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4.13 Parks, Recreation, and Trails

This section addresses the potential increase in demand for PRT facilities that would result from
buildout of the proposed Plan, along with the impacts that would result from the construction of
new facilities. In addition, this section provides detailed analysis of the impacts of the PRT Maps
Amendments for each environmental subject area including, Land Use and Development,
Transportation and Circulation, Aesthetics/Visual Resources, Agricultural Resources, Air
Quality, Biological Resources, Flooding and Water Resources, Cultural and Historical
Resources, Public Services, Noise, Geologic Hazards/Soils/Mineral Resources, and Hazardous
Materials and Risk of Upset.

The recreational elements of the proposed Plan represent the most significant change that
would occur under Plan implementation. As a result, this section has been prepared in an effort
to provide a consolidated analysis of the impacts associated with proposed trail alignments and
other recreational amenities, rather than including the analysis of potential impacts within each
individual subject area chapter. To avoid duplication of background information for each subject
area, such as the regulatory framework and thresholds of significance, appropriate references to
the applicable subject area chapters are included where the reader can find additional detail.

This section also takes into account proposed Plan policies, development standards, and
programs that are intended to minimize potential adverse environmental effects. To address
potentially significant impacts that are not minimized to less than significant by the proposed
Plan components, additional mitigation measures are proposed that minimize, reduce, or avoid
these adverse environmental effects. These measures, if adopted, would become additional
Plan development standards.

4.13.1 Setting
4.13.1.1 Parks and Recreation Setting

The Plan Area is well known as a coastal recreation destination of local and statewide
importance due in part to the undeveloped nature of the Gaviota Coast and miles of relatively
undeveloped coastline combined with extensive coastal agricultural and recreational land uses
and several industrial land uses, primarily related to energy production.

Three major state parks exist within the proposed Plan Area: Gaviota State Park, El Capitan
State Beach, and Refugio State Beach. Approximately 11 miles of coastline, encompassing
over 5,000 acres are now in State ownership, all within the eastern Plan Area. Activities at the
state parks include camping, picnicking, swimming, surfing, windsurfing, diving, fishing, walking
on the beach, hiking, horseback riding, and bicycling. In addition to the developed parks,
offshore recreational activities in the proposed Plan Area include sport fishing, diving, kayaking,
and recreational boating. Boat launch facilities are provided at the Gaviota pier within Gaviota
State Park. California State Parks Department also manages six other properties along the
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Gaviota Coast: Caflada del Leon, Caflada San Onofre, Cafada del Molino, Cafada de
Guillermo, Corral Beach and Phillips Tajiguas West. There are no improvements at these
locations; however, many of the locations have historically been used as undeveloped vertical
beach access points from informal turnouts along Highway 101.

In 1943, 23.5 acres of privately owned land was donated to the County by Bixby Ranch
Company, and became Jalama Beach County Park. Lying at the end of Jalama Road,
approximately 15 miles southwest of Highway 1, it represents the first park and vertical public
access north of Gaviota State Park. The park maintains 116 campsites and cabins, all
overlooking the ocean or beachfront. Activities include day-use picnic areas, fishing, nature
study, surfing, and windsurfing. Although isolated in the northwest corner of the proposed Plan
Area, the park is well developed, including such amenities as hot showers, electrical hook-ups,
and the Jalama Beach Store and Grill.

Privately managed recreational areas also provide opportunities for public enjoyment within the
proposed Plan Area. The 782-acre Arroyo Hondo Preserve is managed by the Land Trust for
Santa Barbara County as a natural and historic preserve. Visitors can enjoy hiking, picnicking,
and experience the natural setting of the preserve on a reservation basis. El Capitan Canyon
Campground is a privately managed campground located directly north of El Capitan State
Beach. The facility offers campsites, RV hook-ups, non-motorized RV cabins and a variety of
recreational opportunities including hiking, bicycling, swimming, volleyball, and a rope climb
agility course. The Hollister Ranch Owners' Association provides access to schoolchildren and
researchers to its shoreline preserve and the tidelands adjacent to the beach along with access
to the Common Areas of the Ranch for community groups by appointment only. The Los Padres
National Forest (LPNF) covers 15,634 acres within the proposed Plan Area. Recreational
activities within the LPNF portion of the proposed Plan Area primarily consist of, but not limited
to, hiking, mountain biking, horseback riding, and nature study along the crest of the Santa Ynez
Mountain range.

4.13.1.2 Trails Setting

The Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element provides a PRT map that was last revised in 1988.
The Comprehensive Plan delineates a number of proposed trails, which establishes the
envisioned comprehensive trail network for the unincorporated area. Figures 2-9 and 2-12 of
Chapter 2.0, Project Description, shows the existing trail alignments that currently exist in the
Comprehensive Plan, Land Use Element PRT maps for the proposed Plan Area.

The public’s right of access to all beach areas below the mean high tide line is guaranteed by
the California Constitution. The Legislature, in passing the Coastal Act of 1972, did not alter
these basic public rights but did establish a policy framework for achieving the goal of providing
maximum opportunities for public use and enjoyment of the coast. Policies that address the
issues of access and recreation are identified in Sections 30210 — 30223 of the Coastal Act.
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Dedicated public beach access locations along the entire 39-miles of coastline within the
proposed Plan Area are limited to four locations: El Capitan State Beach, Refugio State Beach,
Gaviota State Park, and Jalama Beach County Park. The remainder of the coastline from
Jalama Beach County Park to Gaviota State Park, and east of El Capitan State Beach is
composed of large private land holdings and public access to the beach is currently not allowed
except under privately managed access programs.

Between the Goleta Community Plan Boundary and Gaviota State Park, there are
approximately 22 existing informal trails and vertical beach access points used by the general
public for years to access the beach for recreation (Santa Barbara Trails Council [SBTC] 2013).
These informal trails and vertical access points often cross both public and private lands and
may involve trespassing within Caltrans, UPR, and private properties. Eight moderately- to
heavily-used informal access points include Paradiso del Mare, Santa Barbara Ranch, Las
Varas Ranch, Tajiguas Beach, Arroyo Quemada Lane, Arroyo Hondo Scenic Vista, Canada San
Onofre, and Canada del Leon — Gaviota Marine Terminal (SBTC 2013). Visitors at these areas
utilize informal parking along streets or roadside pullouts and many crossings through Highway
101 and/or the railroad to access many of the informal coastal trails and beach access points.

Existing public trails in the inland portion of the proposed Plan Area are primarily located within
Gaviota State Park, El Capitan State Beach, and the Los Padres National Forest along West
Camino Cielo. The Baron Ranch is located north of Highway 101 near Arroyo Quemada Creek
and is owned by Santa Barbara County. The Baron Ranch Loop Trail is a 6-mile trail recently
completed and opened to the public in December 2010. The trail is currently use-restricted to
foot traffic only, a 3.5-mile extension is being considered to the crest of the Santa Ynez
Mountains. Figures 2-8 through Figure 2-13 identify the location of existing and proposed trail
alignment in the proposed Plan Area. The acreage of existing and proposed trail alignments and
associated trail categories are summarized below in Table 4.13-1. Figures 2-8, 2-10, 2-11, and
2-13 of Chapter 2, Project Description show the proposed PRT mapping within the proposed
Plan Area. In addition, Figures 4.13-1 through 4.13-5 identify trail segments in the eastern
portion of the proposed Plan Area on aerial photographs to provide additional context.

Table 4.13-1 Miles of Trail
Trail Category Sum of Miles

Coastal Trail - Primary Route 16.28
Coastal Tralil - Alternate Alignment 11.12
Primary Route (Inland) 24.89

Secondary Route (Inland) 6.93
Proposed Trail on Existing PRT Map to be Retained 48.07
Proposed Trails Total 107.28

Existing Coastal Trall 4.15
Existing Trail (Inland) 31.81
Existing Trails Total 35.97
Total Trail Miles (Existing and Proposed) 143.25

Source: County of Santa Barbara, 2015b
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FIGURE 4.13-4 Gaviota Coast Plan — Proposed PRT — Segment 4 Tajiguas to San Onofre
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FIGURE 4.13-5 Gaviota Coast Plan — Proposed PRT — Segment 5 San Onofre to Gaviota State Park
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County policy maintains that all public trails be designated for multi-use (available for hiking,
horseback riding, and cycling) with exceptions for a few existing trails specifically designed for
hiking and/or equestrian use only in the Grants of Easement.

The LPNF is located in the northeastern portion of the proposed Plan Area. Within the LPNF
there are 1,257 miles of maintained trails, which provide both day-use and extended
backpacking opportunities. Much of the forest is roadless and has 10 congressionally
designated wildernesses comprising approximately 875,000 acres or about 48 percent of the
forest. Numerous recreational opportunities and facilities are located within the Santa Barbara
Ranger District within close proximity to the proposed Plan Area, including camping, hiking,
biking, swimming, equestrian facilities, all-terrain vehicle trails, and fishing (U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service).

4.13.2 Regulatory Framework
4.13.2.1 Federal
Los Padres National Forest Land Management Plan

The USFS manages 15,634 acres within the LPNF in the upper watershed of the Santa Ynez
Mountains within the proposed Plan Area. The Los Padres National Forest Land Management
Plan (Forest Plan) was last amended in 2005. The Forest Plan for this area emphasizes
maintaining the rugged natural character of the landscape, protecting and enhancing wildlife
species and habitat, managing vegetation and hazardous fuels, protecting cultural resources,
and providing opportunities for outdoor recreation. The Forest Plan contains three parts; Vision,
Strategy, and Design Criteria. Implementation of all components of the proposed Plan within
LPNF would be subject to compliance with the Forest Plan.

U.S. Forest Service Ecological Restoration Implementation Plan

The Pacific Southwest Region of the USFS released a statement of its Leadership Intent for
Ecological Restoration, which laid out the Region's guiding vision and goals for its stewardship
of wildland and forests for the next 15 to 20 years. An Ecological Restoration Partnerships
document was prepared for the Los Padres National Forest. This document acknowledges the
importance of agriculture along the Central Coast and the importance of water from Forest
Service Lands that sustains agricultural production downstream. The need to protect sensitive
biological and cultural resources while managing fuel loads for fire protection is also stressed in
this plan.

4.13.2.2 State
California Coastal Act
Historically, land use in the California coastal zone has been regulated by local governments

under the provisions of State Planning and Zoning Law. This enabling legislation mandates local
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governments to prepare general plans and zoning to ensure orderly physical growth and
development within their jurisdictions as well as the protection of public health, safety, and
welfare.

Traditional local control over regulation of land use in the coastal zone was substantially
modified with the passage of the California Coastal Zone Conservation Act (Proposition 20) by
the voters of California on November 7, 1972. The forces leading to the passage of this
landmark initiative were complex. The key factor, however, was the visible deterioration of the
coastal environment due to increasing development pressures from a growing population. On
January 1, 1977, the Coastal Act and other legislation came into effect, establishing a
permanent coastal management program for California. Since 1977, the original Coastal Act
has been amended several times by the Legislature.

In enacting the Coastal Act, the legislature established the following goals for future activity in
the coastal zone:

a. Protect, maintain and, where feasible, enhance and restore the overall quality of the
coastal zone environment and its natural and artificial resources.

b. Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal zone resources taking
into account the social and economic needs of the people of the state.

c. Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public recreational
opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound resources conservation principles
and constitutionally protected rights of private property owners.

d. Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development over other
development on the coast.

e. Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation in preparing procedures to
implement coordinated planning and development for mutually beneficial, uses, including
educational uses, in the coastal zone. (California Coastal Act, Section 30001.5)

The policies established by the Coastal Act focus on the protection of coastal resources and the
regulation of development in the coastal zone. Topics covered by coastal policies include:
beach access, recreation, marine environment, environmentally sensitive habitat areas,
agriculture, visual resources, and coastal dependent energy and industrial development.
Compliance with the Coastal Act is critical for the proposed Plan regarding the provision of
coastal access and the protection of coastal resources.

The California Coastal Conservancy Act

Enacted in 1976, the State Coastal Conservancy Act (Division 21 Section 31000 et al of the
PRC) calls for the Coastal Conservancy to have a principal role in the implementation of a
system of public accessways to and along the state’s coastline, including development of the
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California_Coastal Trail. The Coastal Conservancy pursues this mandate in part by awarding
grants to public agencies and nonprofit organizations to acquire land, or any interest therein, or
to develop, operate, or manage lands for public access purposes to and along the coast, on
terms and conditions the Coastal Conservancy specifies. In addition, the Coastal Conservancy
works with other state agencies including the Department of Parks and Recreation and the
Coastal Commission to coordinate development of the California Coastal Trail.

In 2007 the Governor signed SB 1396 directing the Coastal Conservancy to coordinate
development of the Coastal Trail with Caltrans. This bill also required local transportation
Planning agencies whose jurisdiction includes a portion of the Coastal Trail, or property
designated for the trail, to coordinate with the Coastal Conservancy, Coastal Commission, and
Caltrans regarding development of the trail.

The California Recreational Trails Plan

The California Recreational Trails Plan is a guide produced by California State Parks for all
California_agencies and recreation providers that manage trails. Preparation of a recreational
trails Plan was authorized by the Legislature in 1978 as an element of the California
Recreational Trails Act (PRC Section 2070-5077.8). This Plan identifies Trail Corridors that form
a_statewide trail system that links mountain, valley and coastal communities to recreational,
cultural, and natural resources throughout the state.

California State Parks General Plans

The general plans for El Capitan State Beach (Unit 519), Refugio State Beach (Unit 527), and
Gaviota State Beach (Unit 542) were prepared in 1979 by California State Parks. Each general
plan is included as part of a Santa Barbara/Ventura Coastal State Park System General Plan,
which also looked at four other State Parks units on the Central Coast. The general plans were
finalized in 1980. While they were prepared approximately 35 years ago, the declarations of
purpose, resource management policy, use intensity, and planning issues remain relevant
today. With regard to paths and trails, the general plans state that the design and layouts should
require little to no cutting and filling and that the best soils are firm when wet but not dusty when
dry, are not flooded more than once per season of use, have slopes of less than 15 percent,
and have few or no rocks of stones on the surface. Because California State Parks owns much
of the coastal acreage within the eastern half of the proposed Plan Area and is responsible for
the construction and maintenance of trails and associated facilities on State Parks property,
conformance with the existing general plans is critical for PRT components on these lands.

The Quimby Act

The Quimby Act of 1975 (California Government Code Section 66477) gives the County Board
of Supervisors the authority, by ordinance, to require the dedication of land or payment of in-lieu
fees, or a combination of both, for park and recreational purposes as a condition of approval of
a tract map or parcel map.

County of Santa Barbara 4.13-17




4.13 Parks, Recreation, and Trails Gaviota Coast Plan Final EIR

Pursuant to countywide fee ordinances, the County Parks Department administers the Park
Mitigation Fee Program that requires the payment of fees from new housing developments.
Quimby Act fees, assessed on subdivision projects, and Development Mitigation Fees,
assessed on housing projects, are the two fee ordinances that apply. These fees are used for
capital projects recommended by the Parks Department and the County Park Commission and
approved by the Board of Supervisors. Past projects have included capital improvements within
county parks as well as public-serving facilities within school properties in the proposed Plan
Area. The County contributed a share of Quimby Act fees to area schools to assist in the
development of joint-use recreational facilities, and their acreage is included in calculations of
parkland to population standards (County of Santa Barbara 2011c). The existing Quimby Act
parks-to-population ratio objective in the County is 4.7 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents
(County of Santa Barbara Code of Ordinances, Section 21-100).

4.13.2.3 County of Santa Barbara
Coastal Land Use Plan

The public’s right of access to all beach areas below the ordinary high water mark (mean high
tide line) is guaranteed by the California Constitution. The mandate of the local coastal program,
as defined by the Coastal Act, is to provide maximum opportunities for access and recreation
consistent with the protection of natural resources. The County’s CLUP includes policies and
recommendations, which are intended to provide the framework for implementation of a key
Coastal Act goal of providing maximum opportunities for access and recreation. The CLUP
specifies policies and recommendations designed to increase opportunities for access and
recreation in each of the proposed planning areas.

Comprehensive Plan

The County’s Comprehensive Plan includes an Open Space Element that addresses four
categories of open space as required per California Government Code: open space for public
health and safety; open space for the managed production of resources; open space for outdoor
recreation; and open space for the preservation of natural resources. Additionally, the
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element includes a Recreation Section, which establishes a
baseline level of park and recreation service; provides an inventory of existing park and
recreation facilities, both private and public; makes specific recommendations for the acquisition
of additional sites and development of existing sites to meet indoor and outdoor recreation and
needs identified; and identifies possible school park joint use opportunities.

4.13.3 Impact Analysis - Recreation
4.13.3.1 Thresholds of Significance and Methodology

The proposed Plan updates the PRT maps, policies, and standards of the Santa Barbara
County Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element for the proposed Gaviota Coast Plan Area.
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Because the development of recreation facilities such as trails, trailheads, parking areas, and
beach access is such an important component of the proposed Plan, this EIR evaluates the
potential for significant impacts to recreation using the following thresholds, but also considers
the potential environmental impacts of the construction of the facilities shown on the PRT maps
following the County of Santa Barbara’s policies and standards as relates to each of the other
environmental issues addressed in Chapter 4.0 of this EIR.

CEQA Guidelines

According to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, implementation of the proposed Plan would have
significant environmental impacts on recreational facilities if it would:

e Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated; or

¢ Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.

County Environmental Thresholds

The County uses a standard requirement of 4.7 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents for
planning facilities. Therefore, impacts are potentially significant if a project causes the County to
contain less than 4.7 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents, as a deficiency in this ratio may
require the development of additional parks and recreational facilities.

4.13.3.2 Impacts Determination and Mitigation Measures
Impacts

Impact PR-1: Adverse Physical Environmental Effects Resulting from
Additional Recreational Facilities

Parks, Recreation, and Trails Impact Analysis

This section of the EIR analyzes potential impacts associated with each of the five Gaviota
Coast Trail segments, all of which are located in the eastern half of the proposed Plan Area,
along with other proposed trails located solely within the Inland Area or connecting the Coastal
Trail with other inland trails, and other proposed trails depicted on the existing PRT map that
would be retained (see Figures 2-10, 2-11, and 2-13 in Chapter 2 of this EIR). All of the coastal
alignments, both existing and proposed, are considered integral to connecting the California
Coastal Trail Network. No changes are projected to proposed trail alignments shown on existing
PRT maps in the western Plan Area, west of Gaviota State Park. Each_Coastal {Trail segment in
the_eastern half of the proposed Plan Area consists of several alignment alternatives to provide
options for a logical linear coastal alignment connecting public access points at various
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locations adjacent to Highway 101 and other public roadways within the coastal edge. There are
two types of trails shown on the PRT maps; existing and proposed. Proposed trails are broken
down into four categories; Proposed Trail on Existing PRT Map to be Retained, Coastal Trail —
Primary Route, Primary Route, and Alternate Alignment.

Primary trail routes indicate a preference with respect to general alignment, connectivity and
user experience_and include trail corridors located solely within the Inland Area or connecting
the Coastal Trail with other inland trails. Secondary or alternate alignments provide an
alternative to a-the primary Coastal {Trail route if the primary route is deemed infeasible, or may
be planned as a complimentary route to enhance connectivity and/or user experience. An
alternate alignment indicates a continuation of the eCoastal {Trail with or without a preferred or
specific alignment, or alternatives to a primary route to be evaluated in conjunction with
proposed or pending development.

At this stage of the analysis, the assessments for environmental impacts and recommended
mitigation measures are programmatic in nature due to the conceptual level of the trail
alignment corridors. Some of the existing coastal trails are currently informally used by the
public, while the proposed Plan proposes formalized public access and maintained trail facilities.
Many of the social trail alignments have not been formally assessed for environmental impacts.
In addition to the historic use of the social trails, there are ambiguous connection points to
officially adopted coastal trail alignments and inconsistencies as to where social trails begin and
end. This analysis will conceptually evaluate the proposed trail corridors and identify mitigation
measures and future site-specific studies that would be required. This assessment is intended
to guide future planning efforts as the alignments are further analyzed in detail and vetted
through agency and public review and input.

Coast Trail Alignments

Proposed Segment 1 — Eagle Canyon to Dos Pueblos

This segment begins at the Gaviota Coast Plan Area boundary down coast, adjacent to the City
of Goleta’s western boundary, near Eagle Canyon and Highway 101 (Figure 4.13-1). It extends
approximately 2 miles west to Dos Pueblos Canyon, crossing Tomate Canyon south of Highway
101 and the coastal side of the railroad tracks. There are numerous privately-owned parcels
within this segment, which also traverses a stretch of the coast edge referred to as Naples.

As described in the Gaviota Coast Plan, planning for trails within Segment 1 would take into
consideration the following principles:

1. Provide coastal trail continuity south of the railroad with the Goleta Community Plan
PRT-3 map proposed trail alignment.

2. Paradiso del Mare: The proposed coastal trail extends east to west along the coastal
side of the railroad tracks.
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3. Makar (Naples township parcels): The proposed coastal trail should be located south of
the highway as close to the shoreline as feasible. Alternate alignments may be
considered depending on environmental and topographic constraints, building envelope
location, and railroad crossing location on Paradiso del Mare.

4. Construct a trailhead parking lot with restrooms south of the highway on Santa Barbara
Ranch.

5. Construct a trailnead parking lot north of the highway on Santa Barbara Ranch in close
proximity to the Dos Pueblos Ranch northbound highway exit.

6. Explore opportunity for one additional vertical beach access between Tomate Canyon
and Dos Pueblos Creek. Vertical beach access avoids potential impacts to the Naples
seal haul out area and Naples Reef.

7. Dos Pueblos Ranch (south of Highway 101): For properties south of Highway 101,
collectively known as Dos Pueblos Ranch, encourage the development of tools and
incentives (e.g. clustering development, internal transfer of development rights,
development agreements, etc.) to balance potential development rights with important
coastal land use issues. Potential public objectives include:

e Maintain, preserve, and enhance agricultural production

e Provide opportunities for coastal trail and beach access south of the railroad where
feasible

e Provide public and/or private passive recreational opportunities

e Protect important coastal visual, biological, archaeological, and historic resources

Issues associated with trails alignments include ongoing agricultural operations, potential future
development, and minimizinge impacts to sensitive biological resources such as the Naples seal
haul out area and sensitive riparian habitat associated with Tomate Canyon, Dos Pueblos
Canyon and Las Varas Canyon, cultural resources, steep topography and coastal erosion. Safe
crossing locations for the railroad and Highway 101 are also key issues of concern for access to
the proposed primary route for the coastal trail.

Secondary routes and alternate alignments have been proposed that take a more inland route,
either along the railroad tracks, along either the north or south side of Highway 101, or along
Naples Access Road. These secondary routes and alternative alignments provide the
opportunity to directly intersect with three proposed trailheads adjacent to Highway 101. They
provide for more direct east/west travel routes and avoid the issues of coastal erosion and
marine mammals at the Naples seal haul out area, but do not allow for beach or coastal access.
Potential land use conflicts with agricultural and residential uses would be reduced or avoided
by paralleling the railroad and Highway 101 transportation corridors. This, however, would
diminish the recreational value for trail users as views of and access to the beach are often
goals of trail users.
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Other optional routes include vertical easements to connect the coastal trail to the shoreline at
Naples/Paradiso del Mare, Dos Pueblos Canyon, and Las Varas East.

Proposed Segment 2 — Las Varas Ranch to El Capitan

This segment begins at Las Varas Ranch (Figure 4.13-2). It extends approximately 3 miles west
to El Capitan State Beach. The proposed primary route for the coastal trail follows the shoreline
bluffs, with proposed beach access at Edwards Point. There is a proposed trailhead on the
coastal side of Highway 101 at Las Varas Canyon Road. The proposed coastal trail would turn
inland to the east of El Capitan State Beach, crossing beneath Highway 101 to connect with the
existing coastal trail on the inland side of the highway, along Calle Real. The existing coastal
trail crosses back into El Capitan State Beach utilizing the existing Highway 101 undercrossing
on the south side of El Capitan State Beach Road, where the segment ends.

As described in the Gaviota Coast Plan, planning for trails within Segment 2 would take into
consideration the following principles:

1. Construct a trailhead parking lot on the coastal side of Highway 101 on Las Varas
Ranch.

2. Work with the landowner and Caltrans to facilitate potential future public trail access
and/or improvements to the existing tunnel under Highway 101 near Gato Canyon.
public trail access shall coexist with existing agricultural operations.

Issues associated with trails alignments include the need to develop and connect with trailhead
parking on the coastal side of Highway 101 on Las Varas Ranch, the need for coastal and
beach access, and protection of important visual, biological, archaeological, and historic
resources while providing low intensity recreational opportunities. Beach access at Las Vargas
Canyon and a vertical easement at Edwards Point (near Gato Canyon) are proposed along the
proposed primary coastal trail. The existing Las Varas Creek Tunnel beneath the railroad would
be used to provide beach access at Las Varas Canyon.

Secondary routes and alternate alignments have been proposed that take a more inland route,
along both the coastal side of Highway 101 and along the inland side of Highway 101, along
Calle Real, to connect with the existing coastal trail along Calle Real. The secondary routes
would minimize or completely avoid potential land use conflicts with agricultural and residential
land uses by following the north or south side of Highway 101 and/or Calle Real west to Gato
Canyon. From Gato Canyon further west to Las Llagas Canyon, only Calle Real is being
considered as a potential secondary route on the north side of Highway 101. These inland
routes would avoid potential impacts to sensitive coastal bluff resources, including biological
and cultural resources, and would have reduced potential for impacts from sea level rise and
associated coastal erosion.
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Proposed Segment 3 — El Capitan State Beach to Tajiquas

This segment begins along El Capitan State Beach Road at the entrance to El Capitan State
Beach (Figure 4.13-3). It extends approximately 6 miles west to Rancho Tajiguas. There is an
existing coastal trail that connects El Capitan State Beach to Refugio State Beach with existing
beach access at both locations. However, the existing California Coastal Trail has been closed
due to coastal bluff erosion between El Capitan State Beach and Refugio State Beach. Trall
closure will remain until a viable long-term solution can be identified.

As described in the Gaviota Coast Plan, planning for trails within PRT map Segment 3 would
take into consideration the following principles:

Segment 3a: 1. The County shall work with El Capitan Canyon Campground, Caltrans, and
State Parks to address safety concerns regarding cyclist and pedestrian use of
the El Capitan State Beach undercrossing.

2. The County shall work with State Parks to prioritize development of a feasible,
long-term solution to repair and then maintain the erosion-damaged Refugio
State Beach to El Capitan State Beach bike path.

3. The County shall work with El Capitan Canyon Campground and State Parks
to improve/formalize a trailhead with parking lot for the Bill Wallace Trail.

4. The County shall work with Caltrans and State Parks to establish viable
parking options, including potential trailhead parking area, for recreational uses in
the vicinity of the Refugio State Beach interchange. Options should address
safety concerns and consider installing wayfinding signs for trailheads.

5. The County shall work with Caltrans, Union Pacific Railroad, and State Parks
to consider long-term forecast opportunities for railroad track realignment to allow
for more public access while ensuring viability of the railroad bed in the future.

Segment 3b: 1. Apply the Coastal Trail Alignment general principles.
2. The coastal trail alignment from Refugio State Beach to Tajiguas indicates a
continuation of the coastal trail with a preferred alignment between Highway 101
and the railroad. The Alternate Alignment south of the railroad should be a foot

path only.

3. Explore alternate alignment north of Highway 101 from Refugio Road West to
Mariposa Reina interchange.
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4. Explore vertical access opportunities where feasible.

5. Work with State Parks and private landowners to explore opportunities for
acquisition of private landholdings or access easements south of Highway 101,
between Refugio State Beach and Tajiguas Creek, for potential future public
access.

The majority of this segment is owned and managed by California State Parks. Issues
associated with trails alignments include the need to address coastal erosion between the El
Capitan State Beach and Refugio State Beach campgrounds or to select an alternate primary
route to replace the existing California Coastal Trail on the north side of Highway 101, the need
to address safety concerns regarding the railroad and Highway 101 and associated crossings
and undercrossings, and the need for parking areas, trailheads, and public access to coastal
resources.

Secondary routes and alternate alignments are identified from Refugio State Beach west to
Tajiguas Creek, either south of the railroad between the railroad and the coastal bluffs or along
the inland side of Highway 101. Grade-separated crossings beneath the railroad are available at
both Refugio State Beach and Tajiguas Canyon, addressing the concern of at-grade crossings
between the inland north side of the highway and railroad and the southern coastal side.
Environmental concerns regarding the alternate alignment on the south side include protection
of the sensitive coastal bluff resources, including biological and cultural resources, as well as
the potential for impacts from sea level rise and associated coastal erosion. The northern
alternate alignment would avoid these potential impacts by following Highway 101 and Calle
Real where fewer sensitive resources are anticipated. However, there would be fewer
opportunities for coastal access and views of the beaches and surf from a northern alternate
alignment.

The majority of the southern alternate alignment would be located on State Parks property while
the northern alternate alignment would be located immediately north of Highway 101. West of
Tajiguas Creek, the choice of the alternate alignment would put the trail on the north side of
Highway 101 as opposed to the proposed primary coastal route on the south side, between
Highway 101 and the railroad. Agricultural land uses are found along the length of this segment
on those lands not owned by State Parks. El Capitan State Beach, El Capitan Canyon and
Ocean Mesa at El Capitan are visitor-serving land uses at the eastern end of the segment.
Refugio State Beach is located at the center of the segment with Refugio Road leading inland to
Camino Cielo and the Los Padres National Forest. Extensive agricultural operations are found
along the southern portion of Refugio Road. Rancho Las Tajiguas is located north of Highway
101 at the western end of the segment with Tajiguas Beach found on the south side. Tajiguas
Beach is a popular spot with existing informal public access.

There are no other optional routes proposed within this segment.
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Proposed Segment 4 — Tajiguas to San Onofre

This segment begins at Rancho Las Tajiguas (Figure 4.13-4). It extends approximately 6 miles
west to San Onofre Canyon. The Arroyo Hondo Preserve is located at the approximate midpoint
of this segment. Baron Ranch and Tajiguas Landfill are other key land uses within this segment.

As described in the Gaviota Coast Plan, planning for trails within PRT map Segment 4 would
take into consideration the following principles:

Segment 4a: 1. Apply the Coastal Trail Alignment general principles.

2. The coastal trail alignment from Tajiguas Creek to Arroyo Hondo indicates a
continuation of the coastal trail between the railroad and Highway 101,
recognizing the need for coordination between regional agencies as required.

3. Construct trailhead parking near the frontage road west of Tajiguas Creek.

4. Explore alternate alignment inland of Highway 101 from Refugio Road West to
Mariposa Reina interchange.

Segment 4b: 1. Apply the Coastal Trail Alignment general principles.

2. The coastal trail alignment from Arroyo Hondo to San Onofre indicates a
continuation of the coastal trail between Highway 101 and the railroad.

3. Explore alternate alignment inland of Highway 101 from Refugio Road West to
Mariposa Reina interchange.

Issues associated with the Segment 4 trail alignments include the need for improved public
parking areas and trailheads, connection with the Baron Ranch and Arroyo Hondo Preserve
trails networks, public safety relating to the railroad and Highway 101, especially the north/south
crossings, and the protection and preservation of sensitive coastal biological and cultural
resources. Existing bridges over Tajiguas Creek and Arroyo Hondo provide for a grade-
separated crossing from the north side of Highway 101 and the railroad to the beach on the
south side. The railroad and Highway 101 come very close to the edge of the bluffs in this
segment, especially the eastern half. An alternative alignment to the coastal trail is proposed
north of Highway 101. There is also a short stretch of alternative alignment on the coastal side
of the railroad in the eastern portion of this segment, connecting with Segment 3 to the east and
the bluffs at Refugio State Beach. The County of Santa Barbara owns the Tajiguas Landfill and
Baron Ranch properties on the north side of Highway 101. Arroyo Hondo Preserve, owned by
The Land Trust for Santa Barbra County, is located to the west of the Tajiguas Landfill. Both
Baron Ranch and the Arroyo Hondo Preserve feature existing trails. Calle Real parallels the
inland side of Highway 101 from Rancho Las Tajiguas west to Arroyo Quemado and Baron
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Ranch. West of Arroyo Hondo, all coastal land between the railroad and the bluffs and beach is
owned by State Parks. The alternate alignment on the inland side of Highway 101 would avoid
sensitive coastal bluff resources, including biological and cultural resources, as well as the
potential for impacts from sea level rise and associated coastal erosion. This would be of the
greatest advantage in the eastern half of Segment 4 where action may been required in the
near future to either protect or move portions of the railroad and Highway 101 from coastal
erosion. While making proposed beach access more difficult and limiting views of the beach and
surf from the trail, the alternate alignment would be expected to result in fewer impacts to
sensitive coastal resources. Beach access is proposed at six locations within this segment,
including Tajiguas Creek, Caltrans Vista Point (Arroyo Hondo), Cafiada de Guillermo, Cafiada
de Molino, and Cafiada San Onofre. The primary route of the coastal trail would require the
crossing of the railroad, while the alternate route would require the crossing of both Highway
101 and the railroad to provide beach access at these locations.

Proposed Segment 5 — San Onofre to Gaviota State Park

The proposed trails on PRT map Segment 5 support a vision of providing an enhanced network
of trails from “Sea to Cielo” by linking the existing recreation, coastal access and trail amenities
within Gaviota State Park with the proposed coastal trail and inland trail opportunities extending
into the Los Padres National Forest. The proposed trail alignments are primarily located on
public lands and seek to utilize the existing infrastructure at the Mariposa Reina interchange
with Highway 101 for enhanced trailhead access and to facilitate north/south trail connectivity.

North of the Gaviota Tunnel, two existing trailhead parking areas (east and west of Highway
101) are located within Gaviota State Park near Las Cruces. The eastern trailhead provides
access to a network of loop trails within the state park, and access to the Trespass Trail and the
popular Gaviota Peak Trail, which extends into the Los Padres National Forest and West
Camino Cielo Crest Trail. Opportunities for additional trail connectivity include providing a loop
trail between Squat Camp and Trespass Trail.

The Brinkman Property is bordered by Gaviota State Park to the west, Los Padres National
Forest to the north, and Arroyo Hondo Preserve to the east. The proximity of this segment to
public lands and the diversity of unspoiled natural resources would likely to lead the County of
Santa Barbara to pursue future to work with the private landowners regarding conservation
opportunities and/or potential public acquisition.

Future land conservation efforts involving the Brinkman Property may include enhanced public
trail access through the westernmost portion of the property. Segment 5 includes a potential
Primary Route which could provide trail connectivity between the proposed trail alignment near
Mariposa Reina/Gaviota Village and other proposed inland trails to the north within Los Padres
National Forest. Additional trails in this area would be subjected to trail feasibility studies and
assessment of trail carrying capacity and potential resource and land use impacts.
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As described in the Gaviota Coast Plan, planning for trails within PRT map Segment 5 would
take into consideration the trail narrative above and the following principles:

1. Apply the Coastal Trail Alignment general principles.

2. Re-use plans for the Gaviota Marine Terminal property, the Freeport McMoRan/Plains
Exploration and Production Company property, and adjoining State Parks lands should
be planned cohesively with respect to recreation, trails, and coastal access.

3. Explore vertical access opportunities to the beach where feasible.

4. Use of the Mariposa Reina overpass is an important component of the proposed trail
network. The County shall coordinate with Caltrans and State Parks to address cyclist
and pedestrian use of the Mariposa Reina overcrossing to access potential trails north
and south of the interchange. Trailhead parking should be provided in close proximity to
the Mariposa Reina interchange.

5. Explore alternate alignment inland of Highway 101 from Refugio Road West to
Mariposa Reina interchange.

Issues associated with this segment include the proximity to the railroad and Highway 101, the
Freeport McMoRan/Plains Exploration and Production Company/Gaviota Consolidation Site and
Gaviota Marine Terminal, State Parks ownership of nearly all of the land on the coastal side of
Highway 101, and the need to balance recreational needs with the protection of sensitive
coastal biological, archaeological, and historical resources. The Freeport McMoRan/Plains
Exploration and Production Company/Gaviota Consolidation Site is currently operating while the
Gaviota Marine Terminal is under abandonment, with the storage tanks having already been
removed from the site. The site remains fenced and secured and is not open for public use. This
is the only land use that would limit the primary route of the coastal trail in this segment.

An alternate alignment is identified on the inland side of Highway 101, parallel with the primary
route of the coastal trail proposed on the south side of Highway 101. Topography and land uses
limit flexibility in alignments in this segment. The alternate alignment would follow the Caltrans
right-of-way on the north side of Highway 101 with the Freeport McMoRan/Plains Exploration
and Production Company/Gaviota Consolidation Site at the Highway 101/Mariposa Reina
interchange the primary land use obstacle. East of the Freeport McMoRan/Plains Exploration
and Production Company/Gaviota Consolidation Site the land on the inland side of Highway 101
is privately-owned ranch land. To the west, land on both sides of Highway 101 is owned by
State Parks. Gaviota State Park, with a campground, beach access, and an extensive network
of existing trails, is the point at which Segment 5 ends. Because the primary route of the coastal
trail would be located between Highway 101 and the railroad in Segment 5, the issues of sea
level rise, coastal erosion, and impacts to biological and cultural resources along sensitive
coastal bluffs are not as great as with the Segments 1-3. The trails in the western half of the
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proposed Plan Area, from Gaviota State Park to Jalama Beach County Park, would remain
unchanged from those on the County’s existing PRT map.

There are no other optional routes for the coastal trail. Beach access is proposed at the Gaviota
Marine Terminal, which is currently under abandonment, at Cafiada San Onofre, and at Cafiada
del Molino.

Inland Trail Alignments

In_addition to the Coastal Trail alignments discussed above, the Plan proposes Inland Trail
alignments with the main east/west inland trail being the West Camino Cielo Crest Trail. West
Camino Cielo is a paved and unpaved single-lane road that generally follows the ridgeline of the
Santa_Ynez Mountains, running parallel to the Pacific Coast. West Camino_connects State
Highway 154 to Refugio Road. Sections of West Camino Cielo are owned by the Los Padres
National Forest and are closed seasonally. Rancho del Cielo, also known as the Reagan Ranch,
is also located along West Camino del Cielo. The proposed trail alignment for the West Camino
Cielo Crest Trail west of Refugio Road generally follows existing boundaries between 081-040-
037,-046,-042,-003 and adjacent southern properties, primarily following the existing private
road and previously disturbed areas. The Plan states that planning and implementation of the
proposed Camino Cielo Crest Trail, west of Refugio Road, should consider the potential for
alternative trails, including existing trail easements as an alternative alignment.

A series of north/south trails connecting the Coastal Trail alignments with the Camino Cielo
Crest Trail are shown on the PRT maps as well and are described by segments below.

Proposed Segment 1 — Eagle Canyon to Dos Pueblos

A_north/south trailn—inland trail alignment-is proposed at the eastern Gaviota Coast Plan
boundary to connect with trails in the Los Padres National Forest and West Camino Cielo_(see
Figure 2-10). The proposed alignment on either Dos Pueblos Ranch or the proposed Farren
Road trail (Goleta Community Plan PRT-3 map) would be reviewed and one selected as the
most suitable and achievable route. In general, Fthe vast majority of the lands inland from
Highway 101 are designated as Agricultural Preserves under the Williamson Act and potential
conflicts between recreational trails and agriculture is the primary concern for an inland trail for
this segment._The proposed alignment across Dos Pueblos Ranch would follow parcel
boundaries between agricultural land designated as an Agricultural Preserve and land not under
contract.

Proposed Segment 2 — Las Varas Ranch to El Capitan

An-rfand-trail_north/south trail is proposed to the east of El Capitan Canyon to connect with-the
Coastal Trail to the eastern leg of the existing Bill Wallace Trail, which is a loop trail within El
Capitan State Beach. Anether north/south inland trail is proposed from the northeastern limit of
the Bill Wallace Trail through LPNF to connect with West Camino Cielo_(see Figure 2-10).
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Proposed Segment 3 — El Capitan State Beach to Tajiquas

'- a B\ ala mMino

Cielo—This-trailbwould-extend-directly north-of the Tajiguas-Landfil:No inland trails are proposed

for this segment.

Proposed Segment 4 — Tajiguas to San Onofre

No-inland-trailsare-proposed-for-this-segmentA north/south inland trail is proposed to connect

the existing Baron Ranch Trail through the LPNF to West Camino Cielo. This trail would extend
directly north of the Tajiquas Landfill (see Figures 2-10 and 2-11).

Proposed Segment 5 — San Onofre to Gaviota State Park

An_north/south-inland trail is proposed east of Gaviota State Park that would connect the coastal
portion of the park and the Coastal Trail with existing inland trails leading to Gaviota Peak,
including the Trespass Trail and Gaviota Peak Trail_(see Figure 2-11). The proposed inland trail
would connect with West Camino Cielo and continue to the east to provide access to Squat
Camp, a primitive Forest Services campsite. All of the land between Gaviota State Park along
the coast and LPNF inland is designated as Agricultural Preserve under the Williamson Act,
although not all is used for agriculture.

a. Land Use and Development

This section addresses the impacts of each PRT segment as it relates to Land Use and
Development. For background on the regulatory environment and thresholds used to determine
significance, refer to Section 4.1.

Impact LU-1: Land Use Compatibility

routes—County policy calls for the majority of trails to be designed as multi-use, allowing for
hiking, cycling, and horseback riding. As previously detailed, the proposed Plan also calls for the
construction of trailhead parking lots both north and south of Highway 101, as well as vertical
beach access. Trail signage and fencing would also be constructed with buildout of trail
alignments.

Segment 1 includes three proposed trailheads; one on Santa Barbara Ranch south of Highway
101, one at Naples Access Road north of Highway 101, and one south of Highway 101 at Las
Varas Road. Two new beach access points are proposed near Naples Point and Las Varas
Canyon and a third access point carried forward from the existing certified Coastal Plan.
Segment 2 does not include any proposed trailheads, but it does include proposed beach
access at Edward’s point. This beach access is contained within the eurrently-adoptedcertified
Coastal Plan. Segment 3 eentains-includes three proposed trailheads; one on the north side of
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Highway 101 off Calle Real at El Capitan State Beach, one on the north side of Highway 101 at
Refugio State Beach and one on the south side of Highway 101 at Tajiguas Creek. There is
existing beach access at El Capitan State Beach and Refugio State Beach. New Bbeach access
is proposed south of Tajiguas Creek. This beach access is contained within the currently
adopted-existing certified Coastal Plan. Two trailheads are proposed within Segment 4.; ere-on
The first is on the south side of Highway 101 west of Tajiguas Creek and_depicts the same
trailhead for this location depicted on the Segment 3 map. ehre-The second one is located at the
entrance to Baron Ranch on the north side of Highway 101, off Calle Real. Beach access is
proposed at six locations;: east of Tajiguas Creek,_as depicted on the Segment 3 map; south of
Tajiguas Landfill—;_at Arroyo Hondo—;_and at Cafiada de Guillermo, Cafiada del Molina, and
Canada San Onofre. All of these proposed beach access points are carried forward from the
existing certified Coastal Plan. Finally, Segment 5 proposes trailheads on the east and west
sides of Highway 101 just south of the Highway 1 interchange and Las Cruces. These trailheads
correspond with existing Gaviota State Park trailheads. Additional Bbeach access is proposed
at the Gaviota Marine Terminal, which is currently under abandonment, and east of Gaviota
State Park campground, carried forward from the existing certified Coastal Plan.

Trailheads, associated parking areas, and beach access points have been evaluated for land
use compatibility. While generally compatible with existing uses on public lands, there is the
potential for incompatibility with public lands preserved in open space to protect sensitive
resources and existing or proposed land uses on private lands, such as energy production,
residential, and agriculture. Land use conflicts could arise relating to site security, noise, traffic,
overflow parking and associated congestion and impacts to plant and animal life, and
degradation of the visual environment. Conflicts could also arise between agricultural land uses
and trail users, such as concerns over noise, dust, odors, lighting, and the use of pesticides and
herbicides for agriculture and the potential for trail users to negatively affect agriculture through
interference with fencing, signage, crops, facilities, equipment, and livestock. Each of these
environmental issues is covered in other sections of this Pregram-EIR.

There are many existing informal trails and vertical beach access points used by the general
public for many years to access the beach for recreation along the Gaviota Coast, specifically
between the Goleta boundary and Gaviota State Park. Proposed trails and vertical beach
access points would be required to cross private lands within Segment 1. However, the route of
the Coastal Trail would follow existing roads and trails the majority of Segment 1, such as the
historic partially paved oil access road on Paradiso del Mare. Using existing roads and trails
would help avoid segmenting land uses and resulting in incompatibility. However, portions of the
Coastal Trail extending into the Naples area that would ultimately be constructed may have the
potential to result in conflicts arising from incompatibility of the proposed recreational use with
other existing or future privately owned land uses. However, the proposed Plan does encourage
the development of tools and incentives to balance potential development rights with important
coastal land use issues.
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The primary coastal trail route for Segment 2 would also cross private lands while the primary
coastal trail route for Segments 3, 4, and 5 would be limited to public lands and public rights-of-
way. Because these public lands are owned by California State Parks and Caltrans coordination
would be required with these state agencies.

In addition, buildout of facilities off Highway 101 would have the potential to result in land use
compatibility impacts if facilities are not designed and sited with sensitivity to the surrounding
rural environment. The final design of such facilities would have to be designed in a manner that
fits in with the rural environment (i.e., shielded from public roadway views, design that blends in
aesthetically). Trails, heweverboth inland and coastal, would be low profile and would blend in
with rural surroundings.

Although the proposed Plan includes policies, actions, and development standards, including
trail siting guidelines that promote construction of trails that reflect and enhance the rural
character of the area, trails in-this—segment-would have the potential to be incompatible with
private land uses. However, specific policies in the proposed Plan provide trail siting and design
direction for trails in general (Policy REC-5) and the Coastal Trail in particular (Policy REC-6)
that balancing public access with the rights and privacy of private property. Impacts would be
less than significant with the implementation of Plan policies and development standards.

Impact LU-2: Construction-Related Compatibility Impacts

Trails ir—each—of-thefive—segments—would be constructed individually as funding becomes

available and specific trail alignments are refined. This would limit the amount of land that would
be disturbed during trail construction at any one time along any segment. In addition, trail
construction would occur along linear alignments and would not involve mass grading. A
majority of trail construction would be completed with hand tools, with limited use of construction
equipment. Construction of recreational amenities including restrooms and parking lots in
Segments 1, 3 and 5 would have the highest potential for land use related construction
compatibility impacts; however, these facilities would be small in scale and are not located sited
within proximity to residential uses (see Figures 4.13-1, 4.13-3, and 4.13-5). Two are located on
California State Park’s land and would require approval by California State Parks. Construction
activities would be adequately separated from residences and other sensitive land uses. Please
also refer to the discussions below regarding air and noise temporary construction impacts
associated with each segment. Impacts would be less than significant.

Impact LU-3: Impacts on Land Use Plan Consistency

Land use plan consistency impacts associated with each-segmenttrails would primarily be
related to potential inconsistency with agricultural resource policies of the Comprehensive Plan,
Agricultural Element, which only apply to the Inland Area. Trails and other facilities ir—each
segment-would have the potential to significantly impact agricultural resources, as privately-held
lands in Segment 1 are zoned for agricultural uses (AG-II-100). However, the proposed Plan
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includes policies intended to protect and support agricultural land uses. Policies included within
the proposed Plan reflect existing Comprehensive Plan policies and additionally, provide new
policies intended to protect agricultural lands from incompatibilities associated with potential trail
users.

For example, Policy REC-5 states that all trails shall address sensitive agricultural resources.
Approximately 76 percent of the privately-held land within the proposed Plan Area is under
Williamson Act contract. That includes nearly all of the property west of Gaviota State Park. All
five segments pass through Williamson Act lands, with Segment 2 from Las Varas Ranch to El
Capitan State Park having the least potential impact. Most Williamson Act lands are located
north of Highway 101 and the primary route proposed for the Coastal Trail is typically south of
Highway 101, avoiding this land use plan potential impact. The proposed Plan would not directly
or indirectly impact the viability of the agricultural uses in these areas.

Most of the proposed trails follow existing right-of-way, such as Highway 101, the railroad tracks
or private roadways. An exception in Segment 1 is that west of Tomate Canyon, near the coast,
the Coastal Trail alignment is sited through private parcels with agricultural land use
designations. Though the conceptual alignment is close to the coast, these trails would have the
potential to indirectly impact potential or existing agricultural uses. However, as previously
discussed, one of the policies for Segment 1 is to “Maintain, preserve, and enhance agricultural
production.” In the final design and alignment of the Coastal Trail, measures would be
implemented from the Trail Design Guidelines to ensure the trails do not conflict with or interrupt
potential agricultural operations within these parcels.

Additional discussion of policy consistency is discussed in detail in Chapter 5, Consistency. Plan
policies, programs, and development standards discussed in Section 4.1, Land Use and
Development, would minimize potentially significant land use compatibility and land use plan
consistency impacts by ensuring that non-agricultural development is appropriately sited (Policy
LU-4) and requiring certain findings for non-agricultural development on land designated for
agricultural use (Policy LU-5). In addition, Specific policies in the proposed Plan provide trail
siting and design direction for trails in general (Policy REC-5) and the Coastal Trail in particular
(Policy REC-6). As a result, the trail alignments and recreational land uses would be
implemented in a manner protective of agricultural land uses in accordance with existing
Comprehensive Plan policies and proposed Plan polices. Land use plan consistency impacts
would be less than significant with the implementation of Plan policies and development
standards.

Mitigation
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development standards as—pregrammatic—mitigation—to ensure trails do not result in impacts
related to land use compatibility or land use plan consistency, impacts would be less than
significant._In_addition, MM PR-1, required to reduce potential impacts of trails to agricultural
resources (see subsection d. below), would also address land use impacts.

Residual Impacts

Implementation of Plan policies would ensure land use Overalltand-use-impacts—associated

compatibility-impacts would be less than significant (Class 11l impact).

Impact Significance Conclusion Class
Impact LU-1: Land Use Compatibility Less than Significant Class Il
Impact LU-2: Construction-Related Less than Significant Class Il
Compatibility Impacts
Impact LU-3: Land Use Plan Consistency Less than Significant Class Ill

Impacts

b. Transportation and Circulation

This section addresses the impacts of each PRT segment as it relates to Transportation and
Circulation. For background on the regulatory environment and thresholds used to determine
significance, refer to Section 4.2.

Impact TC-1: Impacts on Circulation System

With implementation of all trails and amenities-ir-each-of-the-five-segments, there would be an
increase in traffic on Highway 101 and local roadways associated with use of recreational trails

and amenities. However, the trailheads would all be located immediately off Highway 101
(see Figures 4.13-1 through 4.13-5), thus minimizing vehicles on local roadways. Therefore, this
slight increase in traffic would not be expected to exceed available capacity. Impacts would be
less than significant.

Development of each segment would not have a significant impact on public transit services or
other modes of transportation. Each segment proposes to implement trail construction and
would increase access for pedestrians, hikers, cyclists, etc. No impact would occur.

Impact TC-2: Impacts on Hazards Due to a Design Feature

Caltrans has promoted plans to realign sections of Highway 101 and to reduce or eliminate at
grade crossings along the Gaviota Coast. The proposed Plan also includes policies to limit new
at-grade crossings where feasible. Even if these Caltrans projects are ultimately implemented, it
would not likely affect proposed PRT improvements.
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The proposed PRT improvements may increase hazards for recreational users, as there would
be a need to cross the railroad tracks in multiple locations to gain coastal access (see Figures
4.13-1 through 4.13-5). However, the public currently crosses the tracks to access the coast
where there are no official crossings and the proposed Plan would provide an opportunity to
improve pedestrian safety and access by constructing a-grade-separated pedestrian bridges or
undercrossings within each segment. No new at-grade crossings would be constructed. This
would improve pedestrian safety, reduce trespasser issues, and could possibly reduce the need
to use the locomotive horn to warn people of an approaching train.

The proposed Plan contains conceptual alignments for proposed trail and associated facilities.
None of the five segments have been fully designed at this time. Therefore, implementation of
each of the five segments would have the potential to result in safety issues related to
recreational users and railroad crossings.

PRT improvements would also increase demand for parking by increasing recreational
opportunities and providing additional recreational amenities that could attract additional users.
However, Policy REC-6, Coastal Trail Siting and Design Considerations, states that trailhead
parking facilities should be located as close as possible to Highway 101, and sanitation and
trash facilities should be considered at major trailheads. The proposed Plan would implement
this policy by siting the trailhead parking lots immediately off Highway 101. By providing parking
in designated off-highway areas, the new trailheads would likely increase the safety of motorists
and recreational users. However, none of the proposed trailhead parking facilities have been
designed at this time. Therefore, implementation of each segment would have the potential to
result in safety issues related to parking.

Mitigation

The proposed Plan contains policies, actions and development standards that address the
potential impacts associated with at-grade highway crossings and railroad crossings. Peliey
Specifically, Action TEI-2 would requwe a comprehensive corridor plan for the nghway
101/UPRR rail corridor. {M
sa#ety—pre}eets—and—Pollcy TEI-5 would support County participation of future rallroad planning.

, ) dPolicy TEI-7 would
require Caltrans review and comment regarding any proposed uses that would require access
through an at-grader intersection with Caltrans facilities.appreval-of-any-newly proposed-access
to-Caltransfacilities: The policies and development standards discussed above, and in Section
4.2, Traffic, would minimize potentially significant impacts associated with conflicts at railroad
crossings and Highway 101. With_implementation of these Plan policies, actions and

development standard, impacts-incoerporation-of programmatic-mitigation,-impact FC-2 would be

less than significant.

whreh—suppeﬁscalls for protectlon of existing free roadS|de parkmg on county roads and
Highway 101. In addition, Policy REC-6, Coastal Trail Siting and Design Considerations,
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supports parking facilities to be located as close as possible to Highway 101. With
implementation of these Plan policies, impactsincerporation-of programmatic-mitigation—impact
FE&-3 would be less than significant. In addition, MM PR-1, required to reduce potential impacts
of trails to agricultural resources (see subsection d. below), would also address transportation
impacts associated with siting trailhead parking.

Residual Impacts

Overall, no impacts would occur to the circulation system (TC-1). —and—pe{ennal—mpaets—en

eentamed—méeeﬂen—4—2—lmplementatlon of Plan policies, actions and development standards

would ensure transportation impacts (hazards due to a design feature) would be less than
significant (Class Ill impact).

Impact Significance Conclusion Class

Impact TC-1: Impacts on Plan-wide Roadways Less than Significant Class Ill

Impact TC-2: Impacts on Hazards Due to a Design

Less than Significant Class Il
Feature

c. Aesthetics/Visual Resources

This section addresses the potential impacts of each PRT segment as it relates to
Aesthetics/Visual Resources. For background on the regulatory environment and thresholds
used to determine significance, refer to Section 4.3, Aesthetics/Visual Resources.

Impact VIS-1: Visual Character Changes

Visibility of proposed trail alignments would be minimal due to the typical lack of above ground
structures required for trails. An exception could occur in areas where bridges would be required
to cross the railroad or creeks. Trail alignments would be consistent with the rural character of
each of the five segments, because they would not introduce new structures or features that
would detract from the existing rural environment or from scenic views. Trail bridges would be
designed to be compatible with the Plan’s visual policies (especially Policy VIS-1, requiring
compatibility with the surrounding environment, and Policy VIS-6, requiring design review and
consideration of the Gaviota Coast plan Design Guidelines), the rural character pursuant to
Policy REC-15, and the draft Gaviota Coast Plan Trail Siting Guidelines. The siting of the
trailhead parking and restroom areas would be adjacent to Highway 101 and would not likely
alter the character of the area, as the facilities would likely be shielded from the highway due to
the existing or planted trees within each segment. However, the final design of these structures
has not occurred at this time. In addition, trail construction or beach access that is not sensitive
to existing slopes or erosion potential, could be visible if excessive grading is completed or
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erosion is generated from trail construction and use. However, Policy REC-6 supports vertical
beach access that utilizes natural topography as much as possible to avoid engineered
structures. Where necessary and appropriate, the policy states that engineered solutions should
be sensitive to the viewshed and existing resources, and should minimize the need for
maintenance. The construction of trailhead facilities for each segment would implement Policy
REC-6 by locating trailhead parking facilities as close as possible to Highway 101, which would
minimize visual impacts of such facilities due to the existing pavement and freeway
infrastructure. In _addition, Policy REC-15 requires recreational facilities conform to the Plan’s
visual policies and be compatible with the rural character of the area. Visual character impacts
would be reduced to a less than significant level with-the-adherenceimplementation of the-te
proposed pPlan’s and-policies.

Impact VIS-2: Public Scenic Views, Routes and Gateways

Future trail construction in-each-segment-would involve installation of trailhead signage, fencing,
and amenities such as parking lots and restrooms along Highway 101. Although in some
segments, especially Segment 1, there are trees along this-pertion-ef-Highway 101 that prevent
scenic views to the coast, it is possible that these facilities could be visible from roadways or
other viewpoints and could detract from the existing rural character if not properly designed and
sited. However, compliance with Policy VIS-1, Policy VIS-6, the proposed draft Gaviota Coast
Plan design-Trail Siting Gguidelines (Appendix BC), and Policy REC-15, as discussed above,

would reduece-this-potentiaHimpact-toresult in less than significant_impacts.

Impact VIS-3: Increased Light and Glare

Although the proposed trails would not require lighting, the lighting associated with the proposed
parking and restroom areas off Highway 101 could adversely impact night skies and create light
and glare, if the proper lighting is not selected. However, the proposed ordinance amendments
package (Appendix B) contains standards for outdoor lighting that would reduce-this—impact
teresult in less than significant impacts.

Mitigation

Adherence to the Trail Siting Guidelines (Appendix BC) and PRT Policy (Policy REC-5) would
ensure that trails are appropriately sited, landform alteration is minimized, and trail alignments
avoid areas that are highly geologically unstable or especially prone to erosion. Policy REC-6
supports vertical beach access that utilizes natural topography as much as possible to avoid
engineered structures. However, where necessary and appropriate, the policy states that
engineered solutions should be sensitive to the viewshed and existing resources, and should
minimize the need for maintenance. The construction of trailhead facilities for each segment
would implement Policy REC-6 by locating trailhead parking facilities as close as possible to
Highway 101, which would minimize visual impacts of such facilities due to the existing
pavement and freeway infrastructure. Each segment would be subject to Policy REC-15, which
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requires recreational facilities conform to the Plan’s visual policies and is-intended-to-ensure
recreational-facilities-are-designed-to-protect coastalviews—and-be designed to be compatible
with the rural character of the area. As discussed above, the proposed ordinance amendments
package (Appendix B) contains standards that address outdoor lighting. With implementation of
these Policies, impacts would be less than significant.

Residual Impacts

Overall, potential impacts from visual character changes (VIS-1), public scenic views, routes
and gateways (VIS-2), and increased light and glare (VIS-3) would be less than significant with

the implementation of proposed Plan policies incerporation-of programmatic-mitigation-(Class Il

impact).

Impact Significance Conclusion Class
Impact VIS-1: Visual Character Changes Less than Significant Class Ill
Impact VIS-2: Public Scenic Views, Routes and Less than Significant Class Ill
Gateways
Impact VIS-3: Increased Light and Glare Less than Significant Class Ill

d. Agricultural Resources

This section addresses the impacts of each_PRT segment as it relates to Agricultural
Resources. For background on the regulatory environment and thresholds used to determine
significance, refer to Section 4.4.

Impact AG-1: Direct Conversion of Prime Agricultural Land to Non-Agricultural Use

The direct agricultural impact associated with proposed trails ir-each-segment-was determined
based on a calculation of the potential impact area for trails located on agriculturally zoned
lands. The coastal trails were assumed to be multi-use and to have an impact width of 14 feet.
Within each segment, approximately 10-20 acres of land with an Agriculture Il (AG-II)
designation could be impacted by proposed trails;—;_however, this is an estimation based on
conceptual design.

Construction of trails on agricultural land within each segment would represent a significant
direct impact to agricultural resources. For example, in Segment 1 the proposed Planred
Coastal Trail would be located near active agricultural operations for approximately Zone mile
across the Santa Barbara Ranch. Active agricultural operations on this ranch consist of cattle
grazing and orchards. Other areas, such as the Paradiso del Mare site, are zoned for agriculture
but currently contain no active operations. However, most of the privately-held land in this area

is transitioning out of agriculture to estate residential uses (Santa-Barbara-County Trails Council
[SBTC} 2013). This is only true for Segment 1. Agricultural uses in Segments 2 through 5 are
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anticipated to remain._Three trail corridors are proposed to connect coastal routes northward
into the Inland Area, where they would traverse agricultural lands (see Figures 2-10 and 2-11).

An analysis of the potential for significant direct impacts to agricultural resources would be
conducted at the project level as acquisition and construction of trails in each segment are
proposed and implemented. In addition, to reduce the potential for trails to have significant
impacts to agricultural resources, the proposed Plan includes several policies, discussed in
Section 4.4, Agriculture, that require trails to be appropriately sited and designed to minimize
impacts on_agricultural operations (Policy AG-1.D, AG-1.D.1). As previously detailed, the
majority of the trails are sited along existing rights-of way and private roads. Although most
existing properties in Segment 1 may be residential uses by the time this segment is permitted
to construct, it is not guaranteed that approval of these uses would occur. As the existing lands
are designated for agricultural uses, the direct loss of agricultural lands would be significant and
unavoidable.

Impact AG-2: Land Use Compatibility/Agricultural Impacts (Indirect Impacts)

According to the Gaviota Coastal Trail and Access Study (SBTC 2013), open unfenced public
access is currently permitted through Santa Barbara Ranch;—which-censisted-ef-abeoutabout the
ranch supported approximately 40 grazing cattle in the spring of 2013. No incidents or conflicts
between hikers and livestock have been reported. Within Segment 1, therefore, it could be
concluded that the implementation of an official trail, which may include fencing or other
measures as necessary, would not negatively impact existing agricultural operations. The draft
Trail Design Guidelines_(Appendix_C), for example, state that trails shall be sited to avoid
bisecting the agricultural operation and any conflicts with the movement of livestock from one
area to another within the landholding; however, these guidelines have not been incorporated
into the proposed Plan.

However, while fencing and buffering between trails and active agricultural operations could
minimize potential indirect impacts by placing barriers and distance between potentially
incompatible uses, potential site constraints could exist that make implementation of these
programmatic—mitigation-measures infeasible. In addition, it cannot be guaranteed that private
landowners would agree to such mitigatien—-measures. Therefore, the construction of trails in
each—of-thefive—segments—that cross agricultural lands could result in potentially significant
agricultural resource impacts that would remain significant and unavoidable at this level of
analysis.

4.13-38 County of Santa Barbara



Gaviota Coast Plan Final EIR 4.13 Parks, Recreation, and Trails

Mitigation

MM PR-1 Addresses Adverse Physical Environmental Effects Resulting from
Additional Recreational Facilities

The Gaviota Coast Plan Trail Siting Guidelines shall be adopted and used by Planning and
Development in_approving future trail development. The Gaviota Coast Plan Trail Siting
Guidelines are intended to guide future trail development while protecting and preserving
natural, cultural, agricultural, and visual resources as well as the privacy of residents and
landowners. The guidelines require future trail segments to be located and designed so that
they are safe and accessible for users, minimize impacts upon surrounding land uses and
sensitive environmental resources, and are easily maintained.

Residual Impacts

Although implementation of MM PR-1 would reduce impacts to agricultural resources, {impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable given uncertainty as to whether final trail locations
would be able to avoid agricultural resources or prevent any potential incompatibilities due to
individual site constraints that could make implementation infeasible even-with-the-incorporation

of programmatic-mitigation-(Class_| impact).

Impact Significance Conclusion Class

Impact AG-1: Direct Conversion of Prime Agricultural

Land to Non-Agricultural Use Significant and Unavoidable Class |

Impact AG-2: Land Use Compatibility / Agricultural

Interface (Indirect Impacts) Significant and Unavoidable Class |

e. Air Quality

This section addresses the impacts of the-each PRT segment as it relates to Air Quality. For
background on the regulatory environment and thresholds used to determine significance, refer
to Section 4.5.
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Impact AQ-1: Plan Consistency

The construction of trails would not affect regional growth projections and therefore would not
affect Plan consistency with the Air Quality Plan. Impacts associated with Plan consistency
would be less than significant.

Impact AQ-2: Criteria Pollutants

There would be no operational emissions associated with the-any trail alignments-within-any-of
the-five-segments; therefore, trail alignments would not contribute to an exceedance of AAQS.
Impacts associated with AAQS would be less than significant.

Impact AQ-3: Stationary Toxic Air Contaminant Sources

Trails do not emit TACs and are not considered sensitive receptors. Thus, trail alignments would
not likely expose sensitive receptors to TACs despite the presence of the Highway 101 and
railroad corridor, which are potential sources of TACs. Impacts associated with TACs would be
less than significant.

Impact AQ-4: Odors

The use of trails does not typically generate objectionable odors. Therefore, odor impacts
associated with trail alignments within each segment would be less than significant.

Impact AQ-5: GHG Emissions

Trail construction would contribute to GHG emissions, as would vehicles used by trail users to
get to the trailheads. GHG emissions for the entire Plan were calculated in Section 4.5 and
Appendix G. The contribution of the proposed Plan to GHG emissions was found to be less than
significant. Therefore, GHG impacts associated with implementation of each trail segment of
trails-and associated facilities would be less than significant.

Mitigation
Impacts on air quality would be less than significant, no mitigation measures would be required.
Residual Impacts

Impacts would be less than significant;_no residual impacts would remain (Class Ill impact).
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Impact Significance Conclusion Class
Impact AQ-1: Plan Consistency Less than Significant Class Ill
Impact AQ-2: Criteria Pollutants Less than Significant Class lll
Impact AQ-3: Stationary Toxic Air Contaminant Sources Less than Significant Class Ill
Impact AQ-4: Odors Less than Significant Class Ill
Impact AQ-5: GHG Emissions Less than Significant Class lll

f. Biological Resources

This section addresses the impacts of each PRT segment as it relates to Biological Resources.
For background on the regulatory environment and thresholds used to determine significance,
refer to Section 4.6.

Impact BIO-1: Sensitive Vegetation

Trails would be sited to avoid sensitive vegetation types to the greatest extent practicable.
Potential impacts i—each—segment—could include the loss of the following vegetation
communities, as each of these habitat types is either considered sensitive in its entirety or has
potential to support sensitive vegetation and other habitat types (see Section 4.6.1.2):

o Native forests and woodlands

e coastal scrub habitats

e Rare native grassland and herbaceous vegetation

e Coastal wetlands, including, but not limited to: estuarine, riverine and riparian habitats;
¢ Marine mammal haulouts;

e Raptor nesting and breeding areas

The majority of trails have—-beencorridors are proposed to be sited in previously developed
areas, or immediately adjacent to developed areas (i.e., Highway 101 and the railroad).
However, tFhere are biological constraints within each of the coastal alignments.—hewever. For
example, Segment 1 would require crossings along Eagle and Tomate Canyons in order to
avoid impacts to riparian habitat. Within the central part of this segment, the Coastal Trail veers
southwest from the railroad, away from previously developed areas. This portion of the segment
would have the potential to impact sensitive vegetation communities.

Segment 2 would require the crossing of Las Llagas Canyon and Cafiada de Destilladera and
associated sensitive riparian vegetation. The use of existing road alignments and bridges would
reduce the potential for impacts. Sensitive upland vegetation would be easier to avoid through
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trail design. However, this segment would have the potential to impact sensitive vegetation
communities.

Segment 3 would cross El Capitan Canyon, Cafiada del Corral, Cafiada del Venadito, Cafiada
del Refugio, and Tajiguas Creek. While sensitive upland vegetation can be found along the
ocean bluffs, it is these riparian crossings that represent the greatest potential for impacts to
sensitive vegetation. Therefore, this segment would have the potential to impact sensitive
vegetation.

Segment 4 would cross Arroyo Quemado, Cafada de la Pila, Cafiada de la Huerta, and Arroyo
Hondo. As with the previous segments, the potential for impacts to sensitive vegetation occurs
along the entire segment, but is lowest along existing roads and the railroad and highest within
the riparian areas associated with canyons, creeks, and drainages. Therefore, this segment
would have the potential to impact sensitive vegetation.

Segment 5 would cross the most riparian areas; Cafiada del Molino, Cafiada de las Zorrillas,
Cafnada San Onofre, Cafada del Leon, Cafada Alcatraz, Cafiada del Cementerio, Cafiada del
Barro, and Cafada de la Gaviota. Therefore, this segment would have the potential to impact
sensitive vegetation. As with the previous segments, while sensitive vegetation could be
encountered anywhere along the alignments, it is least likely along the transportation corridors
in the upland areas and most likely within the riparian areas that must be crossed. Therefore,
this segment would have the potential to impact sensitive vegetation.

Policy NS-2, which would be required to be implemented within each segment, outlines how the
proposed Plan aims to protect natural resources. Where special-status plant and animal species
are found pursuant to the review of a discretionary project, the habitat in which the sensitive
species is located shall be preserved to the maximum extent feasible. Within the Coastal Zone,
ESH areas shall be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses
dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas. Development in areas
adjacent to ESH areas and parks and recreation areas is required to be sited and designed to
prevent impacts that would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the
continuance of those habitat and recreation areas.

A site-specific biological review of each proposed trail corridorsegment would be required prior
to implementation. The biological review would set forth avoidance, minimization, and
restoration measures (as necessary), which have been identified as Plan policies and
development standards. It is likely that these measures would reduce potential impacts to
sensitive vegetation communities to a less than significant level.

However, the feasibility of implementation of these measures cannot be determined until the
time of project-level review of each segment. In addition, it is unknown if feasible on-site or off-
site mitigation opportunities will be available at the time each segment is proposed. Therefore,
potential impacts to sensitive vegetation would be significant and unavoidable.
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Impact BIO-2: Sensitive Plant Species

Construction of trails and associated facilities within-each-segment-would have the potential to
impact sensitive plant species known to occur within the proposed Plan Area (see Table 4.6-3).
As previously detailed in Section 4.6.1.2, the proposed Pplants listed only include those that
have been observed and are federally listed, state listed, or on CNPS Lists 1 or 2. A number of
other plants or trees would need to be evaluated during the site-specific biological survey that
would be required prior to implementing each segment for construction of trails and facilities.

Furthermore, additional federally- or state-listed plant species may occur within the proposed
Plan Area that have yet to be observed. Although critical habitat for federally endangered or
threatened plant species does not occur within all segments, this does not necessarily preclude
the potential for such species to be present. Critical habitat for southern steelhead coincides
with riparian areas and creeks within each segment. Critical habitat for Gaviota tarplant and
California red-legged frog is found in Segment 5.

Development of trails and associated facilities would likely include the following types of
activities that may result in impacts to sensitive plant species, mature oak trees, or native
specimen trees: direct removal by grading or brush clearing, including thinning for fuel
management and vegetation trimming/clearing; compaction within root zones of trees; removal
from construction of permanent trails, trailheads, parking areas, and associated facilities; and
introduction of non-native invasive plant species due to trail use.

Each segment has been conceptually designed to be located within or adjacent to previously
disturbed areas to the greatest extent practicable. In addition, the proposed Plan contains
numerous policies and development standards which seek to provide further protection of
sensitive plant species within the proposed Plan Area. These Plan policies and development
standards would ensure that sensitive plant species impacts resulting from development are
minimized. Although a project-level biological report would specify mitigation (if necessary) for
impacts to sensitive plant species, it cannot be guaranteed at this level of analysis that
mitigation measures would be feasible or fully reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Therefore, impacts would be significant and unavoidable at this level of analysis.

Impact BIO-3: Sensitive Wildlife Species

Construction of trails and associated facilities in—each-segment-has the potential to impact
sensitive wildlife species known or with potential to occur within the proposed Plan Area (see
Appendix G), as well as active nests of raptors or migratory bird species. Some of these species
may have low potential to occur within certain segments, and precise locations of sensitive
wildlife species and extent of habitat would need to be identified through on-site reconnaissance
in conjunction with proposed future development.

Trails and associated facilities within each segment also have the potential to impact USFWS
Final Critical Habitat for southern steelhead, which coincides with riparian areas and creeks.
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Under Section 7 and 10 of the Federal ESA, USFWS has regulatory authority over actions
involving potential “take” of federally listed endangered or threatened plant and animal species.
If bridges or other types of crossings are used to cross creeks in the proposed Plan Area, which
is anticipated, impacts would likely be minimized to such species, pending final design and
subsequent environmental review. Other potential direct impacts within each segment could be
the removal, fragmentation, or modification of suitable habitat (e.g., habitat conversion from
livestock grazing or change in hydrology with addition of impervious surfaces and irrigation
practices), or indirect impacts from increased noise to nesting raptors, such as the white-tailed
kite. These impacts may be direct, indirect, short-term, or long-term.

Although a project-level biological report would specify mitigation (if necessary) for impacts to
sensitive wildlife species in each segment, it cannot be guaranteed at this level of analysis that
mitigation measures would be feasible or fully reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Therefore, impacts would be significant and unavoidable at this level of analysis.

Impact BIO-4: Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters

Construction of trails and associated facilities has the potential to impact wetlands, non-wetland
waters, and riparian habitat. Coastal bluffs within each coastal segment may have the potential
to support vernal pools. As previously detailed, there are many creeks/riparian areas within the
proposed Plan Area. Wetlands and vernal pools may have the potential to support federally
listed species including tidewater goby, southern steelhead, and fairy shrimp.

Although it is likely that riparian areas within each segment would require bridges or other types
of crossings, final design has not occurred at this stage of analysis. A project-level biological
report would specify mitigation (if necessary) for impacts to riparian areas. However, it cannot
be guaranteed at this level of analysis that mitigation measures would be feasible or fully reduce
impacts to a less than significant level. Therefore, impacts would be significant and unavoidable
at this level of analysis.

Impact BIO-5: Wildlife Movement Corridors

Trails and associated facilities within each segment may occur through wildlife movement
corridors. In fact, trails are often used by wildlife when humans are not present. However, as
previously detailed, trails within each segment have been conceptually designed to follow
previously disturbed linear areas, such as Highway 101 and the railroad to the greatest extent
practicable while providing for improved coastal access and views. Although fencing may be
required in some areas of the segment to avoid potential conflicts with cattle grazing and other
agricultural operations, it can be designed in a manner to not preclude the movement of other
wildlife. As detailed in Dev Std NS-1: Wildlife Corridors, environmental review of development
proposals shall evaluate and mitigate for the significant effects on wildlife movement caused by
fencing, roads, lighting, and siting.
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Although it is likely that implementation of trails in each segment would not significantly disrupt
or interfere with wildlife movement corridors, it cannot be specifically determined at this level of
programmatic analysis. Therefore, impacts would be significant and unavoidable at this level of
analysis.

Mitigation

As previously stated, implementation of trails and associated facilities would require a project-
level biological survey and technical report that would detail potential impacts and associated
mitigation measures, if necessary. Avoidance of impacts to sensitive resources would be the
preferred mitigation. MM PR-1 requires adoption of Gaviota Coast Plan Trail Siting Guidelines,
which include guidelines directing the siting, design, construction, and maintenance of trails to
protect and preserve biological and other natural resources. However, at this level of analysis, it
cannot be guaranteed that mitigation would be feasible, or would reduce potential impacts to a
less than significant level.

Residual Impacts

Impacts to biological resources associated with PRT would remain significant and unavoidable,
even with the implementation of mitigation measures (Class | impact).

Impact Significance Conclusion Class

Impact BIO-1: Impacts on Sensitive Vegetation Significant_and; Unavoidable Class |
Communities Impacts

- . Significant_and; Unavoidable

Impact BIO-2: Impacts on Sensitive Plant Species i Class |
P P P tmpacts

Impact BIO-3: Impacts on Sensitive Wildlife Species Significant and; Unavoidable Class |
mpaets

Impact BIO-4: Impacts on Jurisdictional Wetlands and  Significant_and; Unavoidable Class |
Waters mpaets

Impact BIO-5: Impacts on Wildlife Movement Significant, Unavoidable

’ Class |

Corridors Impacts

g. Flooding and Water Resources

This section addresses the impacts of PRT Maps Amendments as it-they relates to Flooding
and Water Resources. For background on the regulatory environment and thresholds used to
determine significance, refer to Section 4.7.

Impact WR-1: Flooding

Flood hazards are limited to the coastal areas and mouths of rivers and creeks near the coast.
The presence of bluffs, limits the extent of inland flooding from storm surge. There are many
locations in the proposed Plan Area where creeks may qualify as flood hazard areas. While trail
alignments and beach access would occur within these low-lying areas, they would retain
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pervious surface levels and would not increase flooding potential. In addition, trail design would
take into account the anticipated impacts of sea level rise. Therefore, due to trail design and the
intermittent nature of trail use, trail users would not be subject to significant flood hazards.
Potential flooding impacts would be less than significant.

Impact WR-2: Runoff and Drainage

Trail alignments in each segment could alter drainage patterns and result in localized drainage
problems such as ponding. Trailhead parking facilities could increase pervious surfaces, which
could increase flooding hazards and result in runoff and drainage impacts. Trails and parking
facilities in each segment would be required to comply Comprehensive Plan policies related to
runoff and water quality and the County’s Storm Water Regulations and Grading Code, which
requires on-site retention to control runoff from new development. Potential runoff and drainage
impacts would be less than significant through compliance with existing regulations.

Impact WR-3: Water Quality

Water quality in-each-segment-could be adversely impacted by trash from users of recreational
trails and coastal access points. In addition, erosion from trail use could increase sedimentation
in downstream water bodies. Trailhead parking areas have the potential to introduce
contaminants, such as motor oil, gasoline, and heavy metals. With adherence to existing
regulations, including the County Grading Code and the Storm Water Management and
Discharge Control Ordinance along with conformance to post-construction development
standards, Comprehensive Plan policies, impacts to water quality would be less than significant.
Furthermore, Policy REC-6 supports the placement of trash facilities at major trailheads, which
would promote placement of trash in the correct receptacle.

Mitigation

As impacts from implementation of PRT improvements would be less than significant, mitigation
would not be required.

Residual Impacts

Impacts related to flooding and water resources associated with PRT would be less than
significant and no residual impacts would remain (Class Ill impact).

Impact Significance Conclusion Class
Impact WR-1: Flooding Less than Significant Class lll
Impact WR-2: Runoff and Drainage Less than Significant Class IlI

Impact WR-3: Water Quality Less than Significant Class lll
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h. Cultural and Historical Resources

This section addresses the impacts of the implementation of the facilities on the PRT map to
Cultural and Historical Resources. For background on the regulatory environment and
thresholds used to determine significance, refer to Section 4.8.

Impact CR-1: Impacts on Historical and Archaeological Resources

As each trail segment traverses the coast, it is likely that numerous culturally-significant sites
could be present within the conceptual trail alignments. For example, the Chumash tribe had
established permanent villages that typically occur along the coastline near water sources.
There are known village sites along Dos Pueblos Canyon (SBTC 2013).

In the Mexican and early American period in the 1840s and 1850s, former mission and rancho
lands within the proposed Plan Area were acquired by American settlers such as Nicholas Den,
who ran a successful cattle ranch on the Dos Pueblos Ranch (SBTC 2013). Following severe
droughts in 1863-1864, many of the original ranchos, including the original Dos Pueblos rancho,
were subdivided or sold. In the late 1880s, early settlers such as John H. and Alice P. Williams
planned unfulfilled real estate development, such as the City of Naples-by-the-Sea, while
successfully pursuing development of crops such as walnuts, orchids, or lemons (SBTC 2013).

Although portions of each segment—proposed trail (coastal and inland) may have been
inventoried for cultural resources, surveys conducted to date have not covered the entire Plan
Area, which has a high potential to contain historic resources. While it is not likely that trails in
each segment would impact the built environment, a site-specific survey would still be required.
As previously detailed, most trails in each segment have been conceptually sited along
previously developed areas.

Nevertheless, the possibility exists that some of the trails and associated facilities could be
proposed in areas containing historic or prehistoric sites or artifacts, as well as areas defined as
rural historic landscapes, traditional cultural properties, tribal cultural resources, and traditional
tribal cultural places. A site-specific cultural resources survey and report would be required prior
to implementation of each trail segment, which would recommend avoidance, minimization, and
protection measures (as necessary) for historical and archaeological resources. The feasibility
of implementation of these measures cannot be determined until the time of project-level review
of each segment. Therefore, impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation

As previously stated, implementation of trails and associated facilities in each segment would
require a project-level cultural resources survey and technical report that would detail potential
impacts and associated mitigation measures, if necessary. MM PR-1 requires adoption of
Gaviota Coast Plan Trail Siting Guidelines, which include guidelines directing the siting, design,
construction, and maintenance of trails to protect and preserve archaeological and historic
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resources. However, at this level of analysis, it cannot be guaranteed that mitigation would be
feasible, or would reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level.

Residual Impacts

Impacts to cultural resources associated with PRT would remain significant and unavoidable,
even with the implementation of mitigation measures (Class | impact).

Impact Significance Conclusion Class
Impact CR-1: Impacts on Historical and Significant and Class |
Archaeological Resources UnmitigableUnavoidable

i. Public Services

This section addresses the impacts of each PRT segment as it relates to Public Services. For
background on the regulatory environment and thresholds used to determine significance, refer
to Section 4.9.

Impact SERV-1: Emergency Response Plans

Implementation of PRT improvements would not be associated with any habitable land uses or
facilities that could block or interfere with the implementation of an emergency response plan;
therefore, impact SERV-1 would be less than significant.

Impact SERV-2: Wildland Fires

Implementation of PRT improvements in-each-segment-would not introduce residences within
wildland fire hazard areas. Many areas of the proposed Plan Area are designated as “High Fire
Hazard” areas. However, the use of trails is intermittent and does not represent a use that would
result in a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. Trail users can
represent a source of wildfire risk if users attempt to dispose of lit cigarettes in dry brush areas.
However, these types of activities would not be considered typical of trail users and would be
considered an unlikely scenario. In addition, the presence of trail users can result in the
immediate reporting of wildfires. As a result, potential wildfire impacts (SERV-2) within each
segment would be less than significant.

Impacts SERV-3 Through SERV-5: Fire Protection, Law Enforcement, and Schools

Trails and other facilities ineach-segment-would not result in an increase in demand for fire or
police services because service ratios are based on resident population, not transitory users of
recreational facilities. In addition, no new facilities are needed to serve the proposed Plan Area
at buildout and no new facilities are proposed in conjunction with the proposed Plan to cover the
impacts of buildout of the proposed Plan Area. Therefore, the contribution to impacts from the
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construction of new public facilities associated with each segment would not be cumulatively
considerable and impacts SERV-3 through SERV-5 would be less than significant.

Impact SERV-6: Solid Waste

Implementation of each segment would result in a nominal increase in solid waste generation in
associated with trash from recreational trailhead trash facilities and bathrooms. As previously
detailed, however, existing trails within each of the five segments are informally used by
recreational users. As discussed in Section 4.9 Public Services, landfill capacity is adequate to
serve Plan Area at buildout, thus implementation of each segment would not result in significant
impacts to solid waste. Solid waste (SERV-6) impacts would be less than significant.

Impact SERV-7: Water and Wastewater Facilities

The restroom facilities planned for each segment would be serviced by on-site septic systems or
dry wells that are sized for the intended use. Impact SERV-7 would be less than significant.

Impact SERV-8: Water Supplies

Construction of trails and other facilities would require nominal water use during construction
and operation. Operational water use would be limited to the restroom facilities in each
segment, which would not require a significant amount of water supplies. Impact SERV-9 would
be less than significant.

Mitigation

PRT impacts on public services would be less than significant, therefore no mitigation measures
would be required.

Residual Impacts

Impacts on public services associated with PRT would be less than significant and no residual
impacts would remain (Class Il impact).

Impact Significance Conclusion Class

Impact SERV-1 Emergency Response Plans Less than Significant Class IlI
Impact SERV-2 Wildland Fires Less than Significant Class Il
Impact SERV-3 Fire Protection Less than Significant Class Il
Impact SERV-4 Law Enforcement Less than Significant Class IlI
Impact SERV-5 Schools N/A

Impact SERV-6 Solid Waste Less than Significant Class lll
Impact SERV-7 Water and Wastewater Facilities Less than Significant Class Il
Impact SERV-8 Water Supplies Less than Significant Class Il
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J. Noise

This section addresses the impacts of each_ PRT segment as it relates to Noise. For background
on the regulatory environment and thresholds used to determine significance, refer to Section
4.10.

Impact NOS-1: Noise Exposure

Implementation of trails, facilities, and access improvements in—each-segment-would result in
recreational activities such as hiking, bicycling, picnicking, swimming, surfing, windsurfing,
diving, fishing, walking on the beach, and horseback riding. These passive recreational activities
do not generate substantial noise levels.

Human activities usually associated with sensitive receptors include, but are not limited to,
talking, reading, and sleeping. Trails or recreational activities are not considered sensitive
receptors. Although trails in each_coastal segment are sited along Highway 101 and the railroad,
it—they would not result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to excessive noise levels, as
recreational users are not stationary and are not considered sensitive receptors. Impacts
associated with the exposure of noise-sensitive receptors (NOS-1) to elevated noise levels
would be less than significant.

Impact NOS-2: Ambient Noise Level

Implementation of trails and facilities ir—each-segment-would not involve activities that would
result in a permanent increase in ambient noise levels. Impacts associated with the increase in
ambient noise levels for noise-sensitive receptors (NOS-2) would be less than significant.

Impact NOS-3: Construction Noise

Implementation of PRT improvements would involve construction of several trail alignments and
trailheads-in-each-segment, as well as trailhead parking in proximity to Highway 101 within each
segment. Other recreational amenities may include picnic tables, restrooms, signage, and
bicycle parking. Hand tools would be required for most of the trail construction because the trails
would follow existing topographic contours and alignments where practicable. However, in some
locations, a variety of heavier trail building equipment may be required. This equipment could
include a bobcat, ditch witch, trail dozer, and a compact utility loader. Some power tools
including weed whips, chain saws, hand-held auger, and a chipper may also occasionally be
required.

A majority of the trail alignments in-each-segment-are located within open space and agricultural
areas away from sensitive receptors. In Segment 1, a secondary route is proposed adjacent to
residential uses in the Naples area, however, this alignment is in an area that is relatively flat
and clear of heavy vegetation, and would not require the use of heavy trail building equipment.
Noise levels from construction of trails or other recreational amenities would not exceed 65
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dB(A).q at sensitive receptors locations due to the distances between proposed trails and
residential uses, the nature of trail construction (hand tools and limited small equipment use), in
addition to compliance with Section 9.16.015 of the County of Santa Barbara Municipal Code
which requires noise levels from construction not to exceed 5 dB(A) above ambient noise levels
at the nearest property line of a property used for residential purposes between the hours of
8:00 p.M. of any day and 7:00 A.Mm. of the following day unless a special permit therefor has been
applied for and granted by the Chief of Building and Zoning. Impacts associated with
construction noise (NOS-3) within each segment would be less than significant.

Mitigation

As noise impacts from PRT improvements would be less than significant, mitigation is not
required.

Residual Impacts

Noise impacts from PRT improvements would be less than significant, and no residual impacts
would remain (Class Ill impact).

Impact Significance Conclusion Class
Impact NOS-1: Noise Exposure Less than Significant Class Il
Impact NOS-2: Ambient Noise Level Increase Less than Significant Class lll
Impact NOS-3: Construction Noise Less than Significant Class Il

k. Geologic Hazards/Soils/Mineral Resources

This section addresses the impacts of each PRT segment as it relates to Geologic
Hazards/Soils/Mineral Resources. For background on the regulatory environment and
thresholds used to determine significance, refer to Section 4.11.

Impact GEO-1: Seismic Hazards

Seismic hazards that have the potential to impact each-segmentPRT may include ground
rupture, ground acceleration (shaking), liquefaction, earthquake-induced tsunamis, and
earthquake-induced landslides. As previously detailed, recreational users already frequent each
segment and use unimproved trails and beach access areas. Improvements in each segment
would likely increase the safety and stability of trails. In addition, the PRT improvements would
not lead to the development of new housing or commercial uses, the potential for seismic
hazards to expose people and structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including loss,
injury, or death is low. Impact GEO-1 would be less than significant.
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Impact GEO-2: Soil Erosion

| Each coastal trail segment is susceptible to both coastal erosion along sea cliffs and erosion
from runoff (slopewash). In addition, sea level rise threatens to inundate low lying areas and to
accelerate erosion of coastal bluffs. Implementation of any trails and other facilities in—each
segment-would have the potential to result in soil erosion due to trail construction and trail use
on steep slopes and construction, and_in the Coastal Zone, use of new coastal access points at
coastal areas susceptible to erosion.

| As previously detailed, informal recreational users frequent each coastal segment and use
unimproved trails and beach access areas. Improvements would likely increase the safety and
stability of trails. Conformance to mandated County grading requirements would ensure that
future grading and construction operations would minimize significant soil erosion impacts,
however proper siting of trail is required in order to completely avoid impacts. As a result, soil
erosion impacts (GEO-2) from implementation of PRT improvements would be less than
significant but—mitigable—with ircerporation—implementation of Plan policies that address
appropriate siting to avoid erosion impacts_and implementation of Action REC-4, which requires
development and adoption of Trail Siting Guidelines concurrently with the Plan. These
guidelines require that trail grades are not so steep that erosion cannot be controlled, that trails
are not located in areas with high potential for erosion, and that trails are maintained and
monitored to ensure erosion is controlled.

Impact GEO-3: Geologic Instability and Radon Gas

Radon gas is associated with Rincon Formation soils, which underlies a significant portion of the
proposed Plan Area including a majority of the coastal zone in the eastern portion of the
proposed Plan Area, which would include each of the five segments. Grading and development
within these soils could result in the release of radon gas during construction and within newly
constructed structures, such as restroom facilities. Development within each segment would be
required to adhere to the County’s Grading Code, which requires the preparation of a site-
specific geotechnical report. Impacts associated with landslides or compressible and expansive
soils would also be avoided or reduced through engineering design that meets or exceeds
adherence to the County’s Building Code and the California Building Code. Compliance with
established development and engineering standards and codes, as well as conformance to the
recommendations of a site-specific geotechnical report, would ensure future development is not
subject to geologic instability.

The main component of the PRT improvements, the construction of trails, would not be affected
by radon gas. However, the proposed Plan does not include a policy that addresses radon gas
issues for state-mapped elevated radon hazard zones. Thus, impacts associated with radon gas
would be significant but mitigable for structures, such as restrooms.
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Impact GEO-4: Mineral Resources

The Mineral Resources Area overlay is a Land Use Element overlay that depicts an area of
known deposit of metallic and non-metallic resources and mineral fuel. Extraction is permitted in
these areas with the required permits and environmental safeguards. The proposed Plan
proposes to remove the mapped overlay within the proposed Plan Area since information used
to map the adopted overlay is out of date and more accurate information exists regarding
mineral resource areas. The California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and
Geothermal Resources has mapped the location of oil and gas wells along and adjacent to the
Gaviota Coast, both onshore and offshore. Potentially significant conflicts between trails in each
segment and oil/gas wells and associated facilities would be avoided through_implementation of
Plan policies that address appropriate siting to avoid erosion impacts and implementation of
Action REC-4, which reqguires development and adoption of Trail Siting Guidelines concurrently
with the Plan.-adherenceto-the recommendation ontained-in-the =Y Design-Guidelines.

Mitigation

As impacts related to seismic hazards, soil erosion, geologic instability and radon gas, and
mineral resources would be less than significant_through implementation of Plan policies and
actions, mitigation is not required. MM GEO-2, identified in Section 4.11 to address impacts
associated with development on Rincon Formation soils or within state-mapped elevated radon
hazard zones would also mitigate Impact GEO-3 associated with PRT structures such as
restrooms located within these same areas. i j

N Action

Residual Impacts

Impacts regarding geologic hazards, {soil_serosion, geologic instability and radon gas, and
Imineral resources, associated with PRT would be less than significant with implementation of
Plan policies and actions ircorperation-ofmitigation-(Class Il impact)._Impacts associated with
locating structures, such as restrooms within state-mapped elevated radon hazard zones would
be mitigated by MM GEO-2 to less than significant (Class Il impact).

Impact Significance Conclusion Class
Impact GEO-1: Seismic Hazards Less than Significant Class Ill
Impact GEO-2: Soil Erosion Less than Significant Class Il
Impact GEO-3: Geologic Instability and Radon Gas Less than Significant Class lll
Impact GEO-4: Mineral Resources Less than Significant Class IlI
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|. Hazardous Materials and Risk of Upset

This section addresses the impacts of each PRT segment as they relate to Hazardous Materials
and Risk of Upset. For background on the regulatory environment and thresholds used to
determine significance, refer to Section 4.12.

Impact HAZ-1: Hazardous Materials Sites

Figure 4.12-1 details the location of known hazardous materials sites. While there are no known
listed sites that represent an ongoing concern within Segment 1, hazardous materials sites are
known from Segments 2-5. and—a—hazardous—materials—search—and—assessment—would—be
eguired-prior-to-implementation-of-the PRTrecommendations—In addition, many areas of each
segment have been used for agricultural purposes, and the soils may contain pesticides or other
residue. As discussed in Section 4.12, Impact HAZ-1, for proposed residential development, the
requlations listed in Section 4.12.2 would require future projects to complete site assessments
for hazardous materials and, if necessary, require the completion of site cleanup or abatement
in_a manner _that prevents impacts on workers, future recreational uses, and the environment.
Future recreation projects would be required to assess and identify the potential presence of
hazardous materials during siting and permitting. |f hazardous materials are identified, further
evaluation or remediation _may be necessary, depending upon the substances present,
concentration, and location. Implementation of Comprehensive Plan Hazardous Waste and
Safety Element policies and compliance with the aforementioned requlatory framework would
ensure that impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, impacts from hazardous materials
sites (HAZ-1) would be less than significant through implementation of the existing requlatory

frameworkeensidered-potentially-significant.

Impact HAZ-2: Release of Hazardous Materials

Trail improvements ir-each-segment-would not be associated with uses that would involve the
handling or release of hazardous materials. Potential uses would include passive recreational
activities such as hiking, bicycling, picnicking, swimming, surfing, and horseback riding. These
activities would not involve hazardous materials or the potential upset or release of hazardous
materials. Impact HAZ-2 would be less than significant.

Mitigation

Impacts would be less than significant; therefore no mitigation is required. A-hazardous-material
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Residual Impacts

Impacts regarding hazardous materials and risk of upset associated with PRT would be less
than significant with incorporation of mitigation (Class Il impact).

Impact Significance Conclusion Class
Impact HAZ-1: Hazardous Material Sites Less than Significant Class IlI
Impact HAZ-2: Release of Hazardous Material Less than Significant Class I

Impact PR-2: Increased Demand for Recreational Facilities

Buildout of the proposed Plan would result in the development of new residential units and
limited commercial development over the next twenty years. The parks-to-population policy ratio
in the County is 4.7 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents. As detailed in Chapter 2, the
proposed Plan Area currently is estimated to support 234 existing single-family homes and 17
farm employee housing units. Considering the 2030 estimated household size of 2.9 persons,
the current population in the proposed Plan Area is estimated at 728 persons (Santa Barbara
County Association of Governments [SBCAG] 2002), resulting in an existing minimum need of
3.4 acres of County parkland. Horizon year buildout of the proposed Plan would yield an
additional 167 single-family residential units and 9 agricultural employee housing units.
Considering the 2030 estimated household size of 2.9 persons, horizon year buildout would
result in an additional 510 residents (SBCAG, 2002). Therefore, the projected population of the
proposed Plan Area at horizon year buildout is 1,238, which would result in a minimum
requirement of 5.8 acres of County parkland.

Existing parks and open space in the proposed Plan Area, as listed in Table 4.13-2, provide
22,788.5 acres of parkland and open space. However, a large portion of this land is not readily
accessible due to its location in remote areas without formal recreational access, such as lands
within the Los Padres National Forest. Therefore, it is conservatively estimated that all of Los
Padres National Forest is inaccessible (15,634 acres) and 1,500 acres from both El Capitan and
Gaviota State Parks are inaccessible (3,000 acres). With these assumptions, there would be
approximately 4,154.5 acres of accessible parkland within the proposed Plan Area. This would
equate to 3.6 acres per resident or 3,600 acres per 1,000 residents (at horizon year buildout) of
nearby parkland or open space that could be reasonably accessed. Excluded parkland includes
recreational facilities within the Los Padres National Forest, adjacent jurisdictions, and 3,000
acres of the 5,419 acres within Gaviota State Park and El Capitan State Beach. The amount of
parkland in the proposed Plan Area greatly exceeds the County parks-to-population requirement
of 4.7 acres per 1,000 persons and meets the County and Quimby Act requirement. As a result,
impacts from increased demand for recreational facilities associated with growth accommodated
by Plan buildout and rezones would be less than significant.

While ample recreational facilities are already in existence, the proposed Plan calls for
continued development of coastal access and trails across the proposed Plan Area-asfurther
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detailed—undertmpact-PR-2-below. In addition, uses allowed under the Gaviota Agricultural

Tiered Permit Structure would support expansion of private rural recreational opportunities on
agriculture 1l zoned lands within the proposed Plan Area. Rural recreational uses could include
horseback riding, fishing, guest ranch/farmstay, and camping. Furthermore, future development
under the proposed Plan would require the dedication of land or payment of in-lieu fees, or a
combination of both, for park and recreational purposes as a condition of approval of a tract
map or parcel map. These collected fees or allocated lands would be used to create additional
parks, trails, and recreation facilities, in order to help maintain demand associated with the
proposed Plan Area’s future residents and provide recreational opportunities for the
communities surrounding the proposed Plan Area. As the proposed Plan Area already
accommodates adequate recreational facilities to accommodate demand and the proposed Plan
would promote expansion of recreational trails and amenities, itmpacts from increased demand
for recreational facilities associated with growth accommodated by Plan buildout and rezones

would be less-than-sighificantbeneficial.

Table 4.13-2: Existing Parks, Recreational Facilities, and Open Space
in the Plan Area and Vicinity

Name Acres Ownership Facility Type

Plan Area Facilities and Open Space

Gaviota State Park 2,787 State Parks Active Park
El Capitan State Beach/El Capitan Ranch 2,632 State Parks Active Park
Refugio State Beach 930 State Parks Active Park
Jalama Beach County Park 23.5 County Park Active Park

Coastline at Cafiada del Leon, Cafiada San Onofre,
Cafiada del Molino, Cafiada de Guillermo, Corral Beach unknown State Parks
and Phillips Tajiguas West

Unimproved coastal
access

Land Trust for

Arroyo Hondo Preserve 782 Santa Barbara Open Space
County
El Capitan Canyon Campground 350 Private Active Park
Los Padres National Forest 15,634 Federal Open Space
Total 23,138.5

SOURCE: County of Santa Barbara 2013c; California State Parks, 2015

Applicable Community Plan Policies, Programs, and Standards

The proposed Plan contains numerous policies that address trails and coastal access. Overall,
these policies support provision of new trails and coastal access within the proposed Plan Area.
These policies would be beneficial because they support increasing the availability of parkland.

4.13-56 County of Santa Barbara



Gaviota Coast Plan Final EIR 4.13 Parks, Recreation, and Trails

Mitigation

The proposed Plan would be beneficial regarding the development of parklands and demand for
recreational facilities_ would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation is not required.

Residual Impacts

PRT impacts associated with Plan implementation would be positive (Class IV impact).
4.13.4 Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Impacts

Adverse Physical Impacts

The implementation of improvements including recreational trails and coastal access points
shown on the PRT maps could result in a range of environmental impacts depending on the
size, location, and type of park-recreational facilities. As noted above in the setting and in
Impact PR-21, parks and recreational facilities in the proposed Plan Area are shared among the
residents of the unincorporated Plan Area and the cities of Santa Barbara and Goleta.

The development of additional parks and recreational amenities to meet the intent of Plan
policies and the demands from study area growth could result in environmental impacts within
the proposed Plan Area. Physical impacts associated with implementation of planned
recreational trails and amenities would be addressed and mitigated through separate CEQA
review on a case-by-case basis. In addition, the proposed Plan contains a number of policies
that would help ensure that environmental impacts from development are avoided to the
maximum extent feasible. Despite MM PR-1 and Plan policies that-discussed above in Impact
PR-21, that would ensure trails are appropriately sited to avoid important biological and
agricultural resources, impacts from construction of recreational facilities are considered
significant and unavoidable.

However, atthe-cumulatively-tevel, adverse physical impacts associated with the construction of
recreational amenities would be addressed on a project-by-project basis, at different points in
time, and at different locations. Trails shown on the PRT will not be constructed all at once,
rather would be constructed one segment at a time as funding is identified and environmental
reviews are completed for each specific trail alignment. In addition, while the analysis above
showed that significant and unavoidable impacts to biological resources, agricultural resources,
and cultural resources were identified from PRT Map Amendments, this conclusion is based on
the programmatic nature of the evaluation that does not allow site specific analysis and
identification of the feasibility of mitigation measures in relation to a specific project. As future
recreational trail improvements and associated amenities are proposed in the future, they will be
required to undergo a CEQA analysis and demonstrate compliance with applicable Plan policies
which intend to avoid significant resources to the maximum extent feasible.
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In summary, implementation of MM PR-1 and of the PRT policies, actions and development
standards discussed abeve-under Impact PR-12 would reduce potentially significant adverse
physical impacts from construction of recreational facilities on a project-by-project basis. While
significant and unavoidable impacts on biological, agricultural, or archaeological resources
could potentially result from PRT improvements for an individual project, cumulative impacts are
not anticipated due to the dispersed location of recreational facilities in relation to potentially
impacted resources and the likelihood that a majority of significant impacts will be mitigable by
Plan policies and development standards during project level review. As a result, the proposed
Plan’s contribution to cumulative impacts associated with proposed park and recreation facilities
would be significant and mitigable.

Increased Demand for Recreational Facilities

Cumulative demand for additional recreational facilities would result from increases in
population on the Gaviota Coast, including Plan Area buildout and the buildout of the cities of
Goleta and Santa Barbara. Additional demand may also arise from visitors outside the region.
Recreational facilities within the proposed Plan Area would attract use by visitors to the
proposed Plan Area. The assessment of cumulative demand includes an analysis of existing
and proposed park facilities within the proposed Plan Area in combination with the cities of
Goleta and Santa Barbara (study area) in comparison to projected population growth.

As discussed under PR-22, the proposed Plan Area currently supports parkland in excess of the
County parks-to-population requirement. With Plan buildout to the horizon year, approximately
3.6 acres of parkland per resident or 3,600 acres per 1,000 residents would be available. The
amount of parkland in the proposed Plan Area greatly exceeds the County parks-to-population
requirement of 4.7 acres per 1,000 persons and meets the County and Quimby Act requirement.
Considering there would be approximately 3,595 acres of excess parkland in the proposed Plan
Area at horizon year buildout, there is ample parkland available to accommodate anticipated
growth in neighboring communities and growth of tourism. Furthermore, a main element of the
proposed Plan is to accommodate increased recreational facilities within the proposed Plan
Area.

The future study area population was projected to 2035, so that the overall need for parkland in
the next 20 years within the proposed Plan Area could be evaluated. The SBCAG Regional
Growth Forecast estimates the future population (2035) of Goleta and Santa Barbara to be
47,000 and 94,900, respectively (SBCAG 2012). When added to the future estimated Plan Area
population of 1,212, the area-wide population would be approximately 143,112 in 20 years, and
this would require approximately 673 acres of parkland to meet the parkland to population
standard.

As previously indicated, the proposed Plan Area already accommodates in excess of 673 acres
of Pparkland. Furthermore, future applicants for residential developments could propose new
parks as part of their projects, either within the proposed Plan Area or neighboring communities.
They also could pay an in-lieu public parks fee in accordance with Quimby Act standards, which
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would offset incremental increases in demand. As the proposed Plan Area already
accommodatesd adequate recreational facilities to accommodate demand and the proposed
Plan would promote expansion of recreational trails and amenities, the proposed Plan’s
contribution to park demand impacts would be considered beneficial (Class IV impact).

Mitigation
Adverse Physical Impacts

Implementation of Plan policies, actions, and development standards discussed under PRF-2
above would also reduce potential cumulative impacts related to proposed PRT facilities to a
less than significant level. In addition, MM PR-1 and policies described in Section 4.4,
Agricultural Resources, Section 4.6, Biological Resources, and Section 4.8, Cultural Resources
would reduce potential cumulative biological, agricultural, and cultural resource impacts from
proposed PRT Map Amendments to a less than significant level.

Increased Demand for Recreational Facilities
Cumulative impacts would be less-than-significantbeneficial;-; mitigation is not required.
Residual Impacts

Cumulative impacts associated with adverse physical impacts from proposed PRT facilities
would be less than significant with incorporation of MM PR-1 and implementation of Plan
policies and development standards (Class Il impact)._Cumulative impacts associated with
increased demand for recreational facilities would remain beneficial (Class 1V impact).
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