






COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

PUBLIC HEARING AGENDA 

October 5, 1978 

LOMPOC VETERANS MEMORIAL BUILDING, DINING ROOM - 9:30 a.m. 

"H" AND LOCUST, LOMPOC, CALIFORNIA 

NEW 15067's;, 

1. 78-15067-5. The applicant for 77-DP-29, William Ebbert, seeks 

to develop fifty condominiums on Assessor's Parcel Nos. 97-34-2, 
-3, and -4 (7.64 acres). The project site is located in Vanden-
berg Village north of the City of Lompoc. The property is lo 
cated along the northwest side of Mesa Circle Drive and near 
County Highway S-20 (also known as the Lompoc-Casmalia Road). 
The fifty urits will each be provided an enclosed two-car garage. 

The development includes twenty on-site parking spaces, and it is 
0*\ proposed that construction be phased by developing the northerly 

i\ (or rear) twenty-five lots first. (Environmental Specialist 

Alan Manee) 

NEW EIR'S: 

2. 78-EER-6. The project, 77__RZ-20, proposes to rezone approxi-
L mately 150,000 acres in the Lompoc Valley area to the agricul 

tural designations of either 100-AS, 100-U, 40-AG, or H0-U. 
(Paul Wack, Project Manager, and Alan Manee, Environmental 

Specialist) 

AG10-5bag 
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LIST OF WRITTEN AND ORAL COMMENTS ON 78-EIR-6 

1. Park Water Company to Albert F. Reynolds, 19 Sept. 78; Comment 

letter from Gil La Freniere, 3 Oct. 78 

2. GREFCO, Inc. letter to Paul Wack, 21 Sept. 78 

3. Santa Barbara County^Cities Area Planning Council (Mike 
Powers) nemo to Department of Environmental Resources, 22 

Sept. 78 

i+. Letter of Lester and Marie Senior to County Planning Department, 

22 Sept. 78 

5. Art Tyree, Landscape Planner, to Department of Environmental 
Resources, 31 August 78 . . 

6. City of Lompoc letter to Al Reynolds, 27 Sept. 78 

7. Robert B. Pickett letter to County Planning Department, 29 Sept. 78 

8. Joe Betz, Agricultural Commissioner, letter to Department of 
Environmental Resources, 29 Sept. 78 

■ . ■"■ .•■•.■•. ■■■'.•■ . •■ ' • "% 
9* Memo of Paul Wack to Albert Reynolds, 2 Oct. 78 f 

10. Louis Schneider letter to Amy Hodgett, 2 Oct. 78 

11. A.A. Milligan letter to Paul Wack, 2 Oct. 78 

12. Lloyd and Betty Raff letter to Albert F. Reynolds and Amy 

Hodgett, 3 Oct. 78 

13. Memo of Paul Wack to Albert Reynolds, 4 Oct. 78 

11+. Comments of Department of Environmental Resources to Amy 
Hodgett, 19 July 78 and 9 August 78 . 

15. Oral comments of Department of Environmental Resources to 

Consultants, 27 Sept. 78 . • 

ORAL COMMENTS FROM PER PUBLIC HEARING. 5. Oct. 78, LOMPOC VETERANS 

. MEMORIAL BUILDING, LOMPOC. CALIFORNIA: 

16. Clare Payne 

17. Jim Houston 

18. Jack Brandon, Vandenberg Air Force Base 

19. Constance Savage . 

20. Carol Nash 



v Park Water Company 
#^ ' Incorporated 
V , ^ POST OFFICE BOX "J" 

i d/ Ii .*! 97fi| 978O WA9HBURN ROAD 
DOWNEY, CALIFORNIA 9O241 

September 19* 1978 

Department of Environmental Resources 

County Administration Building 

105 East Anapamu Street 

Santa Barbara, California 93101 

Attention: Mr. Albert F. Reynolds 

Subject: 78-15067-5, Village Green Condominium 77-DP-2U, AP # 97-3UO-2,-3,-U« 
• ♦ . • 

¥e feel the time has come for County staff to recognize and declare publicly, 

that the Lompoc Water Basin is just one basin* Water from the basin can be 
drawn from any o£ the following sub areas: The Lompoc Plain, the Lompoc Terrace, 

or the Lompoc Uplands. If there is a groundxrater overdraft it is from the entire 

basin and not from only one or two of the sub areas • Our study of the many 

reports by U.S.G.S. and others concerning the Lompoc basin is summarized graphically 

by the enclosed Figure S taken from the U.S.G.S. Open File Report #76-183* Our 
Park Water Company wells are shown schematically on Figure $. This graphical 
presentation shows clearly the one basin theory and indicates why our wells are 

reasonably stable* The Figure also shows why the Lompoc Plain area wells fluctuate 

so wildly as the ground crater in the Qyal and Qyau alluvium increases and decreases 

depending on the flow in the Santa l&iez River. The denser barriers, slowing flow 

from and to Qyau and Qyal, keep the native poorer water in the Lompoc Plain shallow 

alluvium. The better quality water in the large deep basin is not being tapped by 

the Lompoc Plain shallow irrigation and domestic wells. 

Fortunately, the major water users are in the Plain area. Water imported for their 

use or water saved in the Santa Tfriez River, by building the proposed river recharge 

basins will be used directly by the Plain users and should improve the water 

quality. Those talcing water from the deep basin should not see a significant 

change in water quality, because the natural flow of the higher gradient water 

places an effective seal on the barrier under the plain. Deeper wells,not properly 

sealed in the plain area; could cause a mixing of waters no matter what the over 

draft condition might be. This mixing could then cause a change in water quality. 

We at Park agree with the Water Agency staff and see no evidence of significant 

water shortage if only those in authority would -wisely administer the natural water 

we now have for the Lcmnoc Basin. 

We planned many years ago to service the condominiums that are now being built. 

All of the required water and sewer facilities were constructed more than 10 years 



■ (■ 

ago when the condominiums were first proposed. Wo new main lines must be 
built nor is there a requirement for new well, pump or storage facilities* 

We arc ready and willing to serve these new condominiums • 

Very truly yours, 

PARK WATER COMPANY 

fjULh*~ 

Patrick Keatns 

Chief Engineer 

1 

CC: 
Don Jones, Vandenberg Village Division 

Dill Ebbert, Vandenberg Village Development Co« 

Charles Lawrence, Engineer-Manager 

Santa Barbara County Water Agency 

PK:ls 



16 GROUND^wATER RESOURCES. LOMPOC AREA, CALlF. 
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY; 

CALIFORNIA 
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FIGURE 5.—Diagrammatic north-south section across 

Lompoc plain and Lompoc upland. 

US. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

Open-File Report 76-183 

PREPARED IN COOPERATION WITH THE 
CALIFORNIA WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 
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ALBERT F . REYNOLDS 

Director 

105 E. Anapamu St. 

Santa Barbara, Calif. 93101 

Telephone 966-1611 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

October 3, 1978 

TO: Alan Manee 

FROM: Gil LaFreniere 

RE: Park Water Company letter regarding 77-DP-24 

<r 

In response to the Park Water Company letter dated September 19, I 
will make a few brief comments. First of all, DER staff have gen 
erally not described, to my knowledge, the Lompoc ground-water basin 
to be anything but a single basin. The term "Lompoc Upland" refers 
to an area of the basin which is physiographically, geologically 
and hydrologically distinguishable from the area called the "Lompoc 
Plain." If any DER staff reports have referred to the Lompoc Upland 
as a separate ground-water basin, then they used improper terminology. 
There is no "one basin theory" but a simple consensus among profes-
sional geologists that the Lompoc Plain, Lompoc Upland, and Lompoc 
Terrace are hydraulically interconnected. There is also a consensus 

that as water levels decline beneath the Lompoc Upland, poorer 

quality water from the Plain will follow a reversed hydraulic gradient 
northward to the area of the Park Water Company wells. In this inter 
pretation I concur with Dr. Chalon Carnahan of Environmental Science 
Associates and Dr. Donald Asquith of Envicom Corporation. The depth 
of Park Water Company wells will not prevent them from receiving 
poor quality recharge form the Plain because the younger alluvium is 
in direct contact with the Careaga Sand and Paso Robles Formation, 
the aquifers from which Park Water Company pumps. Eventually, cones 
of depression created by increased pumpage (in a context of declining 
water levels resulting form localized overdraft of the Lompoc Upland) 
will capture poor quality water from the Lompoc Plain. There is no 
lithologic barrier protecting the deeper aquifers from which Park 
Water Company pumps from 'long-term degradation of ground-water quality 

I" 
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. ...- .'..L.\. l^^ p0- Box 9°3 • Lompoc, California 93436 • Telephone: (805) 736-4501 

September 21, 1978 

County of Santa Barbara 

Planning Department 

123 East Anapamu .Street 

Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

.4 

A-ttn: Mr, Paul Wack, Asst.. Planning Director 

Dear Mr. Wack: 

RECEIVED 

SEP 26 1978 

S. B, COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

The Lompoc Valley Agricultural Rezoning Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, 77-RZ-20, has been reviewed by Grefco,. Inc. There is one 

-item, under mitigation measures, excluded from this report that we 

would like to bring to the attention of the Santa Barbara County 

Planning Department. 

Grefco, Inc. is the owner of a parcel of property in the vicinity of 

Lompoc, California that is included in the rezone study as per notifi 

cation sent out by the Department of Planning on June 8, 1978. The 

Case Number is 77-RZ-2O and the Assessor.Parcel Number is 99-140^-82. 

Existing zoning is M-l and M-2 with a proposed zoning classification 

of 40AG and 40-U. Grefco, Inc. is highly desirous of retaining the 

present M-l and M-2 classification. This request is supported in the 
records of the Lompoc General Plan Advisory Committee meetings on 

February 2, 1978 and July "13, 1978 when motions were unanimously 

passed to retain the M-l and M-2 zoning for this and like parcels. 

I have talked with members of various county departments on this sub 

ject and all were amazed at the proposed ^classification for an 11 

acre parcel that has been occupied by a processing plant for the past 
27 years. ; 

A more technical point for excluding this parcel from rezoning is that 
the Project Description on page 16 and the Figure 1 Location Map, as 

shown in the Summary Draft Environmental Impact Report, do not include 

Parcel No. 99-140-82 within the rezone area. 

It is Grefcofs recommendation that parcel 99-140.-82, northeast of the 

intersection of Highways 1 arid 246, be excluded from the rezoning action 

under Mitigation Measures. The parcel is currently zoned M-l and M-2 

and the use of the parcel by Grefco for the past 27 years has been com 

patible with this zoning. 

truly yours, cc: Ms. Amy Hodgett 

"* Department of Planning ^^ 



Santa Barbara County - Cities 

punning Council 

September 22, 1978 

1306 Santa Barbara Street 

Santa Barbara, Cal. 93101 

(805)966-1611 

City of Carplnterla 

MEMO TO: Department of Environmental Resources 

FROM: Michael Powers 4^ 

RE: 78-EIR-6, Lompoc Rezone, 77-R2-2Q 

r City ot Gviadalupe 

City of Lompoc 

Cit v Qi r.Vjnia Barbara 

1. The population projections used in the report (Section 3.1) 
: do not now appear to represent a possible "worst case" 
analysis of potential population growth in the area. 

In addition to the Space Shuttle Program which the report 

considered, there are also possible short- and long-term 

demands for housing as a result of LNS and MX projects. 

While these later projects are not as certain as the 

Space Shuttle program, shouldn't they prompt serious 
consideration of a higher growth rate. 

2. Your reference to (APC, 1978) in paragraph 2, p. T-165, 

as a source for housing unit requirements and distribution 

to the Lompoc area is incorrect. Although I have examined 

employment and housing requirements associated with the 

LN6 and Space Shuttle projects, I have not examined the 

likely subregional distribution of housing demand. I 

believe your reference should be to the FEIS of the 

Space Shuttle project, p. 5-57. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.. 

MP:wh 



Planning Department 

123 E* Anapamu St. 

Santa Barbara, Calife 

RECEIVED 

SEP 26 1978 

September 22> 1978 

BE: 93-1OO-U7 
93-1OO-U8 

Attention: Albert F. Reynolds 

Amy Hodgett 

S.B. COUNTY 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

To Whom it may concern: 

We received your letter regarding project 77-RZ-2O proposing rezoning Lompoc 

Valley* . " _ j 
We have reviewed the draft and tried to apply it to our particular area and 
find we DO NOT fit in any catagory except one which is water. 
Our location is.SOUTH of Highway 2U6 on South Artesia Avenue. There are two 
individual owned properties here with South Artesia splitting both of them. 
We have 20 acres, five of which is between Highway 2U6 and South Artesia Ave. 
In 197U we had the U.S. Department of Agriculture Conservation Service look at 
our property. Attached is a copy of their report and map. As you can see from 
their report we are not class one in farming soil* The five acres xs class Hs5, 
while the next approx. 7 is class IIIw2, and the remaining acres are class 
VII eU which is Marina Sand and very low. fertility. 
In your draft, we are in Area 3. We are RAO at the present time and want to 

stay at this zoning. 
On Tlt2, we show on your map as non-prime land. 

On TU3, we are also shown as "no prime soil". „,.,.,. 1 
^ On T78, we are included as ample water supply and we want to add that *• 
• had our water tested by Culligan and they said it was the best in the valley I 

t f T99 haeological Sensitivity 
d our water tested by Culligan and they s 

We are Heft out of T99 as an archaeological Sensitivity. 
U i bt rds ours are the best wi 

We are Heft out of T99 as an archaeological Sensitivity. 
On TU4O which is about access roads, ours are the best with a state highway 
on the north side a joining our property, and a county road, South Artesia 
nJnning through our property. Prom your TlUO, "no roads or intersections xn 

study area approached capacity.11 

We also have NO air quality problems as 90* of the time there is a strong breeze 
from the ocean. ..■■.. 

On TU5, area 3, TEM 12$7O, there is an original 2 parcels proposed 2 parcels 
remaining RAO* We want to remain HAO, proposed 2 parcels also. 
We want to submit our letter as opposing 77-R&-2O for 100 AG zonxng xn our 
particular case as we do not fit in that catagory. We bought our property as 
a home in the country atmosphere and limited agriculture* 
We feel blanket coverage is not wanted by many and each of our cases should be 
considered separately as it is so important to us as landowners xn Santa Barbara 

We^elcome any member who would like to inspect our situation. Please call for 
appointment and let the phone ring a number of times as we work outsxde most or 
the time. Our telephone number is 735-1U92. . 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Marie Senior 

$62 South Artesia 

Lompoc, Calif. 93U36 
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S.B. COuisiY 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

'• \/\A 

COptional for Non-County Departments) 

SUBJECT: 78-EIR-6, Lompoc Rezone, 77-RZ-20, affects Lompoc area 

Written Comments Deadline: September 29, 1978 

Public Hearing Date: jg^^,^ Veteran's Memorial 
Buildingr "H" & Locust, Lompoc 

9:30 a.m. 

PLEASE RETURN TO: Department of Environmental Resources 
before the deadline for written coimnents 

Cit is not necessary to retiarn the NDs.- • 

or EIRsl 

FROM: 

^\ 

TM 11 
MrrvVT 

Please Check One: 

I—HThis Department has enclosed comments 

\ I with this notification. 

| IThis Department has no coitunents 

1 concerning this docxiraent. 

Planning 

Planning - Landscape Planner 

Ag Coxnia 

Air Pol Ctl Dir 
Dept of Trans/Franklin 

Fire Prev Ctl Off 

Flood Ctl 

Grading/Pub Wks 

Health Dept/Env Div 
Supt of Sch/Iiino D. Maxitino 

Surveyor 

Petl Adn 
Administrative Off ice/LAFCO 

a? -^ 

r--n 

71 

.*!:•-

Hl 
go 

3 



VALLEY OF FLOWERS 

0.' -■ r' 

September 27, 1978 

Mr, Al Reynolds . 

Santa Barbara County 

Department of Environmental Resources jj^ 33, oPI 

105 East Anapamu Street .. r"""l ^ | c° 
Santa Barbara, CA 94301 . . 3 SS ^ 

• • • ' ■ ■ :• ' # 

Dear Sirs: 

The City of Lompoc has prepared the following comments relative to the 

County's proposed agricultural rezoning around the City of Lompoc. In 

general, we commend the County for taking what appears to be a signifi 
cant step forward in providing enlightened land use regulations for the 

rural surroundings of the City. The EIR provides ample data related to 
the need for this action, particularly with respect to the lot sizes 

required for economically and commercially viable agriculture units. 

The City of Lompoc has adopted several policies which are directly 
supportive of the County's rezoning effort. These policies, drawn from 
the 1974 Environmental Resources Management Element of the Lompoc General 

Plan include the following: 

"The City shall: ■■•.-■ 

o discourage further non-agricultural encroachment onto areas 

containing prime agricultural soils, with the exception of 

development that is already existing or committed. 

o encourage the retention of land for grazing purposes and en 

courage range practices which will maximize the grazing land 

now available. 

o encourage retention of some flower cultivation if pressures 

for more intensive agriculture increase. Cultivation of 
flowers is an integral part of Lompocfs unique image. 

©protect lands containing valuable, nonrenewable mineral re 

sources from development. Areas which fall under this cate 

gory are lands containing: 

o Limestone deposits >-^. 

o diatomaceous earth | 

o good topsoil 

o high quality sand and gravel 

o In areas where high quality mineral resources exist which need 

uiaiuiit Awctiiie i AiioAr rti icnouiA O4ji*»& Iflrt^l 77A.19A1 



Department of Environmental Resources 

September 27, 1978 

Page 2 

To be reserved for production in the long term, encourage 

interim uses of the land such as agriculture, grazing, 

intensive recreation (i*e., hiking, eguestrial^trails.) 

There is a portion of one parcel that should be considered for exclusion 

in the rezone study. This parcel is located on the southern City limits, 

(Assessor's Parcel No. 93-110-16). According to the City's General Plan, 

the majority of this parcel is recommended to remain in rural County 

zoning. However, the northern part of this parcel, approximately 20 

acres, is recommended to be single family residential. We presently have 

a request for an annexation of the northern portion of this parcel? how 

ever, the applicant will be required to obtain a parcel split prio^r to 

annexation. It is, therefore, recommended that the northern 20 acres of 

this parcel be excluded from the rezone study, in order to allow the owi^r 

to split this parcel and be consistent with the City's plans. ^y^ 

summary on Page 14 identifies a mitigation measure_for^feh§Tproject 

rxn the County won~\fi arrpilri* 1 *rrl *T™*A-L*+**Y~*a*+- of the Santa Ynez 

River Park as a buffer to annexation. Perhaps it would not be necessary 

for the County to acquire additional land to serve as a buffer to the 

City's park, because the City has expressed its intent to refrain from 

extending services beyond the River Park property. 

An additional area we wish to comment on is the effect of the proposed 

rezone on the existing and future use of the River Park. The City at the 

present time is pursuing an annexation of this land (99-140-10, -13, -57, 

-61, -68, -69, -71, -73, -74, -76, and-83; 99-270-29? 93-050-19, -20, -21, 

-40, -57 and -55; 87-011-34, 83-060-20) and the right-of-way owned by the 

State of California adjacent to these parcels. The rezoning of these par 

cels will not affect the future expansion of River Park, nor the annexa 

tion of the park to the City, as the City staff understands it. If this 

is not so, we request your response and clarification. In such a case 

the City may be opposed to the rezoning of these parcels. 

It is also our understanding that the rezoning will not affect the present 

and expanded use of the City's solid waste disposal landfill operation lo 

cated on APN 93-110-79. The City is negotiating to purchase parts (50.6 

acres) of Assessor's Parcel Nos. 83-020-12 and 93-110-27 in order to ac-

comodate the needs of the Lompoc Valley until the year 2020. In addition, 

the City will be pursuing an annexation of this property. If our under 

standing of this is incorrect, we wish to be so notified, because hereto 

the City may be opposed to the rezoning. 



Department of Environmental Resources 

September 27, 1978 

Page 3 

On Page 3 of the Summary Report, it is stated ".... the Lompoc area pre 

sently exceeds the replenishment (i.e. ̂ overdraft) by about 15% or 2,420 

afy (Ahlroth, 1977), and because this overdraft is seriously reducing water 

quality, any action that will reduce the demand on the resource can be 

considered as having, a beneficial effect." As you are probably aware, the 

Water Agency has issued a new report (7/29/78) which indicates that the 

overdraft is approximately 1,750 afy. This new study reflects a substan 

tial reduction in the Lompoc Valley estimated overdraft. The reduction 

of the estimate of the overdraft is based on a variety of factors, in 

cluding primarily the new hook up to the Regional Wastewater Plant by Van-

denberg Village, and a shift in pumping by Vandenberg Air Force Base from 

the Lompoc Basin to the more northerly San Antonio Basin. Given this new 

information, some sections of the EIR pertaining to the overdraft should 

be redrafted. 

If ypu have any questions regarding these comments or require additional 

information, please feel free to contact me or Conrad Montgomery in the 

Community Development Department. 

Sincerely yours. 

RJF:CBM:pmn 

Rocky 

Acting Community, Development Director 

ccs Paul Wack, Assistant Planning Director 

Santa Barbara County 
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

ENGINEERING BUILDING 
123 E. AnapamuSt. 

SANTA BARBARA 

CALIFORNIA 93101 

(805)966-1611 

BRITT A. JOHNSON 

Planning Director 

:,* pAVL w. wack 
Assistant Planning Director 

■ »f-» 

MEtp TO: Albert Reynolds, Director, EER 

ERQM: APIaul W. Vfa.dk, Assistant Planning Director 

DATE: October 2, 1978 

SUBJECT: City of Lonpoc Letter of September 27, 1978 - Loapoc 

Valley Rezone Study (77-RZ-20) EER Comments 

t • • < 

C> ̂  ̂  -r 

CO 

J. ^-

In response to the subject letter, I wish to provide you with several 

preliminary comments. 

lo Assessors Parcel No. 93-110-06 

A 20-acre northerly portion of this subject parcel is proposed 
for annexation to the Cityr requiring a lot split \«hich will not 
be possible if rezoned to the reconitended rezoning (100-acre 

miriimum). 

m response, it is redoranended that the northerly 20-acre portion 
be rezoned from flRA-O" to fl20-AL-Of" and the balance of the parcel 
be rezoned from MRA-Of| to "lOO-AG-O,11 "lOO-U,11 or "lOO-AIr-O.11 Hew 

e\?erf divisioa of the parcel into two zones will require some form 
of graphic documentation from the City, since this Department has 

not received an ^plication to divide the property. 

2. River Park Annexation 

Mr. Fluhart is correct in aissuming that the proposed rezoning will 
not affect expansion of the subject park or its annexation to the 

City. 

3. City Solid Waste Disposal Tanrifin (APN 93-110-79) 

As is the case with the River Parkf the rezone will not affect the 

City's interest to acquire and annex the subject site. 

ADMINISTRATION COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING LAND DIVISIONS PLANNING COMMISSION 

ZONIMG INFORMATIC 

AND ENFORCEMEN 



Albert Reynolds -2- " October 2, 1978 

With respect to the aforementioned observations, it should be noted 
that at this time one major recommendation being considered by us re 
lates to the issue of allowing urban zoning to remain on undeveloped 
property located in the unincorporated area vMch is adjacent to, or^ 
witiSi close proximity to/ the City limits of Iompoc. In terms of the 
rezone study area, it would appear more efficient in terms of land use 
administratiori and the general allocation of governmental services if 
property located adjacent to the City be annexed if proposed for 
devHopUt. Bor example, on Page 13 of the "Draft" EIR Executive 
Summary, it is recattroended that Assessors Parcel N?. 9>07(H39 (18 
acres, 8-R-l) and 99-140-33 (15*6 acres, M-l-O) be delated from further 
rezonihg consideration since both parcels are proposed for annexation. 
However, it would appearirore prudent to go ahead and^rraone tte pro-
bertv as proposed, since once annexed the property will be appropriately 
SedbvWcity. Ehe benefit of the rezoning is^ to encourage the 
annexation of appropriate parcels to the City for development to assure 
atTef f icient and coordinative relationship beta*sen the County and City 
in the provision of full-range of urban services. 

I hope this meno is adequate for your immediate information needs. 

FWW:dc'. ....■■■./'.. ' • . . ■ ■■.■;.■;■ ..••. ■•;.■ . : . . _ ■ 

cc; Case Pile 77-RZ-20 



County of Santa Barbara 

Planning Department 

123 East Anapamu Street 

Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

RECEIVED 

OCT 0 3 1978 

3. 8. COUNTY 
PUNNING DEPARTMENT 

September 29, 1978. 

Attention: Amy Hodgett 

Dear Sirs: 

In reply to your letter of August 29, 1978, requesting comments on the draft 

of the Environmental Impact Report (78-EIR-6), 1 wish to make the following 

comments: 

1. The plan to rezone approximately 150,000 acres in the Lompoc Valley 

area to 100-AG, 100-U, 40-AG or 40-U has a serious flaw in that portions 

of the included area are totally unsuited to these designations. These 

areas include San Pasqual Canyon, La Salle Canyon and other areas1 which 

include very steep and rugged terrain unsuitable for agriculture or 

commercial development. . .. 

It is obvious that the plan lacks special provisions for these marginal 

areas, 

2. As stated in 1 above, the area to be rezoned 100 or 40 acres contains 

rugged areas wich marginal potential for agriculture. However, some 

of these areas are suited to 1, 5 or 10 acre parcels for hotnesites. 

The minimum practical parcel size varies from area to area. Thus the 

marginal areas could provide homesites for a significant number of 

families; but in zoning the marginal areas at 40 or 100 acres, you are 

precluding expansion into the marginal areas and are forcing expansion 

to occur in areas which are either presently prime AG or which could 

be developed into agriculture. 

It is suggested that the current zoning plan will result in the unnecessary 

destruction of prime AG land rather than protect this land. It is suggested 
that the rezoning plan be amended to allow expansion in marginal areas, but 

include all present agricultural areas as well as all areas with agricultural 

development potential as 40 or 100 acres. 

.One further point - it appears that the rezoning plan attempts to impose 

"uniform zoning" over ah area with very diverse terrain. Such blanket 

zoning cannot be justified and is bound to have undesirable effects. Again, 

what your rezoning plan should accomplish is to zone all land in the valley , 

which is suited for agriculture as 40 or 100 acres, and provide zoning 

which allows smaller parcels on marginal lands. 

Yours truly, 

Robert B. Pickett 

807 San Pasqual Rd. 

Lompoc, CA 93436 

BBP:rlp 
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OFFICE OF AGRICULTURAL .QQlMM ISS ION E R 

GRAYDONB.HALL.Jr. 

Agricultural Commissioner 

S». 

It05 Santa Barbara Street 

Santa Barbara, California 93101 

Telephones: 963-6762.963-6763 

RONALD M. OILMAN 

Assistant Agricultural Commissioner 

September 29, 1978 

IJepartmeni: of Environmental Resources 

105 E. Anapamu Street - Room 103 

Santa iBarbara, California 93101 

RE: 78-EIR-6, Lompoc Rezone 

The Agricultural Commissioner's Office concurs with the 

documents assessment on the importance of commercial agri 

cultural in the Lompoc District. This significance is 
illustrated by the gross sales for agricultural products 

produced in this area which amounted to over 23 million 

dollars in 1977. 

This rezone proposal will maintain the integrity of continued 

commercial agricultural operations from uncontrolled urban 

encroachment and still provide adequate land area for 

future development. 

Joe P. B0tz 

Deputy Agricultural Commissioner 

JPB/jd 



LOUIS SCHNSID&R 

8583 £ WKST^ftN AVK. 

BUKKA PABK, CA. 90620 

October 2, 19/3 

Amy Hodgett 

Planning Department . ■ 

123 E. Anapamu St. 

Santa Barbara, Ca.93101 

Ret Parcel 99-360-03 TKA 72-003 
Hancho Santa ttlta, Lompoc, Ca* 

Dear Ms. Hodgettt 

Due to > lengthy absence from my office this is the first opport 
unity I have had to respond to the August 29, I97S letter from the 

Department of Environmental Resources. Now, due to a death in the 
family, it will be Impossible for me to attend the October 5th 
meeting in Lompoc. .■ *""■"' 

months ago a petition, containing signatures of many fiancho 
property owners, was filed with your department. This petition was 
to rezone to five (5) acre parcels or,at least, to have it remain 
at 20 acres. This is still my desire and I respectively request 
that my wish be expressed at the meeting* 

Due to the proximity of the meeting, I am sending a copy of this 
communication to Mr. Ollle files who will submit it, in person, to 
the committee, who, I trust, will give it favorable consideration. 

Very truly yours 

XCUI3 SCHMSIDEtt 

Copy tot Mr. Ollle Hies 

■MM 
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BECEIVED-

OCT 0 3 1978 

S.B. COUNTY 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

October 2, 1978 

County of Santa Barbara 
Planning Department 

1.23 East Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

Attention: Mr. Paul Wack 

Asst. Planning Director 

■p..., j_orn.-,c YaTlev Arrict'lt.ursl Rszonina Draft Environmental Im-

fronts on Highway 246 for approximately one mile, is bisected 
by Cebada Canyon Road, and its approxiratesize is 620 acres. 
We feel there are alternatives which should be brought to the ^% 
attention of the Santa Barbara County Planning Department for 
the rezoning of this property. 

We, as owners, recognize the value of retaining commercially 
agricultural acraage and not reducing the size of such parcels 
below that of an economic unit. The property h.as only limited 
land suitable for irrigation. (See Area Dry Farming/Limited 
Irrigation, F1g. 2, and Agricultural Land Use Dry Farming/ 
Limited Acreage, Fig, 6, Sheet 2.) This, generally 1s that 
area located north of Highway 246* west of Cebada Canyon Road 
and east of Cebada Canyon Creek to the north boundary o^ the 
subject property, the area suitable for irrigation Is approx 
imately 55 acres. There Is one additional area on the subject 
ranch which is suitable for Irrigation and dry farming (al 
though It 1s not so designated on Fig. 2R6), which contains 
approximately 20 acres. It could easily be Irrigated and 1s 
located at the southeast corner of the subject property. 

We, as owners, recommend that Parcel 99-130^140, which Is cur 
rently zoned RA-0 west of Cebada Canyon Road and U East of 
Cebada Canyon Road be zoned 40 AG exclusive of the areas which 



County of Santa Barbara 

Planning Department 

Page 2 
October 2, 1978 

n 

u 

should be and are so designated commercially farmable. These 
areas should be retained Intact. This recommendation Is pre 
dicated on the fact that although excellent water is available 
on subject property, it appears none of the rest of the subject 
property 1s economically developable for agriculture. 

Very truly yours, 

A. A. Milligan 

fl'AM«ri» 

CCv 

r 
D 

r 



3 Oct 78 

Santa Barbara, Calif. 

particular area and fine we do not fit in any catagorj? P * 

Our location is one mile south of highway 246 on upper end of u 

T-38, Not suitable grazing area in heavy Chaparral. 

T-42, Non Agricultural* 

T-43, Non Prime Soils. 

T-53, 51% of Farms in Santa Barbara County below 50 acres, 

slopes and prolifer- | 
»» 

i 
P"57> c?opdlwd!" COfflnercl<l1 ««>»<>**« «« 10 acre Ornamental or specialty 

is worthless for any agricultural use in- i 

■■■■■■ 4 
T-78, Not in the Lompoc Water Plain. | 

•.'•■•. ■■••..' . ' • ,«;i 

T-99, Not in the Archaeological Sensitivity. 1| 

T-113, Water pollution control by new septic tank system becomes a problem i 
in one acre size or less, not the 10 acre U we proposed P^DleiB ] 

T-140, There are no roads or intersections that arrpoach capacity. 

T-156, Void in the inventory of existing air Polluntants. 

We submit this letter as opposing 77-RZ-20, 100U or 100AG Zoniiut as w« 
do not fit in that category. We feel blanket coverage is to? wn?ed^ir 
m«ny landowners and that our case should be considered separate1? 

who would like to inspect our situation. Just 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Slncerly; 

LLOYD R. RAFF 

BETTY J. lUFFodW/ 9 

4 



COURTll OP S.fl-nT'fl BE'RBJl.llfl 

CHIP 0 R TV I H 

.DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

ENGINEERING BUILDING 

1 123 E. Anapamu St. 

SANTA BARBARA 
CALIFORNIA 93101 

(805)966-1611 

BRITT A. JOHNSON 

Planning Director 

PAUL W. WACK 

Assistant Planning Director 

MEMO TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

Albert Reynolds, Director, Dept. of Environmental Re&JSrees 

((iW'aul W. Wack, Assistant Planning Director W2ag 

Summary of Lompoc General Plan Advisory Committee Recommqida 

to Date Regarding the Lompoc Valley Rezone Study (77-RZ-20) 

October 4, 1978 

nsi 

For your reference, the Lompoc General Plan Advisory Committee has accumulated 
the following recommendations regarding the subject matter since the rezone 

study was initiated: 

Date 

1-19-78 

2-2-78 

3-30-78 

7-13-78 

8-10-78 

Recommendation 

Removal of Cebada Canyon subdivision from re 

zone study. 

Miguelito Canyon Area retain present 7-R-l, 

RA-0 zoning 

Tr.12,319 (4 parcels; 40.05, 11.03, 46.35, 
20 acres respectively), recormiiendation for approval 
with retention within the study area for 100 AG or 
100 U (Note: Planning Commission denied tract on 
8-2-78, Board approved on appeal 9-5-78.) 

Leave M-l "in11 and M-2 "out" of the study. 

Recommend Planning Department write a letter to 

Perry*s Junk Yard rescinding rezone letter. 

Also, please be advised that the Lompoc General Plan Advisory Committee will meet 

on October 12, 1978 to discuss the La Salle and San Pascual Canyon portions of the 

rezone study area. 

Finally, I will be meeting with the Advisory Committee to completely review the 
rezone study prior to public hearings before the Planning Commission. 

cc: Tom Hart 

ADMINISTRATION CaS6 Cfol/1P%EHENS1VE PLANNING 

E«t.23O. 232 

Planning, Research, Graphics 

Ext. 237 360 361 

LAND DIVISIONS 

Ext. 250 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

Ext. 238 

ZONING INFORMATION 

AND ENFORCEMENT 

Ext. 238, 239 



COURTU OP S-flll.TH •• BHHUJIKII 

ALBERT F. REYNOLDS 

Director 

105 E. Anapamu St. 

Santa Barbara, Calif. 93101 

Telephone 966-1611 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

MEMO TO: Amy Hodgett, Planner I 

FROM: Alan Manee, Environmental Specialist II 

DATE: Jvily 19/ 1978 

RE: Lompoc Valley Agricultural Rezone C77-RZ-20) 

First let mfc state that I am aware of the limited funds made available 
to the consultant for the EIR, and in view of such limitations 
the work presented by the consultant is excellent. My comments, 

those of Al McCurdy, and Gil LaFreniere have been made with only a 
brief period of review. This staff critique represents the views 
of the Department of Environmental Resources regarding the advanced 

draft EIR referenced above. 

First let me explain briefly our methods for conducting this review. 
Given a short period of time and only one copy of the advanced draft 
EIR, I copied sections of the EIR which I thought pertained to the 
areas of expertize for both Ai McCurdy and Gil LaFreniere. Mr. LaFrenierefs 
special areas of expertize are geology and hydrology. Mr. McCurdy's 
special area of expertize is archeology. Both men were at a disadvantage 
in not having the full EIR for their review. Mr. McCurdy1s comments 
are attached while Mr. LaFreniere's comments are made under the "Specific 
Comments11 section; his comments are identified by having his first 
name in parentheses following each statement. 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

The report has good information in it which is interpreted welly however, 
the format of this report is totally unacceptable for DER purposes. 

Our goals and practices are to develop reports which are highly readable, 
concise/ and strictly to the point. This document was not developed 
with such perspectives in mind. The report over-instructs/ gives 
far too much background information, provides too many tables, separates 

issues excessively, speaks to issues outside the scope of the EIR 
(at least as presented), and is generally organized as a series of 
brief papers strung together for the reader to labor through. 



July 19/ 1978 Page 2 

The constructive nature of DERs comments (those made and those to 
follow) will be best understood by the consultant if the resulting 
document prepared from these comments is about 2/3 smaller (not counting 
separate appendices) and permits a reader to grasp all of the main 
points of the report by page 3. 

RECOMMENDED METHODS FOR REORGANIZATION: 

The following comments should be strongly considered in preparing 
the draft EIR for public review: 

For next time (not applicable to this report). 

1. Include contract requirements which call for the advanced 

draft to use PAGE NUMBERS. 

2. Have the contract specify, in the case of large reports, 
that the advanced review will be accomplished in sections. 

3. Request enough advance drafts so all persons critiquing 
the report will have their own copy. 

For this time. 

A brief - but very concise - summary of the impacts and 

high points is necessary. 

■-■*.-The use of appendices, probably separate, is necessary. 

The initial study information which is now inappropriately -
in the main text of the report could also be placed there. 

3. A second review of the draft document with the DER perspectives 
in mind would facilitate the following: 

a) Elimination of some table?. 

b) Condensing and combining of tables. 

c) Removal, condensing and revising background information. 

d) Removal of non-pertinent, non-appropriate information. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

Place Found Comment 

Table beginning on first page: Table is confusing and overly >^ 
complicated, simplify and make 

consistent. 

^^ Table, page 6, groundwater 
v overdraft: Imported water comment poorly stated. 
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Place Found 

Same Table, issue "water"; 

Table in general: 

2.0, industrial and 

commercial land uses, 

second sentence^ 

2.12, Sweeney Road, second 

paragraph: 

Between Table titled "Land Use 

Allowed Under Zoning 
Designation" and Table titled 

"General Plan and Zoning 
Designation by Area Location11: 

2.16, end of second paragraph, 

King quotation: 

Table titled "Agricultural 

Production, Santa Barbara 
County and Lompoc District": 

Table titled "Average Land 

Taxes Per Acre Based on 

Agricultural Value in 

LCA Contract": ? " ' . : 

2.31, 7th page, first sentence: 

2.32, 2nd page, first paragraph: 

2.32, 2nd page, second 

paragraph: 

Comments < 

Mispelling; village should be valley. 

There is excessive confusion with 

significant impact and what is listed 

or not listed there, and with 
unavoidable significant impacts mixed 

with mitigation. 

Mispelling; acrease should be acreage. {/ 

Last time I was in this area there was-

one permanent home, one being built, . 

and several trailers. Therefore this 

information may be incorrect. 

There seems to be an error in printing*.^* 

with an extra page inserted. / 

This statement is unclear and may , 

represent a misunderstanding of fact. (/ 

Why are the comparisons made between \ / 

two different years? Is this a 

valid approach? 

Second number, first column should (/ 

probably be $2,000. 

Change groundwater to drainage. (Gil) 1/ 

Question: Where is the missing 17%? (6ilv 

In the third sentence after the word 

"and" insert "assumi&g that". CGil) 
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Place Found 

2. 33, last sentence of 

second paragraph: 

2. 8 to 3.0: 

3.1: 

First Table following 3.11: 

3.12: 

3.31: 

3.31, third paragraph: 

3. 72, first paragraph: 

3.72, third page, second 

paragraph: 

3. 81: 

5."1, all of it: 

5.2, second paragraph: 

Comments 

Strike all words after word "expected" 

and add "except under unusual conditions 
in this area". (Gil) \yy 

Entire discussion is unnecessary -

and wouldn't even have to h* included 

in the appendices. " ^ 

First two tables could be combined , 

easily. *■ 

Area 3 has a question mark. This .. 

should be resolved. l\ 

This discussion has been previously 

brought up in the report. Consultants 

should consider some method of * u 

combining this discussion in one 

location as much as possible. 

After second word add the word 

"impacts", first sentence. (Gil) ■/' 

What is the source of 

statement? (Gil) 

As compared to what under existing 

zoning? Be more specific. (Gil) 

After the words "but could also effect' v 

insert the words "or be affected by". (GJ 

This section could be entirely left 

out or aspects of it added in the * /' 
appendices. 

None of the mitigation measures 
proposed belong under this heading, 

are not feasible, enforceable, or 

project specific. They should 

be placed under some general 

policy heading. 

s 
The! 

w 
This paragraph may be a premature 

judgement. Conservation practices 
applied to agriculture may well be 

the only real solution combined with 

conversion to dry farming in some areas* 

(Gil) 
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Place Found 

5.3: 

5.41, last sentence: 

5.42: 

Comments 7 

There is no mitigation stated here 

which is either feasible or 

enforceable as a project mitigation 

measure. This discussion should 

be included under some other aspect 

of the project or dropped• 

This is editorializing and should * 
be removed. . 

None of these are project specific 

mitigation measures and all 

sudh pie-in-the-sky comments 

should be eliminated or discussed 

under another topic. 

Many of these are pie-in-the-sky v / 

comments and should be eliminated if 

they are not: 1} feasible, 2) directly 

related to the project, 3) enforceable, 

and 4) not already required under 

county, state, or federal law. 

Thank you for the,opportunity to comment on the advanced draft EIR 

and your patience in considering my comments and those of Mr. McCurdy 

and Mr. LaFreniere. 

Attachment 

9707na 

Remainder of mitigation topics: 



CQUTITU OF SflTlTfl BOBJIRfl 

ALBERT F. REYNOLDS 

Di rector 

105 E. Anapamu St. 

Santa Barbara, Calif. 93101 

Telephone 966-1611 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

MEMO TO 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Alan Manee 

Environmental Specialist II 

'C£L Albert J. McCurdy 

Environmental Specialist II 

July 11, 1978 

Review of Cultural Resources Sections of the 
Lompoc Valley Agricultural Rezoning Preliminary 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

My overall impression of these drafts is that they are 
excellent. The writer's comprehension of the impact issues 
is, with few exceptions, firm. The specific references to 
the cultural resources shows an in-depth, up-to-date know 
ledge of the resources. The sensitivity map is a good 
planning tool. 

Specific comments: reference Section 3.51 Existing Situa 
tion. Study Area 1: second paragraph. I suggest that 
additional wording be added such as the following: "The 
general lack of information on archeological sensitivity and 
a low inventory of known sites in this subarea have resulted 
from the lack of systematic surveys by research institutions, 
such as universities, the absence of overall archeological 
resource planning activities by the County of Santa Barbara 
and the lack of preliminary archeological checks prior" to 
the granting of grading and/or building permits." 

SfifS0?!,8!0^1?1 5'i*r 1?St sentence- The writer should 
realize that intensification of agriculture requires no 
permit, let-alone environmental review. So a comprehensive 
survey would protect cultural resources from inadvertent 

!;S^:!\agriC^Ural-r?lated activities, impact film pr*oj-
minfs^i^q»X5ln9.enVi^On?ental review whic* include 3 
«t?i -a t an? cate9°rical exemptions from CEQA, activities 
allowed by zoning not needing county permits, as well as 
substantially reducing potential envi?onmen?al Lpact costs 

&23E2S!?sas3 
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Suggested additional paragraph: "The accumulation of incre-
mental land-altering projects, many of which are outside of 
environmental review, constitute a significant threat to the 
resource base, only a comprehensive resource base planning 
program, as suggested above, can reverse the trend toward 

depletion and ultimate destruction of these materials re 

flecting the local cultural heritage." 

9685bam 
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COUTlTy OP SflTlTH 

ALBERT F. REYNOLDS 

Director 

1OS E. Anapimu St. 

Santa Barbara, Calif. 93101 

Telephone 966-1611 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

MEMO TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Amy Hodgett 

Planner I 

Alan Manee 

Environmenta Specialist II 

August 9, 1978 

Lompoc Rezoning (77-RZ-2) 

A The draft you sent me is excellent and is appreciated. I 

have very few comments to make and they are minor. My comments 

on the draft are as follows: 

1. See attached for a typo and a suggested word change. 

2. The pages sent to me are numbered 1 through 14 with 

page 13 missing. Is this a mistake? 

3. In many discussions throughout the report reference 

is made to the "Pauley figures11; however, these figures 

are never mentioned specifically. I feel that a specific 

siting would be useful. 

This report has one area of weakness. This is the area of 

regional growth stimulus and development. The report was 

developed at a time when certain crucial information was 

not available; however, this information is now available 

and cannot be ignored. The tentative approval of the LN6 

project at Point Conception will potentially generate between 

2,500 to 3,000 new housing units by 1983. Additionally, 

the missle X program will generate 580 new dwellings by 1983. 
The impact of these projects combined with the space shuttle 

program must be reevaluated. It may be difficult to impossible 

to include this reevaluation in the Draft EIR, but such an 

evaluation must be done. It must be included in the public 
hearings conducted for the Draft EIR and in the final EIR. 

Cliff Pauley has been alerted and is doing some recalculation. 
Further information can be obtained by contacting Mr. Albert 
McCurdy from my office. 



Memo to Amy Hodgett 

August 9, 1978 

Page 2 

Concerning this Friday's meeting on the draft summary, it 
is becoming more and more difficult to determine when I should 
attend a meeting and when 1 should not. Some ground rules 

should be set down which do away with the current informal 
process. My responsibilities and function in this project 
are to exercise my duties as the Co^Lead Agency representative 
for processing the Lompoc rezone EIR. My intentions are 
to participate fully in this role. I am not suggesting -
even in the slightest way - that you haven't assisted me 
fully in this endeavor; rather I am saying that you have 
made it difficult for me to determine when I should or should 
not participate in meetings. Your involvement in the rezoning 
is substantially greater than my limited role to insure that 
the EIR is acceptable for county standards. I recognize 

and appreciate your role; however, I am relying on you to 
inform me when I should attend meetings and when I should 
not. I am sure this small matter can be resolved quickly. 
Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft summary. 

9732na 
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*. pretadnant size of parcels in prir* and non^i- soil areas xs 

large enough to support cc^ercial agricutore. ****** <* •*>-

^^al lands *» 40 ana 100 acre panels «U not create a hardship on 

«. -jci* of landholders b^use «. ̂ ori^ of parcels are of -

size to be comercial farming units. 

Hazards . 

^. ̂erse effects of geologic hazards (erosion, surface 

i) m fating. -tU—t and li^uifacti^, tsunami hazard, or flooding) » 

A rezoning. ^ssv.dng potion densities are decreased in 

the study aL, and increased in the Gi<* of I«*oc and satellite co-nun 

of Lonpoc over the long-term, no increased hazard to 

will result* 

Archeology 

A aecrease in residential and n-unicipa! Und develop-nt vail .. 

^^ ta ^disruption of culture rescrces. .Znadvertent disturb 

o, coxtural resources fro. routine agricultural-rel^ activity xs 

v.here agriculture is extended into new areas, or ,*ere deeper 

^is is done. D«to«tera»straints,deve1^nentof™» 

^ lands -11 h. ̂ oal • the effect on ar^logy «iU 

be ndnor ard localized but adverse vfcsre it does occur. 

Sensitivity Map V°l*>* «• « illustrates areas 
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f MINUTE S 

PUBLIC HEARING 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

Meeting of October 5, 1978 

(CONTINUED) 

Agenda Item #: 

2. 78-EIR-6. The project, 77-RZ-20, proposes to rezone 

approximately 150,000 acres in the Lompoc Valley area to 

the agricultural designations of either 100-AG, 100-U, 

40-AG, or 40-tJ. (Paul Wack, Project Manager, and Alan 

Manee, Environmental Specialist) 

Read into the Record; 

Summary of Impacts; Water, Land Use, Agriculture, Geology, 

Archeology, Biology, Service Systems, Traffic, Air Quality, 
Mitigation Measures and Alternatives, 

Joe Betz, Deputy Agricultural Commissioner - Letter of 
jpj*V September 29, 1978 stating concurrence with the importance 

f of commercial agriculture in the Lompoc district, as 
evidenced by the $23 million in gross sales for agricul 
tural products in this area. The proposed rezone will 
maintain the integrity of continued commercial agricultural 

operations from uncontrolled urban encroachment, while 
providing adequate land for future development. 

Rocky J. Fluhart, City of Lompoc - Letter of September 27, 

1978 stating that the City of Lompoc wishes to commend and 

support the proposed agricultural rezoning as there is 

ample data for the need for this action. Policies adopted 

by the City in support of the rezoning include; 1) 

discouraging encroachment onto areas of prime agricultural 

soils with the exception of existing or committed develop 

ment, 2) encouraging the retention of land for grazing and 

range purposes, 3) encouraging retention of flower cultiva 
tion, 4) protecting lands with non-renewable mineral 
resources such as those with limestone deposits, diatoma-

ceous earth, good top soil and high quality sand and 



■ .-,•■•*% 

gravel, with interim agriculture or non-intensive ^*% 

recreational uses. Of the northern portion of the parcel I 
located on the southern city limits, about 20 acres is 
recommended to be left in 20-AG, as it is single-family 
dwellings in the City's General Plan. It would not be 
necessary to acquire land for a buffer to the city park as 
no city services will be extended beyond the River Park 
property. If rezoriing the parcels connected with the park 
would affect the city's annexation of the park, the city 
would be against rezdning those parcels. If rezoning of 
the parcels will affect the city's expanded use of its 
solid waste disposal landfill operation and its annexation 
of those parcels connected with that operation* the city 
would oppose rezoning those parcels. The new information 
from the County Water Agency needs to be taken into 
consideration and incorporated into the report. 

J. S. Horton, Grefco, Inc. - Letter of July 21, 1978 
stating that mitigation measures should include retaining 
the M-l and M-2 zoning classification for the 11-acre 
parcel currently used by Grefco as it has been occupied by 
the processing plant for 27 years. 

Lloyd and Betty Raff* Land Owners - Letter of September 25, 
1978 stating opposition to the rezpne as it poses an 

unreasonable restriction on the use of their property, 

which is one mile from any prime agricultural land. There 
are water wells and access to electrical power, roads, and 

fdur house sites have been developed. The area is not 
suited to agriculture. 

Lester and Marie Senior, Land Owners - Letter of September 
22, 1978 stating opposition to the rezoning as their 
property does not fit into any of the categories in the 

report. . 

Art Tyree, Landscape Planner, Planning Department - Memo 

of September 12, 1978 stating that the matter of the 
Sandhill Chaparral in the Barton Mesa and Cebada Canyons 
need to be more thoroughly discussed with possile suggested 

mitigation measures. 

Michael Powers, Santa Barbara Area Planning Coucil - Letter 
of September 22, 1978 stating that the population projec 
tions used do not represent a "worst case" analysis of the 

potential growth in the area. Additional possible short-
and long-term housing demands not only from the Space 
Shuttle but from the MJt and possible LNG projects should be 
taken into account, the Area Planning Council has not 

examined the likely sub-regional distribution of housing 
demand as cited on page T-165. 



Lewis Schneider - Letter of October 2, 1978 stating the 

desire to either leaye their property at 20 acres or to 

zone it at 5-acre parcels. 

Paul Wacky Assistant Planning Director - Memo of October 4, 

1978 stating a summary of the recommendations made by the 

Lompoc General Plan Advisory Committee as follows: 
"Removal of Cebada Canyon subdivision from the rezone area, 

the Miguelito Canyon area to retain 7-R-l, RA-rO zoning, for 

retention of Tract 12f319 within the study area for 100-AG 

or 100-U, leaving the M-l in and the M-2 out of the study, 

and that the Planning Department notify Perry's Junkyard 

that the rezone letter will be rescinded. San Pasqual and 

La Salle Canyon portions of the rezone study will be 

discussed by the Advisory Committee on October 12, 1978." 

Comments: 

Paul Wack, Assitant Planning Director - I have also written 

r a response to the letter from the City of Lompoc to recom 

mend that in the parcel near the southern city limits the 

northern 20 acres would remain 20-AL-O and the southern 

will be rezoned to 100-AG. The rezone will have no impacts 

on the River Park property or the solid waste landfill as 
it will be within the city limits and subject to city laws 

r JPn and regulations. The remainder of the memo basically 
■a recommends that if a land owner adjacent to the city wants 

to develop his property, it should be annexed to the city, 

thus creating more efficient and orderly growth. Future 

procedure for this project shall include field studies in 
Lompoc throughout the study area, meetings with the General 

^ Plan Advisory Committee, Planning Commission hearings and 

Board of Supervisors' hearings. My concern is that 

everyone will be heard and know what everyone elses 

concerns are. The forms that will be sent out to you will 

provide a vehicle for participation and when returned will 
become part of the file and the record. Although the study 

area encompasses 150,000 acres, only 50,000 acr;es of this 

is actually proposed for rezoning. Any revisions to the 

rezone area will have to be made by the Board of Super 

visors although recommendations will be made to the Board 

by the Planning Commission. 

Russ Allen, Land Owner, La Salle Canyon - We don't want the 

zoning changed on our land as we have two springs and one 

well. The La Salle Canyon is not prime agricultural land 

as it is in too steep of an area. 

Clare Payne, San Pasqual Canyon - There is no agricultural 

i land on our property and we do not want to be included in 

•jjptK the rezone area. It should be further discussed in the EIR 

f how much water is needed for agriculture versus residential 
use of the land since the rezone is to lessen the water 

use. We bought the land with the residential use in mind 

and not an agricultural use. (See conmsnt #16) 



Jim Houston, Agent for Land Owners on the East Side of f 
Bailey Road - These are the property owners which were 

included in the Lompoc Sewer Assessment District, They 

were charged per acre so they could eventually hook up to 

the sewer system. If they are charged for this and cannot 

build on these lots, this would be a great financial 
hardship on these property owners. (See comment #17). 

Jack Brandon, Environmental Planning, Vandenberg Air Force 

Base - Flight patterns of the Vandenberg Air Force Base and 

the Lompoc Airport need to be included in the EIR. Any 

population increase is not compatible with the airport use 

in the lower Lompoc Valley. The Space Shuttle and its 

noise impacts should be included as far as its effects are 

on this project. (See comment #18). 

Lloyd Raff, Landowner - We are currently zoned in La Salle 
Canyon U or 10-acre U and we should remain in that zoning. 

Our property is hot suitable for agricultural use and 

should not be rezoned. 

Parry1 Schuyler, Farmer - As long as a farmer is doing 

whatever needs to be done, the situation should be left 
alone. The area is not in the sewer zone, but the 100-AG 

would group all the little ranches together so they 
couldn't be separate. There is a great amount of variance 

throughout the basin, and the canyons should be treated 

completely separately and left as is. 

Marie Senior - We don't want to be-included in the rezone 

area. 

Vearl Meadows - It is possible that more water would be 

required for the agricultural use in many cases. 

Rudy Pecoe, La Salle Canyon Property Oyner - The talk of 

rezoning to 100-AG is totally unreasonable in this area. A 

compromise of 5 to 10 acres would be much better. 

John McCaffry, Local Resident - All the people in La Salle 

Canyon wish to be left put of the rezoning area. 

Al Re is is, Cebada Canyon Resident - We are currently at 

20-acre zoning and want to be left at 20-acre zoning. We 
don't want to be called "non-conforming.11 

Constance Savage, General Plan Advisory Committee Member -

On page 15, the statement in the middle of the page should 
read "there would be a substantial and adverse impact on 

commercial agriculturail...under the alternative of no 
project." (existing zoning) (see content #19). 



\'' Carol Nash, General Plan Advisory Committee Member - The 
report should be amended to show that not all of the people 

employed by the MX will live in the Lompoc Valley. (See comment #20), 

Dorothy Robinson - Regarding the population figure, the 

Space Shuttle program will not change the need for housing 

that muchr as when it is phased inr many of the current 

programs will be phased out. Some increase may result as a 

result of the Missle X project, but the LNG is certaihly 

highly questionable. 

LeRoy Scolari, General Plan Advisory Committee Member - I 

want to state that the notification of the meeting was 

inadequate and the available numbers of copies of the EIR 

was also inadequate as well as access to those copies. 

Alan Manee, Environmental Specialist - Staff recommends 

that certification can take place with the following 

changes and additions: A definition to be included of 

"significance" as per the California Environmental Quality 

Act, that there are no significant adverse impacts that 

would result from this project, that an update of the 

growth figures as far as the LNG, MX and Space Shuttle are 

concerned will be included, that an update of the water 

£m\ figures from the new Water Agency information shall be 
*' included, mitigation measures, and a statement that because 

there are no unavoidable adverse impacts, no overriding 

statement of consideration would be necessary, and the 

addition of a discussion on the flight pattMSis of the 

Vandenberg Air Force Base and the Lompoc Airport and the 

noise impacts of the Space Shuttle program. 

Paul Wack - I would also like to remind everyone that this 

is only one of several phases to be gone through as the 

project proceeds to a decision by the Board of 

Supervisors. 

Albert F. Reynolds, Director - With the identification of 

the impacts, the mitigation measures, the alternatives, the 

revisions and additions to the document and responses to 

the comments to be made, this EIR can be certified complete 

under the California Environmental Quality Act and the 

Santa Barbara County Guidelines arid it will be produced in 

final and forwarded to the decision-makers as soon as 

possible. 

ACTION: EIR certified complete. 

Meeting adjourned 12:15 p.m. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

1. Response to Park Water Company is provided by Gil La Ereneire, 
Department of Environmental Resources, Memo of 3 Oct. 78. 

2. GREFCO request for exclusion from rezoning is reasonable since 
the property is developed, and no direct agricultural benefits or 
"mare orderly growth" will occur as a result of rezoning. How 
ever, there is no loss of rights, or limitation in current use 

of property if it is rezoned to 40-AG or "WMJ as proposed, It 
simply bedomes a "legal, non-conforming parcel." The location 
Map and Project Description should show this parcel as a portion 
of the rezone area since it is outside of the City limits. 

3. In accordance with recommendations of the Area Planning Council, 
population projections of the MX Missile Program and I2JG facility 
housing needs have been included. The Technical Appendix should' 
be amended to show that p. 5-57 of the Space Shuttle EEIS is the 
correct reference for population statistics on page T-165, 

paragraph 2. 

4. Letter of Lester and Marie Senior. The reoommeridation for zoning 
change from RAO (1 acre minimum lot size) to larger minimum parcel 
size of 100 acres is made for two major reasons as cited in the 
Board of Supervisors Resolution authorizing this action.^ The 
first is for protection of commercial agpiaalture and maintenance 
of productive agricultural lands. It is true that the properties 
cited in this letter are of low agricultural potential. The second 
reason, however, is for the promotian of orderly growth and dis 
couragement of leapfrog development. This rezoning would prevent 
continued ranchette development where provision of ooimiunity ser 
vices is nrcre expensive to serve outlying areas. Although County 
roads and utilities presently serve this area, provision of fire 
and police services may not be adequate for all possible future 
development allowable under RA-0 zoning. In any case, continued 
rural subdivision in each of the "out of town" areas presently 
developed is nore expensive and energy-consunptive regarding 

provision of public services. 

5. Comment on Art Tyree letter of 31 August 78. Mitigation measures 
proposed in the EIR on TM12588 are not possible to apply in this 
action, although they would be very valuable. The rezoning does 
not change the possible uses or permit additional usie restrictions 

on existing parcels. 

6. City of Uxnpoc letter of 27 Sept. 78. The letter questions the 
effect of rezoning on Assessor's Parcel 93-110-16, on the Cityfs 
expansion of the landfill (APN 93-110-79) and on River Park 
Expansion. This is answered by the letter of Paul Wade, County /^^ 

Planning Department, dated 2 Oct. 78. ) 



7. Letter of Robert Pickett. Please see response #«+ above. 

\ 8. Letter of Joe Betz, Deputy Agricultural Commissioner. No 

comment required. 

9. Letter of Louis Schneider. No comment required for opinion 

expressed. 

10. Letter of A.A. Milligan. Retention of any portion pf the 620 acre 
parcel at RA-0 (one acre) would facilitate leapfrog, development 

if developed at this lot size at a higher cost for services and 
added energy commitment for provision of services and for trans 
portation. Likely, the effect on adjacent agriculture would be 

adverse (trespass, vandalism, spraying conflicts, noise, dust, 
etc.). Forty acre zoning would -tiieoreticaliy allow 15 parcels from 
the 620 acre parcel, whereas 100 acre zoning could allow 6 par 
cels. As a basic principle, the larger the agricultural parcel, 

the better the chance of profitability oh crops. Areas not now 

suited for irrigation may be made so, in certain cases by land 
leveling, deep ripping or other practices. Lands suited.only to 
dry farming because of slope or soil considerations must be kept 

in larger parcels to warrant the movement of equipment and farm 

machinery to them if they are leased. . . 

11. Letter of Mr. and Mrs. Raff. Please see response #4. 

12. Letter of Paul Wade to Albert Reynolds, 4- Oct. 78. This is included 
for informational purposes only and is not directed to the ade 

quacy of the Draft EIR. 

13. Menp of Alan Manee to Any Hodgett, 19 July 78. This memo con 
stitutes DERf s oamment on the Preliminary Draft EIR submitted 
in June 1978 for administrative review. The comments have already 

been incorporated into the Draft EIR. 

m. Memo of Alan Manee to Any Hodgett, 9 August 78. This memo oonraents 
upon the revised Prelimiiiary Draft which was reviewed prior to 
distribution of the Draft EIR. These comments have been incorpor 

ated into the Final EIR. . 

15. Oral Comments of Department of Environmental Resources, 27 Sept. 78. 

a) The MX and LNG figures for housing demand should be added to 

the Final EIR. . . 

They have been incorporated. 

b) The water overdraft figures should be amended to reflect the 

Village Green Draft EIR figures (DER, Sept. 1978). 

X These figures have been reviewed, and incorporated in the 
Final EIR, as have the July 1978 revised water overdraft 

figures from the County Water Agency. 



c) Has the Air Quality Ifen-Attainment rating of the South- ; 
Central Coast Air Basin been mentioned? 

Yes, in the Technical Appendix, Air Quality Section of the 

Draft EIR. 

d) How does, the State Urban Management Strategy (Office of 

Planning and Research) relate to the Draft EIR findings? 

The Draft EIR ;Ls in agreement with the reconimendatioris of 

this report. The rezoning will act to encourage orderly urban 

growth, reduce the energy and dollar costs of community ser 
vices and promote retention of agricultural lands. 

e) Request to add 78-EIR-6 identification number to Final EIR. . 

Done. . 

^ 



OF THE DRAFT EIR, PUBLIC HEARING OF 

THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES, 5 Oct. 78. . 

16. Clare Payne: The rezoning will decrease the ultimate water demand 

of the rezone area by reducing the potential number of dwelling 

units from 9625 units to 1983 units- The rezoning will not reduce 

current levels of water consumption but will less aggravate the 

overxiraft situation than will full buildout under existing zoning. 

The agricultural demand for water is not expected to increase sub 

stantially (page 4, Final EIR; page T-48, Technical Appendix). 

17. Jim Houston: If it is correct that the properties on the east side 

of Bailey Road have been assessed by the Sewer Assessment District 

for future service connections, there is an inequity created ty 

rezoning these areas to non-residential zoning. The current zoning 

of these properties is agricultural, however, at 5, 20, and 40 

acre minimum parcel size (5-AL-O, 20-AL-O, 40-AL-O). These zoning 
designations reflect the intent for limited agriculture, net resi 
dential use. Zoning designations of RA-0 (1 acre) or smaller lot 

sizes are indicative of intent for residential land uses requiring 

' sewer service. 

18. Jack Brandon, Envij^nmerital Planning Branch, Vandenbeyg Air Force 

Base: Noise effects related to the Space Shuttle program* and 

safety effects related to continued or expanded use of thet Lompoc 
Airport were: not identified as issues in the initial study for the 

: rezone action. Consequently they are not included in the Draft 

or Final EIRs. The effect of the prbject, however, would be to 

decrease the size of the ultimate population subject to these 

effects. 

19. Constance Savage: The Department of Environmental Resources has 

certified a wording change on page 15 to replace "there is likely 
to be" a substantial and adverse iinpact • . . to "there would be" 

a substantial and adverse impact on ccramercial agriculture. ♦ • 

under the alternative of no project (existing zoning). 

20. Carol Nash; The MX missile and 12^6 facility housing requirements 

were not included in the Draft EIR. They will appear in the Final 

EIR. The area breakdown shown for the Space Shuttle program housing 

denand in the Draft EIR is for the Lompoc area alone. Comparable 

numbers for the MX missile housing demand are not available for 

Lompoc alone, but a County-wide figure is cited in the Final EIR. 






