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Staff Report: Appeal

Substantial Issue

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: Santa Barbara County
APPEAL: A-4-STB-98-332

‘ . APPLICANT: Dos Pueblos Associates (formerly ARCO Oil and Gas Company) Agent: R.
Whitt Hollis

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Development of a public day-fee 18-hole golf course, 9-hole golf
course, driving range, putting green, clubhouse, accessory structures, and extension of
reclaimed water line to serve the project :

PROJECT LOCATION: 1.5 miles west of Winchester Canyon on Highway 101, Santa Barbara
County

APPELLANT: Surfrider Foundation and Gaviota Coast Conservancy
Substantive File Documents: Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program; Santa Barbara

County Coastal Development Permit 98-CDP-274; Appeal A-4-STB-98-332; Coastal
Commission Appeal A-4-STB-93-154, and Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154-A-2

STAFF NOTE

There are four items on the Commission's June hearing agenda that relate to Coastal
Development Permit No. A-4-93-154 (Arco Oil and Gas Company) (Dos Pueblo Golf Links),
approved by the Commission on November 16, 1994: (1) Arco’s Request for Permit Extension
(A-4-93-154-E1); (2) Arco’s Application for a Permit Amendment (A-4-93-154-A2); (3) Appeal by
. Santa Barbara Urban Creeks Council, Nathan Post, Bob Keats and Tom Phillips (Appeal No. A-
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- 4-98-321); and (4) Appeal by Nathan Post, Bob Keats and Tom Phillips (Appeal No. A-4-98-
332). In the staff report prepared for Arco’s Request for Permit Extension, Commission staff has
recommended that the Commission object to the request, thereby denying the extension, If the
Commission denies the extension request, Arco’s permit application would be set for a full
hearing as though it were a new application, pursuant to 14 C.C.R. section 13169(a)(2). The
hearing on the amendment request and the two related appeals would then no longer be
considered on the Commission’s June Hearing Agenda.

Summary of Staff Recommendation: No Substantial Issue Exists

The Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determinethat no substantial
issue exists with respect to the specifically alleged grounds on which the appeal has been filed
for the following reason: the County of Santa Barbara's Coastal Development Permit No. 98-
CDP-274 is consistent with and conforms to the Commission’s prior approval of the proposed
golf course and appurtenant facilities.

The Appeliant alleges the project is inconsistent with the following Santa Barbara County Local
Coastal Program provisions regarding (1) adverse impacts to wetlands in a manner inconsistent
with LCP Policies 9-6 and 8-9; (2) protection of public access in a manner inconsistent with LCP
Policies 7-1, 7-2 and 7-18; (3) protection of agricultural resources in a manner inconsistent with
LCP Policies 8-1 through 8-4; (4) protection of environmentally sensitive habitats in a manner
inconsistent with LCP Policies 2-11, 3-19, 9-1, 9-11, 9-14, 9-36, and 9-41; and substantial
alteration of landforms in a manner inconsistent wnth LCP Policies 3-13 and 3-14; and (5)
provision of public services in a manner inconsistent with LCP Policy 2-6.

Scope of Appeal to the Commission: The underlying proposed project has been the subject
of a previous appeal to the Coastal Commission (A-4-STB-93-154) in 1993. In that appeal, the
Commission found that the project raised substantial issue and subsequently issued a Coastal
Development Permit (A-4-STB-93-154) for the project. The County recently issued a second
Coastal Development Permit (98-CDP-274) for the project which incorporates a series of project
changes and which constitutes the mechanism which the County uses for purposes of condition
compliance on the original discretionary approval of the project.

These project changes are also the subject of the proposed amendment (A-4-STB-93-154-A-2)
to the Commission’s originally approved Coastal Development Permit (A-4-STB-93-154) for this
project. This amendment which is the subject of a separate Staff Report and Recommendation
is scheduled to be heard by the Commission on the same day as this appeal. While staff is
recommending denial of the amendment request, that denialis based on the newly discovered
existence of the recently federally listed California red-legged frog on this site. This appeal did
not raise that issue, nor is it addressed as part of the County action on this permit.

Due to the nature and limited scope of the County’s Coastal Development Permit (98-CDP-274)
that is the subject of this appeal, the Commission should determine whether the County Coastal
Development Permit (98-CDP-274) is inconsistent in some respect with the Commission’s
underlying Coastal Development Permit (A-4-STB-93-1564), as modified by any subsequent
amendments, including the conditions of the’ County Conditional Use Permit (91-CP-085)
incorporated by reference into the Commission's underlying Coastal Development Permit. If
there is an inconsistency, the Commission then must determine whether a substantial issue is
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raised with respect to the project's conformance with the County's certified Local Coastal
Program or the public access polices of the Coastal Act.

L Project Description

Original Project Approved by the Commission (November 16, 1994): Removal of existing oil
and gas production facilities; construction of a public 18-hole and 9-hole golf course with
appurtenant facilities; + 154,000 cubic yards of grading; extension of an eight inch water line +
5,200 feet from Goleta to the site; construction of a 4 acre-foot pond; and dedication,
construction, operation and maintenance of various access improvements, landscaping and
merger of all 23 lots into two parcels

Amended Project Approved by the County (December 4, 1998): The original project has
been modified by the County under the locally issued Coastal Development Permit No.98-CDP-
274. Additionally, the applicant has applied for a modification to the Commission’s originally
issued Coastal Development Permit (A-4-STB-93-154) in order to conform both permits. These
project changes modify a number of existing elements of the golf course including layout of
fairways putting greens and driving range, tees, cart paths, vehicular entrances, location of
storage lake, architectural design of buildings, drainage design, future horse tie-up/bicycle rack;
location and number of bridges; add a pump house, a six-acre parcel to the project site; and
concrete terminus to the vertical access west of Tomate Canyon; and revise the project
description to reflect proposed changes and to conform to previously included elements in
design plans.

Il. Appeal Procedures

The Coastal Act provides for appeals to the Coastal Commission after certification of Local
Coastal Programs (LCPs) of a local government’s actions on Coastal Development Permits (and
in the case of Santa Barbara County, other discretionary permits such as Conditional Use
Permits and Development Plans). Developments approved by cities or counties may be
appealed if they are located within the mapped appealable areas, such as those located
between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, within 300 feet of the inland extent
of any beach or of the mean high-tide line of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is
greater, on state tidelands, or along or within 100 feet of natural watercourses. (Coastal Act
Section 30603[a]) Further, any development approved by the County that is not designated as a
principal permitted use within a zoning district may also be appealed to the Commission
irrespective of its geographic location within the Coastal Zone. (Coastal Act Section 30603[a][4])
Finally, developments, which constitute major public works or major energy facilities may be
appealed to the Commission. (Coastal Act Section 30603[a][5]).

The proposed project is located seaward of the first public road paralleling the coast (U.S.
Highway 101) and is therefore subject to an appeal to the Coastal Commission. (PRC Section
30603[a][1]; Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section
35-182.4[a]). As noted above, the County’s certified Local Coastal Program further provides
that the issuance of a CDP for a project requiring a Conditional Use Permit (or Development
Plan) is appealable to the Commission, irrespective of its location within the Coastal Zone. The
proposed project required a CUP and is therefore is also subject to an appeal on the basis that it
is not a principal permitted use (PRC Section 30603[a][4]; Santa Barbara County Local Coastal
Program Coastal Zoning Ordinance 35-182.4[c]).
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The grounds for appeal for development approved by the local government are limited to the
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified Local
Coastal Program or the public access policies set forth in Division 20 of the Public Resources
Code. (Coastal Act Section 30603[a][4]). Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the
Commission to hear an appeal unless the Commission determines that no substantial issue is
raised by the appeal.

As noted above, because the issues raised in connection with the appellant’s first appeal of this
project (A-4-STB-93-154), were resolved by the Commission in the substantial issue and de
novo hearings, the scope of this review is limited to the new issues raised by the proposed
changes to the project which are reflected in the locally issued Coastal Development Permst (98-
CDP-274).

It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that substantial issue is raised by the
appeal. If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue
question, proponents and opponents will have three (3) minutes per side to address whether the
appeal raises a substantial issue. If a substantial issue is found to exist, the Commission will
proceed to a full public de novo hearing on the merits of the project, which may occur at a
subsequent hearing. If the Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the merits of the permit
application, the applicable test for the Commission to consider is whether the proposed
development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program and the public access and
public recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the substantial issue stage of the
appeal process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application before the local
government (or their representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons
must be submitted in writing. If a de novo hearing is heid, test:mony may be taken from all
interested persons at the de novo hearing.

il Local Government Action and Filing of Appeal

The Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors approved a Coastal Development Permit (98-
. CDP-274) on December 3, 1998, and issued a Notice of Final Action on December 4, 1998,

The Commission received a Notice of Final Action on the project on December 4, 1998, and
began the appeal period on the next working day, December 7, 1998. The Commission
received an appeal of the County’s action on this Coastal Development Permit on December 18,
1998. The appeal was therefore filed within the 10 working day appeal period from the date of
the Commission’s receipt of the Notice of Final Action as provided by the Commission’s
Administrative Regulations. :

Pursuant to Section 30261 of the Coastal Act, an appeal hearing must be set within 49 days
from the date an appeal of a locally issued Coastal Development Permit is filed. In accordance
with the California Code of Regulations, on December 22, 1998 staff requested all relevant
documents and materials regarding the subject permit from the County to enable staff to analyze
the appeal and prepare a recommendation as to whether a substantial issue exists. The
administrative record for the project was received from the County on December 18, 1998 (two
days before it was officially requested).
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However, since the Commission did not receive all requested documents and materials in time
to allow consideration at the January 1998 Commission hearing, the Commission opened and
continued the hearing at the January 15, 1998 Commission meeting pursuant to Section 13112
of the California Code of Regulations.

. Staff Recommendation on Substantial Issue

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that NO substantial issue exists with
respect to grounds on which the appeal was filed pursuant to Section 30603 of the Coastal Act
and take the following action:

Motion

| move that the Commission determine that appeal A-4-STB-98-332 raisesNO substantial issue
with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603 of the
Coastal Act.

Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion.
A majority of the Commissioners preéent is required to pass the motion.
V. Findings and Declarations for Substantial Issue

A. Project Background

Original Project Approved by the Commission (November 16, 1994: Removal of existing oil
and gas production facilities; construction of a public 18-hole and 9-hole golf course with
appurtenant facilities; + 154,000 cubic yards of grading; extension of an eight inch water line +
5,200 feet from Goleta to the site; construction of a 4 acre-foot pond; and dedication,
construction, operation and maintenance of various access improvements, landscaping and
merger of all 23 lots into two parcels

Amended Project Approved by the County (December 4, 1998): The original project has
been modified by the County under the locally issued Coastal Development Permit No.98-CDP-
274. Additionally, the applicant has applied for a modification to the Commission’s originally
- issued Coastal Development Permit (A-4-STB-93-154) in order to conform both permits. These
project changes modify a number of existing elements of the golf course including layout of
fairways putting greens and driving range, tees, cart paths, vehicular entrances, location of
storage lake, architectural design of buildings, drainage design, future horse tie-up/bicycle rack;
location and number of bridges; add a pump house, a six-acre parcel to the project site; and
concrete terminus to the vertical access west of Tomate Canyon; and revise the project
description to reflect proposed changes and to conform to previously included elements in
design plans.

II. Appeal Procedures
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The Coastal Act provides ior appeals to the Coastal Commission after certification of Local
Coastal Programs (LCPs) of a local government’s actions on Coastal Development Permits (and
in the case of Santa Barbara County, other discretionary permits such as Conditional Use
Permits and Development Plans). Developments approved by cities or counties may be
appealed if they are locatad within the mapped appealable areas, such as those located
between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea, within 300 feet of the inland extent
of any beach or of the mean high-tide line of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is
greater, on state tidelands, or along or within 100 feet of natural watercourses. (Coastal Act
Section 30603[a]) Further, iny development approved by the County that is not designated as a
principal permitted use within a zoning district may also be appealed to the Commission
irrespective of its geographi: location within the Coastal Zone. (Coastal Act Section 30603([a][4])
Finally, developments, which constitute major public works or major energy facilities may be
appealed to the Commissioli. (Coastal Act Section 30603[a][5]).

The proposed project is located seaward of the first public road paralleling the coast (U.S.
Highway 101) and is theref>re subject to an appeal to the Coastal Commission. (PRC Section
30603[a][1]; Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section
35-182.4[a)). As noted above, the County's certified Local Coastal Program further provides .
that the issuance of a CDF’ for a project requiring a Conditional Use Permit (or Development
Plan) is appealable to the Commission, irrespective of its location within the Coastal Zone. The
proposed project required a CUP and is therefore is also subject to an appeal on the basis that it
is not a principal permitted ise (PRC Section 30603[a}{4]; Santa Barbara County Local Coastal
Program Coastal Zoning Or jinance 35-182.4[c]).

The grounds for appeal for development approved by the local government are limited to the
allegation that the developrnient does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified Local
Coastal Program or the public access policies set forth in Division 20 of the Public Resources
Code. (Coastal Act Section 30603[a][4]). Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the
Commission to hear an appeal unless the Commission determines that no substantial issue is
raised by the appeal.

As noted above, because tlie issues raised in connection with the appellant’s first appeal of this
project (A-4-STB-93-154), 'vere resolved by the Commission in the substantial issue and de
novo hearings, the scope »f this review is limited to the new issues raised by the proposed
changes to the project whic1 are reflected in the locally issued Coastal Development Permit (98-
CDP-274).

It takes a majority of Conimissioners present to find that substantial issue is raised by the
appeal. If the Commissicn decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue
question, proponents and osponents will have three (3) minutes per side to address whether the
appeal raises a substantial issue. If a substantial issue is found to exist, the Commission will
proceed to a full public de novo hearing on the merits of the project, which may occur at a
subsequent hearing. if the Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the merits of the permit
application, the applicable test for the Commission to consider is whether the proposed
development is in conformily with the certified Local Coastal Program and the public access and
public recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

The only persons qualified o testify before the Commission at the substantial issue stage of the
appeal process are the :pplicant, persons who opposed the application before the local
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government (or their representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons
must be submitted in writing. If a de novo hearing is held, testimony may be taken from all
interested persons at the de novo hearing.

B. Issues Raised by the Appellant

The Appellant alleges the project is inconsistent with following Santa Barbara County Local
Coastal Program provisions regarding (1) adverse impacts to wetlands in a manner inconsistent
with LCP Policies 9-6 and 9-9; (2) protection of public access in a manner inconsistent with LCP
Policies 7-1, 7-2 and 7-18; (3) protection of agricultural resources in a manner inconsistent with
LCP Policies 8-1 through 8-4; (4) protection of environmentally sensitive habitats in a manner
inconsistent with LCP Policies 2-11, 3-19, 9-1, 9-11, 9-14, 9-36, and 9-41; and substantial
alteration of landforms in a manner inconsistent with LCP Policies. 3-13 and 3-14; and (5)
provision of public services in a manner inconsistent with Policy 2-6.

C. Substantial Issue Analysis
Section 30603(b)(1) of the Coastal Act stipulates that:

The grounds ‘for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an allegation
that he development does not conform to the standards se forth in the certified Local
Coastal Program or the public access policies se forth in this division.

Because the issues raised in connection with the appellant’s first appeal of this project (A-4-
STB-93-154), were resolved by the Commission in the substantial issue and de novo hearings,
the scope of this review is limited to the new issues raised by the proposed changes to the
project which are reflected in the locally issued Coastal Development Permit (98-CDP-274).
The new issues raised as a result of the amendments to the originally approved project involve
protection of environmentally sensitive habitats, including wetlands, provision of public access,
alteration of landforms, public services, public access. The proposed changes to the project do
not raise any new issues with respect to the preservation of agricuitural lands.

The appellant’s specific contentions do not raise valid grounds for an appeal for the following
reason: the locally issued Coastal Development Permit 98-CDP-274 is consistent with and
conforms to the Commission’s prior approval of the proposed golf course and appurtenant
facilities.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the appellant's contentions does not raise a substantial
issue with respect to conformity with the standards of the County's certified Local Coastal
Program and the public access policies of the Coastal Act. ‘
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Final Revised Findings of 2/8/95 Commission Meeting

Program (LCP), and also requires-that any development located between the
first public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located
within the Coastal Zone must conform with the public access and recreation
policies of the Coastal Act. \

I1. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The sfaff fecommends that the-Commiésion. after public hearing, adoﬁt the
following resolution: : : , ~

Approval with Conditions.

. The Commission hereby grants a permit for the proposed development on the
grounds that the development will be in conformity with the provisions of the
certified Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program, is in conformance with
the public access policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and will not have
any significant adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the
California Environmental Quality Act. o

MOTION

I move that the Commission approve the revised findings for the project
(A-4-STB-93-154) as approved by the County of Santa Barbara, and as
§ggzequently amended by the’applicant on October 14, 1994 and November 14,

,, _ | - | EXHIBITNO. 4
" III.. CONDITIONS : ~ APPLICATION NO.
Standard Conditions. See Exhibit 7. A-l-STB-08-332

- 1. The project shall be subject to all conditions attached to County approval

- (91-CP-085) except as specifically modified by subsequent amendments to
the project description. Any deviations or conflicts shall be reviewed by
the Executive Director to determine whether an amendment to the Coastal
Permit is required. o

2. The applicant shall submit a deed restriction to the Executive Director
for review and approval which irrevocably precludes the re-subdivision of
the lots merged as proposed in the amended project description (amendment
dated November 14, 1994). The approved deed restriction shall be recorded
within sixty days of recordation of the lot merger. T

The document shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns
and shall be recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances which the
Executive Director determines may affect the interest being conveyed.
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4.

5.

6.

_ ARCO OTL AND GAS COMPANY GOLF COURSE
Final Revised Findiags of 2/8/95 Commission Meeting
Standard Conditions.
Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the
permittee or authorizd agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and

acceptance of the terns and conditions, s returned to the Commission
office. ' .

It development has not commenced, the permit will expire two
years from the date cn which the Commission voted on the application.
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a -
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must

be made prior_* to the expi ration‘date. _

Compliance. A11 dev:lopment must.occur in strict compliance with the

_proposal as set forta below. Any deviation from the approved plans must

be reviewed and approved by the staff and may require Commission approval.

Interpretation. Any qixesﬁons of intent or interpretation of any
condition will be resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission.

Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site
‘and the development during construction, subJect to 24-hour advance notice.

Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified p‘erson, provided
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and
conditions of the penﬂt. . . . .

Jerms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall
be gurpetual , and 1t is the intention of the Commission and the permittee
to.bind a11 future owners and possessors of the subjgct property to the

- terms and conditions.

~

EXHIBIT NO.
APPLICATION NO.

5
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EXHIBIT NO. 6

APPLICATION NO.

A-4-STB-98-332

Attachment A

‘The following excerpt is the Golf Links project description as contained n mﬁaﬁ»\]ﬁu‘ig 3
Conditional Use Permit 9..-CP-085. The relevant portions of the project description (i.e., the
Golf Links description) tave been modified as appropriate to reflect the proposed ptom:t
changes. Changes to the text have been marked bynndnhngand/orsmﬂeethteugh.

- Modified Pro;ect Descnp tion (From Condxtional Use Permit 91-CP-085)

" The golf links component of the project, compnsed of 18 holes, encompasses 724 acres of the

O T Y T Y ST
v
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- 202 208 acre project site end is designed as a sea-side course which is reminiscent of the classic
course design of the 193C’s. The course routing has been planned based upon the topography
and shape of the land; environmental sensitivities; the fact that the course is to be opuated asa
public daily fee facility; a1d the architect’s preferred style.

The 18 hole course wouli have nmndﬂaa-emne concrete cart path servicing the entire
course. Six inch, stand-up concrete curbing would extend a short distance around all tees, greens
and other locations for m.aintenance and safety. An existing service road located south of the
railroad right-of-way wuuld, along with the cart path system and turf surfaces, provide
- maintenance vehicles accss to the entire property. Sﬁﬂmdshonbndgcsagmmmd
Zm.hndm)arepropocedthmughoutthecoutseonthccmm

In addition to the 18 hole public daily fee lmks. the project also mcludes a par-tbreeeomse
locatedontheeestemedgeoftheproperty This course consists of nine holes, measuring 150
yards or less, The par-tliree course is designed to complement the 18 hole course by allowing
golfers the opportunity o sharpen their "“short game”. It:sdesxmdmbewalkedandm
electric golf carts would se allowed. This component of the project would occupy approximately

-8.7 acres of the project site. The 18 holegolfhnksandpar-threecoursetoge‘therwonldoecupy
approximately 54 40 per:ent of the site. A

The clubhouse, cart bamn, maintenance area and parking lot would occupy appro:nmately T acres.

These facilities would b located on the present site of the previous ARCO's production offices,
warchouse and storage y atds

- The 9,290 square foot c!lubhouse would be the focal point of the site. The building height of the
clubhouse is 17 feet with-a—central-atrium—at-22-feet. It would consist of a pro shop, grill,
administrative offices, n xcetmg room, and restrooms. Food service is intended for golfers during
daylxght hours only and is not intended or programmed to compete thh local restaurants.

Given the 18 hole golf links routing, golfers would not retum to the clubhouse until thexr round is
~completed. Therefore, a half-way house between the ninth and tenth holes is proposed. The
half-way house would include a 700-square-foot snack bar, restroom facility and starters station.

' The ongmally appro: ed plans showed a total of 13 bndges, 11 cart bridges and 2 foot bridges, but

the project dcscnpt:o 1incorrectly stated 6 bridges.
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Along with the half-way house, a;xothei- restroom and three additional shelters would be located
on the golf links to provide comfort and protection from the elements.

The 8,012 square foot cart bam, located north of the clubhouse, would enclose all of the golf cart

storage, maintenance, cleaning, and range operations. The 7,974 square foot maintenance

building would house all of the equipment and machinery necessary to maintain the golf course, '

as well as offices and employee facilities. This building would be located east of the clubhouse
and would serve to screen the service yard. The service yard would be screened to the west by a

. Serpentine wall. An 800-square-foot storage building would be located north of the service yard.

A driving range, putting greesi and turf farm are also proposed. The driving range is proposed to
- be located west of the clubhouse. The putting green is proposed to be located between the

driving range, the first hole's tee, and the clubhouse. To support the turf needs of the 18 hole
golf links and par-three course, a turf farm of approximately one-half acre would be located near

. thcno:thwcstemcomerofthemc

Therouungofme laholegolfhnkscomsereqmresmssmgufﬂxeSomheumﬁcRﬁkoﬁ
right-of-way three times. The crossings would be accommodated by the existing wooden bridge
and the creation of two new tunnel crossings. The tunnel crossings would be finished with
gunite or textured plaster to aesthetically conform to the architectural and golf course character

of the 1930s. Thehmelswmﬂdbeapprommmly lwfedmlmgthmthahmghtbeeiﬁngof
10 feet. |

mmmmﬂgmoﬁmmmducwmmm'MM

possibly cable; no chain link or modern reflective materials would be used. All utilities,

including those presently located on the site, would be placed underground.

The course is anticipated to operate from 350 o 360 days per year. An estimated 50,000 to
60,000 rounds of golf per year would be played on the 18-hole course and 20,000 rounds would

~ be played on the nine-hole course. Hours of operation would be from dawn to dusk for the

course. Restaurant service would close one-half hour after dusk. A maximum of two
profmonalmdlorammwm,wmchwoulddxawgnﬂenes,worﬂdbeheldatﬂzsiwper
year. The project applicant estimates that 32 full-time equivalent employees would be required

for golf course operation. This would result in a net increase of 17 new employees at the site.

"The project would involve approximately 154,470 cubic yards of cut and 154,470 cubic yards'of ’

fill, to be balanced on-site. Some offsite grading would be required for the installation of
pipelines and proposed addition of the acceleration and deceleration lanes. The above cut and fill.
estimate includes these offsite components. Overall, 115 acres of the 202 208 acre site would be
graded. The maximum elevation that would result from grading would occur near hole number
seven and would involve an increase in elevation of 25 feet (from 50 feet to 75 feet). The
proposed dramage plan includes a system of storm drains with associated energy dissipaters to
reduce erosion effects of drainage flows and five four desiltation basins, most of which would be

. located mthm the exxstmg drainages of the site,
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Slope stability on the bluffs and barrancas of the project site were a concem in the design of the

golf links project. Therefore, the applicant has proposed a drainage system which would

contribute to the control of erosion and enhance slope stability. A conceptual landscape design

has also been proposed as part of the project that would incorporate deep-rooted, dmught tolerant
natwe plants on the bluff tops and drainages to provxde slope stability.

A structural setback from the top of the bluff has been included in the project des:gn to mitigate
potential geologic hazards associated with sea cliff retreat. This setback zone includes a 55-foot
structural setback and a 30-foot non-structural setback.

A harbor seal haul out and rookery area exists at the beach near the mouth of Tomate Canyon. In
. an effort to avoid impacting harbor seal activity in this area, the golf links has been designed with
fencing to avoid encroachment into the portions of the project site from which views of the
harbor seal haul out area can be gained. Construction activities adjacent to the bluffs that are
above the seal haul out area would be scheduled to avoid the most sensitive seasons, such as
when pups are present. "

Revegetation and habitat enharicement components are also included in the project. R:moved
trees greater than six inches in diameter shall be replaced with native trees at the ratio of three to
one (willows would be replaced at five to one). Removed tamarisk trees would not be replaced.
Wildlife habitat would also be enhanced by the use of native vegetation throughout the site.

A storage lake in the eastern portion of the site is proposed to allow for sufficient water reserve
in the case of a temporary mfeuuptxonofwaterdehvenes. The approximately fous 5.4% acre-foot
lakewouldpxowde mforﬁvedaysofa:verage xmganon aml2.5 daysofpeakmm

2 . It should be noted that the project description and Condition #10 are inconsistent in that the project

description references a 4 acre-foot lake but Condition #10 references a 5 acre-foot lake, The 5.4
acre-foot estimate is a result of final engineering and design work conducted for the storage lake,
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' Board of Supervisors
.v, ‘ : August 17, 1993
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT |EXHIBIT NO.
ARTICLE II, CHAPTER 35 . _ APPLICATION NO.
CASE NO. 91-CP-085 ' A-4-STB-98-332
- L A Conditional Use Permit is Héreby Granted: . : Page 1 of 36 °

TO: AﬁCO Oil and Gas Ccmpgny : | |
APN: 079-180-05, -16,-18 2nd 079200-04, 08 | -
'ZONE: AG-1I-100 |

AREA/DISTRICT: Gaviota/Third

. FOR. The development of a pubhc day-fee 18-hole "links™: style golf course, nine-hole par
three golf course, driving range, putting green, clubhouse, cart barn, maintenance:
. and accessory uses/structures and extension of a reclaimed water line on

and off site. In addition, oil andgaspmducnon famwcmmnﬂylocntedonthe
sxtemnldbeabandoned. .

Irﬁgaﬁonwatershanbeprov:dedthmugbthepnvatc extension of the Galeta.
Senitary Dism::t!Go!eta Watcr District reclaimed water line to the site.

II. ‘This Conditional Use Permit approval [91-CP-85] is based upon andlimitedtoeomplfance
with the pro;wt description, Planning Commission Exhibit A, (the site plan marked v
reclaimed o )datedMayZG1993 and conditions of approval sét forth below. '
deviations from the project description or the conditions must be reviewed and approved

by the Director of the Resource Management Department for conformity with this appraval.

‘Deviations from the project description or conditions of approval may reqmrc a modxﬁcanon
to 91-CP-85 and further environmental review.

1. The project dcscnpnon is as follows:

The 202-acre project site currently supports ARCO’s Dos Puebles oil and gas i
production facility which would be entirely abandoned with the development of
the Golf Links Project. ‘Wells and facilities abandonment would involve the
followmg components: plugging and abandonment of wells othcr than water

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

91-CP-08S AS REFERENCED IN THE BOARD ormmwsonsmonmma
THE MEETING OF AUGUST 17, 1993
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Given the golf links routing, golfers would notretumn to the clubhouse until their
round is completed. Therefore, a half-way house between the ninth and tenth
holes is proposed. The half-way house would include a 700-square-foot snack
bar, restroom facility and starters station. Along with the half-way house,
" another restroom and three additional shelters would be located on the golf links
to provide comfort and protection from the elements.

The 8,012 square foot cart barn, located north of the clubhouse, would enclose
all of the golf cart storage, maintenance, cleaning and range operations. The
7,974 square foot maintenance building would house all of the equipment and -
machinery necessary to maintain the golf course, as well as offices and employes
facilities. This building would be located east of the clubhouse and would serve
to screen the service yard. The service yard would be screened to the west by
a serpentine wall. An 800-square-foot storagé building would be located north
of the service yard. . . )

* A driving range, putting green and turf farm are also proposed: The driving
_ range is proposed to be Jocated west of the clubhouse. The putting green is
proposed to be located between the driving range, the first hole’s tee, and the

" clubhouse. To support the turf needs of the golf links and par-three course, a

turf farm of approximately one-half acre would be Jocated near the northwestern
corner of the site. : : ;

The routing of the golf links course requires crossing of the Southermn Pacific
Railroad right-of-way three times. The crossings would be acconimodated by the
existing wooden bridge, located immediatgly south of the existing ARCO

- facilities, and the creation of two new tunnel crossings. The tunnel crossings .
would be finished with gunite or textured plaster to aesthetically conform to the
architectural and golf course character of the 1930s. The tunnels would be
approximately 100 feet in length with a height to céiling of 10 feet. -

Perimeter fencing and railroad right-of-way fencing would be constructed from
rustic wood and possibly cable, no chain link or modern reflective’ materials
would be used. All utilities including those presently located on the site, would
be placed under ground. . ' -

The course is anticipated to operate from 350 to 360 days per.year. An
estimated 50,000 to 60,000 rounds of golf per year would be played on the 18-
hole course and 20,000 rounds would be played on the nine-hole course. Hours
of operation would be from dawn to dusk for the course. Restaurant service
would close one-half hour after dusk. A maximum of two professional and/or
amateur events which would draw galleries would be held at the site per year.
The project applicant estimates that 32 full-time equivalent employees would be

required for golf course operation. This would result in a net increase of 17 new ’
employees at the site. .

3
s

_SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' : : .
91-CP-08S AS REFERENCED IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ACTION LETTER POR

mcem‘s IG OF AUGUST 17, 1993 :
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disposal wells; cleaning of hydtocarbons from oil and gas ;::pehnes' cleaning of

main gathering lines; reroval of liquids from separators; emptying wash tank, oil
tariks, and wastewater tanks; removal and disposal of tanks, vessels, pipelines,

- and equipment; purging of gas from pipelines between the tank farm'and the

sales gas compressor; removal and disposal of vessels and equipment in the sales
£as COompressor, gas chiller/knockout, and sulfacheck areas; removal and disposal
of all above ground p:pehnes and supports; removal of the Southern California

.Gas Company’s metering facilities; and removal of buried pipelines only as

necessary to allow golf course grading and construction (additional detail is
provided in Appendix 3.0 of 92-EIR-16).

The links component of the project, comprised of 18 holes, encompasses 72.4
acres of the 202-acre project site and is designed as a sea-side course which is
reminiscent of the classic course design of the 1930’s. The course routing has

_been planned based upon the topography and shage of the land; environmentat

sensitivities; the fact that the course is to be operated as a public daily fee
facility; and the architect’s preferred style.

The 18-hole course would have an earthtone concrete cart path servicing the

. entire course. Six-inch, stand-up, concrete curbing would extend a short distance

aroundalltca,greonsandothcr!ocatxonsformamtenanccandsafety An
existing sexvice road located south of the railroad right-of-way would, along with
the cart path system and turf surfaces, provide maintenance vehicles access to
the entire property. Smshoﬂbndgesarepmposedthmghouttheoomonthe

'cartpaths.

In addition to the 18-hole public daily fee links, the project also includes a par-
three course located on the eastern edge of the property. This course consists

‘of nine holes, measuring 150-yards or less. The par-three course is designed to

complement the 18-hole course by allowing golfers the opportunity to sharpen
their "short game”. It is designed to be walked and no electric golf carts would

- be allowed. This component of the project would occupy approximately 8.7

acres of the project site. The golf links and par-three course together wauld
occupy approximately 54 percent of the sxtc. .

‘.

_The clubhguse, cart “barn, maintenance area and parkmg lot would occupy

approximately 7 acres. These facilities would be located on the present site of
ARCO’s production offices, warchouse and storage yards.

The 9,290 square foot clubhouse would be the focal point of thc site. The
building height of the clubhouse is 17 feet with a central atrium at 22 feet. It

would consist of a pro shop, grill, administrative offices, meeting room, and
restrooms. Food service is intended for golfers during daylight hours only and
is not intended or programmed to compete with local restaurants.

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD bl’ SUPERVISORS

N-CP-085 AS REFERENCED IN THE BOARD OF SUPE!VISORS ACTION wrmn FOR
THE MEETING OF AUGUST 17, 1993
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The project would inv 3lve 154,470 cubic yards of cut and 154, 470 cubic yards of
fill, to be balanced on-site. Some offsite grading would be required for the
installation of pipelines and proposed addition of the acceleration and
deceleration lanes. The above cut and fill estimate includes these offsite
components. Overall 115 acres of the 202 site would be graded. The maximum
elevation that would result from grading would occur near hole number seven
and would involve ar increase in elevation of 25 feet (from 50 feet to 75 feet).
The proposed drainege plan includes a system of storm drains with associated
enargydissipamto reduce erosion effects of drainage flows and five desiltation
basins most of which wouldbeloeutedmthintheadstingdrainaguofthedte.

Slopestabﬂxtyonthubluﬁsandbmnmoftheprqectmweamnmh

the design of the goif links project. Therefore, the applicant has proposed a

system which would contribute to the.control of erosion and enhance
slope stability. A conceptual Jandscape design has also been proposed as part

-of the project that would incorporate deep-rooted, drought tolerant native plants

on the bluff tops ard dramages to provxde slope stability.

:Asmcuralsetbad:ﬁ'omthempofthcbhﬁhabeenimlndedintbepmpct

design to mitigate potential geologic hazards associated with sea’ cliff retreat.
Thissetbackmneincludesaﬁfootstmchmlsetbackmdaaoﬁootmn-
stmcturalseﬂ:ack.

. Aharbonealhaul autandrookeryareaeximatthebuchnearthemmthot

Tomate Canyon. In an effort to avoid impacting harbor seal activity in this ares,
the golf links has been designed with fencing to avoid encroachment into' the

" portions of the prc ject site from which views of the harbor seal haul out area can

be gained. Constiuction activities adjacent to the bluffs that are above the seal
hauluutareamﬂdbescheduledmavuidthemostsensmvemmchas

- when pups are prsent. -

Revegetation ‘anc; habitat enhancement components are also included in the
project. Removed trees greater than six inches in diameter shall be replaced -
with native trees at the ratio of three to one (willows would be replaced at five
to one). Removed tamarisk trees would not be replaced. 'Wildlife habitat would
also be enhancec! by the use of native vegetation throughout the site.

" The scheduling 1nd time in months for completion of the various construction

components is presented in Appendix 3.0 of the EIR. -The total estimated
construction schi:dule for the reclaimed water opnon is 18 months. -Based on the
applicant’s estiniate that abandonment of the existing oil and gas operations
could commencr: within six months after approval of the Conditional Use Permit,

project construction (starting with abandonment) could begin in October of 1993
and -be completsd by April of 1995. :

~ SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOAR ) OF SUPERVISORS

91-CP.08S AS REFERENCED INTHI BOARD.OF SUPERVISORS ACTION LETTER FOR
THE MEETING OF AUGUST 17,1963 * | 001687
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Implementation of the reclaimed water option would ir involve extension of the
proposed 8-inch reclaimed water pipeline from the GSD/GWD Phase II
extension which would terminate at Hollister Avenue and Las Armas Road,
where the Phase II expansxon to Sandpiper Golf Course Jeaves Hollister Avenue.
The pipeline would continue westward within Hollister Avenue until reaching the
entrance to the Sandpiper Golf Course and the exxstmg public access road to
ARCO’s Ellwood facility. The pipeline would continue westward across the
Hyatt property within the proposed access road. Should the access road not be
constructed during the installation of the pipeline, a portion of the eastern half
of the Hyatt property would have a temporary alternate route. The remainder
of the Hyatt property would be crossed within the existing road to the boundary
of the Eagle Canyon Ranch. From this point, the pipeline would turn southwest
and continue approximately 220 fect within the existing access road to the

Eliwood Pier. The lines would then be located on existing oil and gas piperacks .
(within an existing easement) crossing Eagle Canyon Ranch. The existing

iperacks extend over two drainages including Eagle Canyon and an unnamed
corridor north of Ellwood Pier. Through both cfthescareas,thcpipehn&s
would be positioned by light crane and then welded in place. Once the
reclaimed water pipeline extension crosses Eagle Canyon Creek, it would enter

the existing roadway for approximately 300 feet until turning west and climbing
" out of the Canyon. The line would terminate at a proposed four acre-feet, onsite

storage lake. The last 300 feet of the pipeline would be mostly outside of the
existing roadway. Where buried within roadways, the pipeline would be located
approximately two to three feet off the centerline of the pavement.

Astoragelakemtheeastempomonofthemcxspmposedtoaliuwfor

- Sufficient water reserve in the case of a temporary interruption’ of water

deliveries. The approximately four acre-foot lake would provide reserves for five

days of average irrigation andZ.Sdaysofpeak xmganonnaeds. The lake would
bemcludod. o .

In order to construct the cart barn in the location shown on the site plan, a Lot
Line Adjustment must first be accomplished as it is currently shown extendirig
over the property boundary into an area owned by Caltrans.

‘The grading, development, use, and maintenance of the property, the size, shape,'

arrangement, and location of structures, parking areas and landscape areas, and
the protection and preservation of resources shall conform to the project
description above and the conditions of approval below. The property and any
portions thereof shall be sold, leased or financed in compliance with th:s project

"description and the conditions of approval hereto.

Compliance with Departmental Letters:

a. Air Pollution Control District dated March 15, 1992
b Bm‘ldmg and Devalopmc*a' Division, Public Works dated March 26, 1993

SAN!‘A BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
91-CP-085 AS REFERENCED IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ACTION LETYER POR

PAGRE S

THE MEETING OF AUGUST 17, 1993
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c. Environmental Health Services dated April 2, 1993 . .
d. Fire Department dated July 21, 1992
e
f.

f)
[ ]

. Flood Control dated March 17, 1993
Park Department dated March 25, 1993

3. Priortolssuance of a CoastalDeveIopment Permit for any aspect of the project,’
- an Environmental Quality Assurance Program (EQAP) shall be prepared
according to procedures established by Santa Barbara County RMD, paid for by

. the applicant and submitted for review and approval of RMD. The EQAP shalt
hcludethefonowing: 1) Al conditions and mitigation measures imposed on

this project and the impacts they are mitigating separated by subject area. 2)

A plan for coordination and implementation of all measures and the plans and
programs required therein. 3) A description of all measures the applicant will

management

*pemnnelandaﬁectedemtyagenciesincludingRLm Contractor feedback .

responsibilities include weekly, monthlyandqnarterlyreports (as specified in

EQAP) to be prepared throughout grading and construction. These shall include

status of development, status of conditions, incidents of non-compliance and their

results and any other pertinent or requested data. 4) A contractor to carry out i

“the EQAP shall be selected by RMD in consultation with the applicant. The
s) will be under contract and responsible to the County, with all costs

to be funded by the applicant. The EQAP contractor shall appoint at least one

mamkmmmm(ommpmsmmmmmmm

» specific

. theOEChastheantho;ityandabﬂitytosecureeompBancevdthaﬂpmjwt

. conditions and to stop work in an emergency. The EQAP shall also provide for
any appropriate procedures not specified in the conditions of approval to be
mﬁedontifmeyarenmarytomidmvirmmtalimpam )

4. _The,applicantshancnsmthattheprojeqtoompﬁesthhanapprovedplamand
all project conditions including those which must be monitored after the project’
is built and occupied. To accomplish this the applicant agrees to:

a. Contact RMD compliance staff as soon as possible after project approval to
provide the name and phone number of the future contact person for the
project and give estimated dates for future project activities, :

b. Contact RMD conipliénce staff at least 2 weeks prior to commencement of
. construction activities to schedule an on-site pre-construction meeting with -

the owner, compliance staff, other agency personnel and with key
construction personnel.

c. Pay fees prior to land use clearance as authorized under ordinance and fee
schedules to cover full costs of monitoring as descn’bed above, including costs

SANTA BARBARA, COUNTY BOARD OF

‘91-CP-085 AS REFERENCED IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ACTION LETTER POR
‘THE MEETING OF AUGUST 17, 1993
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. for RMD to hire and manage outside consultants when deemed necessary

by RMD staff (.g. non-compliance situations, special monitoring needed for
sensitive areas including but not limited to biologists, archaeologists) to
assess damage and/or ensure compliance. In such cases, the applicant shall
comply with RMD recommendations to bring the project into compliance.
The decxsxon of the Director of RMD shall be final in the eventof a dxspmc.

NOTE: 'I‘he letters with numbers which appear within the parenthesis indicate
mitigation measures as identified in the EIR prepared for the project.

5. (B1) Riparjan/Wetlands. The following measure ensures that features contained
on the onlogical Enhancement Plan are ful!y implemerited and provides for
replacement of riparian vegetation and riverine wetlands Jost as a result of the

construction of storm drains, desﬂtahon basms, energy dissipators, retention walls
and fill.

a. The applicant shall submit a revegetation plan describing in detail the
methodology used to implement the Bioclogical Enhancement: Plan to
mitigate losses of riparian vegetation and wetlands on Drainages 1, 2, 3, 5-

~ south. The applicant shall also revegetate the banks of all constructéd

desﬂtauanbasms(Dramagesl,3 5, 6 and Tomate Canyon). The
- revegetation plan shall include the followmgmeasm

1. The planshalldistingnith between native grasslandrevegetahon, npman
Tevegetation and native tree planting. o
" 2. Plant species wﬂl be native spccxes, ata density.to be determmed by the

RMD approved botanist preparing the plan. Specxes will be from locany
obtained plants and seed stock.

3. - A management plan shall be developed and mclude provisions for
buffers of dense, screening native vegetation around wetlands and
riparian areas, measures for preventing competitive dxsplacement of
native grassiands by introduced grasses and forbs, an erosion control

. plan, and an exotic plant/weed control plan. The plan shall include a
detailed maintenance and monitoring plan, measurable performance

criteria, and a contingency plan to bc carried out in the event of hxgh
plant mortality. ,

-

4. New plantings will be irrigated with drip~ irrigation on a timer, and will
be weaned off of irrigation over a period of two to three years.

5. \Rcvegc'tatcd areas will be fenced during the establishment period, but
allow free passage of wildlife.

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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6. Grass cutting, disking for fire control or any other removal of native .- "
species will be prohibited within the biological enhancement areas.

~7. Non-native species will be removed.

8. The plantings will be in place and non-native plant species removed
prior to opening of the golf course for public use.

b. Construction envelopes shall e at least 30 feet outside Drainages #4,5,6,7 y
south of the railroad and Tomate Canyon (with the exception of drainage °
- facilities). No construction or.construction equipment shall occur outside of
these construction envelopes, Subsurface structures including septic systems
and utilities and access ways including roads, driveways and utilities shall not

" be placed in these drainages except on bridges. Envelope boundaries shall
bestakedhtheﬁeldpﬁcrwanygmunddmurbance.

c Theenergydhsipatonthﬂlbem—designedmaﬂowmﬁvemegenmm
occur by using rock gabions or preformed concrete block revetment systems
withopnccﬂsinstadofgmiteorgmutedﬁp-mp.

d. 'Dxamagaahanbemarkadasoutofbonndsandsepuatedfmmfmmys

- and roughs by vegetated buffers and/or rustic fencing. Signage shall be
included at visible points along the drainages, at the starter house, and on -
each course card indicating that players found within specified out-of-bounds -
areas will be expelled from the course. This action shall be enforced by the
goXf course marshall.

e. Agoﬂbanmerymshanbedcvebpadandﬁnphmcntedmmﬁng :
© " of retricval of balls in drainages and on the beach by designated coume . _

Phnnequkemeaﬁ: Pnortoprojeﬂapproval,theapplicantshﬂsubmita
detafled Biological Enhancement/Landscape Plan (BELP), prepared by a RMD
approved biologist, to RMD for review and approval. The applicant shall file a
performnneesecuﬁtybondvmhtheConmypnorto:ssuanceofaCoutal
Development Permit (CDP) to complete restoration, monitor and maintain
plantings for a three-year period. An erosion control plan shall be submitted to
and approved by RMD, Public Works Grading Division and Flood Control prior
to CDP issuance. Construction envelopes shall be shown on all grading and
- building p]ans. A note shall be placed on all final plans describing the activities
disallowed in this area. The final design of the energy dissipators shall be
incorporated into the final development plans and grading plans. Timing:
Revegetation work and construction of erosion control devices shall commence
_immediately following the completion of construction activity and be completed

-prior to opening of the golf course for public use. Envelopes shall be staked
_prior to initiation of construction activity.

SAWAMMACOWWOPW ‘ ’ . .
91-CP-085 AS REFERENCED IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ACTION LETTER FOR
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_MONITORING. RMD EQAP staff shall site inspect for compliance. Maintenance shall be

ensured through site insp ections. During Plan Check the planner shall ensure that all construction

is to occur within approred cavelopes. Staking shall be checked during preconstmcuon meeting.
Site inspections and phto documentation shall occur during all construction phases to ensure

bmldxng eavelopes are tespected Permit Comphance signature is required for performance

security bond release.

(B82) Harbor Seal protection. Pcrmanent fcncmg shall be installed at least 30
feet north of the hIuff edge above the haulout area and no activity shall be
allowed south of this fencing. Construction activities shall not be allowed within
300 feet of the bluff edge above the haulout area during the puppmglbreedmg
secason (February 1 to May 31). Plan Requirements: All g and

construction plans shall indicate the location of the 30-foot setback fence line,
the location of the harbor seal breeding area and a note concerning restrictions
during the harbor seal breeding season. Timing: Construction fencing should
be in place prior ‘o grading. Grading activities shall be restricted from the 300

-foot bluff area frcem February 1 to May 31. Permanent fencing shall be installed

prior to opening of the golf course to public use.

- - MONITORING: RWMMmmmmmmemofp&gm

Monitoring shall be conducted during construction to determine if impacts are occurring and o
rewmmsndaddwdmgmomfxeqnwed. Findinspecuonofp«muentﬁmmgpdmmgdf
‘course opening,

. .- (B2) Harbor Seal protection. Coastalaccessverﬁcalmementsshanbeoﬁemd

for dedication t) the County from the Coastal Trail to thcbcach at the mouth

. of Eagle Canyoa and to the beach and at the mouth of the capjon just west of

Tomate Canyon prior to the issuance of the CDP. Plan Reqniremmw The -

offer shall be in form and language acceptable to Santa Barbara County. The
specific locatioa of the easements and the extent, location and design of any

. improvementshall be submitted by the applicant for review and approval by the
‘Parks Dept arid RMD. Timing: The easement and requirements of the

Restricted Ac:ess Implementation Plan presented in condition 8 shall be

.submitted for :'eview and approval prior to aceeptance by the County.

MONITORING: Park Dept. and RMD shall review prior to Acceptance.

(B2) Harbor :3eal protection. To reduce impacts to the Harbor Seal haul-out
area associated with the offer to dedicate vertical coastal access to the beach at
the mouth of Eagle Canyon and to the beach and at the mouth of the canyon
just west of Tomate Canyon, a Restricted Access Implementation Plan shall be
required. Prior to acceptance of the offer to dedicate the vertical access, the
County, Stat:, or other group acceptable to the County shall enter into an

agreement t> accept responsibility for implementing the restrictions which
include but ¢re not limited to the following:

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY B JARD OF SUPERVISORS
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a. Access to the beach at the vertical coastal access point at Eagle Canyon and
access eastward along the beach from the vertical coastal access point west
of Tomate Canyo:: shall be prohibited during the seal puppmglbreedmg
season (February | to May 31).

b. Locking gates shalibeinstaned at the vertical access trails to implement any
restrictions on sccess to the beach under the Restricted Access

Implementation Plan (e.g. at Eagle Canyon during the pupping scason).
c. No dogs shall be mowedonthcvertical access noronthc.beac':h.

d. ngns’shanbepesedatthegolfcourseparkmglot.at the bridge stairway to
‘the coastal access trail, at the terminus of the trail at Eagle Canyon and at
the vertical acces; located west of Tomate Canyon and, if possible, on the
beach bluff east and west of the haul out area detajling the provisions of this

cendition and no'ing appropriate Maxine Mammal Protection' regulations. N

C e Thcmti&ed:.mmplementauonplanshaneontamamomormg

component (such: as an on-site guard) to assure the above restrictions are
enforced and th:t the seals are not being harassed.

£ mrectrimdacmsimplamentanonplanshaneonnmatwoyear

monitoring study’ to determine the effects of providing beach access on the

seals. The vertical coastal beach access trails shall be permanently closed if

it is determined by RMD, Fish and Game, or the National Marine Fisheries

Servioathatthepmgramlsnoteﬂecmemprotecﬁngtheseakasplamcd. A3
_~oriftheagencyl:nntymponsx for implementation of the plan terminates -

- theirmponsibi‘nyandm otheragcncylenﬁtyaeceptsmponsibﬂny

PLAN REQUIREMENTS AND TIMING: PnortoAccepmmeofthecﬁerm
dedicate the vertica: access easements to the sandy beach, the restricted access

implementation pla:, detailing the provisians above, shall be approved by RMD,
Fish and Game, ani the National Marine Fishengs Service.

MONITORING: :MD shall approve the plan prior to acceptance, and shall
- inspect the access prior to opening the accessway prior to public use. Limited
periodic monitoring; by RMD of the accessways shall be performed as required.

9." (B3) Monarch Bu terflies Pipeline construction shall not occur within 50 feet
of the Monarch autumnal roosting trees located in Eagle Canyon between
October 1 and Jinuary 31. Plan Requirements: The Monarch Butterﬂy'

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD O ? SUPERVISORS | ' '
nmummmmmwmmmonmmn : .
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autumnal roosting trees shall bc show on the pipeline construction plans.

Timing: Pipeline construction plans shan be approved by RMD prior to issuance
of CDP. : ‘

MON!TORING: fEQAP staff shall ensure compliance onsite during construction.

10. a. (B4) w The applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to
partxcxpate in refining the design of the proposed five acre-foot reservoir to
maximize its wildlife value and allow for minimal human disturbance in the_
reservoir area. Plan Requirements: Prior to issnance of a CDP, the

. applicant shall submit a revised BELP including this provision for the
prcposed reservoir, prepared by a RMD approved biologist, to RMD for
review and approval. Prior to issuance of a CDP, the applicant shall filea
performance security bond with the County to completc restoration and
maintain plantings: for a three-year period. Timing: Revegetationworkshall
commence xmmedxately following the completion of construction activity and
be completed prior to opening of the golf course for public uvse.

MON!'i‘ORING: MIEQA?smﬁshansitéinspeaforresmraﬁom Maintenance shall be
ensured through site inspections. Permit Compliance signataré is required for performance
secm-ityrclease.

b. (&om addendum) Egg_lg_:;_tlgg. Amveyforwestempondtmﬂesshanbe
conducted by an RMD approved biologist prior to grading and/or
construction occurring in or within S0 feet of Tomate Canyon and Drainage
5 during the wet season, when standing water may be present in the
drainages (between November 1, and May 1) If turtles are found

* construction shall be prohibited within 50 feet of the standing water between
November 1, and May 1. Plan Requirements and timing: The BELP shall
include this provision and shall be submitted prior to issuance of the CDP. )

'MONITORING: RMD/EQARP staff shall site inspect to ensure campliance.

11. (BS) Trees. The applicant shall replace all trees as shown on the tree inventory
map (with the exception to tamarisk) as mitigation for impacts to sensitive
riparian communities, bats and raptors and to facilitate raptor control of rodents
through the use of trees as raptor perches. All non-willow trees shall be
replaced at ratio of 3:1 and all willows shall be replaced at a ratio of S:1.
Excavation work within the canopy and/or dnphne of willows shall be avoided
to the maximum extent feasible. Where excavation must be performed adjacent
to willow trees or within southern willow scrub (see Figure 5.1-1) it shall be
performed with hand tools only. If the use of hand tools is deemed infeasible
by RMD, excavation work may be authorized by RMD to be completed with
rubber-tired construction equipment weighing five tons or less. If significant

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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large rocks are present, or if spoil placerent will impact surroundmg trees, then
a small tracked excavator (i.e., 215 or smaller track hoe) may be used as
determined by RMD staff. Plan Requirements: A revised BELP including the
_tree replacement, prepared by 2 RMD-approved biclogist and approved by
RMD shall be mplemented. Prior to issuance of CDP, the applicant shall file
ce security bond with the County to complete planting and maintain
planﬁngsforathree-yearpeﬁod.(bmmnonrequiremems for work near native
“trees shall be noted on all building and construction plans. Timing: Tree
planting shall commence immediatelyfollomng the completion ofconstrucﬁon
activity and be completed prior to opening of the golf course.

MONITORING: MMMMWWWMWW

. 12, (B6) Pesticides. TheprpjectshallmeorporateanlntemtedeManagemem )
. (ELQprogram,nﬁliﬁnganeeosymmappmh,fomsingcnulecmewnmlof
pests while maintaining populations of pest predators, parasites and non-pest
competitors. The IPM program shall include buffer zones adjacent to the vernal
- pool and all.drainages in which pesticide application would be prohibited or
hxghlymtncted. The plan shall prohibit the use of rodenticides such as
' or other first-generation anticoagulants known to cause secondary
poisoning effects in predators, and shall require proper and frequent disposal of
poisoned carcasses. Mosquito abatement shall be conducted using a biclogical
" control agent (Vectobac-G or equivalent) specific to mosquito and black fly
larvae. Conditionslinﬂﬁngtbeuseofpesﬁcides during specific wind conditions
shanalsobeeontainedmtheIPMpmgramtohmitthspotenﬁalforaeﬁa!drm

during pesticide application. To minimize the need for pesticides, the IPM

~program should also contain recommendations regarding the installation of bat

and swallow boxes on the site. Plan Requirements: .The applicant shall submit -
a plan for implementation of an IPM program. The plan shall be developed in

coordination with the University of California Agricultural Cooperative -

Extension. The plan shall include an action levél (pest density at which action

is taken), pesticide (insecticide, fungicide, herbicide, rodenticide) application

rates (i.e. pounds per acre) and application frequency for all expected pest

species. The potential for importation of turfgrass pest predators or parasites

or application of pathenogenic bacteria (Bacillus thuringiensis strains) shall be

_ investigated and included in the plan if feasible. The plan shall be updated

annually, reviewed by RMD and include a monitoring section. The applicant

shall submit a written request for RMD review and approval of any changes in

the IPM program throughout the life of the project. A written approval from

"~ RMD shall be required prior to implementation of such changes. Timing: The
plan shall be submitted to and approved by RMD prior to issuance of CDP.

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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MONITORING: RMD/EQAP staff sball ensure compliance by conducting periodic site
inspections throughout the life of the project.

13. (B7) Vc.mal Pool. The following requirements apply to the vemal pool
designated in Figure 5.1-1 and shall be a component of the BELP and shall be
incorporated into the final grading and building plans for the project:

a. Constmctxon other than that shown on the site plan, or required to build the

staircase from the existing bridge to access the Coastal Trail shall be
prohibited within 100 feet of the pool.

b. A permanent fence at the edge of the cart path as shown in the site plan,
and at least 50 feet from the pool edge in all other areas shall be installed
around the pool to protect-the pool against humans and vehicles. The
fencing shall be split rail (or equivalent) to allow for wildlife use of the pool.
'The fence shall have signs posted to explain this requirement and discourage
vandalism. No recreation shall be permitted within the fenced pool area.

c - Grasscutﬁngord:shngforﬁrecontrolshaﬂnotbepermmedthhmbuf&r
*  zone established by Measure b.

d. The applicant shall remove the non-native Hottentot fig along the edge of
the pool and replace it with a native plant that is compatible with the vernal
pool and ecosystem.

Plan Requirements: The above measures shall be noted on all grading and
construction plans. Timing: The revxsed BELP shall be reviewed and approved
prior to issuance of CDP. -

MONTTORING: RMD/EQAPMMWWMMMmm
omagwthronghminspem T

14. . (B8) Sensitive Plants. "The applicant shall submit a revised BELP, including a
component addressing revegetation for the southern tarplant, prepared by a
RMD approved biologist, to RMD for review and approval. The plan shall

follow the California Department of Fish and Game Rare Plant Mitigation
Guidelines and shall include, but not be limited to the following elements:

a. Collection of propagules (seeds, cuttings, rootstock);
b. Growth of propagules in containers in a greenhouse;

c. Transplanting of propagated plantings to suitable habitats onsite;

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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é Monitoring and maintenance of transplanted populations; and,

e. A contingency plan to be carried out in the event of hxgh mortality of
transplants. .

Plan Requirements: Prior to issuance of the CDP, the applicant shall submit the
revised BELP. Timing: Populations of rare plants grown from collected
p shall be established in advance of the removal of natural populations - )
from the site. Revegetation work shall commence immediately following the

completion of construction activxtyandbe eompletedpﬂortoopenmgofthegolf ,
.course for public use.

 MONITORING: MIBQAPMMdumfmmm Maintenance shall be -
‘mwmw Permit “Compliance signature is required for performance

15. . (T1) Iraffic. 'Iheapplimntshallprovidelowvegemﬁon(treesandshmbs)

- " adjacent to the tee boxes on Holes 1, 3 and 4 to minimize the risk of errant tee
shots entering the highway and impacting passing motorists. Fencing or netting
to prevent errant golf balls from entering the highway shall not be permitted.
Final golf hole routing shall be reviewed and approved by Caltrans for aveidance
of errant golf ball shots entering the highway. Plan Requirements: Prior to .
- Coastal Development Permit (CDP) a landscape plan as part of the Bjological
Enhancement/Landscape Plan showing the vegetation to be planted adjacentto
holes 1, 3, and 4 shall be submitted by the applicant and reviewed and approved
by RMD and hole routing shall be reviewed and approved by Caltrans. Timing:
-I.andscaping:hanbeinplacepﬁmwoemmcyclmancc(OC) :

o a:mm& memmmm&cmmmw'
: P

.4

. A : ’ .

16. (T2) Trails. The applicant shall dedicate to the Cotmty in petpetmty a 24-foot- i
wide lateral access area (narrowing to 16 feet over each of the proposed tunnels)
for the future development and exclusive use of a biking, hiking and equestrian
trail. ‘The applicant shall dedicate an easement allowing for limited parking (15
spaces) and access from the parking lot to the trail. The 15 spaces shall be
clearly marked and resexved for public trail users during the hours that the golf

course parking lot is open to golfing patrons. The applicant shall construct a *-
stairway from the existing bridge to the trail and construct the trail east of the
bridge to the vertical viewing area near Eagle Canyon. The applicant shall
construct a Jocked gate east of the vertical viewing area to prevent public access

_to Eagle Canyon until such time that either the Coastal Trail is opened for public .*

use through the adjacent property to the east or until the vertical beach access
and monitoring pmgram is in effect, whichever occurs first. In the event that

mmmmaomoramons ’
91-CP-085 AS REFERENCED IN THB BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Acnmmmm
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the Coastal Trail is opened through the adjacent property to the east, and the
vertical beach acces: program is not in effect, a locking gate shall be constructed
at Eagle Canyon to urevent public access down to the beach. The applicant shall
rough grade the reinainder of the trail. Plan Requirements: Access easement
and the 15 designated parking spaces shall be indicated on the site plans to be

reviewed and approved by RMD and Santa Barbara County Park Department,
prior to issvances of CDP.

MONTITORING: RMD and County Park Departraent shall visit the site to
ensure proper des;gnation of lateral access corridor.

17. (T3) Calle Real Prior to issuance of CDP, the applicant shall obtain the
easement on the private pornon of Calle Real for the County and shall construct
_to County Standards; or gain approval from the effected property owners located
on the north side of the highway to close the median break on U.S. Highway 101.
Timing: The eas:ment shall be obtained and the road constructed, or, approval - -
from effected property owners shall be gained prior to CDP.

MONITORING: RID shall verify for receipt prior to CDP. | o

18. (’1‘4) Dos Puebls Cany ange Theapphmtshall provide fair-
share funding to the Coumy of Santa Barbara Public Works Dx:gamem for
inclusion in the County Pavement Management System to repair the pavement
structure of the roadway system between the northbound and southbound ramps

. (including the loop road under the highway overcrossing structure) at the Dos
. Pueblos Road Iaterchange. The Public Works Department has determined that

the project’s ccntribution (59% based on traffic yolumes) to this' improvement
is $19,833.00. ‘(iming: Road improvement contribution shall be made priorta . -
CDP. : i

MONITORING: RMD shall check forrecuptpmrtoCDPmdshancheckforhpmvmn -.
) pnortoOC. o

1. (T5) Zg;QQg. The applicant shall draft a parking progxaxn plan to providefor~ )

: adequate parling at off-site facilities, including the use of shuttle sexvices to and
from the site, for event days when the on-site parking demand could not be
accommodated. The plan shall include offsite designated parking areas with
scheduled shuttle bus sexrvices to and from the course. Plan Requirements and

‘Timing: Pricr to CDP, the parlcng program shall be submitted for review and
approval by RMD.

MONITORING:* RMD shall visit site during the first tournament event to
ensure that the program is in place and functioning. -

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

91-CP.08S AS REFERENCED IN I‘HBBOARDOFSUPERVISORSACHON LBT!'ERPOR
" THE MEETING OF AUGUST 1°, 1993
PAGE 15

v e
SRR
s P
"

001698



» W W mrane B + o

20, (WSI) __Vgg_t_;;_g_gp_u 'I'he appkcam shall provide a water-efficient irrigation
system for the golf courses. Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to Coastal
Development Permit (CDP) the irrigation plan as a component of the Bno!ogical
Enhancement/Landscape Plan shall be submitted to RMD for review and

approval. The irrigauon system shall be installed prior to Occupancy Clearance
(6. -

MONI'!'ORING: Mshnreviewmdapprove phn prior to CDP and shall inspect system prior
to OC.

21. (WS2) ﬂg_m_sm. The applicant shall plumb toilet fixtures and fire
suppression systems to.accept non-potable water assuming the appropriate
authorities authorize such use. Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to CDP,

nowpchblehnesshaﬂbedepwﬁdonbuﬂdmgplansmlﬁectmmmand
"approval. Linessha]lbeinmlledpriortooc.

MONTTORING: RMD shall inspect to ensure compliance prior to occupancy.

. 22. (WS3) Water Supply, The epplicant shall submit to RMD a copy of the can~ ...
and-will-serve letter from the GSD/GWD indicating willingness and ability to  °*,

recléimed water 1o the project site. The leter shall be provided 1o i
RMD prior to issuance of CDP. ~ . R AT

MON!‘!ORING: m:hnemawmpﬁamwmam”mm

,' 2. (WSS) msm Indoorwamruseshanbelinﬁtedthroughthefonowing

a. All hot water lines shall be insulated.

Y Wampmmshannmmsopomdspersqummch(pa). Water -
B ,pressntegeaterthanSOpoundspersquaremchshaﬂbereducedtoSOpsi
orlesbymeansofapressure-redudngvalve A
c Recirculaﬁng. point-of-use, or on-demand water heaters shall be instaned.

d. Water efficient dishwashers shall be mstalled .,
e. Lavatories and drinking fountains shall be equipped with self-closing valves.

1

SANTA BARBARA oommnomormmvmns :

- 91-CP-08S AS REFERENCED IN THE BOARD ormvmnsmonmrxmmn
THE MEETING OF AUGUST 17, 199

PAGE1S

001699




24.

27.

L]

Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to CDP, indoor water-conserving
measures shall be graphically depicted on building and/or grading plans, subject

- to RMD review ‘and approval. Indoor wattmconsemng measures shall be

nnplemcntcd prior to OC,
MONTTORING: RMD shall inspect for all requirements prior to OC.

(WQ1) M The apphcant shall submit a final turf management plan
to RMD for review and approval. The plan shall include information regarding
irrigation, pest management and fertilization practices. Pest management shall
be conducted as an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) program which relies on

frequent scouting of golf course areas for pests. Chemicals are applied on
localized areas only when needed. Plan Requirements and Timing: The plan

shall be submitted and approved by RMD prior to CDP.

MONITORING: RMD/EQAP staff shall review and approve plan. Penodmmspect:onsshnbe
made at the discretion of RMD throughtheh‘feofthep:qwttoensnrempmm

(WQ2) Water Quality. The appheant shan submit the final Biological

Enhancement/Landscape Plan (BELP) to RMD which follow the parameters
outlined in the Biological Enhancement Plan showing setbacks and areas of
undisturbed vegetation to be maintained between drainage features and
components of the golf course for review and approval. Plan Requirements and

Timing: The final BELP anddeszgnp!amshaﬂbeapprovedpnortoCDP.

" MONYTORING: RMD shall review and approve plan, Bnﬂdingandpadingmpemm
monitor the sits during construction to ensure that buffers are maintained. .

(WQS) Water Qualitv. New and rcplaccment culverts' shall meet County
requirements of 100-year flow capacity. Headwalls, endwalls, wingwalls and
regraded channels shall also be designed (size and .material) to accommodate
100-year flows and afford adequate stabilization ¢f banks and abutments. Plan
Requirements and Timing: Final drainage plansshall be submitted to the Pubhc
Works Department for review and approval prior to CDP.

MONITORING: Public Works shall appm plan andshallmspectaxtew cusure proper design
of drainage facilities.

(WQ4) Water Quality. The applicant shall develop and implement a
maintenance (dredging) schedule for removal of accumulated sediments in the

‘proposed in-stream desiltation basins. The plan shall include provisions for

maintenance ‘during construction, immediately after storm eyents and normal
periodic maintenance. Plan Requirements and Timing: The schedule shall be

“submitted to RMD and the Public Works Department for review and approval

prior to CDP. -

SANTA BARBAM COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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~ MONITORING: RMD/EQAP staff/Public Works shall approve the schedule and shall periodically

msmc:themtedunngmmawn.mdthoughthehteofthepro;mtoensmethatmmcnmce
is being conducted according to the approved schedule.

28, (WQS) Water Quality. A grading plan shall be designed to minimize erosion
and shall include the followmg' ,

a. Gradeduwshanbemegemwdwitmmreeweehofﬁml
_ activities within a given area. Geotextile binding fabrics shall be used if

newssaxytoholdslopemﬂ:unﬂvegetaﬁonis established (also proposed by
the applicant).

b. Methods such as silt fencing and hay bajes shall be used to reduce siltation
of construction shall be limited to the dry season (May through October)
unlessappmpnatccromnmuoldmcsareinsnned(alsopmposedbythe
applicant).

T e Awfootmdebuiferofmdamrbedmmvegetaﬁonﬁomthetopofbank‘
and/or slope line as indicated on the Biological Enhancement Plan shall be

maintained during construction. The edge of this buffer shall be delineated
byvegetatedbuﬁersandlormmcfencmg.

Plan Requirements and Timing: Theplanshallbesubuﬂttedforrmewand
approved by RMD and Public Works prior to CDP. The applicant shall.
. establish fencing and notify Permit Compliance prior to cqmmencement of

MONITORING: mwmmmn&mmﬁm
w&hyhn. MWMWWW&MMM '

29, (AQI) ij_Qngm, ‘The applicant shall ensure that all contrautor’s eqmpment.
~ meets the following requirements:

a. Construction eqmpmmt shall be mamtained as per manufacturet’s
-. specifications;

b. Catalytic converters ,shall be installed on all gasoline-powered equipment;

‘¢ The fuel injection timing shall be retarded on diesel-powered equipment by
two (2) degrees from manufacturer’s recommendations. Reformulated diesel
fuel and high pressure injectors shall be used in all diesel powered
construction and abandonment equipment;

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . .
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d. Gasolme-powcrcd equipment shall be subsntutcd for diesel powered
equipment if feasible.

. Plan Requiremr.nts‘ All requirements shall be listed in _contractor and

subcontractor contracts. A list of equipment to be used on-site and a copy of
manufacturer’s specifications for each shall be provided to the monitor prior to
the commencement of abandonment/construction. The applicant shall provide

quarterly equipment use (hours), fuel use, fuel supplier and mechamc: certificate
to the APCD and RMD to verify requirements.

 Timing: The grading plans, building plans and contracts must havc requirements

listed prior to issuance of a Coastal Development Permit (CDP).

. MONITORING: RMD Mmemchmmmphnsmdmmnﬁcﬂnu’sspm

kave been provided. A monitor shall be provided by the applicant. The name and telephone

'nmbudmemmrﬁanbepmdedmmmmmmorto&emmd

construction activities.

(AQ2) Air Quality. messxons generated by constmcnon activmes shall be
reduced by the following measures:

a. The frequency of construction site watering shall be mcreased when wind
speeds exceed 15 miles per hour (mph) to reduce PM,, emissions;

b. Grading and scraping opcratxons shall be suspended when wind speeds
exceed 20 mph to reduce PM,,, emissions; :

c’ Anonosxtcconstmcnonspeedhnmoflsmphshanbepostedtoradnee
PM,, emissions;

T d ‘Watertmcksorspnnklcrsystemsumgreclmmedwatershanbemed,if

available, during clearing, grading, earth moving, excavation or trarisportation
of cut and fill materials to prevent dust from Jeaving the site and to create
a crust after each day’s activities cease (also proposed by applicant);

e Excavated material and stockpiled soil shall be covered if not to be used for
more than 48 hours;

£ Al trucks transporting fill material to and from the site shall be ccrvered.

g. Construction/abandonment related vehicle trips shall be scheduled to avoid

peak hours (7:30-8:30 2.m.; 4:30-6:00 p.m.) to reduce peak hour construction
emissions;

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Plan Requirements: /All requirements shall be shown on grading and building
plans. A well abandonment mitigation plan shall be developed and include a
complete descnpnon cf equipment and procedures used to comply with measure
30.g. A monitor shall l>e provided by the applicant. The monitor shall supervise
the dust control program and order increased watering frequency when

necessary. ‘The name and telephone number of the monitor shall be provided
to the APCD and RND.

" Timing: Thegmdmg :lam,b@dingplans and contractsmnsthave requirements
listed prior to ismancs ofa CDP.

MONII’ORING- m:mnmmhmmonmphm RMD/EQAP staft/Grading
Mmm:haﬂimpeuthammm eompliance.

" 31. "(AQ3) Air Quality. Prqectpatrons shanbegivenaﬁmncialmmtiveto
.caxpool(i.e.reducedgreenﬁes)

Plan Requirements iind Timing: Theapp!icantshallprwideRMDawﬁtt&n

lcneromﬁningtheinmﬁvcpmgrammbehnplcmenwduponpmjectopmﬁon
prior to CDP.

’, MONITORING: RJstha,nreview plan and visit site upon operation to ensure
compliance. _

32. (AQ4) &m Commeraal water heaters and space heaters- uscd on the
project site shall emit no inore than 40 nanograms of NO, per joule heat input,
eonsistenthth 1991 AQAP Control Measmu N-XC-2 and N-XC-3.

-

PlanRequirunents Reqtﬁrcmentsshanbeshownonbnﬂdmgplmtnbe
submitted and approved by RMD. The applicant should provide RMD with
. proof of purchase o specified heaters prior to OC. Timing: Building plans must
havereqniremems ustedpnorto:ssuanceofaCoastalDevelopmemPermit.

MONITORING: RML Memerequwmnmonphm.

33. (Al) Archacological Resources. A fill program shall be designed so that
intrusions or recoinpaction shall be limited to the upper 20 centimeters of
previously disturbed topsoil. All material used as fill shall be culturally sterile
"and chemically nevtral. Placement of the fill over the archaeological sites shall
be monitored by a RMD-qualified archaeologist and a Native American

WAW COUNTY BOARD © ? SUPERVISORS
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representative. Because site deposits on which fill would be placed would no
longer be accessible to research, a data collection program shall be conducted.

The program shall be performed by a RMD-qualified archaeologist, and shall
include the following:

a. mapping the location of surface remains thhm the proposed area of fill;
b. surface collection of artifacts; )

c. the excavation of a small sample, determined by the RMD contract

archaeologist, of the cultural deposit to characterize the nature of the bnried
_portions of the sites;

d. monitoring of excavations by a Native American representan’ve;
¢. analysis of all remains; .

f submission to RMD of a final report detailing ‘the results of the
. mnganons, and

t

. g curation of all artifacts and records at a County-approved curation facility.

. Plan Requirements and Timing:. Prior to CDP, the applicant shall record an
\ agreement, subject to RMD approval, that if significant archaeclogical resources
: 'camotbeavoxdedbyfmwaysgreens,tees,bmkem,orotherﬁdhuu,mputs
°  shall be reduced by filling or capping the sites. The data
.. be funded by the applicant and perbmedbyakhﬂ}quahﬁedmhmlogmt.
The archaeologist shall submit a final report to the RMD contract archaeologist
~ or designee detailing the results of the study prior to the capping of the site.

* MONITORING: RMD/EQAP staff shall approve the program and mositor in Geld.

34, (A2) Amhmmg}_m. All earth disturbances inside and within 50 feet
of an archaeological site area shall. be monitored by a RMD-qualified -
archaeologist and a Native American representative pursuant to County
Archaeological Guidelines. This recommendation includes the monitoring of the .
proposed pipeline through southern portion of the CA-SBA-2441 site area. An
agreement between the applicant and the archaeologist, consisting of a pro_]ect
description and scope of work, shall be reviewed and approved by RMD prior

to grading. Plan Reqmrements -and Timing: This condition shall be included on
~all grading plans. ,

MONITORING: RMD/EQAP staff and the Public Works Department shall approve the program
and momtor in the field. ,

SANTA BARBARA OOUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' )
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- 35. (A3) &W&m A Phase III mitigation excavation pursuant to
County guidelines shall be conducted along the buried pipeline route in the CA-
SBA-1322 site area, in order to offset the significant impacts to this portion of

" the site that the proposed development of a water pipeline, as planned, would
cause. A Phase II archaeological testing to evaluate the archaeological deposits
within the maintenance building locality shall be conducted with subsequent
Phase ITI mitigation excavations required in the event of significant finds. For
all studies, the volume of the soil excavated and processing techniques shall be
reviewed and approved by the RMD archaeologist or County designee. Analysis

~ of ali cultural materials and other items shall be detailed in a final report and
submitted to the RMD contract archacologist or County designee prior to
dwebpmentofthisareaofthesite. Additionally, all artifacts and records from

shall be curated at a County-approved curation facility. Since

.Phasemmﬁgaﬁonwmkmqiﬁruahrgemvesmemofﬁmeandhbor
sufficient time shall be given by the applicant to perform the study. Should
unexpected finds such as human burials be discovered, project redesign shall be
considered to protect the religious and cultural values of the most likely Native
American descendants (identified by the California Naive American Heritage
Commission) of the site. Plan Requirements and Thming: Prior to CDP, the
Wmmawwmwtommmm
mitigation program. The program shall be funded by the applicant and shall be
performed by a RMD-qual!ﬁed archacologist and monitored by 2 native
American representative. and timing constraints apply
ifal?hasensmdyiswbepafo:me,datthemamtenaneebundinglouﬁﬁa.

MONITORING: Prior to CDP, RMD shall approve the program. RMD/EQAP staff shall

AL LR GOIORILE RESOUTCES. At Site MA‘?GM&QB‘E‘
Ranch, low impact rubber wheeled construction equipment shall be used during
- placement of the pipeline. All ground disturbance inside and within 50 feet of -
marchaeobgicalsmmshanbemonimredbyanm-qualm
archaeologist and a Native American representative pursuant to County
cal guidelines. Should piperack repair or replacement be required
in the site area, a Phase II archaeological study shall be required, pursuant to

County guidelines, in order to evaluate the deposit in the proposed development

area. All excavation shall be performed by an RMD-qualified archaeologist in
the presence of a Native American representative. An agreement to perform an
archaeological investigation (Phase II) between the applicant and the
archaeologist, consisting of a project description and scope of work, shall be
reviewed and approved by RMD prior to any grading or removal of the

- piperacks. The agreement shall include provisions for Phase III mitigation data
recovery in the event of significant finds during the Phase II investigation. Upon

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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completion of the fieldwork, a final report documenting the results of the
investigation shall be submitted to the RMD archaeologist or County designee.
All artifacts and records from the program shall be curated at a County‘

" approved curation facility. Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to issuance
of the CDP for grading permit, the applicant shall include a note on a separate
informational sheet to be included with grading plans regarding the provision of -
this condition. The program shall be funded by the applicant.

MONITORING: RMD shall approve the program. RMD/EQAP staff shall monitor‘

37. (ASa) Archaeological Resources. The alternate above-ground pipeline route,

north of CA-SBA-73, shall be the permanent location for placement of the

pipeline to ensure that all impacts to the site are avoided. Plan Requirements

and Timing: The revised pipeline route shall be shown on all pipeline grading

"and construction plans to be reviewed and approved by the Public Works
Department prior to CDP. : :

MONITORING: RMD:halldwckpbnspnortoCDP. MIEQAPMMWM
dnmggradingandconmucﬁontommthatCA—SBA-?ﬁnmidcd.

. OR

wmmmmmmm&wmmm
future Hyatt - MBMWMMWWWWWW
depend upon mmd&du&mhgdmkwﬁmmm&em&h
proposed road therefors the following measure shall be implemented. ‘

(ASb) An archaeolog’st familiar with the proposed ARCO Dos Pueblos pipeline
_plans shall consult with the archaeologist conducting the proposed Hyatt access .
road to take into consideration the placement of the buried pipeline in the site
area. If the proposed pipeline would lie in fill for the proposed access road, then -
no adverse impacts to the site are expected. However, should trenching for the
pipeline go below the fill layer, a Phase III mitigation excavation for the pipeline
impacts shall be performed prior to placement of the fill soil. Plan
Requirements and Timing: Prior to CDP an RMD-qualified archaeologist for
the proposed project shall consult with the Hyatt Project archaeologist to

- determine the significance of the impact to CA-5BA-73 from the reclairmed
pipeline and shall provide a written letter relating the results to RMD. If the
Phase III mitigation program is required, prior to CDP, the applieam shall hire
an RMD-qualified archaeologist to perform the Phase III mitigation program.

- The program shall be funded by the apphcant and monitored by a Native
American representative.

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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" MONITORING: Prior to CDP RMD shall approve a letter report and a Phase
111 mitigation program if necessary. RMD/EQAP staff shall also make an onsite
inspection to ensure that the mitigation is carried out.

38. (Al) Aesthetics. The apphcant shall submit architectural drawmgs and site
- plans including details on the size, location and appearance of signage on and off

theprojectandeneﬁornghﬁngmofttwpmjmforrmewandapprwal
by BAR prior to Coastal Development Permits.

MONITORING: RMD will check project structures to easure that all BAR requirements have
been incorporated into the project design prior to occupancy clearance,

-39. (HM2) Hazardous Materials. TheapphcantshanmbmxttoEHSaworkplan

- for assessment of hazardous waste or other contamination (i.e., crude oil) on the

‘site. The assessment shall target especially those areas of known oil-drilling

activity, including areas surrounding abandoned wells, sites of . former

. storage tanks, underground piping and suspected sump locations.

Theworkplanmnstindudehformahonmsamplingloaﬁomofsoﬂand
groundwater constituents to be sampled, and sampling and analysis

to be utilized. Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to CDP the work plan

shall be submitted to EFS. Upon approval of the plan by EHS, the work plan

and analysis shall be performed. RmultsshanbesnbmittedtoEHSmdem:nhe

if further testing is needed. Thesiteassementshanbecompletedtothe
mﬁsﬁcﬁonofm-ls.

MONITORING: mmumhfmam&ewkplmnd msmmrauhs.
mmwmﬁawmoc.

40. (HMB Mm&m Ifsoﬂandiorgronndwatermtammanoneﬁm

shall submit a site remediation plan which will include
timelinmﬁor remediation acceptable to EHS. Soil remediation methods could

include excavation and onsite treatment, excavation and offsite treatment or -

disposal, or treatment without excavation. Remediation altemnatives for cleanup

of contaminated groundwater could include in-situ treatment, extraction and =~ -

-onsite treatment, or extraction and offsite treatment and/or disposal. If site
remediation is required, it could increass the extent of excavation corrently
proposed for the project. This could result in secondary archaeological or
biological impacts if excavation is proposed in areas with sensitive biological or
‘archaeological resources. Therefore, the remediation plan should also be
approved by RMD to ensure that impacts to these resources would be avoided

or mitigated. Plan Requirements and Timing: The remediation plan shall be
approved by EHS, RMD prior to CDP.
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MONITORINé EHS thall approve the remediation plan and shall ensure that the plan is

implemented according to the approved schedule. Site inspections shall be made periodically
during the remediation e&'ort at the discretion of EHS,

41. (HM4) mm&s An abandonment plan for the prcposed Dos

+ - - Pueblos Golf Links ‘Project shall be submitted by the applicant and approved by
RMD Energy Divisi on, EHS, County Fire Department and DOG. The plan shall
follow the draft Sit:: Abandonment Restoration Guidelines (SARG). Refer to
Appendix 5.7.3.2 of 92-EIR-16 for The Energy Division’s SARG and ARCO’s

Draft Facilities Operation and Abandonment Plan submltted to the County
October 14, 1991.

MONITORING: RMD Energy Division, EHS and County Fire Department
shall check plans :md ensure their proper implementation prior to CDP.

42. (HMS) Hazardous Materials. The applicant shall develop a formal -

" fertilizer/pesticide storage and application plan to be reviewed and approved by
the EHS and CACO. This plan shall conform to standards contained in

" Assembly Bill 2185 and the UFC and Building Code where applicable. In
addition, application of chemicals shall be consistent with instructions on
container labels and permits for restricted substances shall be obtained from
CACO. Storag: areas for hazardous materials shall be designed with the
following mandatory components:

2. A low berm around the iaterior floor to prevent migration of materials i m
the event of’ a spill. .

‘ b. The floor s‘.xallbea conéreteslab.

¢. The berm shall be designed to provide 100 percent containment of any
A stored hquds.

d. A fire profection spnnklcr system or other approved fire protection system
shall be installed in all chemical storage areas.

Plan Requireraents: Prior to CDP, the applicant shall submit storage area plans
to RMD and I:HS for approval. Storage area specifications shall be depicted on

all grading and construction plans. fn'mmg The storage area shall be installed
prior to occu)yancy clearance.

MONITORING: EHS and'RMD shall site inspect prior to occupancy clearance.

SANI‘ABARBARACOUN’I‘YB(MRDOPM\’ISORS
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43. (HMG) 'Hazardous ]/aterjals. The applicant shall develop a Hazardous
Materials Business Plun (HMBP) as applicable with respect to actual stored
quantities of hazardous materials and regulatory threshold quantities of
hazardous materials :ind regulatory threshold quantities. Such plans shall
conform to the provisions of AB2185/2187. Plan Requirements: Prior to
occupancy clearance, {he applicant shall submit a HMBP to EHS for review and

The plan thall be updated annually and shall include 2 monitoring

section. Timing: The componemsoftheI-MPshnnbemplementedpﬁorm,

oocupaneyclearmoe.

MONITORING: m&ssﬂlmplnwdndmmhspedpﬁmm
’,mw;«mwmmotmm

S 8 mwm Anwens:h;nbehspectedandmﬁewedbythe»

DOG and the RMI) Energy Division to determine the adequacy of their
abandonment. K potions of the casings of the presently existing wells will have
to be removed durin; grading, surface cement plugs placed during abandonment
shall be of a sufficient length that the required length of cement will remain after

casing removal. ltpnﬁouotthomhpotthcprennﬂyeﬁsﬂngmwmm »

to be removed durin; grading, DOG must be contacted for

le requirement
for upgrade of surface pingging. All well casings shall be. cut off at least 5 feet
below the surface cf the ground. A steel plate at Jeast as thick as the outer
casing shall be welded around the circamference of the outer casing at the top

of the casing, after ¢ ivision approval of the surface plug. DOG must also receive

and review a site pian showing the locations of all wells in the project and all

permanet structures. Recommendations by the DOG and RMD -

Division re zarding reabandonment procedures and positioning of iy
stroctures in the vicinity of the wells shall be incorporated into the final project
plans. Further rejuirements regarding reabandoninent of wells pursuant to

‘Section 3208.1 of 1he Public Resources Code (PRC) would be made from an
- examination of aba adoned well conditions. DOG may order the reabandonment
of any previously a/>andoned well if the future construction of any structure over ~

or in the proximity of the well could result in a hazard [California Laws for
" Conservation of Pi:troleum and Gas, Publication No. PRCO1, November 1991,
Article 4, Regulaton of Operations, Section 3208.1(a)]. Plan Reguirements:
" ‘This measure shal: be incorporated into the abandonment plan. Timing: The
.abandonment plaa shall be submitted and approved by the RMD Energy
‘Division,BHS,andCountyFireDepanmompﬁortoCDP

MONITORING: Abandonment and reabandonments shall be visually mspected

by RMD Energy . Division throughout abandonment’ procedures

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD ' )F SUPERVISORS
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45. (HMS) MMM If site remediation is required, the remech’ation
plans shall include a Site Health and Safety Plan to be followed throughout alt
remedijation activities to protect the health of the site workers, the public and/or
the environment. Excavation areas should be fenced off at sufficient distances
to minimize exposure. Adustwntro!programshculdbe included in the site
remediation plans requiring frequent wetting of exposed areas, as site
remediation could involve extensive excavations, Offsite transportation of
contaminated soil may be necessary for treatment or disposal: Transportation
times and routes should be prearranged to minimize the potential for accidents

or public exposure. All transportation of hazardous wastes would be done under
proper manifest and restricted to persans with appropriate training and licensing.
Plan Requirements and Timing: The remediation plan shall be appraved by
EHS prior to CDP.

‘mo:momc: EHS shall approve the remediation plan and shall ensure that the plan s
fmplemented according

to the approved schedule. S&em:pecnonsshnbemadepuidbny
. during the remediation effort at the discretion of EHS. .

m.‘GM)HMMAMW shall be performed on the  ~

. partoftheassmmentidcnﬁﬁedincondiﬁon#BQ. The survey should
loeatcpipchnesandmndpmforappropﬁatcabandonmentprwedma Plan
mqmemennﬁmngandmonitmmgwouldbethesameasﬁarmmm

47. (G1) Geology. Theprehmmaxydrmnamphnforthepmjectshanbem
. by a civil engineer and shall be designed to ensure that there would be na
increase in surface rupoff onsite and that surface runoff is conducted in a

" controlled manner to the base of the sea cliffs or-appropriate areas within the
major drainage swales. Specifically, runoff from all impervious surfaces such as
roofs, pathways and parking areas shall be directed'into an engineered drainage
‘contro] system. 'I'heﬁnaldesignforproposedenerydissipatorsshaneonﬁder
eonfomntytomst:ngchanne]s,crom-sectionalareatoaccommodate '
and proper sizing of riprap to avoid scour beneath rocks and accomplish
dispersion. Plan Requirements and Timing: The final drainage plan which
includes a maintenance and inspection program to ensure proper functioning, -
‘sha!lbasnbmmedpﬂortoCoastalDevelogmentPemitbytheappﬁcamto
RMD, Public Works and the Flood Control District for review. and approval.

Dramage plan components shall be installed prior to issuance of Occupancy
Clearance (OC). :

MONITORING: RMD, Flood Control and Public Works shall ensure comphance 'mth phn

mqmmentspnormcnrmdm:hnmmmmnanmofdmmgcmolmm )
to OC.
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48,

49,

Tktensd ) ey

Undmumaﬁondmm:ndmmmd nabiluyshnbe
pon %mwd&amwm slope

Deep-rooted, drought-tolerant plant specics, as selected by a landscaping specialist, shall be

* Mammmmmmw:ﬂubmmummmm
mmwﬂmmmmwm Rmddthmphnshnm
-mmmr&ym

b - Wmmwﬂmuwemmubw&md&l
m%mMMﬂmeﬂWaam&awmh
consumptive use of the plants.

Pian Requirements: Prior to CDP, mem})m
ummmmum:mdnmumndw Timing: The

mmmmdmmwmwtooc

. MONITORING: RMIVEQAP staff ‘shall conduct site visits to ensure installation prior 0

occapancy.

(G3) Geology, Amwmmmgmmgmmm.
MMWMM%MMMWMh
prepared to assess surface and subsurface soil conditions (including collapsibility,

, and expansiveness) and determine the structural design criteria.
mmdmmwmmmomumpapmmm
ummmmmwwmm@mbﬂmmy

- . Public Works Department. (This has already beenemnp!etedbymckﬂoﬁmm

50.

and Associates and Pacific Materials Laboratory for the proposed tunnel aress,
Recommendations for tunnel construction presented in the existing investigation

shall also be incorporatedinto the project design.) Plan Requirements: Grading

and construction plans denoting the recommended measures as found in the
. geological

and soils engineering study shall be submitted for review and
by RMD prior to Coastal Development Permit (CDP). Timing:
of the grading plin shall be implemented prior to issuance of

. nndcomponennoftheeonmucﬁonplam:hanbeimplememedprlortoismme

ofoecupmcycleamnee(OC).

MONITORING: hb&WuhMmamm study uqﬁxmmm@l’.
MWMMW%MWMWMMM
Mwﬁﬂmmm&emﬂdﬁpmmmdkw

" the building plans prior to OC.

.

(F1) Fire. Adequate structural access shall be prav;ded to the proposed site,
Plan Requirements: Emergency access route shall be submitted by the applicant
for review and approval by the County Fire Department prior to issuance of
CDP and shall be installed prior to construction with combustible materials.
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"MONITORING: Access shall be reviewed and approved by RMD and County Fire

Department
prior to wnsﬁncﬁmofwmbusﬁblematemk. TbeFire Depmantand?ermCompﬁamM
ensure wmpkanee through site inspections.

51, (FZ) Em. The applicant shall provide an adequate number of fire hydrants as

- determined by the County Fire Department. Plan Requirements: Prior to
Coastal Development Permits, the applicant shall meet with the County Fire
Department to review placement of additional fire hydrants throughout the
development. Timing: Hydrants shall be xnstalledpriortoconstmctionwnh»
combustible materials.

MONITORING: mmmwmmmwmd&c
. site.

52. (F3) FKire. Buﬂdmgsproposedaspmofthapmjectslmnbeequippcdwnhf
Aanmmaﬁcsprmklersystem,asdeterminedbytheCountyFire .-
lan Requirements: Prior to installation, the applicant shall meet with the

ComtyFieDepaxmenttoreviewsprmkl system Timing: Sprinkler .
Mabaﬂbohnaﬂedmﬂhspemdd&gmstﬁcwh’t;m

_MONH'OR!NG: mcmyﬁebmmshanmemmp&memmom
.. .53, (S1) Solid waste. The app huntshansubmtaSodeasteMamsemthom

. Reduction Plan to RMD and Public Works for review and approval. The plan
~ shall include the following components:

2. Implcmentaﬂopofacurbsxderecyclmgpmgmmmcoonhnmonwkh
Marborg Company to serve the new development, including -
of accessible recyclable collection areas where needed within the
-'projectsxtewithbmsforstorageofrecyclabbmaml, .

b.’ Thepu-ovxsionofcomposnng.facﬂmesfortheonsiterecyclingofangreen
wastes;

¢. The provision of built-in compartmental:zed recyclable material collection
" bins within each structure;

d. A listing of buﬂding supply zncrchandxscrs that would prmnda recycled“

materials to be used in construction and dcscnptmn of how these materials
would be used

e. A provision stating that recycled matenals would be uscd in construction
' including a list of such supplies and suppliers.
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Plan Reguirements and ‘nmlns: The applicant shall submit a Solid Waste
Management Program to RMD and Solid Waste (Public Works) fcr review and
approval prior to approval of a CDP. ‘

MONITORING: ‘RMD and Public Works shall site inspect a3 necessary.
54 DELETED. . | '

55. (ALUI) W'm;mmofmofcnmnm(s
: -shminFigmlinAppendkAtu%—ElR—lﬁ,ARCOhmwmthB).ms
ﬁoﬂuwingprocedurswﬂlbefonowed. :
"8, Topoﬂmadei:thofﬁincheswﬂlberemmédmnochpibdseparmlr

b. Uponeompleﬁanotﬂwcm,them&ﬂyﬁgsubmﬂ:hﬂlbeﬁmedma ,
depthoflsmcheswlthﬁppenhanbphcednommtbanminchesapan;

c "mmmmmmmwmm@mmwm
- grea it was removed from and will be ripped to a depth of 18 inches with

ﬁppcrahmbplanadnumomthanlsmhuapm This soil will not be

© a Tm@mhmdummmmmww

b Uyoneompledonofthetopmﬂmoval,theundeﬂyingmbsoﬂshanbe
nppedmadepthoflsinchesﬁthrippcrshankspheedmmomthmls
inches apart;

c Geanmbmﬂthatmmmmedbomthed&snsoﬂcmmshanbemd
' uﬁnmdshanbephcedhlz-inch lifts with no compaction;

" d. Oncetheﬁnisplaced,thctop 18mchushanbeﬂppedw1thrippershanb
" placed no more than 18 inches apart, and

- e Thepreviomlyremwedtopsaﬂshallbereplacedmthesameareaitwas

_removed from and will be ripped to a depth of 18 inches with ripper shanks
placed no more than 18 inches apart..

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - .
mnmmmmwmmmm
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57

lie e

Stockpxled topsoil s'aall be protected from wind and water erosion. The replaced
topsoil shall be revegetated and protected from erosion. The abave actmm

. shall be monitored for compliance.

‘Plan Requirements: Grading plans denotmg the recommended measures shall

be submittéd to RMD for review and approval prior to Coastal Development
Permit (CDP). Timing: Cnmponentsofthegradmgplanshallbennplmcnm

g pnortomanceofbnildmgpemms.

Monitoring:. Gradmgmspectotssbanenmeeomphancemthminmc
grading plan thmngh periodic site inspection.

(ALU2) MW It shall be stipulated in the Conditional Use - -

Permit (CUP) thatintheeventofapermanemclosmecfthegolﬂinksﬁdhty

" agricultural Jand use shall be given preference on theprc;ectsxtesynmesoil.
Pursuant to the Administrative Guidelines for Housing Impact Assessment for

Non-Residentia’: Projects, the applicant shall contribute in-lieu fees of $35,000.00

perhauﬁngunndemanduvertheﬁrstmtgencrmdbythopmjm The
" housing

demand is determined based on the number of anticipated employees
generated by the project. The reclaimed water option will generate 32
loyees. Affordable housing demand is determined by the following formmlas

32 (employees! / 1 (employee density factor) * 0.27 (new-to-the-area
of total emplov/ees based upon "other” use) *-0.37 (low to moderate proportion
of new-to-the~irea employees) / 1.4 (workers per household or unit). Thezefore,
using the above formulis, the applicant shall contribute $44,800.00. Timing: All

. in-lien fees shall be paid prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit.

As an alternaive, the applicant shall enter into an agreement with the County
ofSantaBarbara,saﬁsfactorymComtyCounselandm agreeingm

provide
for ths development of one (1) affordable housing unit. The umit may be

provided thrcugh direct provision on the project site or on an alternate site. If

- the applicant chooses to provide for the development of one affordable housing

unit, prior to the issuance of the CDP the applicant shall enter into an
agreement with the County, subject to County Counsel’s approval that one unit "
shall be affordable based on RMD’s "Model" Agreement to Provide Affordable
Housing apyroved by the Board of Supervisors. The agreement shall contain

. tumng by which the unit must be built and momtonng requirements to ensure

its affordablity. Income eligibility of prospective low or moderate buyer or
renter shall be determined by the County or its designee. An intent to reside
statement shall be rcqmred of the potential owner or renter of the low or
moderate-income unit. The maximum sales pnce or rental rate of the low or
moderate iicome unit shall not exceed the maximum levels established by RMD,
consistent '~ith the provisions of the Housing Element. Said low or moderate

sammnmcoum EOASDOFW
91.CP.083 AS REFERENCED ] N THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ACTION LETTER FOR
THB MEETING OF AUGUST 17, 1953
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. (a)  Installatior. dmww@mpmm .

° 390

61

'iw . &b“‘

mcomeunnshanbe retainedasanaﬁordablemﬁtforapenodofsom
Provisions for resale ¢ontrols to implement this condition shall be recorded in the

between the’ applicant and the County using the "Model® Deed

,RaaicdonmCmmltthcakofPromapprmdbytheBoardof

Supavisors.

' Mmuoﬁwm:ummnenmm:mmmmmm an

supply :n affordable unit is in place prior to issuance of the CDP.
Kin-ﬁeuisnotsebuud.theagreementmenmedabmshanmﬁnaddiﬁoml

.monitoringrequimm:nn.,

Mw&mwmﬁamupmﬁde&bymappnmmwhﬁdm

. clearance, one equal to the value of installation of all items listed in section (a)
below (labor and m: terials) and one equal to the value of maintenance and/or
“replacem

ent of the iems listed in section (a) for three years of maintenance of

‘the jtems. The amiunts shall be agreed to by RMD. Changes to approved

landscape plans mily require a substantial conformity determination or a
modification to the: plan. The installation security shall be released upon

insumﬁmohnm:nwcﬂon(a).lfphnnmditﬁgaﬁon(mdfor

satisfactory
_any jtems lsted in section (a) below) have been established and

maintained,
RMD may release t 3¢ maintenance security two years after installation. I such
maintenance has not occurred, the plants or improvements shall be replaced and

the security held for another year. If the applicant fails to either install or

maiatainamdingmtheapprovedphn,RMDmyeonectsemﬁtyand

eomplianeewi:hthspxmmonbelow'

prior to occupancy clearance,

MONITORING: Mshaninspeakndsmpingandimmmuﬁor

wmpﬁmcevdthqrpmdphmpﬁormauthoﬂzlngnleaseofbothmmnaﬁon
and maintenance s ecurities.

Landsapingshan be maintained forthehfeofthcproject.

Prior to the issuance of the CDPﬁorthe canbaminthelocaﬁonshawnonthc

Site Plan, a Lot Line Adjustment shall be approved and executed with a Record
of Survey so that the cart barn is situated enﬁrelywnhin the applicant’s property
(not over the property line)

Gokwmmeahanmronlyduﬁngéaﬁghthomandshantermmateby ‘
~ dark. Nightlightmgfornightnseoftheeourseispmhibned.

sanmmmmnrm

msmmmtmawmmmmn
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71

The clubhouse facilities shall be open to the pubhc. The facilities shall not be
leased or used for private banquets or receptions not associated with golf play.

Food service is intended for golfers during daylight hours omy The grill shan
close no later than 1/2 hour after sunset.

'The conversion of any porhon of this public golf course to pnvatc or restricted
use requires additional discretionary review and-approval.

‘DELETED. |

The applicant shall prohibit any additionzl connections to their private reclaimed
water line.

'residencm.

The on-site Antxquated Naples lots shall nct be developed with single family

Nosgnsnfanytypeareappmvedvmhthasachonunlcss othermespem
All signs require a separate CDP and BAR approval and shall eomplywiththz

. Santa Barbara County Code Chapter 35 (Sign Regulations).

Anﬁnalcondiﬁomofappmval(PlanmngCommxmonorBoardofSupem)
shall be printed in their entirety on appropriate construction or building plans
submitted to RMD or Building and Development Division of Public Works. For
mymbsequentdmlopmentonanypamekmtedbythepmject,eachmof )
lans aCDPshallcoma.inthaeeondiﬁons.

Prior, toCDPissuance, the apphcantshanpay all applicable. RMDpermt
fees in full.

' chmgeofuseinthcproposedbnﬂdmgormshanbesubjectmfnn”
enﬁlanalys:sanddm@aﬁonarymewbythqﬂammx@mmm
Anp!amandprogranisshallbeimplementedasappmved.

¥

This Conditional Use i’ermit is not valid until a Coastal Dmiopmeni Permit for

. the development and/or use has been obtained. Failure to obtain said Coastal

Development Permit shall render this Conditional Use Permit null and void. It
is anticipated that two separate Coastal Development Permits will be issued: the
first for demolition and abandonment of the existing facilities, and the second for
the construction of the golf links and related improvements. Prior to the
issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, all of the cbnditions for each
separate activity listed in this Conditional Use Permit that are required to be

satisfied for that activity prior-to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit

MAWWWOFWVMRS )
91-CP-083 AS REFERENCED IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ACTION LETTER FOR
TBBWOFAUGUSI‘I‘L
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must be satisfied. Upon issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the
Conditional Use Permit shall be valid. The effective date of this Permit shall be

the date of expiration of the appeal period, or if appealed, the date of action by
the Board of Supervisors.

- 73, lfthePlanningComisiondatexminesataNoﬁcedPubtheaﬁng.thatme
fs not in compliance with any permit conditions, pursuant to the
of Sec.35-181 of Article II of the Santa Barbara County Code, the

Planning Commission is empowered, in addition to revoking the permit pursuant
to said section, to amend, alter, delete, or add conditions to this permit.

74. Anymauthcﬁzedbythk@thanimmedhtelymuponmﬁaﬂonm
revocation of this CP. Any Coastal Development Permit issued pursuant to this
CP shall expire upon expiration or. revocation of the CP. CPrenewalsmnstbe
'nppliedﬁorpnormmﬂonofthe(:l’..

75. mmmmammmmwm«mm,
. mﬂmmwmmuwwumww <
permittee of all conditions of this permit. - -

76. ‘Within 2 years after the effoctive date of this permit, construction and/or the use
: shall commence. Wmmmmmmgwnmbp-
» mentl’emﬂthasbeenm& . :

77 Anﬂmcﬁnﬂmmaybemdedbythemnming&mkﬁonfmpodcme

- shown, provided a writtep request, including a statement of reasons for the time
mmwhmmmmwwm
to the expiration date.

78. Devebpershandefead.in&mﬁfyandholdhamhuthe&nmyoriuam ’
officers and emplayees from any claim, action or proceeding against the County

' or its agents, officers or employees, to attach, set aside, void, or annul, in whole
or in part, the County’s approval of the Conditional Use Permit. In the event
that the County fails promptly to notify the applicant of any such claim, action
orproewding.orthattheCmntyﬁnstoeoopmtemnyinthedefemeofaﬁ
dahn.thiscondiﬁonshnnthereaﬁerbeofnofurtherfomoreﬁect.

79. In the. event that any condition mposing a fee, exaction, dedication or other
mitigation measure is challenged by the project sponsors in an action filed in a -
court of law or threatened to be filed therein which action is brought in the time
period provided for in section 66499.37, this approval shall be suspended pending
dismissal of such action, the expiration of the limitation period applicable to such
action, or final resolution of such action. If any condition is imrahdated by a.

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

. 91-CP.0RS AS REFERENCED IN THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ACTION LEITER FOR
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court of law, the entire project shall be revxcwcd by the Planning Commissicn

- and no approval shall be issued unless submtute feasible mitigation

conditions/measures are imposed.

. This permit is issued puorsuant to the provisions of Sections 35-132.8, 35-172.8, 35-169

of the Coastal Zoning (rdinance of the County of Santa Barbara and is subject to the

foregoing conditions ¢nd hmitations, and this permit is further governed by the
following provisions:

'

3,

If any of the conditions of the Conditional Use Permit are not complied with, the

~ Planming Commis:jon, after written notice to the permittee and a noticed public

heamg.mayrevukethaCondiuonalUsePemﬁt.

A Conditional Uss Permit shall become null and void and automancanyrcvoked
ifthempcrmtt.dbytheCondxtmnalUsc Permitisdiscontmuedfarmorethan
one year.

Anﬁmchmitsmxposedmaybemendedbythemanning&mnﬁsﬁonmm
for good cguse shown, provided a written request, including a statement of reasons
formeﬁmehnxtenmonrequmhﬁledthhtheRmmMamgemm
Dcpamnmtpricrtotheapmmdaw.

Albert J.

. %ﬂ% Uﬁb mmt@u

Secretary, £/

~ Santa Barbara County Plmning Commission

m@ !zaﬁa

'SANTA BARBARA COUNTY BOAY D OF SUPERVISORS ‘
mmmmmmmzmormmmmonmm
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3= Case File: 91-CP-08S ]
Permanent File
Ken Mazshall, lnterfoce Planning, 52) De La Vins, #210, Santa Barbars, CA 93101
Devid Falner, Jx., Schrsmm and Rad for, P.O. Box 1260, Sants Barbars, CA 93102
RW. Hollia, Je, ARCO Oil & Gez { umpany, Route 1, Box 275, Goleta, CA 93117 3
. Callfonsia Coantal Coupmission, 39 & th Californin Street, Sulte 200, Vontura, CA 93001 . .

»

.

SANTA EARBARA COUNTY BOARD O ' SUPERVISORS

91-CP-085 AS REFERENCED IN THE BO ARD OF SUPEXVISORS ACTION LETTER FOR
THE MEETING OF AUGUST 17, 1993 '
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. j EXHIBIT NO. 10
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I Proposed Wettand Disturbance (3695 SF)
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SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST. 2ND FLOOR

. . . ”“' r” /"\_"
| D= ‘5 [} [EXHBITNO. 11
o gn | \"" | APPLICATION No.

W

IFORNIA COASTAL COMA\MSS‘ONPPEM_ INFORKATION SHEET DEG A-4~-STB-98-332

CENTRAL COAST AREA

Ve, Ca . 9200 LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT PERMITS::
05 610142 ~ JUUTH GENTR
’ : . Page 1 of 34
Please read thesu instructions before completing the appeal application,
gmjésion Form D - Appeal from (:oastal Permit Decision of lLocal Government.

Appeals to the Coastal Cmﬁssion from local government decisions on coasta'l permit
applications are limited to certain types of decisions. The information below cutlines

. the Hm‘itations and also describes the requirements for fﬂing appeals.

Time Frane for Filing an Appeal. An appeal must be filed by 5:00 P.M. of the lﬁtlr
~ working day after a suff'cient Tocal government notice of final action on the permit

application was recejved by the Comnission. 14 Cal. Adwmin. Code Section 13110. (The
local government is requared to send a notice of finai local action to the Commission
within 7 calendar days o’ a final local action.) The appeal must be filed in the
Commission district offiie having Jurisdiction over the affected local government. tThe
final .date for filing an appeal is available from the local permit decision notices
posted in the Commission's offices and may also be obtained by calling the local

'Comission district offh.e.

AN

Persons %11*19& to Amg.i_]_,_ The applicant, any aggrieved person or any two members of
the Commission may appea P.R.C. Section 30625. An “aggrieved person" 1s any person
who, in person or through a representative, appeared at a public hearing of the local
government in connection with the decision being appealed, or who, by other appropriate
means prior to a hearing, informed the local government of the nature of his/her.
concerns or who for good cause was unable to do either. “Aggrieved person®" includes the
applicant for a permit. P.R.C. Section 30801. ' )

Decisions Which May Be Ajpealed. (P.R.C. Section 30603)

A. Within the appeils area, as shown on the Commission-adopted Post-LCP
Certi{'lgation Permi: and Appeat Jurisdiction Map, any approval decision is
appealable.

B. 1In coastal counties. only, an approval decision on a development that is not
- designated as the p-incipal permitted use under the certified zoning ordinance. or
zoning district map, §s appealable.

C. Any decision on a major works project or major,energy facility is appea‘labte.
Proper grounds for an Ameﬂ (P.R.C. Section 30603) _

A. For a developmeit located between the sea and the first public road paraﬂelfng

the sea or within 3)0 feet of the inland extend of any beach or the mean high tide

1ine of the sea where there is no.beach, whichever is the greater distance, the
" grounds for an appeil are 1imited to one or more of the foHouing an%ationr

"\_, t_.t
1. The developrent fails to provide adequate pﬁ}ﬁi& utg} Jalong the
shoreline or puw)lic or private commercial use dn tpr’feré ;F h uses.
: (OVER) " DEC 171928
H6: 4/88 : -
usSiAL COMI ..

SULITH CENTRAL COAST Diduna .



2. The development fa'ns to protect pub!ic views from any public road ar from
a recreational area to, and along, the coast.

%.‘ The developnent is not compatible with the established physical scate cf.
e area.

4. The developnent may signiﬁcam:ly alter existing natural landforms.

5. The development does not comply with shoreline erosion and geologic uthack
requirements.

B. The grounds for appealing the decision on a project in auy other Tocatfon are

1imited to allegatiuns that the development does not conform to the certiffed local
coastal program. :

Exhaustion of lLocal: %gg.g;_., Pursuant to 14 Cal. Adnia. Code Sectfon 13‘!11 and 13513,
the process of appealing a local decision to the Commission cannot begin until all -
possible appeals to locai appellate bodies first have been made and have been exhausted:
except that exhaustion o} local appeals is not required if any of the following occur:z

" A. The local govermnt requires an appellant to appeal to more local appellate
bodies than have be:n certified in the implementation section of the local coastal

program, or designated in the LUP implementing procedures, as appellate bodies for
permits in the coastal zone.

B. An appellant was danied the right of the 1n1t1a1 Tocal appeal by a lTocal
ordinance which restricts the class of persons who may appeal a local decision.

C. An appellant was denied the right of local appeal because local notice and
- hearing procedures for the development did not comply with the provisions of
_Artich " (Lcp Iu»1mntatjon Regulations) of the California Mninistntive

D. The local gove_mwit charges a fee for the filing cir processing of appeals.

&M%JABLM;&LQQDJ f_Appeals. Section III of the appeal application form is for
the identification.of persons interested in the project being appealed. An additionalt
important step is that i:he appellant notify these persons and the local govermment of
the appeal filing, with'n one week of the filing. Notification must be by matlirg or
delivering a copy of th: completed appeal application form, including any attachments,
to a1l interested partins, at the addresses provided to the local government. Failure tu

provide the required noiification may be grounds for Com‘lssion disuissﬂ of thc appeal.
14 Cal. Adwmin. Code Seciion 13111(t)

Commission Review of an Appeal. If the Colmission hears a coastal development permit er
appeal, the Commission ;hall approve the permit 4f 1t finds that the proposed
development is in conformity with the certified local coastal program (P.R.C. Section
30604(b). Furthermore, every coastal development permit issued for any developnient
between the nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water ‘
Tocated within the coastal zone shall include a specific finding that such development
is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3
(P.R.C. Section 30604(c)). 1In determining whether a proposed development is in :
conformity with the certified LCP, the -Commission may consider aspects of the project
other than those identified by the appellant in the appeal itself, and my ultimately
change conditions of approval or deny a permit altogether. I
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"APPEAL_FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL_GOVERNMENT {Page 2)

s
PR
[

. 5. Decision being appealed was made by (chéck one):

a. X Planning Director/Zoning  c. __Planning Commission
Administrator . )

b. __City Council/Board of d. __Other
Supervisors

6. Date of local government's decision:

7. Local government's file number (if any):

SECTION 1II. Identification of Other Interested Persons

6ive the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use
additional paper as necessary.) ) -

a. Name and ﬁailing address of permit applicant:
ALco ~

. . b. Names and mailing addresses as avajlable of those who testified
(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s).

. . Inciude other parties which you know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal.

(1) 7 s 7 = §‘we,f'xz (D &
: x 2o £ ZOT Al -For
. Ny y ' . CARA G Z70 5

(2) Bo8 Keorc — FAviora coAsT c‘uafs‘&ns’zwcr
& 30 MioaM oI E v
T sAwuim JHZ BARA, L7 777

'

T 750 57— W S —

SsArTs _An72 Mﬁ A 33777

(4) KETH ZARp DI = SR rmre(dE I
: oX _f o2/
S ALTA RAR BARAA, CA g 3724 .
A EN FPALEY T MARK MIREY
PIrrovresn J»é‘ | 20i0 A Modec

4 T/ / : p
secTION 1v.” fassors SCAGTR/ S Keal ° 777 ! SAnra BARGArA, C4

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
. 1imited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal

- Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance
. in completing this section, which continues on the next page.



. STATE OF CAUFORMIA—-THE RESOURCES AGENCY

"CALFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION.

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AREA APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERuIT e :-- I

89 SOUTH CALIFORNIA ST, 2ND RLOOR

VENTURA, CA 90001 DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT P n— 3] J\"]L
MS) 6410142

Please Review Attached Appea’l Information Sheet Prior To Completing

This Form. DEC 1 8 1998
i ) ottt CUMN e
SECTION I.  Appellant(s) | ottt CENTRAL COAST DiSThe.

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appenant(s)

_MM& { mr&w:: )
, Wy 9Fros5 “Area Code Phone No.
SECTION 11. Deci jeal

-+ Y. Name of ocal/port
government: Quzy 0F AN a4 W

Brief descript n of develomnt being
appea‘led° /9 7 o A~

& (7

07y Po~ T K
“2ed pZ77-ave-0g of QS =l ®

" 3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcc'l
no., cross strect etc.):

4. Description of décision being appealed:
a. Approval; no special conditions:
b. Approval with special ;onditions: X

¢ benﬁn :

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial ‘
decisions by a local government cannot be appea}ed unless
the development is a major energy or public works project.. -
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. ‘ :

70 BE_COMPLETED B oN:
APPEAL NO: .
DATE FILED:

DISTRICY:
H5: 4/88
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* APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENY (Page 3)

1}“

. State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.
(Use additional paper as necessary.)

PLEASE SE= ﬂfi’;qov ,Me;u/ /

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be

. sufficient discussion for staff to detemine that the appeal 1is '
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to -
support the appea] request. _

SECTION V. Certification

The 1nfomt10n and facts stated above are correet to the best of

my/our knowledge.
sTgn;tuzre of Appellant(s) or

Authorized Agent

Date _Lecom boon. /8, /fff‘

NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s)
must also sign below.

Section V1. .Agent Authorization

1/Me hereby authorize ‘ ) to act as iw/our
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this ’

. appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date
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ARCO A —uon— - “:,.w 2 ..‘wm.tm:..
Case No: 98-CDP-274 : . g i

ATTACHMENT 1
gmﬂ r Madam:

. uuﬂgﬁr%sg niilﬁggﬁogﬁg

. Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation and the Gaviota Coast Conservancy. It is our .
V " belief that the nesgwwgﬁo;g?gggg 15

miles west of Winchester Canyon exit on Highway 101 is at odds with several goals :

o -&%&?9&25.&??5;:9-593&?&

Coastal Plan

. “The Coastal Act places as its highest priority the preservation and .
protection of natural resources including environmentally sensitive habitat areas
Ar?%aﬁaviug%g SBLCP

Wetlapdi: . :
nge&&gﬁog%gggig
gsgg?%gdﬁgsfa&‘&rg!i

the removal of toxic soil. Disturbance of the toxic soils during the rainy seasoa could
result in the release of toxins into sensitive habitat areas. Wetland areas will require
the development of 100-foot buffers. Wetiand enkancement at gnnnweu

. . could threaten a large, seasonal pond that is important to wildlife.

" It is our belief that the discovery of significant New Wetlands constitutes new L

approval.

. §%8§§&§§>§8~?§ number
70 states: “Any change of use in the proposed building or use shall be subject to full -
. emvironmental analysis and discretionary review by the Planning Commission.” .
Because of the discovery of new wetiands s paublic hearing should have been

held to determine the impacts to the new wetlands from soil remedistion and the
.ggonﬁoneﬂgug

As a result of these changes the %naeaaaur uaea..onm&..? ¢ County

of Santa Barbara should then or— public hearing nrog&m»neuos [ golf

Suﬁog

Accesy: .
. The >n§ne==aoau r the ;8??%_83 cou 32-2&352-

: . .gaea.!i&s- a change in conditions since the project received it previons .

.3....__5&35385%5&5&”9:3 ring the pupping season wilt

-gﬁwag?uﬁ_aowoéﬁiﬁn ..3& omu__q..oa_.o._vsz.n
anau 9 beach. . .
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It will not adecuately protect the seal rookery because at low tide the seal
rookery can be accessed by walking or bicycling from Haskell’s Beach, Santa

‘Barbara Shores County Park, Coal Oil Point and Isle Vista.

With the new hotel being built at Haskell’s Beach literally hundreds of
visitors will have access to the seal rookery whether or not Eagle Canyon Creek is
openordosed.Themlywaytoprwidendequmpmtecﬁonforthesulnokayh
to have two monitors; one on the east side of the seal rookery, and one on the west

~ side of the seal rookery. If two monitors are present then there will be no need to
'dosethemastol:q;lcc:nyon(:nek.

Furthermore, : givmthatEagleCmyonaccmistwo—thlrdsofa mile from the

" seal rookery, it is higl Iy unlikely that anyone surfing at Eagle Canyon Creek will

have any measurable impact onth_e seal rookery or the behavior of the seals.

Since LAFCO approved the Goleta Water Districts Annexation of the ARCO

~ property into the Gol :ta Water District, and this was done in violation of LAFCO’s

own policies discoura ging urban sprawl, and promoting the preservation of rural
lands, we believe that LAFCO has committed an. Abuse of Discretion. .
It is important tore:ogniuthatboththeCountyl’hnningMudhtx&e
Coastal Commission :taff recommended denisl of the project permits because the
proposed use is incon jistent with LCP policies and standards relating to the .
preservation of agricuitural and open space uses andwouldfacilmtearbanspnwl

beyond the Connty’s utablnshed urban limit line,

mmzmmmm@umm
Fmﬁmm&imq"mmdhﬂmmwmw

' mmwammna-mawmm
. Comprekensive Plan.

(foal L Policy I reads:
mintepityofqﬁmlmw}apaaﬂm:shwmbendddbymmdw .

marespeaﬁcpoliaa directed at the preservation ofapen-spm cndagriculturalusa,
including the following.

1. Districts providing urban services are encouraged to develop and implement
Pplans and policies which will provide for well-planned, orderly and efficient
urban deve lopment patterns, with consideration of preserving permanent
opmspmlandsmthmihasezarban patlems,



2. Development of existing vacant non-open space, and non-prime agricaltural
Ialdmthinmm:mdaﬁesismmdpﬁwtofuﬁw :
annexation and development;

3 hmabtomu&vdapedarwm”ukwm
providing urban services shall demonstrate that urban development will be
mmm«wmmwmm
in a leapfrog, noncontignons urban pattern will be disconraged; ‘

4, mmmmmmmqmw»ywm

LAFCO Handbook at $-6 :
Mndwaymd&mpoﬂdumkuitdurmtm’swerﬁdhg
goal is the prevention of urban sprawl and the conservation of agriculiural and open
' Wasthmughpmnoﬁo:durbanhﬁxwerdmwm ‘
annexation.

Gmmmmmmmdmmmmummhm
rainy season. Due to the heightened potential for release of toxic materials into the
enviromment and the likelihood of excessive erosion we feel that this type of activity
" is in violation of the Coastal Act and the Santa Barbara Local Coastal Plan. There is
substantial evidence suggesting that severe erosion occurred at a number of '
construction site during the last rainy season. These incinde the Santa Barbara -
Shores Soil Remediation site, Glen Aunie Golf Course, and Haskell’s Beach. Testing
for-toxic soils at Haskell’s Beach was inadequate and as a result the potential for
toxic runoff was undoubtedly grossly underestimated, Two highly knowledgeable .-
hdhﬂukmemﬁrmw&tﬁenﬂmﬁagnwanuehmm

Coastal Actl’nﬂq 30240

a.) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against gny ‘
' Wmdmmwmbmw“ud
- resosirces shall be allowed within such areas.

b) Waib_maﬂmtbwmmﬁlymﬁnh%m
and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent
impacts which would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be
compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas.

 Coastal Act Policy 30231

mewomwpmmmmqmofm@a,mm«
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimsum populations of marine organisms .




and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where feasible,
restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of wastewater
discharge and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of grosind water

. supplies and encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation

hﬁ'a’mﬁamﬁp«ﬁw habitats andmbaﬁnidngakaudon of natural
streams. .

| Santa Barbara Couuty Coastal Plan Policies

2-11 All development, inda&ngagriadaare, a@acautom designatedon -
the land use plan or resource maps as environmentally sensitive habitat areas, shall be

regulated to avoid adverse impacts on habitat resources. Regulatory measures include,

- but are not limited to, setbacks, buffer zones, grading controls, noiseramakm,

muaintenance of natural vegetation, and control of runoff.

3-I9qumoj'themqnaﬁqu‘gmnm5mm:am:,
or wetlands shall not result from development of the site. Pollutants, suckas =

" chemicals, fuels, Inbricants, raw sewage, and other harmful waste, shall not be

discharged into or alongside coastal streams or wetlands cither during or afier

. 9-11 Wastewater shall not be discharged into any wetlands without a permit

MMWdMWMMgMMMmW&:
. quality of the receiving water.

9-14 New development adjacent to or in close proximity of wetlands shall be
compatible with the continuance of the habitat area and shall not result in a redaction

in the biological productivity or water quality of the wetland due to ranoff (carrying
' additional

saﬁmmta'mm)ndse, thermal pollution, wa&am

9-36 When sites are graded or developed, mwithsigmﬂcmmaf
mwmumwmmumwm

g mmadwmfnﬁnizemm

9-41 All permitted construction and grading within stream corridors shall be
carried out in such a manner as to minimize impacts from increased runoff,
sedimentation, biockanfccldegradaﬁm, orthennqlpollntim i

Conflict of Interest:

We are also concerned that the ARCO Dos Pueblos Soil Abnndonment /
Remediation Project disturbed Wetlands Revegetation/Enhancement Plan was put
together by Dudek & Associates. It is our understanding the Dudek & Associates,
and the ARCO Oil & Gas Company employs both Mr. Whitt Hollis and Ken
Marshall. Hence, there appears to be a conflict of interest,

k-1

hum
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Due to unresolved issues concerning the Cachuma Water Project it is
possible that sufficient water supplies will not be available to provide water to this
project. ‘ :

postantial A ' ARG XOrms: .

, ARCO plans call for over 155,000 cubic yards of cut and 155,000 yards of
fill. That will create a cumulative alteration of land forms at the ARCO site of over

300,000 cubic yards. This represents a substantial alteration of Iand forms,




KNathan Post

739 Calle De Los Amigos
" Santa Barbara, CA 93108
i Cosmis DEGEIVE
California Coastal Coinmission N | |
South Central Coast Area , _
89 S. California Street, 2™ Floor DEC 28 1998 .
Ventura, CA 93001 .
| ‘ WUAST. AL COMM;;.. .
SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DiSin.

Dear Sir or Madam:

My fellow appellants and I would like to amend our appeal to the Coastal
Commission regarding] the Dos Pueblos Golf Links project, Case No: 98-CDP-274;
A.P,N.. 079-180-05, -1:5, -18 and 079-200-04, -08, to include the following.

; The Dos Pueblos Golf Course project violates several Coastal Act and Smta
Barbara Local Coastal Plan policies. :

1. mm Policy&lottheSantaBarbanConntyCerﬁﬂedLoal .
Coastal Plan states: “If a parcel is designated for agricultural usc and is
loutedinarunlamnotmﬁgumwiththeurbanlmruboundary,

" comversion to non-agricultural use shall not be permitted unless such
conversion of the entire parcel wounld allow for another priority use under
the Coastal Act, e.g., coastal dependent industry, recreation and access,
or protectic n of an environmentally sensitive habitat. Such conversions’

. shall not be in conflict with contiguous agricultural operations in that

« am,am!slullbecomtentwithncbonﬂ%landso%Zoftheme
Act”

Section 35-19.1 oftheSamBarbm CountyLocal Coastal
Zoning Or< inance states that: ThepurpoaeoftbeAgﬁcnhnnllldutrkt
is to establi sh agricultural land use for large prime and non-prime -
agricultura: land in the rural areas of the County (minimum 40 to 320
acre lots) aiid to preserve prime and non-prime soils for long-term

agricultural use.

Section 35-34.1 of the certified Zoning Ordinance states:
“If a lot is :zoned for agricultural use and is located in a rural area not

" contiguous with the urban-rural boundary, rezoning to a non-
agricultural zone district shall not be permitted unless such conversion of
the entire k't would allow for another priority use under the Coastal Act,
e.g., coastal dependent industry, recreation and access, or protection of
an envirom nentally sensmve habitat. Such conversion shall not be in

b



conflict witl: contiguous agricultural operations in the area, and shall be
consistent with PRC Sections 30241 and 30242 of the Coastal Act.”

Sectmss4.94addmmusespermmdiuc-nzonedhndwnhmw '
Conditional Use Permits . .
Low-intmityreemﬁomldcvelopmentmcbah&hgmm,puwc
ﬁdingmbla,mmﬁondmps,mpmamrﬂma,ndm
ranches provided that such development:
2. Isin character with the rural setting.
b. Muthﬁmmmmmmonoradjammh
lot on which it is located. '
. Does no! include commercial facilities open to the general puhlkwbo
are not 1sing the recreational facility, and

d. Does no!require an expansion of urban services, which will increase

pressun: for conversion of the affected agricultural lands.

Coastal Aci; Section 31050 of the Coastal Act declares the importance of
coastal agricultural lands as a state resource. Section 31051 states that

agricultural lands located within the coastal zone shall be protected from
intrusion ol 'non-agricultural use. Coastal Act Section 30222 provides that
agricultura| and coastal dependent uses shall have priority over
commercial recreation developments. Section 30241 directs that the
maximum 1 mount of prime agricultural lands shall be maintained by
establishos nt of urban/rural boundary lines to protect against piecemeal
and increm eatal conversion to urban uses. Sections 30241 and 30242 i

restrict conversion of agricuitural lands. Section 30242 states
that agricnl tural lands shall not be converted unless continued or
m«dqﬁcﬂhﬂmhmtm«mmmwﬂ
preserve p1ime sofls or concentrate development pursuant to Section
30250. Con yersion shall not adversely impact adjacent agricnitural uses.
Section 302 50 requires that new development shall be located within,
mmmuhmmmmm;mmwh
areas with: ndeqmtepublkmiwl.

Comment: The proposed development is inconsistent because it will

convert the entire 200-acre agriculturally designated site to a non-

- agricultural use. As such it will interfere with agricultural production on

the site. The project will require an extension of urban services into an
agricultural area. The Goleta Water District will supply potable and non-
potable waer to the project. With over 60,000 golfers utilizing the site
uchyur,:wagedkpmalwﬂlbeanujoreommpnpond
development is an intensive form of recreation, not the low-intensity
developme: it contemplated in the ordinance. The conversion will not
provide a g riority use under the Coastal Act, as golf courses are not
considered coastal dependent recreation. The development will conflict




with adjacent agricultural operations. ARCO’s project is nncoisistent
with Sections 30241 and 30242 of the Coastal Act, which require
preservation of prime agmulmral lands.

2. xgmm The County’s Coastal LUP includes several po!icm, whick
require adequate provision of public access, including Coastal LUP :
Policy 7-1 (requiring the protection and defense of the public’s
constitutionally guaranteed rights of access to and along the shoreline).
Policy 7-2 (vertical access required for all development between the first
pubﬁcmadndtheomn).roﬁq%saatenlment:uqumdfor
public access along the shoreling). Policy 7-5 (priority for coastal ,
dependent and relatéd recreational activities). Policy 7-6 (priority for
recreational uses that do not require extensive alteration of the natural .
environment). Policy 7-13 (development of recreational facilities along the
Gaviota Coast between Ellwood and Gaviota shall be compatible with the
rural character of the area). Policy7-18 (requiring expanded
opportunities for access in the Gaviota Coast planning area), Policy 7-19
(discouragement of intensive recreational use near Naples Reef), Policy 7-
28 (visitor-serving commercial recreational development should be
Jocated within urban areas), Policy 7-29 (visitor-serving commercial
recreational development in rural areas should be limited to low intensity
mu, i.e., campgrounds).

The CoastalActnquﬁuthattheyubBe’s right to access public beaches
be protected. Section 30604 (b) requires consistency with the certified
Local Coastal Plan. Section 30604 (¢) requires that any development

. located between the first public road and the sea for the shoreline of any
body of water located within the Coastal Zone must conform with the
public access and recreational policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

 'The access opportunities afforded by the project site include the current
and historic use of the vertical and lIateral trails at the western and
eastern end of the parcel. Several trails can be seen to criss-cross the
proposed golf link property. These trails have been utilized by literally
thousands of surfers for over 30 years. Up until 1993, ARCO and
previous owners have never seriously objected to surfers using the site’s

- many trails to access the beaches below the bluffs. Hundreds of surfers
can attest to that fact. Indeed, several surfers have related how on site oil
company personnel have historically waved them on through the site to
surf spots below the biuffs, and why not, they were just surfers out to
have a good time. The 1993 Surfer’s Guide to Southern California
demonstrates the public’s long-term use of routes across the parcel to
access surfing areas. In our view, a prescriptive right has been -
established. It is apparent that planned access routes through the
property are designed to effectively deny access to the beaches below the
site. ARCO intends to deny access to Eagle Canyon during the winter
pupping season. ARCO also intends to deny access to beaches east of



Tomate Canyou. By closing down access to Eagle Canyon, and preventing
access east of Tomate Canyon, ARCO has effectively denied access to
roughly two-thirds of the beach fronting the ARCO site during the winter
surfing season. Since seals tend to congregate at Tomate Canyon, there is
no point in closing off beaches far removed from the seal rookery.
ARCO’s plan would deny Surfers access to Rockpile, Deadman’s and

.' Driftwood, surfing spots located East of the rookery. Each of these

beaches represents a significant winter surfing site.

The Local Coastal Plan calls for protection of marine mammal
rookeries (Policy 9-24 and 9-25) The seal colony st the mouth of Tomate
Canyon is not protected from errant goif balls, toxic runoff or noise
emanating from the hundreds of golfers expected to be utilizing the bluffs
overhead. Seals are exceptionally wary, and easily frightened. They are
known to abandon their pups on the beach if confrented by noise, or
visual disturbances. With golfers teeing off, their voices will inevitably
echo throughout Tomate Canyon. It is difficult to imagine that 60,000
golfers a year will not disturb the rookery. The Harbor Seal Rookery at
‘Tomate Canyon is only one of a handful of rookeries remaining in
Southern California. Several seal pups have died at the rookery located in
Carpinteria due to the presence of humans and animals. I have never
heudofnealdyh;uamultofam

Cmmw:mmmm&mmm&m

" Barbara County’s LUP access policies because the project will eliminate

historic established vertical and lateral access trails through the project
MNQWMMmmu&mmwmm
supported by adequate parking. The proposed Iateral access route is
located paraliel to and south of the railroad tracks and is inconsistent
with the County’s Master Plan coastal trail alignment. One of the two
propoesed vertical access routes may be closed to public use, The western
verﬁedmhweronemﬂeﬁonanypuﬂng. ,

m 'l'heprojeethlneomktentwltltbe(‘.’unty’smhl
recreation policies because the project will not provide priority
recreational uses that are coastal dependent or reiated. In addition, the
development would create a high-intensity commercial recreational use
that would alter the natural and rursl character of the area.

Conditional-Use Permit Requirements: CZO Section 35-172.5 allows for
issuance of Major Conditional Use Permits in any zone district, but !ll!

. ll'eeminﬁndsunbemdeusetfonhinSecﬁon:’ns—lm

a. CZOSection 35-172.8(4) requires that a CUP shall be approved only
" if there are adequate public services, including water supply. Flease
see enclosed article regarding the Cachuma Project.




. CZO Section 35-172.8(5) states that a CUP shall be approved only if
‘the development project will not be incompatible with the
. surrounding area. A golf course facility would not be compatible with
the surrounding rural area.
CZOSeeﬁonSﬁ-lMG)mtuthataCUPshallbeappnvedonlylf
the project is ini conformance with the applicable provisions and
policies of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance and the Coastal Land Use
 Plan. This project is inconsistent with several policies of the Conty’s
Coastal Land Use Plan and Coastal Zoning ordinance.
CZO Section 35-172.8(7) states that a CUP shall be approved in
designated rural areas only if the project is compatible with and
subordinate to the scenic and the rural character of the area. ARCO’s
proposed development would destroy existing public access and would
_render future access infeasible, inconvenient, and unsafe,.
CZO Section 35-172.8(9) states that a CUP may be approved only if
the proposed use Is not inconsistent with the intent of the applicable
zone district. In this case the zone district is AG IL The AG Il zone
district is intended to preserve agricultural lands and to avoid ]
conversion to non-agricultural nses. This project converts the entire

sitetoanon-agncultunlnse.

-

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area Overlay (3.9.4.): The

" following criteria were used in determining which habitats in the
County’s coastal zone warranted the Habitat Area overlay
designation:

a. Areas with outstanding educational values that should be
protected for scientific research and educational uses now and in
the fnture, n.e., Naples Reef.

Coastal Act l’ollcy 30231: The biological prodnctivlty and the qnahty
of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate
to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for the
protection of human health shall be maintained and, where feasible,
restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of
waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff,
preventing depletion of ground water supplies and encouraging waste
water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that
protect rlparun habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural
streams.

Comment: “Naples Reef is an intertidal and subtidal area six miles
west of Goleta extending approximately a mile out to sea. According
to biologists, this reef contains the largest number and highest
diversity of intertidal organisms within the County. The reefis



believed to have the greatest diversity of algae anywhere along the .
South Coast. Invertebrate zoologists collecting specimens at Naples
Reef have observed uncommon organisms. The ARCO golf course
project will utilize a sumber of insecticides, fungicides, herbicides and
rodenticides, According to the EIR for the ARCO project, “Delivery
of pesticides and nitrates to the canyons, and to the Pacific Ocesn is
NMWMWMMMMW
Delivery of pesticides to the local marine eavironment via the canyons
has the potential to inflict toxic effects on the rare and unigue lfe
forms that populate Naples Reef. Of particular concern is the use of a
class of insecticides called “organophosphates”,

are known to canse severe envifonmental damage. The federal
government is about to launch a comprehensive study of

. is toxic to fish, birds and other wildlife. It has been noted that shrimp
"~ and crabs may be killed at application rates recommended on the
~ label, Chlorpyrifos is persistent in s0il with a half-life up to 279 days.
Chilorpyrifos kills and damages living beings in part by blocking
cholinesterase, an eaxyme found in nervous tissue, the brain and in
the blood. )

NMMMMMSWWWAMMA&”-MM'
12/30/93 ‘

-

Smeerely,

Nlthln Post /7
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~ Filed: 9/30/93

Staff: MHC

Staff Report: 12/30/93 .
Continued From: 11/17/93
Hearing Date: 1/13/94
Commission Action:

2
"

. .STAFF REPORT: REGULAR CALENDER APPEAL

. : . -
LOCAL GOVERNMENT: {ounty of Santa Barbara

DECISION: - . /pproval with Conditfons
APPEAL NO.: - . 1-4-93-154 ‘
APPLICANT: hRCO 011 and Gas COwar}y . AGENT: R.W. Hollis, Jr.
PROJECT LOCATION: - Naples Area, Ten Miles. Mest of _Goleta, Route 1, Box 275,
Go‘etﬂ . t'..‘,,‘ - ot'. B

. . PROJECT DESCRIPTION: "ublic 18-hole and 9-hole golf course- and appurtenant
. ‘tacilities :

.

APPELLANTS: Bob Keats, Keith Zandona, Nathan Post

SUBSTANTIVE FILE ['OCUMENTS: Conditional Use Permit 91-CP-085; Final °
Environmental Impact Report for ARCO Dos Pueblos Golf Links Project, March
1993 (92-EIR); Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

* The staff recommend: that the Commission, after public hearing, deny the .
proposed recreationiil development on__the grounds that the project is
inconsistent with tha -following provisions “of “tne County of Santa Barbara's
certified Local Coasjtal Program: complete conversion of an agriculturally
designated and zoned parcel to a recreational use; inadequate protection of
existing public coastal access; and, failure to implement additional access
opportunities to appropriately mitigate the proposed development.

- The County's action to approve a public golf course would result in the
complete conversion of the subject parcel, and would therefore interfere with
agricultural produciion on the site 4n a manner dnconsistent with the

‘ . requirements of the .County's LCP Zoning Ordinance. The County's. access

~ requirements are' coutingent upon accepfance of an offer-to-dedicate and the

. prov:s}on of an on-site guard for which there are no effective implementation

provisions. .

4



ARCO Appeal 4-93-154
Page 2
STAEF NOVE

This appeal was filel on September 17, 1993. The appeal was opened and
continued at the October 13, 1993 Commission hearing to allow adequate time to
review the file materials and prepare a staff report and recommendation
regarding the questicn of whether any substantial issues are raised by the
appeal. Substantfal Issue was determinéd by the Commission at {s November

1993 meeting. This d: novo public hearing was contfnucd to the next avatlable
Commission meeting.

1. APPEAL HEARING PR(CEDURES

Section 30604 (b) ard (c) of the Coastal Act and California Adninistntm
Code Section 13115 .provide the standard of review for projects which have been
-‘appealed and found 10 have substantial 4ssue. Section 30604 (b) requires
consistency with the certified Local Coastal Program (LCP), while Section
30604 (c) requires tlat any development located between the first public road
and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located within the Coastal
Zone must conform with the pubiic access and rccrcationa'l po]icits of Chapter
3 of the Coastal Act. i

" I11. STAFE RECOMMENDATION

‘The staff recommend: that the Com’ission. after pulﬂic hearing, ndopt the
- following resolution: . .

The - Comsission hereliy ggnjg_s_ a pemit for the proposed davc'lomnt “the .
grounds that the development would not be in conformity with the ccrtifiod ,

Local Coastal Progras and the access and recreational policies of the Coastal
Act, and will have : significant adverse impact on the cnviromnt w!thln the
meaning of the California Enviromntal Quality Act. .

Motion

1 a move that the. Coanission approve the project A—4-93-154 as subl‘ltt«l
by the appHcaut and as approved by the County of Santa Barbara.

staff recomends a li% vote on the motion. A mjoﬂty of Comissiomrs pmnnt
is required to pass the mtion. _

IV. EINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS . *
The Comnmission berer.;y finds and .decur.es as follows:
A. Project Location and Description

The project would be located on a 202 acre bluff-top site on the Gaviota Coast
approximately 10 miles west of. the commnity of Goleta. The project consists
of an 18-hole .public golf course encompassing a 72.4 acre portion of the
site. In addition to the 18-hole public course, the project also includes a
9-hole course locited on the eastern end of the property, encompassing
approximately 8.7 a:res of the project site. The 18-hole course would have a

o+

.




ARCO Appeal 4-93-154 : : .
Page 3 y

concrete cart path servicing the entire course. An existing “service road
Jocated south of the railroad right-of way bisecting the property, and six
short bridges would provide access throughout the parcel. (Exhibits 1-7)

The two golf courses would be supported by the following appurtenant
‘facilities: driving range (420,000 square feet), club house, including pro
shop and grill, administrative offices and meeting rooms and restrooms (9,290
square feet), a cart barn (8,012 square feet), maintenance building (7,974
square feet), service building (800 square feet), turf farm (130,000 square
feet), half-way house, including snack bar (700 ‘square feet), a 275 car
" parking area (300,000 square feet), -and several restrooms and shelters along
the course routes. The maximum height of any building 1s 22 feet above
finished grade. The layout of the golf courses would requiré crossing the
Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way three times; this would be accomplished
using an existing -wooden bridge, and two new. tunnel crossings. All
structural developments would be set back a minimum of 55 feet from the bluff
edge, and non-structural development (greens, fairways, tee-boxs), a minimum
.of 30 feet from the bluff edge. The entire parcel would be fenced to control
access to and from the property. - .

The project includes a landscaping plan (in addition to installation. of turf)
which involves the removal of . most non-native species of trees and the _
replanting with native species. A1l facilities are set back the required 100
feet distance from environmentally sensitive habitats, including the one
stream on the west side of the property (Eagle Creek) and the one drainage on
the west side of the property (Tomate Canyon), and an artificially created
. vernal pool. (Exhibit 3) : : . ,

~ The project would regquire 154,470 cubic vards of cut and and fi11, over
approximately 57% of the site; the cut and 111 is to be balanced on site. -
The maximum elevation changes would occur near hole number seven and would
increase the existing elevation from 50 to 75 feet; this.elevational change is
the result of filling in an erosional feature on the southern side -of the
Southern Pacific Railroad Tine to accommodate the fairway.for hole number
seven, . : :

Water service to the project would be provided by reclaimed waste water
through the Goleta Water District which has developed a waste water
reclamation program to service customers in the Goleta/Gaviota Plamning areas .
The water supply system also includes a four acre~foot water storage/balancing

1:ke iftor irrigation purposes located at the extreme southeastern portion of
e site.- . ' ’ ‘ .

Construction of the golf facilities would 4involve abandonment of the existing
‘0¥l and’ gas production facilities. which are located principally on the south
(ocean) side of the Southern Pacific Ratlroad line that laterally bisects the
project site. The removal of these energy facilities will be addressed in a
separate locally issued Coastal Development Permit.

The golf facilities will be operated as a public facility from 350 to 360 days '
per year, and are expected to accommodated 50,000 to 60.000 rounds of golf per
year on the 18-hole coirse, and 20,000 rounds on the 9-hole course. The
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County has required that conversion of any portion of the golf facilities teo
private or restricted use would entail additional discretionary review and
approval. Approximately 32 full-time equivalent empléyees will be required
for golf course operation and maintenance. (Exhibit 9) : ,

B. Profect Site History

The project site has been used for a variety of purposes over the Tast 75
years, including dry-faming, Jimited cattle grazing, and most recently otl
_ and gas production. The o1l and gas facilities have been principally sited on
the south half of the project site, i.e., south of the Southern Pacific
Railroad lines. (Since the cessation of the o1l and gas production operations
several years ago, a limited amount of cattle grazing has been resumed on a
seasonal basis on the property, principally as a grass/weed control measure.)
The property has also been used in the past and continues to be used today by
the general public to gain access "to the adjacent public beaches, and in
particular a number of surfing sites located at the west end of the property
known as “"Naples Reef" and "Naples Beach®. Vertical access to the adjacent
pocket beaches is 1imited to two major natural drainages (Eagle Creek and
Tomate. Canyon) situated on the east and west ends of the project site
respectively. - . R :

The subject parcel was originally given a Coastal Dependent Industry (M-CD)
land use and zoning designation in the Santa Barbara County LCP, which was
certified in 1982. This designation was largely based upon the existing oil
and gas facilities on the site. 1In 1991, howsver, the site was redesignated
and re-zoned Agriculture 11 (AG-I1) at the County's request as part of major
Amendment 3-90 which consolidated o011 and gas facilities sites within . the
South Coast -Consolidation Planing Area. This redesignation and re-zone to
Agriculture was based on the the proposal to abandon the existing o1l and gas
facilities, and on the presence of prime and non-prime agricultural lands (as
defined in the California Coastal Act Section 30113) on the project site.
Additional factors supporting an agricultural land-use and zoning designation -
for the site were the past agricultural uses of the site, the rural,

predominantly agricultural land-uses of the surrounding parcels on the Gaviota

Coast, and the County's desire to 1imit intensive recreational use of the site.

At the time the Commission considered Amendment 3-90, the ARCO representatives
indicated to the Commission that 1t was their intention to develop the site
once its oil and gas operations: had-ceased as a golf course, and expressed an
interest in having the property designated  Recrestion (REC) to accommodate
- such " a use. The EIR for "the re-zone had recommended a split
Recreation/Agriculture re-zone for the subject parcel. The County, however,
did not support the Recreational designation at that time because of the wide
range of recreational uses allowed under a Recreational designation, and the
potentially greater impacts (e.g., traffic, etc.) which would be generated by
a high intensity recreational use such as a recreational vehicle park, under
the County's single existing LCP Land Use Plan Recreational designation. .

At the time the Commission re-zoned the- kubject parcel from M-DC to

.

Agriculture, the Cointy also indicated that it was not their intent t:.

preclude some future. non-agricultural use of the site. Specifically,
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County indicated that an evaluation of a future non-agricultural project
“should be based on its own merits at the time of proposal and if it required
a re-zone should go along with that project.® (See Exhibit 13.) At the time
the Commission considered Amendment 3-90, no specific proposal for a golf
course had been developed that would al ‘Iou either the County or the Commission
to evaluate the specific relative impacts of a golf course versus agricultural
uses, or other recreational uses. The record of the Commission’s public
hearing on Amendment 3-90 clearly indicates that the Commission was not acting
on the question of the final appropriate zoning of the parcel and, in fact,
reveals that the Commission anticipated that the question of re-zoning the
AG-I1 designation would return for 1its consideration a later datc.
potentia'ny as an LCP Amendment. (Exhibit 13. page 10-11.)

In certifying the Agricu'itura'! land-use and zoning designation for the
property - the Commission -acknowledged the intent of ARCO to develop a golf
facility on the site, and specifically d{ndicated that its action to
redesignate the land as Agriculture was not meant to preclude the ultimate use
of the site for a golf facility, even if the such use requires a change in the
Tand use and zone designation from Agriculture to Recreation. The Commission
4ndicated that a land use and re-zone designation to Recreation should be -
based in part on the nature of the specific recreational proposal for the
site. 1In considering the current golf course proposal, the County did mot
consider a land use or re-zone designation to Recreation, but instead made
findings on a Conditional Use Permit to support the complete conversion of the
site to a Recreational use, based on LCP Policy 8-2. However, Policy 8-2
(with specific references to PRC 30247 and 30242) 1s intended to provide
policy guidance for the conversion from an Agricultural to a non-Agricultural
. "land use and zone designation and use. (See text of Polfcy 8-2, and re'lated
zoning ‘ordinance Section 35-64 on page 8 of this staff report.)

As noted below, the recreational proposal which effectively converts the
entire subject parcel to a non-agricultural use, absent a Recreational land
use and zone designation, is inconsistent with the uses specifically provided
for in the County's LCP Agricultural land use and zone designatiou. ~

. €. Local Government Action

In August 17, 1993, the County Board of Supervisors issued a Conditional Use
Permit (F93-CP-085) for an 18 and 9 hole golf course and appurtenant
facilities as described above. The Conditional Use Permit contained a number
of Special Conditions. Those relating to the issues raised in this appeal
include: (a) a Biological Enhancement Plan to address specific environmental
resources on the site (e.g., Harbor seals, Monarch Butterfly, vernal pools,
and riparian tree species); (b) Restricted Access Implementation Plan for the
protection of a Harbor seal haul-out site adjacent to the project site; (c) an
_ Access Plan that requires offers-to-dedicate both lateral and vertical access
trails and initial trail improvements; (d) a Landscaping Plan to replace loss
of existing trees; and (e) an Integrated Pest Management Plan to control the
use of pesticides.

The result of the co:znty“.s .ﬁonditionél Use Permit is to effectively convert
the entire parcel. from Agriculture to Recreation, but without subjecting the
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conversion to the Cormission's review through the LCP amendment proccss. An
LCP amendment review iwould entail a different standard (1.e., consistency with
relevant- Coastal Act policies), and a broader analysis of the effects of a
non-agricultural use on the subject parcel (which s situated s a
predominantly rural/ xgr‘lcultunl area beyond the urban rural boundary
established in the County's certified LCP) than would a review under the

Coastal Development P:rmit Appeal process (i.e., consistency with relevant LCP
provisions).

D. Coasta) Agriculturn : :
1. Inconsistency mth the Local Coastal Plan _ T

The proposed - project site 13 situated on the Gaviota Coast, extending
approximately 20 miles etc of the community of Goleta, which is comprised
primarily of a serios of large agriculturally zoned parcels, with several
isolated sites designated for coastal dependent industry. There are also
several small residential developments which existed prior to the preparation
of the County's Local Coastal Program. .

. The County's certifi: LcP provides the fonowinc description of asricnltml .
activities along the Gaviota Coast: .

The 1latter activities ([1.e., cattle grazing and larqc scale ranch -
operations] typify agriculture in the rest of the County's coastal onhe
from Gav‘lota to ‘he San Luis Obispo county ine . . . ,

The ranches and ‘large scale grazing operat‘loas typ1ca1 of the mral area
- from Ellwood to Gaviota, the Hollister and Bixby Ranchcs, and North Coast
are shown as Mricaltuu 11.. .

Since agricultuu in this aréa 1: mostly non-prime, 1.e., catt‘le cnz!ac
and forage crops, large acreages are required to be economically viable,
and 100-acre minimum are specified for most areas under preseant zoning. .

. . On the ba;is of economic viability and resource constraints, both
the 100-acre and 10-acre ainimums are - inadequate for non-prime
agricultural laxds. Yet, on the Gaviota Coast between Ellwood and EI
Capitan, the va;t majority of parcels are less than 100 acres in size and
existing agriculture is a mixture of prime and non-prime pursuits. A
100-acre minimun therefore, continues to be the most appropriate minimum
parcel size for agriculturally desigmted lands in this area.

The 202 acre project site is current'ly designated and zoned Agriculture
{AG-11) in the Counrty of Santa Barbara's LCP. Approximately 61 acres of the
total 202 acre site are designated as prime agricultural lands as defined in
the County's LCP (based upon the definition contained in PRC Section 30213);
the remaining acreige 1s non-prime agricultural lands. The entire parcel is
located bevond the urban/rural boundary established in the County’s u:p uhich
§s located several niles to the east. (Exhibit la)

- The project, cons1sts of an 18-hole and 9-hole golf course and appurtenant
facilities. Becaute of the layout of the course and facilities, the. propns«.
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project would effectively occupy the entire site, Tleaving no significant
contiguous portions uraffected by the proposed non-agricultural development.
The majority of the pime and non-prime agricultural soils would be buried by
the proposed grading and filling of the site to accommodate the two golf
courses and driving range., As a vresult, the proposed project would
effectively preclude any economically viable agricultural use of the parcel
concurrently with th: operation of the golf course and thus result in a2 -
conflict with the AG-I(I zoning of the LCP which stipulates that low intensity
recreational use of \G6-I11 designated lands "not interfere uith agricultural
production on or adjatent to the lot on which it is located.®. Further, given
" the relatively low-yield, but viable nature of the mixture of prime and
non-prime solls on the project site, the considerable cost of removing the
proposed golf course and facilities and reconverting the site for agricultural
uses would, for all practical purposes, preclude its reconversion to an
agricultural use once ‘it had been developed for the proposed non-agricultural.
uses.

Thus, the effect of the proposed golf courses and appurtenant facilities as
approved through the -County's Conditional Use Permit process would be to
permanently convert the entire project site (202 acres) to a non-agricultural
use without the rejuired analysis and- re-zonins of the parcel from an
agricultural designat!on. ,

The Santa Barbara Chunty LCP designates this site, as well as most of ths
- Gaviota Coast, for large parcel agricultural uses (Agriculture-II). the
* . County's LCP protects the continued viability of these agricultural lands by
‘1imiting the- allowe! land uses to those most compatible with the primary
agricultural use and by restricting the conversion of agricultural lands to
. other uses. As diicussed in the following paragraphs, the proposed golf
course development is Iinconsistent with the County's policy to restrict
agricultural conversions and does not meet the criteria for non-aqricnlturat
uses Tocated in the /igriculture-I1,(AG-11) Zone n‘lstﬁct.

Section 35-69.1 of the Santa Barbara County Local l:oasta'l Progran Zonfng
Ordinance provides that:

The purpose of the Agricultural 11 district is to establish agricn‘ltunt B
land use for lurge prime  -and non-prime agricultural land in the rural-
areas of the County (minimum 40 to 320 aces lots) and to preserve prime
and pon-prime soils for long-term agricultural use. (emphasis added) -

The goal of preserving prime and non-prime soils for long term agﬂcnltura!
use 1s significantly furthered by the very restrictive criteria for converting
land designated for agricultural use to a different land use. The standard
outlined in Policy. B-2 generally mirrors the Coastal Act requirements of
Section 30241 and 3(242 as follows:

If a parcel is des1gnated for agricuitural use .and is located in a rural
area not contiguous with the urban/rural boundary, conversion to a
non-agricultura’ use shall not be permitted unless such conversion of the
entire parcel wiuld allow for another priority use under the Coastal Act.
e.g., coastal dependent industry, recreation and access, or protection of
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an environmentally sensitive habitats. Such conversion should not be in
conflict with contiguous agricultural operations in the area, and shall be
consistent with Section 30241 and 30242 of the Coastal Act.

This polcy s implemented by Section 35-64.1. of the certified Zoning
Ordinance which includes the criteria of the LUP policy and also requires that
the land be re-zoned: _— : ..

.. 1f a Tot is zoned for agricultural use and is located in 2 rural areaz not
contiguous with the urban-rural boundary, rezoning to a non-agricultural
zone district shall be 'be permitted unless such conversion of the entire
lot would allow for another priority use under the Coastal Act, e.g..

- coastal dependent industry, recreatjon and access, or protection of an
environmentally sensitive habitat. Such conversion shall not be in
conflict with -contiguous agricultural operations in the area, and shall be

- v

consistent with PRC sections 30241 and 30242 of the Cogstﬂ Act. .

As discussed above, the proposed project will convert approximately 202 acres
of prime and non-prime agricultural land to -a .non-coastal dependent
, recreational use. Given the capital investment in the course, club house, and
other facilities, it 1s not reasonable to assume that the site will eventually
be returned to an agricultiural use. Therefore, in order for the project to be
found consistent with Section 35-64.1 and LUP Policy 8-2 of the certified LCP,
it must meet the criteria for conversion outlined "in that- portion of the
Zoning Ordinance. ) v :

.In approving the current golf facilities proposal, however, the County chose
not to re-zone the site Recreation pursuant to these specific LCP requirements
to accommodate the recreational uses. The County chose rather to make
conclusionary findings that the use of agricultural designated Tand for a
non-agricultural purpose was consistent with the County LCP because the prime
agricultural soils would not be destroyed, or lost, or rendered unsuitable for
agricultural purposes, but would be retained on site, presumably for some
{hu':ure agr*!icultural purpose. No significant evidence was offered to support
this assertion. . ) ' : . .

Significantly, the County did not address the conflict of the proposed use, -
given the. Agriculture 11 designation, with the specific limits placed on the
use of agricultural-designated lands in the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, or the
standards and 1imits stipulated for the conversion through zoning of
agriculturally designated lands. Nor did the County address.the implications
of allowing the complete conversion of an Agriculturally designated parcel to
a non-agricultural use on the adjacent agriculturally designated lands.

Such a procedure, 1in addition to its adverse threats to agricultural
production on the subject parcel, has the potential to effectively undermine.
the protection of other A6-11 designated lands throughout Santa Barbara
County's coastal zone. 1In particular, allowing for the implementation of the
County's LCP in this manner could put at risk the 20-mile stretch of lands
(between 5,000 to 7,000 acres) along the Gaviota coast currently designated
for agricultural purposes. ' ’ - .
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without putting the subject parcel through the analysis required by the
County's LCP -Land Use Plan agricultural conversion Policy 8-2, and the related
LCP Zoning Section 35-64, it is not possible to assure that the conversion of
the parcel from agricultural to non-agricultural uses would be consistent with
the County LCP agricultural protection policies.

Further. it 1s not possible for the Commission to amend the LCP Zonfng
designation on the proposed. project site as part of its action on the present
appeal. In addition, it should be noted that a conditional approval of the
proposed project by the Commission which is predicated on the certification of
a future LCP amendment to <change the current agricultural to a
non-agricultural zone designation without a separate analysis and public
hearing has the potential to prejudice both the County's and the Commission's
'lhdependent revieu of such an LCP zoning change. \

‘In summary, the c«mission finds that the proposed golf course development
represents a conyersion of agricultural land to a non-agricultural use. Based

. on past observations of golf course development, the capital costs for

development- of this course, and the extensive soil disturbance proposed on
site, 1t 4s highly unlikely that the golf course, once constructed, will -
. revert to an agricultural use In the foreseeable future. As a final cosment,
" even if the finding for future reversion could be supported, the LCP does not
. provide a lesser standard for the “temporary” conversion of agricultural land
than for a more ®permanent® one. For these reasons, the Comnission finds that
th:.:t ?gzgsfg?project is not cons‘lstent with the policies and ordinances of tht
ce -

The Santa Barbara c«:unty L(:P also protects agﬁcu]tura‘i ‘land by Huﬁting the
types of land uses permitted in the AG-II district.. A review of the relevant
ordinances indicates that while low intensity recreational uses are permitted,
they must meet specific performance criteria to ensure that they will be
compatible with the primary agricultural use - both on site'and on adjacent
properties. An analysis of the section of the code that provides for these
recreational uses clearly Iindicates that they were contemplated to be
subordinate to agricultural activity and calcmated to be located off - any
productive soils. _

Specifically, Section "35-69.4 addresses the uses permitted in AG-11 zoned
-‘lands with Major Conditional Use Permits:

Low-intensity recreational development such as h'l‘kin'g traﬂs’pubﬁc rid‘inq
stables, recreational camps, campgrounds, retreats, and guest branches,
provided that such development: :

a. is in character with the rural setting,

b. does not 1nterfere with agricultural production on or adjacent to the
Tot on which it is Tocated, . o _
c. does not include commercial facilities open to the general public who
are not using the recreational facility, and )
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d. does not require an expansion of urban services which wﬂl increase
"pressure for’ conversion of the affected agricultural lands.

In contrast, the propostd golf course development dominates virtually the
entire 202 acre site. Clearly, the requirement of 35-69.4(b) to not interfere
with agricultural production on the site is not met by the project because
once developed, there will be pno potential for an agricultural use of the
Jand. Likewise, the project is inconsistent with 35-69.4(d) which precludes
the expansion of urban services. This project will require an estimated 3
mile extension of an e‘!ght inch water 1ine from Goleta to serve the project.

In conclusion, the intensive, site-encmssing .golf . course developunt is
clearly not the low intensity guest ranch or riding stable contemplated in the
ordinance as a non-agricultural use that could easily be sited on a
non-productive corner of one of these large parcels and thus neither interfere
with the primary use nor convert agricultural lands. As such, the project is
is inconsistent with the requirements of Section 35-69.4.

Finally, Section 35-172.5 of the County's LCP provides. for a variety of
instjtutional, public service and recreational uses that may be permitted in
any zone district subject to a use permit. -

The fo'now'!ng uses may be permitted in any distﬁct that tluy arse not
otherwise permitted, \ﬂth a Major Conditional Use Permit:

a. Alrstrip - t«porary

. b.. Animals, use o0f property for animls different in kind or greater in
number than otherwise permitted in this Article
c. Cemetery
d. Church
e. Drive-through facilities for a use othewise pemittcd 1n tho zcuc
district subject to the provisions of Sec. 35-172.11
f. Educational facilities, including nursery schools and day nurseries
g. Electrical substations subject to -the distﬂct requirmnts of the
Public Utilities District, Sec. 35.88 .
h. Electrical transmission -Jines, except in areas with thé View corﬁdor
Overlay subject to.the provisions of Sec. 35-172.11 '
i. Eleemosynary and philanthropic institutions (except when human beings
are housed under restraint)
j. Extraction, processing, storage, bottling, selling ~and shipping of
natural waters. , ' :
k. Fairgrounds
1. 6olf courses and driving ranges
m. Helistops ’

g ]!_\'aste"r te!evision antennae system subject to the provisions of Sec.
5-172.1

0. Mining, extraction and quarring of natural resources, except gas, ofl.

and other hydrocarbons subject to the provisions of Sec. 35-177
(Reclamation Plans) )

p. Polo fields and play1ng fields for outdoor sports
q. Rodeo

%
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r. Sea walls, re\ etments, groins and other shoreHne structures subject to
the provisions of Sec. 35-172.11 -
s. Stable, commer:ial (including riding and boarding)

Most zoning ordinanci:s contain a section like this to maximize opportunities
for siting these types of uses. The fact that they are allowed for
consideration as a ute in all zone districts does not, however, mean that they
are exempt from the requirements of the particular zone district in which a
project proponent may wish to locate a development, or that all of the uses
are appropriate in 211 zone districts. As an example, a cemetery may be a
completely compatible use 4n a rural residential area on a large parcel of
land, but would not be appmpriate on a half-city block site in a do\mtoun
area.

In this case, while it is acknwledged -that golf courses, as well as many
other land uses ar: allowed in all zone districts, including the AG-Il
district, it 1s not an appropriate use on this site because the proposed
project, as indicated in the -preceding paragraphs, simply cannot meet the
requ:;mnts of the current underlying zone district as set forth in the
.cert LCP.

The 1nconsistency be'tween the pr'oposed project and the existing AG-II LCP Land .
Use. PLan and Zone designation on the site can only be addressed through
certification of a re-zone of the parcel to a recreational use pursuant to the
County's certified LCP Land Use Plan and Zoning provisions dealing with
conversion of agricuitural land and the related Coastal Act policies. Such a
re-zone, however, ne:d not be 1imited to the provisions for recreational land
uses found d 4in the LCP Land. Use Plan related Zoning designations, but could
entail new or revised Land Use Plan and Zoning designations which reflect the
special dissues rafs:d by certain recreational uses such as golf courses in
rural or urban areas.

"~ Thus, while the Connty, as noted above, did not support the Recreationa!
designation in 1990 because of the wide range of recreational uses allowed
"~ under that desighation, and the potentially greater impacts (such as traffic)
which would be generated by a high intensity recreational use such as a
recreational vehicle: park, the County now has the ability to appropriately
. tatlor a Recreational designation(s) for a range of situations. The record of
deliberations on this parcel appear to point to the need to develop more
specific Recreational Zone Districts similar to the existing multiple
Agricultural, Commercial, and Residential Zone Districts in the current County

Based upon the abovi: findings the Commission therefore finds that the proposed
project is 1ncons1.tent with - the - agricu]tural provisions of the cOunty s
certified LCP.
"E. Access

1. Inconsistency with the Local Coastal Plan

The proposed project. has' been conditioned to provide 1ateral access across the
length of the property along the south side of the Southern Pacific Railroad
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line, and vertical a:cess to the beach at the west end of the property,
adjacent to Eagle Canyon Creek and an unnamed gully to the west of Tomate
Canyon. An offer to dedicate lateral access along the beach between the toe
of the bluff and the mean high-tide line is also required. A lateral trafl
through the 1length of the project site and south of the Southern Pacific
- Railroad line would bte offered-for-dedication. Portions of the tratl system

would be rough-graded by the applicant, while others would remain unimproved
until such time as the offers-to-dedicate are accepted and the access opened -
to the public. Fifteen parking spaces within the facilities parking. lot are
to be dedicated to piblic access; this lot would be situated at the extreme
east end of the project site, approximately 1/2 miles from the “Naples Beach®
and "Naples Reef" surf sites. (See Exhibit 11, page 7.) 4 .

The terms of the County's Conditional Use Permit require that the applicant
offers-to-dedicate to the County these easements under terms acceptable to the
County. None of the accessways are to be.opened for public use until the
offers have been aciepted and the County has assumed responsibility for
maintaining the trail facilities; further, the vertical trails to the beach
are not to be opened yntil 1t can be assured that trail users will not enter
" into the Harbor Seal haul-out area to the west of the vertical access on the
western énd of the jroperty. To accompiish this requirement, it is proposed
that a guard(s) be retained to monitor and police beach users.

No' specific mchanis: for ‘providing the guards, however, 1s identified or
proposed. Further, 1o provisions are included to assure interim protection. of
the historic and exi:;ting beach access made through the project site. (See a
discussion-of this use on pages 13 and 14 of this staff report.)

Under the County's pi:rmit, the use of the trails are to be further restricted
by the terms of a to-be-developed “Restricted Access Implementation Plan®.
This .plan would, at a winfmum, 1imit use of the access point at Eagle Canyon
and the unnamed vertical access on the western end of the property during the
seal pupping/breedin season (February 1, May 31) and would require that a two
year monitoring stud; be conducted to determine the effects of providing beach °
access to the Harb)r seals; as a result of this monitoring study other
‘restrictions on accers may also be. imposed. :

Finally, the: terms of the County's access conditions provides that the
. "vertical access trails shall be permanently closed if it is determined by RMD

[Santa Barbara County Resources Management Department], Fish and Game, or the
National Marine Fijherfes Service that ‘the program 1is not effective 4n
protecting the seals as planned or 1if the agency/entity responsible for
implementation of {he plan terminates their responsibility and no other
. agency/entity accept; responsibility.” (emphasis added) ’

These access provisions do not protect or provide public beach access in a
manner consistent yith the County's certified Local Coastal Program. The
‘County LCP contains several specific policies and zoning provisions providing
for the protection of existing access opportunities and the provision of
access in connection with new shoreline developments: )
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Pohcy 7-1 stipulates that:

2

The Cmmty shall take all necessary steps to protect and defend the
public's constitutionally guaranteed rights of access to and along the
shoreline. At a minimum, County actions shall include:

a) Initiating legal action to acquire easements to .beaches and access
corridors for which prescriptive rights exist consistent with the
availability of staff and funds.

b) Accepting offers of dedication which will increase opportunities for
public access. and recreation consistent with the County ability to assume
11ability and maintenance costs.

c) Actively seeking other public or private agencies to accept offers of
dedications, having them assume Tiability and maintenance’
responsibilities, and allowing such agencies to initiate Iegal action to
pursue beach access. ,

Policy 7-2 stipnlates that:

For 'm &eve‘lopment* between the first public road and. the ocean granting

- of an easement to allow vertical access to the mean high tide line shall

be mandatory unless:

a) Another more suitable public access corridor is avaﬂab’le or proposed

. by the land use plan-within a reasonable distance of the site measured

along the shoreline, or

b) Access at the site would result in unmitigatable adverso impacts on
areas designed as "Habitat Areas by the land use plan, or

¢) Findings are made, consistent with Section 30212 of the Act, that
access is 1inconsistent with public. safety, military security needs, or
that agriculture would be adversely affected, or

d) The parcel is too narrow to allow for an adequate vertical access
corridor without adversely affecting the privacy of the property owner.
In no case, however, shall development interfere with the public's right -
of access to the sea where acquired through use unless an equivalent
access to the same beach area is guaranteed

The County may also require the applicant to 1mprove the access corridor‘
and provide bike racks. signs, parking, etc.

Po‘ljlcy -3 stipulates, in part, that:

For all new development* between the first public road and the ocean,
granting of lateral easements to allow for public access along. the
shoreline shall be mandatory. In coastal areas, where ‘the bluffs exceed
Si;: feedt in height, all beach seaward of the base of the bluff shall be
edicate

*policies 7-2 and”* 7-3 shall not app!y to development excluded from the
public access requirements of the Coastal Act by PRC Section 30212 or to
development incidental to an existing use on the site.
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Policy 7-25 stipulates that:

Easements for [coastal] trails shall be required as a condition of profect
approval for that portion of the trail crossing the parcel upon which the
project is proposed. .

Section 3. 5-63 of the Countyis LCP Zoning Ordinance stipulates that:

Easements for trails shown on the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan
Parks, Recreation Trails (non-motorized) maps, shall be required as a
condition of project approval for that portion of the trail crossing the
Tot upon which the project is proposed. . |

The proposed . project was approved with a number of access -provis{ons,
including offers-to-dedicate lateral access along the base of the coastal
bluffs and along the ocean side of the Southern Pacific Railroad line, two
vertical accessways at the eastern and western end of the property, and
. fifteen parking spaces dedicated to beach access and trail users.

The proposed access provisions do not conform with the County's spcciﬂc"
access provisions which:  require the granting of both vertical and lateral
easements to assure public access. '

Significantly, during the review of the proposed project the County declined
to specifically accept the offer-to-dedicate as part of its action approving
the project and the access provisions. The County currently has 63
outstanding offers to dedicate which have yet to be accepted. The draft
“Santa Barbara County Coastal Access Implementation Plan® (1990) notes that
_"Though the County has made steady progress during the past ten to fifteen -
years in accepting access offers, over 57% of the offers remain to be acce B
o o » at this pace of acceptance, the County may begin to lose many of e -
offers since many of the offers will expire 4n the next 10 to 15 years®.

Because there 1is no assurance that- the County - will accept the

offers-to-dedicate . the proposed vertical and 1lateral access and trails:
easements as set forth in the County's approval of the project, thers is no

guarantee that the access requirements of the County's permit will actually be
met.. Under Policy 7-2, however, the County does have the authority to rsquire

-the granting of an easement which would provide vertical access to public

trust lands. ‘The County could also require that the project sponsor take the

responsibility for the improvements, maintenance and management of the access

systems -on this site, such as was required in Coastal Development Permit

#3-84-226 for the Spanish Bay Golf Course permit approved by the Commission in

1986. ) : : . .

Without a well defined program to secure access and implement the access plan,
the public would be permanently excluded access to the beaches adjacent to the
project site, as well as the proposed trail system along several miles of the
Gaviota Coast As presently approved through the County's Conditional tUse
Permit, the proposed project lacks the essential components of an effectiv’

public access program. A ‘ .
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" As noted above, the access provisions are burdened with a number of caveats; .-

these 1include the County's willingness to accept the offers-to-dedicate and
assume responsibility for providing a guard(s) to regulate the use of the
vertical accessways to protect the Harbor seal haul out area near the west end
of the property adjacent to Tomate Canyon. Further, the use of the vertical
accessways may be permanently closed under the terms of the County's permit if
the proposed “Restricted Accessway Plan" does not effectively protect the
Harbor Seal haul out area, or if no party is available to implement the
*Restricted Accessway Plan®.. Significantly, the decision to close the
vertical accessway may be.  made independently either by the County, the
California Department of Fish and Game, or the National Marine Fisheries. No
provision is made for public review of this decision. Further, the Coastal
.Development Permit for this project could be substantively modified (by
effectively deleting the vertical access condition) without an opportunity to
appeal the decision to the Commission through the normal appeal process. -

* The County's access provisions also provide for an offer-to-dedicate a coastal
trail easement to run along the south side of the Southern Pacific Railroad
_1ine from the eastern end of the property to the western property boundary. -
This trail easement is intended to form part of a county-wide coastal trafl
that 1inks County and State parks. The proposed trail alignment would require
that the trail continue along on the south side of the Southern Pactfic
Railroad line on the adjacent parcel to the west. Such an alignment would
require a major bridge to cross the Dos Pueblos Canyon located approximately 3
mile to the west, and therefore add substantially to the cost of 1mlmnting
the coastal traii.

Although the draft "Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Access Plan" indicates
a continuous westward trail, the County's access plamning efforts have not
established the preferred alignment of the Santa Barbara County coastal trail
west of the subject parcel. Commission staff understands that the fimal plan
may recommend that the trail continue dlong the north side of the Southern
Pacific Railroad line, perhaps adjacent to the U.S. 101 right-of-way, in.order
to obviate the need to construct a bridge over ‘the mouth of Dos Pueblos.
Canyon. Ultimately, the proposed trail alignment identified in the County's
approval, therefore may not effectively implement the requirements of Policy
7-25 regarding the provision of a coastal trail. ,

 Based upon the above findings, the Commission finds that the project is not
consistent with and adequate to carry out the access provisions of the
County's certified LCP. :

2. ncgnsistencx with COastan Act

The Coastal Act contains several spec‘lfic policies intended to protect the .
public's right to access public beaches, and to provide for new access when it
is necessary and consistent with other Coastal Act-policies. Specific to this
appeal case, Section 30604 (b) requires consistency with the certified Local
Coastal Program (LCP), while Section 30604 (c) requires that any development
located between the first public road and the sea for the shoreline of any
body of water located within the Coastal Zone must conform with the public
access and recreational policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.
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0f particular re'!evance 1n this case is PRC Section 30210 which stinu'lttts
that: o

In carrying out the reguirement of s«:tion 4 of Articlo X of the
.California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously
" posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the
people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public
rights, rights of privnte property owners, and natural resource areas from
overuse. )

PRC Section 30211, further stipulatcs that:

bevelopment shall not 1nterfere with the public's right of access to the
sea where acquired through use or.legislative authorization, including,
but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to. the
first Tine of terrestrial vegetation

PRC Section 30212 also stipulatcs, in part that:

Btdicated accessway shﬂl not be required to be opened to .the public use
untfl a -public agency or private association agrees to accept
responsibility for maintenance and 1iabil{ity of thc accesmy

Hithont assurance that the proposals contained 1n the County's acccss
conditions will be 4{mplemented, the existing access opportunities on this
parcel could be permanently lost. It should also be noted that ngithcr the
~ County nor the Commission is limited to securing access where appropriate and
* consistent with Coastal Act requirements through offers-to-dedicate.
Easements and access improvements may also be muired to provide or ;m:ter.t
public access to public beachcs.

The access opportunities afforded by the project site include tha current and
historic use of the vertical and lateral trails at.the western and eastern end
of the subject parcel. Although there appears -to be evidence of use of the
trails by hikers to traverse the site from adjoining parcels and to gain
access to public beaches, the most frequent current and historic users of the-
‘trails to the beach are assumed to be surfers. The primary destination points
_appear to be to the two surfing sites knowh as "Naples Reef® and "Maples
Beach". Tbe appéllants to this project provided copies of the 1963 Syrfers
as evidence of the public's longterm use of
routes across the parcel to access these surfing areas. (Exhibits 8 and 12.)

_ Further, trails across the parcel are visible 1n the aerial photos taken in
April of 1986 and March of 1987 and on file in the Commission’s Ventura
office. The use of these surfirig destinations also was observed .by County
staff during site visits conducted as part of the County's review of. the
project. This historic and current use of the site to gain access to the
adjoining beaches is also evidenced by the existence of worn trails to the
. beaches observed by the Commission staff.during its analysis of the appeal.
The County's administrative-record for this project also includes testimony on
the part of the the appellants of the use of the property to gain access to
the beaches alonq th‘ls section of the coast. :
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Whether this use const jtutes a prescriptive right is beyoné the purview of the
Commission to establish. However, the Commission has an obligation to prevent
interference with thi public's right of access to the sea where acquired
through use. The ac:ess provisions of the County's approval recognize the
importance of the historic access to the beach made from the subject parcel
but do not assure that this fundamenta'l access will be preserved.

Further, the location of the fifteen dedicated public parking spaces at the
far east end of the project site, over 1/2 mile from the most frequently used
surfing sites (i.e., "Naples Beach® and "Naples Reef"), with no provision for
parking near the west end of the project. site, effectively reduces the
accessibility of th: vertical access route adjacent to Tomate Canyon.
Currently, surfers w:lk approximately 1,600 feet from the most commonly used
. off-road parking sites to the Naples surf‘lng areas. The access plan approved

~ by the County, 1f tmp:lemented, would more than double the length of the route
to the beach to approximately 3,600 feet, making access to the béaches much
mr: difficult, paﬂ Jecularly for individuals carrying surfboards or other
equipment. L -

Finally, the proposed project wuld be conplete'ly fenced. As a result, absent
a fully d{mplemented access plan, public access to the adjacent
historically-accessed beaches would be prevented. In addition, the operation
of a golf course cver the entire parcel creates new safety hazards and
effectively closes an of the access routes presently uses, as well as those
used in the past. 'Significantly, when the Commission considered the Spanish
"Bdy Golf Course - al so located adjacent to the shoreline - it found that the
* golfing activity was inherently in conflict with beach users and those seeking -
access through the.site to the beach. Portions of the golf course were as a
result re-designed ‘.o provide reasonable, safe separation between -the: beach
users and the golf patrons. Trails adjacent and through the course were
carefully sited to ininimize- the potential use conflicts. The Commission was
particularily concerned about reducing the conflicts to protect beach users
from from errant golf balls and to reduce the potential -for further uxclustm
of beach and trail users because of. ‘liabﬂ'lty {ssues. ,

These '1nconsistenc1czs- with the existing access provisions of tha County'

certified LCP Land lise Plan and Zoning Ordinance can be addréssed by providing .
for the protection of existing public access and for appropriate additional
public access through: )

(a) implementation of the proposed access p]an,
(b) providing fcr appropriate parking opportuniues,

(¢) providing 1mplementab1e lateral access connections to contignous
- parcels, and, X

(d) and providing a mechanism for evaluating the potential cffects of the
access program on environmentally sensitive habitats which specifically
requires the ‘identification of alternative means of protecting such
habitits in acdition to elimination of access, and provides that the
evaluation of ‘dentified impacts and related response is subject to the
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discretionary review of the County, and ultimately to review by the Comissiou
through the Coastal Development appeal process.

Based upon the above findings. the Commission finds that the project 1s

inconsistent with and inadequate to carry out the access provisions of the
California Coastal Act.

VII.'® ﬂm&!
In summary, the evidence in. the aduin*lstrative records demonstrates that the

‘project 1s dnconsistent with the specific provisions of the County's LCP
- dealing with the use of agriculturally designated lands for non-agricultural

purposes and with the proviston of public access. The project is also
inconsistent with the access provisions of the Ca_lifomia Coastal Act.

* The inconsistency with the existing AG-I1 LCP land use and zone designation om

the site can only be addressed through certification of a re-zone of the
parcel to a recreational use pursuant to the County's certified LCP Land Use

~Plan and Zoning Ordinance dealing with conversion of agricultural lands and

tho related Coastal Act policies.

The 1nconsisteney "with the existing access pmv1s1ons of the County’s
certified LEP Land Use Plan and Zoning Ordinance can be addressed by providing
for the protection of existing public access and pmv1d1n9 for appropriate

.additional publfc access through (a) implementation of the proposed access

plan, (b) -providing for appropriate parking opportunities, (c)- providing
implementable lateral access connections to contiguous parcels, (d) amd
providing a mechanism for evaluating the potential effects of the access
program on environmentally sensitive habitats which specifically requires the
identification of alternative means of protecting such habitats in addition to

.elimination of access, and provides that the evaluation of .identified impacts

and related response 1s subject to the discretionary review of the County, and
‘ultimately to review by the Commission through the Coastal Development appeal
process. :
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