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February 7, 2011 
 
Chair Valerie Olson 
Goleta Valley Planning Advisory Committee 
Santa Barbara County 
Planning and Development Department 
123 E. Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 

Re:  Goleta Community Plan Update; Agricultural Resources in Section II, 
Land Use 

 
Dear Chair Olson and GVPAC Members: 
 
 This letter summarizes comments prepared by the Open-Space Preservation and 
Education Network (OPEN) Program of the Environmental Defense Center (EDC). The 
purpose of OPEN is to engage all interested sectors of our communities in a dialog about 
developing policies and programs to protect agricultural and open space lands, and to 
preserve definitive demarcations between urban-rural interface areas. Thus, the attached 
comments focus specifically on the Agricultural Land Use section of the Goleta 
Community Plan (GCP) Update.  
 
 EDC protects and enhances the environment through education, advocacy and 
legal action. EDC participated in the 1993 GCP drafting and adoption process and 
continues to participate in various land use planning and natural resource protection 
issues involving the County’s Goleta Planning Area.  EDC generally supports the goals, 
objectives, policies, actions and programs in the Agricultural Resources section of the 
GCP Update. However, there are several specific proposals in the Plan that should be 
revised in order to better protect the remaining agricultural land uses in the Goleta 
Valley.  This letter describes recommendations with regard to implementing a newly 
proposed “Urban Agriculture” Zone district.  This new zone district should be further 
refined to ensure adequate protection for local agriculture, particularly for land with 
prime or other important soils, as well as land in active agricultural production, from 
unnecessary and incompatible urban influences.   
 
 Among other issues, EDC’s recommendations address (1) the need to carefully 
define and reduce the breadth of allowed land uses under the new proposed Urban 
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Agriculture Zone District; (2) the need to include a more defined buffer requirement in 
the GCP to protect rural (and, where applicable, urban) agricultural properties from urban 
influences and associated potential land use conflicts; and (3) the need to further refine 
recommendations for Agricultural Conversion.  Please update the draft plan as 
appropriate to address issues raised in EDC’s recommendations. 
 

1.  The GCP should contain a refined definition of the allowed uses under the 
new UA-EGV agricultural zone district. The current definition allows too many 
potential land uses for this zone district without addressing the site characteristics of 
individual agricultural properties.  The long list of currently proposed uses could present 
a conflict or unnecessary land use conversion (especially for properties with prime soils) 
that would be incompatible with continued and long-term agricultural use of the property.  
Thus, if the Urban Agriculture Zone District is pursued, it may be appropriate to consider 
a two-tiered approach to implementing this proposed zone district.   The first “tier”, 
which could be designated Urban Agriculture I (UA I-EGV), would apply to properties 
containing prime soils and/or those in active agricultural use, and properties with 
agricultural potential.  In order to retain long-term agricultural uses, it is important that 
only a very limited number of additional land uses are allowed for these types of 
properties under the new UA I-EGV zone district.  

 
The second tier of the Urban Agriculture zone district (UA II-EGV) would apply 

to those properties with non-prime soils that are not in active agricultural use and that 
lack agricultural potential.  This UA-II designation would accordingly allow for a greater 
number of increased land uses under the new zone district.   
 

The purpose of the UA-I-EDV zoning would be to preserve the last remaining 
valuable agricultural lands in the Goleta Valley.  These lands are important to provide 
local food and plant sources, avoid impacts caused by urban development, to retain viable 
urban agriculture. As referenced in the County’s 2002 report entitled:  Goleta Valley 
Urban Agriculture: 

 
The crops grown in Goleta reflect the entire range of produce grown in Santa 
Barbara County; urban farmers here grow everything from subtropical fruits like 
avocados and cherimoyas to American favorites such as salad mix, broccoli, 
sweet corn and strawberries to flowers and ornamental plants of all kinds. 
 
Urban farms: 

• Provide nearby residents with locally grown produce.   
• Sustain the Goleta Valley’s farming heritage. 
• Contribute to air and water quality, help control flooding and recharge 

groundwater. 
• Educate future generations about farming, the source of our food, and the 

link between land and sustenance. 
• Provide “food security” (SB County, 2002). 
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 Accordingly, the UA I-EGV Category should be limited to the following expanded 

uses: 
 

• Farm stands (Collective co-ops with regional farms should be encouraged and the 
stand should utilize no more than 10% of the site [.5 acre maximum]); 

• Small-scale agricultural products (provided that only a limited percentage of land 
would be allowed for conversion and would be clustered, with a maximum of 
between 10-15% of the total property acreage allowed for this use [1 acre 
maximum]); 

• Agricultural Education programs (provided they are directly related to agricultural 
education and would not interrupt the agricultural operation nor require any 
permanent facilities to operate), and 

• Farm Employee Housing (provided that all prime soils and soils with Statewide 
importance are avoided, and size limits are applied to minimize conversion of 
land with production potential). 

The purpose of the UA-II-EGV zoning is to allow further flexibility on properties 
with less viability, history and potential for agricultural use.  UA II-EGV Category could 
allow for expanded uses that include: 
 

• Farm stands (Collective co-ops with regional farms should be encouraged and the 
stand should utilize no more than 10% of the site [.5 acre maximum]); 

• Small-scale agricultural products (provided that only a limited percentage of land 
would be allowed for conversion and would be clustered, with a maximum of 
between 10-15% of the total property acreage allowed for this use [1 acre 
maximum]); 

• Farm stays (provided that the size and number of units is limited in accordance 
with parcel size [4 or less units on parcels 5-40 acres in size] and that durations 
are limited, no more than 2 weeks); 

• Retreats/Agricultural Education programs (provided they are related to 
agricultural education and would not interrupt the agricultural operation, and 
proposed structures to house such operations would be no larger than 400 square 
feet and maximum stay duration would be 2 nights); and 
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• Farm Employee Housing (provided that size limits of 700 square feet are applied 
for individual structures, and a 1000 square feet limit is applied to house families) 
to minimize conversion of land with production potential. 

It is important that all of the above expanded uses allowed under the UA-II zone district 
avoid prime soils. 
 
You will note that we have omitted several proposed land uses in the GCP from the 
recommended lists for UA I and II zone districts.  There are numerous reasons for these 
omissions, listed and described below.   
 
 a) Small scale lodging, such as bed and breakfast inns and guest ranches:  A true 
ag-related lodging facility would not include a B&B inn as there could be potential 
conflicts with the ag use, such as pesticide drift, noise odors, and the like.  Additionally,  
there are no ranches in the eastern Goleta Valley, where this zone district would apply.  
Note, the more appropriately restricted “farmstay” is suggested to be allowed in the UA 
II zone district only.   
  
 b) Small scale restaurants if supported by products grown on site:  A restaurant 
would displace the ag uses and possibly conflict with them in the future.  The purpose of 
the ag zone district should be to grow food products that can be sold at the numerous 
restaurants located in the immediate region.  Additionally, enforcement would be difficult 
and the longevity of the use could be affected by seasonal and/or economic conditions. 
  
 c) Equestrian facilities and trails:  This is not an agricultural use, and could 
interfere with normal ag operations (e.g., horses “spooking” from tilling/tractor noise, 
dust, pesticide application, etc.). 
  
 d) Open-air or farmers markets:  These would not be appropriate for a permanent 
conversion, and there are ample markets throughout Goleta and Santa Barbara that would 
serve this purpose.  A large amount of land is needed to conduct a farmer’s market 
operation.  Additionally, consistent foot and vehicle traffic in and around the designated 
market area would compact soil, making it difficult to revert back to agricultural 
production in the future.  
  
 e) Temporary events (i.e. weddings, parties, etc.):  Events can be very disruptive 
to active agricultural practices, and should be disallowed on ag-zoned land.  There is 
already a process to allow for temporary use of properties for events, which should be 
sufficient to address this need. Additionally, consistent foot and vehicle traffic on the site 
would compact soil, making it difficult to revert back to agricultural production in the 
future.  
  
 f) Small-scale fabrication of craft goods:  This category is too broad and could 
allow for uses that conflict with the ag operation. 
  



February 7, 2011 
Valerie Olsen, GVPAC Chair re GCP update: Agricultural Resources section 
Page 5 
 
 g) Small retail outlets for locally produced goods:  There are numerous locations 
throughout Goleta to allow for retail stores, thus converting the little remaining ag land in 
the Goleta Valley to allow for this use is inappropriate.  
  
 h) Other uses deemed compatible by the zoning administrator:  This language 
represents a huge loophole for any number of uses and must be removed.  
 
 The suggestions above have been carefully considered and result from numerous 
conversations with agriculturalists regarding what types of land use have the potential to 
interfere with typical, ongoing, active ag operations.  Since there is such little agricultural 
land left in the Goleta Valley, it is imperative, given the decision of the GVPAC and the 
County not to rezone land out of ag for the GCP, that associated allowed land uses 
continue to directly support the zone designation of agriculture.  The recommendations 
for the UA-I and II zone districts above allow for a greatly expanded suite of potential 
land uses over that allowed today, while also directly supporting the agricultural zone 
designation. 
 

2.  Policies in the GCP addressing buffers for lands adjacent to 
agriculturally-zoned land should be further strengthened.

 

 The following proposed 
policies in the GCP should reference a specific minimum setback distance for urban uses 
located next to rural agricultural properties.  The only instance where this could be 
applied to urban agricultural properties is when vacant parcels surround them. Currently, 
the language is vague and difficult to implement, given that it lacks numeric standards.  
The proposed GCP language reads: 

Policy LUA-EGV-1.1: Sustaining agriculture: The County shall support land 
use and development patterns that sustain agricultural operations.  
 
DevStd LUA-EGV-1A: Buffers separating non-agricultural development from 
agricultural operations shall be maintained, established, and enforced. 
Appropriate buffers shall be required for all development adjacent to active 
agricultural operations and/or agriculturally designated property. 
 
DevStd LUA-EGV-1B: Greenbelt buffer strips composed of predominantly native 
and drought tolerant species, or other appropriate perimeter screening, such as 
compatible and attractive fences and walls and, if appropriate, orchard and food-
producing plants should be established and included within the landscape plans 
for non-agricultural development adjacent to agriculturally designated property 
or property under active cultivation.  
 
Policy LUA-EGV-1.2: Atascadero and Maria Ygnacio Creeks shall be 
maintained appropriately to serve as a buffer between agricultural areas, the 
creeks and adjacent commercial, industrial and residential uses. 
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Attachment 1 of this letter provides a comprehensive suite of buffer 
recommendations that address the need to consider buffer widths in a careful and 
measured manner, using a methodology that is both defendable and specific to the 
property under scrutiny.  This policy was developed after more than a year of deliberation 
by the Agricultural Futures Alliance, a local group which EDC and the OPEN program 
actively participate in, and the policy is currently being considered by the County for 
future adoption.  It may be beneficial to invite the new Agricultural Commissioner, Kathy 
Fischer, to attend a GVPAC meeting to advise you on the importance of requiring large 
and specific buffers when considering urban uses adjacent to agricultural land, for both 
urban and rural areas.    
 
 Please refer to Attachment 1 for examples of what types of characteristics should 
be considered when determining buffer widths, types of buffers, including what can or 
cannot be contained within the buffer.  The word “appropriate” as referenced in DevStd 
LUA-EGV-1A is much too vague to allow County planners in the future to require a 
buffer, or to establish an effective buffer.   I would be happy to meet with the agricultural 
subcommittee of the GVPAC to discuss any details regarding the attached buffer policy, 
as I was actively involved in its preparation.  Finally, this policy should not apply to 
isolated pockets of agricultural land where the surrounding parcels are already built out 
with urban uses. 
 

3.  The GCP recommendations for Agricultural Conversion must be further 
refined.

 

  The suggested modifications to Policy LUA-EGV-2.7 and comments are 
reflected below in “track changes” text: 

Policy LUA-EGV-2.7: Agricultural conversion: The County shall consider conversion of 
agricultural properties to non-agricultural uses only when all
 

 of the following apply:  

• the conversion is in the urban area, and  
• the conversion is for property without active agricultural operations, prime soils, 

prime agricultural land classification, or and potential for urban agricultural uses, 
and  

• the conversion improves the natural environment or environmental impacts are 
minimized, and  

• the conversion enhances ismust be compatible with the surrounding community 
character, including size, bulk and scale, particularly with regard to agricultural 
heritage, particularly with regard to agricultural heritage and natural 
environmental features, and  

• the conversion provides a public benefit or use, including such as public parks and 
trails, open spaces, habitat protection or restoration, and community gardens., or 
other measurable public benefit as part of the proposed land use and/or 
development plan.  

 

Formatted: Font: Bold, Underline

Comment [CM1]: It is critical that this language 
be retained here. 

Comment [CM2]: This was deleted because it is 
particularly difficult to define and is somewhat 
redundant with other suggested text. 
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 Firstly, it is assumed that the above Policy would ONLY be applicable to the 
Patterson Agricultural Block (and thus should be referenced only under the two 
Development Standards LUDS-EGV-2B and 2C), as it is the only property that has 
allowances for a Specific Plan process in the GCP.   Further, Policy LUA-EGV-2.7 
should ONLY be applicable outside the Coastal Zone, because the Coastal Act protects 
non-prime agriculture as well as prime land.  (Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 30241, 30242.)  
This policy also needs to include development standards that address the percentage of 
open space, parkland, and other requirements for the conversion criterion listed above.   
 
Conclusion 
 
 We appreciate your PAC’s consideration of the above comments, and look 
forward to the revised version of the GCP for review.  We are pleased that no agricultural 
land has been proposed for a rezone in the GCP (with the exception of the MTD 
property), as the remaining production lands in the Goleta Valley represent the historic 
fabric of agricultural heritage in this area, and should be preserved. Please contact me at 
(805)963-1622 Ext. 108 with any questions or to discuss these recommendations. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Via e-mail 
 
Christina McGinnis 
(OPEN) Program Director 
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Attachment 1:  AFA Buffer Policy Recommendations 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  






























