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Lower Mission Creek, Santa Barbara {Exhibit 1) 

Lower Mission Creek flood-control improvements 
(Exhibit 2-9) 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Corps has submitted a consistency determination to improve flood protection 
on Mission Creek, in the City of Santa Barbara. The proposed project would 
increase the channel capacity to 3400 cubic feet per second (cfs) and would 
thereby provide approximately a 20-year storm level of protection. Seven 
bridges along the study reach would be replaced. Additionally, the project 
includes a new culvert bypassing the oxbow upstream of Highway 101 ("oxbow 
bypass"). The oxbow would be left in place as a low flow channel. The project 
includes planting of native riparian species along sloped banks stabilized by 
riprap, creation of 0.6 acres of wetlands and riparian habitat adjacent to the 
oxbow, and enlargement of sloped planting areas. The creek banks would 
consist of either a vertical wall or a combination vertical wall and riprap sideslope . 
The combination vertical wall and riprap sides lope would consist of vertical wall 
for the bottom half, while ungrouted slope would form the upper half. Native 
riparian vegetation would be planted within the riprap. Existing natural stream 
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bottom would be maintained and stream bottom that is now concrete lined would 
be restored to natural conditions, except for immediately underneath bridges and 
through the oxbow bypass. 

The flood control facility within the coastal zone consists primarily of vertical 
walls, with two small sections that include short walls with a vegetated riprap 
slope above the walls. Sections 30236 and 30233 of the Coastal Act prevent the 
Commission from approving this stream alteration unless it is the least damaging 
feasible alternative. The Commission believes that there are possible 
alternatives to the proposed design of the flood-control facility south of Highway 
101 that minimize the need to harden the banks of the creek. The most 
environmentally beneficial alternative appears to be a smaller version of the 
proposed project that expands the use of short floodwalls with vegetated riprap 
above the walls. The Corps did not analyze such an alternative. Without an 
analysis of these alternatives, the Commission cannot conclude that the 
proposed project is the least environmentally damaging alternative. 

• 

The proposed project includes impacts to estuarine and riparian wetland 
resources. Sections 30236, 30233 and 30240 of the Coastal Act prevent the 
Commission from approving this stream alteration unless it includes feasible 
mitigation and it avoids significant disruption to the sensitive habitat. The 
proposed project results in a degradation of habitat to federally listed threatened 
species, steelhead trout and tidewater goby. The Corps proposes to mitigate for • 
this impact by designing the project to include creation of riparian habitat on the 
banks of the stream, widening the estuary, and adding some instream boulders. 
The Corps' consistency determination does not include a detailed final mitigation 
and monitoring plan or a consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
the National Marine Fisheries Service, pursuant to Section 7 of the federal 
Endangered Species Act. Without this information, the Commission cannot 
determine if the project is consistent with the wetland fill, stream alteration and 
environmentally sensitive habitat policies of the Coastal Act. 

Even though the Corps' consistency determination lacks sufficient information to 
assess the project's consistency with the habitat policies of the CCMP, the 
Commission is concerned that the approach taken by the Corps may result in 
significant disruptions of sensitive habitat and may not provide adequate 
mitigation for that impact. Specifically, it appears that the proposed project would 
significantly disrupt aquatic habitat (which supports federally listed threatened 
species) and degrade its habitat value over time and that the project would not 
mitigate for this impact. 

The proposed flood-control facility includes annual dredging, vegetation removal, 
and herbicide use, which would degrade the water quality of the stream. 
Additionally, the project would reduce the buffer between the stream and urban 
development, which could cause an increase in non-point source pollution. • 
Although the proposed project provides the Corps with an opportunity to mitigate 
for these water quality impacts by incorporating appropriate measures or 
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technologies into the project design that would reduce non-point source pollution 
discharges from streets and storm drains, the project does not include any of 
these measures. Therefore, the project would degrade water quality resources in 
a manner inconsistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act, and thus the 
project is inconsistent with the water quality policies of the CCMP. 

The proposed project includes the removal of sediment from the stream. Section 
30233 of the Coastal Act requires sediment removed from coastal streams to be 
used to restore sand supply on local beaches. Although the Corps' consistency 
determination does not evaluate the suitability of this sediment for beach 
replenishment purposes, it proposes to dispose of excess material at local 
landfills. Without this analysis, the Commission cannot evaluate the project for 
consistency with the sand supply policies of the Coastal Act. 

The proposed construction of the vertical walls south of Highway 101 could 
adversely affect visual resources of the coastal zone. Section 30251 of the 
Coastal Act provides for the protection of visual resources within the coastal 
zone. In its environmental documents, the Corps proposes to design the project 
in a manner that minimizes visual impacts. However, the Corps has not 
evaluated an alternative to the project that does not include the construction of 
floodwalls, which would avoid the visual impacts. Additionally, the Corps does 
not provide a detailed description of its proposed measures to minimize visual 
impacts from the proposed project. Without this information, the Commission 
cannot evaluate the project's consistency with the visual policies of the Coastal 
Act. 

The environmental documents for the Mission Creek project state that there are 
historic and archaeological resources potentially affected by the proposed project 
and commits to coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). 
However, without the benefit of the SHPO's analysis, the Commission cannot 
determine if the project is consistent with Section 30244 of the Coastal Act. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: 

1. Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for 
Lower Mission Creek Flood Control Project, Santa Barbara, California, 
December 1999 

2. Biological Assessments; Lower Mission Creek Flood Control Project, Santa 
Barbara, California, December 1999. 

3. Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report, Lower Mission Creek Flood 
Control Project, Santa Barbara, California, U.s~ Fish and Wildlife Service, 
September 1999 . 



CD-117-99 
Corps of Engineers, Mission Creek Flood Control Project 
Page4 

STAFF SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION: 

I. Project Description. 

The proposed project would develop a flood-control facility on Mission Creek in 
Santa Barbara with a capacity of 3,400 cubic feet per second (cfs) and would 
thereby provide approximately a 20-year storm level of protection. Seven 
bridges along the study reach would be replaced including De Ia Guerra Street. 
Ortega Street, Cota Street, De Ia Vina Street, Gutierrez Street, Chapala Street, 
and Mason Street Bridges. Additionally, the project includes a new culvert 
bypassing the oxbow upstream of Highway 101 ("oxbow bypass"). The culvert 
would cross the highway, Montecito Street, and the railroad tracks before 
rejoining the creek just upstream of the Chapala Street Bridge. The culvert 
would be covered only across Montecito Street down to its confluence at 
Chapala Street Bridge; this portion would consist of two concrete boxes ( 12 ft x 
10.5 ft). The open portion of the culvert beginning just upstream of Highway 101 
would be a 25- foot- wide rectangular concrete channel. The open channel 
would be approximately 200 linear feet, while the concrete box culvert would be 
approximately 350 feet in length. The oxbow would be left in place as a low flow 
channel. 

• 

The project includes planting of native riparian species along sloped banks • 
stabilized by riprap, creation of 0.6 acres of wetlands and riparian habitat 
adjacent to the oxbow, and enlargement of sloped planting areas. Land 
acquisitions would provide for the widening of the creek and creation of habitat 
expansion zones at several locations (as many as six) along Lower Mission 
Creek. The habitat expansion zones would be planted with trees native to 
coastal California. Species planted may include western sycamore (Platanus 
racemosa), cottonwood (Populus fremontit), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), 
California laurel (Umbel/u/aria califomica), wax myrtle (Myrica california), hollyleaf 
cherry (Prunus ilicifolia), and white alder (Alnus rhombifo/ia). 

The creek banks would consist of either a vertical wall or a combination vertical 
wall and riprap sideslope. The combination vertical wall and riprap sideslope 
would consist of vertical wall for the bottom half, while ungrouted rip rap ( 15 
inches thick) at a 1.5:1 (Vertical to 1;-teight ratio) slope would form the upper half. 
The height of the vertical wall in this combination design would vary along the 
entire length of the project area. Rip rap would be overlain on a layer of native 
rock and soil, with topsoil distributed through the interstices of the riprap, and 
covered with 9 inches of prepared topsoil. Concrete pipes in varying sizes (up to 
a maximum three feet in diameter) would be placed in between the riprap to 
allow planting of native trees and vegetation. Several species of riparian trees, 
including western sycamore, cottonwood, and coast live oak would be planted 
from 1 gallon nursery stock into cylindrical planters embedded within the riprap • 
and spaced 40 feet apart. 
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Rendering of short floodwalls with vegetated rip rap 1 
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Willow branches would be placed into prepared soil below the riprap in dense 
rows with the expectation that approximately 20% would sprout vegetatively and 
find their way through gaps in the riprap. Other native understory species, 
including arroyo willow (Salix /asiolepis), Mexican elderberry (Sambucus 
mexicana), and coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), would be seeded into the 
topsoil, or set out from liner stock. 

Combination riprap and vertical wall would be the dominant bank treatment 
upstream of Highway 101, except in two short reaches just upstream of Haley-De 
Ia Vina Bridge and De Ia Guerra Bridge. Below Highway 101, the combination 
riprap and vertical wall would be applied along the southeast bank, starting from 
midpoint between Chapala Bridge and Mason Bridge down to midpoint between 
Mason Bridge and State Bridge. In total, about 4,275 feet of Mission Creek 
would be finished with this combination design. The remaining length of the 
project reach would consist of vertical walls . 

1 City of Santa Barbara, Letter Dated 2/22/00 
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Rendering of Vertical Flood walls2 
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Existing natural stream bottom would be maintained and stream bottom that is 
now concrete lined would be restored to natural conditions, except for 
immediately underneath bridges and through the oxbow bypass. Restoration to 
natural bottom would necessitate excavation and removal of one to four feet of 
streambed in the reach between De Ia Guerra Street bridge and Ortega Street 
Bridge, one to three feet of streambed between Ortega Street Bridge and Bath 
Street Bridge, two to three feet of streambed between Cota Street Bridge and 
Haley-De Ia Vina Bridge, and two to four feet of streambed between Haley-De Ia 
Vina Bridge and Gutierrez Street Bridge. In the reach between Chapala Street 
Bridge and State Street Bridge, there would be excavation and/or fill of one foot 
of streambed. In the final reach of Lower Mission Creek from State Street Bridge 
to Cabrillo Boulevard Bridge, the streambed would be cleared of leftover footing 
from earlier structures. 

2 City of Santa Barbara, Letter Dated 2/22/00 
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II. Status of Local Coastal Program. 

The standard of review for federal consistency determinations is the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and not the Local Coastal Program (LCP) of the 
affected area. If the Commission certified the LCP and incorporated it into the 
CCMP, the LCP can provide guidance in applying Chapter 3 policies in light of 
local circumstances. If the Commission has not incorporated the LCP into the 
CCMP, it cannot guide the Commission's decision, but it can provide background 
information. The Commission has partially incorporated the Santa Barbara LCP 
into the CCMP. 

Ill. Federal Agency's Consistency Determination. 

The Corps of Engineers has determined the project to be consistent to the 
maximum extent practicable with the California Coastal Management Program. 

IV. Motion: 

v. 

I move that the Commission agree with consistency determination 
CD-117-99 that the project described therein is consistent to the 
maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of the 
California Coastal Management Program (CCMP) . 

Staff Recommendation: 

Staff recommends a NO vote on the motion. Failure of this motion will result in a 
disagreement with the determination and adoption of the following resolution and 
findings. An affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present is 
required to pass the motion. 

VI. Resolution To Disagree With Consistency Determination: 

The Commission hereby disagrees with the consistency determination by Corps 
of Engineers on the grounds that the project described therein: (1) does not 
contain enough information for the Commission to determine if the project is 
consistent with the enforceable policies of the CCMP; and (2) is not consistent to 
the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of the CCMP. 

VII. Procedures 

A. Necessary Information: 

Section 930.42(b) ofthe federal consistency regulations (15 CFR Section 
930.42(b)) requires that, if the Commission's objection is based on a lack of 
information, the Commission must identify the information necessary for it to 

• assess the project's consistency with the CCMP. That section states that 
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If the State agency's disagreement is based upon a finding that the 
Federal agency has failed to supply sufficient information (see 
Section 930.39(a)), the State agency's response must describe the 
nature of the information requested and the necessity of having 
such information to determine the consistency of the Federal 
activity with the management program. 

As described fully in the findings below, the Commission has found this 
consistency determination to lack the necessary information to determine if the 
proposed project is consistent with Sections 30231, 30233, 30236, 30240, 
30244, and 30251 of the Coastal Act. In order to evaluate the project's 
consistency with the CCMP, the Commission needs the following information: 

1. Endangered Species. Final Biological Opinions from the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service on the project's 
impacts to the tidewater goby and steelhead trout. 

2. Alternatives. An evaluation of a smaller scale version of the 
proposed project designed to provide protection from a 15-year flood event. That 
alternative should consider expanding the length of short floodwalls downstream 
from Highway 101. 

3. 
following: 

Mitigation. Develop a detailed mitigation plan that includes the 

a. Identification of its habitat restoration goals. 

b. Provide more details on the biologic, hydrologic, geologic features 
of the restoration proposal. 

c. Revise the monitoring to use performance standards instead of 
limiting the monitoring to five years. The Corps should identify its restoration 
goals and monitor the area until those goals are accomplished. If the goals are 
not reached, the Corps should implement improvements to the habitat until the 
resource goals are met. Monitoring should continue on a periodic basis after the 
resource goals have been attained. 

d. Revise the mitigation plan to contain a long-term commitment to 
maintain restored areas. 

e. Add restrictions to the mitigation plan so it will contain an evaluation 
of the effect of long-term maintenance of the flood-control facility on restored 
habitat resources, and commitments to protect the habitat from the maintenance 
of the flood-control facility. 

f. Revise the mitigation plan to limit all vegetation planted as part of 
this project, including any ivy used as aesthetic treatment on floodwalls and 
fences, to be native to Santa Barbara and from local seed sources. 

• 

• 

• 
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g. Develop a mitigation plan that avoids or compensates for the 
project's impacts to aquatic habitat. Such a mitigation plan should be developed 
in consultation with the Coastal Commission staff, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the National Marine Fisheries Service. 

4. Water Quality Impacts from Construction. The Corps should 
revise its consistency determination to include a runoff and erosion control plan 
that minimizes non-point source pollution associated with construction activities 
from the proposed project. 

5. Sand Supply. The Corps' consistency determination should 
include an evaluation of the suitability of material removed from the creek to be 
used for beach replenishment. This evaluation should analyze the physical and 
chemical characteristics of the sediment to determine if it is suitable for beach 
replenishment. If the material is suitable, the evaluation should consider the 
feasibility of using that material for beach replenishment purposes. Additionally, 
since the proposed maintenance activities provide for the regular removal of 
sediment from the stream, these maintenance activities should also be analyzed 
for these concerns. 

6. Visual Resources. The Corps should revise its consistency 
determination to analyze a smaller-scale version of the proposed project that 
may increase the amount of vegetated side slopes, and thus reduce the visual 
impact from the project. Additionally, the Corps' consistency determination 
should include a detailed description of the project's aesthetic design features. 

7. Cultural Resources. The consistency determination should be 
revised to include an analysis of the effects from the project on historical and 
archaeological resources from the State Historic Preservation Officer. 

B. Project Modifications. Section 930.42(a) of the federal consistency 
regulations (15 CFR § 930.42(a)) requires that, if the Commission's objection is 
based on a finding that the proposed activity is inconsistent with the CCMP, the 
Commission must identify measures, if they exist, that would bring the project 
into conformance with the CCMP. That section states that: 

In the event the State agency disagrees with the Federal agency's 
consistency determination, the State agency shall accompany its 
response to the Federal agency with its reasons for the 
disagreement and supporting information. The State agency 
response must describe (1) how the proposed activity will be 
inconsistent with specific elements of the management program, 
and (2) alternative measures (if they exist) which, if adopted by the 
Federal agency, would allow the activity to proceed in a manner 
consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the management 
program. 
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As described in the findings below, the proposed project is inconsistent with the 
CCMP. Pursuant to this federal regulation, the Commission is responsible for 
identifying measures, if they exist, that would bring the project into compliance 
with the CCMP. The Commission believes that it may be possible to bring this 
project into compliance with the CCMP if the Corps implements the following 
measures: 

1. Water Quality Mitigation. Redesign the proposed project to 
incorporate water quality improvements into its design. These improvements can 
include creation of wetland habitat, installation of filters or other sediment traps 
within the storm drains, placement of a filter or sediment trap at the oxbow 
bypass, or any other water quality protection measure that will mitigate for the 
impacts described in the water quality section below. 

C. Consistent to the Maximum Extent Practicable: 

Section 930.32 of the federal consistency regulations provide that: 

The term "consistent to the maximum extent practicable" describes 
the requirement for Federal activities including development 
projects directly affecting the coastal zone of States with approved 
management programs to be fully consistent with such programs 
unless compliance is prohibited based upon the requirements of 
existing law applicable to the Federal agency's operations. If a 
Federal agency asserts that compliance with the management 
program is prohibited, it must clearly describe to the State agency 
the statutory provisions, legislative history, or other legal authority 
which limits the Federal agency's discretion to comply with the 
provisions of the management program. 

The Commission recognizes that the standard for approval of Federal projects is 
that the activity must be "consistent to the maximum extent practicable" (Coastal 
Zone Management Act Section 307(c)(1)). This standard allows a federal activity 
that is not fully consistent with the CCMP to proceed, if compliance with the CCMP 
is "prohibited [by] existing Federal law applicable to the Federal agency's 
operations" (15 C.F.R. § 930.32). The Corps has not demonstrated that this 
project is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the CCMP by citing 
and "statutory provision, legislative history, or other legal authority which limits 
[their] ... discretion to comply with the provisions of the" CCMP (15 C.F.R. § 
930.32(a). Therefore, there is no basis for the Commission to conclude that 
although the proposed project is inconsistent with the CCMP, it is consistent to 
maximum extent practicable. 

• 

• 

• 
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VIII. Findings and Declarations: 

The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

A. Habitat Resources. The Coastal Act provides for the protection of 
stream resources. Section 30233(a) provides that: 

(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, 
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted in accordance 
with other applicable provisions of this division, where there is no 
feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where 
feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize 
adverse environmental effects, and shall be limited to the following: 

(I) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent 
industrial facilities, including commercial fishing facilities. 

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, 
depths in existing navigational channels, turning basins, vessel 
berthing and mooring areas, and boat launching ramps. 

(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or 
expanded boating facilities; and in a degraded wetland, identified 
by the Department of Fish and Game pursuant to subdivision (b) of 
Section 30411, for boating facilities if, in conjunction with such 
boating facilities, a substantial portion of the degraded wetland is 
restored and maintained as a biologically productive wetland. The 
size of the wetland area used for boating facilities, including 
berthing space, turning basins, necessary navigation channels, and 
any necessary support service facilities, shall not exceed 25 
percent of the degraded wetland. 

(4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including 
streams, estuaries, and lakes, new or expanded boating facilities 
and the placement of structural pilings for public recreational piers 
that provide public access and recreational opportunities. 

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including but not 
limited to, burying cables and pipes or inspection of piers and 
maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines. 

(6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, 
except in environmentally sensitive areas. 

(7) Restoration purposes . 

(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent 
activities. 
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Section 30236 of the Coastal Act provides that: 

Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations of rivers and 
streams shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, 
and be limited to (I) necessary water supply projects, (2) flood 
control projects where no other method for protecting existing 
structures in the floodplain is feasible and where such protection is 
necessary for public safety or to protect existing development, or 
(3) developments where the primary function is the improvement of 
fish and wildlife habitat 

Section 30240(a) of the Coastal Act provides that: 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected 
against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses 
dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those areas. 

1. Existing Resources. The Corps of Engineers proposes to develop 
a flood-control facility on Lower Mission Creek, a 1.1-mile section of Mission 
Creek from the intersection of Canon Perdido and Castillo Streets to Cabrillo 
Boulevard, located in the City of Santa Barbara. This section of Mission Creek 

• 

flows southeast through the City of Santa Barbara and eventually discharges into • 
the ocean approximately 450 feet east of Stearn's Wharf. 

The Mission Creek drainage, the largest of several coastal stream systems in the 
Santa Barbara region, originates from the Santa Ynez Mountains north of Santa 
Barbara. The drainage, including its tributaries, is approximately 11.5 square 
miles in size. The headwaters of Mission Creek and its major tributary, 
Rattlesnake Creek, occur at 3,500 feet. During the rainy season, Mission Creek 
ranges from a comparatively small stream carrying an average maximum of 370 
cubic feet per second (cfs) during non-flood years to a creek with peak flows of 
5120 cfs3

. The incidental trickle moving down the channel after mid-summer 
appears to be primarily urban runoff that enters Mission Creek via storm drains 
along its course. Mission Creek also periodically receives water from the Santa 
Barbara water tunnels. 

The condition of the natural resources varies along the length of the Mission 
Creek watershed. The creek flows through steep terrain in the mountains with 
vegetation that is relatively undisturbed in its upper reaches. On this portion of 
the drainage, riparian woodland vegetation occurs along Mission Creek and its 
tributaries, and the surrounding vegetation includes chaparral and coast live oak 
woodland. South of the Botanical Garden, the terrain becomes flatter and the 
creek shows more signs of disturbance associated with the greater density of 
adjacent commercial and residential development. Within the project study area, 

3 Hydrology data from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1995a. • 
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between Canon Perdido Street and Cabrillo Boulevard, the natural habitat of the 
creek is highly modified. Only remnants of native vegetation remain in the creek 
and estuary, and the area adjacent to the creek consists of buildings, ornamental 
landscapes, parking lots, and roads, Natural habitat is significantly limited by 
urban development including periodic clearance of vegetation and accumulated 
sediments from the channel, the indiscriminate use of the channel as a dumping 
ground for refuse, intermittent and private hard siding of its channels, housing 
along both sides of the channel, bridges carrying roads over the channel, 
discharge of storm water lines into the channel (especially underneath bridges), 
and the concentration of business developments within or adjacent to residential 
neighborhoods. 

In lower Mission Creek, three areas of concrete interrupt the natural channel 
bottom and banks. Approximately 0.3 miles of a concrete trapezoidal channel 
occurs from Los Olivos Street to Mission Street. An approximately 0.8-mile 
concrete trapezoidal channel occurs from Valerio Street to Canon Perdido, the 
point where the project study area begins. Both of these areas are outside of the 
project area and the coastal zone, and would not be affected by the proposed 
project. However, there is a 0.1-mile rectangular concrete-bottomed and stone
walled channel occurs in the project study area from the Southern Pacific 
Railroad tracks to Chapala Street. In addition, the banks and stream bottom in 
the project area have been altered with grout stone, sacked concrete, pipe and 
wire revetment, gabions, bulkhead structures, and other stabilization structures to 
prevent bank erosion and flooding of adjacent development. Thus, the physical 
characteristics of the creek have been modified to some extent, especially along 
the lower portions. 

Although the Mission Creek watershed is not entirely pristine, the drainage as a 
whole provides important aquatic resources. Mission Creek and its main 
tributary, Rattlesnake Creek, are designated by Santa Barbara County as prime 
examples of freshwater streams in the County. This designation maintains that 
these creeks deserve special protection because the upper Mission Creek 
drainage supports extensive areas of quality riparian communities with high 
wildlife value. Even though the lower Mission Creek is significantly degraded, it 
provides habitat for two federally listed threatened species, the steelhead trout 
and the tidewater goby. The steelhead trout uses Lower Mission Creek as a 
migratory corridor to the upper reaches of the watershed, which are suitable for 
fish spawning. In addition, a population of tidewater gobies lives within the 
Mission Creek estuary. 

2. Allowable Use and Alternatives. Section 30233 of the Coastal 
Act identifies eight allowable uses for the dredging diking and filling of coastal 
waters. Flood-control facilities are not defined as an allowable use under Section 
30233(a). In addition, Section 30240{a) of the Coastal Act prevents the 
Commission from approving activities within an environmentally sensitive habitat 
area unless the activity is resource dependent. Since a flood-control facility is 
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not resource dependent, it is not consistent with Section 30240(a) of the Coastal 
Act. 

However, Section 30236 of the Coastal Act allows for alteration of streams for 
flood-control purposes, provided that it meets all the requirements of that section. 
This section clearly anticipates dredging, diking, and filling of coastal waters for 
flood-control purposes. Section 30236 is a more specific policy than Section 
30233(a) or 30240(a) and clearly shows legislative intent to allow alteration of 
streams for flood-control purposes. In other words, Section 30236 of the Coastal 
Act requires the Commission to approve flood-control facilities in certain 
circumstances, even though such activities do not comply with the allowable-use 
and resource-dependent tests of Sections 30233(a) and 30240(a) of the Coastal 
Act, respectively. Thus, the permissive language in Section 30236 provides 
evidence of legislative intent that, where necessary and properly designed, flood 
control facilities can be authorized under the Coastal Act in coastal streams and 
rivers. 

Before the Commission can authorize a flood-control project, it must meet all of 
the requirements of Section 30236. That section allows alterations of streams if 
they are for flood~control purposes, if there are no other feasible method for 
protecting existing structures in the floodplain, and if such protection is necessary 

• 

for public safety or to protect existing development. According to the Corps, its • 
proposal is a flood-control facility that is necessary to protect existing 
development. In its Feasibility Study, the Corps states that: 

The primary problem affecting the lower Mission Creek study area 
is the threat of flooding to property which affects the health, safety 
and well-being of the residents of Santa Barbara. This is 
substantiated by flood records dating back to 1862. Records show 
that the area has suffered at least 20 considerable floods since 
1900. Increased urbanization of the Santa Barbara area over the 
last century has contributed to increased runoff, and therefore, 
increased flooding frequencies. 

Records since 1900 show that floods occurred in the Santa Barbara 
County area in 1906, 1907, 1909, 1911, 1914, 1918, 1938, 1941, 
1943, 1952, 1958, 1962, 1964, 1967, 1969, 1973, 1978, 1980, 
1983, 1995, and 1998. 

Additionally, the Feasibility Study, the Corps identifies the cost of damages from 
flooding of Mission Creek. These costs are reported in Table 1 below and 
include damage to both structures and contents in 1998 dollars. 

• 



• 

• 

• 

CD-117-99 
Corps of Engineers, Mission Creek Flood Control Project 
Page 15 

Table 1. Historical Flood Damages4 

Date of Flooding Damages 

March 1995 $5,482,000 

January 1995 $11,808,000 

January 1983 $1,847,000 

February 1983 $2,086,000 

January 1967 $3,925,000 

Flood Level 

9-year 

55-year 

10-year 

11-year 

NA 

According to this data, flooding on Mission Creek has damaged existing 
structures in the City of Santa Barbara. 

The proposed project will improve the capacity of the stream from its existing 
capacity of 1,500 cubic feet per second (cfs), five-year level of flood protection, to 
3,400 cfs, 20-year level of flood protection. The capacity improvement will be 
achieved through deepening and widening of the stream and through 
construction of floodwalls and rip rap side slopes. Therefore, the Commission 
finds that the proposed project is for flood-control purposes and is necessary to 
protect existing development. 

The third test of Section 30236 limits the proposed flood-control facilities to those 
where there are no other feasible method for protecting existing structures. This 
test is similar to the alternatives requirement of Section 30233 of the Coastal Act, 
which prevents the Commission from authorizing dredging or filling within a 
stream unless the activity is the least damaging feasible alternative. The Corps 
analyzed several different alternatives to the proposed project. These 
alternatives included non-structural alternatives, several different flood-control 
designs, and the no-project alternative. The Corps' analysis of non-structural 
alternatives includes flood plain management, flood proofing, and relocation. 
The Corps describes these alternatives as follows: 

The City of Santa Barbara has been a participant in the National 
Flood Insurance Program which requires the City to maintain a 
Flood Plain Management Plan to reduce future flood plain hazards. 
The Reconnaissance Study also investigated the flood warning 
system and evacuation element of flood plain management. The 

4 Draft Feasibility Report, Santa Barbara County Streams, Lower Mission Creek, Corps of 
Engineers, December 1999, p. 35. 
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study revealed that a flood warning system would be impractical to 
implement. Storm waters falling in the upper Mission Creek 
watershed reach the lower Mission Creek area in Jess than one 
hour, which would be too short a time for local residents to respond 
to any flood warning. 

Flood proofing measures examined in the Reconnaissance Study 
include blocking flood water from entering a structure, jacking the 
first floor of a structure above a flood surface elevation, and 
constructing a flood wall or ring dike. Blocking the flood waters at 
individual structures was not considered feasible due to likely 
failure of the structures' walls as a result of hydrostatic and 
hydrodynamic forces. Raising (jacking) structures above flood 
water elevations was determined to be too expensive and 
uneconomical given the frequency of flooding in the area. Flood 
walls or ring dikes were not considered a feasible alternative due to 
inadequate space, aesthetic considerations, and the difficulty in 
ensuring proper closure of openings in the wall or dike during a 
flood. 

Finally, relocation of structures in the flood plain was considered. 
However, Santa Barbara is a highly developed area which has very 
little space to relocate structures out of the floodplain. 

The Commission agrees that the lower Mission Creek is an urban stream and 
relocation or retrofitting existing development would likely be cost prohibitive and 
infeasible. However, in considering the structural alternatives, the Commission 
believes that there maybe a feasible less damaging alternative. 

The proposed flood-control facility within the coastal zone would consist primarily 
of vertical walls, with two small sections that include short walls with a vegetated 
riprap slope above the walls. The portion of the project outside of the coastal 
zone consists mostly of short floodwalls with vegetated riprap slopes above the 
walls. In a response to concerns raised by Commission staff, the City of Santa 
Barbara sent a letter explaining why a flood-control alternative that uses 
vegetated slopes within the coastal zone is not feasible (Exhibit 10). The City 
argues that such an alternative would require substantial acquisition of land and 
significantly increase the cost of the project. Additionally, the City would be 
required pursuant to state and federal law to mitigate for impacts to low-income 
housing and historic resources. That mitigation would also substantially increase 
the cost of the facility. According to the City, the cost increases required for 
such an alternative would result in a benefit-cost ratio of less than one 5, which 

5 If the economic benefits from a project are greater than its costs, then the benefit-cost ratio is 
greater than one and the project is acceptable to the Corps for federal participation. The Corps 
usually proposes the alternative with the highest ratio, also known and the "NED Alternative." 
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means that the Corps could not fund the proposal. Therefore, the City concludes 
that that alternative is not feasible. 

Another alternative that was not considered by the Corps of Engineers is a 
smaller version of the proposed project. In its Feasibility Study, the Corps 
considered two alternatives that provide protection from a 15-year flood, as 
opposed to the 20-year flood protection provided by the proposed project. Those 
alternatives were not considered in the Corps' EIS or consistency determination 
because the benefit-cost ratio for those projects is less than one. The two 15-
year flood protection alternatives evaluated in the Feasibility Study are a stepped 
wall alternative and a vertical wall alternative. The Corps also considered 20-
year flood protection alternatives of these projects. However, the Corps did not 
consider a 15-year flood protection version of the proposed project that would 
incorporate short walls with vegetated riprap slopes above the wall. Such an 
alternative could have significant advantages over the proposed project or the 
other alternatives. First, it may allow the use of vegetated riprap slopes within 
the coastal zone without the significant land acquisition costs. Second, its 
impacts to the estuary may be less than the proposed project because the 
stream corridor will be narrower. Finally, its costs maybe significantly less, and 
thus it may have a benefit-cost ratio of greater than one. Since the Corps did not 
evaluate this alternative, there is no information on the feasibility or 
environmental effects of such an alternative. Without information on that 
alternative, the Commission cannot determine if the proposed project is the least 
damaging feasible alternative. Therefore, the Commission finds that the 
consistency determination lacks sufficient information for the Commission to 
conclude that the proposed project is the least damaging feasible alternative. 

3. Mitigation. The proposed project includes excavation of 
streambed removing sediment and aquatic vegetation, widening of the stream 
banks and removing native and exotic vegetation from the banks. Additionally, 
the project includes annual maintenance of the facility including removal of 
vegetation, through mechanical and chemical means, and removal of sediment. 
The net result of the project on the stream resources is to remove all vegetation 
within the stream and along its banks and increase maintenance activities within 
the stream. The loss of aquatic vegetation could adversely affect stream 
resources by decreasing the stream's ability to absorb pollution and reducing the 
amount of nutrients available to organisms in the water. In addition, the widening 
of the stream and the loss of bank vegetation may also result in significant water 
temperature increases because of the expanded surface area exposed to the 
sun and loss of shading. Finally, the increased maintenance from the project will 
cause annual disturbances to the stream including removal of recently 
established vegetation, application of pesticides, removal pools, riffles, and other 
stream resources that may have formed since the previous year, removal of 
benthic organisms and burrowing male gobies, and other annual disturbances to 
stream resources. Although the Commission recognizes that the County flood
control district currently conducts maintenance activities on this stream, the 
proposed project will change the irregular maintenance schedule that currently 
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occurs (the last maintenance activity occurred in 1997) to an annual maintenance 
schedule. In summary, the proposed flood-control project could have significant 
effects on stream resources by increasing water temperature, increasing 
pollution inputs, removal of vegetation, and increased streambed disturbances. 

In evaluating the Corps' analysis of biological impacts, habitat benefits, and 
mitigation, the Commission believes that the consistency determination does not 
contain enough information to fully assess the adequacy of the proposed 
mitigation measures. However, based on the information contained in the Corps' 
consistency determination, the Commission believes that, the project may result 
in significant disruptions of environmentally sensitive habitat areas and that the 
mitigation is not adequate to address this impact. 

a. Lack of Information. The Corps' consistency determination 
contains an analysis of impacts to threatened species that is not complete. As 
required by the federal Endangered Species Act, the Corps must consult with 
both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) and the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS). The Corps is in the process of coordinating with these 
agencies. The consultation process is not completed and the Commission does 
not have the benefit of the complete input from the Service and NMFS on the 
issue of protection of threatened species. Without a completed Section 7 

• 

consultation, the Commission cannot determine if the Corps' mitigation measures • 
would adequately minimize impacts to the listed species. This issue is of 
particular concern in this case because the Corps has identified some potential 
impacts to these species from its proposed project, but relies on the Section 7 
process to resolve these concerns. Specifically, the Corps states that: 

The potential effects on foraging behavior and migration through 
the estuary of mechanical vibration transmitted through the ground 
and water cannot be evaluated based on any experimental data 
known to the USACOE. That such a disruption of normal behavior 
may occur seems probable. The level of such an effect must be 
weighed during Section 7 Consultation. 

Construction on the banks would remove what little vegetation now 
grows along the estuary. To the extent that plant growth provides 
important cover for steelhead as they enter the estuary, its removal 
could perhaps have a direct effect [on] their migratory behavior. 
The level of such an effect also cannot be evaluated for lack of 
experimental data. Section 7 Consultation must also evaluate this 
possible effect. 

Construction upstream of Yanonali Street will still be constrained: 
no mechanized equipment permitted in significant stream flows 
between December 15 and the end of March. As construction • 



• 

• 

• 

CD-117-99 
Corps of Engineers, Mission Creek Flood Control Project 
Page 19 

moves farther upstream, silt curtains will be deployed below the 
immediate area of construction to reduce suspended sediments in 
the water. In all likelihood, these fences probably will not trap all 
sediments and some will be carried downstream to the estuary. The 
concentration of such sediments cannot be estimated, hence the 
possible indirect effects to steelhead that may be present 
somewhere downstream after the end of March cannot be 
evaluated at this time. The magnitude of such indirect effects must 
also be evaluated during Section 7. 6 

A similar analysis is in the Biological Assessment for the tidewater goby. The 
Corps clearly identifies these issues as unresolved and is relying on the Section 
7 process to address these potential impacts. Without further information on the 
nature of these impacts and mitigation, if necessary, the Commission can not 
make the findings that the proposed project will not significantly disrupt habitat for 
these species. 

Additionally, the Corps' mitigation plan is inadequate for the Commission to 
assess its compliance with the requirements of the Coastal Act. The Corps' 
mitigation plan consists of a matrix that briefly describes the impact, mitigation, 
and monitoring (Exhibit 11 ). It does not provide any details on the mitigation and 
monitoring measures. In other words, the Commission believes that the 
proposed mitigation plan is incomplete. The following issues need further 
elaboration: 

1. The mitigation and restoration plan does not identify its habitat restoration 
goals. 

2. The mitigation/restoration plan needs to provide details in order for the 
Commission to determine its consistency with the Coastal Act. 

3. The monitoring is limited to five years and is not based on performance 
standards. The Corps should identify its restoration goals and monitor the 
area until those goals are accomplished. If the goals are not reached, the 
Corps should implement improvements to the habitat until the resource goals 
are met. Monitoring should continue on a periodic basis after the resource 
goals have been attained. 

4. The mitigation plan does not contain a long-term commitment to maintain 
restored areas. 

5. An evaluation is needed of the effect of long-term maintenance of the flood
control facility on restored habitat resources . 

6 Biological Assessment, p. 14-15 
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In conclusion, without a detailed final mitigation and monitoring plan, the 
Commission cannot determine if the Corps' mitigation would adequately replace 
the habitat resources that would be affected by the proposed project. 

b. Possible Inconsistencies. Even though the Corps' consistency 
determination lacks sufficient information to assess the project's consistency with 
the habitat policies of the CCMP, the Commission is concerned that the 
proposed project may result in significant disruptions to environmentally sensitive 
habitat and that the project may not include adequate mitigation to address this 
impact. In summary, the Commission believes that the project's habitat 
improvements will benefit bank habitat and the mitigation will reduce construction 
impacts, but the proposed project will result in a fundamental change in the 
aquatic habitat that would affect federally listed threatened species. 

The Corps evaluated the habitat effects of the project using a modified Habitat 
Evaluation Procedure (HEP), a biological assessment technique developed by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The HEP analysis uses Habitat Units (HU), 
which is a product of the area of the habitat and the Index of Habitat Suitability, to 
measure the project's beneficial and adverse impacts. The Corps describes the 
Index of Habitat Suitability as a measure of a stable successional community 
appropriate to the site. The higher the index, with a maximum value of 1.0, the 

• 

closer the habitat is to pristine conditions. The second measure of Habitat Units, • 
the area, is the geographic extent of the habitat. The HEP uses simple 
multiplication to combine these two measures to create a Habitat Unit (HU = 
Habitat Index x Area). In the past, the Commission has expressed strong 
objections to the use of HEP as a tool to measure habitat values? 

However, in this case, the HEP is useful to illustrate the projects adverse impacts 
to stream resources. According to the Corps' HEP analysis, the habitat benefits 
from the project, including both aquatic and bank habitat impacts, results in 
habitat units for the entire project site increasing from 1.29 units to 1.33 units. 
However, under closer inspection, the aquatic habitat units from the proposed 
project decrease from 0.80 units to 0.30 units. 

7 See Commission finding for approval of Amendment 12 to the Port of Los Angeles Master Plan 
for a full discussion of these issues. • 
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Table 2, Habitat Evaluation Procedure Results8 

Stream Corridor Without Stream Corridor With Project 
Project (Habitat Units) (Habitat Units) 

Aquatic Habitat 0.80 0.30 

Stream Bank 0.49 1.03 

Total 1.29 1.33 

In addition, this decrease incorporates removal of concrete streambed and 
widening of the estuary. Therefore, based on the Corps' own habitat evaluation, 
the proposed project will decrease the value of the aquatic resources of the 
stream. This impact is even more significant when one considers the fact that 
the project will increase the geographic extent (area) of the streambed, which is 
one of the factors used to determine the habitat units. In other words, the 
proposed project results in a tradeoff of bank habitat for aquatic habitat. In some 
cases, the Commission might consider such a tradeoff. However, in this case, 
the existing aquatic habitat supports endangered species and the existing bank 
habitat consists mostly of hardened structures, unvegetated banks, and exotic 
plant species. Therefore, the Commission concludes that the proposed project 
will have a significant effect on the aquatic resources of the stream, which 
supports federally listed threatened species. 

In evaluating the project's biological impacts, the Corps determined that the 
proposed project will have a net benefit to biological resources from the planting 
of native vegetation on the banks of the stream, development of habitat 
expansion areas where the Corps acquires property, installing two small boulder 
fields within the stream, removing existing cement from the streambed, and 
increasing the size of the estuary. In addition, the Corps proposes to avoid 
construction impacts to the steel head by avoiding the season that the steelhead 
migrates through the lower Mission Creek. Finally, the Corps describes its 
methodology for avoiding construction impacts to the tidewater goby by dividing a 
section of the creek lengthwise with a water proof barrier, capturing and 
removing gobies from one side of the barrier, and dewatering the cleared section. 
The Corps describes its mitigation measures as follows: 

The project construction will restore a soft bottom to Mission Creek 
or retain that soft bottom if it is already present. . . . With thorough 
planning of construction schedules, these potential impacts [to 
steel head trout] can be avoided entirely. For all construction 

8HEP for Flood-Control Project on Mission Creek, Santa Barbara, CA, EIS/EIR Appendix C. 
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activities which alter the banks or stream bottom above Yanonali 
Street, machinery must be excluded from the channel and stream 
bottom any time significant flows pass down Mission Creek 
between mid-December and mid-May. All construction activities 
above Yanonali Street should be restricted to the months between 
the beginning of June and the end of November. During those 
months, a double strand of silt fencing material should be strung 
across the channel below the current area of work to retain 
sediments dislodged from the banks or creek bottom. The strands 
need to be at least 30 feet apart to facilitate the lower fence 
trapping any sediments which swirl past the upper. 

The estuarine waters through which steelhead would swim to reach 
spawning sites higher in the watershed are the very habitat 
occupied throughout the year by gobies. Mitigation measures is 
[sic} included in the project construction schedule that complete all 
work between Yanonali Street and Cabrillo Boulevard between 
April and June, because gobies will be more inclined to enter the 
estuary as summer conditions begin to prevail. 9 

The Commission is concerned that the proposed mitigation is not adequate to 
address project impacts. As described above, the proposed project will 
significantly change the nature of the stream and estuary. These changes 
include potential increases in water temperature, sedimentation, and pollution. In 
addition, the annual maintenance activities will result in regular disturbances to 
this sensitive habitat. Finally, the removal of aquatic vegetation and bank 
vegetation within the estuary wilt result in a reduction in the input of nutrients into 
the stream and estuary. The Commission believes that these changes will 
significantly reduce the value of Mission Creek for both the tidewater goby and 
the steelhead trout. This conclusion is supported by the Corps' own analysis, 
which shows that the habitat value of the aquatic area will be significantly 
reduced. 

Since the aquatic habitat supports threatened species, the Commission believes 
that the mitigation proposed by the Corps should focus on this resource. 
However, the Corps' mitigation focuses on improving bank habitat and avoiding 
construction impacts. Although the Commission recognizes that the Corps 
proposes some aquatic habitat enhancements, these benefits are inadequate to 
address long-term habitat impacts to the aquatic resources. The aquatic benefits 
include placement of boulders within the two small sections of the stream corridor 
as energy dissipaters, removal of existing cement from the streambed, and 
widening of the estuary. The proposed boulder fields will increase stream habitat 

9 EIS/EIR for Mission Creek Flood Control project, pp. 10-1 -10-50 
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by adding riffles and pools to the stream. Additionally, the Corps will allow some 
aquatic vegetation to exist within the boulder field. However, the benefits of 
these improvements are limited to two small portions of the creek (as shown in 
the map below) and will not significantly add to the habitat value of the stream. 

Map of Mission Creek with proposed boulder fields 10 

:=-a\r:~~=:::,"r:::=~~ boulder fields to dissipate 
creek's energy 

Approximate locations and extent 
of haulder fielJ.s to he pl.aoed .in the sb'eAm 
1ed at~ energy d.ieipaton. 

Additionally, the improvements are upstream of Highway 101 and provide no 
benefit to the estuary, which supports tidewater gobies. The Corps argues that 
the gobies' foraging resources will benefit from the widening of the estuary. 
Although the estuary widening will increase the foraging habitat, it will also result 
in increased water temperatures, removal of aquatic vegetation, and increased 
maintenance activities, which include annual dredging, vegetation removal, and 
use of herbicides. These measures will have a negative impact on the habitat 
value of the estuary, as is reflected in the Corps' HEP analysis. Finally the 

10 Draft EIS for Mission Creek Flood-Control Project 
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removal of the existing cement will increase the amount of natural-bottom 
streambed, but the 0.1 of a mile of cement removal equates to approximately an 
addition of 0.2 acres of new habitat. Even with the benefits of a wider estuary 
and removal of hardened streambed, the HEP, which incorporates these 
benefits, shows a significant reduction in the aquatic habitat value. 

Finally, the Commission is concerned about the alleged bank habitat benefits 
from the proposed project. The Commission believes that these benefits may be 
overrated by the Corps. The Commission has several concerns about these 
benefits. First, the proposed bank improvements will be of limited value. The 
improvements will consist of planting native riparian vegetation above the 
floodwalls. However, these improvements will not result in the creation of a 
viable riparian habitat. The vegetation will be isolated from the stream by the 
floodwall, which will limit the amount of water available to the vegetation (it is 
possible that the vegetation will require permanent irrigation) and reduce the 
nutrient inputs into the stream from the vegetation. The isolation will significantly 
reduce the water quality benefits from the vegetation and prevent the valuable 
interaction of the vegetation with the water flow, which create pools, overhangs, 
and other valuable stream features. Additionally, the placement of the riparian 
vegetation over riprap slopes and the restricting the trees to planters will reduce 
the ability of the habitat to expand and grow naturally. Another concern is the 
temporal delays before the habitat benefits can be achieved. The Corps 
estimates that it will take 30 years before the riparian area would provide its full 
habitat potential. Finally, the value of the riparian plantings would be reduced 
because the Corps proposes to also plant the area with non-native ivy on the 
floodwalls and the fences above the facility. This type of vegetation is likely to 
spread into the riparian plants and even further reduce their value. 

The Commission also notes that the proposed benefits from the riparian 
improvements will have little value to the coastal zone. Most of the bank 
treatments described above will be inland of the coastal zone. Within the coastal 
zone, the flood-control improvements consist mainly of vertical walls without any 
riparian vegetation. Therefore, the riparian improvements will have little benefit to 
coastal zone resources. The long-term-value of the riparian improvements is 
also questionable. The Corps proposes to monitor and maintain the riparian 
vegetation for five years. However, the Corps' own evaluation indicates that it 
will take 30 years before the habitat goals are attained. There are many factors 
that could affect the vegetation in the 25 years between the time the Corps stops 
monitoring and maintaining the vegetation and the time that it reaches its full 
potential. 

4. Conclusion. In conclusion, the Commission finds that the 
proposed project is necessary to protect existing structures from flooding. 
However, the Corps' consistency determination does not contain enough 
information for the Commission to determine if the proposed project is the least 
damaging feasible alternative. Additionally, the proposed habitat improvements 
and mitigation are inadequate and are not described in sufficient detail to 

• 
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completely assess the project's consistency with the CCMP. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the consistency determination lacks sufficient information 
to completely assess the project's consistency with the habitat and stream 
alteration policies of the CCMP. Additionally, the general direction of the 
mitigation and habitat improvements appears not to address the potentially 
significant impacts to the sensitive coastal zone resources. The Corps' 
underlying assumption that improvements to one type of habitat can compensate 
for impacts to another type of habitat is not correct. In this case, the Corps 
conclusion that the improvements to the bank habitat will mitigate for the project's 
impact to aquatic habitat ignores the fact the benefits and impacts are to two 
different habitat types and that the aquatic habitat is an ESHA. Based on 
information currently available, it is difficult for the Commission to see how it can 
find that the project avoids significant disruption to the environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas and includes adequate mitigation for those impacts that are 
unavoidable. 

B. Water Quality. The Coastal Act protects the quality of coastal 
waters, including streams. Section 30231 of the Coastal Act provides that: 

The biological productivity and the quality 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 substantial interference with 
surface water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, 
maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian 
habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

Mission Creek is located in a relatively urban part of the City of Santa Barbara. 
The water quality of Mission Creek has been degraded by the discharge of non
point source pollution associated with urban land uses. As stated above, Mission 
Creek provides habitat for two federally listed threatened fish species. These 
resources can be adversely affected by increased water pollution. The proposed 
project has the potential to adversely affect these sensitive species by increasing 
point and non-point sources of pollution. First, the Corps may increase 
sedimentation into the creek during construction. In similar situations, the 
Commission has required a pollution prevention plan to address these 
construction-related impacts. The environmental documents for this project 
indicate that the Corps would prepare a runoff and erosion control plan. 
However, the details of this plan are necessary for the Commission to evaluate 
water quality impacts from the proposed project. Without this plan, the 
Commission cannot determine if the project is consistent with the water quality 
policies of the Coastal Act. 
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The second water quality concern is from discharges associated with flood
control maintenance activity. The Corps' consistency determination allows for 
annual maintenance activities that include sediment and vegetation removal and 
the use of herbicides to control aquatic vegetation. The annual sedimentation 
removal would likely increase turbidity in the stream with the potential to 
adversely affect both the steelhead trout and the tidewater goby. Additionally, 
the use of herbicides in the aquatic environment would also degrade the water 
quality of the stream and adversely affect sensitive species. Additionally, the 
annual removal of vegetation will result in reducing the habitat's capability to 
absorb pollutants. Finally, the Corps proposes to widen the stream to increase 
its water carrying capacity. This stream widening will reduce the buffer between 
existing urban development adjacent to the creek and would likely increase the 
amount of pollution from non-point sources that reach the stream. 

In order to address these impacts, the Commission believes that the project can 
be designed to also provide water quality benefits. The proposed flood-control 
facility provides the Corps with an opportunity to restore water quality resources 
in Mission Creek by incorporating appropriate measures or technologies into the 
project design. The reconstruction of the flood-control facility, including the 
replacement of bridges, installation of a culvert under Highway 101, and 
construction of wetlands just north Highway 101, provide the Corps with an 
opportunity to design the facility to incorporate measures into the project in order 
to reduce non-point source pollution. Section 30231 of the Coastal Act requires 
the restoration of water quality resources where feasible. The Corps could install 
devices at street storm drains or at the Highway 101 culvert that capture or filter 
discharges. 

The Commission has raised these concerns to the Corps, which responded by 
stating that water quality management is the City's responsibility. The Corps 
described the need for the City to address non-point source pollution through 
Phase II of the Stormwater NPDES permit and elaborated on other measures the 
City is currently implementing to address non-point source pollution. Although 
the City's activities will address some of the non-point source pollution issues, 
they do not mitigate for impacts associated with construction, expansion, and 
maintenance of the flood-control improvements to Mission Creek. Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the proposed project will adversely affect water quality 
resources of the coastal zone. 

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the proposed project has the potential 
to adversely affect water quality resources. Although the project provides the 
Corps with opportunity to avoid some of these impacts and improve water quality 
through project improvements, these measures are not part of the project. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is not consistent with 
the water quality policies of the CCMP. 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

CD-117-99 
Corps of Engineers, Mission Creek Flood Control Project 
Page 27 

C. Sand Supply. Section 30233(d) of the Coastal Act provides for the use 
of suitable material removed from coastal streams to be used for beach 
replenishment purposes. This section provides that: 

(d) Erosion control and flood control facilities constructed on 
water courses can impede the movement of sediment and nutrients 
which would otherwise be carried by storm runoff into coastal 
waters. To facilitate the continued delivery of these sediments to 
the littoral zone, whenever feasible, the material removed from 
these facilities may be placed at appropriate points on the shoreline 
in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division, 
where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to 
minimize adverse environmental effects. Aspects that shall be 
considered before issuing a coastal development permit for such 
purposes are the method of placement, time of year of placement, 
and sensitivity of the placement area. 

The proposed project includes the removal of sediment from the stream. With 
such activities, the Coastal Act requires the use of suitable sediment for beach 
replenishment purposes, if it is feasible. However, in this case, the Corps 
proposes to dispose of this sediment at nearby landfills. The Corps' 
environmental documents do not evaluate the suitability of this material for beach 
replenishment or the feasibility of using it for that purpose. In order to make such 
an evaluation, the Corps must analyze the physical and chemical characteristics 
of the sediment. If the material is predominately sand and relatively free of 
contaminants, the Corps should use the material for beach replenishment 
purposes, unless it can demonstrate that beach replenishment is not feasible. 
Additionally, the proposed maintenance activities provide for the regular removal 
of sediment from the stream. These maintenance activities must also be 
analyzed for sand supply concerns. Without these evaluations, the Commission 
cannot determine if the project is consistent with the sand supply policies of the 
Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project does not 
contain enough information to evaluate the project for consistency with the sand 
supply policies of the Coastal Act. 

D. Visual Resources. The Coastal Act protects visual resources of the 
coastal zone. Section 30251 of the Coastal Act provides that: 

The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered 
and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and 
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural/and forms, to be visually compatible with the 
character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and 
enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New 
development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the 
California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by 
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the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government 
shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

The proposed construction of the vertical walls south of Highway 101 could 
adversely affect visual resources of the coastal zone. In its environmental 
documents, the Corps proposes to design the project in a manner that minimizes 
visual impacts. The Corps describes addresses visual quality as follows: 

Aesthetic values would be increased by planting native riparian 
types of vegetation on the upper slope of the creek. Establishment 
of vegetation on the creek banks would enhance aesthetic values 
of the project area compared to other alternatives and existing 
conditions. Vertical walls would not be visible to people walking 
along the creek banks, as the upper banks would be covered with 
vegetation. Aesthetic treatment would be applied to visible lower 
banks to minimize impacts of the vertical walls. During the public 
scoping meeting, people voiced their concerns regarding aesthetic 
resources located within the project area. The new constructed 
channel would be pleasing and natura/looking. Their concerns are 
addressed by implementation of this alternative. The visual quality 
of the project reach would have positive impacts on tourists visiting 
the City of the Santa Barbara. Within a few years, planted 
vegetation would be mature, and trees would increase the visual 
value of the project area. Lower vertical walls may not be visible to 
people walking on a side of the creek banks due to the vegetation 
growth on upper banks. It should be noted, however that full_ height 
vertical walls would be used for most of the distance between State 
and Mason Streets. These walls would also receive aesthetic 
treatment, including the use of colored concrete and forms that 
would mimic the appearance of sandstone or natural vertical creek 
banks. 

As stated above, most of the Creek within the coastal zone would be developed 
with vertical walls and would not appear as a natural stream. Although the area 
is already developed with some man made structures, it still has some natural 
appearance. The proposed project would change that appearance to a 
channelized hardened stream. 

• 

• 

The Commission has two concerns with respect to the Corps' analysis of visual 
impacts. First, as described in the Habitat Section above, it is not clear that the 
construction of vertical walls is necessary. Until the Corps provides additional 
information that justifies the need for the walls, the Commission considers the 
use of vegetated slopes to be a less visually damaging alternative. If the Corps 
can demonstrate that the vertical walls are necessary, the second concern of the 
Commission is that aesthetic design improvements proposed by the Corps are • 
not described in detail and the Commission cannot determine if the 
improvements would sufficiently mitigate for visual impacts. Without this 



• 

• 

• 

CD-117-99 
Corps of Engineers, Mission Creek Flood Control Project 
Page 29 

information, the Commission cannot determine if the project is consistent with the 
visual policies of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that the 
consistency determination for the proposed project does not provide enough 
information to determine if the project is consistent with the view protection 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

E. Archaeological Resources. The Coastal Act provides for protection of 
historic and archaeological resources. Section 30244 of the Coastal Act provides 
that: 

Where development would adversely impact archaeological or 
paleontological resources as identified by the State Historic 
Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures shall be 
required. 

The proposed project is located in an area that contains both historic structures 
and archaeological sites. The environmental documents for the Mission Creek 
project state that there are historic and archaeological resources potentially 
affected by the proposed project. The Corps commits, in its EIS, to coordinating 
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). However, the Coastal Act 
requires implementation, or at least identification, of the mitigation measures to 
protect resources identified by the SHPO. Without the benefit of the SHPO's 
analysis, the Commission cannot determine if the project is consistent with 
Section 30244 of the Coastal Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that it cannot 
determine if the proposed project is consistent with the archaeological policies of 
the Coastal Act. 
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February 22,2000 

. Mr. James Raives 
Califomia Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105·2219 

SUBJECT: Lower Mission Creek Flood Control Project. Coastal Consistency Determination 
(CD-117 .. 99) 

Dear Mr. Raivcs: 

We have reviewed the memorandum you wrote to Jol:m Moeur at the U.S. A:rmy Corps of 
Euzjneers (Corps) and the Draft Staff Report and Recommendation on the above-stated project. 
Vte understand that the Corps will be responding to most of the issues you have raised. 
However, the City of Santa Barbara has additional comments as well. These comments primarily 
focus on the vertical walls between Yanonali and State Streets and on water quality issues. 

Be»lacement of VertiGal Walls Bsttteen Xanonall and ~tate Strem 

Coastal Commission staff has raised the question of why the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers is 
not proposing to do either a short venical wall with vegetated riprap slope above or a full 
vegetated ri.prap ba.nk below the Freeway. There are several reasons wby this is not being 
p1.lrsued. Alternative 1~ (the Preferred Alternative) is projected to cost approximately $18 
million (this includes revisions to reflect the gross appraisal of acquisition costs prepared for the 
City and changes to the project design to reduce land acquisition costs). Alternative 9, which 
includes the low vertical toe wall and vegetated riprap above and is· the alternative that most 
closely complies with the California Coastal C(munission's request, is even more expensive. For 
additional information regarding how the Corps calculated real estate costs, as well as additional 
infonnation on the hydrologic models, we have included a copy of the Technical Appendices for 
the Main :Report (llxhibit 1). There are also additional costs that were not considered in the 
Cotps estimation of costs. These are outlined in more detail below . 

EXHIBIT NO. 10 

APPLICATION NO. CD-117-99 

Ct California Coastal Commission 
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In order to inclw:le· short vertical walls and a vegetated rip rap slopo and keep the proposed 3400 
c& capacity, it would be neccssazy to widen the channel at the top of tbe bank by 20 feet. If the 

· channel is designed with a full voptated riprap slope, it would be noco&$81Y to widen the channel 
at the top of the bank by 32 feet. This wo\lld result in the neocl to demolish or relocate several 
buildings not considered for demolition as patt of Altomativc 12. These buildings are outlined. in 
Exhibit 2 (attached). Land. acquisition and relocation costs would increase from approximately 
$4.1 million to $8.1 million. increasing tho project cost to at least $2.2 million. It should be noted 
that the Corps estimates for acquisition for this area are substantially less than the $4 million 
estimated by the independent appraisal perfonned as part of the required gross appraisal. 

Required Replacement of Low Blld Moderate lac:ome Bousinz: iD the Coastal Zone 

• 

There are nine (9) units contained in the buildings that would be affected by con.struct o.g 
Altemative 9. At least some oflhe units affected may be housing inhabited by low/moderate · 
income resid.ents. If this is the case, in addition to the standard relocation costs included above, 
. it may be necessaxy to meet the provisions of Califomia Government Code Article 10.7, Low .. 
and Moderate--Income Housing Within the Coastal Zone, Section 6SS90, which states. in .• 
subsection (b): 

"(b) The conversion or demolition of e:risting residential dwelling units occupied by 
persons a.n.dfamUtu of low or mt'Jdcrat.B income, as defined in Section .50093 ofthl. 
H«dzh and &zfety CodB, shall not be authorized unless provision has been made for the 
rep_lacement of those dwelling units with units for pe,..sons and families of low or 
miidsrate income. Rsplacement dwelling units sluill be located within the .same city 01' 

county as the dwelling units to be demolished. The replacement units shall be locatd on 
the sits of the converted or demolished stf'uCture or elsewhue within the coastal zone if 
feasible, or, if location on the site or elsewhere within the coastal zone is not feasible, 
they shall bs located within three miles cfthB cOtUzal tone. The replacement dwelling 
Ut&its shall be providt~d and av~ilable for use within three yBO.rs from the date upon which 
work commenced on the con \ltD's ion or d11molition of the ruiden.tial dwelling unit. In the 
event that an existing residsntial dwelling unit u occupied· by "more than one person or 
family, the provisions of this Sllhdwtston shall apply if at letut o~ such person or fami.ly, 
~uding any dependents therBDf, is of low or moderate income . •.. 

.. The requirements of this subdivisiQn for replacazsnt dwslling units 3hall not apply to 
the following types of conwr.ston or demolition wnles.s the local government determines 
that replacement of all or a.ny portion ofth.. converted or demoluhed dwelling units is 
feasible, in which event replae~ment dwellings shall be required: • 
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#<(1) The conversion or demolttton of a restdential struct7p'e which contains less 
than thru dweUing units. or, in the t~vent that a proposed conversion or 
demolition involves more than one residential structure~ the conversion or 
demolition of 10 or fewer dwelling units. 

''(2) The conversion or demolition of a residential structure for purposes of a 
nonresidential use which is either "coastal dependent. " as defined in Section 
30101 of the Publtc Ruourcu Code, or "ctXUtt:~l rela.t«i. "a.s de}intsd in Section 
3010 J. 3 of the Public Resources Code • ... 

"(3) The conversion or demolition of" residential structure located within the 
~diction of a local government which has within the area encompassing the 
coastal zone,·and thre• miles inland thsrefrom,lus than 50 acres. in aggregate, 
of land which is vacant. privately owned and available for ruidential use. 

•• (4) The conversion or demolition of a residential strUcture located ; vithin the 
jurisdiction of a local government which has established a procedure t1.11der which 
an applicant for conversion or demolition will pay an in-lieu fee into a program, 
the various provisions of which, in aggregate, will rerult in the replacement of the 
number of dwfilllng units which would otherwise have been required under this 
subdivision. '' 

Replacement of lost low/moderate income housing in the Coastal Zone or anywhere in the City 
of Santa Barbara is extremely expensive, given the value oflanc;l in the Santa Barbara area (much 
less the Coastal Zone itself). The median co&t of a single family home on the South Coast of 
Santa Barbara County was recently reported at $475,000. well above affordability for most 
people. Condominiums in the area are priced in the mid $2SO,OOO range and above. Two
bedroom units currently rent at $1200 pet month and above. It would require a subsidy of 
approximately S 100,000 per unit to consnuct additional housing as required by Government 
Code Section 65S90. 

Use of Redevelopment Agency Funds 

Cpmment:·:s have suggested that City Redevelopment Agency funds co~d be used to provide 
for an alternative that i:o.cludos the low vertical walls with vegetated side slope or a full vegetated 
riprap bank The Community Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code §33000 ct seq.) 
limits project puxposes for which redevelopment funds may be used.. Case law has indJ.catod that 
unless such purposes aro stated apecifically in the Community Redevelopment Law, fu..'l.d.s should 
generally not be used for such purposes. Capital rceation projects intandod to foster private 
redevelopment of physically and economically blighted areas might be considered. However, 
paymont for flood control faoilitics is not includod in the list of projects. Redovelopm.c:mt fimding 
can be used to improve pxoject aesthetics or to provide for needed recreation. However, as 

. ' 



02/24/00 TBU 09:17 FAX 2134524204 PLANNING DIVISION 
82/22/2000 1G:B7 885-897-1984 

James Raivcs, Califomia Coastal Commission 
Lower Mi;,~on Creek Flood Control Project 
February 22,2000 Page 4 

SB CITV PL.ANNIN~l 

liJOll 

PAGE 85 

indicated above, the additional funds required to pwchase property to allow ves;ctated bub 
would be approximately $4 million. Tho City Redevelopment Agency has agreed to set aside 
$2.5 million to be used for 'projoet ~ts or bcttetments, provi4ecl that sueh enhance
ments are conSistent with and foster the statutory objectives o!Redevolopmont law. This ia not 
onough to buy tho ~propertY. In the Watcr.front Area, •oulh ofU.S. 101, there are 
alroacly li.anificant xwroation and. park !aoilitioa, ao tho primary recroation focus has bocn on 
providmg small passive park arcaa and/or .. tot lots" north o£the freeway, in the West Do'WiltOwn 
area. where there are no park spaces and the residential density is much higher. Redevelopment 
t\Jnds would also be used to improve the appearance of tho bridges to be replaced to make sure 
that they continue to fit the small-scale, semi-residential character of their neighborhoods. 
Redevelopment funds would be used to expand the number oftreos and other plants used in the 
projoet reach and in the habitat expansion areas, in order to assure as much of a canopy and 
understoty as possible. Finally, redevelopment funds would be used to provide intezpretive signs 
that woulii·~ee the creek experience and promote public oduution on creek systems. 

Cost of Mitigation for Loat BJstork Resoureea 

• 

The City is very concerned about the potential loss of significant historic resources as a result of 
the project. All of the buildings west ofMission Creek on Cbapala and Mason Streets in the .• 
Waterfront Area are eligible. for listing on the National Register of Historic Placest the Califomi.a 
Register ofHistoric R.esourcos and for decisnation as either a City Landmark or City Struvlurc of 
Merit. The 100 J3lock of Cbapala Str=t also appears to be eligible for clcaignation as a National 
R.egiater Landmark District. There is no acceptable mitigation for the loss of these structures, 
which would be significant and unavoidable. Even partial mitigation, which would include full 
Historic American Buildings Survey documentation, at a minimum, would. be costly. It is 
estimated that documentation of the four historic buildings on the west side of the creek would 
cost approximately $6,000. The best partial mitigation would be to try to relocate the sttuctures 
to other parcels, which would be even more expensive than standard residential or business 
rclocation.~;;osts, because of the neod to both purchase a parcel on which to place the building and 
to actually move the building itself. At least one of the buildings may not be physically able to 
be relocated due to the type of construction involved. Costs could be expected to exceed $1 
million. 

Aesthetics 

The appearance of the vertical walls is another issue in this section of tho creek. A Mission 
Creek Design Subcommittee was formed in 1999 and has met regularly for the last several 
months. The Subcommittee includes repreacntative& from the City's Historic I..and:awts 
Coznmiesion (whioh has 4osignjurisdiction over moat of the creek south ofU.S. 101), b.e 
Architectural Board ofRevicrw (which bas design review jurisdiction where the Historic 
Landmarks Commission does not), tbePlamdng Commission and the Parks and Recreation • 
Commission. The concept of vegetated side slopes with short vertical toe walls was developed 
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with the assistance of the Design S~ommittee, based on the Alternative supported by the 
original Mi$aiou CrOck Couacmaus Group. 'Ibis altomative includes vertical walls where 
neoessazy to minimize impacts on historic Stni.Qtllres and avoid prohibitively expensive 
acquisition of propertyf bousin,s and buaineeses. The DOGign Subcommittee also made 
recommendations regarding various aesthetic improvements to the Corps project. The City 
forwarded these recommendations to the Coxps and the Corps has agreed to incorporate these 
design changes into the project (,see Exhibit 3 - S sheets showing the project reach by reach and 
Exln"bit 4 -;: several pages showing design details). These drawings show that the conc~ete walls 
would be 1~rmc4. textured and colored to resemble tbe sandstone walls so prevalent in Santa 
Barbara. 

The preferred project (Alternative 12 plus the City and County preferred design changes) 
rep~ significant sections of existing 1Ull height hard bank protection with vegetated side 
slopes with short toe walls. This approach is most feasible above the freeway where property 
costs are substantially less than .in the areas below the freeway and. development adjacent to the 
creek is somewhat less dense. However. as discussed below, there are two small habitat 
expansion zones in this area. 

• Habitat E:Epausion Zone Areas 

• 

While it may not be feasible to provide non-vertical walls for the entire project area south of 
Y auonali Street. it .should be noted that there arc two habitat expansion zones included in this 
area. Both are on the easterly side of the creek. One is between the creek and Kimbe:r:y A 'Venue. 
north ofJ.\1~n Street. The second is immediately south of Mason Street. There are several 
ways to design these Habitat Expansion Zones. They can be d.esigned so that there is vegetated 
riprap for the entire area. This would create locations for Tidewater gobies to bide in vegetation 
during high flows. It may also be feasible to redesign the area between State Street and Cabrillo 
Boulevard, which is proposed to have a low toe wall and vegetated riprap, to allow for more 
'Vegetation closer to the creek bottom. 

Summary 

For all of these reasons, includinj increased. project costs, effects on housing and loss of cultural 
resources, we do not believe that it is feasible to redesign the project below U.S. 101 to include 
either low vertical walls with vegetated riprap side slopes or full vegetated riprap banks in the 
.final design. We would fUrther point out that the wider creek cross-section might also be more 
difficult to shade than the present vertical wall dcaign. However, as indicated abov~ we believe 
that it may be po$sible to design both the habitat expansion zones in this area and the section 
between S,tate Street and Cabrillo Boulevard to provide better habitat for the Tidewater goby . 

. 4:~ 
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Mission Creek water quality was studied u part of the South Coast Watershed Characterization 
StUdy and reported on in the S~dy's final report dated August 1999 (Exhibit 5). This study was 
undertakes:\ to investigate four Santa Barbara County South Coast S1X'ea:rn5 in reaction to the 
coming mandate to develop a National Pollution Di1cbarge Elimination System (NPDES) work 
plan under Phase II of the NPD:ES regulations. The study coDCluded that the major 
contamination problem for South Coast streams is bacteriological contamination. Specifically 
regarding Mission Creole. the study concluded: 

• Bacteria are the principal pollutants of concern 
• Much of the uppermost watershed has acceptable levels ofbacteria 
• Storm drains and creek encampments arc probable sources of high levels ofbacteria in the 

middle portions of the watenhccl 
• Storm drains and lagoon fauna, such as birds, are probable soureti of high levels ofbacteria 

• 

in the lower watershed • 
• No direct link between septic system and beach closures has yet been established . 
• Stormwa.ter carries several times the low flow levels ofbacteria 

Concuacnt and subsequent investigations by the City have id.e:ltified the existence of 
encunpments in the lower watershed as one primary cause of high bactoria levels. In addition, 
Old Mission Creek, the abandonccl Conner channel of Mission Creek prior to channel. relocation 
of the middle reach of Mission Creek, is also a significant contributor to elevated bacteria. levels 
downstream of its connection to the cutrent main channel of Mission Creek. 

Current Activities 

The City and County of Santa Barbara arc cooperatively continuing efforts to clean up local 
creeks. The reaches of'Mission Creek with hip bacteria levels arc within the boundaries of the 
City of Santa Barbara, so efforts in this creek arc largely those oftJle City. The cooperative 
public education and information prosram. however, is a joint ctiort that is key to gaming public 
acceptance of the many activities and. improvements that will be needed to improve creek water 
quality in Mission Creek and other South Coast erooks. 

The City's efforts in Mission Creek include a variety of activities directed toward improving 
creek watt;:; quality. This group of activities is called the Creek Water Quality Improvement 
Projcc:t. The Creeks Sttategic Plan Program is also investigating Creek restoration. l :oth of 
these approaches should result in improvements to tho water quality in the City's ere' !a. • 
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James Raives, California Coastal <;ommission 
Lower Mission Creek Flood Control Project 
February 22. 2000 Pase 7 

The Creek Water Quality Improv~ent Project includes the elements of a work plan required by 
Phase no! the NPDES ston:nwater management program. Activities include: 

• Monitoring of creek water qwUity. including increased investigation of '1lot spots" 
• Increased enforcement of City ordinances related to prohibition of discharges of 

contaminated water 
• Public in:fomtation and education 
• Mun.icipal government sood housekeeping 
• Increased cleanups of catch basins and creeks 
• Removal of illegal encampments within creek conidors 
• Enhanced street sweeping 

The City is also investigating the ~ssibility of a pilot project for installation of one or more 
stonnwater interceptors for storm drains that flow into lower Mission Creek. 

The Creek Str.ategic Plan Program is doing a creeks inventory to detennine restoration 
possibilities in City creeks. investigat:in.g revising City policies that are relat:cd to cree~ water 
quality an&. overall enhancemen4 and. implementing a small number of opportunity restoration 
projects within City creeks. The creeks inventory is expected to present a larger list of 
restoration opportunities within City creeks. The opportunity projects of most interest for 
Mission Creek are enhancements to the Lower Mission Creek Flood Control Project and 
restoration of habitat and cnvirorunental education in a park along Old Mission Creek. 

Future Activity in Mission Creek 

The investigations underway indicate that lower Mission Creek has poor bacteriological water 
quality because it receives surface runoff from the City's commercial areas, has homeless 
encampments. and is the recipient of trash from a number of sources including neighboring 
residential areas and bridges. Old Mission Creek. which has elevated bacteria counts from a 
number of sources, provides the base tlow for lower Mission Creek during peri()(ls of low tlow. 
It ia conside:ed a "hot spot'' and is a target for increased investigation to determine the exact 
sources of contamination. :Because Mission Creek is the most visible City creek and is the 
subject of~e flood control project, City staff is focusing effons on this creek. The focused 
effort includes: 

• Increased monitoring within the creek to detennine sources of contamination dynamics (this 
includes weekly creek walks to document location and extent of contamination sow-ccs) 

• Storm water interceptor pilot project 
• Installation of catch basin filters in the State Street commercial axea (this area drains to lower 

Mission· Creek) 
• Cleanup of Old Mission Creek hot spot(s} 
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James R.aivcs, Califomia Coastal Commission 
Lower Mir~on Creek Flood Control Project . ' 

February 22. 2000 Page 8 

The Lowor Mission Creek Flood Control Project, with the approved conscnsus·basod 
~ents, is considered to be c important creok: I'Oitonltion eleinept for the improvement of 
wator quality iD the creek. Wo expect the orcok restoration and the improved floo4 control 
ma.intonance element$ of the project to be important additions to the water quality improvement 
aetivities describecl above. Tho ifOprovecJ creek bottom vosotation th&t i$ part of the project 

· enhancements will act as a bio.filter for tho residual contamtoation. Improved flood control 
maintenance can act as a backup or cobancement to pl8Dlled cleanup eft'orts. All theso efforts 
will be ncod.ocl ~ briJ:aa ~ water quality of• erook to tho level oxpocted by tho reai.d.entl of the 
City of Santa Barbara. 

In conclusion. wo believe that concerns regarclUlg the use of vertical walls below Y anonali Street 
and the improvem.ont of water quality can be resolved. If you have any questions, please contact 
Pat Kelly ~t (805) 564-5366 or Jan Hubbell at (80S) 56+5470 .. .... 

~. 

PatKe¥ 
City E · I. ssi t Public Works Director 

Exhibits 

1. Lower Mission Creek Flood Control Feasibility Study, Technical Appendices. Dccombcr 
1999 

2. Estimate of Additional R.ightooaf· Way Costs for Sloped Vegetated. Side Slopes with Short 
Vertical Walls, State Stmct to Yaa.onali Street 

3. City and County recommcmdodDesign Chmgea 
4. City and County recommended Design Details 
S. So};lb Coast Watershed. Characterization Study, August 1999, prepared by URS Oreiner 

Woodward .. Clyde for the Counties of Santa Bazbara and Ventura and the Cities Santa 
Barb~ and Carpinteria 

cc: Dan Y.oun& U.S. Army Cmps of Engineers 
Tom Fayram., Santa Barbara County Flood Control District 

.... 

·, .•. 

• 

• 

• 
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Water Quality 

• 
AFPENDIX - H (for Alternative 12) 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 
LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 

Minor short-tenn increase in 
turbidity levels during con
struction and fUture 
maintenance. 

- Stream water diversion shall use pipes/ 
pilot channel and other standard methods to 
create low flow diversion channel during 
construction and fUture sediment removal. 
• No consfruction or sediment removal 
shall occur in flowing water or during 
heavy rains. Construction and fUture 

Construction: 
from initiation 
of construction 
to completion 
of 
construction. 

maintenance shall not occur during months I Future 
ofDecember IS through April!, when Maintenance: 
flow is high in the creek . 
- Conditions identified in the Water 
Quality Certifications sha11 be followed 
during construction as well as for future 
maintenance. 
- No discharge/leaks or spills of fUels, 
solvents or lubricants in the creek bed. A 
Stann Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPP) shall be required prior to project 
construction and implemented. 

Between July 
and November 

Construction: 
USACOEor 
Construction 
Contractor. 

Future 
Maintenance: 
Santa Barbara 
County or 
Contractor 

Construction 

Approx. 
2-years or 
until 
construction 
is completed 

Future Maint 
About 15 to 

30days; 
every yem 

In the 
beginning 
every week; · 
once 
construction 
is 
established 
once a 
month until 
construction 
is completed 

Future 
maintenance 
:Oncea 
week. 

•• 

As conditions 
identified by the 
Water Quality 
Control Board. 

Note: Only, resources are·ineluded in this table which require mitigation measures or environmental commitments and monitoring. 
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APPENDIX ... H (for Alternative 12-Continued) 
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL·PROJECT 

During construction and future Con&tiuction: Water the excavation site, Construction: Construction: Constructi In the 
sediment removal, short tenn storage pfles and unpaved roads twice each from USACOBor on - begimling 
increase in fugitive dust; no day of construction; once in the morning initiation of Construction eve:ry week; 
long term impacts on air quality. and at the end of the consbuction day; construction Contractor. Approx. once 

cover material1ransp0rted in baul trucks; to completion 2·yearsor CODSCruction is 
these conditions are applicable for of untiJ established 
construction and future maintenance. construction. constructio once a month 
Limit vehicle speeds to 1 S mph maximum nis until 

within the construction site and Future Future completed construet.ion is 
maintenance areas ( consiTuction and future Maintenance: Maintenance: completed 
maintenance). Santa Barbara Future 

Cease grading and earth movement when Between July County or Maint I Future 
wind speeds exceed 20 mph. or as and Contractor About IS maintenance: 
confirmed by SBCAPCD during November to 30 days; Once a week. 
construction and future maintenance every year 
activities. 

Future Maintenance: Same as 
Construction 

H-2 
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As directed 
by the Santa 
BaJbara 
Co11111y Air 
Pollution 
Control 
District. 
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Noise 
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APPENDIX - H (for Alternative 12-Continued) 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 
LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 

Short term increase in noise Construction and future maintenance: Construction: Construction: 
levels due to use of the con- Follow noise ordinance of the City of Santa from USACOEor 
struction equipment and truck Barbara. The project area is located within initiation of Construction 
traffic. Noise levels will exceed densely populated area; therefore, no construction Contractor. 
65 dBA at sensitive receptors. loading or unloading of equipment or to completion 

material shall be perfonned between 7:00 of 

~· r~, 2-years or beginning 
until every week; 
constructio for a month; if 
n is complains 
completed received than 

Residents located in the vicinity p.m. and 7:00a.m., nor shall there be any construction. continue 
of the project area will heavy equipment operation prior to 8:00 Future monitoring 
experience increased noise a.m. and after 7:00 p.m. Monday through Future Future Maint every week 
levels during construction as Saturday. No Sunday or holiday operation. Maintenance: Maintenance: About 15 olherwise 
well as during future Santa Barbara to 30days; every two 
maintenance. Truck traffic shall be on designated truck Between July County or every year months or after 

routes established in coordination with the and Contractor a complain 
City of Santa Barbara. November received from 

the citizens. 

Future 
maintenance: 
Once at every 
event. 
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Follow 
City's local 
noise 
ordinance 
guideline. 
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APPENDIX - H (for Alternative 12-Continued) 
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 

All potential impacts to 
steeJhead can be avoided by 
appropriate mitigation 
measures. 

Blologlcal Resourees 

No construction within flowing 
water between December 15 
and Marcb 31 to avoid impacts 
to steelhead 

Qualified biologist would 
survey the area prior to the 
construction for presence of 
steelhead. 

Use of silt fences 

Strategic placement oflarge 
rocks as energy dissipators; 
soft bottom throughout flood 
control project 

Construction: from 
initiation of 
construction to 
completion of 
construction. 

Future 
Maintenance: 

Between July and 
November 

H-4 

• 

Construction: 
USACOEor 
Construction 
Contractor. 

Future 
Maintenance: 
SantaBarbara 
County or 
Contractor 

Approx. In the beginning 
2-yearsor every week; for a 

untJ1 month; depending 
constructio upon water level 
nis in the creet, 
completed during 

construction of ..... r--~ Maint. or installation of 
About 15 pipe,. during beavy 

to 30 days; rainfall 
every year 

Future 
maintenance: 
Once at every 
even&. 

Construction 
dere.rmined 
by the 
National 
Marine 
Fisheries 
Service, 
follow 
conditions 
identified in 
the 
biological 
opinion. 
Future 
Maintenance: 
Same as 
construction 
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Tidewater 
Gobies 

• 
APPENDIX - B (for Alternative 12-Continued) 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 
LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PRO.JECT 

Incidental and temporary 

Biological Resources - Continued 

Tidewater gobies would be 
. excluded from half the estuary at a 
time, and fish moved to the wet 
half while construction zone is 
dewatered slowly. 

Construction between April and 
end of June in estuary 

Soft bottom throughout flood 
control project; expansion of 
estuary by 220%. 

Construction: 
from initiation of 
construction to 
completion of 
construction. 

Future 
Maintenance: 

Between July and 
November 

H-5 

Construction: 
USACOEor 
Construction 
Contractor. 

Future 
Maintenance: 
Santa Barbara 
County or 
Contractor 

Approx. 
2-years or 
until 
construction 
is completed 

Future 
Maint. 
About 15 to 
30 days; 
every year 

Construction: 
Area supporting 
tidewater 
gobies/i.e. in 
vicinity of 
lagoon, during 
construction of 
low-flow channel 
or dewatering of 
the construction 
full time 
monitoring, 
otherwise twice a 
week 
Future 
maintenance: 
If maintenance 
occurs in area 
supporting 
tidewater gobies, 
same conditions 
as identified for 
construction. 

• 

Constructio 
n:90%As 
identified in 
the 
biological 
opinion ana 
coordinatio 
n act report. 

Future 
Maintenanc 
e: 
Same as 
construction 
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APPENDIX- H (for Alternative 12-Continued) 
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 

Biological Resources - Continued 

A~c habitat 1 :~~equivalent to 0.5 
mamtenance ttat 

Construdion: Construction: Approx. 
Strategic placement of large rocks as I DGn-oo 

USACOBor 2-years or 
energy dissipaters; of construction Construction until 
soft bottom throughout flood control to completion Contral:tor. constructio 
project; expansion of estuaty by 220%. of nis 

construction. completed 
Construction ofwe1Iands, 0.25 acres, at 

J Future 
Future 

natural oxbow. Maintenance: Future 
Maintenance: Santa Barbara Maint 

County or About IS 
Between July I Contractor to 30days; 
and November every year 

H-6 

• • 

After lOOOAtor as 
completion identified in 
oftbe the 
project, after biological 
fust opinion or 
mstallation directed. by 
annually theUSFWS. 
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Isolated Native 
Trees 

Stream Bank 
Vegetation 

Probable removal 13 -
18 trees. 

Projected average 
environmental quality 
equivalent to about 
1 v.. habitat units. 
Stream bank habitat 
would increase by 
0. 75 habitat units 
compared to 
Alternative 1. 

• 
APPENDIX .. H (for Alternative 12-Continued) 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 
LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 

Biological Resources Continued 

Design plantings would yield more than 
200 mature native trees after 30 years. 
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Planted• A temporary, above ground irrigation Conslruction: USACOEor for five years to Monitoring of After a year of 
Vegetation systems shall be installed and maintained After completion Construction ensure that planted 1heplanted planting 60% 
alongriprap . of the project Contractor for treerlvegetation vegetation success; After 
and habitat Invasive weeds (principally giant reed, construction. first year of established in need be two years 80% 
expansion zone castor bean, salt cedar, and sweet fennel). planting; after ground twice a performed success and 

Any native trees which die within the Future first year Santa year for the first twice a year after five years 
first five years shatl be removed and Maintenance: Baibara two years, and for five years I 00% success. 
replaced by the same species from 1· After two years of County annually for the First two 
gaDon stock. completion of the next three years years-

project. USACOEor 
Construction 
Contractor 

'Remaining 
three years: 

. SanlaBarbara 
.. _____ L __ -

County. 
-

*Note: Planting along riprap, habitat expansion zone and wetland are part of the project design. It is not a mitigation measures. But 
planted vegetation need to be monitor to document success of planted vegetation. 
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APPENDIX- H (for Alternative 12-Continued) 
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 
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• • 
Land Use (l) No impacts to ag~iculturallands, The local sponsor will purchase the Prior to Santa 

Long-term Permanent Impacts: property and provide compensation initiation of Barbara 
Buildings or property located within the to the property owner and tenants project County 
project right-of-way will be removed or and/or property wil1 be relocated 
demolished for project construction. 
Therefore, land use would change from 
residential to natural aeek bed or open 
space. However. most of the buildings - ·---
located within the project reach are very 
old and all property located within the 
flood plains is subject to severe flood 
damage during heavy rains or flooding. 
Land use will change from residential 
to natural creek bed or open space 
within the construction right-of-way. 
(2) This alternative would require 
demolition of 14 comp1ete and 2 partial 
structures (includes 1 complete removal 
of commercial building, 4 single family 
residential units and S multiple family 
units; l patio deck and 1 garage). I 
commercial building wo11ld be removed 
partially. Relocation of existing tenants 
may be difficult due to the cost of 
housing. 
No impact to oxbow area. Culverts 
would be installed away from the creek. 
During construction. temporary impacts 
near fig tree. 

H-9 

About six Onetime-
months or prior to the 
negotiatio project 
nis construction. 
completed_ 
with the 
property 
ownex. 

------ - ---

•• 
As identified 
in state and 
local 
regulations 
for the 
property 
acquisition. 
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Socio
economics 

• 

APPENDIX -II (for Alternative 12-Continued) 
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 

(I) Long Tenn Impacts: Some 
of the property located along the 
creek bank would be removed. 
There would be economic loss 
to the property owner. 
However, property located 
within lbe flood plain would be 
protected from flooding hazards 
in future. 
Demolition of 
structureslbutlding refer to Land 
Use Section. Relocation of 
existing tenants may be difficult 
due to the cost ofhousing.. 
(2) Alternative 12 would Jequire 
removal of 14 full structures and 
2 partial. See details on type of 
1he structures in Land Use 
Section. 

The local sponsor would purchase the 
property or reltx:ate the housing or 
commercial units to a safer zone. The 
property owner wouJd receive com
pensation equal or more to their property 
value; therefore, project related impact is 
not significant. All property removal 
would be fully mitigated. 
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Prior to 
initiation of 
the project 
construction 

Santa 
Baibara 
County. 

About six 
months. 

Onetime
prior to the 
project 
construction. 

As identified
:in state and -
local 
regulations 
for the 
property 
acquisition. 
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Aesthetics 

• 
APPENDIX- H (for Alternative 12-Continued) 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 
LOWER 1\flSSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 

(1) Short-term: During 
construction. equipment and 
stockpile material would degrade 
aesthetic value of the project area. 
However. this impact is short term 
and would not be significant. 

(2) Long Tenn: Aesthetics/visuals 
of the creek banks would be 
improved with stabiti.i:ation of 
banks. .Implementation of this 
alternative win provide TlJIIXimum 
aesthetic value. Creek will be more 
naturallooking. Provides 
maximum vegetation cover. 
Bottom of the creek can not be seen 
from top because riprap will be 
planted with native and riparian 
vegetation. Aesthetic trcabnent 
would be provided to the vertical 
walls. 

{3) For safety reasons, some type of 
fencing shall be installed along the 
banks. If chain· link type of fencing 
is used, aesthetic treatment would 
be needed, including planting of 
vines to reduce 

Alt. No. 12: Upper banks will be planted with 
the natura1 vegetation. Create pocket patks. To 
enhance environmental value, oonstruction of 
wetland near oxbow area would be performed. 
Vertkal WaDs: Plant vines along the vertical 
walls to minimize impacts; eover concrete with 
natural color and textuie. 
If fencing is installed in the project design for 
safety purposes, plant vines along fencing to 
minimize impacts. Upgraded fence materials 
shaD be used in areas visible or accessible to the 
publie. 
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After 
stabilization 
of the side
slopes. 

USACOBor I About a lhspection 
Construction year. evety year, 
Contractor. and if 

damage is 
Future fumMI~ Maintenance: Maintena repair would 
Santa nee: For occur on 
Barbara the life of needed basis. 
County the 
(repair of the project. 
damaged 
banks) 

.-

J Not 
applicable. 
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Recreation 

• 

APPENDIX - H (for Alternative 12-Continued) 
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 

Sbort-tenn: During 
eonstruction. stock piJed 
material, equipment etc. wt11 
restrict reaeationa1 use of the 
creek However, all sections 
would not be constmcted at the 
same time; therefore. this impact 
is temporary and not significant. 
Long-tenn impacts: This 
alternative provides maximum 
recreational opportunity 
compare to other alternatives. 
These opportunities include: 
bird wat.cbing, waDdng along 
the creek bank, enjoying natural 
vegetation planted on upper 
slopeofthecreek. However, 
aa:ess to the creek bottom will 
be restricted and the creek's use 
u a connective corridor will be 
lost. 

Alt. 12: Planting of native and riparian type 
ofvegetation along the upper slope of the 
creek banks and within open areas. Create 
habitat expansion zones (pocket parks) and 
construction ofwetland at oxbow. 

H-12 
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After 
completion 
of the 
project. 

Initial 
responsibility 
is of 
USACOEor 
Construction 
Contractor. 

Future 
Maintenance: 
maintaiu 
sideslope and 
habitat 
expansiOD 
zone by 
Santa 
Barbara 
County. 

Approximat 
ely a year 
after 
completion 
of the 
project, 

Future 
Maintenanc 
e: For the 
life of the 
project 

Onetime )Not 
after applicable. 
completion 
of1he 
project. 

Future 
Maintenan 
ce: as 
needed 
basis for 
the life of 
the project. 
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• • 
APPENDIX - H (for Alternative 12-Continued) 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 
LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 

*HTR.W I Two HTRW sites are located within the (1) Equipment shall be in proper (l) Constructi Constructi 
project reach, at 324 De laVina and 220 condition; no gasoline or oil Construction: on: on: 
W. Gutierrez Streets. The De 1a Vina change shaU occur in the creek bed. from initiation USACOE Approx. 
property was used by former dry-cleaning Prior to construction, samples of of construction or two years. creek sediments will be analyz«< to to completion 
establishment. determine contamination. Plan will of Constructi 
Testing of sediments would be required at be developed in coordination with construction. on 
West Gutierrez Street. the regulatory agencies (RWQCB, (2)When Contracto 
Sediment contamination by construction County Department of construction r 
equipment-related leaks or spills of fuels, Environmental Health SeJVices). occurs in 
solvents, or lubricants; possibility of (2) If sufficient information is vicinity of324 Future Future 
encountering PCE contaminated soil available, a work plan shall be De laVina and Main.: Maintenan 
a..Tldlor shallow groundwater in the vicinity developed to determine 220W. Santa ce: About 
of the West Gutierrez Street Bridge. This characterization of the plwne Gutierrez Barbara 15 to 30 
event could potentially cause releases of and impact to the shallow Street. 

County days for 
this substance to the environment; and, groundwater and sediment Future the life of 
possibility of enconntering deep sediment testing. Maintenance: the project 
contaminated by HTRW. at every 

maintenance 
activity 

Toxic and Radioactive Wast (HTRW) 
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APPENDIX- B (for Alternative 12-Continued) 
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

WWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL. PROJECT 

Traffic I Short.tenn/Long-term: During Project constmclion would be Constructio ConstmcCion: Consturec 
project construction and future performed by sections. No access to n: USACOEor iton: 
sediment removal, some residents the residents or commercial Throughout Contmction Appro. 
may not have direct access to their establishment would be eliminated. the proeject Contractor. two years. 
residences. Street closme would Appropriate detours and traffic control constmction 
be required in some localions. officers would be provided to direct . Future Future 
This impact is a short-term,. traffic. Alternative routes shall be Maintenece: Maintenc 
temporary increase in tmck 1raffic coordinated with the City of Santa Future Santa eApprox. 
along selected haul routes. Barbara. Maintenece: Barabara 
Particular concerns would arise Between County l5to 30 
during the replacement of the De July and days for· 
1a Vinal Haley Street bridge which November the life of 
would impact a major commute£ every year the 
route on Halev Street. 
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Safety 

• 
APPENDIX - H (for Alternative 12-Continued) 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 
LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 

I Short·tenn Impacts: During Short-term Impacts: During Construcito Constructio Constaructio 
construction, truck traffic will construction, traffic control officers nFrom n:USACOE nApprox. 
increase, potentially causing would be provided to divert traffic to initiation of or Two years. 
accidents. minimize accidents. the project Constructio 
Long-term Impacts: After construction n 
completion of the project, it Long-tenn Impacts: Fencing or other Contracotr. Future 
could be possible that people type of the protection shall be provided Maintenace: 
could enter within the creek bed for public safety. Access points shall Future Approx. 15 
and injured. be provided to facilitate safe rescue. Maintenece: Future to 30days at 
In addition people may get into Between Maintenace: every year 
by-pass tunnel and criminals Install bars at end of tunnel to restrict Months of Santa for the life of 
may live and hide in c:ulvert. passage to people (applicable to oxbow July and Barabara the project. 

bypass Alts) November County 
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APPENDIX - B (for Alternative 12-Continued) 
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 

Structures impacted underNBP A: 
1. Sandstone Diversion revetment. 
retaining wall Partial removal. 
2. Cbapala St. Bridge. Proposed for 
removal. 
3. 116 Otapala St. Proposed for 
removal. 
4. 536 Bath St. - Proposed for 
removal. 
S. WestDowntownNeighborhood
Loss of buildings that contribute to 
status. 
6. Waterfront Neighborhood - Loss 
of struct.ures that contru'bute to status. 

Additional structures impacted under 
CEQ A: 
A. lS W. Mason St.- Proposed for 
removal. 
B. Potter Hotel Footbridge
Proposed for removal. 
C. 134 Olapala St. - Proposed for 
partial removal. 
D. 434 De Ja ViDa St. - Proposed for 
removal. 
B. 306 W. Ort:ega St. - Proposed for 
removal. · 

Pprimary mitigation under NBP A is Historic 
American Building survey (HABS) recordation for 
historic building(s) adversely affected. For the 
sandstone retaining wall, Historic American 
Engineering R.ecord (HAER) recordation wiJI be 
used. The Chapala Street Bridge is already listed on 
the HABR record. 
Mitigation Under CEQA: 
1. Extend box culvert downstream of Chapala Street 
Bridge. 
2. Same as #11. Depending on design, may not 
mitigate to less dlan significant. 
3. Realign proposed channel or relocate bouse on
site. 
4. Rdocate on-site. If not fea&J.'ble, relocate off-site 
& complete biography of Karl Obert. Relocation 
off-site results in significant unavoidable :impacts. 
S. & 6. Save buildings on-site. Complete lUrVey to 
determine boundaries and contributing elements. 
A. HABS recordation. Significant unavoidable 
impact 
B. See #l. HABR recordation&. relocation would 
result in significant \Dlavoidable impact. 
C. HABS recordation, photographic atudy & short 
history. 
D.SameasC. 
B. Begin vertical wall further upstream or otherwise 
redesign to avoid house. Also accceptable. HABS 
recordation & relocation on-site. 
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Utilities 

• 
APPENDIX .. H (for Alternative 12-Continued) 

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 
LOWER MISSION CREEK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 

Water, sewer and telephone 
lines are located within the 
project reach. Relocation of 
these utility lines would be 
required. Residents may 
experience temporary loss 
of services for short periods. 

Relocation of utility lines would be 
performed in such a manner as to 
minimize disruption in service and 
accidental spills. If there is disruption, 
property owners and tenants will be 
notified 
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