on Parcel 4 has been reduced to three acres in
order to minimize potential visibility from U.S. Highway 101. Table 6.6-1 identifies the
development envelope acreage for each proposed parcel under this alternative.

Table 6.6-1. Development Envelope
Sizes under Alternative 3A

Proposed Size of Development
Parcel Envelope (acres)
1 5.0
2 2.5
3 3.5
4 3.0
5 5.0
6 5.0
7 25
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6.6.1 AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

The development envelope proposed for Parcel 4 under this alternative would be at least
partially screened from views by vehicles traveling on U.S. Highway 101 and rail passengers,
and would be framed by mature vegetation within the drainages and an agricultural orchard.
While visible, this portion of the site is less prominent and does not offer the same sweeping
views across the coastal terrace to the ocean as the viewshed containing the cluster of historic
structures and development envelope of the proposed project due to the presence of mature
eucalyptus within the drainages framing this viewshed. Views of this envelope from U.S.
Highway 101 would be limited to a few breaks in roadside vegetation (as seen in the photo
below) and future development in this area would not intrude into the skyline or impair views
of the ocean from the scenic travel corridor (see Model Views 3 and 7 in Appendix H).

While future development in this location would not impair views of the ocean, which is a
protected visual resource in the View Corridor Overlay of which this site is a part, relocation of
the development envelope to this location would result in a second cluster of buildings on this
lot. If not designed properly, future development in this location could result in a greater
impact to the visual character of the site than additional residential development set amongst
the cluster of historic ranch buildings. The difference in impacts associated with this element of
the project is difficult to ascertain absent specific designs for future residential development to
evaluate.

Relocation  of  the

A ‘ development envelope
Development Envelope Location A - on proposed Parcel 2
' from alongside Gato
Creek to up on the
coastal terrace would
not significantly
increase the visibility
of this residence from
rail passengers because
the tracks are cut well
below the surrounding
terrain in this area and
any views across the
coastal  bluff  are
limited and short-lived given the speed at which trains pass through the site and the viewing
angle afforded to passengers. Additionally, relocation of the development envelope in this
instance would result in less visibility of this residence from beachgoers and surfers in the area
of Edwards Point relative to the proposed project since it would be set back further from the
beach and up on the blufftop rather than closer to the elevation of the beach (see Figure 6.6-2
below and Model View 9 in Appendix H). Given the height of the bluff and the distance from
the bluff edge, views of development in this location would be limited to distant views from the
ocean or down the coast towards the beach access point at Las Varas Creek. Nighttime lighting
impacts would be generally similar under this alternative, since the general location and density
of future residential development would be similar as compared to the proposed project.

Photo of Alternative 3A development envelope location on Parcel 4 from
southbound U.S. Highway 101. Roadside vegetation partially screens the view
and riparian vegetation in the background obscures views of the ocean.
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Relocated development
envelope location

}

25-foot height limit

Relocated development
envelope location

.

15-foot height limit

Figure 6.6-2. Visual Simulation of Relocated Development Envelope on Parcel 2 from
Edwards Point.

Overall, visual impacts under this alternative would be reduced relative to the proposed
project, but would remain significant but mitigable absent specific designs for future
development.

6.6.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

This alternative would result in greater impacts to agricultural resources as compared to the
proposed project. Relocation of the development envelopes on proposed parcels 2 and 4 would
remove additional land from potential cattle grazing relative to the proposed project; however,
there would continue to be more than sufficient foraging areas for cattle for the ranch to remain
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agriculturally viable as a combined farming operation. The envelope location on Parcel 4 would
be closer to an existing orchard area under this alternative, thereby resulting in potentially
greater conflicts between future residential uses and the ongoing agricultural operation.
Conflicts between trail users and the active agricultural operation would be similar under this
alternative. Overall, impacts to agricultural resources under this alternative would be slightly
greater under this alternative. Impacts would remain significant but mitigable.

6.6.3 AIR QUALITY

Air quality impacts would be similar under this alternative relative to the proposed project
since the level of use and potential extent of future development would be equivalent.

6.6.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Impacts to biological resources would be significantly reduced under this alternative associated
with relocation of the development envelope on proposed Parcel 2 from adjacent to Gato Creek
to the coastal bluff. This relocation would significantly reduce potential impacts to California
red-legged frog and other sensitive species found within this segment of Gato Creek by
establishing a greater creek buffer and removing a barrier to upland movement. Establishing a
greater buffer between residential development and the Gato Creek riparian corridor would
reduce potential water quality impacts from site runoff and would reduce disturbance of
wildlife utilizing the riparian corridor resulting from the introduction of night lighting, noise,
and other effects of human presence. It would also reduce impacts to common wildlife by
enhancing opportunities for east-west movement along the coastal plain and in between the
drainages as compared to the proposed project since the envelope would not cover the full
width of the coastal terrace in between the railroad and coastal blufftop. In addition, relocating
the Parcel 2 development envelope to the coastal terrace dominated by non-native grassland
would eliminate the potential need for fuel modification affecting riparian and coastal sage
scrub vegetation along Gato Creek. Impacts to monarch butterflies would be slightly greater
under this alternative by siting future development on Parcel 4 closer to the monarch
overwintering site (#54); however, there is sufficient area to ensure the minimum buffer is
provided. Other impacts to biological resources would be similar under this alternative relative
to the proposed project. Overall, impacts would be reduced and the Class I impact to California
red-legged frogs from the placement of the Parcel 2 development envelope would be reduced to
a less than significant level.

6.6.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Relocation of the development envelope on proposed Parcel 4 to the eastern edge of the parcel
would significantly reduce impacts to historic resources by separating new residential
development from the cluster of historic buildings that contribute to the Rural Historic
Landscape and is a character defining feature of the site. The integrity of the existing historic
resources within Parcel 4 would be better preserved under this alternative and would be less
likely to be compromised by potentially incompatible development due to the greater
separation between the cluster of historic structures and new development. Additionally, one
of the character defining features of the Rural Historic Landscape is the views of the rural
landscape from U.S. Highway 101. Relocation of the development envelope to a less prominent
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location within the site would help to preserve these historic views, thereby helping to protect a
character defining feature of the site.

Relocating the development envelope on proposed Parcel 2 would increase the buffer setback
from a recorded archaeological resource (CA-SBA-1803), thereby reducing the potential for
encountering sensitive archaeological deposits associated with that resource during
development of the site. However, no evidence of sensitive cultural remains were identified
within the Parcel 2 development envelope under the proposed project, so this reduction
resulting from the enhanced buffer would not be significant. The relocated envelope on Parcel 2
would be sited closer to another recorded archaeological resource along the railroad tracks, the
boundaries of which have not been determined. While the alternative envelope location was
surveyed and no evidence of archaeological deposits were identified, visibility was poor and
therefore the potential for the site extending into this envelope location remains. In addition,
there remains the potential for encountering unknown archaeological deposits during grading
and ground disturbance associated with development in these relocated envelopes. Overall,
impacts to historic resources are reduced under this alternative but remain significant but
mitigable due to the continued potential for future development to be incompatible with the
Rural Historic Landscape. The mitigation measures applied to the proposed project to ensure
the compatibility of future development with the rural historic landscape and historically
significant ranch buildings would be carried over to this alternative as well. Impacts to
archaeological resources are generally similar under this alternative and remain significant but
mitigable due to the potential for disturbing previously unknown resources given the overall
sensitivity of the site.

6.6.6 FIREHAZARDS

Impacts with respect to fire hazards under this alternative would be generally similar as
compared to the proposed project since the level of use and extent of population growth would
be unaltered and no changes to the project’s infrastructure are proposed under this alternative.
Relocating the development envelope on proposed Parcel 2 from alongside Gato Creek to the
coastal bluff would result in the future siting of a residence in an area free of mature vegetation
and higher fuel loads. Fuel modification would thus be lessened with the relocated envelope in
conjunction with the greater distance from extensive fuel ladders found within and adjacent to
Gato Creek. Overall, impacts would be slightly reduced relative to the proposed project but
would remain significant but mitigable.

6.6.7 GEOLOGIC PROCESSES

Impacts with respect to geologic hazards and processes would be generally similar under this
alternative relative to the proposed project. The access roads and development envelopes
would be in the same general area as the proposed project, thus development would be
susceptible to the same geologic hazards as the proposed project.

6.6.8 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

This alternative would result in similar impacts with respect to hazardous materials as
compared to the proposed project. The potential exposure of the public and residents to
pesticides and other agricultural chemicals would be similar under this alternative and there
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would still be the potential for construction activities to encounter or be exposed to hazards
associated with improperly abandoned oil wells throughout the site. Impacts would remain
significant but mitigable.

6.6.9 LAND USE

This alternative would reduce land use impacts relative to the proposed project, primarily by
relocating the development envelope on proposed Parcel 4 to a less prominent viewshed within
the site. This would help to preserve the rural character of the ranch as experienced by the
public since Parcel 4 is among the most visible and scenic of the lots as experienced from the
main travel corridor through the Gaviota Coast (U.S. Highway 101) and is most representative
of the rural agricultural character of the area with its sweeping coastal plain and cluster of
historic ranch buildings. However, land use impacts would remain significant but mitigable
under this alternative absent specific architectural designs and details to evaluate and the
relocated development envelope on Parcel 4 would still be visible by passing motorists and rail
passengers, albeit to a limited degree due to intervening vegetation. Growth inducing impacts
would be similar under this alternative (less than significant), as this alternative includes the
same number of new residences and the same infrastructure improvements as the proposed
project.

6.6.10 RECREATION

Impacts to recreation would be reduced under this alternative relative to the proposed project.
By shifting the development envelope on Parcel 2 up to the coastal terrace, future residential
development on this lot would be less likely to be visible by beachgoers and surfers at Edwards
Point. This would help to protect the quality of the recreational experience in this location by
minimizing the potential for incompatible development to detract from the public’s scenic
views and enjoyment of the undeveloped rural coastline.

6.6.11 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

This alternative would result in similar impacts with respect to transportation and circulation as
the proposed project. This alternative would not change the use of the ranch by future residents
or the public as compared to the proposed project.

6.6.12 WATER RESOURCES/FLOODING

By relocating the development envelope on proposed Parcel 2 further away from Gato Creek,
potential short-term and long-term water quality impacts to the creek from development of a
future residence and associated storm water runoff would be reduced relative to the proposed
project. Other water quality impacts would remain under this alternative. No significant
changes in the site’s drainage or flood hazards would result under this alternative as compared
to the proposed project. Therefore, impacts remain significant but mitigable.
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6.7 ALTERNATIVE 3B: PROJECT REDESIGN OPTION B

This alternative includes all of the elements of Alternative 3A above, except that the
development envelopes for proposed Parcels 3 and 4 have been relocated to other areas of the
respective parcels. Figure 6.7-1 depicts the locations of the development envelopes proposed
under this alternative. With the exception of Parcel 4, the size of each envelope is generally
similar to the corresponding envelope in the proposed project. The envelope on Parcel 4 has
been reduced to two acres in order to fit the site and minimize expansion further east beyond
existing development and into the primary scenic coastal viewshed.

Impacts under this alternative would be similar to Alternative 3A (Project Redesign Option A)
with respect to Air Quality, Biological Resources, Geologic Processes, Recreation,
Transportation/Circulation, and Water Resources/Flooding. See Section 6.6 above for
discussion of these relative impacts. Impacts under Option B with respect to Aesthetics/Visual
Resources, Agricultural Resources, Cultural Resources, Hazardous Materials, and Land Use are
discussed below.

6.7.1 AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

Impacts with respect to Aesthetics/Visual Resources would be greater than Alternative 3A, as
the location of the development envelope on Parcel 3 under Option B would be within a
prominent coastal viewshed available to passing motorists on U.S. Highway 101 and would be
at least partially visible to rail passengers as well (see Model Views 2 and 4 in Appendix H).
The railroad tracks drop approximately six to eight feet below the surrounding terrain in the
area of the Parcel 3 development envelope under this alternative, limiting views of future
residential development in this area. This area of the site is currently undeveloped and affords
passing motorists uninterrupted views across the coastal terrace to the Pacific Ocean in the
background. It represents the most visible and prominent undeveloped coastal viewshed
within the project site given the lack of roadside vegetation and berms, intervening topography,
and the proximity of the ocean to the highway along this segment of the highway. Such high
quality scenic vistas unaffected by existing development are a significant visual resource along
the Gaviota Coast and given high priority for protection. The introduction of residential estate
development in this viewshed would result in greater adverse impacts on visual resources
relative to the proposed project given the importance of these scenic resources and the fact that
the development envelope location for Parcel 3 under the proposed project is much less visible
and prominent as compared to this alternative. Further, the development envelope on Parcel 3
under this alternative would be significantly closer to the highway than any of the development
envelopes included as part of the proposed project, increasing the severity of the visual impacts.

In regards to proposed Parcel 4, the relocated envelope would result in reduced visual impacts
relative to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, it would be located within a
prominent viewshed available to passing motorists. However, by keeping the development
envelope further up against Gato Creek, its position relative to the highway would limit views
by southbound motorists since they would have to look backwards as they pass the viewshed.
The envelope would be sited closer to the highway as compared to the proposed project,
potentially increasing its visibility and relative prominence. However, there is a slight rise in
topography within the northern portion of the envelope that would help shield views of
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development in this location if sited properly (i.e. within the western side of the envelope in the
area of the existing dilapidated dwelling) and limited in height (i.e. 15-foot height limit,
consistent with the View Corridor Overlay requirement). For northbound motorists, the
riparian vegetation of Gato Creek in the background of any views of future development in this
envelope would help to reduce the potential for new buildings to intrude into the skyline or
block or impair views to the ocean (see Model View 1 in Appendix H). Combined with the fact
that the envelope would be approximately 1,200 feet from the highway, this would help to
minimize the prominence of future development in this location. Views of the development
from rail passengers would similarly be limited or shielded by existing ranch development and
vegetation on the property, (as shown in Model View 5 in Appendix H).

Relocation of the development envelope on proposed Parcel 2 from alongside Gato Creek to up
on the coastal terrace would not significantly increase the visibility of this residence from rail
passengers because the tracks are cut well below the surrounding terrain in this area and any
views across the coastal bluff would be limited and short-lived given the speed at which trains
pass through the site and the viewing angle afforded to passengers. Additionally, relocation of
the development envelope in this instance would result in potentially less visibility of this
residence from beachgoers and surfers in the area of Edwards Point relative to the proposed
project since it would be set back further from the beach and up on the blufftop rather than
closer to the elevation of the beach. Given the height of the bluff and the distance from the bluff
edge, views of development in this location would be limited to distant views from the ocean or
down the coast towards the beach access point at Las Varas Creek.

Light and glare impacts would be generally similar under this alternative as compared to the
proposed project since the number of residences and density of development would be
unchanged. The visibility of the envelope on Parcel 3 could increase the adverse impacts of
night lighting, but the residential character of development and low density would help to
ensure that night lighting remains compatible with the rural character of the site. Overall,
impacts to visual resources under this alternative would be increased as compared to the
proposed project. The reductions in visual impacts from the relocation of envelopes on Parcels
2 and 4 would be outweighed by the significant increase in visual impacts associated with the
relocated envelope on Parcel 3. Impacts in this regard would become significant and
unavoidable.

6.7.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Impacts with respect to agricultural resources under this alternative would be slightly reduced
relative to Option A given the distance of the Parcel 4 envelope from existing orchard
operations. The buffer between existing agricultural orchards and future residential
development would also be increased associated with the relocated development envelope on
Parcel 3 as compared to Option A and the proposed project, potentially reducing conflicts
between residential and agricultural activities in this location. Other agricultural impacts
would be similar under this alternative as compared to Option A. Specifically, conflicts
between trail users and the active agricultural operation would be similar under this alternative.
Overall, impacts to agricultural resources under this alternative would be similar to the
proposed project and would remain significant but mitigable.
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6.7.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impacts to the Rural Historic Landscape would be greater relative to Alternative 3A, and
greater than the proposed project as a result of the proximity of the residential development
envelope to the existing cluster of historic ranch buildings on proposed Parcel 4 as well as the
impact of new development within the relocated development envelope on Parcel 3. Future
development in on Parcel 4 under this alternative has the potential to impact the cluster of
historic buildings as well as views of the rural setting from U.S. Highway 101, both of which are
character defining features of the historic landscape. Given the visibility of the Parcel 3
development envelope from U.S. Highway 101 under this alternative, future development has
the potential to materially impair the rural historic setting and other character defining features
of the site by introducing highly visible residential development that is incompatible with the
size and character of existing ranch development. Application of the mitigation measure that
requires new residential development to be compatible with the size and scale of existing
historic buildings to this alternative would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Nonetheless, the impact would be greater than the proposed project given the introduction of
new residential development into a highly visible portion of the rural historic landscape.
Impacts to archaeological resources would be reduced under this alternative relative to the
proposed project associated with relocation of the Parcel 3 development envelope. Relocation
of the envelope on proposed Parcel 3 under this alternative would result in complete avoidance
of development within the boundaries of CA-SBA-80, a recorded site. However, impacts
associated with the potential to encounter and disturb unknown cultural resources given the
sensitivity of the site would remain significant but mitigable. Other impacts to cultural
resources under this alternative would be similar to Alternative 3A (see Section 6.6.5 above).

6.74 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Relocation of the development envelope on proposed Parcel 3 under this alternative would
result in future residential development occurring in close proximity to a group of abandoned
oil wells, as identified in Figure 4.7-1. Therefore, impacts to public safety associated with
potential exposure to improperly abandoned oil wells or contaminated soil would be increased
relative to the proposed project. Other impacts related to hazardous materials would be similar
as compared to the proposed project, as the number and general location of future residences
would be the unchanged. Impacts would remain significant but mitigable.

6.7.5 LAND USE

Relocation of the development envelope on proposed Parcel 3 to a much more visible location
within the site would result in potentially greater land use impacts as compared to the
proposed project. The relocated envelope is located within a prominent coastal viewshed
offering motorists traveling on U.S. Highway 101 expansive views across the coastal terrace to
the Pacific Ocean. Siting a large residence in this location could introduce urban-style
development in a rural setting and contribute towards degrading the rural character of the site.
Other land use impacts, including growth inducement, would be similar under this alternative
as compared to the proposed project.

Las Varas Ranch Final EIR 6-33



6.0 Alternatives

6.8 ALTERNATIVE 3C: PROJECT REDESIGN OPTION C

This alternative includes all of the elements of Alternative 3A above, except that 1) the
development envelope for Parcel 3 has been reduced to reduce impacts to cultural resource; 2)
the development envelope for Parcel 4 has been relocated to another area of the parcel; and 3)
the development envelope for Parcel 5 has been reduced and reoriented away from the adjacent
riparian corridor. Figure 6.8-1 depicts the locations of the development envelopes and trail
easements proposed under this alternative. With the exception of Parcels 3, 4 and 5, the size of
each envelope is generally similar to the corresponding envelope in the proposed project. The
envelope on Parcel 3 has been reduced to approximately 2.5 acres. The envelope on Parcel 4 has
been reduced to approximately 2 acres under this alternative in order to minimize
encroachment into the open scenic vista of the coastal terrace. The envelope on Parcel 5 has
been reduced to approximately 2 acres in order to minimize encroachment into the open
grazing land.

Impacts under this alternative would be similar to Alternative 3A (Project Redesign Option A)
with respect to Air Quality, Geologic Processes, Hazardous Materials, = Recreation,
Transportation/ Circulation, and Water Resources/Flooding. See Sections 6.6 and 6.7 above for
discussion of these relative impacts. Impacts under Option C with respect to Aesthetics/Visual
Resources, Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, and Land Use are
discussed below.

6.8.1 AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

Impacts to visual resources under this alternative would be reduced relative to Alternative 3A
and the proposed project, as future development on proposed Parcel 4 would be less visible
from U.S. Highway 101 relative to Alternative 3A and the proposed project given its location
with respect to surrounding topography. Development within the envelope would be largely
shielded from view from U.S. Highway 101 by an existing knoll in between the highway and
the development envelope. It would not be visible to southbound motorists given the viewing
angle and location of the envelope; northbound motorists would have a short window just past
the riparian vegetation of Drainage #2 where the easternmost portion of the envelope would be
visible (see Model View 1 in Appendix H). This would more than offset the fact that it is
approximately 600 feet closer to the highway relative to the location of the development
envelope in the proposed project. Proper site design and height limits could result in future
development in this envelope becoming virtually invisible to passing motorists. The riparian
vegetation of Gato Creek in the background of any views of future development in this
envelope by northbound motorists would help to reduce the potential for new buildings to
intrude into the skyline or block or impair views to the ocean. Its visibility to rail passengers
would also be reduced relative to the proposed project and Alternative 3B given its distance
from the tracks, location on the other side of the existing cluster of historic buildings from the
railroad, and intervening topography and vegetation (see Model View 5 in Appendix H). In
contrast, under the proposed project, which encompasses the existing development within the
envelope, it would be difficult to accomplish effective screening from both U.S. Highway 101
and the railroad given its location, without obstructing views of the historic ranch buildings
which contribute to the scenic viewshed.
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Relocation of the development envelope on proposed Parcel 2 from alongside Gato Creek to up
on the coastal terrace would not significantly increase the visibility of this residence from rail
passengers because the tracks are cut well below the surrounding terrain in this area and any
views across the coastal bluff would be limited and short-lived given the speed at which trains
pass through the site, vegetation alongside the top of tracks, and the viewing angle afforded to
passengers. Additionally, relocation of the development envelope in this instance would result
in potentially less visibility of this residence from beachgoers and surfers in the area of Edwards
Point relative to the proposed project since it would be set back further from the beach and up
on the blufftop rather than closer to the elevation of the beach. Given the height of the bluff and
the distance from the bluff edge, views of development in this location would be limited to
distant views from the ocean or down the coast towards the beach access point at Las Varas
Creek.

Light and glare impacts would be similar under this alternative as compared to the proposed
project given that the number and general location of future residences would be unchanged.
Overall, impacts would be reduced relative to the proposed project but would remain
potentially significant but mitigable absent specific site designs for future residential
development.

6.8.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Relocation of the development envelope on proposed Parcel 2 under this alternative would
remove approximately two acres of additional land from potential cattle grazing relative to the
proposed project; however, there would continue to be more than sufficient foraging areas for
cattle for the ranch to remain agriculturally viable as a combined farming operation. Therefore,
impacts to agricultural resources under this alternative would be generally similar to the
proposed project. Other impacts would be similar to the proposed project and would remain
significant but mitigable.

6.8.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Impacts to biological resources would be reduced relative to Option A and the proposed
project, with one exception. The location of the development envelope on Parcel 4 under this
alternative encompasses a small area of California sagebrush scrub habitat, which could be lost
or degraded as a result of future residential development. However, this habitat is fairly
common in this area and no sensitive plant species or wildlife are known to occur there.
Therefore, impacts to biological resources from this potential disturbance would not be
significant. In addition to the sagebrush scrub, the development envelope in this location
contains the beginning of a small ephemeral drainage that conveys water to a wetland, W-9,
further east before ultimately connecting to Drainage #2 (see Figure 4.4-3). If not sited and
designed properly, future residential development in this location could potentially impact the
hydrologic function and water quality of the downstream wetland and associated wetland plant
species. This would be considered a significant but mitigable impact. The reduced envelope on
proposed parcel 5 would ensure that future residential development is outside of the required
100-foot buffer from the edge of wetlands (W-2), and would also provide a greater buffer
between future development and the eucalyptus woodland comprising the Drainage #1
riparian corridor. This could help to reduce potential impacts on monarch butterflies, which
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potentially utilize the eucalyptus woodland for temporary roost sites. Further, a patch of
meadow barley and yard rush, both of which are wetland indicator species, would also be
avoided under the reduced development envelope on Parcel 5. Moreover, impacts would be
less than the proposed project with the relocation of the development envelope on proposed
Parcel 2 from alongside Gato Creek. Overall, impacts would be significantly reduced relative to
the proposed project.

6.8.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impacts to the cluster of historic buildings on proposed Parcel 4 under this alternative would be
reduced relative to the proposed project, and generally similar to Alternative 3A. This is a
result of providing greater separation between future residential development and the existing
setting of the historic ranch buildings. The relocated development envelope would help to
preserve views and integrity of the rural setting and cluster of historic ranch structures from
U.S. Highway 101, which is an important character defining feature of the Rural Historic
Landscape. However, in any case, new development would have to be designed to be
compatible in size, scale, and design with existing ranch development in order to reduce
impacts to less than significant levels. Therefore, impacts would remain significant but
mitigable under this alternative. Impacts to archaeological resources would be similar under
this alternative associated with the reduction in the envelope on Parcel 3, as it corresponds to
required mitigation (Mitigation CULT 2-1) applied to the proposed project. Other impacts to
cultural resources, including the potential to disturb unknown archaeological resources, would
be generally similar under this alternative as compared to the proposed project (significant but
mitigable).

6.8.5 LAND USE

Land use impacts would be reduced under this alternative as compared to the proposed project
and Alternative 3A. While this alternative would result in the same number and density of
residential development, the location of the envelopes under this alternative would help to
better preserve the land use character of the site as experienced by the public. The reduced
impact is largely due to the location of the envelope on Parcel 4 which would be sited outside of
the prominent viewshed. Thus, future residential development on this parcel would be largely
screened from view and would not contribute to a change in the rural land use character as
viewed by the public. The majority of the ranch would be maintained in open space and
agricultural land (orchards and grazing land), helping to preserve the agricultural character of
the site. Growth inducing impacts would be similar under this alternative relative to the
proposed project since the scope of the project and extent of infrastructure improvements
would be unchanged.

6.9 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA requires the identification of an environmentally superior alternative from amongst the
alternatives that are analyzed in the EIR. If the environmentally superior alternative is the No
Project Alternative, then the EIR must identify an environmentally superior alternative from
among the other alternatives.
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Table 6.9-1 summarizes the conclusions of the alternatives analysis. In evaluating alternatives,
different weights may be assigned to the relative importance of specific environmental impacts
and issue areas. Based on the EIR analysis, Alternative 3C is considered the environmentally
superior alternative. This alternative would reduce or avoid significant impacts as compared to
the proposed project in the areas of aesthetics/visual resources, biological resources, historic
resources, fire protection, land use, recreation, and water quality. The envelope on Parcel 3 is
reduced under this alternative consistent with Mitigation CULT 2-1 in order to reduce impacts
to archaeological resources. This alternative reduces significant visual and historic impacts by
siting future development on Parcel 4 to a less prominent area of the site and preserving the
cluster of historic ranch buildings and associated rural setting from potential incompatible
development. As such, it would help to preserve the scenic views and Rural Historic
Landscape that characterize the broad coastal terrace south of U.S. Highway 101. In addition,
impacts to California red-legged frog and other sensitive aquatic species would be significantly
reduced under this alternative by relocating the development envelope on Parcel 2 further away
from Gato Creek and up onto the coastal terrace. This would also reduce potential visual and
recreational impacts associated with future residential development adjacent to the beach at
Edwards Point. Further, reduction of the development envelope on Parcel 5 would provide
greater protection of existing wetlands and reduce the potential for development adjacent to the
riparian corridor and eucalyptus grove that serves as a potential monarch butterfly
overwintering site.
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Table 6.9-1. Alternatives Analysis Summary

Alt. 1 Alt. 2A Alt. 2B Alt.. 3A Alt.. 3B Alt.' 3C
Impact Issue Proposed No Reduced Reduced Project Project Project
pac Project Project Project Redesi Redesign Redesign
) Project ) ) csish e'8 cS18
Option A Option B Option A Option B Option C
Aesthetics/Visual Resources
Visual Resources I I II (-) II (-) II(-) II(-)
Views/Visual Character I I I1 (-) I (-) II(-) II(-)
Lighting & Glare II 111 II II I II (+) I
Agricultural Resources
Direct Impacts II 111 II (-) II (-) I (+) II I
Indirect Impacts 1T IT(-) I II II (+) 11 11
Long-term Viability 111 11 111 111 111 111 111
Air Quality
Construction 111 111 111 111 111 111 111
Operation 111 III (-) 111 111 111 111 111
Biological Resources
Wetlands 11 - 11 III 11 11 II(-)
Monarch Butterflies I 111 IT (-) IT (-) I (+) 11 II(-)
Sensitive Habitat Areas I I (-) III (-) 11 (-) I (-) II (-) II (-)
Raptor = and — Bat| () i I I i IT
Foraging/Nesting
Special-Status
Wildlife/ Movement : I 1) 16 () () ()
Native Grasslands I I1(-) 111 11 I 11 11
Cultural Resources
Arc‘haeological Resources I I (+-) 10 1 I 1 I
- Direct
Archaeological Resources
Indirect I I I1(-) I II I (-) I
Historic Resources I II(-) IT (-) IT (-) II(-) IT (+) II(-)
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Alt. 1 Alt. 2A Alt. 2B Alt. 3A Alt. 3B Alt. 3C
Proposed ) Reduced Reduced Project Project Project
Impact Issue Proi No . . - ; -
roject Project Pr(?]ect Prqject Red.e51gn Redf!51gn Red.e51gn
Option A Option B Option A Option B Option C
Fire Protection
Defensibility and
Potential for Wildland III II (-) 111 11 I (-) III (-) III (-)
Fires
Fire Response Time and
Service Levels I e 11 I I I I
Geologic Resources
Erosion/Sedimentation I IT (+) 11 11 I 11 I
Bluff Retreat 11 11 II (-) 11 11 11 11
Slope
Stability / Landslides I ) I 1 I I 1
Expansive Solls and | 1 () i Il i i i
Liquefaction
Seismic Shaking 111 111 111 111 111 111 111
Radon Gas 11 11 II 11 11 11 11
Hazardous Materials
Oil and Gas Activities 11 11 11 11 11 II (+) I
Agricultural Use 11 II(-) II II 11 11 I1
Land Use and Growth Inducing Impacts
Land Use Compatibility I IT (+) 11 (-) I1(-) II(-) IT (+) II(-)
Growth Inducement 111 -- 111 111 111 111 111
Recreation
Confhct.s with established 1 I 1 1 1 1 I
Recreational Uses
Effects on Quality and
Quantity of Recreational II I IT(-) II(-) II(-) I (-) II(-)
Uses
Impacts of - Proposed | 1y - IV, 11 IV, II IV, 111 IV, 111 IV, 111

Recreation
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6.0 Alternatives

Alt.1 Alt. 2A Alt. 2B Alt. 3A Alt. 3B Alt. 3C
Proposed ) Reduced Reduced Project Project Project
Impact Issue . No . . . ; -
Project Proiect Project Project Redesign Redesign Redesign
) Option A Option B Option A Option B Option C
Traffic and Circulation
Level of Service 11 I (-) I I I 111 111
Traffic Safety II M1 I I I II II
Water Resources, Drainage, Flooding
Drainage/Flooding II 111 II II I III I
Water Quality - Short | I i i I () I () I ()
term
Water Quality - Long |y Il Il Il I () I () I ()
term
Key:
I - Significant Impact
IT - Less Than Significant Impact After Mitigation
III - Less Than Significant Impact
IV - Beneficial Impact
(+) - The impact is greater than the proposed project
(<) - The impact is less than the proposed project
-- - No impact
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