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PROJECT LOCATION: Naples area, approximately 3 miles west of Goleta, seaward of U.S. 
Highway 101, Route 1, Box 275, Goleta, unincorporated Santa Barbara County. 

PURPOSE OF HEARING: Applicant requests a hearing on .. changed circumstances~~ for COP 
A-4-STB-93-154 (for a golf course and appurtenant facilities) which the Commission declined to 
extend on June 7, 1999, and a hearing on proposed amendments to the project description. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of the proposed project as 
considered herein in light of changed circumstances since the Commission approved CDP A-4-
STB-93-154, including proposed amendments, subject to special conditions. The special 
conditions include revised plans that will require significant changes to the 18-hole golf course 
layout and eliminate the Executive Par-3 course. 

MOTION & RESOLUTION: See Page 8. 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Addendum (forthcoming) 

NOTE: Many exhibits are numbered as 11X11 or addendum exhibits due to late 
mailing production difficulties. The corrected exhibit references and additional 
exhibits will be included in an addendum the week of June 3, 2002. 



i. Staff Note 

A-4-STB-93-154-CC--A2 (Arco Dos Pueblos Golf Links) 
May 31,2002 

This project was approved by Santa Barbara County in August 1993, and appealed to 
the Commission. The Commission found that the appeal raised a substantial iss e, 
and after a de novo hearing on November 16, 1994, the Commission approve a 
coastal development permit that included two special conditions of approval. he 
Commission's decision is documented in Revised Findings that were approved by he 
Commission on February 8, 1995. The Commission made the following findings: 

1. the project is not inconsistent with the intent of the County's AG-11 zone distric 
2. the project is consistent with the LCP policies regarding conversion of agricult ral 

land; 
3. the project is consistent with the Coastal Act policies regarding preservatio of 

prime agricultural soil (Section 30241) and conversion of agricultural I nd 
(Section· 30242); 

4. the project is consistent with the LCP provisions regarding public access; 
5. the project is consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the 

Coastal Act; 
6. the project is consistent with LCP provisions that require preservation of s ble 

urban boundaries and ensuring adequate services for new development; 
7. the project is consistent with the LCP provisions regarding environ me 

sensitive habitats. 

Surfrider Foundation filed a petition of writ of mandate in Santa Barbara C unty 
Superior Court challenging the Coastal Commission's approval of the permit. Th trial 
court denied Surfrider Foundation's petition and the Court of Appeal upheld that 
decision on January 27, 1997. The Court of Appeal found that the Commis on's 
findings and decisions regarding the project were legally valid. 

Subsequently, the applicant applied for a permit amendment and extension the 
permit's expiration date. In June 1999, the extension request was denied be use 
three commissioners found that there were changed circumstances that aff cted 
consistency of the project with the Coastal Act. Those changed circumstances were 
the recently-discovered presence of California red-legged frogs on the site. This 
species was added to the federal list of threatened species in 1996. More re ntly, 
additional information that also constitutes changed circumstances regardin the 
project's consistency with the Coastal Act and/or LCP has been provided, includi g the 
following: the site contains large numbers of southern tarplant, which is a rare pia t, the 
presence of tidewater gobies in Eagle Canyon Creek, the presence of ad tional 
wetlands on the site, use of certain trees on the site by Monarch butterflies for inter 
roosting and mating 1 and white-tailed kites nesting on the site. 

1 In its report on the 1999 extension request, the Commission staff asserted t at the 
alleged presence of overwintering Monarch butterflies on the project site at the outh 
of Eagle Canyon did not constitute a changed circumstance, due to lack of e dence 
that this use was occurring. The current information confirms Monarch bu erflies 
overwintering in trees in a different location -- on the elevated marine terrace where 
development is proposed, and in greater numbers than previously known. 
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Because of the Commission's finding of changed circumstances in 1999, the applicant 
has proposed revisions to the project, and a new hearing on the application is 
necessary to address the revised project's consistency with the LCP, in light of the 
changed circumstances. Commission staff agreed not to schedule the hearing until the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service granted approval to proceed with the project, as revised. 
That approval was granted in January, 2002. 

After denial of an extension request, the Coastal Act and its implementing regulations 
provide for a new hearing to reconsider the findings that may be affected by the 
changed circumstances. The applicable regulation states: 

"If three (3) commissioners determine that there are changed 
circumstances that affect consistency of the development with Chapter 
3 policies of the Coastal Act or with a certified LCP if applicable, the 
extension shall be denied and the development shall be set for a full 
hearing of the commission pursuant to Subchapter 1 of these 
regulations. However, the applicant shall not be required to file a new 
permit application but instead, shall submit any information that the 
executive director determines is necessary to evaluate the effect of the 
changed circumstances." (14 Cal. Code of Regulations, section 
13169(d)(1)). 

The "full hearing of the commission" referred to in the regulation is a hearing that 
addresses whether, in light of the changed circumstances, the project meets the 
standards of review set forth in Section 30604 of the Coastal Act. With the exception of 
the findings of consistency that may be affected by changed circumstances, the 
Commission's 1995 findings regarding the project are final and binding and may not be 
reconsidered. As discussed above, those findings were challenged in court by 
Surfrider, and were upheld by the Court of Appeal. This is both consistent with the 
regulation cited above and the common law principles of law of the case and res 
judicata, which direct that an agency may not take an action that conflicts with the Court 
of Appeal's decisions regarding the same matter, except as expressly authorized by 
statute. Accordingly, the Commission findings #1 through #6, listed above, remain final 
and binding and may not be reconsidered in this proceeding. 

ii. Standard of Review 

The standard of review for the Commission's new hearing of this permit on changed 
circumstances, and for the proposed amendments also considered herein, includes the 
existing provisions of Santa Barbara County's certified Local Coastal Program, including 
the County•s zoning requirements, and pertinent resource protection policies. -
Additionally, because the proposed project would be situated between the first road 
paralleling the sea and the shoreline, the project must conform with the public access 
and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. (Public Resources Code 30603 and 30604)). 

This matter was previously heard by the Commission as an extension request (June, 
1999). In addition, during approximately the same time that the previous extension 
request was processed by Commission staff, the County of Santa Barbara 
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administratively approved a Substantial Conformity Determination for certain of he 
amendments listed above, then subsequently issued a Coastal Development Permi for A 
the entire project, which included the changes presently described herein as W 
amendments to COP A-4-STB-93-154, and approved two new Coastal Develop nt 
Permits for removal of previously abandoned energy production and treatment facili ies 
on the subject site, and for remediation (excavation & removal) of contaminated ils 
(some within wetlands on site) associated with the previous oil and gas develop ent 
activities on the subject site. Timely appeals were filed against the County acti ns 
approving the final COP for the golf course proposal and for the proposed remedia ion 
actions. The County also issued a permit in 1996 for the removal of the previo sly 
abandoned energy facilities. That permit was not appealed and the remo als 
authorized therein were undertaken by the applicant. 

The Coastal Commission denied the applicant's request for an extension of time for 
Coastal Development Permit No. A-4-STB-93-154 at the June, 1999 Commis ion 
hearing. The Commission considered new information, confirmed by U.S. Fish nd 
Wildlife Service, that the California red-legged frog had been discovered at the ite. 
Previous surveys of the site undertaken by the applicant's consultants had not indic ted 
that the red-legged frog was present. The red-legged frog is federally listed a 
threatened species under the Endangered Species Act. On the basis of this ew 
information, the Commission denied the extension of the permit, finding chan ed 
circumstances, and directed that the matter not return for further consideration until the 
outcome of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's review of a federal Section 1 O(a) pe mit 
for the subject development was known. The USFWS review was necessary bee se 
the existence of the California red-legged frog (a federally listed threatened epe es) 
had been discovered on the subject site after the permittee applied for the extensio of 
the COP but before the June, 1999 Commission hearing. 

The USFWS granted the Section 10(a) permit in January, 2002. Therefore, the 
information for which the Commission continued the June, 1999 hearing has b en 
received by Commission staff. In addition, the applicant has amended the pr ect 
description to include a) the changes to the project that were. previously proposed a an 
amendment at the time of the 1999 hearing, and b) abandonment and remedi ion 
activities in a wetland. These matters were the subject of two appeals also timely led 
against County actions and set for hearing on the question of whether the app als 
raised a substantial issue at the Commission's June, 1999 hearing. The Commis ion 
did not vote on whether either appeal raised a substantial issue, but continued t se 
items also pending the outcome of the USFWS review. These appeals will be se for 
hearing at a subsequent hearing, following the full hearing on changed circumsta es 
and the pending proposed project amendments, that is the subject of this staff repo . 

iii. Summary of Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Commission approve Coastal Development Perrnit -4-
STB-93-154, with proposed amendments (a substantial redesign of the golf course nd 
other changes), subject to special conditions--including significantly revised plan to 
eliminate the Executive Par 3 secondary golf course and to redesign portions of the 
main 18-hole golf course. These changes would avoid adverse impacts to signifi ant 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas and species located on site. 
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Changed circumstances have arisen on the subject site since Commission approval of 
the project on November 16, 1994. The Commission denied an extension of the permit 
on June 7, 1999 in light of the discovery on site of the federally endangered California 
red-legged frog. The applicant has since sought U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
approval of an "incidental take.. permit for the frog and tidewater goby and a Habitat 
Conservation Plan. The applicant now seeks the Commission's review of the project. 
The Commission must review the project in light of significant changes to the physical 
and biological resources of the site that have occurred since the Commission's 1994 
approval. These changed circumstances include the discovery on site of: 

• Federally endangered California red-legged frog (not previously identified on site); 

• Federally threatened tidewater goby (not previously identified on site); 

• Increased monarch butterfly (specially protected under County's LCP) winter 
roosting and mating population in new location among the eucalyptus groves on 
mesa adjacent to Eagle Canyon; 

• Nine populations of Southern Tarplant, a California Native Plant Society List 1 (b) 
species (signifying rare, threatened, or endangered status of a California plant) 
identified on site, including one population that in 1998 numbered over 4,500 plants. 

• Two pairs of white-tailed kites (a rare raptor afforded special protection under 
County's LCP) utilize the site, and one pair was confirmed nesting on site as of 
5/16/02 (White-tailed Kites were not documented as using the site at time of project 
approval); 

• New wetlands identified on site where previously unknown at time of project 
approval. 

The original approval of this permit arose from an appeal to the Commission of a 
Conditional Use Permit approved by Santa Barbara County. Therefore the standard of 
review the Commission must apply is the County's certified LCP, including policies and 
zoning ordinance provisions, and the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 
of the Coastal Act. 

The Commission must consider the project in light of changed circumstances (not 
reopening other issues settled by previous Commission decisions that are not the 
subject of changed circumstances. In addition, the Commission must fully review the 
amendments to the project that are proposed by the applicant. 

Staff believes the project, if revised, constructed, and operated in full accordance and 
compliance with the recommended special conditions, will ensure that the amended 
project proposed herein is consistent with the standards the Commission must 
consider. Without the implementation of the recommended special conditions, however, 
the project has the potential to substantially impair, degrade or destroy the sensitive 
habitat and species recently documented on the site . 

iv. Accuracy of Description of Proposed Amendments 
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The administrative record and number of related plan sheets for this projec is A 
voluminous. The written description of the project, and the amendments propose is • 
believed to be accurate. If the applicant determines that development proposed in he 
project plans is not accurately reflected either in the description of the previa sly 
considered project or in the description of the proposed amendments set forth her in, 
the applicant is advised that the written description is the proposal that is b ng 
considered by the Commission, and if there are errors or oversights in the wri en 
description, it is the applicant's responsibility to bring these to the attention of staff nd 
the Commission as soon as possible before the Commission acts on the sub ct 
project or amendments at the June 1 0, 2002 meeting. 

To the extent that any discrepancies between the written project or amended pro ct 
descriptions differ from the development shown on the associated plans, the writ en 
project· descriptio·n shall prevail and any development shown on the plans that does ot 
match the written descriptions, and which the applicant proposes to construct, shall ot 
be constructed unless it is authorized in an amendment to the approved Permit 

v. Project Description 

The previously approved project includes: construction of a 18-hole golf cou se 
(approximately 75 acres) to operate 360 days/year and serve approximately 60, 00 
rounds of golf (1-4 golfers per round); 9-hole executive golf course (approximate! 8 
acres) to serve approximately 20,000 rounds per year; driving range and putting gr en 
(approximately 12 acres); turf farm (up to 3 acres); approximately 9,300 sq. ft. of 
clubhouse (restaurant/bar with 130 seats, banquet facilities, pro-shop, meeting roo s, 
administrative facilities, lockers); 8,012 sq. ft. cart barn; 7,974 sq. ft. maintenance nd 
office building; approximately 15,000 sq. ft. maintenance yard (including wash-off a a 
and fueling island/gasoline tanks, service yard); approximately 5,000 sq. ft. enclo d 
chemical and trash storage area including 800 sq. ft. chemical storage buildi g; 
approximately 300 paved parking spaces, including 15 public coastal access park g 
spaces (clubhouse, cart facilities, parking cover approximately 8 acres, total), 700 sq ft. 
halfway house (including snackbar, restrooms, starter station), other restroom facilit es 
and three shelters; two 100 ft. long, 14 ft. high x 14 ft. wide tunnel undercrossing of 
the railroad tracks (to route golf carts paths through a zigzag course layout .... b th 
undercrossings are located within riparian corridors; approximately 310,000 cu. yds of 
grading (155,000 cu. yds. of cut; 155,000 cu. yds. of fill, including a maximum elevat n 
change of 25 feet from existing to finished grade, with grading estimated to impact 1 5 
acres); installation of 5,200 linear feet of 811 reclaimed water line from Goleta to s e; 
construction of 4 acre-foot reclaimed water storage lake (8 ft. deep, 30,000 sq. ft. 
surface area), private on-site septic disposal system reliant on three (3} drywall pits or 
effluent disposal; dedication, construction, operation and maintenance of various pu lie 
coastal access improvements; landscaping; installation of acceleration and decelerat n 
lanes in Caltrans right-of-way; merger of all 23 existing lots (including 21 substanda d
sized lots) into two parcels totaling 202 acres and applicant's proposal to restrict · e 
resultant parcels from future subdivision; and development setbacks of a minimum of 
55 feet from the bluff edge for all permanent, structural developments, and except or 
public coastal access trails, development setbacks of a minimum of 30 feet from top- f-
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bluff seaward edge for all other non-structural development (such as greens, fairways, 
tee boxes, cart paths, landscaping). 

The project description approved in Santa Barbara County CUP 91-CP-085 states, on 
page 4, third paragraph, dated August 17, 1993, that: 

.. A structural setback from the top of bluff has been included in the project design to 
mitigate potential geologic hazards associated with sea cliff retreat. This setback zone 
includes a 55 foot structural setback and a 30 foot non-structural setback." The project 
description approved by the Commission ·in 1994 also includes these setbacks. The 
final grading plans submitted by the applicant in support of the proposed amendments 
do not show the 30 foot setback in some locations; the applicant has been notified of 
this, but has not elected to seek an amendment of the project to address this, nor has 
any evidence of approval for a reduced setback from Santa Barbara County been 
submitted. Thus, the pending review of COP A-4-STB-93-154-CC and the 
amendments proposed by the applicant do not include any revisions to reduce the 
setbacks contained in the approved project description. 

vi. Proposed Amendments 

The applicant proposes to amend the project in accordance with the attached revised 
project description dated February 28, 2002 (Addendum Exhibit). The applicant also 
proposes to waive any future right to request approval for the installation of shoreline 
protective devices, pursuant to the attached letter dated April 5, 2002 (Addendum 
Exhibit). These changes are generally described as: modification of a golf course 
layout, relocation of vehicular access, changes to location and layout of tunnel 
undercrossings beneath railroad tracks and in riparian corridors, location of reclaimed 
water storage lake (and increase in depth from a• to 15• with volume increased from 4-
acre ft. to 5.4 acre-ft. of storage capacity, with surface remaining approximately the 
same - 30,000 sq. ft.), architectural design of buildings, drainage and erosion control 
features and design, future horse tie-up/bicycle rack; modify location and number of 
bridges to include 11 bridges (9 cart bridges and 2 foot bridges), modify location and 
design of public vertical accessways, add six acre parcel (previously 6-acre private land 
inholding since acquired) and merge the resultant 24 total lots into two lots and 
applicant's proposal to restrict the resultant 208 acres/two (2) parcels from future 
redivision, add pumphouse and padmounted electrical transformer for lake use, and 
certain other changes associated with Habitat Conservation Plan for California red
legged frog, including Turf Management Plan, Integrated Pest Management Plan, and 
Water Quality Plan. Specific changes to plans are shown in Exhibits X .. X and in 
detailed plans dated November 25, 1999 on file at Commission office and available at 
the public hearing. As noted above, the applicant has not proposed to amend the 
project to incorporate the reduced setbacks (30 feet from top of bluff) shown on some 
locations along the coastal bluffs in the referenced detailed plans of 1999, and thus the 
less -than-30-feet setbacks shown on the plans are not part of the amendment request 
or consistent with the approved project description. · 

vii. Further Note Regarding Project Description 
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The project description approved by the Commission November 16, 1994 for COP 
STB-93-154 states: "Construction of the golf facilities will require the removal o the A 
remaining, substantial oil and gas facilities which include five single family homes 19 • 
other buildings, 23 wells, two ·large tanks and miles of oil and gas pipelines. Thes oil 
and gas production facilities are located mainly on a portion of the site south of the 
Southern Pacific Railroad tracks. The removal of this development and any neces ary 
clean-up will be addressed in a separate locally issued coastal permit to be proce ed 
by the County's energy division." Subsequently, Santa Barbara County issued Co tal 
Development Permits 96-CDP-138, 97-CDP-127 (Phase 1)), and COP, 97-COP- 27 
(Phase J(b)). The first two COPs were for removal of facilities; the third COP wa for 
remediation of contaminated soils (applicant•s Remedial Action Plan) that remai ed 
after the removal of facilities covered by the first two permits. The first two of the t ree 
total permits were not appealed to the Commission, and the approved activities ere 
completed. The third permit (remediation) was timely appealed, but the appeal (al ng 
with a timely appeal of the COP issued by the County for the golf course) was contin ed 
at the June 7, 1999 hearing. The third permit (remediation) was timely appealed and will 
be set for a subsequent hearing. The applicant elected not to incorporate the 
development that is the subject of that appeal (implementation of grading and disp sal 
of contaminated soils, pursuant to the applicanfs Remedial Action Plan) into the 
pending project amendments considered herein (Andriette Culbertson, pers nal 
communication to staff, May 21, 2002). 

SECTION I. Motions and Resolutions 

Approval of C~P A-4-STB-93-154-CC-A2, pursuant to new hearing on chan 
circumstances and as amended herein: 

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit o. 
A-4-STB-93-154-CC-A2 as amended, pursuant to the aff 
recommendation. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of he 
permit as conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The mo ion 
passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT: 

The Commission hereby approves Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154- C
A2 as amended herein and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that he 
development as amended and as conditioned will be in conformity with the policies nd 
provisions of the certified Local Coastal Program of Santa Barbara County and with he 
public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Approval of he 
permit and amendments to the permit complies with the California Environme tal 
Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives h ve 
been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of he 
development on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitiga on 
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measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
impacts of the development on the environment. 

SECTION II. Standard Conditions 

The standard conditions set forth in COP A-4-STB-93-154 remain fully applicable. 

SECTION Ill. Special Conditions 

The special· conditions set forth in COP A-4-STB-93-154 remain fully applicable except 
as modified herein. Where any new special condition of approval set forth below may 
conflict with the provisions of one of the previously imposed conditions of approval, the 
provisions in the new special conditions shall prevail. Any dispute regarding the 
interpretation of these provisions shall be resolved by the Executive Director or the 
Commission. 

Existing Special Conditions: 

Special Condition 1: The project shall be subject to all conditions attached to County 
approval (91-CP-085) except as specifically modified by subsequent amendments to 
the project description, or as specifically modified by special conditions set forth in this 
coastal development permit. Any deviations or conflicts shall be reviewed by the 
Executive Director to determine whether an amendment to the Coastal Permit is 
required. Where the requirements of the Special Conditions set forth below conflict with 
the requirements of any condition attached to County approval (91-CP-085) the 
provisions of the Special Conditions set forth below shall prevail. 

Special Condition 2: 

Prior to the issuance of Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154-CC-A2. the 
applicant shall merge the six-acre lot added to the project site with the lands created 
through the previous merger of 23 lots into 2 lots. creating thereby a total of !wo lots 
comprising all lands on the subject site. The applicant shall provide evidence to the 
Executive Director's satisfaction that this merger has been completed. 

Prior to issuance of Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154-CC-A2, the applicant 
shall execute and record a deed restriction in a form acceptable to the Executive 
Director that irrevocably precludes the re-subdivision of the lots on the project site" 
including the additional six-acre Jot acquired within the project boundaries since the 
date of project approval, merged as proposed by the applicant. in tho amended project 
description (amendment dated November 14, 1 994) The document shall run with the 
land for the life of the structures approved in this permit. binding all successors and 

· assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances that the Executive 
Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction 
shall not be removed or changed without a Commission amendment to Coastal 
Development Permit A-4-STB·93-154-CC-A2 . 

New Special Conditions: 
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Special Condition 3: Revised Plans 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE of Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154 the appli ant 
shall submit two (2) full, to-scale sets of revised plans prepared by a licens~d ivil 
engineer, for the review and approval of the Executive Director that incorporate the 
following elements as described below, as generally shown in Attachment A and/ as 
shown in Exhibits referenced herein: 

1. Delete Par 3 course. 
2. Revise Drainage and Erosion Control Plan to collect all runoff from the clubho se, 

parking and ancillary facility complex, and any portion of the golf course gro ds 
north of the railroad tracks that would otherwise drain to Eagle Canyon, co ect 
runoff and treat through a filter system, and release non-erosively through a sys em 
of biofilter swales that further clean runoff and direct the runoff away from E gle 
Canyon; additionally ensure that the maintenance yard, fueling facility and che cal 
storage area, including all temporary construction staging and management ar as, 
are sufficiently bermed to collect the maximum potential spill without contamin ed 
runoff leaving the bermed area. 

3. Delete desiltation basin in Eagle Canyon unless a licensed civil engineer certi ies 
that it is required to mitigate adverse environmental impacts of the project. 

4. Adjust (relocate) footprint of clubhouse/parking/ancillary facilities as shown ir. Ex ibit 
5, to avoid construction within the Tarplant Area Restoration Plan primary tarp nt 
site; add fence to separate facility users from tarplant area (fencing design nd A 
footprint to be included in the final Tarplant Area Restoration Plan required purs nt W 
to Special Condition 6 below). 

5. Delete portion of the approximately 5,000 sq. ft. lawn area adjacent to clubho se 
(not previously shown on approved plans) and that portion of the paved parking a ea 
that encroaches into the tarplant mitigation area as shown in Exhibit 5 ; relocate 15 
public coastal access parking spaces elsewhere within parking lot; and addition lly 
relocate or redesign any remaining proposed development that encroaches into he 
tarplant population or buffer and mitigation area shown in Exhibit 5. Revise pia to 
use underground cart bam, if necessary to avoid development in these areas. 

6. Relocate tunnel undercrossing presently located in Tomate Canyon to the west rn 
area of the parcel, as shown on Exhibit 5X. 

7. Relocate and redesign components of development associated with present 1 th 
Hole as shown on Exhibit 5. 

8. Relocate and redesign development associated with the present 16th and 17th Ho s 
as shown on Exhibit 5. 

9. Relocate reclaimed water storage reservoir to area within active golf course, 
place underground (cover). 

1 0. Delete horse tie-up area adjacent to Eagle Canyon, or relocate north of railro d 
tracks and outside of defined sensitive habitat mitigation areas (such as the tarpl nt 
mitigation area, wetlands and vernal pools, riparian drainages, and Kite nesti g 
areas) and outside of drainage to Eagle Canyon. 

11. Relocate lateral public coastal access trail and golf cart paths to north side 
railroad tracks except at portion East of bridge crossing; incorporate fencing and r 
landscape features to ensure user safety. 

12. Delete turf farm. The golf course footprint may be revised to occupy this area. 

Page 10 



• 

• 

• 

A-4-STB-93-154-CC--A2 (Area Dos Pueblos Golf Links) 
May 31,2002 

13. Revise final project plans, including grading plans, to delineate 30 ft. setback from 
top of slope or top of bluff for all construction envelopes, including grading. Plans 
shall indicate that setbacks shall be fenced in the field from actual top of bank or 
bluff as surveyed in the field prior to completion of final project plans and as shown 
in accordance with survey. Explanatory notes on plan sheets shall include 
requirement that fences shall remain in field continuously during construction All 
biofilters, swales, erosion control measures and other temporary and permanent 
features for drainage and erosion control shall also comply with the required 30 ft. 
setback, which is to be preserved in undisturbed vegetated state pending any 
authorized habitat restoration or enhancement activities that may occur within the 
setback areas. 

14. The public access path from the railroad bridge to the lower Eagle Canyon shall be 
fenced to encourage users to stay on the trail. The area south of the tracks and 
commencing immediately west of the bridge shall be fenced and ·signed for "no · 
accessu and access shall be prohibited during White-tailed Kite nesting season, 
March 1 -August 31 (or later if late nesting is observed), annually. 

15. Relocate drainage swale/biofilteration buffer strip for stormwater runoff shown in 
area of western grove monarch butterfly aggregation shown in Addendum Exhibit to 
ensure that it does not encroach closer to the trees than 25 feet from the dripline of 
the outer grove canopy. 

16. Revise Plans to setback all development a minimum of 1 00 ft. from the outer 
boundary of all wetlands mapped on site or any area used for mitigation of impacts 
to wetlands. 

17. Designate all areas not utilized for final golf course and appurtenant facility 
development authorized herein as part of native grassland, coastal sage scrub, and 
southern tarplant mitigation areas and/or White-tailed Kite protection areas that 
must be preserved as open space, pursuant to Special Condition X below. 

All development shall be conducted in compliance with the approved revised plans. No 
changes to the development shall be made without an amendment to this Permit unless 
the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. 

Special Condition 4: Timing and Staging of Construction; Construction 
Management 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT: The applicant 
shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director a final plan for 
Timing, Staging, and Management of Site Development, including all activities 
authorized by Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154-CC-A2 (including but not 
limited to site preparation, vegetation removal, grading, staging, parking and equipment 
storage, materials storage, construction, waste management and disposal). All activities 
associated with the presently approved permit, and any future amendments to this 
coastal development permit, shall be undertaken in strict accordance with a final 
schedule establishing the timing, duration, location, and staging of all activities on the 
subject site (see general location of areas subject to restrictive schedules on 
Addendum Exhibit). The final plan shall include phasing of permitted activities in 
accordance with the sensitive seasonal and life cycle stages of the California Red
legged Frog, Tidewater Goby, Monarch Butterfly, Southern Tarplant, White-tailed Kite 
or protected habitat areas described in this permit or shown on the attached Addendum 
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Exhibit, so that sensitive resources are not disrupted (for example by proximity or 
of disturbance during breeding or nesting season of sensitive species), and shal be A 
prepared in consultation with a qualified biologist. The final plan submitted to the • 
Executive Director shall be accompanied by written evidence that the approved bioi ist 
has evaluated the plan and determined that sensitive species and resources prate ted 
through the special conditions set forth in this permit will not be disrupted by 
implementation of site development activities. The restrictions set forth in the final lan 
approved by the Executive Director shall be clearly incorporated into the nal 
construction and grading plans, both in written plan notations and in graphic form wi hin 
the actual plan pages where applicable. 

S ecial Condition 5: rf 
Management Plans 

The applicant shall submit final Integrated Pest Management and Turf Managem nt 
Plans for the review and approval of the Executive Director that includes all measu es 
set forth in the draft plans and, in addition, incorporates the following requirements i to 
the previously submitted plans: 

a) Prohibit insecticide, fertilizer, turf management or other chemical applications wit in 
the chemical application buffer areas except specifically on ''greens" and then o ly 
in accordance with the hierarchal protocols set forth in the draft Plans. No -- · 
chemical management strategies shall always have priority over chemi al 
management of pests and turf conditions. 

b) The final plans shall include the placement of structures and landscaping featur s • 
designed to encourage predation of rodents by raptors and other predators, and t is 
portion of the plans shall be prepared by a qualified biologist approved by t e 
Executive Director. 

c) No hunting or poisoning of predators such as opossums, coyotes, raccoons, or oth r 
potential predators shall be allowed. Where such predators are demonstrated y 
compelling evidence to constitute a serious nuisance on site, only live trapping sh II 
be allowed, and only with the written authorization of the Executive Director. 

d) Rodenticides shall not be utilized anywhere on the site except within enclos 
structures such as the clubhouse facilities. Dead rodents shall be prompt 
discarded in enclosed containers. Rodent control shall be accomplished 
encouraging predation by raptors and other predators and efforts to encourage th 
use of the site by natural predators shall take precedence over artificial methods f 
controlling rodents. Where all other means of controlling rodents has failed, th 
applicant shall, in consultation with a qualified biologist approved by the Executiv 
Director, prepare a temporary rodent control plan for a single control episode onl 
that incorporates methods of rodent control that will not adversely affect White-taile 
Kites or other predators, and will not djminish prey populations (such as Californi 
voles) critical to the survival of White-tailed Kites utilizing the site. The applican 
shall not implement the temporary plan without authorization by the Executiv 
Director. A log of all rodenticide, pesticide, fungicide, and fertilizer applications o 
other chemical treatments applied on site, shall be kept at all times, indicating th 
date and specific area of application, climate conditions (windspeed, precipitation) 
climate conditions within seven days prior to the application (particularly noting date 
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and amounts of rainfall). Copies of these logs shall be provided quarterly to the 
approved biological monitor. . 

e) Management of the portions of the site subject to the Tarplant Area Restoration Plan 
(T ARP) and other specified sensitive species or habitat areas shall be undertaken 
without the use of chemicals unless such use is authorized by the written approval 
of the Executive Director after consulting , with a qualified biologist. Management of 
weeds or undesirable vegetation or incorporation of periodic disturbance pursuant to 
the DPTARP shall be undertaken by mechanical or hand removal. No application of 
chemicals may be applied within the 300 foot buffer setback from the top of canyon 
of Eagle Canyon as shown on Addendum Exhibit. 

f) All chemicals that are authorized for application through the final approved plans 
shall target the smallest feasible area at a time, shall be hand applied, no 
commercial spray rigs shall be allowed, and no aerial applications of any kind shall 
be allowed. Preference shall be given to hand placement of the smallest effective 
dose, applied to the smallest area necessary, of any chemical application authorized 
herein. 

g) Roughs shall incorporate vegetative and/or structural shelters for use by dispersing 
red-legged frogs; these shelters shall be interspersed among the fairways at 
intervals conducive to preferential use by frogs and to reduce sheltering by 
dispersing frogs within the portions of the roughs that are subject to mowing. The 
number and location of the shelters within the fairways shall be shown on the final 
plans and shall be reviewed by the approved biological consultant. 

In accepting Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154, the applicant agrees to 
construct and operate the development approved in this coastal development permit at 
all times in accordance with the requirements of the final approved Integrated Pest, 
Predator, and Turf Management Plans. 

Special Condition 6: Tarplant Area Restoration Plan and Deed Restrictions 

Prior to Issuance of Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154 the applicant shall 
submit a Tarplant Area Restoration Plan prepared by a qualified biologist, botanist or 
restoration ecologist that provides a sufficient Southern Tarplant mitigation area to 
provide a 4:1 ratio for the maximum extent of Southern Tarplant estimated on site in 
1998 and for a soil seedbank and backup tarplant mitigation area as shown. Primary 
populations of tarplant in the former loading rack location and in the Fairway 18 
locations shall be preserved and shall be subject to a 250 foot bu~fer to be measured 
from the outer area of the protected population, as shown on Addendum Exhibit. 

The final plan shall additionally provide that: 

(a) Other tarplant populations (seven) mapped on Addendum Exhibit shall be surveyed, 
and seed collected and grown in offsite nursery for seedbank and future sowing on 
site. 

(b) Tarplant restoration area is prepared and managed in a manner compatible with the 
protection of other sensitive resources on site, and is accomplished by hand 
removal of non-native species and appropriate implementation of disturbance, 
episodically as outlined in the plan, to maintain adequate germination of Southam 
Tarplant populations. 

Page 13 



A-4-STB-93-154-CC..;·A2 (Area Dos Pueblos Golf Links) 
May 31,2002 

(c) Mitigation monitoring, restoration goals and performance standards, and ada tive 
management strategies and quarterly reporting requirements. A 

(d) Measures to ensure that Southern Tarplant populations are protected d ring • 
construction and operations (including but not limited to monitoring by qua fied 
biological monitor approved by the E?<ecutive Director, final grading and constru tion 
plan notes and graphic depiction of off-limits boundaries protective of tarplant, and 
construction crew briefings), and that seed collection has been satisfac rily 
implemented prior to commencement of any site disturbance near donor lant 
populations. Construction and implementation of site operations shall be timed and 
staged subordinate to the provisions of this Special Condition. 

(e) Tarplant restoration areas shall be permanently fenced and signed as offl its 
except on specified pedestrian pathways, and interpretive, educational sig ge 
about the restoration project shall be placed within view of adjacent pathways. 

Implementation of the Southern Tarplant Area Restoration Plan required pursua t to 
this Special Condition shall be conducted and monitored by a qualified restor ion 
ecologist, biologist, or botanist. 

Special Condition 7: Future Development Deed Restriction 

All areas shown in the revised plans required by Special Condition 3 as n 
grassland, coastal sage scrub, and/or southern tarplant mitigation areas or White-t 
Kite protection areas shall be restricted to open space for purposes of wildlife prate ion 
and habitat conservation/restoration, and no development as defined in section 30 06 
of the Coastal Act shall occur in the open space areas, except for removal of non-n 
vegetation, planfing native vegetation, or other actions to enhance growth of n 
vegetation that are included in the approved Tarplant Area Restoration Plan require 
Special Condition 6. 

Prior to issuance of Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154-CC-A2, the appli 
shall execute and record a deed restriction in form and content acceptable to 
Executive Director, reflecting the above restriction on development in the design 
open space areas. The deed restriction shall include legal descriptions of both 
parcels that constitute the site and the open space areas. The deed restriction shall un 
with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of p ior 
liens or encumbrances that the Executive Director determines may affect he 
enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shalf not be removed or chan ed 
without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit. 

Special Condition 8: Wetland Monitoring, Buffering and Restoration 

Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit fi al 
project plans that incorporate a minimum 100-ft. setback from the outer edges of all 
wetlands as a buffer area from development. Pedestrian pathways for light recreatio al 
use may be included within buffer areas. 

Special Condition 9: Final Grading Plan 
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Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the final grading plan shall be 
revised to show the outer limits of Southern Tarplant and White-tailed Kite protected 
habitat areas and other sensitive resource exclusion or caution areas. The plans shall 
show the placement of temporary construction fencing around all areas prohibited from 
disturbance either permanently or seasonally or in accordance with phasing 
requirements set forth elsewhere, and plan notes shall clearly describe the applicable 
limitations and requirements. The revised grading plan must be reviewed and approved 
by the Executive Director. All development shall be conducted in compliance with the 
revised, approved grading plan. 

Special Condition 10: White-tailed Kite Habitat Protection Plan 

Prior to Issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit a 
white-tailed Kite Habitat Protection Plan prepared by a qualified biologist approved by 
the Executive Director. The plan shall, at a minimum, 

(a) Provide for the preservation of the maximum feasible mature specimen trees in the 
area shown on Addendum Exhibit . 

(b) Provide for the preservation of specific tree clusters that have been used for, or 
contain potential nest remnants, of white-tailed Kite nesting since March 2000. 
These shall be mapped on an addendum exhibit that is finalized in conjunction with 
the completion of the continuing raptor nesting survey scheduled to conclude on 
June 6, 2002, but are partially shown, based on data collected by publication, in 
Exhibits 3, 8, and 9. 

(c) Provide for the relocation on site of mature specimen trees suitable for raptor 
perching or nesting,where a consulting arborist determines that relocation may be 
accomplished, in lieu of destroying such trees. Where removal of mature, 
specimen trees is unavoidable, planting of mature specimen nursery stock of 
species determined by qualified biologist to provide optimal raptor perching or 
nesting architecture, with preference given to locally native species such as oaks, 
shall be required where suitable locations exist. 

(d) Provide for post-construction maximum native grassland habitat plantings and 
revegetation designed to encourage and sustain populations of the California vole 
as close to the nesting and primary perching sites shown on Exhibits 3, 8, and 9 as 
possible. 

(e) Incorporate a ban on use of rodenticides through out the course except as 
specifically approved by the Executive Director in limited circumstances outlined in 
other applicable special conditions herein. 

(f) Establish a 300ft. buffer from nesting trees shown in Exhibits 8 and 9 (which may 
be revised to include additional information gathered during the continuing raptor 
nesting survey that will conclude on June 6, 2002) which shall be designated as a 
White-tailed Kite protection area on the revised plans required by Special Condition 
3. No development shall be allowed within these buffers. Light bird-watching use 
by pedestrians may be authorized in these areas provided such use is regularly 
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monitored by the approved biological monitor. The biological monitor hall 
immediately stop any encroachment into the 300 ft. buffer areas during brae ing 
and nesting season if there is any evidence that the Kites are adversely affecte by e 
the proximity of people within the buffer area. The plan shall prohibit horses, d gs, 
or other pets, or vehicles. Bicycles, scooters, strollers, roller skates, and her 
wheeled transportation shall not be allowed within the buffer area. 

(g) Minor development on the periphery of the nesting areas and outside of the 30 ft. 
buffer area may be allowed where no feasible alternative location exists and w ere 
disturbance to the kites is minimized. Any such development must be include in 
the revised plans required by Special Condition 3 and approved by the Exec ive 
Director. The approved biological monitor shall observe and report to the Exec ive 
Director on the effects of the use of such development during kite breeding/nes ing 
season during the first two years of project operations. If interference with ite 
breeding/nesting activities is observed by the approved monitor, the area shal be 
placed off limits and an application to amend the Permit shall be submitted if he 
applicant proposes to reroute or relocate such development. 

(h) Construction and repair and maintenance activities shall be prohibited in the 
shown in Addendum Exhibit from March 1 through August 31, annually, 
disturbance in this area shall be kept to an absolute minimum, and subject to 
oversight of the approved biological monitor, during the breeding/nesting season 

{i) The final plan shall include White-tailed Kite habitat enhancement and protec on 
goals, milestones, performance standards, monitoring and reporting timelines, nd 
adaptive management strategies. 

The approved project shall be constructed and operated at all times in accordance w h 
the requirements of the final approved White-tailed Kite Habitat Protection Plan. 

Special Condition 11: Restrictions on Night Lighting & Hours of Use 

In accordance with the applicant's proposal, there shall be no night lighting on the olf 
course except emergency and security lighting in the clubhouse area, and this shall e 
the minimum necessary, shielded downward, and on a motion detector/timer. o 
lighting shall shine outside of the immediate clubhouse, outbuilding, and parking lot 
areas and no fighting shall shine toward Eagle Canyon. Golf course functions shall e 
limited to daytime use only, and all facilities shall close within one half-hour a er 
sundown. Golfing shall not be allowed to commence on the course after such time s 
play can be concluded by sundown. 

No repair and maintenance activities shall be conducted on the golf course or adjac nt 
areas between sundown and 9:00a.m. 

Special Condition 12: Final Septic Disposal Plan 

Prior to the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit fi al 
septic disposal plans that demonstrate that the effluent of the final project design c n • 
be processed via the three drywall septic pit design authorized in the original proj ct 
approval, without daylighting of effluent in any of the riparian corridors on site. T e 
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applicant's consulting geologist shall affirm in writing that the final septic disposal plans 
are adequate to ensure the effective disposal of all facility septic effluent without 
effluent discharge into the riparian corridors providing breeding or upland habitat for the 
California red-legged frog on site. 

Special Condition 13: Streambed Alte~ation Agreement 

Prior to the Issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit an 
executed copy of the extended Streambed Alteration Agreement presently under review 
by the California Department of Fish and Game, including any attachments or 
conditions thereto. Any significant changes to the approved project required by the 
CDFG shall require an amendment to the Coastal Development Permit, unless the 
Executive Director determines that no permit amendment is required. 

Special Condition 14: Deed Restriction: No Future Shoreline Armoring 

A. By acceptance of this Permit, the applicant agrees, on behalf of itself and. all 
successors and assigns, that no bluff or shoreline protective device(s) shall be 
constructed on the property subject to Coastal Development Permit No. A-4-STB-93-
154-CC-A2, or any other property, now or in the future, for the purpose of protecting the 
development approved pursuant to Coastal Development Permit No. A-4-STB-93-154-
CC-A2, in the event that the development is threatened with imminent damage or 
destruction from waves, erosion, storm conditions, bluff retreat, landslides, or other 
natural hazards in the future. By acceptance of this Permit, the applicant hereby 
waives, on behalf of itself (or himself or herself, as applicable) and all successors and 
assigns, any rights to construct such devices that may exist under Public Resources 
Code Section 30235. The applicant may submit an application for a permit amendment 
to relocate portions of the golf course that are threatened in the future by bluff erosion, 
if it does not propose to relocate any portion of the golf course to an area that is 
restricted to open space for purposes of wildlife protection or habitat conservation/ 
restoration or to an associated buffer area required by this Permit. 

B. Prior to the issuance of Coastal Development Permit No. A-4-STB-93-154-CC
A2, the applicant shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content 
acceptable to the Executive Director, which reflects the above restrictions on 
development. The deed restriction shall include a legal description of each of the 
parcels that constitute the project site. The deed restriction shall run with the land 
binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens or 
encumbrances that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of 
the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a 
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit. 

Special Condition 15: Biological Enhancement Landsc·ape Plan 

Prior to ·the issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit 
evidence that the Biological Enhancement Landscape Plan previously submitted has 
been revised to incorporate the provisions and requirements set forth in these special 
conditions, including all final plans and project designs. The applicant shall submit 
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evidence to the Executive Director that the revised Biological Enhancement Lands ape 
Plan has been reviewed and approved by Santa Barbara County. 

SECTION II. FINDINGS 

A. Background 

A.1. Setting 

The project site is located on a coastal marine terrace approximately 1.5 miles we 
the intersection of Winchester Canyon and U.S. Highway 101 on the Gaviota Coa 
Santa Barbara County. The site is bounded on the north by Highway 101, and he 
steep coastal bluffs face south toward the Pacific Ocean. Undeveloped open sp ce 
and grazing lands border the property on the upcoast (west) and downcoast (e t). 
The Baccara Resort (formerly the Hyatt) is located approximately one mile downco st, 
toward Goleta, on the south side of Highway 101. North of Highway 101 is o en 
space/agricultural land ascending into the Santa Ynez Mountains of the Los Pa es 
National Forest. 

Most of the site is comprised of two farge parcels bisected by the Union Pacific Railr ad 
tracks. Twenty-one of the old Township of Naples substandard, antiquated lots re 
located at the westernmost end of the site. The development potential of th se 
substandard sized lots has not been determined, but the merger of all lots compris g 
the total project site was a condition of Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154 

Slopes on the terraced portions of the site are generally less than 1 0 percent, but n e 
coastal drainages incise the site, descending at slopes often greater than 30 perc nt 
into riparian canyons below. The coastal bluffs at the southern edge of the terra s 
descend almost vertically to the beach below. 

Eagle Canyon marks the eastern parcel boundary, and Tomate Canyon extends no -
south in the western portion of the site. Seven smaller unnamed drainages exist on t e 
site, all flowing generally from north to south, toward the Pacific Ocean. 

Soils on the site are primarily of the Diablo Series. This high clay soil series is 
characterized by slow permeability, high shrink-swell potential. In some areas, wh e 
former energy facility abandonment has occurred, excavation and compaction of t e 
typical clay soils on site has resulted in the formation of new wetlands (one of t e 
changed circumstances addressed in this report). 

The local climate is marine dominated. As such, it is characterized by mild winter a d 
summer temperatures, consistent onshore winds, and periodic summer fog. Avera 
rainfall along this portion of the coast is approximately 17 inches per year. As th 
portion of California has a generally Mediterranean climate pattern, most of the annu I 
rain falls between November and March. 

The most predominant vegetation on the site consists of large expanses of ruder I 
(non-native) interspersed with patches of native grasslands. Numerous specimen no -
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native trees, such as cypress, pine, and eucalyptus dot the site, forming informal 
windrows in some locations and groves in others (particularly in Eagle Canyon). 

The mature specimen trees south of the railroad tracks have attracted a relatively rare 
raptor, the White-tailed Kite, previously not known to visit the site. White-tailed kites had 
been thought on the verge of extinction in California in the 1930s, made a rebound in 
numbers and possibly peaked at approximately 780 birds in the late 1970s, and have 
fluctuated in numbers since. The Kites were afforded special protection in th~ Santa 
Barbara County Local Coastal Program in the early 1980s, but by the early 1990s 
White-tailed Kites were virtually absent in southern Santa Barbara County. This spring, 
however, at least one pair of Kites has nested in the specimen windrows on the south 
side of the railroad tracks (Exhibit 8 and 9) and a second pair is also perching nearby 
and may nest. A formal survey of the White-tailed Kite on site is presently underway 
under the applicant's direction, but will not be finalized until June 6. Preliminary results 
are summarized in a subsequent section of this report. 

Other vegetation communities onsite include coastal sage scrub, small isolated 
wetlands (including a vernal pooJ with anthropogenic origins), riparian wetlands and 
stream corridors, southern willow scrub, fresh water marsh, an estuary in the mouth of 
Eagle Canyon, and the beachfront areas at the foot of the bluffs. Tomate Canyon 
contains a seasonal pond with high wildlife values, north of the railroad tracks and 
within the riparian corridor. 

A eucalyptus grove within Eagle Canyon, north of the railroad tracks, on the eastern 
boundary of the site has been identified as an autumnal/winter roosting site for the 
monarch butterfly. This site was previously known to host only a small number of 
monarchs (approximately 150) but more recent counts have disclosed monarchs 
numbering in the thousands, and in a different area of the grove than previously known 
(a changed circumstance addressed in this report). 

Burmah Beach, located 1 ,600 feet east of the western parcel boundary is a known 
harbor seal 11haulout'' and rookery. Naples Reef, which is considered a unique and 
sensitive habitat area, and an important surfing location, is located in the Pacific Ocean 
in close proximity to the western end of the site. 

Eagle Canyon, which traverses the easterly boundary of the site, drains to the Pacific 
Ocean via a small estuary at the mouth of the canyon. Eagle Canyon Creek has been 
found since 1999 to be occupied by the federally endangered California red-legged 
frog, and the estuary at the mouth of the creek contains the federally threatened 
tidewater goby. 

Two rare plants are found on site: Southern Tarplant and Cliff Aster. The Cliff Aster 
populations tend to inhabit the shale bluffs of the site, and therefore are located outside 
of the proposed development envelope. The Southern Tarplant was only known to 
occur in one population of 20-30 plants at the time the project was considered by the 
Commission. The presence of the Southern Tarplant on site has since been 
determined to be far more extensive and significant than was thought in 1994 and nine 
populations have been documented on site - one containing at least 4,500 plants in 
1998. 
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Finally, a number of new wetlands · have been documented since the site A 
characterized at the time of project approval. The underlying environm W 
assessments for the proposed project were prepared at the end of approximatel five 
dry years - a drought cycle. Since the original project approval, however, energy fa ility 
abandonment (soils excavation and compaction, in an area of low-permeability lay 
soils) in 1996 - 1998 combined with wetter rainfall years produced a series of ew, 
small wetlands. The applicant delineated these wetlands in consultation with the .S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conservation Service. Some of the amendm 
presently proposed by the applicant are adjustments of the golf course layout to 
these wetlands. 

A.2 Permit History 

The project site was originally given a Coastal Dependent Industry (M-CD) land use 
zoning designation in the Santa Barbara County LCP, which was certified in 1982. 
designation was largely based upon the existing industrial facilities on the site, an 
long-standing use for oil and gas production dating from the mid-1940's. 

The remaining on-site petroleum production facilities were deemed non-conforming 
the adoption of the County South Coast Consolidation Planning Area Policy in 199 In 
1991, the site was redesignated and rezoned Agriculture II (AG-11), 1 00-acre minim m, 
at the County's request as part of major LCP amendment 3-90 which consolidate oil 
and gas facilities sites to other locations within the South Coast Consolidation Plan ing 
Area. The redesignation and rezone to Agriculture was precipitated by the Cou y's 
desire to consolfdate the energy facilities along the Gaviota coast into two sites ver 
time. 

At the time the Commission considered Amendment 3-90, no specific proposal f r a 
golf course had been developed that would allow either the County or the Commis ion 
to evaluate the specific relative impacts of a golf course versus agricultural land u es, 
or other recreational uses. However, in certifying the Agricultural land use and zo ing 
designation for the property the Commission acknowledged· the intent of ARCO ( co 
Oil and Gas owned the site at the time) to develop a golf facility on the site, nd 
specifically indicated that its action to redesignate the land as Agriculture was ot 
meant to preclude the possible future use of the site for a golf facility. A golf coa..:rse a 
conditionally permitted use in the County's LCP in the Agriculture II zone district. 

Subsequently, the applicant applied for a Conditional Use Permit and Coa tal 
Development Permit to construct a golf course and appurtenant facilities (Co ty 
application dated October 25, 1991 ). This Conditional Use Permit (91-CP-085) as 
appealed to the Coastal Commission by the Surfrider Foundation in 1993. At he 
November 17, 1993 hearing the Commission determined that the appeal raise a 
substantial issue with respect to conformity with the County of Santa Barbara's L al 
Coastal Program and asserted coastal development permitting jurisdiction over he 
project. On April 13, 1994 the Commission conducted a de novo public hearing on he 
merits of the appeal and denied the project. Shortly thereafter, the applicant reques ed 
a reconsideration of the Commission's action, and the Commission on July 3, 1 94 
voted to grant reconsideration of the previous denial. 
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On November 16, 1994 the Coastal Commission voted to approve an amended project 
(A-STB-93-154) with two special conditions (to consolidate all ·parcels into two large 
parcels and restrict future redivision, and to incorporate all of the County's conditions of 
approval). The Commission adopted revised findings on February 8, 1995 for the golf 
course as originally approved in 1994 (The adopted revised findings are attached as 
Exhibit 14). 

The two-year time limit on the original Coastal Development Permit issued for this 
project was tolled as a result of a suit brought against the Commission, the County of 
Santa Barbara, and the applicant. Consequently, the original two-year time limit was 
extended until January 28, 1999. 

On November 9, 1998 the applicant applied for an amendment to the Coastal 
Development Permit (A-4-STB-93-154-A2) to modify a number of elements of the golf 
course previously approved as part of the Commission's original Coastal Development 
Permit. On May 19, 1999 the applicant revised the original amendment request to 
further address concerns regarding environmentally sensitive habitats and species. 
This revised amendment was scheduled for consideration at the Commission•s June 
1999 hearing. 

On January 7, 1999, prior to the scheduled expiration on January 28, 1999 of the 
original Coastal Development Permit time limit, the applicant submitted a timely 
application for a one-year extension of Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154. 
Although the extension request was not considered by the Commission until June 7, 
1999 the permit did not expire after January 28, 1999 because the applicant's timely 
submittal of an extension request forestalled permit expiration until the outcome of the 
Commission hearing. 

At the June 7, 1999 hearing on the applicant's extension and amendment requests, the 
Commission denied the extension and rendered the amendment request moot. Two 
pending appeals concerning final COP issuance by Santa Barbara County for the golf 
course (which incorporated numerous changes since original approval of the CUP by 
the County) and cleanup of contaminated soils on site were also continued, to be 
considered subsequent to the future consideration of changed circumstances. This 
staff report considers changed circumstances since Commission approval of the permit 
(November 1994) and the amendment request (new) proposed by the applicant. The 
pending appeals will be placed on a subsequent hearing agenda. 

A.3. Project Description 

The project includes construction of a public 18-hole golf course (approximately 100 
acres) to operate 360 days/year and serve approximately 60,000 rounds of golf (1-4 
golfers per round); 9-hole executive golf course (approximately 8 acres) to serve 
approximately 20,000 rounds per year; driving range and putting green (approximately 
12 acres); turf farm (up to 3 acres); approximately 9,300 sq. ft. of clubhouse 
(restaurant/bar with 130 seats, banquet facilities, pro-shop, meeting rooms, 
administrative facilities, lockers); 8,012 sq. ft. cart barn; 7,974 sq. ft. maintenance and 
office building; approximately 15,000 sq. ft. maintenance yard (including wash-off area 
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and fueling island/gasoline tanks, service yard); approximately 5,000 sq. ft. encl sed 
chemical and trash storage area including 800 sq. ft. chemical storage buil ing; A 
approximately 300 paved parking spaces, including 15 public coastal access pa king • 
spaces (clubhouse, cart facilities, parking cover approximately 8 acres, total), 700 . ft. 
halfway house (incruding snackbar, restrooms, starter station), other restroom fac ities 
and three shelters; two 1 00 ft. long, 14 ft. high x 14 ft. wide tunnel undercrossin s of 
the railroad tracks (to route golf carts paths through a zigzag course layout -- oth 
undercrossings are located within riparian corridors; approximately 310,000 cu. y . of 
grading (155,()00 cu. yds. of cut; 155,000 cu. yds. of fill, including a maximum elev tion 
change of 25 feet from existing to finished grade, with grading estimated to impac 125 
acres); installation of 5,200 linear feet of 8'' reclaimed water line from Goleta to ite; 
construction of 4 acre-foot reclaimed water storage lake (8 ft. deep, 30,000 s . ft. 
surface area), private on-site septic disposal system reliant on three {3) drywall pit for 
effluent disposal; dedication, construction, operation and maintenance of various p blic 
coastal access improvements; landscaping; installation of acceleration and deceler tion 
lanes in Caltrans right-of-way; merger of all 23 existing lots (including 21 substan rd-
sized lots) into two parcels totaling 202 acres and applicant's proposal to restric the 
resultant parcels from future subdivision; and development setbacks of a minimu of 
55 feet from the bluff edge for all permanent, structural developments, and exce for 
public coastal access trails, development setbacks of a minimum of 30 feet from to -of-
bluff seaward edge for all other non-structural development (such as greens, fai ys, 
tee boxes, cart paths, landscaping). 

A.4. Proposed Amendments 

In addition to seeking a new hearing on changed circumstances, the applicant 
seeks to amend the project in accordance with the attached· revised project descri ion 
dated February 28, 2002 (Addendum Exhibit). The applicant also proposes tow iva 
any future right to request approval for the installation of shoreline protective devi es, 
pursuant to the attached fetter dated April 5, 2002 (Addendum Exhibit). F a 
comparison of the basic project footprint (course layout, bridge locations, etc.), with he 
project if amended as proposed, see colored Exhibit 2, provided by the applicant. 

The changes proposed by the applicant are generally described as: modification of 
golf course layout, relocation of vehicular access, changes to location and layout of 
tunnel undercrossings of the railroad tracks, slight relocation and redesign of reclai 
water storage lake (and increase in depth from 8' to 15' with volume increased fro 
acre ft. to 5.4 acre-ft. of storage capacity, with surface remaining approximately 
same - 30,000 sq. ft.), architectural design of buildings, drainage and erosion co 
features and design, future horse tie-up/bicycle rack; location and number of brid 
location and design of public vertical accessways, add six acre parcel (previously 6-
private land inholding since acquired) and merge the resultant 24 total lots into two ts 
and applicant's proposal to restrict the resultant 208 acres/two (2) parcels from fut re 
redivision, add pumphouse and padmounted electrical transformer for lake use, nd 
certain other changes associated with Habitat Conservation Plan for California r d-
legged frog, including Turf Management Plan, Integrated Pest Management Plan, nd 
Water Quality Plan. Specific changes to plans are shown in Exhibits X - X an in 
detailed plans on file at Commission office and available at the public hearing. 
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A.5. Pending Appeals 

As stated previously, the project description includes notice that separate permits for 
the abandonment and removal of the former Arco Oil and Gas production facilities, and 
subsequent cleanup of contaminated soils, will be processed and issued by the Santa 
Barbara County Energy Division. To accomplish these objectives, Santa Barbara 
County issued Coastal Development Permits 96-CDP-138, 97-CDP-127 {Phase 1)), and 
COP, 97-CDP-127 (Phase l(b)). The first two COPs were for removal of the oil and gas 
production facilities; the third COP was for cleanup for residual contaminated soils 
(applicant's Remedial Action Plan). 

The first two of the three total permits were not appealed to the Commission, and the 
approved activities were completed. The third permit (remediation), 97-COP-127 
(Phase l(b)), was timely appealed, but the appeal (along with a timely appeal of the 
COP issued by the County for the golf course) was continued at the June 7, 1999 
hearing, when the Commission voted not to extend COP A-4-STB-93-154. 

The applicant notified Commission staff last fall that the development proposed in the 
remediation permit would possibly be included in the amendments presently proposed . 
by the applicant. On May 20, 2002 however, the applicant notified staff that the project 
would not be amended to include the cleanup of contaminated soils (Andriette 
Culbertson, personal communication to staff, May 21, 2002). 

A.6. Changed Circumstances 

Pursuant to the Coastal Act and the Commission's administrative regulations, when an 
applicant seeks the extension of a previously approved permit, a hearing is held that 
may conclude with a decision that can be made by three Commissioners, that "changed 
circumstances" exist. Thus, the extension is denied. Then, at the applicant's request, 
the matter can be set for a full hearing. The applicant is not required to file a new 
permit application, but must submit any information necessary to evaluate the effect of 
the changed circumstances. The Commission does not re-examine its position on 
issues regarding which there are no changed circumstances. However, in the 
subsequent hearing, the Commission is not limited in its review only to changed 
circumstances identified by the Commission at the time of the denial of the extension. 
The Commission may properly look at any modification to the permit, or even deny the 
permit, and it can do so based not only on those changed circumstances identified at 
the time of the denial of the extension, but also based upon subsequently identified 
changed circumstances. 2 Any changes in the environment of the proposed project site 
that have occurred since the project was originally approved by the Commission may be 
considered at the full hearing on changed circumstances. 

In the case of COP A-4-STB-93-154 (Arco Dos Pueblos Golf Course), changed 
circumstances have occurred on site with regard to the following species and habitats 

2 For example, if the Commission were dealing with a housing project, and geologists 
identified a newly discovered major earthquake fault directly under the project, the 
Commission could properly take that information into account in making its decision on 
the permit. 
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since the Commission's November 16, 1994 approval of COP A-4-STB-93-154, an are 
as discussed more fully in the sections below. 

• California Red-Legged Frog 
• Tidewater Goby 
• Monarch Butterfly 
• Southern Tarplant 
• New Wetlands 
• White-Tailed Kite 

A.7. Standard of Review 

Because Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154 arose from an appeal to the 
Commission, the standard of review for th~ full hearing of the project on cha ed 
circumstances, and for the amendments to the project proposed by the applicant, i the 
policies and provisions of Santa Barbara County's certified Local Coastal Pro am 
(LCP) and the coastal access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Ac . 

B. Environmentally Sensitive Resources and Water Quality 

8.1. California Red-Legged Frog 

8.1.1. Changed Circumstances 

Since the Commission's original review and approval of this project in November 1 
the California red-legged frog has been documented on portions of the project ite 
based on field surveys conducted in 1999. The red-legged frog was listed as threate ad 
under the federal Endangered Species Act in 1996, an acknowledgement of he 
precipitous decline of the frog's population. The red-legged frog has been extirp ed 
(eliminated) from over 70 percent of its former range in California. U.S. Fish nd 
Wildlife Service listed critical habitat for the frog in March, 2001. Accordingly, area on 
the site that support the red-legged frog are environmentally sensitive habitat under he 
LCP. 

The Coastal Commission declined to extend Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB 3-
154 on June 7, 1999 in light of the discovery of the California red-legged frog in E le 
Canyon, on the site of the proposed project. The U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service noti ed 
the Commission at that time that the construction and operation of the proposed olf 
course and appurtenant facilities would likely result in the .. take" (killing) of red-leg ed 
frogs. The applicant therefore sought, as the Service suggested, a federal Sec on 
10(a)(1)(B) permit under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, for he 
incidental take of California red-legged frogs. The permit was granted in January, 20 2. 

The following discussion evaluates the impacts of the project, as modified by he 
applicant, on the California red-legged frog on the subject site. 
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8.1.2. Red-Legged Frog Life History 

The California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonil) is the largest native frog in the 
western United States, ranging in size from 1.5 to 5 inches. The bodies of adult 
females are approximately one-inch longer than those of adult males. 

The belly and hind legs of adult frogs are often red or salmon pink; the back is 
characterized by small black flecks and larger dark blotches on a background of brown, 
gray, olive or reddish brown. 

California red-legged frogs have been found from sea level to about 5,000 feet and may 
be found in a variety of habitats. The frogs breed in aquatic habitats such as streams, 
ponds, marshes and stock ponds. During wet weather, frogs may move through upland 
habitats. Frogs spend considerable time resting and feeding in riparian habitat. They 
mostly eat invertebrates. 

California red-legged frogs are relatively prolific breeders, usually laying egg masses 
during or shortly following heavy rainfall in the late winter or early spring. Females can 
lay between 2,000 and 5,000 eggs in a single mass. The eggs are attached to 
bulrushes or cattails. 

It takes between 6 to 14 days for the eggs to hatch and approximately 3.5 to 7 months 
for the tadpoles to develop into frogs. Some research indicates that changing 
environmental conditions, such as the drying of a pond, can accelerate the time 
required for tadpoles to develop, allowing metamorphosis from tadpoles into frogs in as 
little as 2.5 months under environmental pressure (Jon Allen, Ph.D., Commission staff 
ecologist). The highest rates of mortality for this species occur during the tadpole 
stage: less than one-percent of eggs hatched reach adulthood. 

Tadpoles and young frogs hunt day and night. This constant activity makes them 
visible, and, consequently, more vulnerable to predators. 

The ideal habitat elements for California red-legged frogs are aquatic and upland areas 
where suitable breeding and nonbreeding habitat is interspersed throughout the 
landscape and is interconnected by dispersal habitat. 

As stated above, the California red-legged frog has been extirpated from over 70 
percent of its former range in California and is currently found primarily in wetlands and 
streams in coastal drainages of Central California. The species is threatened within its 
remaining range by a wide variety of human impacts, including urban encroachment, 
construction of water supply facilities, introduction of exotic predators, polluted runoff, 
agricultural chemicals, and drainage and filling of ponds and other freshwater habitat, 
loss of upland dispersal and non-breeding season foraging habitat, and habitat 
fragmentation. The frog,· like many amphibians, is also threatened by opportunistic 
diseases to which the species is rendered more vulnerable by ecological stress. 
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8.1.4. LCP Policies and Provisions 

Santa Barbara County's certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) contains the folio e 
Land Use Plan (LUP) policies and provisions and implementing ordinances rega 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat and Water Quality. The portions that are tha 
applicable to the changed circumstances consideration of the project regardin 
California Red-legged Frog and the consideration of the proposed amendments ar set 
forth in pertinent part below: 

LUP Policy 2-11 : A// development, including agriculture, adjacent to areas desig 
on the land use plan or resource maps as environmentally sensitive habitat areas, 
be regulated to avoid adverse impacts on habitat resources. Regulatory me 
include, but are not limited to, setbacks, buffer zones, grading controls, 
restrictions, maintenance of natural vegetation, and control of runoff. 

The LUP provides in Section 3.9.3. (Planning Issues) that •• Habitats are conside11 d to 
be environmentally sensitive when they exhibit extreme vulnerability to disturban e or 
destruction from human activities. In Santa Barbara County, recreational 
agricultural practices, and development pose the greatest threats to habitats be 
existing County regulations do not provide adequate protection. 

The LUP states on page 119: While the (ESHA) designations reflected on the Jan use 
plan and resource maps represent the best available information, these design tions 
are not definitive and may need modification in the future. The scale of the aps 
precludes complete accuracy in the mapping of habitat areas and in some case , the 
precise location 'of habitat areas is not known. In addition, migration of spec1 s or 
discovery of new habitats would result in the need for designation of a new rea. 
Therefore, the boundaries of the designations should be updated periodically in on er to 
incorporate new data. 

In addition, the LUP states on page 120: Most native plant communities a 
designated on the land use plan and resource maps because they exist in so 
locations throughout the coastal zone. Only major streams and wetlands are sho 
the land use plan maps. 

The LUP further states on pages 119 and 120: Significant habitat resources the 
coastal zone which meet at least one of these criteria are designated on the Ia 
plan maps. Environmentally sensitive habitat areas have been grouped in 
following categories: (dunes, wetlands, native grasslands, vemal pools, butterfly rees, 
marine mammal rookeries and hauling grounds, White-tailed Kite habitat, s btidal 
reefs, rocky points and intertidal areas, kelp beds, seabird nesting and roosting reas, 
native plants, streams) . . . Due to the limitations of mapping techniques and, in some 
cases, incomplete information on habitat areas, the following policies shall a ly to 
development on parcels designated as a habitat area on the land use plan nd/or 
resource maps and to development on parcels within 250 feet of a habitat a ea or 
projects affecting an environmentally sensitive habitat area. 

LUP Policy 9-1: Prior to the issuance of a development permit, all projects on 
shown on the land use plan and/or resource maps with a Habitat Area 
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designation or within 250 feet of such designation or projects affecting an 
environmentally sensitive habitat area shall be found to be in conformity with the 
applicable habitat protection policies of the land use plan. All development plans, 
grading plans, etc., shall show the precise location of the habitat(s) potentially affected 
by the proposed project. Projects which could adversely impact an environmentally 
sensitive habitat area may be subject to a site inspection by a qualified biologist to be 
selected jointly by the County and the applicant. 

Habitats found in the County and policies for protecting these habitats are listed below. 
These policies are in addition to existing State and Federal regulations which protect 
many species of plants and animals and their habitats. 

According to the FEIR for the subject project (92-EIR-16), Tomate and Eagle Canyons 
(LUP pg. 135) are among the ESHAs designated on site by the County's LCP. In 
addition, native grassland areas, rare plant habitat areas, and wetlands and riparian 
drainages providing upland habitat for the red-legged frog, and the vernal pool south of 
the railroad, at the railroad bridge, are all ESHA pursuant to the requirements or the 
LCP. 

LUP Policy 9~9 (Wetlands buffers): A buffer strip, a minimum of 100 feet in width, shall 
be maintained in natural condition along the periphery of all wetlands. No permanent 
structures shall be permitted within the wetland or buffer area except structures of a 
minor nature, i.e., fences, or structures necessary to support the uses in Policy 9-10. 
. . . the (wetland boundary) definition shall not be construed to prohibit public trails within 
100 feet of a wetland. 

- LUP Policy 9-10: Light recreation such as birdwatching or nature study and scientific 
and educational uses shall be permitted with appropriate controls to prevent adverse 
impacts. 

LUP Policy 9-13: No unauthorized vehicle traffic shall be permitted in wetlands and 
pedestrian traffic shall be regulated and incidental to the permitted uses. 

LUP Policy 9-14: New development adjacent to or in close proximity to wetlands shall 
be compatible with the continuance of the habitat area and shall not result in a 
reduction in the biological productivity or water quality of the wetland due to runoff 
(carrying additional sediment or contaminants}, noise, thermal pollution, or other 
disturbances. · 

LUP Policy 9-15: Mosquito abatement practices shall be limited to the minimum 
necessary to protect health and prevent damage to natural resources. Spraying shall ' 
be avoided during nesting seasons to protect wildlife ... biological controls are 
encouraged. 

LUP Policy 9-19: No mosquito control activity shall be carried out in vernal pools unless 
it is required to avoid severe nuisance. 
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LUP Policy 9-20: Grass cutting for fire prevention shall be conducted in such a m nner 
as to protect vernal pools. No grass cutting shall be allowed within the vema/ poo area A 
or within a buffer zone of five feet or greater. -

LUP Policy 9-21 : Development shall be sited and designed to avoid vernal pool ites 
as depicted on the resource maps. 

The LUP states on page 136: Streams and creeks affect both the quantity and q ality 
of local water supplies. Heavy siltation of the stream bed can clog the natural fl w of 
water from the surface into groundwater reserves. Increased sedimentation in stli ams 
also results in higher flows and increased flood hazards. Polluted runoff from u land 
development or direct discharge into a stream can infiltrate the groundwater, th eby 
polluting underground water resources. Development and land use activity withi and 
adjacent to the watercourse has profound effects on stream hydrology, ch nel 
geometry, and water quality. Protection of streams requires regulation of /an 
within the immediate environment as well as control of land use in the larger waten ed. 
The following policies are directed at development within the stream cotA 'dor. 
Regulation of land uses in watershed is addressed in Section 3.3 of the (coastal) pl n. 

Definitions: 

Stream: watercourses, including major and minor streams, drainageways and 
lakes, ponds, and marshy areas through with streams pass. (Coastal Wetlands an 
included.) 

Riparian Vegetation: vegetation normally found along the banks and beds of stre ms, 
creeks, and rivers. 

Stream Corridor: a stream and its minimium prescribed buffer strip. 

Buffer: a designated width of land adjacent to the stream which is necessary to pn teet 
biological productivity, water quality, and hydrological characteristics of the strea A 
buffer strip is measured horizontally from the banks or high water mark of the stn am 
landward. 

Policies: 

LUP Policy 9-37: The minimum buffer strip for major streams in rural areas, as de~ ed 
by the land use plan, shall be presumptively 100 feet, and for streams in urban an as, 
50 feet. These minimum buffers may be adjusted upward or downward on a cas by
case basis. The buffer shall be established based on an investigation of the folio ing 
factors and after consultation with the Department of Fish and Game and Regi nal 
Water Quality Control Board in order to protect the biological productivity and ter 
quality of streams: 

a. soil type and stability of stream corridors; 
b. how surface water filters into the ground; 
c. slope of the land on either side of the stream; and 
d. location of the 1 00-year flood plain boundary. 
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Riparian vegetation shall be protected and shall be included in the buffer. Where 
riparian vegetation has previously been removed, except for channelization, the buffer 
shall allow for the reestablishment of riparian vegetation to its prior extent to the 
greatest degree possible. 

LUP Policy 9-38: No structures shall be located within the stream corridor except: 
public trails, dams for necessary water supply projects, flood control projects where no 
other method for protecting existing structures in the flood plain is feasible and where 
such protection is necessary for public safety or to protect existing development; and 
other development where the primary function is for the improvement of fish and wildlife 
habitat. Culverts, fences, pipelines, and bridges (when support structures are located 
outside the critical habitat) may be permitted when no alternative route/location is 
feasible. All development shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible. 

LUP Policy 9-40: All development, including dredging, filling, and grading within stream 
corridors, shall be limited to activities necessary for the construction of uses specified in 
Policy 9-38. When such activities require removal of riparian plant species, 
revegetation with local native plants shall be required except where undesirable for 
flood control purposes. Minor clearing of vegetation for hiking, biking, and equestrian 
trails shall be permitted. 

8.1.5. Red-Legged Frog Discovery & Habitat Requirements 

In February, 1999 Commission staff received, in connection with a hearing then 
scheduled on the subject project, a report prepared by Leticia Gallardo, a consultant 
biologist retained by project opponents (Surfrider Foundation and the Gaviota Coast 
Conservancy) reporting the results of an investigation by Leticia Gallardo at the east 
end of the project site, in Eagle Canyon. The report, entitled .. Biological Monitoring of 
Eagle Canyon Creek, Goleta, CA, .. dated February 3, 1999, summarized the results of 
two nights of monitoring of the mouth of Eagle Canyon Creek (which is also the eastern 
boundary of the subject site), which resulted in the identification of several individual 
California Red-legged Frogs (See Addendum Exhibit ). 

In response, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service notified the Commission staff (letter 
dated March 16, 1999): 

".... Grading of the site could kill or injure dispersing individuals. California red-legged 
frogs may be attracted to the golf course, once in operation, because of its water 
features and irrigation. Therefore, routine operation of the golf course is likely to cause 
mortality of the California red-legged frog as a result of vehicle use, maintenance of 
playing areas, and other related activities . ... The construction of the proposed public 
access footpath through Eagle Canyon Creek and the resulting increase in human 
activity in the immediate vicinity of habitat of California red-legged frog are likely to 
result in the take of California red-legged frogs." · 

The Commission subsequently denied an extension of Coastal Development Permit A-
4-STB-93-154 and the applicant applied to the USFWS for an incidental take permit for 
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federally endangered species under Section 1 O(a) permit under the En dang red 
Species Act. The permit was subsequently granted in January, 2002. 

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Setvice, the Red-legged Frog is known to t vel 
up to two miles from riparian habitat, particularly when dispersing or when seeking 
breeding season habitat. Therefore, FWS considers it likely that the frogs use u 
habitat on the subject site, in addition to the identified breeding habitat within 
Canyon. 

The primary constituent elements for Red-legged Frog habitat are aquatic and u and 
areas where suitable breeding and non-breeding habitat is interspersed throughou the 
landscape and is interconnected by unfragmented dispersal habitat. 

Well-vegetated terrestrial areas within the riparian corridors may provide imp ant 
sheltering habitat for Red-legged Frogs during the winter. Red-legged Frogs have een 
found as far as 200 feet from water in adjacent dense riparian vegetation. U e of 
adjacent habitat is most often associated with drying of creeks. The frogs dis 
from breeding habitat to forage and seek estivation habitat. Estivation is a dor 
state that occurs during hot, dry periods and protects amphibians from dryness in 
the same way as hibernation protects animals from cold. When an animal estivat 
breathing, heartbeat, and other body processes slow down. Estivation habitat can 
limiting factor to California Red-legged Frog population numbers and su 
According to the USFWS, essential upland habitat consists of all upland areas 
300 feet from the watershed boundary, from the edge of the ordinary high-water m 

Adult California Red-legged Frogs may move from breeding sites at any time 
year according to the US FWS. They can be encountered living within strea 
distances exceeding 1.8 miles from the breeding site and have been found furthe than 
300 feet from water in adjacent dense riparian vegetation. Dispersing adult fro s in 
northern Santa Cruz County traveled distances from .25 miles to more than 2 iles 
without apparent regard to topography, vegetation type, or riparian cor dors 
(Commission staff ecologist Jon Allen, Ph.D., reporting on research of J. Bulger, 2 00). 
Many newly metamorphosed juveniles tend to disperse short distances initially i July 
through September, and then move further away from breeding habitats during arm 
rain events. There is anecdotal evidence that juvenile California Red-legged rogs 
disperse at least .6 miles away from breeding habitat. Dr. Allen reports that juv niles 
have been observed inhabiting a wide variety of habitats while adults primarily i abit 
deep pools. Researchers postulate that juveniles might segregate themselves way 
from adults to escape predation and competition. 

The ability of juveniles and adults to disperse is important for the long-term surviv I and 
recovery of the California Red-legged Frog, as dispersing individuals can recol nize 
areas subjected to localized extirpation. ·The healthiest California Red-legged Frog 
populations persist as a collection of subpopulations that exchange genetic infor ation 
through individual dispersal events. These populations persist and flourish here 
suitable breeding and nonbreeding habitats are interspersed throughout the land cape 
and are interconnected by unfragmented dispersal habitat. The long ... term probab ity of 
the survival and recovery of California Red-legged Frogs is dependent upo the 
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protection of existing breeding habitat, the movements of individuals between aquatic 
patches and the ability to recolonize newly created or vacated habitats. 

8.1.6. Eagle Canyon Breeding Habitat 

Eagle Canyon, the stream corridor and densely vegetated canyon bounding the 
western edge of the site, has been documented as containing suitable breeding and 
estivation habitat for the California Red-legged Frog. Protection of the habitat within 
Eagle Canyon is therefore critical to the continued survival of the California Red-legged 
Frog on site. 

8.1.7. Other Potential Breeding & Upland Dispersal/Refuge Habitat 

The project site is incised by numerous unnamed drainages, and by Tomate Canyon, a 
designated environmentally sensitive habitat area, at the western end of the project. All 
drainages on site run generally north to south, toward the Pacific Ocean. A vernal pool 
is located just south of the railroad at the railroad bridge (the vernal pool is of manmade 
origin), and a number of new pocket wetlands have been delineated on site (a changed 
circumstance) since Commission approval of the project in 1994. 

Tomate Canyon and unnamed Drainage 4 contain seasonal ponds just north of the 
railroad tracks. The seasonal pond in Tomate Canyon was described in the 
Environmental Impact Report for the proposed project (92-EIR-16) as being surrounded 
by dense vegetation and affording high wildlife value due to the importance of surface 
water sources in a dry climate. 

The seasonal pond in Drainage 4 was deemed to be of somewhat less value due to the 
impacts of cattle grazing. 

In reviewing the project for potential impacts to the California Red-legged Frog, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service noted the importance of the upland habitats in Tomate 
Canyon and Drainage 4,. north of the railroad tracks, and of that offered by the vernal 
pool. FWS required conservation easements around these areas, as well as around 
Eagle Canyon, as a requirement of issuing a Section 10 (a)(1)(B) incidental take permit 
under the federal Endangered Species Act. 

Therefore, the subject site has been established to contain upland habitat necessary to 
support the California Red-legged Frog. 

8.1.8. Construction Impacts 

The construction of the golf course and related facilities has the potential to adversely 
affect both the breeding habitat and the upland habitat of the California Red-legged 
Frog through encroachment of development and conversion of existing open space and 
upland habitat to accommodate golfing fairways, greens, sand-traps, cart paths, as well 
as placement of physical structures. Impacts may also include loss of riparian upland 
habitat and seasonal ponds providing refuge and wet-year breeding habitat for the 
frogs. Changes in hydrology or water regime and disturbance associated with 
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temporary and permanent construction impacts would be significant sources of re uced 
upland habitat value. 

This section evaluates the adverse impacts to Red-legged Frogs that may result fr m: 

• construction of the Tomate Canyon railroad undercrossing within the ri rian 
corridor and the associated permanent removal of the Tomate Canyon sea anal 
pond; 

• construction of the reclaimed water storage fake and concerns regarding lo s of 
wildlife habitat value in new design, colonization by bullfrog, attractive nuisan e to 
California Red-legged Frog, possible mobilization or spread of contaminated soils 
through saturation or use of excavated materials on site; 

• Grading and construction of Executive Par 3 Course partially within Eagle Cany n; 

• Encroachment of grading and vegetation removal into areas closer than 30 ft. rom 
top-of-slope of Tomate Canyon. 

Tomate Canyon Undercrossing; Drainage of Seasonal Pond 

The construction of the proposed tunnel undercrossings of Tomate Canyon and 
unnamed Drainage 4 will drain two seasonal ponds and impact riparian h itat 
providing upland .shelter and potential (during wet years) breeding habitat for frogs. The 
final EIR for the County's Conditional Use Permit identified the pond within To ate 
Canyon as surrounded by dense vegetation and having particularly high wildlife v lue. 
The FEIR states: 

... The four seasonal surface water resources (three seasonal ponds a d a 
vernal pool) on the project site provide habitat for amphibians, aquatic rep les, 
insects and other invertebrates when water is present. These areas also pr ide 
a drinking water source and prey base for a variety of birds and mam afs. 
Several birds were present on and around the seasonal pond in Tomate Ca yon 
during the May surveys, including cinnamon teal (Anas cyanoptera), mallar (A. 
p/atyrhynchos), American coot (Fu/ica americana), and killdeer (Chara rius 
vociferus). Although none were observed, mule deer ( Odocoileus hernionus are 
expected to use these areas for drinking, since these animals require water ily. 
The seasonal pond at Tomate Canyon is especially valuable to wil life 
because of its isolated location and surrounding dense vegetation. ( IR 
92-EIR-16, page 5.1-9, Administrative Record 000364, emphasis added). 

The FEIR did not identify Tomate Canyon or the seasonal pond within it as suitabl 
California Red-legged Frog habitat, indicating that no breeding habitat for the 
existed anywhere on the subject site. This assessment has since proven inaccu 
and as stated previously, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service identified the upper To ate 
Canyon riparian area as a critical upland habitat for the Red-legged Frog and requ red 
placement of a conservation easement around this area as a condition of issuanc of 
the applicant's Section 1 O(a)(1 )(B) incidental take permit (January 2002}. 
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The project as presently designed would construct a 14 ft. high by 14 ft. wide by 1 00 ft. 
long tunnel undercrossing with additional construction for excavation (a minimum of 
5,000 cu. yds. of cut) and placement of the support structures for the tunnel within 
Tomate Canyon Creek, and would permanently draining the seasonal pond. Though 
the applicant proposes to plant Southern Willow Scrub in the areas impacted by 
construction, the seasonal pond would not be replaced. 

Special Condition 3 (revised plans) requires the applicant to relocate the Tomate 
Canyon undercrossing to the west, thereby removing the impacts of the crossing on the 
environmentally sensitive Tomate Canyon habitat area and protecting the upland 
habitat refuge for the California Red-legged Frog. Impacts to non-riparian vegetation 
will result from the relocation, which would affect mostly existing areas of non·native 
grassland, these impacts can be readily mitigated through revegetation measures 
similar to those proposed throughout the site for revegetation of disturbed areas. 

Alternatively, the impacts to the seasonal pond if the undercrossing is constructed 
within Tomate Canyon will be permanent and the loss of riparian habitat will be even 
more extensive and damaging and cannot be mitigated in kind as readily as the 
terrestrial area impacts of a relocated undercrossing. · 

Fully implemented, therefore, Special Condition 3 will ensure the preservation of the 
seasonal pond in Tomate Canyon, which in wet years may provide enough habitat for 
successful breeding for the Red-legged Frog. 3 

• Drainage 4 undercrossing to remain 

The Commission does not propose the relocation of the Drainage 4 tunnel 
undercrossing. Because the habitat in Drainage 4 is not of the same quality as the 
habitat in Tomate Canyon (a designated ESHA), the Commission finds that the 
applicant's revegetation and riparian enhancement plans for Drainage 4 will be 
sufficient to mitigate the impacts of construction proposed in this area. It also would be 
difficult to accommodate the necessary circulation for the golf course without access to 
an undercrossing at this location. 

3 The applicant has confirmed that Tomate Canyon's seasonal pond was never 
surveyed for Red-legged Frog tadpoles. All Red-legged Frog surveys, according to the 
applicant's consultant, SAIC, were done for adult frogs only, and tadpoles were neither 
sought nor noted in the surveys (the consultant indicates that scooping up or examining 
tadpoles would be regarded as "take" of a protected species and is therefore avoided 
during surveys). Breeding of Pacific treefrogs within Tomate Canyon was observed by 
SAIC during the Red-legged Frog surveys, and tadpoles of unidentified species were 
also noted within the vernal pool by the railroad bridge, lending credibility to the 
possibility that Red-legged Frogs, at least in above-average rainfall years, may breed in 
these habitats. Red-legged Frogs live to be as much as ten years old, therefore even 
one or two years with favorable conditions within Tomate Canyon or other riparian or 
wetland areas could result in successful reproduction. 
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• Reclaimed Water Storage Lake 

In addition, the impacts to the seasonal pond in Tomate Canyon and the two 
seasonal ponds considered in the project El R and permit conditions were to have een 
mitigated by the construction of the reclaimed water storage lake. That lake was t be 
designed in consultation with a biologist acceptable to Santa Barbara County st f to 
ensure that maximum wildlife values were incorporated into the lake design a to 
minimize human intrusion. 

Special Condition 1 O.a.(B4) of CUP 91-CP-085, incorporated by reference by the 
Commission into COP A-4-STB-93-154 states: 

Surface Water. The applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to participate in ret. 
the design of the proposed five acre-foot reservoir to maximize its wildlife value 
allow for minimal human disturbance in the reservoir area. (CUP page 
Administrative Record age 001694) 

The applicant proposes (through amendments the applicant has devised to addres the 
problem of attraction of the Red-legged Frog to the artificial lake) to redesign the Ia to 
reduce wildlife value, to implement artificial controls to prevent rooting of aq atic 
vegetation (so frog eggs cannot stick and successfully hatch), to implement pred tor 
control programs in the lake to kill colonizing bullfrogs, and to delete the fresh ter 
marsh habitat that was previously shown on the margins of the lake in earlier pr ect 
plans (such habitat would have provided a refuge for Red-legged Frogs). 

The changes in the lake's design will render reproductive success for Red-legged F gs 
doubtful, according to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service biologists. Thus, if Red-leg ed 
Frogs are attracted to the lake, they may foresake finding more suitable ha itat 
elsewhere, or may lay eggs attached to windblown debris in the lake (dried veget ion 
deposited on the lake) even without aquatic vegetation. These eggs would be sue ed 
into the pumping mechanism when the lake is drawn down. Thus, the attraction of he 
lake may significantly reduce the reproductive success of any Red-legged Frogs dr wn 
to inhabit it. 

The amended lake has been deepened from 8 feet to a revised depth of 15 feet, wi a 
similar surface area of .67 acres (about 30,000 sq. ft.) and will be significa tly 
manipulated (through drawdowns, vegetation removal, and screening) to pre nt 
establishment of amphibian habitat and to discourage amphibian reproduction, and he 
resultant amended lake design is therefore generally intended to be devoid of wil ife 
habitat value (passing animals or birds might be able to drink directly from the surf ce 
area when the reclaimed water levels are high enough to allow this, but no other ha tat 
value will be provided by the unvegetated, relatively sterile irrigation water hoi ng 
facility the applicant now proposes. 

In addition the applicant proposes in the pending amendment request to install an 
approximately 800 sq. ft. pumping facility and maintenance structure, and to insta a 
pad-mounted electrical transformer adjacent to the water storage area. The noi e, 
human maintenance requirements, lighting (irrigation must be undertaken at night), nd 
potential for impingement of amphibians or other small occupants of the lake agai st 
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the intake screens during drawdown combine to make the lake a potential ecological 
hazard. 

In addition, reclaimed water, as the product of wastewater treatment facilities, is known 
to have higher levels of salts and heavy metals such as copper, lead, and cadmium 
than is typical of ordinary freshwater. The applicant has not produced evidence that 
these levels will be consistently below threshholds of ecological concern for mammals 
and other species routinely attracted to the lake for drinking water. 

The changes in design to avoid facilitating amphibian colonization and reproduction, the 
deletion of adjacent freshwater marsh habitat enhancement features, the additional 
artificial structures and associated noise, vibration, possibly light, and necessary human 
activity to maintain the pumps, pond, electrical transformer, and unavoidable 
disturbance to maintain the lake free of mosquitos, aquatic plants, bullfrogs, etc., 
proposed by the applicant render the reclaimed water lake at best devoid of wildlife 
value, and at worst an intrusion into habitat that may become an ecological hazard. 
Moreover, the lake as now proposed by the applicant is wholly inconsistent with the 
requirements of CUP Condition 1 Oa, which was incorporated by reference into the 
Commission's previous approval. 

Regardless of the amended design, the provision of a year-round source of freshwater 
invites colonization by bullfrogs, a large non-native frog that feeds on California red
legged frogs and other fauna. That a large fresh water source (.67 acres of surface 
area) would be present on site year-round is significant, because bullfrog tadpoles 
generally require two years to complete metamorphosis into frogs. The typical summer 
drying period associated with the waterways on site during the dry summers of the 
Mediterranean climate of Santa Barbara County otherwise serves to limit bullfrog 
colonization by limiting bullfrog tadpole survival, and thereby protecting the California 
Red-legged Frog. According to the literature on golf course construction, colonization 
by bullfrogs of relatively permanent freshwater features on golf courses is virtually 
inevitable and, despite eradication programs, the frogs are persistent and difficult to 
eliminate. 

• Small population in Eagle Canyon highly vulnerable to extinction 

The Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Ahmanson Ranch project under the 
supervision of the Ventura County Resource Management Agency states that the 
susceptibility of an isolated population, or an entire species population, can be studied 
through the use of population models that predict the consequences of once 
widespread, contiguous subpopulations being isolated into smaller groups. Small 
isolated populations are vulnerable to additional forces that are intrinsic to the dynamics 
of small populations and that are beyond those forces that caused the overall decline. 
Of particular impact to small populations are random events that can lead to the sudden 
elimination of a population, especially when these populations are faced with pressures 
such as competition, disease, and habitat modification. Environmental variation is 
natural to any population, and fluctuations in birth and death rates, seasonal short and 
long term weather patterns, the prevalence of disease, and the abundance of prey and 
predators, and the availability of micro-habitat niches such as nesting sites can all 
randomly or cyclically vary over time. If these fluctuations are too great, small local 
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populations can be rapidly extinguished. Past studies have indicated that when the 
total effective size of a populat~on drops below 50 individuals, or a species' tal A 
population is below 250 individuals, then the population or species is in dange of 'Ill' 
immediate extinction (Ahmanson Ranch Phase 11A" Master Tract Map Supplem tal 
EIR, Section 4.6 Biological Resources). 

• Exotic bullfrog threat increased by reclaimed water lake 

Thus, the small population of California Red·legged Frogs known in Eagle Cany is 
subject to an extremely high risk of localized extinction. In the Ahmanson Ranch IR 
calculations, an even larger population of Red-legged Frogs than present in E gle 
Canyon (three adults identified in 1999 surveys) was deemed to be at almost ce ain 
risk of extinction if coJonized by the exotic bullfrog. 

The larger bullfrog competes against the California Red-Legged Frog not only thr 
competition for space and food resources, but also bullfrogs predate on smaller 
legged Frogs, particularly juveniles. The Ahmanson Ranch EIR contains an illustr ion 
of the impact of bullfrogs on Red-legged Frog populations, based on a docume ted 
Red-legged Frog decline monitored on the Santa Rosa Plateau (an 8,300 ere 
ecological reserve). The following is a time history for this population (R. S ith, 
personal communication, 2001 as reported in Ahmanson Ranch Supplemental IR 
cited above): 

1989 
1992 
1995 
1995-97 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2001 

25 adult CALF (Red-legged Frog) present and unknown number of bull og. 
During wetter years, juvenile CALFs did well and 200 juveniles recorda 
20 adult CALF 
Active removal of bullfrog onsite 
6 adult CRLF (5 male, 1 female) 
32 adult and more than 2,000 bullfrog tadpoles removed 
3 adult male CALF 
2 adult male CALF 

This time history illustrates the results of adverse competition associated with thee otic 
bullfrog. The Santa Rosa red-legged frog population has essentially become e inct 
despite its protection status and the manipulation of the area to remove bullfrogs. ith 
respect to the Arco Dos Pueblos golf links site, no bullfrog population is pres ntly 
known (personal communication of Andriette Culbertson with staff, March 2 02). 
However, a water storage lake is proposed, as discussed below, and even with bul frog 
eradication protocols, the year-round source of water is likely to be colonized b the 
persistent and more robust bullfrog. Bullfrogs are known to survive habitat fluctua ons 
provided there is perennial water for their tadpoles to achieve metamorphosis ove the 
required two-year cycle. A source of bullfrog habitat anywhere on site could easily ead 
to the colonization of Eagle Canyon and the resultant extirpation of the small bre ing 
population of California Red-legged Frogs in Eagle Canyon. Bullfrogs could lso 
colonize the adjacent vernal pool, displacing this source of potential breeding and 
foraging habitat for Red-legged Frogs. 

• Reclaimed water facility is .. attractive nuisance .. to Red-legged Frogs 
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As presently proposed, the lake may have potential adverse impacts on the California 
Red-legged Frog even with the implementation of measures proposed by the applicant, 
because Red-legged Frogs are known to have water-sensing abilities and are likely to 
be drawn to the lake but unable to successfully reproduce there due to lake 
management strategies. Frogs, particularly dispersing juveniles, attracted to the lake 
will not pursue more appropriate habitat elsewhere, and the lake therefore constitutes 
an attractive nuisance to frogs. According to USFWS staff (Bridget Fahey, personal 
communication with Commission staff, February 2002), covering the lake with a 
membrane as the applicant has indicated a willingness to do, is not an appropriate 
solution. The frogs apparently can still sense water and may simply stop at the lake 
and wait for circumstances to allow entry. The frogs attracted to the covered lake may 
simply wait too long in vain, run out of energy and simply die next to the inaccessible 
waterbody {this tendency has been documented in research literature according to Jon 
Allen, Ph.D., Commission staff ecologist). 

• Reclaimed water storage lake is situated amidst contaminated soil areas 

In addition, the lake is proposed in an area that once contained Arco Oil and Gas facility 
structures, including a tank farm. The proposed lake site is immediately surrounded by 
three known areas of contaminated soils slated for future remediation (which may 
constitute placement of two feet of clean soil atop soils of concern) that will be 
considered in a pending appeal of the applicant's remedial action plan (future hearing 
date). The area of the old tank farm and other energy facilities has not been completely 
characterized for potential contamination (particularly at underlying levels) according to 
County staff (final characterization is proposed in the field, based on conditions found 
during pending remedial excavation, according to the applicant's remedial action plan 
and County staff) and was the site of a significant oil spill during a pipeline rupture in 
1991. As an example of issues of concern, according to the project EIR, contaminated 
soils remaining from the 1991 cleanup were stored on site at an undisclosed ~ocation 
.. pending resolution of the golf course project. .. 

The subject site was used for oil and gas production activities for almost fifty years until 
abandonment commenced in 1996, and can be expected to have residual levels of 
contaminants, including heavy metals and hydrocarbon constituents. The applicant 
does not propose to place groundwater monitoring wells, or implement post
construction soil and water monitoring (other than monitoring after chemical 
management applications associated with the golf course). 

The reclaimed water lake is proposed in an area that was previously intensively 
developed with "tank farm'' facilities, a .. freewater knockout unif' and other appurtenant 
development for oil and gas production (see Exhibits 4 and 7). The lake will have 
concrete sides but will be lined at the bottom with compacted clay soils and .. soil 
cement .. , which, over the anticipated 75-year life of the project could potentially be 
expected to weaken or crack, or simply saturate and transfer moisture to the next layer 
of material, leaking water into adjacent areas and saturating soils.4 

4The eventual leakage into underlying groundwater of .. a thousand feet of clay .. 
overtopped by liquid wastes was documented at the Casmalia Class I hazardous waste 
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• Potential long term risk of transport of contaminants into Eagle Canyon 

The overall gradient of surface water flow, according to the applicant's geologist, ick 
Hoffmann, is toward the south/southeast (FEIR 92-EIR-16, Geology Sec on). 
Movement of water through saturated soils, particularly in conjunction with 
rainfall/runoff, could similarly be expected to trend toward downslope and downgra ient 
Eagle Canyon and the estuary at the mouth of the canyon. 

• 7,000 cu. yds. of excavation in former tank farm area to be redistribute 
site , 

Thus, among the other problems posed by the lake's design and placement, pot 
mobilization of residual contaminants left on site by former oil and gas develop ent 
could affect the long term water quality of Eagle Canyon. In addition, to construe the 
lake, the applicant proposes to excavate over 7,000 cubic yards of material extr ted 
from the area that once contained the tank farm and other oil and gas proce ing 
equipment, and to spread the material around the site pursuant to the wide-sp ead 
grading plan previously approved (over 300,000 cu. yds. of grading over 115 acrss) 

Should contaminants be excavated during the lake construction, they would be w ely 
spread on site and could thereafter be mobilized during rainfall events, thus ent ring 
the drainages on site, and potentially Eagle Canyon, depending on where the cut 
(excavated) material is placed. Such contamination could become a chronic, long- rm 
source of nonpoiflt pollution that cannot be traced effectively to a source, or cleane 
once spread across the site. 

• Relocation and undergrounding of reclaimed water lake 

Special Condition 3 (revised plans) includes requirements that the reclaimed ter 
storage lake be relocated and undergrounded, which precludes the lake's pote tial 
function as an attractive nuisance for the California Red-legged Frog and removes the 
risk of bullfrog colonization and resultant predation of the Red-legged Frog by the Ia ger 
and more aggressive bullfrog. This change is required to achieve consistency of the 
proposed project with LCP Policy 2-11, which requires that all development adjace t to 
areas designated on the land use plan or resource maps as environmentally sens ive 
habitat areas (Eagle Canyon), shall be regulated to avoid adverse impacts on ha itat 
resources (the Red-legged Frog population in Eagle Canyon). Regulatory meas res 
include, but are not limited to, setbacks, buffer zones, grading controls, n ise 
r(jlstrictions, maintenance of natural vegetation, and control of runoff. 

disposal site in northern Santa Barbara County, where unlined consolidated clay its 
were used to contain liquid hazardous wastes disposed on site as recently as the e rly 
1990s. Though it was claimed for years by the Regional Water Quality Control Bo rd, 
County Environmental Health, and others that the site could not leak, it eventually as • 
demonstrated to have contaminated underlying groundwater, was closed, and is an 
EPA-regulated Superfund Cleanup site. Thus, even low permeability compacted lay 
liners have been known to leak into surrounding soils. 
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As an added benefit of relocating and undergrounding the lake, the surface area of the 
lake (.67 acres, or about 30,000 sq. ft.) will be freed up in the presently proposed lake 
location, and thus available for Southern Tarplant restoration and White-tailed Kite 
foraging habitat mitigation. If located elsewhere on the course and undergrounded as 
required by Special Condition 3, the surface area will be available for golf course layout 
and the expense and long-term maintenance problems associated with controlling 
mosquitos, aquatic plants, and colonization by exotic species will be eliminated. 

Combined with the additional requirement of Condition 3 that the Tomate Canyon 
railroad tunnel undercrossing be relocated westward, out of the riparian canyon and 
drainage, the loss of any wildlife value that the lake represented for mitigation of the 
drainage of Tomate Canyon's seasonal pond {which will be preserved by the relocation 
of the undercrossing) is neutralized. This also resolves the problem of the applicant's 
non-compliance with Condition 1 Oa of the Conditional Use Permit and the similar 
condition imposed in Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154 that arises from the 
applicant's amended design of the lake devoid of th~ wildlife habitat values the 
condition requires (see previous discussion in this section). 

• Grading for Executive Par 3 Course 

The potential impact of the Par 3 course that is of most concern is the chemical 
management of the course discussed in the next section. Construction of the course 
will, however, require the placement of at least 2,000 cubic yards of fill in the upper 
areas of Eagle Canyon (see Exhibit 6, application cut and fill plan). Placement of fill in 
the upper canyon may lead to downgradient sediment pollution and resultant adverse 
impacts on the Red-legged Frog breeding habitat and the estuary maintaining the 
federally threatened Tidewater Goby. Special Condition 3 requires the deletion of the 
Par 3 course which will preserve the natural topography of Eagle Canyon and will 
prever:tt the loss of native vegetation and placement of fill at the top of the canyon. 

• Other benefits to sensitive resources from deleting Par 3 course 

As discussed in subsequent sections, the Executive Par 3 Course is also located 
amidst a primary population of Southern Tarplant, a rare plant at its northernmost range 
extension at the subject site according to the Final EIR for the proposed project (92-
EIR-16). The population of Southern Tarplant on the site constitutes environmentally 
sensitive habitat under the LCP. Deletion of the Par 3 Course will enable the 
preservation of most of the primary tarplant population and allow mitigation of the 
impacts to the tarplant seedbank on site that will be caused by the construction of the 
project. In addition, a eucalyptus grove in and adjacent to Eagle Canyon that is located 
within the Par 3 course has been shown to be a winter roosting site for Monarch 
butterflies. The elimination of the Par 3 course as required by Special Condition 3 
would reduce the potential for a mis-application of insecticides, fungicides, or other 
chemicals that could destroy roosting clusters of butterflies. The elimination of the Par 
3 course will also provide more area to mitigate the adverse impacts of the golf course 
construction on grassland areas relied upon by the White-tailed Kites (nesting on site 
by the Kites is a changed circumstance considered in subsequent sections). Finally, 
the Par 3 Course is proposed within two large archaeological resource sites (Addendum 
Exhibit). While the existence of these sites is not a changed circumstance. it is notable 
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that impacts to the cultural resources will be minimized through the avoidance of ajor 
areas of these sites offered by the elimination of the Par 3 course. 

8.1.10. Operations Impacts 

Operational Impacts of the proposed project upon the California Red-legged Frog 
primarily from potential adverse water quality impacts that the project may cause. 
impacts of chemical applications to the golf course turf, including greens and fai ys, 
may affect adjacent waterways. 

• Water quality concerns raised by facility operations 

The applicant proposes a number of amendments that would redirect drainage and 
provide an improved pest management plan, turf management plan, and water q ality 
program. These measures, while an improvement over the project approved befor the 
Red-legged Frog was discovered, do not, however, eliminate potential adverse im cts 
to the California red-legged frog that may result from chemjcal applications on the s e. 

The applicant has submitted site plans that show a broken line indicating .,chemica use 
buffer., at various locations on the proposed 18-hole and 9-hole courses. Staff ini ially 
thought that these .,buffersu literally meant areas where chemicals would not be ap ied. 
This is not true. What the .. chemical use buffers .. actually mean, according t the 
applicant, is that the same chemicals authorized for use elsewhere on the site will lso 
be applied within the .,buffer'' areas but when applied within the buffer areas, ater 
testing in designated downgradient ''grab sample., locations will occur subsequently. 

Chemical applications elsewhere on site will not trigger any monitoring. 

Only specific areas of the site would be subject to the monitoring zone. Most o the 
vernal pool, wetland, and riparian drainage locations are not protected even b the 
testing requirement (chemical application adjacent to the length of Tomate Cany n is 
subject to monitoring, as is Drainage 4 north of the railroad only, and adjacent to gle 
Canyon). The area adjacent to Eagle Canyon containing the proposed reclaimed ater 
storage lake, the wetlands, and the vernal pool will not trigger monitoring if chem als 
are applied in these locations. 

While the Commission encourages the use of the testing program as an over ight 
feature, the testing-after-application program does nothing to prevent incremental, and 
potentially chronic, low dose contributions of pollutants to the waterways drainin the 
golf course. 

Amphibians are extremely sensitive to pollution, and this appears to be especially 
sensitive stages in the amphibian life cycle. Amphibians, in general, typically 
complex life cycles and thus more opportunity for exposure to chemicals and 
potential routes of exposure than other vertebrates. Project development 
introduce chemicals, minerals, nutrients, and sediment onsite that may act as poilu nts • 
to California Red-legged Frog and its terrestrial and aquatic habitat. As noted i the 
construction impacts section, construction impacts could result in the runo of 
sedimentation and other pollution that would affect Eagle Canyon, in particular, but lso 

Page 40 



A-4-STB-93-154-CC--A2 (Arco Dos Pueblos Golf Links) 
May 31,2002 

other drainages that provide upland and potentially occasional breeding habitat. 
Implementation of Best Management Practices, grading and vegetation setbacks from 
top of bank pursuant to the applicable special conditions, and other measures such as 
construction of drainage swales proposed by the applicant may reduce pollutants. The 
Red-legged Frog population in Eagle Canyon, however, is hovering on the verge of 
extinction and there is no room for error if the frog is to be protected and given the best 
possible chance of survival. 

The primary risk of pollutant discharge into Eagle Canyon Creek is posed by the 
development of the Executive Par 3 Course adjacent to, and partially within Eagle 
Canyon, due to placement of approximately 2,000 cu. yds. of fill at the top of the 
canyon during construction and the discharge of chemicals to the course for 
management and maintenance purposes for the life of the project. 

A growing number of reference articles that indicate a heightened concern about the 
relationship between chemical pollution and amphibian decline have been published 
recently (addendum exhibit). In particular, a study undertaken by Carlos Davidson, 
Ph.D., a researcher at California State University, Sacramento, and colleagues at the 
California Academy of Sciences and the U.S. Geological Survey has correlated 
agricultural proximity to amphibian decline. The researchers think that application of 
chemicals to agricultural lands is strongly implicated. 

In addition, there may be cumulative discharges of chemicals into the waterways on site 
over time if some chemicals are inadvertently over-applied, or accumulate in the soils 
on site despite estimates that this will not occur. Application of chemicals by 
maintenance workers over time during the expected 75-year life of the proposed project 
is simply not an exact science. Errors can be expected, and these could include 
excessive application, applications that are not logged, applications that occur despite 
prohibitive parameters such as low windspeed (additionally, there is rarely a still-air 
condition on the bluff top terraces with prevailing onshore winds off the Pacific Ocean) 
or lack of predicted rainfall (weather predictions are a notoriously unreliable 
parameter), and applications of unauthorized chemicals not calibrated into the testing 
program, would defeat any benefits of the testing program. 

In short, monitoring is not sufficient to prevent adverse impacts to red-legged frogs from 
use of chemicals on the Par 3 Course. 

In addition, Special Condition 3 requires either the elimination or re-location of the 
horse tie up facility proposed adjacent to Eagle Canyon. The facility is within the 
chemical use monitoring zone, but the discharge of horse waste products and runoff 
from horse waste residues that may accrue in the area of that facility may contribute 
pollutant loading to the downgradient creek. Ample locations exist for the placement of 
this facility elsewhere on the site, and bicycle parking areas should be provided in the 
vicinity of the designated coastal access parking spaces. Therefore, elimination or 
relocation of this facility does not impair the provision of adequate lateral and vertical 
coastal access at the site. 

Eagle Canyon is the most sensitive area on site for the preservation of the California 
Red-legged Frogs, and the estuary at the mouth of Eagle Canyon is habitat for the 
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federally threatened Tidewater Goby, discussed further below. For these reas ns, 
Special Condition 3 requires the deletion of the Par 3 Course, elimination or reloc tion A 
of the horse tie-up area proposed adjacent to Eagle Canyon. In addition, duet the W 
sensitivity of habitat in Eagle Canyon, Special Condition 3 also requires the colle tion 
and non-erosive, non-polluting discharge of runoff from the Clubhouse complex ( ich 
includes extensive parking area, fuel facility, chemical storage facility, vehicle wa ing 
locations, maintenance yard, etc.), placement of containment berms, etc., to en ure 
that developed areas expected to discharge pollutants such as oil and grease rom 
automobiles, occasional minor and potentially major spills of fuels or chemicals, et , do 
not discharge contaminants to Eagle Canyon. 

8.1.11. Impacts of Proposed Amendments 

The impacts of the proposed relocated, redesigned lake are discussed above 
The applicant has proposed to relocate the previously approved vertical acces way 
within Eagle Canyon to reduce the intrusion of the construction and use· o the 
accessway on the habitat of Eagle Canyon (incorporated into proposed amendmen ). 
The applicant•s plans retain the horse tie up in close proximity to Eagle Ca yon, 
however, and given the proximity of the Canyon ESHA and its essential rol for 
preservation of the Red-legged Frog and Tidewater Goby, the inevitable animal w stes 
that would accrue in such an area represent a potential chronic source of pol tant 
discharge into the creek. Special Condition 3 therefore requires that the horse tie p be 
eliminated or relocated to an area that does not drain to sensitive riparian ha itat-
particularly Eagle Canyon. With this Condition, the Commission finds that the pro sed 
relocation of this vertical accessway will reduce adverse impacts to EHSA a d is 
consistent with the LCP and applicable Coastal Act policies. 

The applicant has not, however, proposed any changes to the graded footprint 
Executive Par 3 course, which requires placement of approximately 2,000 cubic 
of fill to extend the Par 3 course into the margins of upper Eagle Canyon. 
sedimentation controls proposed by the applicant are insufficient to ensur 
disturbance to frog habitat during construction and potential sedimentation of the 
are avoided. · 

The LUP requires avoidance of adverse impacts on ESHA, through various me 
including setbacks, buffer zones, grading control and control of runoff. It states: 
LUP Policy 2-11: All development, including agricultural, adjacent to areas desi 
on the land use plan or resource maps as environmentally sensitive habitat area 
be regulated to avoid adverse impacts on habitat resources. Regulatory me 
include, but are not limited to, setbacks, buffer zones, grading controls, 
restrictions, maintenance of natural vegetation, and control of runoff. 

The Commission finds that the placement of 2,000 cubic yards of fill at the pper 
margin of Eagle Canyon may result in adverse impacts on red-legged frog habit t and 
therefore does not comply with LUP Policy 2-11. 

8.1.12. Integrated Pest Management and Turf Management Plans 
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The applicant has prepared and submitted, as amendments to the proposed project, a 
"Draft Final Agronomic Turf Management and Integrated Pest Management Plan for 
Dos Pueblos Golf Links, Santa Barbara, California,•• dated March of 2002, and prepared 
by Dudek & Associates. 

The plan contains lists of chemicals either a) not used in the final plan or b) "preferred 
use chemicals" (to be relied on first} or c) .. more toxic chemicals .. (but usable as a 
second tier). 

Three chemicals deemed acceptable and approved by Santa Barbara County in late 
1998 have now been removed from the list of chemicals that can be used. Some of 
these have since been linked with severe amphibian toxicity and deformities, but were 
seen as acceptable to decisionmakers and staff only four years ago, illustrating how 
little is really understood of the ecological toxicity posed by many, if not most, of these 
chemicals 

The "preferred chemical~~ list includes Mancozeb (quite toxic to amphibians), 
Glycophosate--commonly called .. Roundup .. (moderately toxic to fish; limited effects on 
amphibians but surfactants used in formulation of Roundup have severe negative 
effects on amphibians), and Triclopyr (non-toxic to fish, but ester formulation has 
effects on amphibians). 

The .. more toxic chemicals'' list (to be used if "preferred .. chemicals aren't enough) 
include: Acephate (toxicity to amphibians at relatively high concentrations), Carbaryl 
(Bioaccumulates in algae, the primary food of tadpoles, and in duckweed, snails. 
Residue in fish was 140 x that in water), for example. 

Many of the chemicals listed have not been tested for short or long term effects on 
ecosystems. 
Moreover, the .. chemical applications restrictions" list found on page 13 of the plan lists 
such "protective" measures as: "No application when wind conditions exceed 5 
miles per hour... The EIR for the approved project states on page 5.4-1, 
Administrative Record page 000452, (Section 5.4.1.1 Regional Setting, Cliimate and 
Meteorology) that: 

The prevailing winds are from the northeast at approximately five miles per hour 
(1990 windrose from the El Capitan State Beach air quality monitoring station). This is 
caused by the Pacific High, an anticyclone high pressure cell over the Pacific Ocean 
several hundred miles to the west. Locally, there is a tendency for the diurnal land/sea 
breeze cycle to cause the prevailing winds to change direction and move offshore from 
early evening to morning and then return to the general onshore wind flow. Afternoon 
wind speeds are approximately 10--20 miles per hour (mph) during the spring and 
summer, approximately 10 mph during the fall and approximately 3 mph during the 
winter •. 

The windspeed problem is brought sharply into focus by the fact that the preferred 
means of application, including for the Par 3 Course is by means of a boom-sprayer, 
(15 to 18 feet in width) attached to a 250-gallon tank on the back of a golf course utility 
truck. With the footprint of the Par 3 Course only 300 feet at most from the high water 
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mark of Eagle Canyon Creek {the setback referred to by the applicant is not mea ured 
from top of bank but from high water mark within the canyon below), and this doe not A 
correct for true vertical descent, a slight overspray through air of due to the t ical W 
windspeeds on site, would cause the sprayed chemicals to be deposited directly o the 
foliage and waters of Eagle Canyon Creek. 

Based on the data in the FEIR (92-FEIR-16) therefore, the only time that winds eds 
will be suitable for chemical applications will be during the winter, when di gent 
applicators will encounter another obstacle in complianc~ with the restriction No 
spraying within 24 hours prior to forecasted rain (November thru April) an no 
application within 24 hours after rainfall (November thru April). 

Should the diligent applicator manage to find a window in the winter with the req isite 
windspeeds of no more than 3 miles per hour and a suitably dry period of time (th ugh 
90 percent of the County's rainfall falls within this period), the treatment restrictio s for 
the individual chemicals that are then green lighted for application pose even ore 
difficulties. Some, for example, are for treating pests that are prevalent durin the 
summer months. Others, such as the fungicides Azoxystrobin, Chloroth lonil, 
Propiconazole, Triadimefon, Thiophanate-Methomyl, and Trifloxystrobin recomme ded 
to kill the fungus "Anthracnose" are most needed when the disease is most sev re -
under high temperatures (80 to 90 degrees Farenheit) - hardly likely to coincide wit the 
winter windspeed window of application opportunity. 

The turf disease "Dollar Spot" is caused by a fungus said to be most common ne r the 
coast when temperatures of 60 to 80 degrees Farenheit are prevalent. The 
recommendation· on page 23 of the applicant's revised, updated Integrated Pest 
Management Plan and Turf Management Plan recommends application in the spri g or 
fall, before the disease develops. What should the licensed applicator do the 
windspeeds won't be right for months? 

Fusarium blight is recommended on page 25 of the IPMffMP to be treated with 
fungicide in spring, when prevailing wind speeds unfortunately kick up to 10--20 iles 
per hour according to the FEIR. 

Appendix D of the IPMffMP contains "proposed chemicals product informatio ' but 
provides little assurance of the chemical's suitability for the protection of sen itive 
aquatic habitats essential to the Red-legged Frog: One chemical, "Proxy G owth 
Regulator" under Section 12 "Ecological Information" states for example: "D not 
apply directly to water, or to areas where surface water is present or to intertidal reas 
below the mean high water mark. Do not contaminate water when disposi g of 
equipment washwaters." These warnings indicate that this chemical is harm ul to 
aquatic organisms. If it accidentally enters the creek in Eagle Canyon, it could har the 
red-legged frogs. 

Another example taken from the applicant's list of .. preferred use chemica " is 
"Barricade" - the brand name for the herbicide Prodiamine, manufactured by Syn enta 
Corporation. The material safety data sheet for this product states in Secti 12 
(Ecological Information) that the product is extremely toxic to fish. "Bioaccumulat n is 
high - up to 1300 x in whole fish". Regarding the "Environmental Fate" and Eco-
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chronic Toxicity:", no information is available for this product. (see appendices to 
applicant's March 2002 Final Agronomic Turf Management and Integrated Pest 
Management Plan for Dos Pueblos Golf Links Santa Barbara, California). 

Section 3.0 (Proposed Chemical Uses On Site) of the Habitat Conservation Plan 
prepared by Dudek & Associates July 12, 2001 states that the Section 1 O(a) permit 
under the Endangered Species Act does not provide coverage for take due to chemical 
use. To ensure .. no take" due to chemicals, the applicant proposes to monitor 
downgradient water sources after prescribed chemical applications. Page 33 states: 

In addition to those parameters identified in Table 3, surface water and sediments in 
Eagle Canyon, Tomate Canyon and Drainage 4 North will also be tested for all 
chemicals used within the buffer areas and any additives (e.g., surlactants, carrier oils, 
spreading agents) to be used within buffer areas. Under the applicant's Plans, test 
data may fail the thresholds established for as much as a year without requiring 
suspension of chemical applications - the applicant need only be working on adapting 
chemical uses despite failing the water quality testing during this time. In addition, there 
is no requirement that the frog population be monitored if there are residual levels of 
chemicals above the standard. The frog population could be severely affected, 
potentially eliminated, while ~~adjustments to applications" and more testing are 
implemented over a year. 

In addition the "materials safety data sheets" appended to the IPM/TMP indicated that 
in many cases, the majority of chemicals making up a product are considered ••trade 
secrets.•• These can be surfactants, or other substances facilitating the delivery of the 
primary ingredient. In some cases (examples: Roundup, Dursban, Lorsban) the 
additive chemicals, which may be unknown due to "trade secret" status, are themselves 
toxic. But the testing program does not state how these components would be tested 
for, given the lack of information on them. It is possible that one of the constituent 
chemicals could have a longer environmental residency, and enter water sources, even 
though the primary chemical may not, and therefore water monitoring for the primary 
chemical could be expected to test negative, even though contamination is in fact 
occurring. 

Therefore, even if the "state of the art" IPM/TMP is followed to the letter--which as 
illustrated above is almost impossible to do -- there is no way to know if the 
environment is being protected. And it is human nature for employees to seek 
practical, expedient solutions to facilities management problems (to keep a job) in an 
enterprise as complex as managing a golf course serving up to 240,000 golfers per 
year. During much of the year, there may only be a handful of days right for application 
of the chemical solution to the latest fungal plague to attack the manicured greens. In 
addition, there are limited opportunities to spray without interfering with customer use of 
the golf course. And this does not even take into account human error - v;hen all 
intentions are in place, but things simply go wrong. The wrong chemical or the wrong 
concentration of the right chemical insufficiently diluted gets hastily placed into the 
sprayer, the wind picks up suddenly, rain falls when it wasn't predicted, a new employee 
isn't completely trained before being pressed into service on the course, etc. 
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It is obvious that even the best of plans for cautious chemical use on site will be di icult 
to implement adequately. But the real problem arises in the management of the ar 3 A 
Course adjacent to Eagle Canyon. All of the problems illustrated above come into harp W 
focus on the Executive Par 3 Course where there is no room for error. The extr ely 
sensitive, small population of threatened California red-legged frogs downslope the 
Par 3 Course could be completely eliminated by one mistake with the wrong che 
or chemical concentration, or wind or weather conditions. See Section 
(Construction Impacts) discussion of extinction risk to small populations of Cali 
Red-legged Frogs. 

The IPM/TMP states on page 14 that: 

The golf course superintendent will be responsible for educating and t1"4 'ning 
maintenance crewmembers in the intricacies associated with this Plan, the HC , the 
Biological Enhancement and Landscape Plan (BELP), and other Golf Links' con tions 
of approval. Prior to golf course operation, tables, simplifying correct /PM proce res, 
and checklists will be designed and kept by the superintendent so that historical re ords 
of may (sic) be maintained.5 

. 

Due consideration of the intricacies involved in implementing the IPM/TMP lead the 
Commission to one conclusion: The sensitive habitat of Eagle Canyon within whic live 
an extremely fragile population of the Red-legged Frog, cannot be protected b the 
implementation of this Plan on the banks of Eagle Canyon, within the Executive ar 3 
Course. The proposed Par 3 Course presents a very real risk of a miscalculati n or 
overt error that results in a release of chemicals toxic to amphibians into the ir or 
waters affecting Eagle Canyon creek and adjacent riparian habitat utilized by the ogs. 
Thus, Special Condition 3 requires the deletion of the Par 3 course from the p ject 
plans. ' 

8.1.13. Conclusion 

For all of the reasons set forth above, the Commission finds that as condition d as 
discussed above, the proposed project and amendments, considered in lig t of 
changed circumstances regarding the presence of the federally threatened Cali rnia 
Red-legged Frog on site will be consistent with the applicable policies and provisi s of 
Santa Barbara County's certified Local Coastal Program. 

8.2. Tidewater Goby 

5The golf course superintendent's task of condensing the thousands of pag s of 
referenced documents and conditions, combined with the "intricacies" of interpreti the 
approved chemical application parameters and materials safety data sheets, i to a 
training program for maintenance crewmembers, and then further distilling ese 
procedures (getting the windspeed correct in the first place and sensing whe the 
speed shifts, for example from 3 mph to 4, making sure there is no predicted rain, 
applying the particular chemical only if the air temperature is right, etc.) into a table 
simplifying correct /PM procedures simply does not seem realistically possible. 

Page 46 



A-4-STB-93-154-CC--A2 (Arco Dos Pueblos Golf Links) 
May 31,2002 

The federally threatened Tidewater Goby, a small brackish water fish endemic to 
California estuaries has been discovered in the estuary at the mouth of Eagle Canyon 
Creek since permit approval in November, 1994. The fish is subject to the same 
potential impacts from project construction and operations as the California Red-legged 
Frog discussed in the previous section, and those findings are therefore incorporated 
here by reference and extend equally to the Tidewater Goby. 

8.3. Monarch Butterfly 

The Santa Barbara County LCP protects butterfly habitat (specifically trees harboring 
roosting populations of the insects). The certified Land Use Plan states that tagging 
studies indicate that the Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) migrates southward over 
long distances to escape the cold winters of the central and northern states. Their 
wintering grounds are areas within a coastal strip extending from Los Angeles to 
Monterey. These wintering grounds are roosting habitats consisting of a circular 
configuration of tall trees, usually eucalyptus, which are essential for the mating phase 
of the butterflis fife cycle. During the fall and winter months the trees are used by 
massive numbers of Monarch butterflies as communal roosts. These winter clusters 
represent the most sensitive part of the Monarch's life cycle. Repopulation of the 
species depends upon the mating phase which occurs in these specialized habitats. 
Little is known about the behavior patterns and migration routes of the l\~onarch 
butterfly; therefore, this habitat is of important scientific, educational, and general public 
interest. 

In addition, the Monarch butterfly is also considered a state "sensitive animal~~ and 
wintering sites for this species are considered sensitive resources by the California 
Department of Fish and Game. Though the Monarch butterfly is not endangered, its 
overwintering sites and annual migration are threatened by human activity. In 1984, the 
International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources classified the 
migration and overwintering behavior of the monarch butterfly as a .. threatened 
phenomenon... Many scientists agree that if overwintering sites are not protected, 
especially in Mexico, the migration and overwintering phenomenon could disappear in 
as little as 20 years (Marriott, in Outdoor California, February 2002). 

8.3.1. Changed Circumstances 

The Final Environmental Impact Report for the project (92-EIR-16) stated (page 5.1-19, 
page 00037 4 of the Administrative Record} that : 

A recent survey of the County conducted by a monarch butterfly expert indicated that 
Eagle Canyon was used by approximately 130 butterflies during October, 1990 . 
. . . Eagle Canyon is a small monarch aggregation site that is abandoned early in the 
season by monarchs searching for a higher quality wintering site. . ... clustering or 
roosting within the proposed golf course area has not been repotted. A brief survey 
conducted by The Monarch Project (1 987) indicates that eucalyptus trees onsite 
provides nectaring habitat for monarchs, but do not constitute a significant or sensitive 
monarch resource. These trees are not the more sensitive winter habitat site as 
discussed in Policy 9-22 and 9-23 of the County LCP. 
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The applicant concedes that changed circumstances exist with regard to the Mo 
butterfly (Culbertson, February 2002), based on a study commissioned by the appl ant A 
and prepared by Althouse and Meade, June 2001. The Meade study indicates that W 
butterflies are using an aggregation site of eucalyptus trees located within the ea tern 
area of the Executive Par 3 Course (Addendum Exhibit). This area is also propos for 
placement of a bioswale drainage feature. 

The newly identified aggregation site, identified in the report as the .. Upper We tern 
Grove Site .. contained a maximum of 4,848 butterflies on October 24, 2000. The r port 
states that this peak of population size in the third week of October is a c1 ssic 
autumnal aggregation trend. Autumnal sites typically harbor large numbers of tran ient 
butterflies. Autumnal sites are considered important to aggregation phenomena and 
are protected as Environmentally Sensitive Habitats. The report also indicates that 
during a prior survey 12,910 Monarch butterflies were counted in Eagle Canyon ast 
site) on November 21, 1998 (one day's count). 

A total of 72,208 Monarch butterflies were counted during the 2000-2001 surve on 
twenty-eight different dates from October 6, 2000 to March 9, 2001, in Eagle Cany . 

The Eagle Canyon West Grove contained a maximum aggregation size of 
butterflies on November 13, 2000. 

This is a significant change compared to the FEIR identification of approximatel 
butterflies in October, 1990, ten years earlier. The 1990 count was relied on b the 
County in approving the Conditional Use Permit for the project, and by the Commi sian 
in approving the project in November, 1994. 

For these reasons, changed circumstances exist with regard to the Monarch but rfly 
use of the site, both in location of aggregation and in intensity of use of butterfly tre s. 

8.3 .. 2. Life History 

According to Althouse and Meade, Inc., the Monarch butterfly is a cosmopolitan and 
well-known species with distribution across the temperate zone of North America and 
much of the world. In North America, they express the dramatic population vel 
phenomena of overwintering migration, where populations collapse their distrib tion 
from an area of more than two-hundred million acres in the summer months to less han 
several hundred acres in the winter. 

Monarch butterflies west of the Rocky Mountains move to the west coast of Califo 
late summer and early fall. Monarch butterflies enter the coastal zone and see 
aggregation. sites in protected locations near the ocean. The number of mo 
butterflies that aggregate in any one grove may change dramatically from year to ear, 
as trees grow or fall, and as weather conditions vary among seasons and years. T ese 
sites are dynamic with respect to their ability to provide appropriate aggreg tion 
conditions, and are dependent on the condition of the trees, associated vegetation, ita
specific topography, and changes in the local environment. 
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The overwintering period of the Monarch butterfly is a vulnerable stage of the life cycle 
of the species. (Althouse and Meade, Inc., June 2001} 

8.3.3. LCP Policies and Provisions 

The County's LCP defines Monarch butterfly habitat as Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat Area, and thus all ESHA policies and provisions are applicable to Monarch 
sites. The County's LCP contains two policies specifically applicable to Monarch 
butterfly sites: 

Land Use Plan Policy 9-22: Butterfly trees shall not be removed except where they 
pose a serious threat to life or property, and shall not be pruned during roosting and 
nesting season. 

Land Use Plan Policy 9-23: Adjacent development shall be set back a minimum of 50 
feet from the trees. 

These policies are replicated as development standards in Section 35-97.12 of the 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance: 

Section 35-97.12. Development Standards for Butterfly Tree Habitats 

1. Butterfly trees shall not be removed except where they pose a serious threat to 
life or property, and shall not be pruned during roosting and nesting season. 

2. Adjacent development shall be set back a minimum of 50 feet from the trees. 

In addition to policies specifically protective of butterfly trees (set forth above), the 
certified LCP protects Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. The Upper Western 
Grove and the Eagle Canyon West Grove (the overwintering site) collectively constitute 
ESHA. 

Certified coastal Land Use Plan policy 2-11 cited above states that: 

All development, including agriculture, adjacent to areas designated on the land use 
plan or resource maps as environmentally sensitive habitat areas, shall be regulated to 
avoid adverse impacts on habitat resources. Regulatory measures include, but are not 
limited to, setbacks, buffer zones, grading controls, noise restrictions, maintenance of 
natural vegetation, and control of runoff. 

8.3.4. Habitat in Eagle Canyon Eucalyptus Groves 

According to the applicant's consultants, Althouse and Meade, Inc., the Monarch 
butterfly aggregations occur in two locations in and adjacent to Eagle Canyon. The 
more aggregation site identified as the "Upper Western Grove" and the other site is 
identified as ~~Eagle Canyon West." The latter is located within Eagle Canyon, in a 
relatively steeply sloping area that is not proposed for development (the grove is 
approximately 80 feet east of the Par 3 Course). This site was the most populated site 
in 2000, according to the applicant's consultant. 
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The Eagle Canyon West Grove tends to be more prominently used for overwint ring, 
whereas the Upper Western Grove tends to be most populated during the fall m ths, A 
and is referred to as an autumnal aggregation site. (See aggregation counts for ach W 
grove prepared by Althouse and Meade, Inc., 2000-2001, Addendum Exhibit). 

The Upper Western Grove is located within the Executive Par 3 Course. (See E hibit 
3). The Par 3 Course is not set back 50 feet horizontally from the dripline of the rees 
as required by the County's LCP. The course is placed under the trees, with one the 
greens immediately under the overhanging branches. The applicant asserts tha this 
design is acceptable becau·se of the height of the overhanging branches (inf ring 
vertical separation as a substitute for the horizontal) and because the ty of 
encroaching development is an "irrigated lawn... Specific impacts to the aggreg tion 
groves are discussed in the following section. 

8.3.5. Construction & Operations Impacts 

The construction of the proposed Par-3 golf course does not comply with the 
requirements for a 50-foot setback from butterfly trees applicable to all developme , as 
required by the Countis certified LCP, as discussed below. Monarch aggregation was 
not occurring in the eucalyptus grove amidst the Par-3 course at the time of p rmit 
approval, therefore this inconsistency between the development footprint and the 
requirements of the LCP did not exist at that time. 

The present permit incorporates County Special Condition 9 (83) .. Monarch Butterfli s:" 

Pipeline construction shall not occur within 50 feet of the Monarch autumnal roo ting 
trees located in Eagle Canyon between October 1 and January 31. 

This condition only addresses the encroachment of the proposed reclaimed 
pipeline construction, which will occur on existing pipe racks within Eagle Canyon.· 
condition was developed to address the minor use of the site by Monarch butte lies 
that was known at the time the El R for the project was prepared and at the time the 
County and Commission permits were subsequently approved (1993 and 1994). he 
impacts of the pipeline construction would only occur one time, and it was determi ed 
that if the pipeline construction was set back a minimum of 50 feet from the roo ing 
site known then (with a population of only 130 butterflies in the count noted in the R), 
mitigation would be adequate to avoid any significant impacts to the Monarch butte 
in Eagle Canyon. 

The use of the groves in and adjacent to Eagle Canyon by aggregating Mon 
butterflies has increased exponentially, however, since the project was approved. he 
Upper Western Grove contained an aggregation of 4,848 butterflies in one day's c nt 
(October 24, 2000) .. the peak for the grove that fall, and the Eagle Canyon West Gr ve 
contained a maximum aggregation size of 6,710 butterflies on November 13, 2000. 

Thus, construction and operation impacts of the project as proposed pose a signifi nt A 
threat to the Monarch butterflies currently using the site. • 
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With regard to construction, the applicant's consultants recommend that construction 
activities within 200 feet of Monarch butterfly habitat .. should not be planned between 
October and March to avoid impacts to aggregating butterflies ... 

The Executive Par 3 Course is located immediately adjacent to the Upper Western 
Grove, however, as stated above. Unless Par 3 Course construction does not proceed 
during the prescribed months, construction will inevitably take place within the 200 ft. 
boundary. Nevertheless, limiting the time of construction does not address the potential 
impact of most concern. 

The most serious threats to the Monarch aggregations are posed by the operation of 
the Par 3 Course. The applicant's consultants identified four types of disturbance from 
golf course operations: 

1. Disturbance to aggregations from people moving underneath the clusters. 
2. Strikes by golf balls. 
3. Pesticide overspray into the grove, or pesticide present on wet surfaces. 
4. Reduction of groves adjacent to the aggregation sites. 

• Disturbance during Operations; Strikes by Golf Balls 

Monarch butterflies can be disturbed and flushed from their aggregations by people 
coming too near a butterfly cluster. This depends on the time of day and the 
topography of the aggregation site. 

The autumnal site, which is the Upper Western Grove site, is within the Par 3 course 
coincident with the green for Hole 3 and the tee for Hole 6. This aggregation site is the 
one most likely to be subject to human disturbance, due to the relatively flat topography 
and the position of clusters on the north face of the line of trees (toward the areas of 
play). Golfers playing Hole 3 will aim directly toward the Autumnal Roosting Grove 
(Upper Western Grove) and Golfers playing Hole 6 will tee off immediately adjacent to 
the trees. Whether golf balls could be expected to strike butterfly aggregates is 
probably a function of the skill and intent of the individual golfer .. 

The overwintering grove (Eagle Canyon West Grove) on the west bank of Eagle 
Canyon is somewhat more removed from development, and unlikely to be the target of 
accidental or deliberate golf ball strikes, but could still be subject to disturbance from 
people approaching the edge of the canyon, or entering the canyon (seeking balls, for 
example) unless they observed the butterflies quietly. 

• Pesticide Applications: Overspray, Drift, Pesticides on Wet Surfaces 

Monarch butterflies are susceptible to pesticides, both airborne and on the ground. 

Althouse and Meade report that Monarchs visit grassy areas to imbibe water when dew 
forms or when sprinklers or other sources of moisture have wetted either vegetation or 
the ground. Monarchs especially like to visit wet medium length grass (3 to 4 inches). 
Pesticide residues in such locations can kill monarchs. 
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The consultants point to four conditions in the applicantls Habitat Conservation Plan 
(July 17, 2001, page 35, prepared by applicant pursuant to USFWS permit proce for A 
Red-legged Frog and Tidewater Goby .. take.. due to project construction and W 
operations). 

The referenced page of the HCP states in pertinent part that: 

. . . Within the golf course areas (par-three course, 18-hole course, putting green, d Ving 
range, and turf farm), herbicides would be applied from a boom-sprayer (15 to 18 (! et in 
width) attached to a 250-ga//on tank on the back of a golf course utility truck . 

. . . In order to reduce the possibility of exposing California red-legged frogs to pesti ides 
and herbicides, the following restrictions will govern the application of these che ·cats 
onsite and be incorporated into the final A TMIPM (Agroturf Mangement and Integ· ted 
Pest Management Plan) program (the 3 restrictions applicable to the Par 3 Course) 

1. During the rainy season (November through April), no herbicides or pesticide will 
be applied within 24 hours prior to forecasted rain or within 24 hours fter 
rainfall. 

2. Application of herbicides and pesticides will be administered after the morning dew 
has evaporated and before the evening dew has set. 

3. In no case shall any spraying of chemicals take place anywhere onsite when 
conditions exceed five (5) miles per hour (mph). 

Analysis of the applicanfs chemical management plan and consideration of the p ns• 
assurances of environmental protection is addressed in more detail previously in t ese 
findings (see the Red-legged Frog section 8.1 ). That section contains a ller 
evaluation of the details and problems of the chemical management strategie the 
applicant proposes. 

As stated previously, the Final EIR for the approved project states on page 5 -1, 
Administrative Record page 000452, (Section 5.4.1.1 Regional Setting, Climate and 
Meteorology) that: · 

The prevailing winds are from the northeast at approximately five miles per our 
(1990 windrose from the El Capitan State Beach air quality monitoring station). 11 ·s is 
caused by the Pacific High, an anticyclone high pressure cell over the Pacific 0 ean 
several hundred miles to the west. Locally, there is a tendency for the diurnal/an sea 
breeze cycle to cause the prevailing winds to change direction and move offshore rom 
early evening to morning and then return to the general onshore wind flow. Aften oon 
wind speeds are approximately 10--20 miles per hour (mph) during the spring nd 
summer, approximately 10 mph during the fall and approximately 3 mph durin the 
winter. 

Thus, as noted previously, the winter season is the only time winds fall below the 5- ile 
per hour measure, and this increases the likelihood that ideal spraying opportunitie will 
arise during the months when the monarch aggregations have formed on site. The Par 
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3 Course is essentially at .. ground zero .. from the Monarch Groves, and the prevailing 
wind direction would blow any application of chemicals on the Par 3 Course north of the 
railroad tracks directly into the Monarch trees. Even a sudden, brief change in wind 
direction and velocity could catch a spraying applicator unprepared and send overdrift 
into the aggregates. 

The application windspeed requirements in the HCP, even if ideal, would potentially 
deliver pesticides to the Monarch aggregates in seconds (the measurement of 
windspeed in miles per hour is virtually meaningless in such close spaces). Pesticide 
overspray is a serious problem, and some notable cases of overspray and spray drift 
from agricultural spray applications in Ventura County (resulting from pesticide spray 
applications delivered by rigs similar to the ones proposed on the Arco Dos Pueblos 
site) have occurred during the past few years. 

The applicant's consultants state that if the conditions for chemical use in the HCP are 
met, impact to Monarch butterflies from chemicals on site 11Will be reduced to acceptable 
levels." While it is not clear what .. acceptable levels .. would be, it does appear very 
difficult even under ideal conditions, to comply with the HCP requirements. When 
possible applicator error and sudden wind changes are considered, exposure of 
Monarch butterfly aggregations in the Upper Western Grove to harmful chemicals 
appears quite likely. 

In addition to the HCP chemical application restrictions listed above,. the consultants 
recommend that: The use of pesticides shall be controlled during the aggregation 
season to ensure that no insecticides come in contact with Monarch butte/flies. 

As noted above, windspeeds suitable for compliance with the rules are best predicted in 
the winter season, when butterfly aggregates are present and sensitive. In addition, 
some of the chemicals proposed for use by the applicant indicate that wintertime 
application is recommended, which dramatically increases the risk of destroying the 
aggregations of nearby butterflies if misapplication occurs. Other chemicals ·on the fist 
recommend irrigation after application to ensure penetration of the chemical to the roots 
of turf grasses. This requirement renders the HCP pledge to apply chemicals after dew 
dries in the morning and before dew forms in the evening, essentially meaningless, 
since water must be applied to the turf after these chemicals are applied. The 
chemically treated, wet turf then becomes an attractant to butterflies, as stated above. 

The data sheets for some of the applicant's 11preferred use" chemicals indicate that 
application near the aggregate groves could pose a substantial risk of mortality to the 
gathered butterflies. For example, the plan adds lmadaclorpid (brand name 11Merit11

) to 
the list of "Preferred use chemicals'' which are supposed to be the least toxic category 
of allowable chemicals, and represent the chemical options the applicant should use 
before turning to more toxic chemicals. The material safety data sheet for Merit, which 
is used to control insect pests on golf course turf, states the following information for the 
insecticide (insect killer): 

ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS: 
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This product is highly toxic to aquatic invertebrates. Do not apply directly to water, 
areas where surface water is present or to intertidal areas below the mean high 
mark. Do not contaminate water when disposing of equipment wash waters. 

This product is highly toxic to bees exposed to direct treatment or residue on 
blooming crops or weeds. Do not apply this product or allow it to dri to 
blooming crops or weeds if bees are visiting the treatment area. 

The instructions for "Merit" further state: 

The active ingredient in MERIT 75 WSP Insecticide has sufficient residual activi so 
that applications can be made preceding the egg laying activity of the target p sts. 
High levels of control can be achieved when applications are made preceding or d ring 
the egg laying period. . .. Optimum control will be achieved when applications are a de 
prior to egg hatch of target pests, followed by sufficient irrigation or rainfall to 
the active ingredient through the thatch .. 

Use of this chemical in compliance with the instructions for use would conflict wit the 
directive by Althouse and Meade not to combine pesticides and wet grass bee use 
butterflies are drawn to wet grass, where they imbibe liquid. 

This chemical ("Merit .. ) is just one of the many ••preferred use chemicals" tha the 
applicant represents will be applied to the golf course. The only means the app cant 
proposes to confirm that in fact the application is not harmful to sensitive speci s is 
through subsequent water sampling in adjacent waterways after the chemical is a lied 
in areas marked 'on the site plan as "chemical use buffer areas" (shown with a b ken 
line) adjacent to waterways on site. 

The applicant relies on water testing after chemical application as the only meth d to 
insure that its chemical use does not harm sensitive species. Even if the water t ting 
is done properly and yields accurate results, should chemical residues be foun , no 
action is immediately required. The applicant is permitted to make adjustments t the 
chemical applications, keep testing the water, and see how it goes for up to two ars. 
No intervention in operations, ban on use of chemicals, or investigation of ecol gical 
damage to sensitive habitat or species is required if water or soil testing result are 
positive for contaminants. 

Section 3.0 of the HCP states that buffer areas have been identified for Eagle Ca yon, 
Tomate Canyon and Drainage 4 North and that use of chemicals authorize for 
application on site within these buffer areas will trigger chemical sampling outlin d in 
Section 3.1.1. Section 3.1.1 (Chemical Sampling) of the HCP (pages 31 & 32 only 
states, however, relatively vague standards for sampling. In one reference, ••Tabl 311 is 
the standard, in another reference use of .. certain chemicals'• (unspecified) will t gger 
"additional sampling" but only if used within the "buffer areas." 

Despite the use of the term .. chemical buffer area", application of chemicals i not 
prohibited in these areas. The ••chemical use buffers" shown on the site pia only 
indicate a zone that triggers testing when certain chemicals are applied. 
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The Table 3 testing parameters are identified in the HCP as required only for the first 
two years of golf course operations, or additional time to followup on adaptive 
management if contaminants are detected. Thus, the Table 3 testing appears to have 
a sunset feature, and will terminate. 

The HCP states on page 36: 
"Modification of Operations" 

If, at any time, the levels of any chemical(s) in the surface water and sediment 
samples exceed background levels due to golf course operations, chemical 
application will cease and application rates and methods will be changed in 
accordance with adaptive management measures described below in Section 
8.1.3 to prevent future exceedence of background levels. 

The proposed project does not include any meaningful, enforceable prohibition on 
further chemical use if necessary to avoid harm to sensitive species 

With regard to water pollution, only page 84 of the HCP discusses further testing: 

Section 8.1.3 states in pertinent part (Adaptive Management and Monitoring Measures) 
on page 84 of the HCP (July 12, 2001): 

To insure that surface water quality is not degraded, a water quality testing program 
(see Section 3.1.1 and Table 3} will be implemented in Eagle Canyon, Tomate Canyon, 
Drainage 4 Norlh, the vernal pool and the reclaimed water storage lake on a regular 
basis to ensure that no adverse water quality impacts result from irrigation and chemical 
use within the golf course. Water quality testing data will be entered into a database to 
be kept onsite, summarized at the end of each rainy season, and compared to previous 
years' data. Surface water sampling and testing will be conducted by a third-parly 
designee, in accordance with the terms of the draft A TMIPM. Samples will be taken 
from locations designated by the Service and County of Santa Barbara Deparlment of 
Planning and Development (P&D) (see attached Site Plan). Surface water quality 
monitoring will be performed for the first two years of golf course operation ••• 

Future golf course operations after that two year window would not be subject to 
monitoring if no intermediate sutVeillance requirements are not triggered within that 
time. Thus, there will be no way after two years of operations, to ensure water quality 
even for the few standards- nitrogen, pH, phosphates-- that are checked initially . 

... For Tomate Canyon, Drainage 4 Norlh and Eagle Canyon, if tests reveal that levels 
of nitrites, nitrates and phosphates are greater than the EPA standards for aquatic life, 
if dissolved oxygen levels are less than 5 paris ppm, or if pH levels are less than 6.0 or 
greater than 9.0 operation of the golf course shall be modified in accordance with 
the draft ATMIPM until testing shows no adverse impacts ••• 

Page 55 



A-4-STB-93-154-CC--A2 (Arco Dos Pueblos Golf Links) 
May 31, 2002 

Nothing in the HCP or applicants proposal requires testing for the residue of 
insecticides, fungicides, herbicides and other toxic chemicals authorized for use o the A 
site in the TMP/IPM that might harm Monarch butterflies. Moreover, there is nv te ting • 
proposed at all to ensure that toxins do not enter the terrestrial and botanical h itat 
areas utilized by the Monarch butterflies since the HCP is aimed at protecting the ad-
legged Frog and Tidewater Goby habitat 

While the proposed chemical management procedures may be adequate for ge eral 
purposes in many locations on the 208-acre site, these procedures are compl tely 
inadequate for use in the Executive Par-3 Course located at Eagle Canyon. The 
Monarch butterflies found in this area of the site are highly sensitive to disturb 
The entire butterfly aggregation in the Upper Western Grove could be extirpated 
chemical application mistake. 

The risk of upset associated with building and maintaining the Executive Par-3 C rse 
in the highly sensitive Eagle Canyon area is unacceptable and cannot be mitigat d to 
levels consistent with the requirements of Santa Barbara County's certified LCP. The 
Commission finds that the project can only be rendered consistent with the ce ified 
LCP through the implementation of Special Condition 3, which requires deletion the 
Executive Par-3 Course, among other changes to the project described in the S 
Condition. 

The elimination of the Par-3 Course will ensure that the significant populatio s of 
autumnal and overwintering populations of Monarch butterflies documented on sit will 
be sufficiently buffered from the remainder of the golf course operations to pr ent 
accidental poisoning of the butterflies through chemical applications. 

Additionally, the elimination of the Par-3 Course will also eliminate the appli 
proposal to remove or thin trees in that area of the site, which is consistent wit 
Althouse and Meade recommendation that such removal or thinning be limited as uch 
as possible to avoid undermining the fragile parameters of the microclimate that att acts 
and protects the butterfly aggregates in and adjacent to Eagle Canyon. 

The elimination of the Par-3 Course will also ensure that golfers are not playing to 
and immediately under the autumnal aggregations located near Holes 3 and 6. 
prevent the noise, errant golf shots and human presence that could res 
disturbance to and potential flushing of butterfly aggregations, and prevent the ad rse 
consequences to the Monarch populations of chronic stress associated with use the 
habitat area for the estimated 20,000 rounds of golf (1 to 4 players per round) per ear. 
Assuming that the maximum 80,000 golfers is evenly distributed by month, for sa e of 
illustration, over 6,000 golfers could pass beneath the Upper Western Grove site o the 
Par-3 course in a single month. 

Thus, the construction and operation of the Par-3 course poses unacceptable lev Is of 
potentially adverse habitat impacts, potential chemical destruction of thousan s. of 
aggregating butterflies, and the removal or thinning of eucalyptus trees to c eate 
sufficient clear playing space. 
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The applicant's consultants recommend against the reduction in the density of 
eucalyptus groves to the west and north of the aggregation sites and note that tree 
thinning and removal may affect the microclimate conditions within the aggregation 
sites. Protection from wind and sunlight, and amelioration of extremes in temperature 
and humidity are functions that groves of trees outside of the immediate aggregation 
area provide. Reduction of the density of foliage or the number of trees in groves near 
the butterfly aggregations should be minimized, according to the consultants. The 
consultants also note that all of the eucalyptus trees on the north side of the railroad, 
near the entrance to the property contribute to the microclimate conditions of the 
aggregation sites. The consultants recommend therefore that reduction in eucalyptus 
groves, and trimming of individual trees should be minimized. 

As stated previously, construction of the Par-3 Course as approved previously would 
require removal of the Upper Western Grove and the placement of approximately 2,600 
cubic yards of fill where the grove is located. 

Individually and collectively, the impacts of construction and operation of the Executive 
Par-3 Course, in light of the affect of these impacts on Monarch butterfly aggregations 
and host groves, render the project inconsistent with the requirements of the County's 
certified LCP. 

Thus, the project, modified to delete the Par-3 Course, would thereby be rendered 
consistent with the requirements for ESHA protection set forth in the LCP. 

8.3.6. Conclusion 

Therefore, for all of the reasons set forth above, the Commission concludes that the 
amended project, considered in light of the changed circumstance of significantly 
increased Monarch butterfly aggregations in and adjacent to Eagle Canyon since the 
Commission approved the project in 1994, and as conditioned, will be consistent with 
the applicable policies and provisions of Santa Barbara County's certified Local Coastal 
Program. 

8.4. Southern Tarplant 

8.4.1. Changed Circumstances 

The Southern Tarplant (sometimes called "Spikeweed 11
) is considered a Federal 

"Species of Concern .. and a California Native Plant Society "List 1 (Br' species, which 
signifies that is a rare, threatened, or endangered California native plant. List 1 (B) 
status qualifies the plant for listing status as a rare, threatened, or endangered plant 
under the California Endangered Species Act. The only higher status that can be 
conferred on a plant is List 1 (A) which essentially means that the plant is extinct. 

Southern Tarplant is an annual species, in the aster (Sunflower) family, and at seasonal 
maturity can grow to as large as 1.5 feet in width and approximately two feet tall 
(maturity size ranges significantly in response to adequacy of environmental conditions 
during a particular season's germination and growth). The peak of bloom occurs in late 
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summer and early fall, when the plants are covered with small, bright yellow fl 
The skeletal remains of dead tarplant resemble tumbleweed. 

(The report of County environmental monitor John Storrer in Exhibit 1 0 contains h 
background information on the plant•s life cycle and characteristics.) 

• Information Known at the Time of Project Approval 

The Southern Tarplant was first discovered on the Area Dos Pueblos site in 199 , as 
part of a Biological Resources Analysis (June 28, 1991, Revised October 15, 91) 
undertaken by Jacqueline Bowland, then Senior Biologist at Interface Planning and 
Counseling Corporation, the consulting firm serving as agent for then-applicant, reo 
Oil and Gas. 

• 20 - 30 plants on proposed 18th Fairway 

Ms. Bowland, undertaking field surveys to support the analysis, discovered a all 
population of Southern Tarplant numbering approximately 20 to 30 plants by her 
estimate, in the middle of what is presently proposed to be the 18th Fairway of the golf 
course. According to Ms. Bowland, that population was considered to be the ost 
northerly range extension of the Southern Tarplant known at that time, and discove of 
the plant was something of a surprise. 

Ms. Bowland's biological survey was submitted to Santa Barbara County as part of the 
materials developed by Interface to support the original application for the golf co rse 
and appurtenant facilities (the Biological Resources Analysis comprised Section I of 
the application, dated October 25, 1991, submitted by Whitt Hollis as employee/ag nt, 
Area Oil and Gas). The biological survey was eventually incorporated by reference to 
the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the subject project (92-EIR-16) under he 
direction of Santa Barbara County staff. 

• CNPS .. List 3 .. Status 

At the time the 1991 Interface biological analysis was prepared, the California Nat ve 
Plant Society status of the Southern Tarplant was ''List 3. 11 This status was reported y 
the Interface analysis in the application to Santa Barbara County, and subsequently a
stated the Final EIR for the project. March 1993 (FEIR 92-EIR-16 was certified in 199 ). 

''List 3" status for a plant is a designation of much less concern than List 1 (B) stat s. 
List 3 status means that more information is needed, but does not constitute listing t e 
plant as rare, endangered, or threatened. 

The Interface Biological Resources Analysis (County application, Section IX, Page IX ) 
states: 

A special interest plant was encountered in the ruderal grassland community on t e 
south side of the railroad tracks. Southern tarplant or spikeweed (.Hemizonia austral 
was found in one small population adjacent to a windrow to the west of barranca #3 
the south side of the access road that parallels the bluffs (refer to Figure 1) (Figure 1 s 
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an Addendum Exhibit). The population occurs within a disturbed area associated with 
an active oil and gas production facility, where brushing for fire control has occurred 
recently. This plant is on List 3 of the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered 
Vascular Plants of California (Smith and Berg, 1988). List 3 indicates that more 
information is needed to obtain information such as the plant's distribution and current 
threats to its existence, and to define appropriate protection policies. According to one 
local flora, this plant occurs from the Ellwood area south to lower California and is 
generally found in sandy substrates near the coast (Smith, C.F., 1974). 

This summary of the status of the Southern Tarplant was repeated in the Environmental 
Impact Report for the project. Final EIR 92-EIR-16 was dated February 1S93 and 
finalized in' March 1993 by Santa Barbara County, incorporating comments and 
responses. 92-EIR-16 was certified by the County Board of Supervisors on August 17, 
1993. 

Page 5.1-16 of the FEIR, dated March 1993, Administrative Record Page 000371 
states (See Exhibit 12): 

Southern Tarplant. The southern tarplant (Hemizonia austra-lis) has no official status, 
but it is on List 3 of the California Native Plant Society's (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and 
Endangered Vascular Plants of California (Smith and Berg, 1988). "List 3" is a 
compendium of plants for which CNPS lacks the information necessary to determine 
rare, threatened or endangered status. CNPS believes that many historic occurrences 
of southern tarplant have been extirpated but requests additional rarity or 
endangerment information. This species occurs throughout southern coastai·Califomia, 
from San Diego ·county to Santa Barbara County. According to Smith (1976}, it is 
~'common in many sandy fields near the ocean, between Goleta and Ellwood. II The 
occurrence of this species on the project site appears to constitute a range extension 
since its northern limit is reported to be Ellwood Mesa. A small population of southern 
tarplant was located by Interface (1991) immediately south of the coastal road and west 
of Drainage #3 (Figure 5. 1-1 }, as verified by the EIR consultants. 

The List 3 status of the Southern Tarplant was interpreted by the County as requiring 
that the impacts to the plant be addressed through mitigation, rather than through 
avoidance of the impact (preservation of the population in its existing location). 

Mitigation Measure B8 (FEIR page 5.1 .. 48) stated that the collection of seed, 
greenhouse germination of the collected seed, and subsequent transplanting of the 
greenhouse stock elsewhere on site would be sufficient mitigation, and required that the 
BELP (Biological Enhancement Landscape Plan) drafted by the applicant be revised to 
include these measures (including monitoring and a contingency plan in case of high 
mortality). Thus, the FEIR concluded that ''Implementation of the above measure would 
reduce impacts to sensitive plants occurring onsite to less than significant levels (Class 
//). 

Thus, the FEIR did not consider project alternatives that would avoid impacts to the 
Southern Tarplant, protecting the population in place. 

• Upgrade to CNPS 11 List 1 (8)11 Status 
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On April 4, 2002 the appljcant submitted a binder to Commission staff, in respon e to A 
an earlier request by Commission staff for documents in the applicant's re rds W 
concerning Southern Tarplant. The binder contained a one page memorandum, u der 
tab 3, from Jackie Bowland (Interface Planning and Counseling Corporation, S nior 
Biologist) to Whitt Hollis, labeled as .. Memorandum to Dos Pueblos Golf Links File .. RE: 
Southern Tarplant, dated May 14, 1992. (Exhibit 12) 

The memorandum regarding Southern Tarplant advises of a pending change in the 
California Native Plant Society•s assigned status for the plant. The memorandum n tes 
that the plant's listing would possibly change from List 3 to List 1 (B) in the then-pen ing 
publication of the CNPS updated lnvento of Rare and Endan ered Plants of Calif rnia 
anticipated later in that year. The memorandum states in part: 

. .. . A new edition of this publication is due out this fall, which will Jist the sout ern 
tarplant as 1 B. List 1 B includes "plants rare, threatened or endangered in Cali~ ia 
and elsewhere." The importance of this change is that all plants listed in the lnve ory 
as 18 are considered rare under Section 15380 of the State CEQA Guidelines, wh her 
they are listed as such by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) or n t . 

... This change elevates the importance of this plant population, and may re ire 
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate potential adverse impacts. Accept ble 
mitigation measures are subject to approval by the CDFG and Santa Barbara Co ty, 
and could include such approaches as avoidance and ongoing protection of the 
population, avoidance with a minimum buffer area of undisturbed habitat surroun ing 
the population, transplantation elsewhere, or a combination of some or all of t se 
measures. (Exhibit 12) 

Ms. Bowland's memorandum is dated May 14, 1992. The Southern Tarplant as 
subsequently elevated to List 1 B status in the CNPS Inventory revised edition as s. 
Bowland predicted. Although the change in status of the Southern Tarplant had alre dy 
occurred, the FEIR that was subsequently issued in 1993 was not corrected to ref ct 
the change from 3 to 1 (B) in the CNPS Inventory. 

As the result, upon finalization of the EIR the mitigation approach of collecting seed 
destroying the donor population was deemed acceptable as a condition of approv in 
the County's subsequent approval of the project, and was later incorporated by 
reference into the coastal development permit approved by the Commission in 1994. 

• Changes in the Distribution and Number of Southern Tarplant location 
populations since 1994 permit approval 

The new hearing on changed circumstances also provides staff with the opportu 
under the Commission•s regulations, to request information staff believes necessa to 
properly evaluate the project in light of potentially changed circumstances. S ff 
requested in September 2001 that the applicant provide an updated map of biologi al 
resources on site, particularly vegetation. In response, the applicant supplied a ull 
sized, to-scale site map represented as the current vegetation map of the ite 
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(November 21, 2001 vegetation map prepared by Dudek & Associates, full-sized copy 
on file at District office; no reduced copy available.) 

In addition, the applicant submitted a report dated November 26, 2001 prepared by 
Dudek & Associates, by Sherri L. Miller, Senior Biologist, titled: .. Update of Biological 
Resources Report for the ARCO Des Pueblos Golf Links Project, Santa Barbara 
County, California.•• (Addendum Exhibit) The report states in part: 

This report documents the results of a biological resources survey conducted by Dudek 
and Associates, Inc. (DUDEK) at the approximately 208-acre Dos Pueblos Golf Links 
project area. The project site is located in an unincorporated area of Santa Barbara 
County, California. 

The purpose of this letter report is to determine if there are any significant changes 
(e.g., changed circumstances) relating to vegetation communities on the Dos Pueblos 
Golf Links site from the original environmental review in 1993 (92-EIR-16) to current 
conditions. The site's current physical conditions remain substantially unchanged as 
compared to the physical conditions recorded in 1991 and 1992 (citations) and in the 
1993 EIR for the project ... 

The report stated in summary: 

When comparing the current physical conditions onsite to those recorded in 1991 and 
1992 (and presented in the 1993 EIR on the proposed project), it is apparent that 
physical conditions onsite have not changed substantially (see Table 1). The acreage 
of developed lands has decreased due to the abandonment of the oil and gas facilities 
and the differentiation between ornamental plantings from developed lands in recent 
surveys. In addition, the abandonment of the oil and gas facilities has resulted in the 
creation of disturbed wetlands areas and a slight increase in annual non-native 
grassland acreage (i.e., grasses have volunteered within some previously developed 
areas). The golf course has been designed to avoid these disturbed wetlands areas. 

The report contained no analysis of changes in the locations or number of Southern 
Tarplant on site, though attached Appendix A contained a ••floral compendium" of 
.. vascular plant species .. arranged by family. Hemizonia panyi ssr. Australis, Southern 
Tarplant, is listed under the family Asteraceae (Sunflower Family). 

6 "Mulefar• - (Baccharis salicifolia) a shrub that is also a member of the Sunflower 
family, as is Southern Tarplant, was noted on site in the 1993 EIR Appendix 5.1-1 list of 
plants observed on site by Interface {1991 ), Rindlaub (1992}, and Bowland and Ferren 
(1992), but does not appear on the plant list appended to Ms. Miller's November 2001 
report. The Final EIR documents Mulefat as part of the plant community identified as 
"Southern Willow Scrub" occurring in patches along drainages on site. The binder 
submitted by the applicant on April 4, 2002 contains, under Tab 18, a fetter dated 
October 13, 1998 addressed by the office of the applicant's consulting landscape 
architect to the County Energy Division planner reviewing the Biological Enhancement 
Landscape Plan for the Area Dos Pueblos project. The letter states on page 4: 
" ... (TABLE A) ... 5. Suggested change incorporated. The project biologist, Sherri 
Miller, requests excluding Mule Fat from the Riparian mix because mule fat scrub is 
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Subsequently, interested parties raised a concern about the project's impacts o 
Southern Tarplant, among other issues. Commission staff then reviewing the p 
for changed circ!Jmstances was unaware that the Southern Tarplant existed o the 
subject site, and examined the administrative record for information about the i sue. 
Staff consulted the applicant's November 2001 report and vegetation map refer ced 
above. No Southern Tarplant locations, including the one shown in the 1993 EIR 
mapped, nor were changes to the distribution or number of plants noted in the 
report regarding site changes since project approval. 

Staff requested that the applicant supply additional information about the Sou em 
Tarplant on site, and conferred with the County Energy Division. The Energy Divi on's 
environmental monitor, John Storrer explained on request that he had not d a 
significant population of Southern Tarplant in bloom on the site when reo 
abandonment activities were closing down in the summer of 1998. Mr. St rrer 
explained that he directed that the area be roped off to prevent disturbance t the 
plants, and that the applicant's consultants investigated the extent of the populatio and 
provided that information directly to the County staff. 

Mr. Storrer indicated that the population was extensive and coincided almost ex ctly 
with the footprint of the former warehouse/loading racks. He sent an informal m p of 
the area to County staff, and the map was provided to Commission staff. 

Staff requested a site visit to evaluate the current location of the plants in the area that 
was discovered in 1998. Mr. Storrer and others accompanied staff (March 14, 002 
site visit), and Mr. Storrer prepared a responsive report, dated April2, 2002, includi g a 
map of the general area of tarplant distribution (Exhibit 1 0). This map was event ally 
incorporated into a revised map prepared by the applicant (Exhibit 3}. 

Subsequently, the applicant at the request of staff prepared an iterative series of ap 
revisions and provided supplemental information (the binder received April 4, 2002 nd 
referenced previously, for example) concerning the locations and extent of Sout ern 
Tarplant on the subject site. In all, as shown on Exhibit 3, there are nine (9) locat ns 
now reported, ranging significantly in size of population from a few individual plan to 
as many as 4,500 individual plants in one location. The latter was the site discov red 
by Mr. Storrer in 1998, though the plant count was prepared by others ee 
memorandum of Jackie Bowland to Sherri Miller dated October 6, 1998, Adden urn 
Exhibit). 

Thus, there is now substantial evidence to conclude that changed circumstances s1 ce 
the Commission's approval of Coastal Development Permit A-4-STB-93-154 axis on 
site with regard to the Southern Tarplant. 

habitat regulated by CDFG, and we do not want to create a regulated habitat." 
revised vers.ion of the BELP dated November, 1998 does not include Mulefat in he 
riparian mix, but does include Mulefat in the Southern Willow Scrub mix. From the I ck 
of identification of Mulefat in the November 2001 plant list, it is not clear whether he 
plant has disappeared from the site since the surveys included in the 1993 EIR re 
undertaken, or whether it may simply have been overlooked in the 2001 surveys. 
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In summary, the changes consist of the significantly increased number of locations 
where the plant is known to exist on site (nine now compared with one known at the 
time of project approval), and the population size (largest and only known poguration at 
time of approval was 20 to 30 individuals in the middle of the proposed 18 h Fairway, 
compared with as many as 4,500 plants in 1998 in the area presently proposed for a 
portion of the parking adjacent to the clubhouse, and a portion of the Par-3 Course 
north of the railroad, near Eagle Canyon). In addition, though not the same kind of 
changed circumstance, there is new (and accurate) information about the status of the 
Southern Tarplant as a California Native Plant Society List 1 (B) species. This is an 
indication that the native plant is considered to be rare, threatened or endangered. The 
plant's sensitive status was not accurately reflected in the environmental review and 
subsequent project approvals. 

As a result, the need for preserving the Tarplant was underestimated and measures 
that would avoid destruction of the plants were not fully evaluated. The mitigation 
measure implementation approved subsequent to project approval by the County 
allowed destruction of Tarplants and mitigation for this impact. The applicant•s 
Biological Enhancement Landscape Plan (CUP condition 14/88) originally provided for 
the mitigation of the loss of 20- 30 plants (the number counted in the only population 
known on site at the time of approval) through seed collection, greenhouse growth of 
plants from resultant seeds (Matilija Nursery), and later transplantation of the cultivated 
plants to a designated mitigation site on the Arco project site (and reservation of some 
seed in case of poor survival/self reseeding). The mitigation requirement finalized in 
the applicant-prepared BELP only called for a 1:1 ratio (the EIR and the special 
condition did not set a ratio), and the number of plants to be mitigated was dependent 
on the number of plants actually counted in the year that grading commenced. · 

The applicant implemented seed collection in 1998 in anticipation of commencing 
construction shortly after obtaining final County approval that winter, and the issuance 
of the Coastal Development Permit from the Commission. The plants were grown 
successfully by Matilija Nursery, but when project approval was delayed, the applicant 
directed the destruction of the resultant propagated plants, and has repeated the cycle 
annually thereafter awaiting authorization to commence construction. The applicant 
explained to staff at the March 14, 2002 site visit that the plants grown by these means 
every year have been destroyed when each successive year since 1998 failed to yield 
construction authorization. Thus, genetic material from the donor populations has been 
lost instead of stored in the soil seedbank. 7 

8.4.2. Life History 

Southern Tarplant is a summer-to-fall- flowering ·annual herb with spine·tipped leaves 
and abundant, small bright yellow flowers. The mature plant is of variable size, 
depending on the suitability of the environmental conditions present. Mature plants 
may range from a few inches in height to a diameter of approximately two feet (with a 
rounded overall form not unlike that of the tumbleweed). Southern Tarplant It reaches 
its northern limit at the project site (Ellwood was formerly thought to be its northernmost 

7 
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range extension). It is also found in the Goleta Slough, on the UCSB Campus, a din 
very limited, localized distributions in other coastal southern California areas. 

This annual plant's life cycle is one of lush germination after disturbance to a site, hick 
growth in the initial year or years, then failure of the plant to compete successfully ith 
more aggressive colonizers. The successful initial years result in large seedset an the 
replenishment of the soil seedbank. At least some of the seeds of Southern Tar lant 
seem to remain viable for as long as decades, thus preserving the plant•s ge etic 
heritage and future growth potential through what amounts to a long period of rei tive 
dormancy once successional changes take over and send the plant back undergr nd, 
literally, into the residual seedbank phase of its life cycle. When disturbance a ises 
again, and competition is removed, the cycle repeats, perpetuating the Sou 
Tarplant. 

According to staff report for the Balsa Chica Coastal Program Land Use 
Amendment No. 1-95/lmplementing Actions Program, dated November 27, 200 , of 
only about 30 populations of Southern Tarplant known to remain in the Los An eles 
Basin, most are small (less than 1 ,000 individuals) and at least 12 of those popula ions 
are threatened by development. At Bolsa Chica the population has fluctuated dely 
from year-to-year (consistent with observations at Arco Dos Pueblos). In 199 , no 
plants were found. In 1992, Southern Tarplant was again present and in 1993 ar und 
545 individuals were observed. There were no detailed surveys until recently. In 999 
and 2000, consultants for Hearthside Homes conducted careful surveys of the 
Balsa Chica Mesa. They counted 3,401 individuals in 1999, and 9,292 individu 
2000. 

• Spatial and Temporal Patchiness is Normal for Southern Tarplant 

• Soil Seedbank Importance 

Besides annual variations in number, the locations of the denser stands also v ried 
considerably from year to year. These existing data indicate the extreme tempera and 
spatial patchiness in the distribution of this rare plant that must be considered i any 
protection plan. Fred M. Roberts, who was from 1991 to 1999 a botanist for U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service where he worked on rare plant issues, including issues relat d to 
Southern Tarplant, is quoted in the Bolsa Chica report explaining the significance this 
variability as follows: 

"This variability in response to climatic and other influences significantly increa s a 
species' potential for surviving unfavorable times. Species may produce prodi ious 
amount of seed one favorable year to weather a more typical 4-5 conti ous 
unfavorable years. Likewise, seeds with slightly different genetic codes will e plait 
slightly different germinating conditions. All this increases the vigor and potential f the 
species. The population that is in evidence one year may represent only a fracti n of 
the total seed bank potential, both in number and in area. If conservation doe not 
consider enough habitat for population dynamics, only a small fraction of the seed ank 
will be protected and this will significantly reduce the potential for species to s 
hard times." 
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According to the Balsa Chica report, there are only about five populations of Southern 
Tarplant in existence known to have over 8,000 individuals. Thus, the 1998 count in 
one location on the Area Dos Pueblos site of over 4,500 individuals is clearly significant 
and indicative of the extent of soil seedbank reserves of tarplant genepool the 208-acre 
site harbors. 

• Range of micro-habitats, preservation of sufficient habitat 

The Balsa Chica report emphasizes that simply preserving one portion of an area that 
had large numbers of individuals this year or any given year provides no assurance that 
the viability of the population will be maintained. It is important that the range of micro
habitats supporting the species be protected. It is also important to preserve sufficient 
habitat to insure that populations of pollinators are maintained. In the case of Southern 
Tarplant, poUination biology is unknown, however native bees are pollinators for rare 
saltmarsh species such as Saltmarsh Bird's Beak (Parsons, L.S. and J. B. Zedler, 1997, 
in Bolsa Chica report, Factors affecting reestablishment of an endangered annual plant 
at a California salt marsh. Ecological Applications 7:253-267) and Saltmarsh Goldfields 
(Ferren, Wayne, letter to staff ecologist John Dixon dated October 28 2000, in Botsa 
Chica report, re: wetland edges, transitions, and upland habitats) making preservation 
of adequate habitat for pollinators doubly important. 

8.4.3. LCP Policies and Provisions 

Santa Barbara County's certified Local Coastal Program defines rare plant communities 
as Environmentatly Sensitive Habitat by definition, without regard for mapping status. 

LUP Policy 2-11: All development, including agriculture, adjacent to areas designated 
on the land use plan or resource maps as environmentally sensitive habitat areas, shall 
be regulated to avoid adverse impacts on habitat resources. Regulatory measure 
include, but are not limited to, setbacks, buffer zones, grading controls, noise 
restrictions, maintenance of natural vegetation, and control of runoff. 

The LUP provides in Section 3.9.3. (Planning Issues) that "Habitats are considered to 
be environmentally sensitive when they exhibit extreme vulnerability to disturbance or 
destruction from human activities. In Santa Barbara County, recreational uses, 
agricultural practices, and development pose the greatest threats to habitats because 
existing County regulations do not provide adequate protection. 

The LUP states on page 119: While the (ESHA) designations reflected on the land use 
plan and resource maps represent ·the best available information~ these designations 
are not definitive and may need modification in the future. The scale of the maps 
precludes complete accuracy in the mapping of habitat areas and in some cases~ the 
precise location of habitat areas is not known. In addition, migration of species or 
discovery of new habitats would result in the need for designation of a new area. 
Therefore~ the boundaries of the designations should be updated periodically in order to 
incorporate new data. 
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In addition, the LUP states on page 120: Most native plant communities an 
designated on the land use plan and resource maps because they exist in so any A 
locations throughout the coastal zone. Only major streams and wetlands are sho n on . • 

. the land use plan maps. 

The LUP further states on pages 119 and 120: Significant habitat resources i the 
coastal zone which meet at least one of these criteria are designated on the Jan use 
plan maps.· Environmentally sensitive habitat areas have been grouped int the 
following categories: (dunes, wetlands, native grasslands, vernal pools, butterfly tees, 
marine mammal rookeries and hauling grounds, White-tailed Kite habitat, su tidal 
reefs, rocky points and intertidal areas, kelp beds, seabird nesting and roosting a as, 
native plants, streams) . . . Due to the limitations of mapping techniques and, in me 
cases, incomplete information on habitat areas, the following policies shall ap y to 
development on parcels designated as a habitat area on the land use plan a d/or 
resource maps and to development on parcels within 250 feet of a habitat an or 
projects affecting an environmentally sensitive habitat area. 

LUP Policy 9-1: Prior to the issuance of a development permit, all projects on pa cels 
shown on the land use plan and/or resource maps with a Habitat Area ov, rlay 
designation or within 250 feet of such designation or projects affectin an 
environmentally sensitive habitat area shall be found to be in conformity wit the 
applicable habitat protection policies of the land use plan. All development p ns, 
grading plans, etc., shall show the precise location of the habitat(s) potentially affl ted 
by the proposed project. Projects which could adversely impact an environme tally 
sensitive habitat area may be subject to a site inspection by a qualified biologist t be 
selected jointly by the County and the applicant. 

Habitats found in the County and policies for protecting these habitats are listed b ow. 
These policies are in addition to existing State and Federal regulations which pn teet 
many species of plants and animals and their habitats. 

Further, the LCP Coastal Zoning Ordinance provides that if newly docume ted 
environmentally sensitive habitat area, which is not included in the ESH Overlay Dis rict, 
is identified on a lot or lots during application review, then the provisions of Sees. 35-
97.7 .. - 35-97.19. shall apply. (Sec. 35-97.3) 

The Coastal Zoning Ordinance defines Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (E A) 
as: Any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or espe ally 
valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which cout be 
easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments. 

Thus, the LCP clearly establishes that the Southern Tarplant populations locate on 
site are defined as ESHA. This is particularly true in light of the plant's accu ate 
sensitivity status in the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) lnvento of Rare nd 
Endangered Plants of California, which identifies the Southern Tarplant as a List (B) 
species (the only rarer status, List 1 (A), indicates species that are generally extinct). 
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Therefore, as Southern Tarplant populations are ESHA, and newly discovered on site 
(since the time of permit approval), the provisions of Coastal Zoning Ordinance (CZO) 
Sees. 35-97.7 and 35-97.18 apply: 

CZO Sec. 35 .. 97.7 Conditions on Coastal Development Permits in ESH 

A coastal development permit may be issued subject to compliance with conditions set 
forth in the permit which are necessary to ensure protection of the habitat area(s). 
Such conditions may, among other matters, limit the size, kind, or character of the 
proposed work, require replacement of vegetation, establish required monitoring 
procedures and maintenance activity, stage the work over time, or require the alteration 
of the design of the development to ensure protection of the habitat. The conditions 
may also include deed restrictions and conversation and resource easements. Any 
regulation, except the permitted or conditionally permitted uses, of the base zone 
district may be altered in furtherance of the purpose of this overlay district by express 
condition in the permit. 

CZO Sec. 35-97-18. Development Standards for Native Plant Community Habitats. 

Examples of such native plant communities are: coastal sage scrub, chaparral, coastal 
bluff, closed cone pine forest, California native oak woodland (also individual oak trees), 
endangered and rare plant species as designated by the California Native Plant 
Society, and other plants of special interest such as endemics . 

. . . (2) When sites are graded or developed, areas with significant amounts of native 
vegetation shall be preserved. All development shall be sited, designed, and 
constructed to minimize impacts of grading, paving, construction of roads or 
structures, runoff, and erosion on native vegetation. In particular, grading and 
paving shall not adversely affect root zone aeration and stability of native trees. 

8.4.4. Locations and Populations on Site 

Exhibit 3 and Addendum Exhibit to follow show applicant's most current mapping of 
Southern Tarplant locations on site (Dudek & Associates, May 3, 2002). The three 
areas that are most significant are 1) the area along the western bank of T ornate 
Canyon, south of the railroad, 2) the original 18th Fairway population south of the 
railroad tracks, and 3) the previous Arco Oil and Gas Loading Rack and Warehouse 
site (east of clubhouse, partly within parking lot and Executive Par-3 Course). 

8.4.5. Construction and Operations Impacts 

The project will grade and remove most areas of Southern Tarplant now identified on 
the subject site. In addition, the largest population of plants (discovered in 1998, as 
described above) is established in a former oil and gas development area of the site 
that has residual contaminated soils (this is true in a number of areas of the site). The 
applicant received a Coastal Development Permit from Santa Barbara County for a 
proposed remedial action plan (RAP), which is currently pending on appeal to the 
Commission and will be scheduled for a future hearing. The RAP calls for the 
excavation and offsite disposal of soils in the primary tarplant population area, with the 
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attendant destruction of the soil seedbank. These issues (soil cleanup) wil be 
addressed separately when the appeals are considered. 

The previous sections have established that Southern Tarplant is considered a re, 
threatened, or endangered California native plant. Under the County's LCP, as st ted 
previously, the plant's status renders the habitat supporting it ESHA. Special provi 
of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance set forth above apply to devel~pment that could 
an ESHA. 

Separate sections of this report discuss the adverse impacts upon the sensitive h 
and resources of the Eagle Canyon area that would be caused by the construction 
operation) of the Executive Par-3 Course, the 9 hole course at the eastern end 
site (Water quality impacts to Eagle Canyon Creek, California Red-Legged 
Tidewater Goby, and the impacts of constructing and operating the Par-3 course o the 
eucalyptus groves hosting fall and winter aggregations of Monarch butterflies). The 
Commission's findings in those sections required the imposition of Special Condit n 3 
(Revised Plans) to ensure that the unavoidable, significant adverse effects ar-3 
Course construction would have on these environmentally sensitive habitats and 
species would be avoided. Revisions to the project layout are also required top teet 
the area where the largest populations of Tarplant have occurred on the site, hich 
would otherwise be destroyed by the proposed parking lot and portions of the ar 3 
Course. In addition, the section of the findings that addresses White-tailed Kite SHA 
requires imposition of the condition for revised plans to buffer an area arou an 
established nesting site. That area generally incorporates the second signi icant 
tarplant population, which is in approximately the same location documented i the 
1993 EIR - in the proposed 18th Fairway. The third population is located on the w stem 
margins of Tomate Canyon, and minor adjustments to the project footprint a pear 
sufficient to protect that population (these three general locations will be shown in an 
Addendum Exhibit). By conserving primary populations in three areas of the site, etter 
mitigation will result through capture of a wider array of microhabitats, populatio s will 
be more widely distributed for native pollinators (especially important because So them 
Tarplant pollination is not well understood) and backup seed sources in the eve of a 
population crash in one or more of the sites will exist. 

As noted previously, Southern Tarplant numbers may fluctuate significantly inti 
space, and the primary location of the plant's genetic material is in the soil see 
that awaits future opportunities for growth, maturity, and new seed set. Thus it is seful 
to think about mitigation for impacts to the Southern Tarplant in terms of over II site 
impacts (grading and development) that will destroy the seedbank and develo ment 
impacts related to the management of the site {landscaping, for example) and s rface 
treatment thereafter that would inhibit Southern Tarplant germination and en if 
germination occurred, would impair the ability of the seedlings to mature and s t new 
seed (germination in an area of managed turf would be ·an example). Th s the 
proposed grading (over 300,000 cubic yards of cut and fill; see Exhibit 4, Attach ent A 
and Exhibit 6 for extent of grading disturbance) of virtually all of the terraced areas 
where most tarplant is found on the site can be expected to eliminate both the plants 
and the plants' seedbank (future genebank), throughout the majority of the site. • 
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John Storrer, County monitor for the Arco site and an experienced field biologist who 
has prepared environmental analyses of Southern Tarplant locations, writes in a report 
on the subject site's primary population that Southern Tarplant mitigation may be most 
usefully thought of in spatial terms. 
To think about the expressions of population numbers and space that have been 
documented with regard to the tarplant on site, and thereby develop adequate 
mitigation, a calculation based on recorded plant data is set forth below: 

To preserve healthy Tarplant populations on site over the long term, it is necessary to 
set aside the areas where Tarplants have previously been present, along with a buffer 
that will prevent disturbance of plants that are growing and will also preserve sufficient 
seedbank to maintain the population. This can be accomplished by preserving the area 
currently proposed for the Par-3 Course (which is 8. 7 acres according to the applicant) 
to preserve a significant portion of the primary population (a large portion will be lost to 
eventual remediation of contaminated soils) and the associated seedbank. In addition, 
a Tarplant recovery plan is necessary to provide mitigation of tarplant populations and 
seedbank resources that will be permanently lost through soil remediation and grading 
for the golf course elsewhere throughout the site. 

Special Condition 6 requires the preparation of a Tarplant Area Restoration Plan 
(TARP) to provide for adequate mitigation of adverse impacts to Southern Tarplant and 
for the management of the tarplant conservation areas. Fully implemented, Special 
Condition 6 combined with the applicable requirements of Special Condition 3 (including 
deletion of the Executive Par-3 Course at Eagle Canyon) will ensure that a sufficient 
area is set aside for mitigation of Southern Tarplant impacts that will result from 
construction and· operations. These conditions will ensure that the proposed project, as 
conditioned, will be consistent with the provisions of the County's certified LCP 
protective of the environmentally sensitive habitat area of rare plant communities. 

In addition, Special Condition 6 requires the amendment of the applicant's present 
Biological Enhancement Landscape Plan (BELP) to delete the use of herbicides in the 
tarplant mitigation areas - particularly in the formerly approved Executive Par-3 Course 
area. The chemical management methods described in the BELP are inconsistent with 
the requirements set forth in the applicable special conditions for protection and 
buffering of water quality in Eagle Canyon, and the protection of sensitive species 
(including Monarch butterfly aggregates that could be adversely affected by chemical 
management within the former Par-3 course area). 

As discussed in detail elsewhere within this report, the applicanfs Agricultural Turf 
Management & Integrated Pest Management Plan as submitted relies heavily on 
chemical management of the Par 3 Course that will be set aside as a tarplant 
restoration site and a buffer for the sensitive species and habitats in and adjacent to 
Eagle Canyon. Special Condition 3 requires deletion of the Par 3 course, and most of 
Failway 18, which will protect sensitive tarplant populations within those areas. 
Additionally, revised plans required by Special Condition 3 will require minor 
adjustments to the layout of golf course features immediately adjacent to the Southern 
Tarplant population west of Tomate Canyon as shown on Exhibit 3. 

B.4.6. Conclusion 
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For all of the reasons set forth above, the Commission finds that as conditione as A 
discussed above, the proposed project and amendments, considered in rig of W' 
changed circumstances regarding the presence of the Southern Tarplant, identifie as 
rare, threatened or endangered by the California Native Plant Society, will be consi tent 
with the applicable policies and provisions of Santa Barbara County's certified cal 
Coastal Program. 

8.5. New Wetlands 

New, small wetlands have emerged on site since the project was approved by the 
Commission November, 1994. The footprint of these wetlands coincides with are of 
former Arco oil and gas facility abandonment undertaken between 1996 and 1 98. 
Disturbance, excavation and soil compaction, etc., combined with the low permea ility 
of the clay soils found on much of the site, have corrected and retained moisture i the 
wake of the abandonment activities. The applicant secured a wetland delineati in 
consultation with the Army Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conservation Se ice 
(required because the site is classified as rangeland). For the most part, the 
amendments proposed by the applicant adjust the golf course design to avoid t se 
wetlands. Some golf cart paths, tees, and greens may be closer than 1 00 feet b ffer 
required by the County's LCP, and Special Condition 8 addresses this by requirin the 
final plans to incorporate the necessary buffer. As conditioned, therefore, the proje as 
amended is consistent with the requirements of the County's LCP. 

Note: The applicant's proposal to excavate and dispose of contaminated soils on site 
will affect some of these wetlands, however. An appeal of the County's approval o the 
remediation program is pending and will be placed on a future Commission he 
agenda. Issues concerning the impacts of the proposed remedial activities on the 
wetlands will be addressed at that time. 

8.6. White-Tailed Kite 

8~6.1. Changed Circumstances 

The Commission's present review of the proposed project is limited to full review of the 
project based on changed circumstances in the biological and physical environme of 
the subject site, or to new or revised development proposed (amendments), since the 
Commission approved the project in 1994. With regard to the White-tailed ite, 
changed circumstances exist because White-tailed Kites, previously not observe on 
the project site at the time of Commission approval (COP A-4-STB-93-154 approve on 
November 16, 1994), are nesting on the site. 

Since the Commission's original review and approval of the project in 1994 at least wo 
pairs of White-tailed Kites, a State Species of Special Concern and a Federal . n
migratory Bird of Management Concern, have been documented on the site. N st
building on site by White-tailed Kites in March of 2000 was confirmed by Santa Bar ra 
County's environmental monitor (John Storrer, monitor under the direction of S ta 
Barbara County Energy Division, of Arco oil and gas facility post-abandon nt 
conditions). The presence of two mated pairs of Kites, and one pair nesting, 
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confirmed May 16, 2002 by the applicant's consultants during ongoing nesting survey, 
as conveyed to Commission staff by Santa Barbara County. Site surveillance for White
tailed Kite activity is continuing by applicant's consultants through June 6, 2002. 

In addition, emergent wetlands have been discovered on site since the 1994 approval, 
and one relatively large new wetland, and a second complex of new wetlands near the 
vernal pool (the vernal pool is west of proposed 181

h Fairway, on the south side of the 
railroad bridge crossing) is located in the midst of various kite nesting and perching 
trees. The mesic (moist) habitat areas near these wetlands, and the adjoining 
grasslands are known to provide favorable habitat for the California vole (sometimes 
called the 11field mouse") and other small rodents -the favorite prey of the Kite. It is 
possible that more rainfall in the years subsequent to the environmental review for the 
project (c. 1991-1992) has resulted in increased vole population and provided more 
favorable nesting habitat for the White-tailed Kite, though this is not documented. 8 

Commission staff observed Kites foraging and perching on site during a routine site visit 
in September 2001. Prior to that observation, the only document submitted by the 
applicant evidencing use of the site by the White-tailed Kite was a preliminary biological 
assessment prepared for the applicant the previous fall by SAIC. That report "Draft 
Low-Effect Habitat Conservation Plan Dos Pueblos Golf Links) was prepared by SAIC 
in November 1999, and a copy was received by Coastal Commission staff on 
December 23, 1999. The report did not specifically address the White-tailed Kite, but 
mentioned on pages 27 and 28 that White-tailed Kites were among the raptors 
observed on site, and noted that White-tailed Kites forage on the site and perch in trees 
on site, referencing another report by SAIC, 1999a. The reports did not indicate that 
Kites were nesting on site. 

When the applicant sought an extension of the approved permit in January 1999, the 
Commission had not received any information indicating that White-tailed Kites had 
been observed using the site. The Commission was unable, therefore, to consider the 
White-tailed Kite as a potential changed circumstance at the time of that hearing on 
June 7, 1999. 

The applicant disputes, however, that the use of the site by the White-tailed Kite, 
including nesting, is a changed circumstance. This is discussed in more detail below. 

Information about the White-tailed Kite at Time of Permit Approval 

In the late 1800s, the White-tailed Kite was considered a relatively common raptor in 
Southern California; by the late 1920s, however, only ten pairs were known in Santa 
Barbara County area, and by the 1940s, the Kite was on the verge of extinction. Over 
the next 40 years the Kite population increased somewhat, but fluctuated significantly, 
reaching a peak in the mid-1970s and then declining to 797 (statewide count) in 1978 -

8 lt is documented that White-tailed Kites require significant prey immediately adjacent 
to nesting trees during the nesting season. Kites forage widely the remainder of the 
year, and will continue to forage at a distance from nests if necessary, but unless 
favored prey are relatively prolific near, and reasonably visible from a potential nesting· 
site and adjacent perching locations, the site is unlikely to be selected for nest-building. 
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four years before the Santa Barbara County LCP was certified. (Source: "A Biola ical 
Evaluation of More Mesa .. completed by a team of biologists at UCSB and publi hed 
August 31, 1982.) The Kite population in southern coastal Santa Barbara.Count fell 
from a high of 110 birds in 1975 to zero sighted in 1991 and 1992. 20 Kites 
counted during the 1993/94 Audubon Christmas Bird Count, January 1, 1994. Th 
no evidence in the administrative record that any of these Kites were countea o 
Arco Dos Pueblos project site. 

At the time the applicant's original application was prepared and submitted to 
Barbara County, the documents submitted by the applicant indicted that the 
tailed Kite had not been detected on the subject site. In fact, it would have been 
surprising if the White-tailed Kite had been observed perching, foraging, roostin 
nesting on site, as the Kite population was virtually nonexistent throughout sou 
coastal Santa Barbara County in 1991 and 1992, when the environmental i 
surveys and analyses for the subject proposal were conducted. No addit nal 
information was presented to supplement these documents prior to the Com miss on's 
approval in 1994. 

For example, the applicant submitted a Biological Resources Analysis, dated Jun 28, 
1991 (Revised October 15, 1991) prepared by Interface Planning and Couns ling 
Corporation (Section IX of the application) which documented that the White-tailed Kite 
(also referred to as the Black-Shouldered Hawk or Kite) was not known to be pr ent 
on the site. This report was subsequently incorporated into the FEIR, and the lnte ace 
Planning and Counseling Corporation staff provided extensive comments on the EIR 
(and upon the Commission staff's subsequent staff reports for the Commis on's 
consideration). · Interface staff commented on the draft EIR (published in the 
Appendices to the FEIR, at page 6 of the comment letter supplied by Jacqu line 
Bowland, Senior Biologist, Interface Planning and Counseling Corporation, ted 
January 20, 1993: 

" ... (43) ... Page 5.1-17: The text should include a general discussion of rapto~ 
could occur on the site, given the protected status of these birds. During su 
conducted by Interface, few raptors were seen. These included soaring red-tail h ks, 
turkey vultures, and kestrals. No roosts or nests were identified on the pr ~ect 
site." (Administrative record page 000829, emphasis added) 

Ms. Bowland's comments continue, offering an explanation for the absence o 
significant raptor use of the site: 

"... Discussions with Paul Collins of the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural Hist of 
the habitat quality of this site indicates a possible lack of sufficient prey base for ra tors 
in the project vicinity, as a result of ongoing cattle grazing and other agricultural/and 
uses." (as above) 

Staff has reviewed the administrative record for the original permit proceedings, 
is comprised of over 5260 pages in 31 volumes. This staff review disclosed onl 
document (other than the above referenced application) in which the White-taile Kite 
was expressly referenced. The document in the record for the original p 
proceedings where the potential issue of the White-tailed Kite was discussed was i 
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"Final Environmental Impact Report for the Arco Des Pueblos Golf Links Project, 92-
FEIR-16" (FEIR) dated March 1993 (Administrative Record, 000280 et seq.). 

The FEIR, prepared for the County of Santa Barbara's Resource Management 
Department, discussed and considered impacts to Biological Resources in section 5.1, 
commencing on pg. 5.1-1. In that section, raptors are mentioned generally on page 
5.1-9 but the White-tailed Kite is not mentioned specifically: 

"... Thirty sensitive bird species potentially could utilize one or more of the habitats on 
the project site. Most of these sensitive species are raptors and riparian habitat species 
that have become increasingly rare due to cumulative loss of habitats. The grasslands 
onsite provide some foraging habitat for raptors (owls, hawks, vultures, eagles), and the 
large trees (eucalyptus, tamarisk, etc.) provide perching and/or nighttime roosting sites. 
Raptors expected to frequent the site include turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), great 
horned owl (Bubo virginianus), barn owl (Tyto alba) red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) 
and American kestrel (Falco sparverius). 

The White-tailed Kite is notably absent from this list. In addition, nesting, by any raptor, 
is not mentioned in this section on the environmental setting of the project. 
Administrative record page 000364). 

Commencing on page 5.1-16, the FEI R addresses sensitive fauna indicated on site 
based on springtime surveys, observations, species records for the Santa Barbara 
area. The White-tailed Kite is not identified as a sensitive species found on the site, 
although the section references Table 5.1-2 (which is only found in the Appendix to the 
FEIR) as providing "a list of these sensitive species with their legal status." The White
tailed Kite is listed among other birds in the referenced Table 5.1-2, however the table 
states that the Kite is only potentially present, and has not been observed on site.9 

Thus all biological surveys, the final EIR, the comments on the EIR (including those of 
the applicant's consultants), and the record of decision underlying the CUP and COP A-
4-STB-93-154, performed and documented prior to the Commission•s consideration of 
the coastal development permit, was negative for the presence of the White-tailed Kite. 

Although the FEIR speculates that White-tailed Kites might potentially use the site, it 
does not analyze the impacts of the proposed project on White-tailed Kites nesting on 
the site. The FEI R stops short of considering any meaningful impact analysis 
concerning the potential effects of the proposed project specifically upon the White
tailed Kite--lacking in particular any consideration of the applicable policy requirements 
concerning Kite habitat set forth in the certified LCP, or providing any specific mitigation 

9 The FEIR section on "Sensitive Taxa - Fauna" (FEIR pg. 5.1-16, 000371) states that 
Table 5.1-2 (Appendices) provides a list of all sensitive animals expected to use the 
project site as residents, breeders, foragers, or migrants. The actual list is produced in 
Appendix 5.1-2 (001 042), titled "Wildlife Taxa of the Project Area." White-tailed Kites 
are on this list, which is virtually the "kitchen sink" of species that might be present on 
the site, but not a list of species actually documented to be present. The Appendix 
species list shows that White-tailed Kites were not observed during any of the surveys 
upon which the FEIR was based. 
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measures to preserve nesting trees, provide buffers from disturbance for nesting tr es, 
or address foraging habitat necessary to ensure nesting success. 

Therefore, the FEIR, and ultimately the conditions of the County-approved CUP 
Commission-approved CDP lack any meaningful alternatives analysis or discussio 
specific mitigation measures to address impacts to White-tailed Kites nesting on sit 

Because White-tailed Kites were not observed nesting or roosting on site, the FEI 
not contain specific analysis of LCP provisions and requirements for protecting W 
tailed Kites. The FEIR did not evaluate the possibility of avoiding the remov 
specimen, mature trees used for nesting, repeated perching, or roosting by Kites, nd 
did not evaluate the preservation of the maximum feasible amount of adjacent fora ing , 
habitat, for example. White-tailed Kites, while relatively tolerant of human act vity 
through most of their life cycle are known to be highly sensitive to disturbance ile 
nesting. Kites are known to avoid nesting, or abandon established nests, in resp se 
to disturbance. None of these considerations were raised or addressed with respe t to 
the White-tailed Kite within the FEIR or anywhere else that staff has discovered w hin 
the Administrative Record supporting County, and subsequently Commission, appr val 
of the subject project. 

Although the FEIR speculates that White-tailed Kites "may abandon the area", it tso 
states that Kites had never been observed utilizing the site. Furthermore, the IR 
sensitive species list indicates that White-tailed Kites might potentially use the site, but 
it does not specifically identify any potential for nesting by Kites at the site. Rather, the 
record reflects that White-tailed Kites were not nesting at the site in the early 1990 , or 
at the time of the County and Commission action on the coastal development pe it. 
Therefore, the current documented White-tailed Kite nesting on the site is a chan ed 
circumstance. 

As stated previously, there is no dispute that the presence of the California Red-leg ed 
Frog on the site is a changed circumstance since Commission approval of the proje t in 
1994. There is a parallel between the determination that the Red-legged Frog disco ery 
represented changed circumstances and the situation now present with respect to the 
White-tailed Kite. Similarly to the consideration of previous information in the re ord 
regarding the frog at the time of permit approval, recent Commission staff review of the 
administrative record for references to the White-tailed Kite was undertaken by staff. 

The Commission staff previously reviewed the administrative record in 1999 w en 
credible reports of the presence of the Red-legged Frog on the site were received. he 
staff concluded that the only place the frog was referenced was in two passages of the 
FEIR (this was documented in the staff report dated May 20, 1999). 

The FEIR treats the Red-legged Frog in a manner very similar to the FEIR•s treat ent 
of the Kite: the California Red-legged Frog (Rana aurora) was similarly liste in e 
Appendix Table 5.1-2 as only potentially present, not actually sighted. The docu ent 
then states that the habitat conditions are not conducive to the presence of the f og, 
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and fails to address potential impacts that may occur should the frog occur on site. 
The actual presence of the frog at the project site was, therefore, neither documented 
nor discussed in the FEIR. ·• 

Similarly, the actual presence of the Kite at the project site was not documented and 
discussed in the FEIR, and though, like the FEIR's treatment of the red-legged frog, 
generalized potential impacts are acknowledged, there is no real meaningful discussion 
of potential impacts either to the red-legged frog or to the Kites. 

New Information About the White-tailed Kite Since Time of Permit Approval 

John Storrer, of Storrer Environmental Services, a Santa Barbara County environmental 
program monitor, has undertaken sensitive flora and fauna analyses for a number of 
projects in Santa Barbara County, including analyses of impacts to White-tailed Kites 
for the Elwood/Santa Barbara Shores Specific Plan environmental impact studies 
(discussed further below). Mr. Storrer has also monitored the abandonment of energy 
development on the subject Area Dos Pueblos site in 1996, and is therefore very 
familiar with the site. Mr. Storrer has maintained field notes of his observations of the 
site, including use of the site in recent years by the White-tailed Kite. 

Mr. Storrer reports that his field notes document that the Kites have used the site for 
hunting for the last several years. He also notes that in the early 1990's, when the 
project was analyzed and finally approved by the County, the Goleta Valley White-tailed 
Kite population was at an historic low, a situation attributed to a prolonged period of low 
rainfall and (presumably) declining prey base. 

Mr. Storrer states that according to his field notes, he observed what he presumed to 
be two pairs of White-tailed Kites on the site in March of 2000. He observed one pair 
engaged in nest building behavior (the tree is marked on Exhibits 8 and 9) and notes in 
a more recent report that he was abie to match'his notes to a specific tree, numbered in 
the applicant's Tree Report as Tree 67 .. The tree where the nesting was documented 
by Mr. Storrer from his 2000 notes and site visit on May 16, 2002, is in the same vicinity 
as the .. primary perches" mapped by the applicant's consultants for two pairs of kites 
observed on site in April and May of 2002 (Exhibit 3). As noted, Mr. Storrer also visited 
the site on May 16, 2002 and observed one pair of nesting kites that day (Mr. Storrer's 
summary of that day's field visit and relationship of site to former nesting observations 
in his fielq notes are contained in Exhibit 8.) 

In addition, another of the applicant's consultants (Dudek & Associates, the firm that 
purchased Interface Planning and Counseling Corporation, the applicant's former 
consultant) observed former nest sites attributed to White-tailed Kite in the same 
general vicinity as that noted by Mr. Storrer, in September 2001. Maps prepared by 
Dudek designate these former nest sites as "A" for "accumulation of leaves, sticks and 
debris... (See Exhibit 3). (The nests of White-tailed Kites are simple, loose 
assemblages of these materials typically placed within a sturdy tree that helps to create 
the supportive architecture of the nest) 
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It appears that these .. A .. locations may be White-tailed Kite nests from the pre ious 
season, since the survey referenced was undertaken after the nesting season e ed. 
(See Exhibits 3, 8 and 9). 

ln addition, at the request of Commission staff, Mark Holmgren_ a UCSB biologist and 
Director of the UCSB Museum of Systematics and Ecology, and his research asso iate 
Morgan Ball, observed and recorded data concerning the activities of White-tailed ites 
spotted on and in the vicinity of the subject site in mid-May, 2002. These observa ons 
confirmed that two pairs of White-tailed Kites were established on the site and that one 
pair was actively nesting and the second pair engaged in courtship behavior that uld 
lead to nesting. 

Thus, a specific area of the subject site has been shown to be an ongoing nestin site 
for the White-tailed Kite. This information was not previously available in the p blic 
record, and specific use of the site by the White-tailed Kite for foraging, roostin , or 
most importantly--nesting-had not been observed at the time of the certification o the 
EIR for the subject site (92-EIR-16) in 1993, and at the time of subsequent Co nty 
approval of the Conditional Use Permit or Commission approval, on appeal, of CD A-
4-STB-93-154. 

New Information Regarding Kite use of Site 

At some time after the Commission approved the Coastal Development Permit fo 
Arco Oos Pueblos Golf Course in late 1994, White-tailed Kites began to utilize the ite. 
The County's environmental monitor, John Storrer, has provided the first docume ted 
field observations of Kites nesting on the property, commencing in Spring of 00 
(Exhibit 8) as discussed below. 

It is not known whether White-tailed Kites were nesting on the site in 1999, but by the 
following Spring, (March, 2000) the County's environmental monitor observed two irs 
of Kites on site, and noted that one pair was actively constructing a nest east of To ate 
Canyon, south of the railroad tracks. The location of the March, 2000 nesting tree as 
subsequently identified by the County monitor as shown on Exhibit 8, based on a ite 
visit and consultation of the applicant's maps on May 16, 2002. 

In addition, on September 4, 2001 Commission staff visited the site. Commission 
ecologist, attending the site visit, observed at least one White-tailed Kite perching 
foraging within the site. 

Subsequently, the applicanfs consultant (Dudek) performed a Kite survey (Septa 
2001) and prepared a written report and map documenting the presence of at least 
(4) Kites- potentially in pairs (breeding and nesting season had passed) perching 
kiting (foraging for prey) on the site (Exhibit 3). The applicant did not believe is 
information constituted changed circumstances because the Kites had not b en 
confirmed to be nesting, and though former nests were observed by Dudek, these w re 
no longer in use and could not be positively attributed to previous Kite use via f ld 
observations at that late date. 
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The applicant subsequently retained Pacific Southwest Biological SeNices, Inc. (PSBS) 
to check the site for White-tailed Kites. PSBS suNeyed·the site from 2:10p.m. to 5:05 
p.m. on April10, 2002 and from 6:30a.m. until2:10 p.m. on April11, 2002. The results 
of the suNey were published in a letter to the applicant dated April 23, 2002. The letter 
stated that the consultants only observed two adult Kites on the site and stated that no 
pair formation behavior or nesting behavior was obseNed (addendum exhibit). 

Commission staff, to resolve the apparent inconsistencies between the two reports 
submitted by the applicant's consultants, including the field notes taken by Dudek 
biologists during the September 2001 suNey (which noted two potential pairs of Kites 
and potential previously occupied nests), conferred with the Director of the UCSB 
Museum of Systematics and Ecology, Mark Holmgren. Mr. Holmgren is well known to 
staff and local government as an expert on avifauna, particularly in the Tri-Counties 
area (San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Ventura Counties) and authority on the 
White-tailed Kite. Mr. Holmgren stated on request that he was aware of reports that at 
least two pairs of Kites, and possibly a third, had been obseNed in the vicinity of the 
subject site. 

Also at the request of Commission staff, the Santa Barbara County Energy Division 
staff conferred further with Mr. Storrer (who, as stated above, is the County's 
environmental monitor under contract to oversee energy facility abandonment on the 
subject site). Mr. Storrer consulted his field notes and prepared a report, dated May 2, 
2002 documenting his previous obseNations of Kite activity on the site. The report was 
forwarded to Commission staff by County Energy Division staff. 

According to Mr.· Storrer, his first field observations of White-tailed Kites on the Arco 
Dos Pueblos site date to November 25, 1996 (obseNations of foraging by Kites on site). 
While never undertaking any focused suNeys of the site for Kites, he made field notes 
of his obseNations while undertaking monitoring responsibilities on behalf of Santa 
Barbara County. Mr. Storrer reports witnessing two pairs of Kites on site in the spring 
of 2000, and specifically witnessing nest -building by one pair (observation on March 
10, 2000). 

Mr. Storrer's report recommended further literature on the White-tailed kite and 
recommended Mark Holmgren and Morgan Ball of the UCSB Museum of Systematics 
and Ecology as very knowledgeable about the status of the White-tailed Kite population 
in Santa Barbara County. 

More recently, the applicant's consultants, suNeying the Kite population pursuant to a 
protocol recommended by the Commission staff ecologists, determined that the Kites 
had formed two pairs and that one pair was definitely nesting. 

Therefore, for all of the reasons explained above, changed circumstances exist 
concerning the use of the site by the White-tailed Kite, including for nesting. 

8.6.2. Life History 

A literature search (Addendum Exhibit) regarding the White-tailed Kite was 
commissioned by Sinclair Oil Company, of Wyoming, during the Commission's review 
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of the Goleta Community Plan. The Sinclair Oil document, dated January 11, 
states that: 

Kites were considered common and widespread throughout California west o the 
Sierras and the deserts before about 1895. (Grinnel and Miller 1944; Belding 90; 
Cooper 1870). By the early 1900s, kites were found to be vefY much reduc din 
numbers throughout California; through the 1920s and 1930s the kite was gone rom 
much of its California range. (Grinnell 1915; Stephens 1919; Robertson 1929; i/lett 
1933; Hoffman 1927). The literature reviewed identified the primafY causes o the 
decline as 1) shooting, and 2) rapid increases in activities such as sheep and ttle 
grazing (especially overgrazing), conversion of grasslands to cultivated crop/an s of 
types that don't provide habitat for kites and the kite's prey species, and "reclam ion" 
of wetlands to agricultural and other uses. . .. Larson postulated that the Cali~ rnia 
population (which had recovered somewhat) was approaching carrying capacity in 979 
(797 kites were counted statewide in 1978). 

The white-tailed kite inhabits riparian edges, marshes, grasslands, irrigated agricu ural 
lands and savanna. It feeds almost exclusively on diurnal (daytime-active) all 
mammals. Kites generally need foraging areas near permanent water during the 
nesting season (beginning in approximately March/April and extending through the 
summer months}, but forage over a wider range of habitats in fall and winter (VV: ner 
and Rudd 1975). They forage mostly early in the morning and late in the day. ites 
nest in a wide variety of trees (both native and non-native tree species). Durin the 
nesting season, almost all hunting takes place near the nest (Stendal/ 1967; Wa er 
and Rudd 1975). 

• Unlike most raptors, which tend to defend large territories against their own kind, the 
kite's willingness to share territory during both the nesting and at winter ro sts 
permits relatively high density to occupy suitable habitat areas throughout the ye r. 

• When prey is readily available, white-tailed kites may lay up to five gs 
(exceptionally six) in a brood, and may successfully rear two broods in a si gle 
yearly breeding season. 

• Although considered non-migratory, kites are predisposed to wandering · g at 
distances in search of habitat areas with sufficient prey availability. This is belie ed 
to be important because the kite's favored prey, Microtus californicus (Califo 
vole) is itself subject to dramatic swings in population, the causes of which are 
fully understood. 

• White-tailed kites are relatively tolerant of human presence, at least during 
breeding periods. Although the kite's confiding nature contributed to its de 
earlier in the century, it now serves as an effective adaptation, permitting kite 
utilize a landscape increasingly encroached upon by humans. For example, 
kite's habit of foraging within irrigated median strips along highways may play a Je 
in the species' ability to colonize new areas. (Eisenman 1971; Warner & R dd 
1975; Pruett-Janes eta/, 1980) 

The Sinclair Oil report further notes that: 

Based on the results of the Santa Barbara Christmas Bird Counts and the observati s 
of local birders, the kite population in southern coastal Santa Barbara County fell ,fro a 
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high of 110 birds in 1975 to zero sighted in 1991 and 1992. Kites have reappeared in 
moderate numbers in 1993/94 (at least 20 kites were reported at the citrus grove 
roosting during the 1993/94 Christmas Bird Count, held on January 1, 1994). 

Determining the exact cause of the kite's latest fluctuation (the report was written in 
January, 1994) is not possible based on the research we performed. Based on my 
review of the literature, I believe that fluctuations in kite populations result from a variety 
of factors that are still poorly understood. 

My review of the literature indicates that, among the possible causes for fluctuations, 
cyclical· variations in Microtus availability probably play a major role. Microtus 
populations are known to fluctuate naturally; however, the role of human actions (e.g., 
habitat loss and fragmentation) in these fluctuations is unclear. 

Loss of kite nesting and foraging habitat must play an important role in the kite's 
statewide decline over about the last 15 years. However, in areas like Santa Barbara 
and San Luis Obispo counties, where the area of available habitat has not changed 
dramatically during this period, simple habitat loss does not convincingly explain the 
changes in the kite's local status. 

Habitat fragmentation and human activities that degrade foraging habitat or 
disturb nesting kites may be important factors adversely affecting kite 
populations statewide and in Santa Barbara County.. In addition, other, as-yet 
unidentified factors possibly exist. (Emphasis added) 

The preferred habitat of the White-tailed Kite is grassland, salt and freshwater marshes, 
and agricultural areas supporting a high abundance of small rodent species, particularly 
the California Vole (Microtus californicus). White-tailed Kites are semi-social and they 
often roost and feed together. Communal roosting may play an important role in pair 
bonding and may be a key factor in the efficient exploitation of the California Vole 
(Waian, 1976). Selection of roost sites may be related to localized concentrations of 
voles. "Birds can hunt fields with high prey densities as they travel between the roost 
and their daytime, defended hunting territories every morning and evening. " (Waian, 
1976). It is during these periods of the day that voles are most active. Such roosts are 
occupied during the fall and winter. The number of individuals using such roosts 
increases throughout the fall (beginning in September), usually peaks in December or 
early January, and then declines to almost zero by the end of March. (In the large 
communal fall and winter roost documented at More Mesa during the preparation of the 
Biological Evaluation during the spring and early summer, White-tailed Kites are largely 
occupying defended breeding territories with no communal roosts in existence. 

8.6.3. Status 

The White-tailed Kite is a California Species of Concern as designated by the California 
Department of Fish and Game, and a Non-Migratory Bird of Management Concern as 
designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Kite has no other formal state or 
federal listing. Specific policies and provisions of the certified Santa Barbara County 
Local Coastal Program protect the nesting and habitat areas of the White-tailed Kite, as 
discussed below. 
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8.6.4. LCP Policies and Provisions 

The Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program (LCP) was certified in Ja 
1982. As explained below, the policies and provisions of the LCP define White
Kite habitat as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) and in addition to ore 
general ESHA policies and provisions therefore applicable to Kite habitat on this sis, 
the LCP also contains provisions specifically tailored to insure that development w J not 
adversely affect White-tailed Kite habitat. These general and specific policies and 
provisions are set forth below (quoted text is shown in italics). 

The certified Santa Barbara County LCP states in pertinent part on page 11 that: 

The following general policies shall provide the framework for the land use plan: 

LUP Policy 1-1: The County shall adopt the policies of the Coastal Act (PRC Sec ·ons 
30210 through 30263) as the guiding policies of the land use plan. 

LUP Section 3.9 (Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas), (LUP page 114), st tes 
in pertinent part: 

LUP 3.9.1 COASTAL ACT POLICIES 

The guiding policies for the protection of land and marine habitats in the coastal ne 
set forth in the Coastal Act of 1976 are ... 

Coastal Act Section 30240 

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

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts whicl1 
would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible with the 
continuance of such habitat areas. 

In addition, the certified LUP specifically defines ESHA (LUP page 116): 

LUP 3.9.2 DEFINITION AND LOCATION 

Although most undeveloped areas of the coastal zone, as well as many isola d 
pockets of open space within urban areas, provide a "habitat" for many species of 
animals and plants, the intent of the Coastal Act is preservation of significant hab at 
resources. Environmentally sensitive habitat areas are defined as "any area in wh h 
plant or anima/life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because f • 
their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed r 
degraded by human activities and developments." (Coastal Act, Section 301 07.5) 
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LUP 3.9.3 PLANNING ISSUES 

Habitats are considered to be environmentally sensitive when they exhibit extreme 
vulnerability to disturbance or destruction from human activities. In Santa Barbara 
County, recreational uses, agricultural practices, and development pose the greatest 
threats to habitats because existing County regulations do not provide adequate 
protection 

Land Use Plan provision 3.9.4. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Designation 
The land use plan proposes an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area overlay 
designation to address the deficiencies in existing regulatory procedures. The overlay 
designation symbolically indicates the locations of most habitat areas on the land use 
plan maps. (Small wetlands and streams, which are habitat areas by definition, are 
shown only on the resource maps and not on the land use plan overlay.) The resource 
maps include detailed information on all known habitat locations and should be used 
along with the land use plan maps. The policies for each habitat type which follow later 
in this section are to serve as guidelines for development on or adjacent to the habitat 
areas designated on the land use plan and resource maps. 

The following criteria were used in determining which habitats in the County's coastal 
zone warranted the Habitat Area overlay designation (emphasis added): 

1. Unique, rare, or fragile communities which should be preserved to ensure their 
survival in the future, i.e., dune vegetation, native grasslands. 
2. Rare and endangered species habitats that are also protected by Federal and 
State laws, i.e., harbor seal rookeries and haul out areas. 
3. Plant community ranges that are of significant scientific interest because of 
extensions of range, or unusual hybrid, disjunct, or relict species (see definitions in 
Appendix A). 
4. Specialized wildlife habitats which are vital to species survival, i.e., White-tailed 
Kite habitat, butterfly trees. 
5. Outstanding representative natural communities that have values ranging from 
a particularly rich flora and fauna to an unusual diversity of species, i.e., Point Sal. 
6. Areas with outstanding educational values that should be protected for scientific 
research and education uses now and in the future, i.e., Naples Reef. 
7. Areas that are important because of their biological productivity such as 
wetlands, kelp beds, intertidal areas. 
B. Areas that are structurally important in ·protecting natural landforms and 
species, i.e., dunes which protect inland areas, riparian corridors that protect stream 
banks from erosion and provide shade, kelp beds which provide cover for many 
species. 

Significant habitat resources in the coastal zone which meet at least one of these 
criteria are designated on the land use plan maps. (Note: At this point the LUP 
contains a footnote numbered Footnote 1 on page 119, which states: While 
designations reflected on the land use plan and resource maps represent the best 
available information, these designations are not definitive and may need modification 
in the future. The scale of the maps precludes complete accuracy in the mapping of 
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habitat areas and in some cases, the precise location of habitat areas is not kno . In 
addition, migration of species or discovery of new habitats would result in the ne for A 
designation of a new area. Therefore, the boundaries of the designations shou be W 
updated periodically in order to incorporate new data. Changes in the o r/ay 
designations may be initiated by the County or landowners.). Environmentally sen itive 
habitat areas have been grouped into the following categories: Dunes, Wetlands ( ote: 
At this point the LUP sets forth footnote 2 after .. wetlands". on page 120, which st tes: 
Most native plant communities are not designated on the land use plan and res rce 
maps because they exist in so many locations throughout the coastalzone. Only ajor 
streams and wetlands are shown on the land use plan maps.}. (Note: LUP Se tion 
3.9.4 cited above states that small wetlands and streams are habitat areas by defin ion, 
even though they are not shown specifically on the land use plan ESHA overlay m ps.) 
Native Grasslands, Vernal Pools, Butterfly Trees, Marine Mammal Rookeries and 
Hauling Grounds, White-tailed Kite Habitat, Subtidal Reefs, Rocky Points and 
Intertidal Areas, Kelp Beds, Seabird Nesting and Roosting Areas, Native Plants see 
Footnote 2 again), Streams (ref. Footnote 2 again). 

Policies and provisions of the LUP continue on LUP page 120: 

Due to the limitations of mapping techniques, and in some cases, incom 
information on habitat areas, the following policies shall apply to developmen on 
parcels designated as a habitat area on the land use plan and/or resource maps a to 
development on parcels within 250 feet of a habitat area or projects affectin an 
environmentally sensitive habitat area. 

POLICIES 

LUP Policy 9-1: Prior to the issuance of a development permit, all projects on pan e/s 
shown on the land use plan and/or resource maps with a Habitat Area ove fay 
designation or within 250 feet of such designation or projects affecting an 
environmentally sensitive habitat area shall be found to be in conformity with he 
applicable habitat protection policies of the land use plan. All development pl s, 
grading plans, etc., shall show the precise location of the habitat(s) potentially affe ed 
by the proposed project. Projects which could advers£;/y impact an environmen fly 
sensitive habitat area may be subject to a site inspection by a qualified biologist to be 
selected jointly by the County and the applicant. 

LUP Policy 9-1 pertains to the proposed project because at a minimum, it is a proj ct 
proposed on parcels shown with a designated Habitat Area on the resource maps d 
is also within 250 feet of such designation, and is definitely a project affecting ESHA. 

This is stated explicitly on page 118 of the certified LUP, which states, as no 
previously, that: 

• .. The overlay designation symbolically indicates the locations of most habitat areas 
the land use plan maps. Small wetlands and streams, which are habitat areas 
definition, are shown only on the resource maps and not on the land use plan over/a · 
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The parcels comprising the proposed project site are traversed by stream corridors 
defined as ESHA and at least one of these corridors is specifically mapped as ESHA. 
As stated in the LUP, the presence of other stream corridors and wetlands on the 
subject site (there are at lest six significant stream corridors and numerous wetlands, 
including a vernal pool, all qualifying as ESHA under the LUP definition) additionally 
confirm the applicability of LUP Policy 9-1 and the other LUP policies and provisions 
that follow from the application of Policy 9-1 to the proposed project. 

Therefore, in accordance with the requirements of LUP Policy 9-1, prior to the issuance 
of the coastal development permit, the proposed project must be . found in conformity 
with the applicable habitat protection policies of the land use plan. 

Policy 9-1 specifically states that all development plans, grading plans, etc., shall show 
the precise location of the habitat(s) potentially affected by the proposed project. 

Moreover, the LCP acknowledges that designation and mapping of Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) is: 1) only intended to represent what was known of 
ESHA extent at the time of LCP certification (the LCP was fully certified over 20 years 
ago), 2} that mapping technology has significant, practical limitations that prevent the 
complete and accurate identification of all ESHA covered by the LCP policies and 
provisions, 3) that the location and extent of ESHA is dynamic and is expected to 
change over time, and 4) that therefore that resources "on the ground .. (coastal zoning 
ordinance section 35-97 .3) --not only those resources that were identified and mapped 
as the result of "snapshots•• of data taken in the early 1980s -- are subject to the I policies and provisions of the LCP designed to recognize and protect ESHAs. 

Echoing this principal, Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section 35-97.3, found under the 
ESHA Overlay District provisions at page 175 of the Ordinance, specifically states: 

Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section 35-97.3: 

If a newly documented environmentally sensitive habitat area, which is not 
included in the ESH Overlay District, is identified by the County on a lot or lots 
during application review, the provisions of Sees. 35-97.7. - 35-97.19. shall apply. 

(Note: the referenced provisions address conditions and development standards for 
projects that may affect an ESHA, and specifically address White-tailed Kite habitat at 
Section 35-97.14.) 

As stated above, the parcels comprising the location of the applicant's proposed project 
contain designated ESHA (stream corridors, wetlands, vernal pool and other sensitive 
habitats), thus triggering the applicability of the ESHA overlay policies to the proposed 
project. 

In addition, the Coastal Zoning Ordinance provides that newly documented ESHA not 
otherwise mapped or subject to an ESHA overlay shall be afforded the same protective 
measures that would be provided under the zoning ordinance for ESHA subject to the 
ESHA overlay district (which is the corresponding implementing measure to the LUP 
ESHA designation overlay). 
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Moreover, White-tailed Kite habitat is specifically defined as ESHA in the Co ty•s A 
certified coastal Land Use Plan. W 

Accordingly, LUP Policy 2-11 applies to Kite habitat wherever it is found: 

LUP Policy 2-11: All development, including agricultural, adjacent to areas desig 
on the land use plan or resource maps as environmentally sensitive habitat areas, 
be regulated to avoid adverse impacts on habitat resources. Regulatory mea 
include, but are not limited to, setbacks, buffer zones, grading controls, 
restrictions, maintenance of natural vegetation, and control of runoff. 

Therefore, in accordance with the requirements of the certified LUP and coastal zo ing 
ordinance, Sections 35-97.7. - 35-97.19, set forth in pertinent part herein, apply ful to 
the applicant's proposed project. Section 35-97.14 applies specifically to the W ita
Tailed Kite: 

Coastal Zonin Ordinance Section 35-97.14. Deve/o ment Standards for WJ ite
Tailed Kite Habitats 

1. There shall be no development including agricultural development, ·.e., 
structures, roads, within the area used for roosting and nesting. 
2. Recreational use of the roosting and nesting area shall be minimal, i.e., wal ng, 
bird watching. Protective measures for this area should include fencing and postin so 
as to restrict, but not exclude, use by people. 
3. Any development around the nesting and roosting area shall be set 
sufficiently far as to minimize impacts on the habitat area. 
4. In addition to preserving the ravine plant communities on More Mesa for nes "ng 
and roosting sites, the maximum feasible area shall be retained in grassland to pro 'de 
feeding area for the kites. 

The applicant asserts that the policies and provisions of the certified LCP cited ab ve 
only apply to proposed development that may affect White-tailed Kite habitat on M re 
Mesa. This is an incorrect interpretation of the LCP, and is not supported by Cou ty 
staff or by past application of the relevant LCP policies in the preparation of ot er 
environmental review documents under the direction of staff. 

When the LCP was certified in 1982, the only known significant White-tailed Kite hab at 
in the unincorporated Santa Barbara County coastal zone area happened to be n 
More Mesa. The bird was hovering for several decades on the brink of extinction, d 
preservation of the only known habitat in the County supporting the Kite was viewed s 
critical and worthy of spacial treatment in the LCP. This accounts for the mention of 
More Mesa in the text. However, the mention of More Mesa in paragraph 4 of the te 
Ordinance, does not have the effect of limiting the application of paragraphs 1-3 o 
More Mesa. The correct reading of the text indicates that Kite nesting and roosti g 
habitat is protected wherever such habitat occurs. 

The notations set forth above that address the limits of mapping and the zoni g 
ordinance provisions that specify applicability to newly discovered ESHA (Section 
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97 .3) support this interpretation of Section 35-97-14. The LCP policies and provisions 
protective of White-taHed Kites and their habitat apply wherever in the County the Kites 
roost or nest, and require consideration of the protection of the grasslands upon which 
they rely on for food. 

Section 35-97.14 of the certified Coastal Zoning Ordinance is specifically titled: 
Development Standards for White-Tailed Kite Habitats - indicating that it applies to all 
Kite habitats. It is not entitled Development Standards for White-Tailed Kite Habitat at 
More Mesa. 

The applicant's dismissal of these provisions as applying only to More Mesa, is also 
inconsistent with the County's longstanding interpretations of its LCP. 

For example, the Final EIR for the Ellwood Beach/Santa Barbara Shores Specific Plan 
(8-SP-2, 91-EIR-3) (a Specific Plan for a 255-acre site commonly referred to as the 
Ellwood Mesa) states at page VI.D.15: 

Habitat for the black-shouldered kite (.Eianus caeruleus) (this is another name that was 
formerly used for the white-tailed kite), which includes grasslands and marshes in the 
Specific Plan area, is protected by County land use policies (Santa Barbara County, 
1982). (emphasis added) 

The Ellwood Final EIR further states at page VI.D.21: 

The black-shouldered kite (.Eianus caeruleus) is a California State-listed "fully 
protected" bird (Laudenslayer and Grenfell, 1983). The species occurs as a year-round 
resident breeder at the Specific Plan area. The kite is treated in greater detail here 
because of the instability of local (and regional) populations and because of the 
regional importance of the project site for foraging, roosting, and nesting.· The 
California Fish and Game Commission once considered listing the species as 
"threatened. " It is presently protected by federal legislation afforded all native migratory 
birds and by the County policies previously referenced (Santa Barbara County, 
1979 and 1982). 

1t is notable that the Ellwood Shores EIR was prepared at approximately the same time 
that the EIR for the Arco Dos Pueblos Golf Course EIR was prepared. This 
underscores the fact that the reason the Arco Dos Pueblos EIR did not address impacts 
to Kites on the site is simply that the Kites were not documented as utilizing the site. 
The EIR states that Kites had never been observed on the site and specific impacts to 
Kites were not, therefore, evaluated. Therefore, the Arco Dos Pueblos EIR did not 
discuss the applicability of LCP Kite policies and provisions to the subject project. This 
does not indicate that the County did not think the policies of the LCP applied to Kite 
populations outside of More Mesa. 

The Ellwood Shores FEIR established a recommended mitigation requirement that all 
project grading and construction plans incorporate a setback of 300 feet (from 
buildings, including homesites and desalination facility) from areas of known black
shouldered kite nesting sites. (FEIR page VI.D.49) This setback is the same as the 
setback from White-tailed Kite nests recommended for Bolsa Chica raptor habitat by 
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noted raptor expert, Peter Bloom (Commission Supervising Staff Ecologist John Di on, 
Ph.D.). 

Finally, even if the certified LCP contained no policies specifically protective of the 
White-tailed Kite and its habitat, the definition of ESHA set forth in the LCP, toga her 
with the applicable ESHA policies and provisions, including LUP Policy 2-11 , w uld 
apply to the Kite as a designated sensitive species. Thus, consideration of buff rs, 
development setbacks, preservation of specimen trees suitable for nesting, and he 
preservation or restoration of sufficient meadowland and grassland to ensure su val 
and successful nesting for the Kite, in relation to the proposed project, would stil be 
required. 

In addition, since 'grassland habitat supportive of the California vole and other s 
rodents constituting the prey of the Kite must be located near successful nesting si 
consideration of the extent of grassland habitat on site must also be considered. 
generally acknowledged, and confirmed by UCSB biologist Mark Holmgren and is 
research associate, Morgan Ball, that where Kite roosting and/or nesting occur, he 
grassland feeding areas which provide a critical component of the Kites' habitat (to d) 
must be preserved where fea'sible if the Kite is to survive at all. This is beca se 
successful nesting cannot occur if the raptors cannot secure adequate calories to 
sustain themselves and to nourish their chicks. 

The applicant asserts that even if the LCP policies related to Kites apply outside of 
More Mesa, the requirements of paragraph 4 (which specifically reference protection of 
grasslands to support the Kites) do not apply outside of More Mesa.10 The Commiss n 
does not agree with this interpretation. It would not be logical if Kite roosting a d 
nesting areas protected in all Kite habitat locations, ignored the critical foraging a a 
also necessary to sustain life for the raptors and their offspring except in one spec ic 
area (More Mesa). This interpretation would render policies and provisions 
protection of Kite habitat essentially hollow. The Commission therefore concludes t 
the protection of grassland feeding areas required by section 35-97-14, paragraph , 
applies to all areas in the County where Kites are nesting. 

8.6.4. Kite Nesting on Site 

As explained above, nesting on site by White-tailed Kites appears to have be n 
undertaken since at least spring of 2000 (see references to Storrer notes), and s 
occurring presently. At the request of Commission staff the applicant has commenc d 
a White-tailed Kite nesting survey (the applicant was requested to include nesting f 
other raptors in accordance with the Commission's protocol for nesting surveys, butt 
applicant declined and the survey that will end on June 6 is evaluating White-tailed Ki 
nesting only). 

1'1-he reference is to certified Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance Sectio 
35-97.14 (Development Standards for White-Tailed Kite Habitats) Subparagraph , 
which states: In addition to preserving the ravine plant communities on More Mesa ft 
nesting and roosting sites, the maximum feasible area shall be retained in gras-9/and 
provide feeding area for the kites. 
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While the final survey report may add more information to what is presently known, the 
nesting of at least one White-tailed Kite pair has already been confirmed on site this 
Spring (May, 2002) by at least four different qualified observers, including the 
applicant's own consultant(s), the County's environmental monitor, and UCSB 
biologists, as stated previously. 

A second pair of Kites has been observed on site and appears preliminarily to be 
nesting. Final survey results and other observational data may therefore confirm a 
second nesting site. 

White-tailed Kite nesting triggers the application of specific LCP policies and provisions, 
as stated previously, including setbacks from development and disturbance to protect 
nesting areas, and the retention of the maximum feasible amount of foraging area, (this 
is particularly critical in the areas near the nest). 

8.6.5. Construction and Operations Impacts 

The nesting (present and former) and associated primary perching sites used by the 
White-tailed Kites on the Arco Dos Pueblos property are shown on Exhibits 3 and 8. As 
can be seen these areas, particularly the nesting area confirmed this year, to date, are 
generally located within the proposed 11 18th Fairway" south (bluffward) of the railroad 
tracks and west of the bridge crossing of the tracks. The Kites appear to prefer the 
stately trees with good vantage points for prey surveillance that are near the pocket 
wetlands and grasslands of that area. · 

The construction of the proposed project will entail significant disruption, including 
extensive grading in this area, and will result in the construction of permanent golf 
course features, including greens, fairways, tees, and golf cart paths, in the midst of the 
nesting site. Construction equipment, noise, dust, and other disturbance will be 
significant and widespread throughout the site (almost the entire site will be graded, 
vegetation removed, or temporarily affected, except in the steepest areas of the site 
incised by riparian drainages). 

There are no construction prasing or timing restrictions that would offer any protection 
or buffer during Kite breeding and nesting season. 

In addition, and perhaps the most direct and profound long term impact of the project 
on the White-tailed Kites is that all of the mature specimen trees, such as pine, cypress 
and eucalyptus documented as used for significant perching or nesting sites over the 
past few years are slated for removal. While trees that are removed will be replaced, 
they will be much smaller and they will not be planted in the same locations, due to 
construction of the golf course facilities. 

The policies and provisions of the County's certified LCP designated White-tailed Kite 
nesting and related foraging areas as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. The 
LCP requires in particular that (Section 35-97.14 Development Standards for White
Tailed Kite Habitats): 
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1. There shall be no development including agricultural development, i.e., 
structures, roads, within the area used for roosting and nesting. A 
2. Recreational use of the roosting and nesting area shall be minimal, i.e., walking, bird W 
-watching. Protective measures for this area should include fencing and posting s as 
to restrict, but not exclude, use by people. 
3. Any development around the nesting and roosting area shall be set back suffici ntly 
far as to minimize impacts on the habitat area. 
4. In addition to preserving the ravine plant communities on More Mesa for nesting nd 
roosting sites, the maximum feasible area shall be retained in grassland to pro ide 
feeding area for the kites. 

To ensure that the project protects the White-tailed Kite Nesting areas as requi ed, 
Special Condition 3 (Revised Plans) requires that adjustments to cartpath circula ion 
and other features be included in the 16tli and 17th fairway areas to reduce disturba ce 
in the perching areas supporting the kite habitat and to protect the wetland bu fer 
through the same measures (but not to delete use of this area) and that a 300 ft. bu fer 
around the Kite nesting tree presently occupied in the 18th fairway be established. In 
addition, foraging areas within the general area of the 18th fairway shall be maintai ed 
and enhanced to provide Kite prey. To preserve the buffers from Kite nesting nd 
adjacent area foraging, the relocation of the cart path (including elimination of m st 
development presently located in the 18th Fairway) and the relocation of the pu lie 
lateral coastal accessway to the north side of the railroad tracks is required to avoid e 
buffer area established for Kites. Special Condition 3 and Special Condition 7 a o 
require that designated White-tailed Kite protection areas and revegetation areas A 
preserved and deed restricted as open space and. protected from future devefopm .., 
(For a guide to the general nature of the changes described above and in Spe 
Condition 3, See Exhibit 5 which is meant to be illustrative only.) 

The buffer areas are particularly important for White-tailed Kites as documented 
noted raptor expert Peter Bloom, in consulting with Commission staff ecologi s 
regarding development on Balsa Chica (White-tailed Kites were among the raptors f 
concern on that site). White-tailed Kites are extremely sensitive to disturbance duri g 
breeding and nesting season, and disturbance that might not affect them· during the r t 
of the year could cause them to abandon a nesting area or even to abandon an acti e 
nest. The 300 ft. buffer area around nesting sites is the minimum necessary accordi 
to Mr. Bloom, and is the distance established as a Kite nesting mitigation measure 
the County's Ellwood/Santa Barbara Shores Specific Plan area Environmental lmpa t 
Report(s). Fore these reasons, the 300-ft. buffer from disturbance is incorporated in 
Special Condition 3. 

Special Condition 4 requires timing, staging, phasing, and management of ·all sit 
preparation and construction activities in a manner protective of the Kites an 
particularly protects the Kites from related disturbance during the breeding and nestin 
season, March 1 through August 31, annually. 

Special Condition 5 -restricts the use of rodenticides almost entirely (specifi 
applications of rodenticide may be approved by the Executive Director under uniqu 
carefully controlled conditions) both to prevent bioaccumutation in predators and t 
protect the Kites and offspring from toxicity, but also to ensure that prey is available t 
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sustain the Kites (a benefit to other raptors using the site as well, and a benefit to the 
facility as a predator/prey balance will reduce artificial management requirements that 
would otherwise burden the operation of the facility). 

Special Condition 7, Future Development Deed Restriction, requires that additional 
development that may be contemplated on the site in the future will require a permit 
application and therefore ensure that any potential adverse impacts to White-tailed 
Kites will be considered. 

Special Condition 8 requires maintenance of 100-ft. buffers from the outer edges of 
wetlands (mitigation areas of new wetlands construction or enhancement would be 
included in the area that must be buffered). Preservation of wetland habitat plays an 
important role in the continued habitat protection of the California vole, a favorite prey of 
the Kites. Voles prefer relatively mesic meadow and grassland conditions, and the 
presence of vole populations near Kite nesting sites is thought to be a key criteria for 
nesting location choice and success. 

Special Condition 9 requires that the final grading plans be revised to show protective 
areas associated with White-tailed Kite habitat. This information does not appear on 
plans submitted to date. 

Special Condition 10, White Tailed Kite Habitat Protection Plan will incorporate 
measures to preserve the mature, specimen trees important to Kite nesting and nearby 
perching, and will require relocation of mature trees (this does not apply to Tamarisk 
trees, which are an invasive pest capable of rendering soils too saline to support other 
vegetation) on site where feasible according to an arborist, and the planting with mature 
nursery stock otherwise. In addition, Special Condition 10 requires revegetation plans 
to incorporate planting selections that will encourage habitat for California voles in 
addition to other applicable habitat mitigation and enhancement requirements. 

Special Condition 1 0 also bans rodenticides except as specifically authorized by the 
Executive Director and establishes a 300-foot buffer around nesting trees. The buffer 
may only be used for light pedestrian use and then only if the approved biological 
monitor determines that such use is not disturbing Kites during breeding/nesting 
season, March 1 through August 31, annually. 

Finally, Special Condition 11 prohibits construction and operations during nighttime 
hours and restricts placement of lighting to the clubhouse complex, and there to the 
minimum necessary for security, with authorized lights downward-shielded and emitting 
no glare outside of the immediate area. The hours of maintenance are also restricted 
from sundown to. 9:00 a.m., daily, to enable returning raptors to roost without 
disturbance and to ensure foraging opportunities on the course in the morning hours. 

These Special Conditions are necessary to comply with the Kite Ordinance (Section 35-
97-14) as welt as LUP Policy 2-11. 

I 

• 8.6.7. Impacts of Amendments 
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The proposed amendments, except as noted in the following section, generally d 
affect the area of the site that contains the White-tailed Kite nesting and perching t • 
Thde aGpplicant ha~ cot ndside~1edRaddindg. th1 

eAdt~veloPpl metnt pthroposed asdpart of dthe Arc b . 
an as contam1na e so1 s erne 1a c 1on an o e propose amen ments ut 
on May 21 , 2002 decided not to do this. The remedial activities will affect wetlan s in 
close proximity to White-tailed Kite habitat and therefore final issuance of COP -4-
STB-93-154 should not occur until the Commission•s final action on the appeal o the 
Countis permit for the soil remediation is known (Special Condition 8). 

8.6.8. Impacts of Integrated Pest Management & Turf Management Plans 

The main effect of the IPM!TMP on the White-tailed Kite is through the proposed us of 
rodenticides. Some rodenticides may adversely affect raptors that prey on the rod nts 
killed by these chemicals through bioaccumulation or outright toxicity. Rodenticides an 
reduce the overall amount of rodent prey available to raptors on site. This affect an 
directly reduce the food available for White-tailed Kites, and indirectly affect them by 
increasing the competition for the remaining prey (Peregrine falcons, Kestrals, North 
Harriers, Coopers Hawk, Red-tailed Hawks and others have been observed foraging 
site). Thus, the plans as submitted do not conform to Special Condition 1 0, which b 
the use of rodenticides on the site except in very specific circumstances that must 
authorized by the Executive Director on a case-by-case basis. 

8.6.9. Conclusion 

For all of the reasons set forth above, the Commission finds that as conditioned s • 
discussed above, the proposed project and amendments, considered in light f 
changed circumstances regarding the presence of the White-Tailed Kite, a raptor that s 
a California Species of Concern and afforded special protection under the Count s 
certified Local Coastal Program, will be consistent with the applicable policies a 
provisions of Santa Barbara County•s certified Local Coastal Program. 

8.7. Coastal Access and Recreation 

The approved permit incorporates the applicanfs proposal to dedicate, construct, ope 
and maintain lateral and two vertical accessways on the subject site, subject to certai 
restrictions protective of environmentally sensitive habitat considered by th 
Commission previously. The project description for the approved project requires th 
the golf course and appurtenant facilities remain public. No changed circumstance 
exist with respect to public coastal access. Minor changes in the footprint and locatio 
of public trails and the 15 public coastal access parking spaces are required in Specia 
Condition 3 (Revised Plans) to address impacts of the project on sensitive species an 
habitats that are the subject of changed circumstances. The horse tie-up area als 
must be eliminated or moved to a location that does not drain to Eagle Canyon, a 
discussed in the California Red-legged Frog section (8.1.) of these findings. 

Therefore, there are no changed circumstances with regard to public coastal access 
and recreation and the project, as amended and conditions, is consistent with the • 
coastal access and recreation policies of the County•s certified LCP and the applicable 
provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
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8.9. California Environmental Quality Act 

Section 13096(a) of the Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission 
approval of a Coastal Development Permit to be supported by a finding showing the 
approval of the permit, as conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent 
with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA). 
Section 21 080.5( d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being 
approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available 
which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect that the activity may 
have on the environment. 

The Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditionedr will not have 
significant adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of the California 
Environmental Quality Act of 1970. Therefore, the proposed project, as conditioned, 
has been adequately mitigated and is determined to be consistent with CEQA and the 
policies of the Coastal Act. 
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Par-Three Course (South): 
Storage Lake relocated & shape modified, Storage 
Lake Edge Recessed, Drainage Redirected away 
from Eagle Canyon, Hole tO Tee Box relocated 
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Project Modifications: 1993-1994 vs 2002* 
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~..;CALE IN FEET I \ 
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1993SP COMPARED TO 2002SP.OWG 

18-Hole Golf Course: 

Removal of Tomate Canyon desiltation basin, New 

Hole t6, Former Hole #11 eliminated, Hole #9 Green 
relocated (former f13), Hole #11 (former #7) Green 
relocated 
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I BUIFFI eo..t.IIU 

I CBM I eoat~~ b:ldlh Mn~ 
[§!] Coatlls.ge 8aub 

@[)c,p.. 
~Developed 
~ Dlsbned Wetland 

~~ 
I FWM I,........ Minh 

c::!:J Jcepllnt 

I nna I rfan.mtMI a-a.nc~ 
I c:wc. I o.~c rr. 
~ Open Cblnnel (1n I trh!f) 

I ORJt I em.ner1b11 R.n11na 
[I],.,...,... 
[]!JPineTree 
I POS I Pollan OM 8aub 

I sws I Southern Wllow 8aub 

[]!J T....WC Sault 

~ VaiiJ l"'eeddegrriSs ar.lsnd 

!:][] v ..... Pool 

Waters of the U.S.: 
I' - -i:-- Waters oltheU.S.. ~ 

-···- w.-. olthe u.s.. Ephernenll f'QTI!:....__ ..... blmelct.Niwldtb.,.... ........ 

0 Dala 8t8tlon 

OAT£: 05/03/02 

Corporal• Office: 
605 Third Slreet 
[neinilas, CA 92024 

760.942.5147 
Fa• 760.632.8710 

SErtSITIVE AHIMAL SPECIES: 
CBP Cellfornla brown pelkan A Accumulation olleaves, 

CRLP ~red-legged frog stlcka & debrfs2 
HS Harbor Sal e Prtmary perc:hes' 
MB .Monan:h butterfly' 

I \ I wrK foraging eru2 1WG "'1dewwter QDb1 
WTK \Ytllte-Wed lcJte2 ,, I 
rw.: / \/ MB aggregatiol• 111te1 

· A _......_.wna .... lnllcat8 .... 

'""" ......... 
1 "Monarch Buttarfty AgtJega1ions Associat8d Wllh Eagle canyon•, Althouse & Meade, Inc., 

revised NcMimber 2001. 
2 "Raptor Sl.rYey ForDos Pueblos Golf lilks", Dudek &Associates, Inc., Nowmber 2001. 
3 "Doe Puebloa Golf linkl White-taled Kite Nesllng Su!Yey", Pacllic Southwestern 

Biological 
Servloea, Inc., April2002. 

SOl. REMEDIA'JlOH AREAS: 

i ~ J Men:ury Manometer 

i! J former (208) Tank fann 

i ~ J Warehouse Storage 

i ~ J former Gas Compressor 

! i "i WeD 129-2 ... .1 

if J Active (1291208) Tank farm 

t § J Mudplt Near 208-19 Well 

:·it'! Concrete Abut~nM~t·., ... .. ---------, 

r.------------T------------, I Sheet 2 I Sheet 3 I 
I • I I 
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I I 
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L------------~------------~ 
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Scales r- 1500' 

SENSITIVE PLAJfT SPECIES: 
St Soulhem lalplant (Hemlzonla panuf up • ......,.., a.k.a. Ceratn:Nnadla,., up. ...aalls) 

... Apdl1991 survey I • October 1998 survey I 

May 1992 survey a * l"'owmber 1999 •u.rvey 7 
July 1992 survey 3 )I( October 2000 survey1 

... FflR. Mllldl1993 4 0 September 2001 .urvey' 

May 1995 •III'W:y' N 1/Wdt 14. 2002 aurveylO 

ftote: ~ lndlc8tes lndhklull plant counb lit thllt location. 

·" I 1 "y" Umlb of gruteat density of Southern blrplant 

Or Cliff..,., (MalacothrlJc NUtllls up. N.ICIIll&) 

A Apdl1992 SIII'W:y II 

• FElli. March 199312 

I "Biological Aeeourcea Analyala: Section IX, Interface Plannng and Counaaling Corporation, re\lleed Octobet 
1991. 

2 'Oos Pueblos Golf liN Plant Surw(, Rlndab, May 1992. SoMy cld not epeclfy tht locellon of tht 
poputatlon, crit vertlled the planl was located upon lhe poperty perlhe October 1991 IIJIW)'. 

3 'Wetland ctaulllc:allan and ErMrDI 11M 1181 Anllfyslt lor lhe Doe Pueblos Golf l..lnlca" lntert.le ~ and 
~ Q3rporallon and Farm, August 1992. "The en11nt langlh or each dr8lnage potentlllly lmpllcfad 
bV lhe pmpoeed diNelopment Willi ..-...yad bV walking lhe ccwrldor, either In tht bollom of the c:hamel 01 
along the bin<. Detailed field not8d and photographs,.... recorded lor each drange system, and • 
c:cmprehel .... pllwll apecles llllwas complied." Page 11. No IICkltlonallocallonl of Soulhem tarplent 
were identified. 

4 'Final Enlllronmenlallqlact Report fer the ARCO Dca Pueblos Golf liN Project. Col.nly of Santa Bllblra, 
Merd11993. The FEJR ldanll1lea 'A 8ITMIII populallon ofeouthem tarpla'lt was located tJv lnlerface (1991) 
lmmedlalely lOUth d the coastal road and W88l of Drainage #3 (Figure 5.1·1), as verified by tht EIR 
CONIUIIanbl." 

'"l81ter", Bowland & Asaoclates, May 9, 1995. No eouthem tarplanl was loaded In lhe pr8"fioulfy Identified 
location. 

I•Fax Memo', Bowland & Asaoclatea, October 8, 1998. Theapprodmate location of a pcpulallon ol4,505 
plants In lhe vicinity of lhe former warehouse and loading dock wat postulated wllt*l an .,. appr~ 
68 meters long by 25 meters wide equaling 1850 equn meters. 

7 Untilled SI.JMy fer Tarplant (all species), Dudek & Auoclates, Inc. lhiiiiM of lhMe popul8llont wat not 
estlmalad, nor IJUI\'8)'ed, due to tht eppltN8CI mltlga1lon being baaed on runbets of planla. net area. 

8 Untitled Survey fer Tarplanl: (all species), Dudek & Aaoc:lltes, Inc. The 11A1B of lhMe populallons wu nol 
estimaled, nor surveyed, due to the IPPf'OY8d mltigallon being based on runbetl of plants, not area. 

I Unllllecl SI.JMy fer Tarplanl: (all apecles), Dudek & Aseoclales, Inc. The area of th8le populations Willi not 
estlmal8d, nor III.JIIIey8d, due to tht appmY8d mltlgallon being baaed on runbets of plants, not area. 

10 lat1er", Stoner ErMronrnenlal SeNicas, .AprD 1, 2002. Apptocmale distrlbulion of lhe former wtnhou8e and 
loedng dock. 

l t "Doe Pueblos Golf l...inkl PIIWlt Survey", Rlrdaab, May 1992. 
12 'final EnYironmenlallmpact Report tor the ARCO Do8 Pueblos Golf li'lks Project", Cc:u'lty d S1rita Barbara, 

Match 1993. 
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FDR M!Nit;fl;loll PAVEt.!E:NT THICKNE:S:S .t.HC BACKrf.L • 
~EOUIRE'r.<tC:HTS. R~t'[R TC QRAOING PLANS. 

4.R£tNtORCt:CJ CONCR!:TE PORTAL .VAL.L Or:TAI,S ;.;liE SHOJNN 
ON OR,.WINC T·!, F'OI'l ALL OTHER WALLS RErER ':'0 
l»>ISCAP!: AND 'CRAOING i)RAWINGS. 

~.OVERHEAD \JTI1.!TI!:S M!:. SHOWN CE"''ERALL Y ~"OR IH!"Oilt.IIATION. 
fOR I.OCATIOI\I or AOO'TIONAL UTn .. ITI!':S, SUCH AS we: ANO Alit" 
BOII'I[C COioiMIJ'IICATION i.INES. REF'E~ TO THE PROJtC'l' CRAOIN~ 
PLAN. TH£ CONTRACTOR IS R£5~'>0:-!SIBI..E: F'OR LOCATING A."'O 
PROTE'Cil!'o;G ANY ANC All vTILiliES 1MIIoT [KI$1 ASCV( THE 
TUNN!;:I. ALIGN ... ENT. 

6. STEEl. RING 6£:-'W SPACING IS SHOW)~; SPECIFICALL 'I A~ EAC~ 
E'llil Of' THE '!UNNE~ 1"1 ACCOF!OANCE w:~H TJ-;E OET AILS SriO\Io'N 
ON DRAWING T·~. RING BEAt.! SPACFNC AlONC THE TUNN[~ 
BETWEEN PORTA:. WALLS. SHOWN SCH[ ... ATIC~LY IN PP.OnLt. 
WIY VARY, BUT SHAU NOT 9£ CltEATE'R' TkAN ":HE MAXIMUM 
NllCAT£0 FOR EACH SECTION OF THE fUNNE:~ INOICATEC •• 

7. THt CONC:RtTE: OECK SHALl.. HAVE: V[R'TIC"l. DI!!AINS PLACEO 
AT 16 !"i. CENTERS ':'0 ALi.. OW rOR SURr 4.CE ORNH•GE ""'0 
PRE:SSIJ!Itt ~!:LIEF :<~Oiol BELOW. Rf:f'!!:R 70 ORIIoWIHG 't-4. 

8. eot.STR\JCT F'OOTING OF' RETAINING W.tJ.!.. Wl-iERE F'OO'TIIIIC 
OV[R!..JI.PS PORTA:. WAU F'OOTIRC. SEE GRADING "LAJIIS. 

9. SEt LANCSC.AP[ Cl!l,tW'NGS F'OR ~'ENC[ ALONG RAILROAD "l:IGH~-OF·WA~. 

IIIEVfE'ItO II•: 
c;uN'Y Of uw;a II&IIIPII ... c•t JrOI!NIA 

f 
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'~0.,... R~..., 1 W4 R1NC BEAMS A.T 2'-0" ;....---::/ HtNG <c..-? 

' ~ St.AA'S I "'AX. SFA.CING uv 6E:AI!f.S ~"t/ 
~ ! F'IN!SI-!5:::; TEW'O"AIH T[t.IPOIIIARV Iii -to 

..;t( I· r GllAD~ /EI.'SANKM£1\ll ""R~ EXI~T!NC:· EMBANKIIE.NT. . ....... ---" !.j "'~ ~ '\~ •I , SE! NOTE .a EL. S!.C ,. · GRJ.J£ l £L. 82.o""""~ -. • • •, 1:: o'?'' 
'E''I- ~- I" I l I l OVE~H=AO-_,..... __ - :;1 ~/' 

tX"STNG....., "-~ ~?0 •
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• / ____ ----- ~ I t..illliTES :<'IN:SnE:D !1: oY 
G"<ADt: j' .. ":..e,. '-.. 1. / • ~~ --- 1 • _ GRADE b

1 
-
0

/ ~/ 
FINIS"'I:Li- "·"'...:! '- 1 • ; ---... I"'I:..L \ SE( "0':':;:' !tj 7 '!!;/ 

' Gii:A:>E \ ~-' F..L. 74 .. ~':!:-. • . \ ! I .... ~" 
__ J__ ___ __\,....__~---- \ ! T-4 *- ,.,. r EXISTING 

\ ~ \' o<c..J" / CRAO£ r cu: 
I, t / ! r ~IMSH£D 

/"W.~~c / 'f / CRAll£ 
' / SEE NOT£ 8 / ,-F'A.'.IING :'··: 

/ / i SEE NOT£ 4 J.. l'·~ 

CUT-/ / 
i 
.;...PA\'11\oG 

SE£ NO-E " "·- BU.KHE AD 
SEt NOTE: 3 ...J 

C.ATCH BASiN___... .... 
SEE NOn" 3 

i 

i 

\ 

" I '· .. 

.'-AP"'I'I'Ol< 
CUT 1...1NE DA'fUM LINE E!... 50.C 

I TOT J,L :.£NGT~E; ',;gr~O 
2 
c TUNI\f£1. (; -----( 

EAST TUNNEL PROFILE ALONG TUNNEL ~ 

""" i 11101C: III!;JIS::. 

Penl'leld{fSIIIIUI I 
! I I ~liNG IN£E"'S•!U .. VJV0110$11 
' t •r. r. .. 'fii:":'Ofl& fl, ... ,. ...... • ....... lftiiiP -~ ...... 
< • .., '11.1.....,» ~··· .,,0, .. , ...... ~ 

_JA~~S .l~~ Al_t-~ 

I'£Yiillt0 ~~~' 

NOTES: 
l 1.0CA710'-I BEARINGS SHOWN AR!: E!AS£0 ON U·o£ CAI..IFO~N;A. 

COORCli'IAT£ SYST£1.1. ZO!\[ !:>, NORTI-! AMF:RIC.MI D4T\JU ':)F '927, 
O[FINEC LOCAL~" e-,. C.ILtrOPNIA STArt LAINOS COli!MISSIC!\i 
OROIN-.R"' 111GM I'IAT~R' MARl\ SURVE'f' PER M.lP FI~E:D 1N BC;:K !~. 
PAGE !7 Oi" R£CC'iD or SURVEYS. HilS SURVEY Tlt:D 1N10 ::::...SC 
POINTS. "SiC!I;J.L'" ANO "[ .... GLE" AS SHOWN ON SAl() Y»> AlL 
OISTil.~CtS »..C S't,r.TtONINC NOT::O AAE EliPRESSEO lh GFiOUIIiD 
'Y...._UES IN US Sl..'RII(" FEET UN:TS. ii:LEVATIONS S110WN AlOE RHATIV[ 
TO USC•G~ BENCHMliiRt< "V658 J948'". S£:1 ill: 11-!E TOP or THE (AS< 
ENO or A C:O"'C;:!E:'"t H[AC/WA;..'- ~'"OR i>J4 ,1!!"" F'I?E CUVv[c;>~ UNC!:!;; To.J[ 
RiO.ILROAO TRA.CI<S. THIS a~NCI-iii!AR>< •s ;.OCA.,.EC 7 .. E 1"'[[-
SOUT"i[I<L 'I OF" lHE SOIJTH£RL '! RAIL o~ THE uPRI< TP.ACKS A": 
STATI()IIj '4172•1!2.60. BfNCHMA!;'o< HE:VATION !S 7fL5€ rt!:"" NCVD 
'!929. 

2. PROF'Ii...[ VIE'I!r Sl-iCWN IS "'LON:: CENl!:RLINE Oi' ~UNNEL. 
BE:CAUS£ Or SKE'NE::: "'01\'TAL W,olL, ACTUAl. LS:NCTI-i 
Of TUNNEL CONSTR:..CT!:~ PRIOR TC 1NST A:...LAiiON OF THE 
f'ORiAL 'N.C.:..L WI!..._ BE AP?ROXIIA.&.TEL'' 1lf.5 rr . ...,'PCN 
COIM'L[TION or iUNN(LINC, PORTAl.. DEV5:t..OPI.4E:NT ""il: .. RECUIRE 
E:XC.l.VATIOI.I A80Vt 'l'UNNf:L. AND PARTiA.:. R!:liiOifAi... Or TJo;£ 
r~S7 • .STEt• s::Ts (R!NG t:~EAMS ANC L-'GGING SETw£~N c .. !'LH 
ON EAC.., ~NO ro II.C'HI[\'!: THE $1((W(:;l TUNN(L APPROACI"'i:S. 
CONTRACTOR SWAI..L SI.JBt.IIT PORU!. WA:..~ CONSHIU~TtON 
SE:OUENC£ 0£TA1i.S 10 Ptlfl'l(il) I. SIIIITJ.; F"OR API>ROV4l. 

l. 'THE CA':'Ct-1 BASIN AND BUL.o<HEAO SHOWN ARE SiZE:O TC 
ACCOMMO;)A1E TUliiNt:... JNv[!<T -'N::J CONCRO:TE 0£CK SIJI'""O=<• 
CCNf'ICI.JlU.TIONS SHOWN ON 0;(AWIN(, "i-4. RrH"' tO ::iR~I..,G 
"'LANS fOR DRAINAGE CONNECT'ON OfTAiLS A.IVC I\IIINIMUM 
REOUI~[IAEN TS. 

4. CUT "'NC fiLL LINES • .o.NO PI<VEMENT StCTIOI*S Afff: StiOWJ\" 
OEN(~ALL v TC R£i"LEC7 ANTICIPA!EP "':UNNEI..I..JNG SEOt;~NC!:. 
F'OR loliN;t.!t..;t.t PA\IEUEIIIT ',..;!CKNESS liNC SACKF",LL REOUIREIIE:~>;IS, 
RE,.EP TO GRAC!>;G PLANS. 

5 REINF"ORCEO CON:::Il'nt PCR1AI.. WAL~ OETAI(..5 ARE SHOWN Olio 
OR,t,WJNG 'T-5. Ollo!HISIONS P"Cil THE NORTH J:>Oq1",1,!.. WAL!... '"O:>ill'JCS 
ARE SHOW"' ON "'-6. F"O~ A.i..:.. OTHE'\ WALI...S RtF"ER TO t..ANOSC-'If'~ 
Ami GRADI:-.0 DRAWINGS. 

6. STEEL. RING i3!:t.M SPACING IS SHCw~ S~tC?r-o:::ALL v ".T [.-l:'-1 END 0!" 
THE TIJNNEL IN .. CCORDA!IIC!: WITH ri-1£ OE:T.t,i!....S SHOWN Ck !:)~AW!NG'S 
T·!l II< "T-e. AINC B£ .I>M SPA.C;t.;;; ALONI> TtiE "i'VN!o;h 9£-W!::!::N PORT A!.. 
WAL~S. SHOWN SCHEII!ATIC""-L Y IN PRGF'tlE. WAY VAFIY, au- S~-<~L 
NO'r BE GREA"il:J; 'TH.=.N iHE MAXIUUM ·NCICA.l!:O l'uR t.ACt- SO::::Tti)N 
01" TH~ -'JNNEL oNO!CA7(0 

7. OVERHEAD unum.:s ARE SHOWN CEHE~III..L Y F"OR IN~ORI.!A~iOI>.. FC~ 
LOCIITIO!II OF ACDI~IO'II .. l UT•LJTIES, SUCH AS I.IClANC A'T'-T SURtr:= 
COUMUN'C~T:ON I...IN~S. RS:t'£1< TO T!i£ "'RCJ£':':' GRll£1lNG F~.-."1 ""Hi: 
CON"TRA:":OR IS R(SPONSIBLf roP. LOCAtiNG AND "'F!OTEC.,.iNG' A.NY 
AN!; ALL \J~!UTI~S TloA1 £XIS-:- A!30VE TI-'E TVN~Ei.. ~!..ICNII'E:N" 

8. THE CCot.:Cl'!E7E DECK SHtJ...L !-:AVE VE!'<"":C....._ 0"1":NS Pi..."-Cl!D A7 16 F""l'. 
CtNTE"'S TO AI.:..Oo\' f'OR SURFA.CE ORAJNAGE AND "RESSL·"!E HE:U(f 
I"'ROiwl BEl.OW. "!E"FER i:) DR'AWI!>IG T·4. 

9. CONS"'rR~CT ""00ii'IIC or R[:TAINI'~:; WALl WHE!:lE '"OCTI'I,Q o·¥'!:.RLA"'S 
"'01'1T~ WALL F"OCT>Nv. SEE GFIAl.)ING "'L.ANS. 

10. SE:E' CIVIL )RA!NiN::lS F"Oi'l: f"ENCt: ALONG RAIU'!C~ RICI-!7·01"-IwAY 

iO 
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SECTION 
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DETAIL (1\ 
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RIB 

SECTION tB'\ 
SCAi.C' .3"·•·-o· \::.7 

fl" STL. R!:CUIItd£0 WATER\ 
PIPE:. SEE IRR!CAliON \ 
PLANS ""DR OET ~l S \ 

~~ 
~ 7HRCUGH CONCR[;[ & CLR.!! ,.,: I 

FILL wtrH :/2" 2 " covER II: J ci:R:j 
CLEAN GRAvE~ ~ 
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1. WAlLS TO EACH SlOE OF ':'UNN[l PORTAL ARE S ... OWN 

SCH[IoiA.TICAI.I. Y ON'~ Y. RE:f'ER TO S:T( CRADINC 
f>t.ANS FOR OCTAILS. 

2. F"OR FINISiot GRACING AND PAV(M[Nl REQUIREMENTS. 
Str CRAOINC F"LANS. 

CRAO~ "-..\ E"'8AHKioltNT REFER TO SECTION 0 ANC 
ElOST N" \ 3. FOR DETjjlS OF TEMPOFIAR':' CONSTRUC.,ION 

- \ SEQUENCE NOTES ON ORI\WING T·6. 

\ 4 . .AI.L CAST·IN·PI.ACE CONCRETE SHALL HA.VE A Mt"l""'UU 
COMP~ESSIVE STRENCT'"' OF 2SOO pso A'f 28 OAYS. 

--------
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7. w.-ERE RET.-HNG W~L I'OOTINCS OVEril.IIP I!IITO "'CRT AL 
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TORR.ER.. MAY 2. 1 2002 

~ALIFORNIA 2565 Pl.tCSt.l Dd S.Jl lt.:lJ.d :;:.;: 
COASTAl COMMISSiON Smu B.lrb.u-.;r._ C.\ 93105' 

SOuiH CENn~AI. COAST QtSTRlcr , so:;, 68!·2065 
F:a: (ao;·~ 569·939+ 

RECEIVED 
CO\JMtYOFSAKTA~ 

r-.. ~Y i 1 2.uul 

PLANNING AND Oeva.oPMENT 
DEPARTMENt'-ENERGY OMS.IJN· To: Krlste~, SBCo P&D Energy Division 

From: Johii Stoner, EQ.~ Onsite Environmental Coordinator 

Date: May 17, 2002 

Re: Summary of 'Vhite-tailed Kite (Elanus leucrtnlS) Obsen·a.tions on 16 1\IIay 200Z -
Dos Pueblos Golf Course Property 

The follo\·ving is a summary of field observations compiled during a survey of the Dos Pueblos 
Golf Links Property on ihe morning of 16 ~lay 2002. The survey was performed by biologists 
lviichael E·vans of Pacific South\'lest Biological Services (PSBS), Inc. (consultant for the 
property O'\vner) and John Storrer (contractor for Santa Barbara County Planning & Development 
Department). The following information was gathered between 0530 and 1130 on 16 May 2002. 

Observations were made primarily from the bridge crossing of the Union Pacific Railro~ with 
the aid of binoculars and spotting scopes. Individual trees observed to be used by white-tailed 
kites for perching or suspected nesting were examined more closely at the end of a five hour,. ten 
minute stationary survey period. 

Two pairs of white-tailed kites were observed onsite. Primary perching areas for both pairs~ 
south of the railroad tracks and east ofTomate Canyon (see attached maps). The kites are: 
referred to as the "east" and :"west" pairs in the follo\ving narrative, reflecting the rela:ti:ve 
position of primary perching areas. 

:.:,;:-; Both pairs engaged in various types ofbreeding behavior, including courtship displays,. . 
!;·i)}:~.\:.:::vo.c~ons, ~d attempted copulation .. Aggressive interactions with other aVi~·sp~ies (C;.g.. · 
::tx:?;\'\:,red-sboUldered hEiw.kS,turkey vultill:e, American crows) were also observed. One incidelit of·.:··· .... 
. , . . :· prey excbange. was. obserV-ed bet\.veen the east pair. Individual birds from both pairs Were -~ 

foraging in the grassland/ruderal area north of the railroad tracks, south ofHigh·way 101. Oue 
bird from the east pair ·was seen foraging north ofHigh\vay 101, on the east slope of Eagle: 
Canyon. 

APPLICATION NO. •• EXHIBIT NO. f 
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One individual from the east pair "vas observed ~·io.g. nesting rnaterial(.g;c:z:ss).to a medtrct 
location in a rvionterey cypress numbered Tree 67 in an inventory prepared for the proposed 
Pueblos Golf Links Project (see attached map). This bird remained stationary at this 10C:m(l,ll. 

a period of more than 1:\vo hours, during \Vhich time it ,,-as absented \vith a spotting scope.. 
Subsequent observations from a closer vantage point (approximately 100 feet) confirmed 
this bird "vas on a nest structure in what appeared to be an incubating posture. A search Detlletltfl 
the perch trees in this vicinity (Trees 82 and 113) revealed accumulated droppings,. castings,. 
molted feathers, suggesting a prolonged period of use. 

The \Vest pair of kites was seen individually and in company v,ith one another .. 
from the 9 :Niay and 16 May surveys indicate that Trees 153 through 157 are used forpetdlidtZ. 
Accumulations of droppings, castings, and molted feathers beneath these trees are further 
evidence of habitual use. No evidence of nesting by the west pair was observed, although 
birds engaged in courtship and copulation. 

An adult red-tailed hawk and a pair of adult red·shouldered hawks were observed north and · 
south of the railroad tracks, east of the bridge crossing. An American kestrel and immature 
Cooper's hawk \Vere also recorded. No attempt v.;as made to locate nests for these sp~ 
white-tailed kites were the focus of the field survey. 

In summary., the east pair of kites have constructed a nest in Tree 67. This is the same tree 
PSBS biologists suspected might be a nest site, based on observations from their sutVey on 
May 2002. From the kites' behavior (e.g. prolonged periods where both birds were away 
the nest, observations of attempted copulation and nest construction), it appears that the pair 
be in the early stages of egg-laying or incubation. 

The attached map also shows ~e location of another posStble white-tailed kite nestingrec:ort!lfOrr 
the property. Nest building activity on 10 March 2000. There were two pairs of kites ~;ent 
that date. As best I can interpret from the tree inventory map and my field notes from that 
the suspected (unconfirmed) nest location is Tree 54 (see attached map}- Pleasenotetbat 
location of the suspected nest site has been revised from the map attached to my cotieS]pon~J.ce 
of 2 May 2002. I was able to better interpret my written description of that loca:tion with the 
of a more accurate and clearly labeled site map. 

Surveys scheduled for 22, 29, May and 6 June 2002 should provide more infoi:ma.tion on 
breeding chronology and nesting success. 

Please call me if you have any questions concerning this correspondc:nce. 

~~~{~iif'!!fl,;~~-~J~on,of~~I,~~~~ 
· cc: ,., .·:·.Michelle.PaSi.ni, SBCo P&D Energy Divisio~ J 

-2· 



• ')· 't 

I 

i 
1 
' I 

i 
I 

i 
I • i . 
• 

" ... 

. . . . ; 

.. "·_. ~;:~- ~ 

.. :.•.:,:.; 

Tree No. 67. -:-' CoDfitmed Nest Sin!_: "East~~)_,,_ : · ·, . 
Tree NO: 83 :,..Perch Site:... "East Pair" . ) '~<· . :.-,. ''·~·· · · .··· ·· ·.· · • .. , . 
Tree NO; 54.:. sUSpect~ Nest'Sif&·lln 1&~ 21100 (1. stOlnr:i, · 

• ~:· ·C~ :_':'···.·, .: • :, ·"·:i;!·:·(> . • ·:::;: '':~:::'':;.:~: •. :.~:, :·. • , • ·.·· .> ·~ :-;.·· ; , 

.. . TRa STA'ru$ ~ ·:_._ ···~ ·. ,-,.. · ··· 
' \~ • ~* 

--;-TJiii:EE$ ~-~·~. . .. . .._;:·::· .. )i 

.. ~-~~~~::=·.~.ra.~:. ~"; 
··· .. -

L_ ______ ------- --· .. ·-· .. ··-· .. 

........... 
:--· .... •< 
-~ ~ : 

·. '-~ .. "': ··:. -· 



. :::-. ~ . 

. : ~ 
: .. · .. •. ·--=··-.: 

~·. :~·;··· .~·.·. . . .. 
·.· ....... _ . 

.. -··· .. · .:- .. :--..... ·· 
. ·. ····:··· 

·.~.:..:_· 

.. ~: ·~ 



Lllf Links Property 

'WI' OD 16 May 2002 

M. Evans :ana .J. Storrer 

EXHIBIT NO. 8' 
APPUCATION NO. 

Tre~ N6. ll3.- Per·chJSite :...;. "East PaD--
Tree Nos. 153 ·157- Perch Sites -"Wes:tPa.n---· 

j· 

11Et INYEHTORY PUll 

DCIS PUEBLOS COtT LNS ..... -..... .......... -·--..--

......... 
X l 1' I ll 
o••~tar..L'Ir 
80 ~c •• ....... 
---....... " ..... 

.a.•c• I r .. CY' 
1:6 ••••• 



·:~~;~~~ 
·· . .:;-.~;: 

EXHIBIT 
) _, 

.. .;._ A ---
...... --



.... ~.··/··;.;'"'·· ......... ! ·\.:~ ~'\ _...,-r··..,.._...,. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------



~-------·-

111 Rrplrian Re.: e; tafton Treatment #1 

fi§ R1pMt.n Rei ege1at1oft Tl'f!l1ltment #2 

t;s Rlplltan Revegetllion T!eibnent #4 

~ Vernal Pool Sulfa Treatment 

l!i!m 'WAIY~'II;;\.CII.CU rctllli:lln:IJ't ~~- :·:.~;,.:.~·: ·. 
. ; .. :~ -. ··~-:-~ '!~i;!··~~·.··.). 

-- Unvegetated EphemerafStrLn 
rtO're: fi\BIIben Indicate c::llatmel widlb 0 

Water Quality Sampling Loc:atian 

r--t.~n n rfaS · ~ . a...;.;.,;,p tftwwest.em Wlbl aca:ss) 0 • 

Parking Lot Trail 

.. :· . - .. " ·: ·-: ~ -- .. ·- . 

. .. 
• 

__ , 

tSteli 
Vertical 



TOR.R.ER.. 

Kristen Getler 
Santa Barbara County 
Planning & Development Department 
Energy Division 
3 0 E. Figueroa Street, 2nd Floor 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

APR 4 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT 

2565 Puesta Del Sol Road #3 
Santa Barbara, CA 93105· 

(805) 682-2065 
Fax (805) 569-9394-

Apn11~200Z-

Re: Status of Southern Tarplant at the Dos Pueblos GolfLinks Project Site 

Dear Ms. Getter: 

This correspondence provides background infonnation relative to the distribution of southern 
tarplant (Hemizonia australis ssp. parryi) at the Dos Pueblos Golf Links project site. Discussions" 
and observations from our meeting with California Coastal Commission (CCC) staff on March 
14, 2002 are summarized. I have also included some insights concerning the regional occurrence,. 
life history, management considerations, and restoration potential for southern tarplant. 

My familiarity with southern tarplant stems primarily from my experience with oil and gas 
compliance monitoring along the south coast of Santa Barbara County. This includes my work as~ 
Onsite Environmental Coordinator (OEC) for the ARCO Dos Pueblos Lease Facilities 
Abandonment Project from spring of 1996 through summer of 1998. In my capacity as the 
County's OEC, I have also dealt with management of a significant southern tarplant population at. 
Venoco's Ellwood Marine Terminal near Coal Oil Point. 

I learned more regarding the status of southern tarplant on the subject property during our site· 
visit on March 14th. You and I met Melanie Hale of the CCC, CCC consultants Klaus Radtke. 
and John Thomas (Geo Safety, Inc.), and Whit Hol1is (representing the applicant). The purpose: 
of our meeting was to discuss the history and current status of southern tarplant at the project site~. 
We attempted to locate three of the previously mapped occurrences and determine whether these 
subpopulations were extant. Our efforts were hampered by the fact that southern tarplant is a 
late-flowering annual species that is most conspicuous from early summer through late fall, 
depending on annual weather patterns. Thus, the timing of our inspection was not optimal for: 
detecting southern tarplant. We saw no evidence of recent germination, however we were able.to ~ 
identify approximately 50 desiccated tarplant specimens from last year's crop. This facilitated: 
our efforts to locate the plant and to extrapolate its distribution at this location .. 
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My understanding is that southern tarplant was first recorded onsite during surveys for the project 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in 1993. Apparently, only one occurrence was recorded at 
that time. This location, along the access road approximately 100 yards west of south end of the 
railroad bridge~ was mapped in the EIR. 

During the abandonment work for the oil and gas facilities, a second subpopulation was observed 
by me, in the vicinity of the warehouse and loading rack in the northeast portion of the site. I 
believe that this was in June or July of 1998. Interestingly, the distribution of southern tarplant 
here conformed almost exactly to the location of the fanner loading rack facility. I have since 
speculated that the germination may have been stimulated by removal of the structure which was 
completed in October of the previous year. Members of the genus Hemizonia often respond to 
soil disturbance with profuse flower and seed production. A search of my files from the lease 
abandonment work failed to reveal a map or other reference to the plant. Consultants for the 
applicant reported that this subpopulation consisted of approximately 4,500 individuals in 1998. I 
believe this to be a reasonable estimation. 

The attached maps show the approximate distribution of southern tarplant at the larger, northern 
site location (the one discovered in summer of 1998), as determined during our March 14th site 
visit. One map shows the distribution of tarplant relative to the former oil and gas facilities,. the 
other in relation to the proposed golf course development. We used a topographic map and 
various physical features (e.g. berms, remnants of driveways, building footprints, abrupt changes ! 

in vegetation type), as well as my recollection, to interpret the area of occupied and suitable 
habitat for southern tarplant. I later inspected aerial photographs at the Planning & Development 
Department (P&D) to further refine the map. The P&D archives contained a photo taken on 6 
June 1997 (PW SB 1 0·36). At this point in time, the loading rack had been demolished but the 
nearby warehouse structure remained in place. The photo clearly showed the "footprint'' of the 
loading rack and was therefore useful in verifying the distribution of southern tarplant at that 
time. Our inspection on March 14th indicated that some southern tarplant specimens had become 
established approximately 20 feet beyond its fonner western limit, presumably as a result of 
natUral (unaided) dispersal. I paced off the area of ''occupied" southern tarplant habitat as 
measuring 60 x 180 feet, or 10,800 square feet. We did not generate a precise estimate of the 
number of tarplant specimens that occurred within that area, because of the seasonal timing of our 
inspection. However, we observed at least 50 specimens within this 10,800 square-foot area_ 

In 1998, the applicant developed a Biological Enhancement and Landscape Plan (BELP). A 
mitigation component of the BELP entailed seed collection, nursery propagation, and restoration 
of southern tarplant. It is my understanding that the population has been surveyed each fall by the 
app1icant's consulting biologist and that seed has been collected and propagated so that seedlings 
may be subsequently installed onsite. Because of delays in getting the project started, the plants 
have been discarded and the restoration work has not yet begun. Maps were produced during the 
course of the annual sutVeys and a census of plants was taken at each location, including the one 
recorded in the EIR and the one discovered during the lease abandonment work.. Four additional 
occurrences of southern tarplant have been found in the course of these annual surveys, bringing 
the total to six mapped subpopulations onsite. These data were presented in rough fonnat (i.e. 
general location of subpopulations indicated on site maps; numbers of plants hand-written on the 
maps) during our meeting on March 14th. We located the northern subpopulation described 
above and the site mapped in the EIR. We were unable to locate another mapped subpopulation 
on the west side ofT ornate Canyon during a cursory reconnaissance of that portion of the site. 
We did not attempt to find the other three mapped occurrences. 

-2 .. 
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During our site visit, we also looked at the proposed southern tarplant restoration site in the 
vicinity ofthe vernal pool at the south-wcstcudaf~raikoadbridge. Tt.:sitewaslikefychosen 
because it lies within the wetland buffer and is outside the development footprint. Additionally~ 
southern tarplant is often found in association with vernal pools, so the habitat context is 
appropriate for this species. 

Some background on the status of southern tarplant at the Ellwood Marine Terminal (EMT) near 
Coal Oil Point may be useful. Though no attempt has been made to estimate the size of this 
population within this five-acre facility, it has been sustained at several thousand individuals for 
at least the past four years. Venoco has modified their operations and maintenance practices to· 
some extent, in order to maintain the viability of this population. The best example of these 
protective measures is the seasonal timing and method of suppressing vegetation for fire 
abatement. Weeds are selectively controlled through mechanical, rather than chemical means 
early in the growing season, to avoid incidental impacts to the later-flowering tarplant.. This 
approach has encouraged the proliferation of southern tarplant with nominal increase in cost of 
operations. The EMT population would be an excelfent seed source for southern tarplant 
restoration projects. 

In my opinion, it would be best to mitigate impacts to this annual species in terms of unit~ 
rather than number of specimens. The number oftarplants that germinate in any given year can, 
vary significantly, depending on factors such as weather and competition from other plants. I 
would also plant the material by direct seeding, rather than nursery propagation, though this 
option would require a greater level of pre-treatment to remove non-native annuals (i.e. 
competitors). Additionally, I would recommend that there be more than one restoration site, in 
the event that the primary site is unsuccessful. My experience with southern tarplant, as well as 
its congener Gaviota tarplant (Hemizonia increscens ssp. villosa) suggests that this is a good 
candidate for restoration. It germinates readily and occupies a variety of microhabitats; including. 
sandy terrace or bluff situations, flat coastal meadows with clayey soils, and slightly wetter areas 
such as those found on the margin of vernal pools. Reducing competition from undesirable-plants:; 
is probably the most important consideration in successful restoration of this species. 

I hope that this infonnation provides useful background in your current review of the project. 
Please can me if you have any questions concerning my correspondence. 

John Storrer 
Storrer Environmental Services 

enclosures: 

cc: 

figures showing approximate distribution of southern tarplant in the northeastern. 
portion of the site in relative to previous and proposed developments 

Michelle Pasini, SBCo P&D Energy Division 
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Dos Pueblos Golf Links Project 
Approximate Distribution of Southern Tarpl t 

{Hemizonia australis ssp. parryi) 
Based on field survev on 14 March 2002 and 

:review of aerial photograph (PW SBl0-36) taken 6 June 1997 
~lapped by John Storrer 
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• Southern Tarplant. The southern tarplant (Hemizonia australis) has no nt+ltrol'lll 

status, but it is on List 3 o[ the California Native Plant 

CNPS believes 
extirpated but reauetts 

additional rarity or endangerment information. This species occurs tnn:>u~;ll<ltlt 
southern coastal California, from San Diego County to Santa Barbara r-o ...... -~~. 

According to Smith (1976), it is ~~common in many sandy fields near the """""'a~a.. 
between Goleta and Ellwood." The occurrence of this species on the project 
appears to constitute a range extension since its northern limit is reponed to 
Ellwood Mesa. A Small population of southern tarplant was located by lnt1ert:l$;:e 
(1991) immediately south of the coastal road and west of Drainage #3 
5.1-1), as veriiled by the EIR COflsultants. 

• Cliff Aster. The cliff aster (Malacothrix saxatalis var. saxatalis) also has 
official status and is not on any CNPS list. It is designated by the County. 
Santa Barbara as "endemic," however, meaning that it is only known to 
within the region. Smith (1976) repons the cliff aster as occurring in scatte:Jt!d 
locations along coastal bluffs and canyon mouths from west of Gaviota to 
vicinity of Ventura and inland to Santa Rosa Road near Lompoc and nonh 
Casmalia. It was encountered west of the mouth of Eagle Canyon and N=>t-UJ,..." 

the mouth of Drainage #6 and Tomate Canyon on steep, eroding shale cliffs. of 
coastal bluffs by Katherine Rindlaub (1992). These populations were verified 
the EIR consultants, and several additional populations were encountered 
coastal bluffs near the mouths of Drainage #5, Drainage #4, Drainage #3 
adjacent to an access road east of Drainage #4. Other populations may 
less accessible locations, so it can be assumed this species occurs throughout 
coastal bluffs on the project site in appropriate habitats (eroding shale cliffs). 

3. Sensitive Taxa - Fauna. Springtime surveys indicated the potential ore:se11tce1 
several species considered sensitive by one or more monitoring agencies including the U.S. 
and Wildlife Service (FWS), California Department of Fish and Game (DFG), National AudutiOn 
Society, National Park Service (NPS) and local monitors. Based on available habitat 
sightings and species records for the Santa Barbara area, many sensitive animals are ext>ec·tec:J 
use the project site as residents, breeders, foragers or migrants. Table 5.1-2 provides a 
these sensitive species with their legal status. A description of federal- and/or sralLt:-llSI"r:n 

endangered species which may occur at the project site and are legally protected from ~·1''lllir'I.,T._ 

(which includes harassment) is provided below. 

• Red-legged Frog. The red-legged frog (Rana aurora) is a California ~oc:etc~ 
Special Concern and a candidate for Federallistins:r ~~ Pnil~nB-A 'lr threat:et1:d_ 

The red-legged frog occurs west of EXHIBIT NO. / ;;:2_., m r,.,., .. "'"''1Ar-.. 

926J-5618B.F 5.1-16 
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5.1 Biological Resources 

signs posted to explain this requirement and discourage vandalism. No recreation· 
shall be pennitted within the fenced pool area... 

c. Grass cutting or disking for frre control shall not be permitted within buffer zone 
established by Measure b. 

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

Plan Requirements: The above measures shall be noted on an grading and: 
construction plans. Timing: The revised BELP shall be reviewed and approved prior 
to issuance of COP .. 

MONITORING: RMD shall ensure compliance during construction and prior to oa:upancy through 
site inspection. 

Implementation of this measure would reduce impacts to vernal pool wildlife values 
to less than significant (Class m levels. 

88 Sensitive Plants. The applicant shaJ.! submit a revised BELP, including a component· 
addressing revegetation for the southern tarplant, prepared by a RMD approved 
biologist, to RMD for review and approval.. The plan shall follow the California· 
Depanment of Fish and Game Rare Plant Mitigation Guidelines and shall includey but. 
not be limited to the following elements: 

Collection of propagules (seeds, cuttings, rootstock); 
Growth of propagules in containers in a greenhouse; 
Transplanting of propagated plantings to suitable habitats onsite; 
Monitoring and maintenance of transplanted populations; and, 
A contingency plan to be carried out in the event of high mortality of transplants .. 

Plan Requirements: Prior to issuance of the CDP, the applicant shall submit the~ 
revised BELP. Timing: Populations of rare plants grown from collected propagules 
shall be established in advance of the removal of natural populations from the site. 
Revegetation work shall commence immediately following the completion of 
construction activity and be completed prior to opening of the golf course for public· 
use. 

MONITORING: RMD staff shall site inspect for restoration. Maintenance sball'be.ensum:l.:t:llmug~' 
site inspections. Pennit Compliance signature is required for performance security rdease.;;. 

Implementation of the above measure woul1 ..---------.·· .. re plants· 
occurring onsite to less than significant levels (Class II). EXHIBIT NO. 

5.1-48 I 
~·~· .... --.. ~----------------
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TO: 
FROM: 
DATE: 
RE: 

MEMORANDUM TO DOS PUEBLOS GOLF UNKS ALE 

Whitt Hollis 
Jackie Bowland 
May 14, 1992 
Southam Tarplant 

As reported in Section IX of the original application (November 1991), a sman ..., ....... , ........ Luu• 

of southern tarplant (Hemizonia australis) occurs within the proposed golf 6nks. BOiciCel'lU 
to barr811ca # 3 (ho1e # 18 - see attached maps). The purpose of this memo is to i"""" ......... 

you "that the listing status of this plant may soon change to afford a higher_ level 
protection. This species is currently fisted by the California Native Plant Society fr..fl.tP~:ll 
on Ust 3 of their Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California (Sept 1988). 
3 is a review list that includes plants far which CNPS needs more information. A 
edition of this publication is due out this fall, which will list the southern tarpla.nt as 1 
Ust 1 B includes llplants rare, threatened or endangered in Califomia and elsewhere. • 
importance of this cnange is that all plants 6sted in the Inventory as 1 8 are ,..,...,...~;n:a ... .tl!!!o.,.. 

rare under Section 15380 of the State CECA Guidelines, whether they are Usted as 
. by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) or not 

This change elevates the importance Of this plant population, and may require ffiltilgatiOr1 
measures to reduce or eliminate potential adverse impacts. Acceptable mitifga1jor1 
measures are subject to approval by the CDFG. and Santa Barbara County, and ,.,....,..,..w 
indude such approaches as avoidance and ongoing protection of the e 
avoidance with a minimum buffer area of undisturbed habitat surrounding the por.:Julation 
transplantation elsewhere, or a combination of some or all of these measures. I 
currently investigating the status of knowledge of this species with the CDFG; they 
not have clear ideas of suitable mitigation at this time, particularly if no one 
approached tnis subject yet, or if no research has been done on the feasibility of 

. approaches for this species. The CDFG is getting away from accepting .-i+iil"'f""-'l<t ......... 

programs that they considered to be experimental o.e .• no one has tried before). hi!"'Jf'•arl 

largely on how rare they .consider the plant to be (i.e., if this were the only po~>UieltiolnJ 
they would not let us mess with it). Avoidance with a buffer means a minimum nie!'t~""d 
of status quo surrounding the plant - no grading, irrigation, or other changes to 
existing land ·uses within the buffer area Again, the minimum buffer area will depend 
how much they know about the biology of this species. 



EXHIBIT N0 .. /3 
APPLICATION NO. 

TWO 
AlTACHMENT- BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

COMMENTS ON THE DEIR 
PREPARED BY 

JACQUELINE L. BOWLAND -rh:-013 p:tpes 7o7a/ 
:INTERF·A·CE PLANNING AND COUNSELING CORPORATION 

J~AJtY 20. 1993 

·{1) Table 2.2-1, Biological Resources. Please revise the table and text to indicate the revised 
.tree removal numbers as follows: "Approximately &9 ~willow trees 
: . and G:-9 ~ acres of southern willow scrub habitat • ~ 
·would be removed." (This number to be added by EIR preparer.) 

(2) Table 2.2-1, Page 2-5, Class II Biological Resources, second impact Biological Resources. 
Please revise this table to indicate that the applicant has accepted the recommended mitigation 
measures, in which case there would be no significant unavoidable impact. These mitigation 
measures include spanning across drainages with can path bridges. avoidance of the majority of 
willow habitat, and redesign of the energy dissipaters to allow for revegetation. 

11(3) Table.2.2-l Biological Resources. Please revise this table to remove the word "wetland." 

- Table 2.2-1, page 2-5 Class n Biological Resources, second impact The first bullet under 
Mitigation Measures" should be revised as follows: "The applicant shall replace all trees to be 

removed from the site ~ " This comment also applies to pages 
2-8 and 2-9. 

;r(S) 

This comment also applies to pages 2-6, 2-8, 
.~and 2-9. 

:~(6) Table 2.2-1, page 2-S Class n Biological Resources, second impact lJte sixth bullet 
under "Mitigation Measures" should be revised to indicate that construction will be kept outside 
of the limits of disturbance as illustrated on the Biological Enhancement Plan. This comment 

.also applies to pages 2-6, 2-7, 2·9., and 2-10. 

~(7) Table 2.2-1. page 2-7 Class D Biological Resources. The "Residual .Impact" m~der the 
"Fragmentation of on-site habitat" impact should be revised to delete the entire narrative 
discussion following "Less than significant." Refer to text comments. 

-!) Table 2.2-1, page 2-7 Class II Bioloaial-Resourus.. fourth impact. The last 
~easurett should be revised as follows: "The applicant shall replace all trees 

and excavation work adjaeeat 
shall be avoided I 

Page l of 14 

I 1 IV> 

Jl C{ 

rz.o 



I • 

" 

(9) Table 2.2-1, page 2-8 Class II Biological Resources, first impact. The text within both 
the summary table and the biology section of the EIR should be revised to discuss use of the 
artificial vernal pool by wildlife. No sensitive species (mountain lion, ringtail) have been 
documented as using this pool, and because of its proximity to active oil and gas operations, such 
animals are not expected to use this site. Red-legged frogs, and two-striped garter snakes would 

I 
/l 
H 

not be expected to use the pool because it is not suitabl~ habitat for these species because they ·1, 1_ 
require near-perennial water. Therefore, there are not "several sensitive taxa" foraging. and 
drinking within the pool. Potential tracks of mountain lion and ringtail were seen by Interface 
biologists within only one drainage, to the west of the artificial vernal pool. Further, because 
the pool contains water only during the winter, when other surface water resources on the site 
and vicinity also have water, use of this pool for drinking by wildlife would be less likely than 
if it were the only surface water available. Wildlife use within this pool has been noted by 
Interface as including small birds (blackbirds, sparrows), tadpoles (probably bullfrogs), and 
insects during periods when water is present, and no specific wildlife use during other times. 

( 1 0) Table 2.2·1, page 2·8 Class ll Biological Resources. The first "Mitigation Measure" 
should be revised to reflect the allowance of construction of the cart path and 18th green south 
of the artificial vernal pool; that fencing should only be temporary during construction and should 
be located along the perimeter of the artificial vernal pool (not 100 feet from the edge); and that 
grass cutting would.be allowed south of the artificial vernal pool ort the 18th green. Further, it 
is the applicant's intention to enhance this pool through the removal of the non·native Hottentot 
fig present along its banks. This invasive plant would be replaced by an appropriate native 
species compatible with the pool ecosystem. This enhancement would be included in the 
required revegetation and management plan to be approved by DER. 

(11) Table 2.2-1, page 2-8 Class ll Biological Resources, fourth "Description ofimpa.cts." Are 
there known bat nursery roost sites present on-site? If so, please substantiate, if not, state that 
there is only a potential for nursery roost sites. The finding of a Class n impact is not supported 
by the discussion within the EIR text. This impact description should be revised' to reflect that 
only 27% of the trees would be removed from the project site, and that roosting bats could occur 
on the site. Because 73% of the trees will be retained, and because there is no documentation 
that the sensitive pallid bat occurs on-site, this impact should be reduced to a Class m, less than 
significant level. 

12~ 
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(12) · Table 2.2·1, page 2-8 Class n Biological Resources, first impact. This statement o 
impact contradicts the conclusion reached in Section 5.3, Water Resources, and repeated in 5. 
Biological Resources, page 5.1-33, third full paragraph: " ... no significant water quality impa 
are expected due to runoff of herbicides and pe~cides with the implementation of a li ant 
proposed mitigation measures." (Emphasis added.) This impact should therefore be moved fro 
the Class II category to the Class m, less than significant category. It should also be clarifie 
in the text that suitable habttat is not present on-site for red-legged frog or two-stripe9. ga.rt 
snake. • 
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(13) Table 2.2-1. page 2-9 Class n Biological Resources. The second impact regarding 
construction impacts to Ellwood Canyon. The proposed project would not include any 
construction activities in the vicinity of Ellwood Canyon. Construction of the reclaimed water 
pipeline west of Sandpiper Golf Course would be within the existing paved roadway. The 
reclaimed water pipeline east of Sandpiper Golf Course is not part of this project; it would be \1 lt,: 
constructed by GSD. Ellwood Canyon lies to the east (down the coast) of Sandpiper Golf 
Course. Refer to "Proposed Pipeline Corridors" Figure 3.3-5 .. 3.3-7, beginning on page 3-17 
of the draft EIR As illustrated, this project begins at Las Armas Road and continues west. If 
this impact is intended to refer to construction in the vicinity of Eagle Canyon, please note that 
Eagle Canyon is not a monarch overwintering sitelt but a "small autumnal site" (Calvert, 
December 1991 ). 

(14) Table 2.2-1., page 2-9 Class ll Biological Resources., third impact description, last 
sentence. Assuming that this statement is referring to mountain lion and ringtail, the text should 
be revised to reflect that both of these animals are nocturnal, with the ringtail strongly nocturnal, 
and therefore unlikely to be substantially impacted by light diurnal recreational activities (a Class lll. 
III impact would be appropriate).. Because the applicant has already agreed to enhance the 
drainages, overall habitat values should be improved from the existing conditions, through the 
removal of non-native plants and the incorporation of both more species and more density of 
native plants. These actions will increase cover within the drainages, and improve wildlife 
movement habitat 

(15) Table 2.2-1, page 2-10 Class n Biological Resources, first impact description. This 
impact should be moved to Class m, less than significant. The project description. as proposed l ~~:. 
by the applicant, includes measures to protect the harbor seals, including a permanent setback, 
construction scheduling to avoid the pupping season, a permanent fence, and no access provision 
to the beach. 

(16) Table 2.2-1, page 2-11 Class n Water Resources. The second bullet under "Mitigation 
Measures" should be revised as follows: "Final landscape and ae';elepment plans · \ l q 

( 17) Page 4-1,. last paragraph. The first sentence should be revised as follows: BJ 
• iJ EJ;ucalyptus within Eagle Canyon, north of the railroad tracks, on the eastern boundaly l 3 e 
of the site HYe has been identified as a monarch butterfly autumnal reestiag site. It should 
be noted page S .1-19 correctly states that " ... the eucalyptus trees on site provides nec::taring habitat 
for monarchs,. but do not constitute a significant or sensitive monarch resource. • 

( 18) Table 2.2·1, page 2-22 Cumulative Impacts, Biological Resources. The "Pescription of 
Impact" should be revised to reflect that the proposed Golf Links Project will actually create a \ t~:i r, 
net benefit to on-site biological resources through restoration and revegetation efforts, the 
preservation of open space, provisian or year-ro~d water, substantial increase in the number and 
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diversity of native plants. etc. Therefore, there should not be a Class I project contribution to· 
cumulative biological resources; there should actually be..LOas..LV beneficial impact. 

( 19) Page 4·1, last paragraph. The statement that Burmah beach is a rookery should be ·1 .. ' "'t... ..,., 
clarified to indicate what animal(s) use the beach as such. This use is not mentioned elsewhere ...; c.;,. 

in the text (e.g. in Section s. Biological Resources), and should be deleted from this location if 
no rookery exists. 

(20) Page 5.1-1, first paragraph. The text should be expanded to provide the reader with the 1· 
full title of documents incorporated by reference. This should include the August 1992 "Draft ·:.1 ~ 3 · 
Wetland Classification and Environmental Analysis for the Dos Pueblos Golf Links" prepare 
by Bowland and Ferren. · · 

( 21) Page 5. 1-7, first full paragraph. The te"1 sha.W.cl. be. revised to clarify that the plan 
community described in line 7·9 occurs only in drainage #7-south (California sagebrush, coas 
goldenbush, sawtooth goldenbush and giant wild rye). The mesic community described in lin 
1 0·12 occurs only in drainages on the south side of the railroad tracks, and in some location 
only south of the existing access road. 

(22) Page 5.1-7, second full paragraph. Include the total number of non-native trees that occ 
on-site (approximately 700 trees, exclusive of tamarisk). This is necessary for the impact 
mitigation discussions. 

• 

, 

(23) Page 5.1-7, last paragraph. Please add the total number of willows counted on the: e I J 3. 
(approximately 193 trees.) Wild rose was found only in drainage #4-north, and Mexic 
elderberry occurs only in a few locations. 

(24) Page 5.1-8, fourth paragraph. Reference to mountain lions should be moved to Se 
3. Sensitive Tax~ since elsewhere in the text it is considered as such. It should also be clari 
(in the appropriate location) that possible mounain liOA tracbwere seen only in one location 
site. This section should include discussion of coyote and deer as other large mammals pr 
within the project vicinity, particularly since deer is a primary prey species for mountain 1 
Neither coyote or deer }:lave been seen on the site during the Interface surveys. Other c 
tracks have bee~ seen on-site, these could be ~omestic dogs which frequent the area. with s 
Deer tracks have not been seen on-site. 

(25) Page 5.1-9, first full paragraph, line l. The first sentence should be revised· as:foll ws: I \ 310 
"The four seasonal surface water resources (three seasonal ponds and an vernal~ ol) ,~ 
on .. the project site ... " 

(26) Page 5 .1 ... 9, first full ~aragrap?, ~~~e 10-11. Reference to the s:asonal_pon~. at. 't_ ate ,.t; l3:'Tl! 
. Canyon-north should be clanfied to andtcate the seasonal values of tlus location (1.e.~ hi hest .. ' 

values during the short period of inundation) and the high level of disturbance from· ttle. .f 

grazing. 
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(27) Page S.l-10, first partial paragraph, line 5. The discussion ofred-legg,ed frog should occur I '-(0_· 
Wlder Section 3. Sensitive Taxa for consistency. 

(2 8) Page S .1-1 0, first full paragraph. The discussion of sensitive insect species should occur I. I '-i·l. 
under Section 3. Sensitive Taxa for consistency. -. 
(29) Page 5.1-10, 1. Sensitive Habitats. The text should include a definition of the term 11 Y "L . 
.. sensitive," as distinct from "special interest." 

(30) Page 5.1·11, first full paragraph, Southern Bluff Scrub. The text should be revised to·, 
reflect the occurrence of this community in small patches on the south side of the existing paved 
access road. Indicator species include saltbush (Atriplex lentiformis), Australian saltbush } L/ T 
(Atriplex semibaccata), and California sunflower (Encelia califomica). A cliff aster considered 
sensitive by Santa Barbara County (Malacothrix saxatilis saxatilis) occurs within this community. 
as correctly noted in the text under Section 2. Sensitive Taxa- Flora. 

(31) Page 5.1-11, second paragraph, Wetland Communities. The text should include discussion '-/lf 
of the difficulty in reaching a widely accepted definition of "wetland," and indicate how that term l .· _-. 
will be used in the EIR to narrowly define specific areas, versus a broad, all-inclusive use of ~e 
term. 

(32) Page 5.1-12, second paragraph. In describing those areas potentially subject to federal 
Section 404 jurisdiction, the text should include discussion of "man-induced" and "problem 
wetlands" as defmed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Because the wetlands found on-site 
can be defined as man-induced, they may not be subject·to 404 requirements. The text should 
also discuss Nationwide permits, the size of the potentially regulated wetlands on-site, and the 
District Engineer's role in determining what, if any, permit is required. 

(33) Page 5.1-12, third paragraph. A reference should be included citing the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service value categories that are briefly mentioned in this paragraph (Sather and Smith 
[1984], An Overview of Major Wetland Functions and Values.). 

(34) Page 5.1·12, fourth paragraph. The text should be revised as follows: "A IJI 'Wetland· 
Classification .... '." · 

(35) Page 5.1-12, fifth paragraph. Please clarify the text to indicate that the mapping wa5 I' '-/ ~~ 
conducted by the EIR preparation team, and is illustrated in Figure 5.1-1. No habitat or 
community mapping was prepared by Bowland and Ferren. 

(36) Page 5.1-14, third paragraph. Revise text as follows to clarify: "Most of the areas [ 14 'l'i 
designated "southern willow scrub" ~ lilj 8 support small.. .. " 

(3 7) Page 5.1-15, first full paragraph, last line. The text should include a definition of the II 50 
term "special interest," as distinct frMB "!Cnsitift• "spet:i~s. 
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(3 8) Page S .1-1 S, last paragraph, continuing to Page S. 1-16. The description of the occurrence e 
of cliff aster on the project site should be expanded to include one additional population found f I 
by Bowland and Ferren (July 1992). This disjunct population occurs on an outcrop of Monterey 
shale adjacent to the existing paved access road, on the east side of a side road leading to a 
closed-in well~ to the east of drainage #4-south. 

(39) Page 5.1-16, second paragraph. The discussion of habitat requirements of the red•legged 
frog should be expanded to include the species' preference for creeks with perennial or near- z... 
perennial surface water containing a series alternating of pools and riffies. It should also note 
that this habitat is not present on the project site, and that this species has not been found to 
occur on-site. 

( 40) Page S .1·16. A. discussion of the two-striped garter snake should be included here, since 
the text mentions potential impacts to this species elsewhere. Habitat preferences of the species 
should be included (permanent fresh water, rocky perennial creeks) along with note that suitable ,: z.. 
habitat is lacking on the project site and that this species has not been found to occur on-site. .J .J 
A discussion of the southwestern pond turtle should also be. included, including habitat 
requirements. These turtles have not been found on-site during Interface surveys, and suitable 
aquatic habitat may only be present in Eagle Canyon. Suitable upland nesting habitat does not. 
appear to be present on the project site. ' 

(41) Page 5.1-16, third paragraph. The California brown pelican has been seen resting on l'5. Lf 
many sections of the beach adjacent to the project site and throughout the vicinity, using broad· 
stretches of beach exposed during low tides. In the immediate vicinity of the proJect site, the. 
pelicans appear to use Burmah Beach most often. 

... 
{42) Page S.l-16, last paragraph, continuing to Page S.l-17. The peregrine falcon most ISS'" 
commonly nests on rocky ledges, a habitat that is not present on the project site. Suitable
foraging habitat is present on and near the site, and occasional foraging peregrines would be 
expected to occur. 

( 43) Page 5.1-17. The text should include a general discussion of raptors that could occur on 
the site, given the protected status of these birds. During surveys conducted by Interface, few 
raptors were seen. These included soaring red-tail hawks, turkey vultures, and kestrels. No 
roosts or nests were identified on the pr~ject site. Discussions with Paul Collins of the Santa. 
Barbara Museum of Natural History of the habitat quality of this site indicates a possible lack 
of sufficient prey base for raptors in the project vicinity, as a result of ongoing cattle grazing and 

·other agricultural land uses. 

(44) Page 5.1-18, first full paragraph. The discussion ofringtails shouid·include -.discussion 
of habitat preferences (rocky areas near water and brush) and their strictly nocturnal nature, and 
should clarify that ringtail tracks were seen only ·in one drainage on-site during the various. 
Interface surveys. 
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(45) Page 5.1-18. The text should be amended to include separate paragraphs each on 
mountain lions and on bats, since elsewhere in the impacts discussion these animals are referred 
to as sensttave. These should include habitat preferences, documented findings of their 

. occurrence on the project site, and the relative probability, based on existing habitat conditions, J55 
·_of these animals occurring on the site. These discussions should note that possible mountain lion 
tracks were seen by. Interface in only one drainage. Bats have not been seen by Interface on-site; 
:however, we have never been on-site in the evening to observe them. A discussion of American 
::badger should be included, because it is a California Species of Special Concern. Although no 
·.evidence off their occurrence on the project site has been discovered by Interface, suitable habitat 
·is present. 

(46) Page 5.1-19, first partial paragraph, line 8-10. The December 1991 Calvert report 
reviewed by Interface states that Eagle Canyon " ... is a small autumnal site." It does not provide j S'~ 
the additional information given in the EIR of" ... aggregation site that is abandoned early in the 
season by monarchs searching for a higher quality wintering site." Please verify this information 

,.as originating from the Calvert report, or provide the correct reference. 

f(47) Page 5.1-19, first partial paragraph, lines 10-12. The December 1991 Calvert report 
-reviewed by Interface does not contain the information summarized in the draft EIR that Ellwood \ (oO 
Canyon may constitute a major aggregation. Calvert sites two monarch locations for Ellwood 

llllll:anyon, concluding that the Ellwood Canyon site (#52) " ... appears to be a small permanent 
~olony•• and that the Ellwood area, the Grove Apartments site (#53)" ... is an autumnal site." 

The statement that the Ellwood Canyon [Monarch wintering roost] site occurs within the I. \ ~~ 
boundaries of the proposed desalination pipeline is incorrect. because the proposed desalination_ 

.'J:?ipeline would run west of the Ellwood pier . 

.(48) Page 5.1·19, last paragraph. fifth line. "Small culverts are present on most of the drainages 
to allow movement of smaller wildlife species across these barriers." The text should be } tp 1 
amended to note that most. if not all. of these culverts are presently either undersized or have 
·become blocked, thereby reducing or blocking wildlife movement through them. It should also 
be clarified that the culverts were originally installed for drainage, not for wildlife movement. 

·(49) Page 5.1-19., lines 10-12. The !ext should be clarified to indicate that only portions of the r J tp?J 
drainages on-site have dense vegetative cover. 

(50) Page 5.1-22, last paragraph. The first sentence in this paragraph states: "When 
development occurs in natural areas, the biological resources of the site and the surrounding area J t.oi 
are affected." While this is a true statement, the text must be clarified to indicate the disturbed 
conditions of the site that have resulted from the creation and operation of an oil and gas facility 
and the historic use of the land for grazing., and that the dominant vegetation is nan-native 
grasses and planted, non-native trees. 

. " I (51) Page 5.1-24, last paragraph. The second sentence should be revised as follows: "The I ) ltD" 
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communities that would be affected to the greatest areal extent would be 
and coastal sage scrub; ... ~ 

ifl!SSlauds j 
(52) Pages 5.1-24 and 25, last sentence on page 5.1-24 and first sentence on page S.l-25. 
This sentence should be revised as follows: "The proposed grading plan indicates that the / 

.... ,,..,T"'., of grading would occur outside of the five drainages on the site, allowing seme lj 
Jt gj areas to be retained as riparian/coastal sage scrub habitats within the proposed 

golf course." 

(53) Page 5.1-25, first partial paragraph, line 4-S. The reference to habitat for a "variety of I 
sensitive taxa" should be deleted. Based on review of the text, this would include only four 
animals (mountain lion, ringtail, red·legged frog, and two-striped garter snake), not a "varieqr" 
of species. • I 
(54) Page 5.1-25, second paragraph. The discussion of the potential creation of "island" 
habitats should be revised. Please describe how landscaping for the golf links, restoration, and 
revegetation of native plant habitats and the replacement of non-native plants with native plants 
would result in the limitation of wildlife movement. The text should be clarified to indicate that 
the applicant's proposed landscape plan would use few non-native plant species, and those would I 0 
be the carefully manicured and maintained turf grasses within the greens, tees, and fairways. 0 
Native plants, native to the project site, would be used elsewhere, and as borders between non
native plantings and natural and/or revegetated native habitats. Human entry into natural areas 
(i.e. drainages on the south side of the railroad tracks) will be controlled through the use of 
barrier plantings to discourage entry, and in some areas, protective fencing. The concepts 
discussed in Lieberstein's 1987 report apply well to urban development, such as residential and 
commercial land uses. However, he does not discuss how (or if) this type of recreational open 
space (i.e. golf course) could effect wildlife movement patterns. Thus, these concepts do not· 
appear to apply to the proposed project. 

(55) Page 5.1-25, second paragraph. The text should be expanded to explain how the •... I 1 
manicured greens and fairways would tend to limit movement between riparian strips," and what 
animals would be impacted by this result of project development. 

(56) Page 5.1 .. 26, 5. Southern Willow Scrub. The text should be revised as follows: 
"Approximately 69 JJ willow trees (or 66 Jj percent of the -1-04 willow trees present on the 
project ... " The text should also be expanded to state where the "most sensitive willow scrub 
areas" are on the site. The referenced Section 5.1.3.1 does not discuss where they are, or which 70 
ones should be avoided. The applicant bas designed the project to avoid the largest intact stands 
of willows, and has proposed to revegetate removed willows at the ratio of S: 1 and therefore will 
be planting 235 willows on the project site. Given ~ese facts, this impact should be reduced to 
a Class II, potentially significant but mitigable, impact. The text should substantiate the 

· statement in the second sentence of this paragraph "... the risk and length of time involved in 
replacing ... " this willow habitat. Willows are adapted to· rapid regrowth after flood events. and 
there are many documented successes with various willow species. 
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• (57) · Page 5.1-26. 6. Wetlands. The text should be revised as follows: " ... southern willow 
scrub wetlands discussed above .... " This section should list, under each community type. which 
drainages would be effected. 

(58) Page 5.1 .. 26 .. 6. Wetlands. The use of the tenn "wetland" must be defined as including 
only Cowardin wetlands, as defined in the Bowland and Ferren wetland report. The distinction 
is important from a land use policy standpoint. since Cowardin wetlands do not necessarily 
include jurisdictional wetlands. 

(59) 5.1-27, first full paragraph. The text should be revised as follows: " ... marsh at the 
northE eRfi of Tomate Canyon." In the middle of this paragraph a statement is made 
that grading activities would probably require a Section 404 permit and would be considered 
potentially significant due to net losses of County and State defined wetland habitats. The text 
of section c. Sensitive Habitats!faxa (DEIR page 5.1-11-14) should be clarified to define what 
is meant by "County and State defined wetland habitats," ..since this terminology is not found 
elsewhere in the EIR.. 

(60) Page 5.1-27, second full .... ~ ... "!!lft9'·0!a'""' The text should be revised as follows: " ... be lost 
in Drainages #1, 2, 3. ~ and 

-) Page 5.1-27, 7. Sensitive Plants. The text should be revised to indicate that the one 
population of cliff aster located adjacent to the access road east of drainage #4 may be impacted, 
:although it appears to be outside the disturbance area indicated on the Cut and Fill map (Figure 
3.3-9}. 

(62) Page 5.1~28, second full paragraph. line 5. The setting section of the text should be 
revised to include a discussion ofraptors, including habitat preferences, suitability of existing and 
proposed habitat. and species known or likely to occur on-site. 

Page 5.1-28. second full paragraph, line 8. The text should be revised as follows: "The 
displacement .. " The text should be expanded to indicate that once landscaping and 

restoration has occurred, animals would be expected to recolonize the site. 

( 64) Page 5.1-28, second full paragraph, line 11-12. The statement: "The removal of ~ 
habitats could therefore substantially decrease animal populations presently occupying the project 
site" (emphasis added) is not supported by the text of the EIR.. Under the preceding section 
(5.1.2.2 b. Vegetation), the EIR states that 9S acres of non-native grassland would be removed. 
This amoWtts to 89.290/o of the area to be developed for the golf links (using the figure of 106.4 
acres for the golf links ponion of the site derived from the chart on Page 3-1 of the draft EIR). 
Native habitats would therefore·equal only 11.4 acres (approximately 10.7%) of the developed 
area. Permanen~ open space would equal 95.6 acres. Given the applicant's proposed landscape 

~Ian that incorporates a high percentage of native plants, and the mitigation measures already 
l'accepted by the applicant for the revegetation of drainages and other habitats, this impact should 

be revised to a Class m, less than significant impact, or Class IV, beneficial impact. (Please note 
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that revised acreag~ figures based on the new route plan are being calculated and 'Will 
provided for inclusion in the revised EIR. The figures cited above ma~ require. re.vision.) 

(65) Page 5.1-28, second full paragraph, line 13-16. It is arguable whether the present · 
conditions contain "contiguous" open space, given the barrier presented by Highway 101 and th 
railroad and their undersized, absent, and/or blocked culverts, as well as fencing (generally barb 
wired) in several areas. 

(66) Page 5.1-28, fourth paragraph, line 2. Based on the chart contained on Page 3-l of 
draft EIR, there would be 95.6 acres of open space. 

(67) Page 5.1-28, second full paragraph through Page 5.1-29, second full paragraph. PI 
refer to the previous comments under Page 5.1-25. We disagree that there would be an ""'U'"'•r'!lt• 
decrease in contiguous open space as the result of the project as proposed., along with 
mitigation measures (revegetation, restoration, etc.) already agreed to by the applicant. A 
Ill less than significant level would be appropriate. These paragraphs are redundant, rehashin 
the same idea that is more succinctly stated on Page 5.1-25. 

(68) Page 5.1-28, last paragraph. The first sentence states: "The 202 acres of contiguous 
space presently comprising the site would become fragmented by development of the pro 
golf course." The text should be revised to indicate that the site is already bisected by 
railroad tracks, and fragmented by the existing oil an gas facilities. 

( 69) Page 5.1-29, second full paragraph. The text should be revised to reflect that the proD,oselt 
golf links would result in higher quality wildlife habitat than the present conditions on the 
This would occur through the planting of native plant species within both landscaped areas 
open space areas, the planting of approximately 817 native trees and the provision of a perman 
source of surface water. Overall habitat diversity will be substantially increased on the proj 
site as compared to the present conditions of a site dominated by non-native grassl 
Numerous species of animals will use the project site, including a variety of birds in addition 
those common species listed in the Ellt Carefully selected native trees and shrubs snou.ltl 
provide food, cover, and nesting habitat for resident and migratory birds. as well as for 
insects, and mamm~s. 

(70) Page 5.1-29, third paragraph. The text should be revised to indicate that only 28 oerc:ett 
of the existing non-native trees on the project site would be removed, leaving 506 ma1tute 
windrow trees (72% of existing trees) for wildlife uses (numbers are exclusive of tamaris . 
Additionally, the text should acknowledge that the applicant has agreed to the mitigation of e 
replacement of all removed trees (except tamarisk) at the ratio of 3: 1. The combination of 
506 existing mature trees to be retained (primarily occurring in windrows) along with 582 .. ~ ....... 
sapling trees that will be planted would result in the overall enhancement of wildlife ... ~ft· .. -
through the increased availability of vertical habitats provided by a variety of tree species 
age classes. The removal of 28% of the site's non-native trees should be considered a. Class 
less than significant impact to wildlife. 
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The discussion of the potential impact from the removal of \1/illow trees should reflect the 
applicant's acceptance of the S: 1 replacement of removed willows, as well as the revegetation that 
the applicant has agreed to conduct within the drainages. The overall result would be an increase 
in habitat diversity, and therefore enhanced wildlife habitat values, with substantially increased 
habitat quality due to the planting of a diversity of native plants, and due to the age stratification 
that will result from the planting of the replacement willows in the vicinity of the mature willows 
to be left in~t 

Page 5.1-29, last paragraph. The second sentence should be revised as follows: "The 
vernal pool in the western portion of the property ... " The text within both the summary 

table and the biology section of the EIR should be revised to discuss use of the artificial vernal 
pool by wildlife. No sensitive species (mountain lion, ringtail) have been documented as using 
this pool, and because of its proximity to active oil and gas operations, such animals are not 
expected to use this. site. Red-legged frogs and two-striped garter snakes would not be expected 
to use the pool because it is not suitable habitat for these species thtlt require near-perennial 
water. Therefore, there are not "several sensitive taxa" foraging and drinking within the pool. 
Possible tracks of moWttain lion and ringtail were seen by Interface biologists within only one 
drainage, to the west of the artifi.cial vernal pool. Further, because the pool contains water only 
during the winter, when other surface water resources on the site and vicinity also have water, 

•
e of this pool for drinking by wildlife would be less likely than if it were the only surface 
ater available. Wildlife use within this pool has been noted by Interface as including small 

birds (blackbirds, sparrows), tadpoles (probably bullfrogs), and insects during periods when water 
is present, and no specific wildlife use during other times. Impacts to the artificial vemal pool 
should be considered as Class IlL less than significant. 

The text should include a discussion of the proposed storage lake and its value for wildlife. 
Please note that the applicant proposes to plant the margins of this lake with native plants, and 
that biological methods would be used to control mosquitoes, such as the mosquito eating fish 
(mosquitofislt; Gambusia affini§) and native frogs. 

(72) Page 5.1-30, first paragraph. The text should be revised to describe the existing night 
lighting conditions on the project site. The existing operations facilities have night lighting which· 
is substantially brighter than the night lighting proposed for the club house vicinity. The 
proposed lighting would include hooded lights within the parking lot and security lighting around 
the club house. It should be noted that wildlife currently using the project site have habituated 
to these existing night lighting levels, and would therefore not be impacted by lower lighting 
levels that would result from the proposed project. 

(73) Page 5 .1·31, first full paragraph. Are there known bat nursery roost sites present on-site? 
If so, please substantiate, if not, state that there is only a potential for nursery roost sites. The 

• finding of a Class II impact is not supported by discussion within the EIR text. This impact 
• description should be revised to reflect-. ...a,. ..2&" al4he Jrees would be removed from the 

project site, and that roosting bats~ occur on the site. Because 73% of the trees will be 
retained., and because there is no documentation that the sensitive pallid bat occurs on-site, this 
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·The discussion of the potential impact from the removal of willow trees should reflect the 
applicant's acceptance of the 5:1 replacement of removed willows, as well as the revegetation that 
the applicant has agreed to conduct within the drainages. The overall result would be an increase 
in habitat diversity, and therefore enhanced wildlife habitat valuest with substantially increased 
:~.habitat quality due to ·the planting of a diversity of native plants, and due to the age stratification 
~that will result from the planting of the replacement willows in the vicinity of the mature willows 
·to be left in~ 

Page 5.1·29, last paragraph. The second sentence should be revised as follows: "The 
vernal pool in the western portion of the property ... " The text within both the summary 

table and the biology section of the EIR should be revised to discuss use of the artificial vernal 
pool by wildlife. No sensitive species (mountain lion, ringtail) have been documented as using 
this pool, and because of its proximity to active oil and gas operations, such animals are not 
expected to use this site. Red-legged frogs and two-striped garter snakes would not be expected j s< 
to use the pool because it is not suitable habitat for these species that require near-perennial ./ 
water. Therefore, there are not "several sensitive taxa" foraging and drinking within the pool. 
Possible tracks of mountain lion and ringtail were seen by Interface biologists within only one 
drainage!' to the west of the artificial vernal pool. Further. because the pool contains water only 
during the winter, when other surface water resources on the site and vicinity also have water, 
·use of this pool for drinking by wildlife would be less likely than if it were the only surface 
.. water available. Wildlife use within this pool has been noted by Interface as including small 
birds (blackbirds, sparrows), tadpoles (probably bullfrogs), and insects during periods when water 
is present, and no specific wildlife use during other times. Impacts to the artificial vernal pool 
should be considered as Class Ill, less than significant. 

The text should include a discussion of the proposed storage lake and its value for wildlife. 1 CO 1., 
iPlease note that the applicant proposes to plant the margins of this lake with native plants, and 
~·:that biological methods would be used to control mosquitoes, such as the mosquito eating fish 
~.(mosquitofish; Gambusia affinis) and native frogs. 

(72) Page S .1-30, first paragraph. The text should be revised to describe the existing night 
lighting conditions on the project site. The existing operations facilities have night lighting which· I tr

1 is substantially brighter than the night lighting proposed for the club house vicinity. The a, 
·proposed lighting would include hooded lights within the parking lot and security lighting around 
the club house. It should be noted that wildlife currently using the project site have habituated 
to these existing night lighting levels, and would therefore not be impacted by lower lighting 
.levels that would result from the proposed project. 

(73) Page 5.1-31, first full paragraph. Are there known bat nursery roost sites present on-site? 
If so, please substantiate, if not, state that there is only a potential for nursery roQst sites. The 
.finding of a Class II impact is not supported by discussion within the EIR text. This impact \ ?i'~ 
description should be revised to reflect that only 28% of the trees would be removed from the 
:project site, and that roosting bats £2.Ylil occur on the site. Because 73% of the trees will be 
retained, and because there is no documentation thm the sensitive pallid bat occurs on-site, this 
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act should be reduced to a Class m. less tl1an !ignifitanl k-..el. ) 
agraph. The first sentence should be revised as follo'WS: "'The loss ll g, 
grassland and coastal sage scrub habitats ... " < 

(74) Page 5.1·31, last 
of 1 03 acres of 

(75) Page 5.1-32, first partial paragraph. The text should be revised in the last sentence to 
reflect that only 28% of the trees suitable for use by raptors would be removed, and that they } 'i 0 
would be replanted at the ratio of 3:1. This should be considered as a Class m. less than 
significant impact, or the text should be expanded to support the Class n finding. 

(76) Page 5.1-32, first full paragraph, last sentence. The description of impacts s&ould be 
revised to indicate that these are short-term, construction impacts, and that the on·going 
maintenance of the debris basins would occur no more than once per year~ possible less. Thus,. J ~ I 
with the exception of the debris basins, habitat for reptiles and amphibians should actually 
improve with project implementation through the applicant's proposed revegetation an.drestara.tion 
of disturbed and .. degraded areas. 

(77) Page S .1-3 2, second paragraph. This statement contradicts the statement fomd an Page I' 
5.1-33, third paragraph, which states: ·" ... no significant water quality impacts are expected due 
to runoff of herbicides and pesticides with the implementation of applicant proposed mitigation 

IJI.easures. 

~8) Page S.l-33.last paragraph. The applicant has incorporated measures to protect the harbor 
seals that use Burmah Beach for pupping and hauling out. These measures include a permanent 
setback. construction scheduling to avoid the pupping season, a permanent fence, and no access 
provision to the beach. Therefore, this should be considered a Class m, less than significant 
impact. 

II '13 

(79) Page S.l-359 third full paragraph. Near the end of this paragraph a statement is made that 
sensitive habitats and associated wildlife occurring on the site and in the vicinity are presently 19 '-/. 
somewhat protected by the rural character of the area. However, as stated previously. the project 
site has historically been and is presently used as an oil and, gas facility and as suc:h should not 
be considered rural. This issue should be clarified in the Final EIR. 

(80) Page S .1-3 S, last paragraph, first sentence. The text should be revised to reflect the future I. 1 q S 
possibility of build-out of the pending projects at Naples and Santa Barbara Shares by changing 
ihe word ''will" to "would" '~ 

(81) Pages 5.1·35 and S.l-36, last sentence on Page S.l-35, first sentence on Page S .. l-36.., ~· Jlf~ 
Something is missing here. This should be corrected in the Final EIR.. . 

(S2) Page S. 1-3 6, S .1.3. The mitigation measures should be clarified to delete the use of the 
j~Werms restoration and revegetation, and replace them with the consistent. use of the term 19./ 
ll'enhancement. Although the three terms can be interpreted to either indicate the same ~ons or 
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I 
I 
I very different actions, the applicant intends the term. enhancement "> he ~ uneral t=nn that 

encompasses all three concepts. To avoid reader confusion, the applicant requests that only· the 
one term is used· throughout the document. 

I The-Biological Enhancement Plan illustrates three different types of enhancement envisioned for 
.the project site: na~ve tree replacement (to satisfy mitigation ratios of S: 1 for willows and 3:1 

I ;·for non-native trees); native grasslands (to replace removed native bunchgrasses and expand their 
-:-extent and diversity); an~ other native plantings (coastal sage scrub, etc.). These concepts will 
·be included in the applicant's proposed enhancement program, as required by DER. 

I ·The goal of the enhancement plan will be to improve existing functional biological habitat values 
.:.and provide opportunities for wildlife movement through the site. This would be achieved I t.through the planting of native plants native to the project vicinity, including,&.roundcovers, vines, 
;:grasses, shrubs and trees, possibly including species that would limit human entry. Suitable 
native groundcover species include salt grass (Qisticlis spicata}, lythrum (Lythrum hyssopifolia), I California croton (Croton califomica); suitable -grasses iacludeaeepillg rye (Elymus triticoides) 
and bunchgrass (Stipa lepida; S.. pulchra). These species presently occur on the project site; there 
are many other native plant species that would also be appropriate for this application. Other I appropriate species include coyote bush (Baccharis pilularis), willow (Salix lasiolepis), Mexican 

· elderberry (Sambucus mexicana), toyon (Heteromoles a:rbutifolia), California wild rose (Rosa 

I 
. califomica), and wild blackberry (Rubus ursinus). Please refer to the application packe~ Table 
::s;4.Native Plants Recommended for Landscaping additional species that may be used on the 
~ prQject .site. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

.(83) ·Page 5.1~36, Bla. This paragraph should be revised to use the tenn enhance in place of 
:restore and revegetate, and by defining enhancement, as described above. 

(84) Page 5.1-36, Bla, last "dash." This paragraph should be revised by referencing to the 
.:Biological Enhaneement Plan dated January 199) and the- parameters outlined in it which define 
setbacks and enhancement requirements for each drainage. 

S.l-37, second "dash." This sentence should be revised as follows: "R:e,.;egetat:ieR 
areas will be fenced i ill fl • 9ttt allow free 

,:passage of wildlife." 

J99 

1 )00 
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~(86) ··Page :5.1-37, c. ·This sentence should be revised as follows: "Cart bridges shall be 1..201 

I I ;10"2... 

:~onstructed ~- over t:he-aeMem partie& ei-Draiaage 4;-Draisage J .... " 

'!'(87) Page :5.1-37, e. This sentence should be revised as follows: " 
·:Ji.rosion control measures shall be implemented ... " · · 

I · t(88) Page :5.1-37, f. This paragraph should be revised as follows: "Construction envelopes 
·:shall lie at least 5Q feet ea:tside all ElraiRages easite ('yvith the eKeeptieR of eraiaage l'aeilities.) 

1 
'follow the area and parameters illustrated on the BiQiogieal Enhancement Plan dated 1anuary 
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Appendix A - Comments and Responses: 

108. See Responses 104, 105, 106 and 107 above. No change has been made to the text in 
response to this conunent. 

109. The referenced figure has been revised to reflect the changes regarding the determination 
of a less than significant impact for solid waste and the beneficial fue hazard reduction 
impact that would not result under the "No Project" alternative .. 

110. We fully concur with Mr. Wilcoxon's comments and have recommended that Phase II
testing be perfonned at the two localities where a maintenance building and desalination 

facility are proposed for development. 

It is quite true that specific archaeological data from· the proposed sites of. the 
maintenance building and desalination facility is lacking, and no Phase n evaluation was 
conducte~ in these localities as part of the current project. Limited Phase n testing, only 
within the areas of potential impact from the pipeline route, was conducted.. This testing· 
revealed that a usignificant" archaeological deposit exists in this portion of the site, 
capable of addressing important research questions as outlined in the, Proposed'' 
Archaeological Element Of The Santa Barbara County Cultural Resources Management: 
Plan (n.d. ), and it was determined that excavation for a buried pipeline in tbis area would 
have a significant impact on the site (CEQA, Appendix G). If project designs cannot be· 
altered to avoid the site, Phase ill work is recommended for the pipeline route, and if 
plans for the development of the desalination plant and the maintenance building are 
accepted, a Phase II study is recommended for these areas. We agree that areas outside: 
of where we tested may contain disturbed or damaged deposits, but that Iemains to be 
seen. Therefore, ~itigation Measure A4 (A3 in the FEIR) has been revised (please see~ 
revised text in Section 5.5.4.1). 

111. Mitigation Measure A5 (A4 in the FEIR) has been modified to reflect the requirement 
for a Phase ll subsurface testing program pursuant to County guidelines for the repair 
or replacement of the existing pipe rack. 

112. Any significant findings made during the Phase n survey would be followed up by Phase·
m mitigation excavations; this measure can provide adequate mitigation if it is included 
a8 a condition of approval and monitored as required under law. 

113. Comment provides support information and requires no response. 

114. The text has been amended to indicate the revised tree removal numbers. 

115. The text has been amended as per your comment. 

116. This comment is too vague to allow· response. The word "wetland"' is used correctly .. 

117. The text has been amended as per your comment. 
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118. The text has been amended to require full implementation of the applicant proposed 
Biological Enhancement Plan. e 

119. "Limits of disturbance" are not illustrated. on the Biological Enhancement Plan. No 
changes have been made to the text to address this comment 

120. The text has been deleted since it is inconsistent with the table format. However, 
deleted infonnati.on is correct. 

121. The text has been amended as per your comment 

122. Mountain lion and ringtail have been documented as occurring in the immediate ,,.,.,..,",1'"'• 
of tJ:?.e vernal pool, therefore it is anticipated that these species utilize the pool 
foraging and drinking. The word "several" has been deleted as per your comment. 

123. Mitigation measure B7 has been revised in response to your conunent. 

124.. The text bas been amended to reflect that trees on the project site represent potential 
roosting sites. The sensitive pallid bat may occur on the project site, therefore m· npa.ctS 
to this species are considered potentially significant, but mitigable (Class ll). 

125. The statement of impact referenced in your comment is consistent with the statement · 
EIR Section 5.1.2.2(c) that "no significant water quality impacts are expected due 
runoff of herbicides and pesticides with the implementation of aot>llcant:-pi'OP~DseG 
mitigation measures". Although applicant-proposed measures would prevent signific 
impacts from .. routine activities and maintenance" (Section 5.3.2.2) additional 'l"'"'tAf'lietn......., 

were added by the EIR and all measures combined into one mitigation measure so 
monitoring will occur to ensure compliance. Therefore, the impact is considered 
n and not Oass Ill. 

The EIR (Section 5.1.1.2[c]) acknowledges that the red-legged frog is not likely 
inhabit the project site due to the lack of sufficient surface water in the drainages 
poor water quality associated with the existing stock ponds. The text has been amencl$1 
to clarify that the two-striped garter snake is unlikely to occur on the project site due 
the absence of suitable habitat. 

126. The text has been amended as per your comment to refer to Eagle Canyon. 

127. Based upon the new applicant-proposed Biological Enhancement Plan, this impact 
been reduced to Class m. 

128. Although the 30 foot setback to protect harbor seals is included in the applicant's""""''..,.. .. 
description, additional measures were added by the EIR consultant and all measuKJ:: 
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combined into one mitigation measure so that momtonng will occur to· ensu:te' 
compliance. Therefore, the impact is considered Class II and not Class III.. 

129. See comment and response to Comment #23. 

130. Opinion of the commentor is noted. Corrunent suggests alternative wotding which would' 
not affect the adequacy of the EIR. 

131. Opinion of the commentor is noted. For the reasons presented in Section S:I~ project;.
specific impacts are not beneficial and cumulative impacts to biological resources are 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

132. Burmah beach is identified as a harbor seal haulout/rookery in the EIR Biological 
Resources Section 5.1.2.2(c). An additional reference has been added to Section 
5.L1.2(c). 

133. The appropriate documents have been referenced and included in Section 10.0 of the 
EIR. 

134. Comment noted. The requested changes do not affect the adequacy of the EIR and have. 
not been implemented. 

135. These values are presented in Section 5.1.2.2 and have been apdated based upon the 
January 1993 Tree Inventory submitted by the applicant. 

136. See response to Comment #135. 

137. Only the Yuma subspecies of the mountain lion is considered sensitive. All text 
referring to mountain lions as sensitive has been deleted. The species mentioned are: 
noted on page 5.1-8. 

138. The origin of the vernal pool has no effect upon its biological value. The requeste<f: 
change does not affect the adequacy of the EIR and has not been implemented.. 

139. The term "seasonal pond" adequately describes the pond's seasonal nature.. The. 
requested change does not affect the adequacy of. the EIR and has not been iinplemented... ' .. 

140. A discussion of the red-legged frog is included un.der "Sensitive Taxa" on pagc:.S:.J-16.· 
of the Draft EIR. 

141. A discussion of sensitive insects is included under "Sensitive Taxa .. on page S:l-1! of'/ 
the Draft EIR. 

142. A definition of "sensitive" taxa has been added to Section 5 .. 1.2 of the EIR... 
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143. This community is included wi.tb.itL the. a1astal sage s.cm.h designation and is mapped 
such. 

144. The Draft EIR contains a four page discussion (pages 5.1-11 to 5.1-14) concerning 
definition of wetlands. An amendment stating that riparian wetlands (versus estllla.IlLet, 
vernal pools, etc.) are evaluated under stream and creek policies of the LCP, rather 
we~ policies.. · 

145~ A discussion of the potential for Federal jurisdiction relative to the existing m· tfoJ:nultic;11n 
concerning wetland classification on the project site is provided in the Draft EIR 
However, until a jurisdictional wetland delineation is completed by the applicant, 
applicability of nationwide pennits and the existence of an atypical situation 
induced wetlands) or problem areas (seasooal wetlands) cannot be determined.. 

146. The EIR text has been modified to be consistent with this comment.. 

147. The EIR text has been modified to be consistent with this comment. 

148. Mapping referenced in the Draft EIR text is from the Biological Resources 
prepared by Interface. This reference has been added to the EIR... 

149. Connnent noted. The requested change does not affect the adequacy of the EIR and 
not been implemented. 

150. See response to Comment #142. 

151. The requested change has been made to the text of the EIR. 

152. The EIR acknowledges that the red-legged frog is not likely to occur on the project 
due to the absence of suitable habitat 

153. The EIR discussion referenced in your comment is a description. of Federal and S 
listed endangered and threatened species and candidates for listing.. The two ~ ....... 1 .. """-1> 

garter snake and southwestern pond turtle do not fit this description and therefore are 
included in the discussion. However, a discussion of potential impacts to these soc:clie:s 
has been added to the EIR. 

154. Comment noted. The Brown pelican roost site at Bunnah beach and potential roost 
identified by Fugro-McClelland biologists constitute communal roost sites used ... ,li.~ ....... .,. 
by large numbers of birds. Individual birds may rest at various locations along the 
adjacent to the project site. The text has been amended to clarify this point. 
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155. The peregrine falcon has been observed nesting in similar habitat as exists on the coastal. 
bluffs at the project site. The EIR acknowledges that suitable fomging habitat for this 
species is present on the pmject site.. 

156. A general discussion of potential impacts to raptors is included in Section 5.1.2.2(c) .. 
Hawks, owls, turkey vultures and several individual sensitive raptor species are 
mentioned in this section. The EIR acknowledges that the removal of habitat for 
sensitive raptors is considered a significant impact A complete inventory of raptors that 
could occur on the project site is beyond the scope of the EIR.. 

157. The information presented in your comment has been included in a discussion of 
potential impacts to the ringtail in Section 5.2.2 .. 2(c). The observation of ringtail tracks 
in the drainage at Eagle Canyon by Fugro-McClelland biologists indicates the potential 
presence of this species on the project site. The sandy, moist condition of the soil in this 
drainage is ideal for the creation and preservation of wildlife tracks, as evidenced by the 
wide variety of tracks observed (mountain lion, bobcat, raccoon, coyote, various rodents). 
It is anticipated that this species occurs in other drainages where tracks may not be as 
easily recorded. 

158. The EIR discussion referenced in your comment is a description of Federal and State· 
listed endangered and threatened species and candidates for listing. The species 
mentioned do not fit this description and therefore are not included in the discussion. 
Only the Yuma subspecies of the mountain lion is considered sensitive. All text 
referring to mountain lions as sensitive has been deleted. The species mentioned in the
comment are included in Section 5.1.2 of the EIR. 

159. The referenced text is an explanation of the tenn "autumnal site"'. used by calvert(l991). 

160. The referenced text concerns the Ellwood Main site (#57). This site is located over 
3,000 feet southeast of the proposed reclaimed pipeline alignment. The Ellwood Canyon 
site (#52) is located about 3,000 feet northeast of the proposed reclaimed water pipeline· 
crossing of Bell Canyon. The Ellwood area, Grove apartments site is located north of 
Hollister Boulevard. The Bell Canyon site does not support monarch activity. It appears 
that the only potential impacts to monarchs would occur in Eagle Canyon. Section 
5.1.1.2 and Mitigation Measure B4 of the Draft EIR have been m~ed to reflect this: 
fact. 

161. See response to Comment #160. 

162.. The text has been amended as per your comrnenL 

163. The EIR states that "vegetative cover is present in some portions of these drainages"·, 
(Section 5.1 .. 1.2[d]). 
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164. The Em acknowledges that non-native grassland occupies the largest area of the ...... "'1"'"
site. and that recent disturbances include cattle grazing and oil and gas facility opc:ra1ti01r1. 

165. The text has been amended as per your comment. 

166. Connnent noted. Comment suggests a minor change in wording which would not ........... ..._ ... "" 
the adequacy or findings of the EIR. 

"167.. Sensitive taxa referred to in the EIR text referenced in your comment include ~,a'''~'~~~' 

species in addition to the four mentioned, including but not limited to sensitive rat>toJ&; 
and bats. 

168.. Text has been added to Section 5.1.2.2 (c) to reflect the planting of native red fescue 
roughs and native grasslands as indicated in the applicant's new Biological bnJtlanlCetneJlt 
Plan. These features would reduce the isolation of natural areas imposed by the £I"t:~ens .. 
fairways and ·human activity. Concerning protective fencing to discourage human en 
the applicant's project description only includes perimeter fencing and fencing along 
railroad right-of-way. 

169. The referenced concepts are fully explained in Section 5.1.2.2(c) of the EIR. 

170. Section 5.1.2.2(b) has been updated based upon the January 1993 Tree Inventory and 
Biological Enhancement Plan such that impacts to southern willow scrub are reduced 
Class IT. 

171. The drainages affected are listed in the text on pages 5.1-26 and 5.1-27 of the Draft 

172 The use of the term "wetland" in the EIR is fully described in Section 5.1.1.2. 

173. See response to Comment #172. 

174. The text has been amended as per your commenL 

175. A discussion regarding the potential for impacts to this species has been added to 
EIR. text. 

176. See response to Comment #156. 

177. Opinion of the commentor is noted. The majority of species likely to recolonize the 
following golf course construction would be "edge" associated species which 
generally more tolerant of human related disturbances. 
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The text has been amended to replace the word "native" with "exiSting" and to· 

incorporate the provisions of the Bi.ologk:al Enhancement .plarL As iDdicated in the EIR.,... 
the Plan indicates that foss of wildlife habitat associated with project grading would be 
reduced by .. Native Planting Mitigation Areas. II The native plant species to be plant~ 
planting density and methodology and maintenance procedures have not been identified· 
such that the overall project impact cannot be fully evaluated. Should native plant 
communities such as coastal sage scrub or southern willow scrub be planted . and 
maintained in the areas indicated on the Biological Enhancement P~ the loss of .. 
wildlife habitat would be reduced to less than significant levels .. 

t 

I 
I 
I 
I 

179. The EIR acknowledges that U.S. Highway 101 and the S.P. railroad tracb constitute I 
barriers to wildlife movement on the project site and reduce the value of the drainages · 
as migration corridors (Section 5.1.1.2[d]). In consideration of these and other factors. I 
considered in this section, the EIR concludes that the drainages provide suitabl~ 

conditions for utilization as local and potentially as regional wildlife migration mutes. 

180. The EIR text referenced in your comment has been amended to reflect the provisions of J 
the Biological Enhancement Plan. 

181. Due to the confusion over the definition of·"open space", the referenced text has beerr 
deleted. However, impacts associated with fragmentation of habitat arc still considered 
to be Class II (please see revised discussion in Section 5.1.2.2.b). 

182. The site as a whole retains a relatively rural quality under existing conditions, with1 
human activity and disturbances being limited to sporadic, temporary occurrences such:: 
as the passing of trains, and maintenance activities associated with oil and gas facilities... 
The overall continuity of open space presently characterizing the site would be. 
substantially disrupted by the construction of fairways, landscape areas and ancillary; 
facilities associated with development of the golf course. 

183. See response to Comment #178. 

184. See response to Comments #135 and #178. 

185. 

186. 

187. 

See response to Comments #122 and #138. 

The storage lake would be surrounded by the Par 3 golf course such that wildlife using.: 
the storage lake for a water source could only do so during off hours. The lack of·~ 
vegetative cover would increase predation risk for wildlife using the storage lake. The-: 
applicant's project description and permit application materials do not commit to planting: 
of the lake margins. However, mitigation measure B4 requires that a qualified biologist-: 
participate in the final design of the storage lake to inaximize its wildlife values.. 

The text has been amended as per your comment 

A68 00094~:~:: 
.;w,',;}.,:t_ 

J 
I 
I 
~ 

I 
t: 

I 
I 
l· 



, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I-

I 
t 
·~ . 
,;;. •. 

t.t~u 

Appendix A - Comments and Resp(]~~ts 

188. See response to Comment #124. 

189. The text has been amended as per your comment. 

190. 

191. 

192. 

193. 

194. 

195. 

196. 

197. 

198. 

199. 

200. 

The EIR text has been expanded to support the Class II fmding. 

Construction-related direct mortality of sensitive animals may result in long-term u· no~Lcts 
to population dynamics. The project description does not specify ho;.v often maintc~nwn4e 
of the debris basins would be required. It is anticipated that corrective actions would 
required in addition to regular, ·scheduled maintenance activities. Potential impacts 
reptiles and amphibians are not limited to those activities but, as indicated in the 
include other disturbances to drainage courses. See response to Comment #178 re~;ardille: 
the evaluation of impacts in consideration of the applicant proposed Biola 
Enhancement Plan. 

This statement is in reference to marine resources only. 
indicate that the use of pesticides at the site could result in significant (Class II) u· np~L<Its 

on terrestrial biological systems due to the potential for certain pesticides to leach 
the site. Applicant-proposed measures (avoidance of the higher quality drainages) 
ElR-proposed measures (IPM program) would reduce impacts to less than •n.~u.&.&..I.""Q.l.J""" 

See response to Comment #128. 

See response to Conunent #182. 

The text has been amended as per your comment. 

The text has been amended. 

See response to Comment #178. Mitigation Measure B 1 has been revised to require 
applicant to submit a revised Biological Enhancement/Landscape Plan (BELP), ~""":J"'.I. ... V .. JLJ:. 

in detail the methodology used to implement the Biological Enhancement Plan. 
Mitigation Measure B 1 uses the term "revegetation" exclusively. The 
"enhancement" is vague. 

See response to Comment #197. 

Mitigation Measure B 1 has been amended to reference the Biological Enhancement 
and require the submittal of a revised BELP plan describing the implementation of 
Plan. 

The text has been amended as per your comment only using the term "revegetated 
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e 201. The January 1993 site plans include.. catt. bridges over all drainages. There{O!Cy this
measure has beer~ deleted. 

• 
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202. The text has been amended to be consistent with your connnent.. 

203. The measure has been modified to indicate setbacks of at least 30 feet. The Biological 
Enhancement Plan shows setbacks ·of 30 feet or more. 

204. The text has been modified as per your comment.. 

205. The text has been amended to be consistent with _your comment. 

206. See response to Comment #160. 

207. The text has been amended as per your comment. 

208. The text has been amended as per your comment. 

209. As indicated in the EIR, the overall species composition of the local wildlife connnunity 
would be altered with implementation of the proposed project. A comprehensive wildlife· 
survey of the project site and surrounding areas is beyond the scope of this EIR analysis .. 
The information presented in the EIR does substantiate and support a Class I residual .. 

impact. 

210. Comment provides agricultural setting and historical information: on a.griCultmalliud use~ 
and requires no response. 

211. Comment regarding sail. classification has been noted and requires no response.;; 

212. The requested change has been made to the text of the EIR. 

213. The 91 acre estimate was taken. from the Agricultural Resow:ces Analysis for the.· 
proposed project prepared by Interface Planning and Counseling Corporation on behalf· 
of the applicant In response to this comment, the EIR consultant has also electronically· 
planimetered the area of DaC soil coverage on the site (as indicated on the soils map). 
The result was an estimate of 89.7 acres; netting out the 3.8 acre area that is not a part,. 
the total area is 85.9 acres. It is agreed that part of the area indicated on the soils map" 
as being covered with DaC soils has been disturbed by railroad and oil and gas 
production activities. Assuming that the field investigation conducted by Sage and:~ 
Associates is correct, another 24.95 acres can be subtracted from the DaC soil coverage · 
area estimate. The resulting estimate is then 60.95 acres of Class n soil on the site. The: 
difference in the acreage estimates does not effect the agricultural impact detennination;.. 
however, the text of Section 5.10 and the Summary Table has been revised to reflect the.· 
new estimate. 
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ARCO Oil and Gas Company AGENT: R.H. Hollis, Jr. 
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Box 275, Goleta 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Removal of existing oil and gas production facilitie , ~ 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PROJECT AND SETTING 

This appeal involves the proposal by the ARCO Oil & Gas Company to replace oil 
and gas facilities with two golf courses, appurtenant facilities and public 
access amenities on a 200 acre bluff top, ocean fronting site situated ·along 
the rural, agricultural Gaviota Coast in Santa Barbara County. Th~ site is 
currently zoned AG-II. All of the soils are classified as either prjme 
agricultural soil, or non-prime based upon the County and the Commission's 
soil classification. Most of the surrounding parcels are large agriculturally 
zoned parcels supporting a variety of farming activities, including cattle 
grazing, hay, and avocados on -the steeper slopes. 

Approximately half of the parcel has been used in the past for oil extraction 
and processing facilities, while the other half has remained in open space or 
used periodically for (dry farming and cattle grazing). The historic oil 
extraction and processing facilities remain largely in place. Oil production 
continued until 1993 and was suspended following County approval of the 
project. The oil and gas facilities remain operable. According to the State 
of California, Division of Oil and Gas Records, the site produced an average 
of 6,000 barrels of oil a month in 1993. 

The project description has been amended by the applicant to include 
significant beneficial modifications to the access and habitat protection 
provisions originally approved by the County and to provide for the merger of 
the 23 parcels which make up the ±200 acre site. These modifications are 
responsive to the analysis which formed a part of the basis of the 
Commission's previous denial of the project. 

BASIS OF APPEAL 

The project was originally appealed by the Surfrider Foundation on the grounds 
that the project was inconsistent with the County's agricultural zoning 
requirements and agricultural protection policies, as well as the County's 
policies providing for the protection and provision of public coastal access, 
habitat protection and other issues. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The standard of review for this appeal are the existing provisions of the 
County's certified local Coastal Program, including the County•s zoning 
requirements. and pertinent resource protection policies. Additionally, 
because the proposed golf course would be situated between the first road 
paralleling the sea and the shoreline, the project must conform with the 
public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. (Public Resources 
Code Section 30603 and 30604(c)). 

. ( 
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LCP POLICIES AND ORDINANCES 

The County Local Program designates the site as AG II, a designation used to 
protect agricultural lands and promote agricultural uses. Permitted uses in 
±he AG ll 2one district are low intensity and predominantly agricultutall 
related. Non-agricultural uses are conditionally allowed under the major' 1 

conditional use permit provision-in the AG-II zone, but must not adversel 
affect neighboring or on site agricultural use or require the expansion o 
urban services. 

County zoning does, however, include a separate ordinance w~ich allows fo a 
variety of uses, including golf courses, to be located in any zone distri t 
provided the appropriate findings can be made. This Major Conditional Us 
procedure· was the one us~d by thi County to approve this project. In ord to 
approve this project, the findings which must be made include 1) the proj ct 
is not inconsistent with the purpose of the zone district in which it wil be 
located ·and 2) the project is consistent with all applicable LCP provisio s. 

HISTORY OF THE COMMISSIQN•s REVIEW OF THE PROJECT 

This appeal was filed on September 17, 1993. The public hearing was open d 
and continued at the October 13, 1993 Commission meeting to allow adequat 
time to review the file materials and prepare a staff report and 
recommendation regarding the question of whether any substantial issues w re 
raised by the appeal. Substantial Issue was determined by the Commission at 
its November 17, 1993 meeting, and the Commission took jurisdiction over he 
project. The de novo public hearing was continued to the next available 
Commission meeting. The hearing was subsequently continued at the reques 
the applicant to allow additional time to respond to the Commission sta 
report and recommendation. On April 13, 1994, the Commission conducted 
public hearing on the appeal. and voted to deny the project. Subsequentl the 
applicant requested a reconsideration of the Commission's action, and th 
Commission, on July 13, 1994, voted to reconsider their previous denial. 
item was re-filed and scheduled for the November hearing in San Diego. 
October 14, 1994, the applicant formally amended the project to include 
variety of access and habitat improvements and dedications. The project 

·before the Commission, therefe~, includes the proposed access and habi 
improvements and the findings are based on this amended version .. Prior 
·November 16, 1994 hearing, the applicant also amended the project descri 
to include the merger of the twenty three lot, including 21 Naples lots, 
make up the ±200 acre site. The appli.cant further indicated that a deed 
restriction to preclude future subdivision of the merged parcel would be n 
acceptable condition. 

I. APPEAL HEARING PROCEDURES 

Section 30603 (b) and 30604(c) of the Coastal Act and California 
Administrative Code Section 13115 provide the standard of review for proj cts 
which have been appealed and found to present a substantial issue. Secti n 
30603(b) and 30604Cc) requires consistency with the certified Local Coas 1 
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Program <LCP), and also requires that any development located between the 
first public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located 
within the Coastal Zone must conform with the public access and recreation 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

11. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, adopt the 
following resolution: 

Approval with Conditions. 

The Commission hereby grants a permit for the proposed development on the 
grounds that the development will be in conformity with the provisions of the 
certified Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program, is in conformance with 
the pub11c access policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, and will not have 
any significant adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the 
California Environmenta1.0uality Act. 

MOTION 

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

III. CONDITIONS 

Standard Conditions. 

Soecial Conditions. 

See Ex hi bit 7. · 
(2_s B) 

1. The project shall be subject to all conditions attached to County approval 
(91-CP-085) except as specifically modified by subsequent a~endments to 
the project description. Any deviations or conflicts shall be reviewed by 
the Executive Director to determine whether an amendment to the Coastal 
Permit 1s required. 

• 

2. The applicant shall submit a deed restriction to the Executive Director ~ 
for review and approval which irrevocably precludes the re-subd1v1s1on of 
the lots merged as proposed in the amended project description (amendment 
dated November 14, 1994). The approved deed restriction shall be recorded 
within sixty days of recordation of the lot merger. 

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

The ~Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 

A. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

ihe project as approved and conditioned by the County will be located on ±10 
:acres of a 202 acre bluff-top site on the Gaviota Coast approximately 3 mile 
·~west of the community of Goleta. The project consists of two golf courses: 
'18-hole public course encompassing 72.4 acres; and a 9-hole course on 8 
acres. The 18-hole course would have a concrete cart path servicing the 
entire course. An existing service rca~ located south of the railroad 
right-of way bisecting the property, in addition six, short bridges would 
provide access throughout the parcel (Exhibit 1). 

The two golf courses would be supported by the following appurtenant 
facilities·: driving range (9.5 acres), club house. including pro shop and 
grill, administrative offices, meeting rooms and restrooms (9,290 square 
feet), a cart barn (8,012 square feet), maintenance building (7,974 square 
feet), service building (800 square feet), turf farm <±3 acres), half-way 
house, including snack bar (700 square feet), a 275 car parking area (6.8 
acres), and several restrooms and shelters along the course routes. The 
maximum height of any building is 22 feet above finished grade. The layout 

1

f 
the golf courses would require crossing the Southern Pacific Railroad 
right-of-way three times; this will be accomplished using an existing woode 
bridge, and two new tunnel crossings. A11 structural developments will best 
back a minimum of 55 feet from the bluff edge, and except for public access 
trails, all other non-structural development (greenst fairways, tee-boxs),· a 
minimum of 30 feet from the bluff edge. The entire parcel will be fenced to 
cont~ol access to and from the property. 

The project includes a landscaping plan (in addition to installation of tu 
which. involves the removal of most non-native species of trees and extensiv 
replanting with native species. All facilities are set back the required 1 
feet distance from environmentally sensitive habitats, including the one 
stream on the east side of the property <Eagle Creek), a drainage swale on e 
~est side of the property (Tomate Canyon), and a vernal pool. 

The project requires 154,470 cubic yards of cut and and fill, over 
·approximately 571 of the site; the cut and fill is to ·be balanced on site. 
The maximum elevation changes will occur near hole number seven and will 
increase the existing elevation from so to 75 feet: this cnange in elevati ', 
is the result of filling in an erosional feature on the southern side of th 
Southern Pacific Railroad line to accommodate the fa1rway for hole number 
.seven • 

.In the intervening period since the project was approv~d by the County, the 
4pplicant has amended their proposal to include the improvement, maintenanc 
and operation of substantial public access facilities and a program to prot t 
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and monitor a seal haulout and rookery located on the western portion of the 
site. The applicant has also amended the application to provide for the 
merger of the twenty-three individual parcels that comprise the site. 

The applicant has indicated that reclaimed water purchased from the Goleta 
Water District will be used to irrigate the golf courses, turf farm and for 
all other uses where non-potable water is acceptable. The golf courses will 
require ±221 acre feet of irrigation water annually. This water will be 
delivered to the site via a ±5.200 foot extension of an 8 inch water line from 
Goleta. Potable water. to serve the clubhouse needs will. according to the 
applicant. be provided by the Goleta Water District. 

Construction of the golf facilities will require the removal of the remaining, 
substantial oil and gas facilities which include five single family homes. 19 
other buildings. 23 wells, two large tanks and miles of oil and gas 
pipelines. These oil and gas production facilities are located mainly on a 
portion of the site south of the Southern Pacific Railroad tracks. The 
removal of this development and any necessary clean-up will be addressed in a 
separate locally issued coastal permit to be processed by the County's energy 
division. 

The golf course will be operated as a public facility from 350 to 360 days per 
year, and is expected to accommodate 50,000 to 60,000 rounds of golf per year 
on the 18-hole course, and 20,000 rounds on the 9-hole course. The County and 
the amended project require that conversion of any portion of the golf 
facilities to·private or restricted use would entail additional discretionary 
review and approval. Approximately 32 full-time employees will be required 
for golf course operation and maintenance. 

B. PROJECT SITE HISTORY 

The project site has been in continuous use for oil and gas production for the 
last ±SO years. The principal oil and gas facilities are located on the south . 
half of the project site, (seaward of the Southern Pacific Railroad lines). 
Most of these facilities remain on-site and operable. In the last decade a 
limited amount of cattle grazing has been undertaken on a seasonal basis on 
the property. principally as a grass/weed control measure and in conjunction 
with neighboring agricultural uses but has been discontinued. The site has 
never been a "stand alone" farm. Aerial photographs and field observation 
indicate that its occasional use for dry farming (hay) and grazing has always 
been as an adjunct to the neighboring ranch. 

The site was originally given a Coastal Dependent Industry (M-CD) land use and 
zoning designation in the Santa Barbara County LCP, which was certified in 
1982. This designation was largely based upon the existing industrial 
facilities on the site, and the long-standing use for oil and gas production 
dating from the mid-1940's. ·In 1991, however, the site was rede~ignated and 
re-zoned Agriculture II (AG-II) at the County•s request as part of majQr 
Amendment 3-90 which consolidated oil and gas facilities sit~s to other 
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locations within the South Coast Consolidation Planning Area. This 
redesignation and re-zone to Agriculture was precipitated by the County's 1 

desire to consolidate the energy facilities along the Gaviota coast into 
sites over ·time. 

The County considered several possible land use designations, including, 
Recreation <REC), Rural Residential (RR). Resort/Visitor Serving Commerci 
(C-V), and Resource Management (RES). The EIR prepared for the energy 
facilities consolidation amend~ents identified Resource Management as the· 
designation most protective of coastal resources, but also identified numornu~ 
trade-offs between the various potential land-use/zoning designations. I 
attempt to balance these trade-offs, the EIR proposed a split between AG-I 
and REC which would provide a balance between these uses. Ultimately, th 
County choose to designate/rezone the entire parcel as AG-!!9 and the 
Commission certified the designation as consistent with the agricultural 
protection policies of the Coastal Act. 

At the time the Commission considered Amendment 3-90, the ARCO represent 
indicated to the Commission that it was their intention to develop the si 
once its oil and gas operations had ceased, as a golf course, and express an 

·interest in having the property designated Recreation (REC) to accommodat 
such a use. The EIR for the 1990 re-zone and LCP amendment had recommend 
split Recreation/Agriculture re-zone for the subject parcel. The County, 
however, did not support the Recreational designation at that time becaus 
the wide range of recreational uses allowed under a Recreational designat e 
and the potentially greater impacts (e.g., traffic, etc.) which might be 
generated by a high intensity recreational use, such as a recreational ve 
parkt under the County's existing LCP Land Use Plan Recreational designat 

At the time the Commission re-zoned the subject parcel from M-CD to 
Agriculture, the County did, however indicate that it was not their inten 
preclude some future non-agricultural use of the site. Specifically, the 
County indicated that an evaluation of a future golf course project "shou 
based on its own merits at the time of proposal." It should be emphasize 
that the County itself recognized that a non-agricultural use of the site 
be evaluated on a case by case basis for conformity with the applicable 
provision of the County's certified Local Coastal Program. 

At the time the Commission considered Amendment 3-90, no specific proposa for 
a golf course had been developed that would allow either the County or th 
Commission to evaluate the specific relative impacts of a golf course ver us 
agricultural uses, or other recreational uses. However, in certifying th 
Agricultural land-use and zoning designation for the property the Commiss on 
acknowledged the intent of ARCO to develop a golf facility on the site, a 
specifically indicated that its action to redesignate the land as Agricul re 
was not meant to preclude the possible future use of the site for a golf 
facility as described in the following excerpt from the findings prepared for 
the amendment. · 
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•It should be noted that ARCO has discussed with the County a proposal for 
the construction of a golf course as part of the Dos Pueblos site. At 
this time, that proposal has been discussed in concept only and no 
specific detailed golf course project has been submitted to the County for 
review. The County•s decision to change the land use designation to 
Agriculture II, versus the split designation of Recreation/Agriculture II, 
is not intended to bias any future specific golf course project which ARCO 
may propose for this site, even if it requires a change in the land use 
designation. Rather, the County believed it was premature, at this time, 
to make the decision that a Recreation land use designation was the most 
appropriate designation for the site without having the specific merits of 
the proposed golf course project and its potential impacts to the site to 
fully evaluate. It should also be noted that a golf course is a 
conditionally permitted use in the County's LCP in the AG-II zone ••• " 

C. lOcAL GQVERNMENT ACTION 

In August 17, 1993, the County Board of Supervisors issued a Conditional Use 
Permit {#93-CP-85) for the two 18 and 9 hole golf courses and appurtenant 
facilities as described above. The Conditional Use Permit contained a number 
of Special Conditions. Those relating to the issues raised 1n this .appeal 
include: (a) a Biological Enhancement Plan to address specific environmental 
resources on the site (e.g., Harbor seals, Monarch Butterfly, vernal pools, 
and riparian tree species); {b) Restricted Access Implementation Plan for the 
protection of a Harbor seal haul-out site adjacent to the project site; Cc> an 
Access Plan that requires offers-to-dedicate both lateral and vertical access 
trails and initial trail improvements; (d) a Landscaping Plan to replace loss 
of existing trees; and (e) an Integrated Pest Management Plan to control the 
use of pesticides and herbicides. (Please see Exhibit 2, County Permit 
conditions.) 

0. LCP PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 

The County has essentially three options for permitting a major golf course 
proposal on an agriculturally zoned parcel: (1) rezone the parcel from AG-II 
to Recreation (or create a new zone to accommodate golf courses or other 
similar recreational uses) and, following certification of the rezone 
amendment, process an application for a Coastal Development Permit; (2) modify 
the existing permitting requirements under the Major Conditional Use Permit 
process in <Sec. 35.69.4 of the certified LCP) to remove some of the 
procedural requireme~ts. and following certification of these amendments, 
process an application for a Coastal Development Permit; or (3) retain the 
present AG-II land use and zone designation, and process an application for a 
Coastal Development Permit for the proposed golf course using the Major 
Conditional Use Permit process which provides for the consideration of a 
variety of uses in all zone districts (Sec. 35.172.5), and make all of the 
findings required under this provision. 
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ln this case, the County chose to process the application according to 
-scenario three described in the previous paragraph, rather than rezoning the I 

parcel to either an existing, or newly created non-agricultural zone 
designation, ·or modifying current permitting requirements by Amendment to th 
LCP. 

The County processed the application for a Major Conditional Use Permit unde 
the provisions of Section 35-172.5.2 of the County's LCP Zoning Ordinance. 
_Section 35-172.5 of the County's LCP provides for a variety of institutional 
public service and recreational uses that may be permitted in any zone 
.district subject to a use permit. ' 

The following uses may be permitted in any district that they are not 
otherwise permitted, with a Major Conditional Use Permit: 

a. Airstrip - temporary 
b. Animals, use of property for animals different in kind or greater in 
number than otherwise permitted in this Article 
c. Cemetery 
d. Church . 
e. Drive-through facilities for a use otherwise permitted in the zone 
district subject to the provisions of S~c. 35-172.11 
f. Educational facilities, including nursery schools and day nurseries 
g. Electrical substations subject to the district requirements of the 
Public Utilities District, Sec. 35.88 , 
h. Electrical transmission lines, except in areas with the View Corridor 
Overlay subject to the provisions of Sec. 35-172.11 
i. Eleemosynary and philanthropic institutions (except when human beings 
are housed under restraint) 
j. Extraction. processing, storage, bottling. selling and shipping of 
natural waters. 
k. Fairgrounds 
1. Golf courses and driving ranges 
rn. He 1 i stops 
n. Master television antennae system subject to the provisions of Sec. 
35-172.11 
.o. Mining, extraction and quarring of natural resources, except gas, oil 
and other hydrocarbons subject to the provisions of Sec. 35-177 
<Reclamation Plans) 
p. Polo fields and playing fields for outdoor sports 
q. Rodeo 
r. Sea walls. revetments, groins and other shoreline structures subject 
the .provisions of Sec. 35-172.11 
s. Stable, commercial (including riding and boarding) 

Most zoning ordinances contain comparable provisions to maximize opportuniti s 
for siting these types of uses. The fact that they are allowed for 
consideration as a use in all zone districts does not, however, mean that t 
are exempt from the requirements of the particular zone district in which a 

' , 
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project proponent may wish to locate a development. or that all of the uses 
are appropriate in all zone districts. As an example. a cemetery may be a 
completely compatible use in a rural residential area on a large parcel of 
land, but would not be appropriate on a half-city block site in a downtown 
location. 

Among the enumerated findings .required by Section 35.172.8. are two which are 
critical to a review of the proposed golf facilities in this location: 

6. That the project is in conformance with the applicable provisions and 
policies of this Article [LCP Zoning & Implementation Ordinance/ and the 
Coastal Land Use Plan]. ' 

9. That the proposed use is not inconsistent with the intent of the zone 
district. 

As detailed in the following section, the Commission finds that the proposed 
project, as approved by the County and subsequently amended by the applicant. 
is consistent with these requirements. In addition, the County has adopted 
findings which address the remaining items found in Sec. 35.172.8 as well as 
other provisions of the LCP not specifically discussed in these findings. To 
the extent that the County's findings and conditions· do not conflict with the 
Commission's, they are adopted as further support for the Commission•s 
decision. (Please see Exhibit 9) 

E. COASTAL AGRicuLTURE 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The project site is located between Highway 101 and the sea on the eastern end 
of the Gaviota coast approximately ±2400 feet from the western/urban rural 
boundary along the south coast of Santa Barbara beyond the unincorporated town 
of Goleta. The site is comprised of twenty-three lots which range in size 
from 1/4th acre to 78 acres. For the past± 50 years, the ±200 acre site has 
been used for gas and oil production. Most of the structures and wells 
associated with this use remain, but will be removed to accommodate the 
project. The Southern Pacific Railroad bisects the _site from east to west. 

Soils on the site include ±60 acres of Class II Diablo Clay as well as 
non-prime agricultural soil. The Class II prime soils. however, occur in 16 
disjunct patches located on various individual parcels and separated by 
drainage swales. slopes. environmentally sensitive habitats. railroad tracks 
and oil facilities. These isolated patches of prime soil vary in size from 
±17 acres to ±8000 square feet with most areas under 2 acres. 

Although there has been past agricultural use of portions of the site (dry 
farming and cattle grazing), it has been very sporadic and conducted in 
conjunction with the larger. on-going farming operation on the neighboring 
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Rancho Dos Pueblos. (Please s·ee Exhibit 3 for past agricultural history of 
the site). As an added constraint, this site, unlike neighboring agricultu al 
operations, does not have any on-site water for irrigation. 

Land uses in the vicinity of the project site include grazing lands to the 
north and west and orchards (avocado and citrus) approximately 3/4 mile to he 
northwest, inland of Highway 101. An undeveloped 40 acre rural residential 
parcel subdivision (40 ac. minimum lot size) bounds the site on the east. he 
Hyatt Hotel site lies further to the east towards Goleta and marks the 

·.urban/rural. boundary in this area. The undeveloped Naples area occupies a 
·.portion of the site and extends west and north of the site. 

2. LCP SUBSTANTIVE REQUIREMENTS 

In order to find that the proposed project is consistent with the relevant 
agriculture policies and implementing ordinances of the LCP, the following 
standards must be met: 

1) The project is not inconsistent with the intent of the underlying 
Zone District (Section 35.172.8.9, Zoning Ordinance) • 

. _2) The project is in conformance with the applicable provisions of th 
lCP (policies and zoning) (Section 35.172.8.6, Zoning Ordinance). 

ihe following analysis discusses why the proposed project can be found~~ 
not inconsistent with the intent of the Agricultural Zone District in which it 
will be located and with the applicable agricultural protection policies an 
·ordinances of the certi f.i ed LCP. 

THE.PROJECT IS "NOT INCONSISTENT .. WITH 
THE PURPOSE OF THE AG II ZONE DISTRICT 

The underlying zone district of the project parcels is AG II. The purpose f 
the zone district, as stated in the ordinance, is two-fold. 

1) To establish agricultural use for large parcels with prime and 
non-prime land. 

2) To preserve prime and non-prime soils for long term agricultural u e. 

The first purpose of the AG II District as stated in the ordi.nance is to 
establish agricultural uses on large parcels which contain prime and non-pr me 
agricultural soils. ARCO has proposed to merge the 23 lots which comprise he 
±200 acre site. The proposed merger of the 23 lots on the site into two 
parcels of roughly 100 acres each will serve to support the underlying inte t 
of the AG I! zone by consolidating small holdings into parcels compatible w th 
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an agricultural use. At present th~ developability of the 23 lots is 
uncertain. Without the merger. according to to the certified LCP, if each of 
these lots could be developed with a.single-family home, a residential density 
for the site of one dwelling unit per 10 acres could result. ·The proposed 
non-agricultural use is not inconsistent with the intent of the ordinance to 
establish agricultural uses on the large holdings more typical of the Gaviota 
Coast. · 

The Commission further notes that the establishment of an agricultural use or 
uses would be very difficult because of· existing conditions such as the 
scattered distribution of prime soils, lack of water for irrigation ~nd the 
inherent conflicts due to the permitted residential density if each parcel was 
developed with a single family home. 

_ The proposed project is also not inconsistent with the second goal of the AG 
II District. vhich is to preserve prime and non-prime soils for long term 
agricultural use. Golf courses. unlike most non-agricultural developm~nt. 
result in minimal site coverage (in this case only 4 1/2 acres of the land 
will be built on or paved*) and need good soil to operate. The applicant 
indicates that all prime soils will be stockpiled during the initial grading 
process. These soils will be amended to improve fertility and re-distributed 
on the site to serve as the growing medium for the course turf. Because 
healthy turf is essential to a golf course, the soils will be maintained in 
proper condition and irrigated. Furthermore, a pest management plan will be 

~ prepared and implemented to assure the proper use of pesticides, herbicides 
~ and fertilizers. Thus, although the use will not be agricultural, the 

agricultural soils on the site, with the exception of the minimal areas 
covered by buildings and paving will be retained and possibly enhanced 
consistent with potential agricultural uses. 

In the alternative. the ·site could be returned to oil and gas production 
without any additional permits or potentially developed with twenty-three 
single family homes and attendant road improvements. Under either of these 
scenarios. greater site coverage would occur and there would be no inducement 
to maintain or improve the existing.agricultural soils found on the site. The 
proposed project is, therefore. not inconsistent with the goal to preserve 
prime and non-prime soils. 

• This coverage includes all buildings. parking lot. access trails and 
cartpaths. 

THE PROJECT IS IN QQNFORMANCE 
WITH ALL APPLICABLE LCP PROVISIONS 

LUP POLICY 8-2 This policy is applicable to the project because it directly 
addresses the issue of conversion of land designated for agricultural use 
posed by the development. 
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·POLl CY 8-2: If a parcel is designated for agricultural use and is 
located in a rural area not contiguous with the urban/rura 
boundary, conversion to non-agricultural use shall not be 
permitted unless such conversion ·of the entire parcel waul 
allow for another priority use under the Coastal Act, e.g. 
coastal dependent industry, recreation and access. or · 
protection of an environmentally sensitive habitat. Such 
conversion shall not be in conflict with contiguous 
agricultural operations in the area, and shall be 
consistent with Section 30241 and 30242 of the Coastal Ac 

· This policy allows the conversion of agricultural land if the following thre 
criteria can be met: 

1) The replacement use must be a priority use under the Coastal Act. 

2) The conversion must not conflict with nearby agricultural uses in 
area • 

. 3) The convers1on must meet the criter1a of PRC 30241 (prime soils) an 
30242 <non-prime soils) 

THE PROJECT PROVIDES FOR TWO COASTAL ACT PRIORITY USES 

According to PRC Section 30001.5(c), and 30210, public access to and along t e 
shoreline is one of the highest priorities of the Coastal Act. Likewise, th 
preservation and protection of environmentally sensitive habitats receives a 
high ranking (PRC 30240). Although the protection of coastal agricultural 
lands is an important Coastal Act goal as evidenced by the strong resource 
protection policies of PRC Sections 30241 and 30242. this land use may, in 
this case, according to the LCP, be displaced by public access to the 
shoreline or the need to preserve an environmentally sensitive habitat. As 
discussed in detail in the respective findings on Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitats and Public Access, the project as amended by the applicant. includ 
significant access and habitat protection components of a magnitude suffici t 
to allow for the development of the proposed non~agricultural use on half o 
the site. 

THERE ARE NO CONFLICTS WITH 
CONTIGUOUS AGRicuLTURAL OPERATIONS 

To the east, the project site borders the Eagle Canyon Ranch, which has an 
designation of rural residential with 40-acre minimum parcel sizes. The 
closest operating ranch is within 1/4 mile to the west of the project site. 
The Commission finds that because the maintenance activities proposed in 
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connection with the golf course are similar to those of agriculture, no 
operational conflicts will occur with respect to the neighboring cattle 
operation west of the site. 

An important issue raised by the application is whether approval of the 
project will create an adverse precedent or threat to agricultural lands on 
the Gaviota coast. The Commission finds that, as conditioned, this particular 
golf course project will create no such adverse precedent or threat because no 
site on the Gaviota coast shares all the same characteristics of the 
applicant•s property. 

The site has been an operating oil field for the past 50 years. Itlwas 
rezoned from Coastal Dependent Industry to AG-II only recently, with the 
understanding that a golf course use was being proposed for the property. The 
property contains 23 Naples lots totalling 65 acres. or approximately 1/3 of 
the project site, the development potential of which would be extinguished by 
the project. ·The project would replace the existing oi 1 and gas faci 1 i ties 
with a public golf course. substantial public beach access and a coastal trail 
system. The Class II Diablo Clay soils on site are located in small isolated 
pockets, separated by site features such as railroad tracks, vegetated 
drainages, environmentally sensitive habitat areas and grassland. The 
property has never been a "stand alone" agricultural operation, has no 
commerci·al agricultural irrigation water supply. and would utilize reclaimed 
water under a County condition which prohibits any water service from the 
reclaimed water line to any parcel other than the project site. The 
Commission further notes that the project is located at the extreme 
southernmost end of the Gaviota Coast. within approximately 2000 feet of a 
Commission-approved resort hotel, the Hyatt, and within 1/3 mile of the 
urban/rural boundary. 

THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT HITH THE 
STANDARDS OF PRC 30241 AND 30242 

The proposed use must. however. also comply with the standards found in PRC 
Sections 30241 and 30242 if these are found applicable to the project. These 
criteria are as follows: 

Section 30241. 

The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in · 
agricultural production to assure the protection of the areas agricultural 

·economy. and conflicts shall be minimized between agricultural and urban 
land uses through all of the following: 

(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural 
areas, including, where necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to 
minimiz~ conflicts between agricultural and urban land uses. 
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(b) By limiting conversions of agricultural lands around the· 
periphery of urban areas to the lands where the viability of existi 
:agricul~ural use is already severely limited by conflicts with urb 
uses or where the conversion of the lands would complete a logical 
and viable neighborhood and contribute to the establishment of a 
stable limit to urban development. 

(c) By permitting the conversion of agricultural land surrounded 
urban uses where the conversion of the land would be consistent wi 
Section 30250. 

(d) By developing available lands not suited for agriculture prio 
to the conversion of agricultural lands. 

(e) By assuring that public service and facility expansions and 
nonagricultural development do not impair agricultural viability. 
either through increased assessment costs or degraded air and wate 
quality. 

(f) By assuring that all divisions of prime agricultural lands, 
except those conversions approved pursuant to subdivision (b), and 
all development adjacent to prime agricultural lands shall not 
diminish the productivity of such prime agricultural lands. 

Section 30242. 

All other lands suitable for agricultural use shall not be converted to 
nonagricultural uses unless <1> continued or renewed agricultural use i 
not feasible, or (2) such conversion would preserve prime agricultural . 
land or concentrate development consistent with Section 30250. Any sue 
permitted conversion shall be compatible with continued agricultural us 
on surrounding lands. 

'PRC Code 30241 requires that the maximum amount of prime agricultural land 
shall be maintained in agricultural production. The purpose of this policy s 
clearly to preserve and maintain valuable, prime agricultural holdings in 
order to avoid the wholesale loss of an area•s agricultural economy through 
attrition. The statute does not require that the holding be continuously i 
production, but must have the potential to be feasibly farmed. Hhile prime 
soils are certainly a factor in making the determination regarding the 
farmability of agricultural land, other, site specific criteria must also b 
considered. 

In the case of the proposed project, the ±200 a.c. site does contain ±60 ac s 
-of prime Diablo Clay soils. An initial analysis would indicate that a 200 
acre site which is 301 prime soil would generally be of an adequate size to be 
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---.. -..i·ner chose to do so. This initial analysis is 
~.-==~.,d adjacent to the ARCO site on the west and, 
··-- ·-=- is in agricultural production. 

__ ::.==~ed by project opponents that the 1 and was 
·-::=:::..--::- a: facts of the subject site di-stinguishes its 
-:===:=:.-::1 ...... "Tatat of neighboring ranches. The prime soi 1 s on 
~~====a~en separate areas. The largest single 
~--· = t17 acres with most patches being under ±2 acres 
-==--.::=:-:s. no on site water for irrigation. Given these 
-------~ site for the proposed golf course does not have 
~-: ::s:::mmerci a 11 y and thus the· requirements of PRC 
:=.: __ ::-:~this project. 

~-· -. · ====n-prime agricultural land by limiting. the . 
.;:::...:::.._ _____ .. requiring that any permitted conversi ens not 
.,;,:_· ____ :::;:ricultural uses. Applying the same analysis as 
---. -=tscussion regarding PRC 30241, it is apparent 
---:=-::.mcertainties inherent in this site could result 
---· --:::1 sma 11 to be farmed. 

----~-~~ that the proposed project will not adversely 
-::::=====:tal uses and may provide some modest benefits • 

.::::::::;;~-.. ~~-:;:t;llOl e with agriculture than many other types of 
-=:==:::.::::;;;---::::::::c:cause they are low in intensity. need minimal 
~==~-= .. =-.noer soil maintenance using practices similar to 

-::::::::;;:::::=·:=:--:nn,ers and growers. This parti c~l ar go 1 f course 
~~==~-~~efits to agriculture in the area because its 
~--==il preclude the development of a twenty-three 
~~ent to existing agricultural uses. As 

-====::::::::===.restriction to preclude future subdivision and 
----~~~f the merger will be retained, the project is 
~-· . · --·rement to avoid adverse impacts on surrounding 
__;. .. ..:::::;ct wi 11 a 1 so free up the rights to 40 acre feet 
__ ---~Rancho dos Pueblo. Currently, the site is 

-====-_::-:-;_::ere feet of water per year from this adjoining 
____ ::£t:ion submitted by the applicant, this entitlement , . 
. -· -~. but can only be used to support the industrial 
--~-~=--~iaced. (Please see Exhibit 4 letter of Nov. 2, 
~---====Oavid.Fainer). Presumably, this water will then 
~======~ltural activities elsewhere on .the Gaviota 
-=:::..:=====::noted that development of the project wi 11 not 
::=E::===tura 1 use. The project wi 11 , however. result in 
-·---.--al use, oi 1 and gas production to a recreational 

-·-·--= proposed project is consistent with County 
~=====-designated for Agriculture because the conversion 
-===::::::--::: .... :ii on is permitted by the LCP, the 1 ack. of water, 
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·the existing lot pattern coupled with the inability to unilaterally merge the 
.parcels results in a lot size and development potential which would make 
·farming very difficult and the project will not adversely affect surrounding 
·agricultural lands. · 

:F. · PUBLIC ACCESS 

·1 • INTRODUCTION 

The proposed project will be located on a blufftop site with ±l .5 miles of 
ocean frontage. This section of the coast is bounded on the landward side by 
:sheer bluffs approximately 100' in height bordered by short, narrow 'pocket 
.beaches. Th~ closest existing public access points are z3 miles up-coast at 
El Capitan Beach State Park and ±6 miles downcoast at Isla Vista. 

A primary benefit of the project is a comprehensive access program which will 
give the public undisputed use of the shoreline and also provide a trail 
system. The access provided·by thls project is particularly important 
because. although the Gaviota Coast offers many areas suitable for public, 
coastal recreation, much of the shoreline is unavailable to the public due 
large, private holdings between the highway and the sea. Most of the large 
holdings are fenced and beach-goers attempting to cross the sites are viewed 
as trespassers by the property owners. The project also ensures that all go 
facilities will be open to the public. The golf courses are expected to 
provide approximately 80,000 rounds of golf per year, thus giving golfers as I 

well as beach visitors, hikers and surfers access to and along the shoreline 

Even though the ARCO site has been fenced, there is however, historic eviden 
that surfing enthusiasts in particular have used this site to gain access to 
two, well known surf breaks known as "Naples .. and ,.Naples Reef. 11 The 
appellants of this project have provided copies of the 1963 Surfers Guide to 
Southern California as evidence of the public•s long term use of trails aero s 
the site to gain access to these surfing areas. In addition to surfers, the e 
is also evidence of the use of the trails by hikers and beach visitors. 

Trails across the parcel are visible in the aerial photos taken in April of 
1986 and March of 1987 and on file in the Commission's Ventura office. The 
use of these surfing destinations also was observed by County staff during 
site visits conducted as part of the County's review of the project. Furthe 
evidence of historic and current use of the site to gain access to the 
adjoining beaches is indicated by the existence of worn trails to the beache 
observed by the Commission staff during its analysis of the appeal .. The ' 
County's administrative record for this project also includes testimony on e 
part of the the appellants of the use of the property to gain access to the 
beaches along this section of the coast. 

In opposition to the appellants.contention that historic public access has, 
and continues to occur on the site, the applicant has offered affidavits f 
oil company personnel for the period from the mid-1940 1 S to the present whic 
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e, ndi ca te that a continuous and effecti v.e effort has been made over the years 
to exclude trespassers from the site. Evidence supplied by the applicant also 
shows that the site has been fenced and signed for "No Trespass·; ng" during 
this same fifty year period. 

It is thus unknown whether the historic public use has been sufficient to 
override the property owner's efforts to exclude the public, therefore giving 
rise to a prescriptive right of access or, conversely, if the owner•s security 
program has effectively stymied the perf.ection of such a right. In any event, 
the Commission is not required to resolve this issue because the project 
description has been amended to provide extensive public access through the 
·site to and along the shoreline. The access component provides for physical 
improv~ments, operation and maintenance as described in the following section. 

2. PROPOSED REVISED ACCESS PROGRAM 

The original access provisions approved by the County as part of the 
Conditional Use permit for this project have been modified bY the applicant to 
address the access issues identified in the original staff recommendation for 
denial of the project. The principal change in the proposed access program is 
the applicant's offer to construct, operate and maintain the public accessways 
on a permanent basis, concurrently with the operation of the golf facilities. 

~he project now includes a significant access component in addition to the 
~equirements contained in the County•s Conditional Use Permit. The following 

items (1-5) constitute the applicant's proposal for the establishment and 
maintenance of public access on the site. 

l. Agree to Improve. Operate and Maintain Public Access Facilities 

Prior to the issuance of a·coastal development permit, the applicant shall 
enter into an agreement with the Coastal Commission and the County of 
Santa Barbara. or other public or non-profit entity acc~ptable to the 
Executive Director, wherein the applicant agrees to irrevocably offer to 
dedicate. improve, operate and maintain all public access fea~ures of the 
development. The agreement shall be in the form and content acceptable to 
the Executive Direct~r and shall include the following provisions: 

a. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant 
shall comply with all requirements for dedication of public 
accessways contained within conditions 7, 8 and 16 of the County of 
Santa Barbara • s conditional use permit No. 91-CP-085, ·approved August 
17, 1993. All offers of dedication required therein shall be in the 
form of grants or access easements in favor of the People of the 
State of California and shall include legal descriptions of both the 
entire parcel and the easement areas. 
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~. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the appli t 
~hall submit, for the review and approval of the Execuitve Directo , 
.detailed plans for construction of the public access improvements 
·required by conditions 7, 8, and 16 of the County Santa Barbara 
conditional use permit No. 91-CP-085, approved August 17, 1993. 
deviation from the Executive Director-approved plans shall be 
reported to.the Executive Director. Any changes that the Executiv 
Director determines to be substantial shall require an amendment 
the coastal development permit. 

c. The applicant shall be financially responsible for completion 
construction of all public access improvements required by conditi ns. 
7, 8, and 16 of the County of Santa Barbara conditional use permit 
No. 91-CP-085, approved August 17, 1993. ! . 

d. Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the 
applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executi e 
Director, in consultation with the California Department of Fish ad 
Game, .and the National Marine Fisheries Service, a Restricted Acce s 
Implementation Plan for the purpose of ensuring protection of the 
on~site harbor seal haul-out. The plan shall include the followi 
provisions: 

1. During the seal pupping/breeding season (February 1 to May 31 
(a) access to the beach at the vertical coastal access point t 
Eagle Canyon shall be prohibited, and (b) access eastward al g 
the beach from the vertical coastal access point west of T e 
Canyon shall be prohibited. 

2. Locking gates shall be installed at the vertical access trail 
to implement any restrictions on access to the beach under th 
Restricted Access Implementation Plan. I 

3. No dogs shall be allowed on the vertical access trails or on he 
beach. 

4. Signs informing users of access restrictions and relevant Ma ne 
Mammal Protection requirements shall be posted at the golf 
course parking lot. at the bridge stairway to the coastal ac ss 
trail, at the terminus of the trail at Eagle Canyon, at the 
·terminus of the vertical access trail west of Tomate Canyon d, 
if allowable, on the beach bluff east and west of the haul-o 
area. Interpretive signing shall also be provided at these 
locations. The content of the interpretive signs shall be 
subject to the review and approval of the Executive Director. 

• 
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Signs informing ·users of alternative access locations during 
restricted access periods shall be posted at the golf course 
parking lot and at the bridge stairway to the lateral access. 
The content of such signs· sha 11 be subject to the review and 
approval of the Executive Director. 

5. The Restricted Access Implementation Plan shall include a 
monitoring component Csuch as provision of an on-site 
monitor/course steward) to assure that the above restrictions 
are enforced and that the seals are not being harassed.· 

6. The Restricted Access Implementation Plan shall include 
provisions for the harbor seal haul-out to be monitored by the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and/or the California 
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) for the purpose of determining 
the effect of use of the public a~cess features of the 
development on the seals. 1f NMFS or OFG determines that the 
harbor seals are being deterimentally affected by users of the 
vertical accessways, the applicant shall see an emergency 
coastal development permit from the California Coastal 
Commission to further regulate use of·the vertical accessways to 
avoid jeopardizing the harbor sea. Approval of such additional 
access reegulation shall be consistent with all applicable 
provisions of the certified County of Santa Barbara Local 
Coastal Program, the California Coastal Act, and the Federal 
Marine Mammal Protection Act. 

e. Construction of all public access features required by conditions 7, 
8, and 16 of County of Santa Barbara conditional use permit No. 
91-CP-085, approved August 17, 1993, sha.ll be completed prior to 
issuance of an occupany permit from the County of Santa Barbara, 
except that compl•tion of lateral ttail improvements west of the 
Tomate Canyon vertical accessway may be deferred until final 
alignment of the Coastal Trail has been established by the County of 
Santa Barbara. · 

f. The appl i c.ant sha 11 provide for the permanent operation and 
maintenance of all public access improvements required under 
conditions 7, 8 and 16 of County of Santa Barbara conditional use 
permit No. 91·-CP-085, approved August 17, 1993, including the on-site 
public access monitor/course steward· required to enforce access 
regulations of the Restricted Access Implementation Plan required 
above. 

The agreement shall include a legal description of the affected 
property and shall be .recorded free of prior liens and any other 
encumbrances which may affect the terms of the agreement. The 
agreement shall run with the land for the benefit of the People of 
the State of California~ bind]n~ all successors and assignees for the 
life of the golf facility a~ved in the coastal development permit. 
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2. Comoliance with County of Santa Barbara's Conditions of Aoproval 

£xcept as explicitly modified by the terms of the coastal development 
·permit, all development shall comply with the conditions of the Count 
Santa Barbara conditional use permit No. 91-CP-085, approved August 1 • 
1993. Any deviations or conflicts shall be reviewed by the Executive 
Director ofthe Commission to determine whether an amendment to the co 
development is required as a result. · 

3. Public Rights 

·sy acceptance of a coastal development permit, the applicant acknowle es, 
on behalf of itself and its successors in interest, that issuance of e 
permit shall not constitute a waiver of any public rights which may e st 
on the property. The applicant shall also acknowledge that issuance 
the permit· and construction of the permitted development shall not be sed 
or be construed to interfere with any public prescriptive or public t st 
rights that may exist on the property. · 

-4. Assumption of Risk 

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the applican 
shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and of content 
acceptable to the Executive Director, which shall provide that: (a) t e ~ 
applicant understand that the site may be subject to extraordinary rd ~ 
from storm waves, and (b) the applicant hereby waives any future clai of 
liability against the Commission or its successors in interest ford ge 
from such hazards. The document shall run with the land. binding all 
successors and assigns. and shall be recorded free of prior liens. 

5. Public Availability of Facflities 

Pr1or to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant sh 11 
execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptab e to 
the Executive Director, which provides: (1) that all recreational gal 
facilities, including the clubhouse, will be open to the general publ c; 
(2) that, except for occasional tournament play, no club.arrangement hat 
would restrict use of the golf course by the general public shall be 
permitted; and (3) that conversion of any portion of the facilities t 
private or members-only use, or the implementation of any program to law 
extended or exclusive use or occupany of the facilities by an individ al 
or limited group or segment of the public is specifically not authori d 
and would require an amendment to the coastal development .permit or a new 
permit and/or amendment to the certified LCP in order to be effective 
The document shall be recorde~ free of prior liens which the Executiv 
Director determines may affect the interest being conveyed, and free f 
any other encumbrances which may affect said interest. The deed 
restriction shall run with the land in favor of the People of the Sta e of 
California, binding all successors and assigns, for the life of the 

· facility approved in the LO~~tal development permits. e 
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3. Lcp AND COASTAL ACT SUBSTANTIVE REQUIREMENTS 

The standard of review for projects, such as this ~ne, located between the 
first public road and the sea, is in conformance with both the certified LCP 
and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. For the 
reasons detailed in the f0llowing sections, the Commission finds that the 
project, as amended by the applicant on October 14, 1994, is consistent with 
the public access and recreation requirements of both the Certified Santa 
Barbara County LCP and the relevant access policies of the Coastal Act. 

ACCESS PROVISIONS ARE CONSISTENT 
WITH THE POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTING 

ORDINANCES OF THE LCP 

The Certified LCP contains the following access policies and implementing 
ordinance applicable to the ARCO project: 

Policy 7-1 stipulates that: 

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

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

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

c) Actively seeking other public or private agencies to accept offers of 
dedications, having them assume liability·and maintenance responsibil
ities. and allowing such agencies to initiate legal action to pursue beach 
access. 

Policy 7-2 stipulates that: 

For all development• between the first public road and the ocean granting 
of an easement to allow vertical access to the mean high tide line shall 
be mandatory unless: 

a> Another more suitable public access corridor is available or proposed 
by the Land Use Plan within a reasonable distance of the site measured 
along the shoreline. or 
b) Access at the site would result in unmitigatable adverse impacts on 
areas designed as "Habitat Areas" by the Land Use Plan, or 
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c) Findings are made, consistent with Section 30212 of the Coastal Act, 
that access is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, 
or that agriculture would be adversely affected, or 
d) The parcel is too narrow to allow for an adequate vertical access 
corridor without adversely affecting the privacy of the property owner. 
In no case, however, shall development interfere with the public's right 
of access to the sea where acquired through use unless an equivalent 
access to the same beach area is guaranteed. 

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

Policy 7-3 stipulates, in part. that: 
lj 

For all new development between the first public road and the ocean, j~ 
granting of 1 at era 1 easements to a 11 ow for pub 1 i c access a 1 eng the ~ l 
shoreline shall be mandatory. In coastal areas. where the bluffs exceed 
five feet in height, all beach seaward of the base of the bluff shall be 
dedicated. 

·Pol i·cy 7-25 stipulates that: 

Easements for [coastal] trails shall be required as a condition of proje t 
approval for that portion of the trail crossing the parcel upon which th 
project is proposed. 

Section 35-63 of the County's LCP Zoning Ordinance stipulates that: 

Easements for trails shown on the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Pl n 
Parks, Recreation Trails <non-motorized) maps, shall be required as a 
condition of project approval for that portion of the trail crossing the. 
lot upon which the project is proposed. 

The Commission notes that LCP Policy 7.1(a) is not applicable to this projec 
because, as discussed in the preceding paragraphs, it is unclear whether 
public prescriptive rights to access through the site exist due to conflicti 
evidence on the issue. In any event, only a court can establish prescriptiv 
rights although the Commission does, if necessary, have an obligation under 
Section 30211 of the Coastal Act to ensure that new development does not 
interfere with whatever rights to access the public may have at a given site. 
Finally. it is not necessary to reach this issue because the amended project 
~rovides adequate public access. · 

The proposea·project is consistent with LUP Policy 7. l(b) because it include 
an offer to dedicate all d.esignated public -accessways (vertical trails, all 
beach/shoreline area between the mean high tide and the base of the bluffs, 
etc.) in favor of the people of California. This offer may be accepted on 
behalf of the people of the County of Santa Barbara or another governmental 
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~on-profit entity acceptable to the Executive Director. The proposal is· 
consistent with LUP Policy 7.l(c) because it provides for liability and 
maintenance of the access by the applicant. 

LUP Policy 7.2 requires that new shoreline development, with few exceptions, 
shall provide a vertical trail from the nearest public road to the sea. The 
policy further indicates that additional access improvements such as parking, 
signs and bike racks may also be required. The proposed project includes a 
two-pronged vertical access trail through the site. <Please see Exhibit 5). 
Given the site's remote location and lack of safe parking <Caltrans letter. 
Exhibit 6), additional access support improvements are necessary in thi.s 
case. These improvements are provided and include a 15 space parking area. 
bike r~ck and horse tie-up. Signs directing the public to trails and parking 
are also proposed. All improvements will be constructed and open for public 
use prior to occupancy of the golf course. The project, therefore, as amended 
by the applicant is consistent with LUP policy 7.2. 

Policy 7.3 requires that new development between the first public road and the 
sea offer lateral easements for public access for shoreline areas seaward of 
the base of a coastal bluff. As proposed, the project provides for an offer 
to dedicate the entire shoreline area of the s~te to the public and thus 
complies with this policy. 

Both LUP Policy 7.25 and Section 3.5-63 of the Certified Implementation Plan 
~require that new development provide easements for·coastal trails identified 
~n the LCP. The LCP shows a lateral trail ·alignment across this property. 

Although the draft "Santa Barbara Comprehensive Access Plan" indicates a 
continuous trail westward <up-coast> from the site, the County's access 
planning efforts have not yet established the specific preferred alignment of 
the Santa Barbara County Coastal Trail in this area. The proposed project, 
however, provides for the trail alignment through the site and for the 
connecting· alignment up-coast to be constructed consistent with the future 
approved route. The Commission notes that the trail route has been reviewed 
and accepted by County Planning staff, Parks and Recreation staff, the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors. 

ACCESS PROVISIONS ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE 
ACCESS AND RECREATION POLICIES OF THE COASTAL ACT 

A primary goal of the Coastal Act is to preserve and enhance access 
opportunities for the public to and along the California. coast. In order to 
implement this goal. the statute provides several access and recreation 
policies. which are relevant to this proj~ct. 
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Coastal Act Section 30210. 

·1n carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the 
.California Constitution. maximum access, which shall be conspicuously 
posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the 
~eople consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect pu lie 
rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from 
·overuse. 

Coastal Act Section 30211. 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to 
sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, includin 
but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to 
first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

'aastal Act Section 30212<a>. 

<a> Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline a 
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except 

(1) it is inconsistent with public.safety, military security ne 
or the protection of fragile coastal resources, 

(2) adequate access exists nearby, or, 

(3) agriculture would be adversely affected. Dedicated accessw 
shall not be required to be opened to public use until a public 
agency or private association agrees to accept responsibility fo 
maintenance and liability of the accessway. 

Coastal Act Section 30213. 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouragedt and 9 where feasible, provided. Developments providing pu 
recreational opportunities are preferred. 

The commission sha11 not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be ixed. 
at an amount certain far any privately owned and operated hotel, motel, or 
other similar visitor-serving facility located on either public or pr· ate 
lands; or (2) establish or approve any method for the identification f 
low or moderate income persons for the purpose of determining eligibi ity 
for overnight room rentals in any such facilities. 

Coastal Act Section 30220. 

Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that 
cannot readily be provided at inland water area~ shall be protected f r 
such uses. 



• 

• 
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Coastal Act Section 30221. 

Oceanfront land suitable for recreat.iona1 use shall be protected for 
recreational use and development unless present and forseeable future 
demand for public or commercial recreational activities that could be 
accomodated on the property is already adequately provided for in the area. 

Coastal ~ct Section 30223. 

Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be 
reserved for such uses. where feasible. 

The proposed project is consistent with the foregoing policies because of the 
substantial commitment made to public use by the applicant's access component 
as previously indicated. The proposed project offers a comprehensive acce~s 
program which wi11 provide trail access through ±he length of the site. 
vertical access to the shoreline, dedication of the entire snoreline ·to the 
public and critical support facilities --parking~ signs, bike racks, etc .• in 
addition to the recreation/access opportunities provided by the golf courses. 
These access improvements ~ill be constructed. operated and maintained by the 
applicant. Finally, all access facilities will be completed and open for 
public use at the same time the golf course opens. The public will be able to 
use the access anytime the golf course is open, which is anticipated to be 
±360 days out of the year. The proposed program maximizes the access 
opportunities on this site by ensuring that the public will be able to reach 
the beaches and surfing areas and view the entire shoreline from the trails 
and vista points. 

The proposal is also consistent with the portion of PRC 30210 which requires 
that access be safe and that natural areas shall be protect~d from over-use. 
As proposed, the access component provides for a 15 space parking area 
adjacent to the clubhouse and bike racks and horse tie-ups. These 
improvements are necessary because the only available existing parking is 
located on the shoulder of Highway 101. Caltrans has indicated that .this 
practice is not only illegal but dangerous. Although only a few cars park 
along the Highway currently, once the access on this site is opened, an · 
increase in beachgoers can be expected and parking difficulties exacerbated. 
In order to avoid this potential problem and safely accommodate beachgoers, 
the parking area on site is an important component of the access program. 

The site also contains a natural area which requires protection from ~ 
over-use. Near the west end of the sites• shoreline there is a small beach 
used as a haul-out and rookery by harbor· seals; Access to this area will be 
restricted and interpretive signs placed at appropriate points to advise the 
public of the nature of the habitat. The access facilities will also be 
supervised by the applicant to ensure that the seals are not disturbed. Under 
the Restricted Access Implementation Plan, if the National Marine Fisheries 
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Service and/or the Department of Fish and Game determines that the harbor 
seals are being detrimentally affected by users of the vertical accessways. 
the applicant may seek an emergency coastal development permit from the 
Commission to further regulate the use of the vertical accessways to avoid 
jeopardizing the harbor seal. As proposed, however, the Commission is not 
bound to issue an emergency permit and follow-up permits but,_depending on e 
situation could require a regular coastal permit. In either event. such a 
request would require a further public hearing·to address appropriate measu s 
to regulate impacts to the haulout area, and would have to be consistent wi 
the County's certified LCP, the Coastal Act, and Federal Marine Mammal 
Protection Act. 

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the proposed access program compli 
with the relevant access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act and the 
LCP. Furthermore, because of the scope of the access improvements coupled Jl, 

with the extensive measures tak.en to protect environmentally sensitive i! 

habitats on the site, the project is also consistent with LUP policy 8-2 whi h 
permits non-agricultural development of land designated for agriculture if e 
conversion supports a coastal priority use. In this case, two Coastal Act 
priority uses are supported, substantial access opportunities and, as detail d 
in the Finding on Environmentally Sensitive Habitats. significant habitat 
protection. 

G. DEVELOPMENT 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The existing oil and gas facility has historically obtained potable water f m 
two sources-- the Goleta Water District·and the Dos Pueblos Ranch. The 

.. proposed· golf course and turf farm wi 11 require ±221 acre feet of water for 
irrigation per year and ±5 acre feet of potable water to serve the Clubhous 
needs. (An acre foot is equivalent to 326,000 gallons of water.) As there ·s 
no on-site water. the applicant plans to purchase reclaimed water from the 
Goleta water District to serve the irrigation needs of the project. This 
water will be delivered via a new eight inch line to be constructed between 
the Sandpiper Golf Course and the site, a distance of± one mile. Potable 
.water will also be supplied by the Goleta Water District. As of this date, 
~he applicant has no binding commitment from the water district, but is 
confident that the necessary water will be obtained . 

. 2. LCP SUBSTANTIVE REQUIREMENTS 

The Certified LCP includes the following policies relevant to the proposal 
.extend a waterline to the site: 

Coastal Act Section 3024l(a)_: 

The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in 
agricultural production to assure the protection of the areas agricultu 
economy, and conflicts shall be minimized between agricultural and urba 
land uses through all of the following: 

r 

~ 
I 

• 

• 
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The project is also conditioned to be consistent with LUP policy 2-6. This 
.policy requires that before a coastal permit will be issued to allow 
construction, the applicant must demonstrate that all required public or 
private utility services are available and adequate to serve the needs of the 
project. The County has conditioned their permit to this effect and will not 
issue the coastal permit until adequate services are demonstrated. 

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent 
with the relevant development policies which require the preservation of 
stable urban boundaries and ensure that any new development will have adequate 
utility services. I 

H. ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE HABITATS 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The golf course site has been di~turbed by oil and gas production over the 
years. but does include a variety of environmentally sensitive habitats 
(ESH). Two areas of riparian habitat are found on the site in Tomate Canyon 
and Eagle Canyon. Both of these canyons are designated ESH in the County 
LCP. Tomate Canyon is located in the western portion of the site and contains 
an 1 ntermi ttent stream and associ a ted ri pari.an vegetaton. Eagle Canyon 1 i es 
along the eastern boundary of the site and contains a blue line stream-
Eagle Canyon Creek-- and associated riparian habitat. A vernal pond is 
located in the south-eastern part of the property midway between the railroad 
tracks and the edge of the coastal bluff. The site also includes small, 
scattered patches of native bunch grass. ·Native grasslands are considered to 
be environmentally sensitive in this area because they are becoming 
increasingly rare. 

The site also contains an environmentally sensitive marine habitat. A well 
established harbor seal haul-out and rookery <pupping area/nursery) is located 
on the beach, at the base of the steep bluffs on the west end of the site. 
This habitat qualifies as ESH ·because harbor seals have been designated as a 
*'protected species .. under the Federal Marine Mammal Act. 

2. LCP AND COASTAL ACT SUBSTANTIVE REQUIREMENTS 

The standard of review for this project is conformance with both the policies 
and ordinances of the Certified Local Coastal Plan and the public access and 
recreation policies of the Coastal Act. For the reasons discussed in the 
following paragraphs, the Commission finds that the project, as conditioned by 
the County and subsequently amended by the applicant is consistent with both 
the County LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal 
Act. 
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(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural area 
including, where necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize 
conflicts between agricultural and urban land uses. 

·poLICY 2-6: Prior to the issuance of a development permit, the Coun 
shall make the finding, based on information provided b 
environmental documents, staff analysis, and the applic t, 
that adequate public or private services and resources 
(i.e., water, sewer, roads, etc.) are available to serv 
the proposed development. The applicant shall 'assume 
responsibility for costs incurred in service extensions 
improvements that are required as a result of the propo 
project. Lack of available public or private services 
resources sha 11 be grounds for deni a 1 of the project or I 

reduction in the density otherwise indicated in the lan 
use plan. 

lhe first policy, PRC 3024l(a), is directed at maintaining a stable urban 
1 

boundary by limiting the extension of urban services into·rural areas. A 
stable urban boundary is critical to the achievement of two important goal of 
the Coastal Act; 1) the avoidance of urban ·sprawl by the concentration of 
development in urban areas, and 2) the protection of agricultural areas by 
prohibiting the extension of urban services thus reducing the pressure to 
~onvert to urban uses. · 

LUP Policy 2-6 is more project specific in scope and is directed to simply 
ensure that any given development will have adequate public or private uti ity 
services to support it (water, sewer, etc.). 

THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS 
CONSISTENT WITH LCP REQUIREMENTS 

Although the project requires the extension of an eight inch water line ±2 
feet beyond the urban boundary, it is not inconsistent with PRC 30241(a) 
because it·will not destabilize the existing boundary. The proposed line s 
sized only to serve the project and will carry only reclaimed water. 
Rec~aimed water cannot be used to serve most types of urban development 
because it is not potable and is only suitable for irrigation. In this c 
~he water will be used to irrigate the golf course, turf farm and on-site 
small nursery. Reclaimed water could, as is the case in other areas, be 
to irrigate agricultural crops, thus the extension of this particular "ur n 
service". a reclaimed water line does not place pressure on agricultural 
lands, like those adjacent to the golf course site, to develop with more 
intensive land uses. In addition, the reclaimed water line could not be 
converted to carry potable water because that would violate the County pe 
and is not allowed by the water district. The proposed line extension is 
therefore consistent with the policy direction of PRC 3024l(a) to preserv 
stable urban boundaries. 

• 
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The Santa Barbara County lCP includes numerous policies relevant to the 
protection of Environmentally Sensitive Habitats. Due to the number and 
length of the ESH policies. t~ey are attached as Exhibit B. 

Rinarian Areas 

The ESH policies relevant to the protection of riparian habitat are PRC 30231, 
30240, 2-11, 9-1, 9-9, 9-37. 9-38, 9-40, 9-41 and 9-42. The site contains two 
riparian areas -- Tomate Canyon. an intermittent drainage area, and Eagle 
Canyon Creek which is defined ·as a major stream in the certified LCP. The 
proposed project as conditioned by iR2 Couaty i& conststent with the 
applicable policies because adequate buffers from the stream corridors are 
included in the project and the limited uses (public trails and drainage 
culverts) permitted within these corridors are consistent with LUP policy 
9-38. The County has also required the preparation and implementation on an 
Integrated Pest Management Plan to ensure compliance with LUP policies which 
require that run-off from the proposed development and mosquito abatement 
practices will not degrade habitat values. Finally. all site grading near the 
stream corridors must be done using non-mechanical equipment and shall avoid 
disruption of the habitat. If any habitat is disturbed, the affected areas 
must be immediately replanted. A more detailed account of the mitigation 
measures required by the County are found on pages 30-37 of the County staff 
r-eport for this project. 

Wetlands 

The site contains a vernal pool in the south-eastern corner of the site. 
Vernal pools are identified 1n the Certified LCP as wetlands and thus any 
development near them must observe the requirements of the LCP relevant to 
this habitat type. 

The applicable LUP policies require that all development avoid vernal pools, 
that a 100' buffer area around the habitat be provided and that grass cutting 
shall be avoided in and immediately adjacent to theses pools. These policies 
are specifically directed to the protection of vernal pools and are in 
addition to the more general policies which limit uses within habitat areas 
and prohibit run-off which could degrade environmentally sensitive natural 
features. 

The project does not propose any development within the vernal pool and 
provides for a 100' buffer consistent with LUP policy 9-9. A cart path will, 
however. be located within the buffer as will a split-rail fence to discourage 
golfers from entering the habitat. These minimal uses are allowed by the 
terms of policy 9-9 which perm1ts ..strw:t.ure..s Df a minoc- nature and tho.se 
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·needed to protect habitat values. The County has conditioned their permit 
limit grass cutting in the.vernal pond and buffer area. An integrated pest 
management plan is also required to ensure that run-off will not degrade the 
~wetland. Finally. the project is consistent with LUP Policy 9-13 because 
-neither v~hictilar or pedestrian access to the vernal pool will be allowed. 

Native Grasslands 

The site includes many small patches of native bunch grass. These patches a 
scattered throughout the entire site. According to a biological evaluation 
prepared for the project. the golf course development will displace several 
·hundred square feet of native grassland. This vegetative community· is 
~onsidered to be an environmentally sensitive habitat according to the LCP 
·because it is becoming increasingly rare in Santa Barbara County. 

LUP policy 9-18 requires that new development shall be sited and designed to 
protect native grassland~. Although the project has been designed to avoid 
-most of the native grassland, it will result in the loss of several hundred 
square feet of this habitat. Mitigation measures, however, require the 
restoration of a significantly greater area of the site to native grassland. 
The net result is that development of the project will result in a substanti 1 
enlargement of this habitat on the site and thus is consistent with LUP poli 
9-18. 

SEAL HAUL-OUT AND ROOKERY 

A harbor seal haul-out and rookery is located on a narrow beach below the 
steep bluffs near the west end of the site. This well established hab1tat i 
used by the seals year round as a haul-out (resting) area. During the late 
winter and spring, the beach provides a sheltered location for mating, puppi g 
and pup care. Harbor seals are a protected species under the terms of the 
Federal Marine Mammal Act and their terrestial habitat is considered 
environmentally sensitive. The Marine Mammal Act prohibits any activities 
which kill or harass protected species such as the harbor seal. 

The Certified LUP includes two policies directed to the protection of these 
animals and the;r habitat. ~olicy 9-24 indicates that recreational activity 
near haul-outs must b~ monitored to avoid disruption of the habitat by human 
activities. LUP Policy 9-25 requires that rookeries must not be disturbed b 
any type of development during the breeding season. 

The proposed project is consistent with these policies because recreational 
activities will be well separated from the habitat and a monitoring program 
will be implemented concurrently with the opening of the golf course to ens e 
that the haul-out will not be disturbed by golfers or beach visitors. The 
golf course has been designed to ensure that golfers will not be visible to 
the seals and the incidence of errant golf balls landing on the beach is 
limited. Likewise, the proposed access trail closest to the habitat is rout d 
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~to avoid disruption and will be closed altogether during the pupping and 
breeding season (February 1 to May 31). An interpretive signing program is 
also proposed to advise all visitors of this habitat and its requirements. 
Finally, no grading within 300' of the bluff edge will be permitted during the 
breeding season. 

ln conclusion. the project as conditioned by the County and subsequently 
amended by the applicant is consistent with the numerous, stringent provisions 
in the LCP directed to protecting the various environmentally sensitive 
habitats found on this site. · 

PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH 
THE PUBLIC ACCESS POLICIES 

OF THE COASTAL ACT 

The Coastal Act includes the following three policies relevant to the habitat 
preservation aspect of this project: 

Section 30001.5(c) 

The Legislature further finds and declares that the basic goals of the 
state for the coastal ione are to: 

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

Section 30210. 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the 
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously 
posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the 
people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public 
rights. rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from 
overuse. 

Section 30212(a). 

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and · ~ 
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: 

(1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, 
or the protection of fragile coastal resources, 

(2) adequate access exists nearby, or, 
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{3) agriculture would be adversely affected. Dedicated access 
shall not be required to be opened to public use until a public 
agency or private association agrees to accept responsibility fo 

1 maintenance and liability of the accessway. ~ 

·The thrust of these policies is to maximize public access to and along th 
California coast in a manner which ensures that natural resource areas, 1 
the harbor seal haul-out/rook~ry, will not be overused or otherwise adver 
affected. The proposed access program strikes this balance by siting the 
trails to adequately separate beach visitors from the seals, signing and 
~supervising the trails to alert visitors to the needs of the habitat and 
·limiting access during the critical mating/pupping period. The proposed 
program is therefore consistent with Coastal Act policies to provide acce 
while respecting habitats. 

I. LCP/CEOA 

The proposed project site lies within the County of Santa Barbara. ·The 
Commission has certified a Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa 
Barbara (Land Use Plan and Implementation Ordinances) which contain polic s 
for the Gaviota Planning Area. As conditioned by both the County and the· 
Coastal Commission and amended by the applicant, the proposed development is 
consistent with the applicable policies of the County's certified Local 
Coastal Program and the Coastal Act, includin·g those regarding the · 
·pres.ervati on of agri cu 1 tura 1 lands and pub 1 i c access faci 1 i ties. 

The Coastal Commission 1 s permit process has been designated as the functi nal 
equivalent of CEQA. CEQA requires the consideration of less environmenta ly 
damaging alternatives and mitigation measures to lessen significant 1 

environmental impacts to a level of insignificance. This project was the 
subject of an environmental impact report at the· County level. The EIR 
·provided a thorough discussion of alternatives to the proposed project 
·including a no.project alternative, a reduced project alternative, and 
alternative project locations <Naples site and Patterson site). (See Cou 
Revised Finding_s for Project Approval) In addition. the Commission .has 
·considered an on-site agricultural alternative which would convert the p 
·site to an agricultural use. However~ as previously stated, agricultural 
of the site is presently not possible because the lot and development 
uncertainties inherent in the site could result in lots that are too smal to 
be farmed and the site has no commercial agricultural irrigation water su ply. 

Based on the information submitted, the Commission finds that there is no 
alternative available that will further reduce any adverse environmental 
1mpacts created by the project. Further, there are no negative impacts c used 
~by the project which have not been adequately mit1gated. The County impo ed 
79 conditions in its approval of a Conditional Use Permit for the golf co e 
project. As amended by the applicant and further conditioned by-the 
Commission, the proposed development is therefore consistent with the 
provisions of CEQA, the certified LCP and the access and recreation polic es 
of the Coastal Act. 

l£79P 
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County of Santa Barbara 1: 

RESOURCE ~::~=~~T DEPAATMEN~_ 
Phil Overeynder, Assistant Director 9/1 , Cf:3 

NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION ON A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

This is to inform you that a Conditional Use Permit has been issued for the 
project described below. This is an appealable development as defined under 
Section 30603 (a) of the Coastal Act and Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning 
Ordinance (Article II, Section 35-182.4, therefore the County's action on the 
·conditional Use Permit may·be appealed to the Coa~tal Commission. 

EXHIBIT NO._ # 9!: 

APf~lJ.~ NO. 
Arco ADQeaJ. 

APPLICANT: 

Sincerely, 
JOHN PATTON, Director 

B~-~-
STEVE GOGGIA, Planner 
Development Review 

R.W. Hollis, Jr. ARCO Oil and Gas Company. 

PROJECT ADDRESS: Rout~ 1, BOX 275, Goleta, CA 93117 

CASE NUMBER: 91-CP-085. 

APN: 079-180-05,-16,-lS: 079-200-04,-08 

DAiE OF BOARD OF SU~ERVISOR' S ACTION:. August 17, 1993 . 
PROJECT·DESCRIPTIOH: Approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow for the 
development of a public day-fee 18-hole ulinks• style golf course, nine-hole 
par three golf course, driving range, putting green, clubhouse, cart baTn, 

? maintenance building, and accessory uses/structures. Irrigation water is to 
• be provided through the extension .of a reclaimed water line to the site. The 

existing oil and gas production facilities currently located on the site waul 
·be abandoned. · · · 

Barbara County Board of Supervisors,· dated August 17, 
. project description and conditions of approval. 

123 E. Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101-2058 
PHONE {805) 568--2000 FAX (805) 568-2030 

• 
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SUMMARY OF ACTIONS: On August 17, 1993, the Santa Barbara County Board of 
Supervisors took the following actions: 

Adopted the CEQA findings and the Statement of Overriding Consideration, 
dated August 17, 1993; and 

Adopted findings for.approva1 of the Conditional Use Permit pursuant to 
Se~ion 35-172.8 of Article II and the findings for denial of the 
Surfrider Foundation appeal: and 

Adopted monitoring program; and 

Denied the appeal and upheld the action of the Planning Commission 
subject to the Planning Commission approved the Conditional Use Permit 
dated May 26, 1993, with an amendment to condition #8 as presented in 
C£QA addendum dated August 17, 1993. · 

. 
s:p\ 1at\lcptl8S.IFA 
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Board of Sapemso · 
August 17, 1993 1
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SANTA llAR:BARA COUNTY CONDmONAL USE PERMIT !I 

I ARTICLE n, CHAP'I'ER 35 
( 

· CASE NO. 91-CP .. OSS 

· ·L .A Conditirmal Use Permit is Hereby Granted: 

.) 

'TO: ARCO on and Gas Company . 

APN: 079-180-05, -1~; -18 and 079-200-04, -08 

ZONE: AG-n ... iao 

.AREA/DISTRICT: .Gaviota/lbird 

FOR: The dc:velopmcnt of a public day-fee 18-hole "links" style golf course, nine . ole par· 
three golf come, drl:ving range, putting green, clubhouse, cari bam, • • ance 
building. 8lld accessory· uses/structures a.i'ld c:xtem.ion of a reclaimed wat ' tme o~ 
and off site. In addition, oil and gas production facilities cunently loca on the 
site would be abandoned. • 

hrigation water sball be provided through the private extension o~ 
Samtary District/Goleta Water.Distrl~ reclaimc4 water line_to the site.. 

n. This Conditional Usc Permit approval [91-CP-85] is based upon ~d limited to 

---

with the project description, Planning Commission Exhibit A. (the site p marked " 
reclaimed option) dated May 26 1993, and con~tions of approval set forth b • .Puly 
deviations from the projeCt description or the conditiom must be reviewed and approved 
·by the Director of the Resource Management Department for conformity with • appro~ 
Deviations~ the project description or conditions of approval mar require am ification 
to 91-CP-85 and further environmental review. 

1. The project description is as foDows: 

production facility which would be entirely aban ne Wl 

the Golf Links Project. WeDs ~d facilities abandom:Dent would inYo 
following components: pluggjng··and abandonment of wells other than . . . 

SANI"A BAJlBA1tA COUNTY BOAJtD OP SU'P!!JtVISORS 
91-a..QIS AS R.EPI!ltBNC'f!I tN 'THB BO*&D OP sur.I!R.VlSOU AcrtON t...e'l'r:e:l. POR 
"''HB NEEIDorO OP AJJGtJSr 17.1993 
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disposal weDs; cleaning of hydrocarbons from oil and gas pipelines; cleaning of 
main gathering lines; removal of liquids from separators; emptying wash tank, oil 
tanks, and wastewater tanks; removal and disposal of tanks, vessels, pipelines, 
and equipment; purging of gas from pipelines between the tank farm and the 
sales gas compressor; removal and disposal of vessels and equipment in the sales 
gas compressor, gas chiller/knockout, and sulfacheck areas; removal and disposal 
of all above ground pipelines and supports; removal of the Southern California 
Gas Company's metering facilities; and removal of buried pipelines only as 
necessary to allow golf course grading and construction (additional detail is 
provided in Appendix 3.0 of 92-EIR-16). 

The links component of the project, comprised of 18 holes, encompasses 72.4 
acres of the 202-acre project site and is designed as a sea-side course which is 
reminiscent of the classic course design of the 1930's. The course routing has 
been planned based upon the topography and shape of the land; environmental 
sensitivities; the fact that the course is to be operated as a public daily. fee 
facility; and the architect's preferred style. 

The lS.hole course would have an earthtone concrete cart path servicing the 
entire course. Six-inch, stand-up, concrete curbing would extend a short distance 
around all tees, greens and other locations for maintenance and safety. An 
existing service road located south of the railroad right-of-way would, along with 
the cart path system and turf su~ces, provide maintenance vehicles access to 
the entire propercy. Six short bridges are proposed throughout the course on the 
cart paths. 

ln addition to the 18·hole public daily fee links, the project also includes a par· 
three course located on the eastern edge of the property. This course consists 
of nine holes, measuring 150-yard.s or less. The _par-three course is designed to 
complement the 18-hole course by allowing golfers the opportunity to sharpen 
their "short game". It is designed to be walked and no electric golf carts would 
be allowed This component of the project would occupy approximately 8. 7 
acres of the project site. The golf links and par-three course together would 
occupy approximately 54 percent of the site. 

The clubhouse, cart bam, maintenance area and parking lot would occupy 
_ approximately 7 acres. These facilities would be located on the present site of 
.ARCO's production offices, warehouse and storage yards. 

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

~'BARBARA C01JNTY BOARD OF S'UPBRVISORS 
~AS REPBRl!NCBD lN 'I1m BOARD OP SUPBB.VISORS AcnON I..EI'I'ER. FOR 
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PAGE2 



• 



I .- .. 

e 

. Given the golf links routing, golfers would not return to the clubhouse until their 
·round is completed. Therefore, a half-way house between the ninth and tenth 
holes is proposed. The half-way house would include a 700-square-foot snack 
bar, restroom facility and starters station. Along with the half-way house, 
another restroom and three additional shelters would be located on the golf links 
~to.:provide comfort and protection from the elements. 

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

A driving range, putting green and turf farm axe also proposed. The driving 
range is proposed to be located west of the clubhouse. The putting green is 
proposed to be located between the driving range, the first hole's tee, and the 
clubhouse. To support the turf needs of the golf links and par .. three course, a 
turf farm of approximately one-half acre would be located near the northwestern 
comer of the site. 

"The routing of the golf links course requires crossing of the Southern Pacific 
Railroad right-of-way three times. The crossings would be accommodated by the 
existing wooden bridge, located immediately south of the existing ARCO 
facilities, and the ·creation of two new tunnel crossings. The tunnel crossings 
would be finished with gunite or textured plaster to aesthetically conform to the 
architectural and golf course character of the 1930s. The tunnels would be 
approximately 100 feet in length with a height to ceiling of 10 feet. 

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

.The course is anticipated to operate from 350 to 360 days per year. An 
·estimated 50,000 to 60,000 rounds of golf per year would be played on the 18-
hole course and 20,000 rounds would be played on the nine-hole course. Hours 
of operation would be from dawn to dusk for the course. Restaurant service 
would close one-half hour after dusk. A maximum of two professional and/or 
amateur events which would draw galleries would be held at the site per year. 
The project applicant estimates that 32 full-time equivalent employees would be 
required for golf course operation. This would result in a net increase of 17 new 
employees at the site. 

.SANTA BARBARA (X)lJNI'Y BOARD OF SUPBilVISORS 
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The project would involve 154,470 cubic yards of cut and 154,470 cubic yards of 
1

1
i1 

fill, to be balanced on-site. Some offsite grading would be required for the 
installation of pipelines and proposed addition of the acceleration and ~~11, 
deceleration lanes. The above cut and fill estimate includes these offsite 
components. Overall, 115 acres of the 202 site would be graded. The maximum 
elevation that would result from grading would occur near hole number seven 
and would involve an increase in elevation of 25 feet (from 50 feet to 75 feet). 
The proposed drainage plan includes a system of storm drains with associated 
energy dissipaters to reduce erosion effects of drainage flows and five desiltation 
basins most of which would be located within the existing drainages of the site. 

Slope stability on the bluffs and barrancas of the project site were a concern in 
the design of the golf links project. Therefore, the applicant has proposed a 
drainage system which would contribute to the control of erosion and enhance 
slope stability. . A conceptual landscape design has also been proposed as part 
of the project that would incorporate deep-rooted, drought tolerant native plants 
on the bluff tops and drainages to provide slope stability. 

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

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

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

The scheduling and time in months for completion of the various construction 
components is presented in Appendix 3.0 of the EIR. The total estimated 
construction schedule for the reclaimed water option is 18 months. Based on the 
applicant's estimate that abandonment of the existing oil and gas operations 
could commence within six months after approval of the Conditional Use Permit, 
project construction (starting with abandonment) could begin in October of 1993 
and be completed by April of 1995. 

taNTA BAltBARA OOtJNrY BOAltD OP SUPERVISORS 
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Implementation of the reclaimed water option would involve extension of the 
proposed 8-inch reclaimed water pipeline from the GSD/GWD Phase II 
extension which would terminate at Hollister Avenue and Las Armas Road, 
where the Phase II expansion to Sandpiper Golf Course leaves Hollister Avenue. 
The pipeline would continue westward within Hollister Avenue until reaching the 
entrance to the Sandpiper Golf Course and the existing public access road to 
ARCO's Ellwood facility. The pipeline would continue westward across the 
Hyatt property within the proposed access road. Should the access road not be 
constructed during the installation of the pipeline, a portion of the eastern half 
of the Hyatt property would have a temporary alternate route. The remainder 
of the Hyatt property would be crossed within the existing road to the boundary 
of the Eagle Canyon Ranch. From this point, the pipeline would tum southwest 
and continue approximately 220 feet within the existing access· road to the 
Ellwood Pier. The lines would then be located on existing oil and gas piperacks 
(within an existing easement) crossing Eagle Canyon Ranch. The existing 
piperacks extend over two drainages including Eagle Canyon and an unnamed 
corridor north of Ellwood Pier. Through both of these areas, the pipelines 
would be positioned by light crane and then welded in place. Once the 
reclaimed water pipeline extension crosses Eagle Canyon Creek, it would enter 
the existing roadway for approximately 300 feet until turning west and climbing 
out of the Canyon. The line would terminate at a proposed four acre-feet, onsite 
storage lake. The last 300 feet of the pipeline would be mostly outside of the 
existing roadway. Where buried within roadways, the pipeline would be located 
approximately two to three feet off the centerline of the pavement . 

A storage lake in the eastern portion of the site is proposed to allow for 
• sufficient water reserve in the case of a temporary interruption of water 

deliveries. The approximately four acre-foot lake would provide reserves for five 
days of average irrigation and 2.5 days of peak irrigation needs. The lake would 
be included. 

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

The grading, development, use, and maintenance of the property, the size, shape, 
. arrangement, and location of structures, parking areas and landscape areas, and 
the protection and preservation of resources shall conform to the project 
description above and the conditions of approval below. The property and any 
portions thereof shall be sold, leased or financed in compliance with this project 
description and the· conditions of approval hereto . 

Compliance with Departmental Letters: 

a. Air Pollution Control District dated March 15, 1992 
b. Building and Development Division, Public Works dated March 26, 1993 
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c. Environmental Health Services dated April 2, 1993 
d Fire Department dated July 21, 1992 
e. Flood Control dated March 17, 1993 
f. Park Department dated March 25, 1993 

3. Prior to Issuance of a Coastal Development Permit for any aspect of the project, 
an Environmental Quality Assurance Program (EQAP) shall be prepared 
according to procedures established by Santa Barbara County RMD, paid for by 
the applicant and submitted for review and approval of RMD. The EQAP shall 
include the following: 1) All conditions and mitigation measures imposed on 
this project and the impacts they are mitigating separated by subject area. 2) 
A plan for coordination and implementation of all measures and the plans and 
programs required therein. 3) A description of all measures the applicant will 
take to assure compliance, including field monitoring, data collection, 
management and coordination of all field personnel and feedback to field 
personnel and affected County agencies including RMD. Contractor feedback 
responsibilities include weekly, monthly and quarterly reports (as specified in 
EQAP) to be prepared throughout grading and construction. These shall include 
status of development, status of conditions, incidents of non-compliance and their 
results and any other pertinent or requested data. 4) A contractor to carry out 
the EQAP shall be selected by RMD in consultation with the applicant. The 
contractor(s) will be under contract and responsible to the County, with all costs 
to be funded by the applicant. The EQAP contractor shall appoint at least one 
on-site Environmental Coordinator (OEC) responsible for overall monitoring, but 
shall employ as many qualified specialists as necessary, as determined by RMD, 
to oversee specific mitigation areas (e.g. archaeologists, biologists). In addition, 
the OEC has the authority and ability to secure compliance with all project 
conditions and to stop work in an emergency. The EQAP shall also provide for 
any appropriate procedures not specified in the conditions of approval to be 
carried out if they are necessary to avoid environmental impacts. 

4. The applicant shall ensure that the project complies with all approved plans and 
all project conditions including those which must be monitored after the project 
is built and occupied. To accomplish this the applicant agrees to: 

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

b. Contact RMD compliance staff at least 2 weeks prior to commencement of 
construction activities to schedule an on-site pre-construction meeting with 
the owner, compliance staff, other agency personnel and with key 
construction personnel. 

c. Pay fees prior to land use clearance as authorized under ordinance and fee 
schedules to cover full costs cf monitoring as !ie.scrib~ above, including costs 
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for RMD to hire and manage outside consultants when deemed necessary 
by Rl\ID staff (e.g. non-compliance situations, special monitoring needed for 
sensitive areas including but not limited to biologists, archaeologists) to 
assess damage and/or ensure compliance. In such cases, the applicant shall 
comply with RMD recommendations to bring the project into compliance. 
·ne decision of the Director of RMD shall be final in the event of a dispute. 

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

.S. (Bl) Riparian/Wetlands. The following measure ensures that features contained 
on the Biological Enhancement Plan are fully implemented and provides for 
replacement of riparian vegetation and riverine wetlands lost as a result of the 
construction of storm drains, desiltation basins, energy dissipaters, retention walls 
and fill. 

a. The applicant shall submit a revegetation plan descnbing in detail the 
methodology used t<J implement the Biological Enhancement Plan to 
mitigate losses of riparian vegetation and wetlands on Drainages 1, 2, 3, 5-
south. The applicant shall also revegetate the banks of all constructed 
desiltation basins (Drainages 1, 3, 5, 6 and Tomate Canyon). The 
revegetation plan shall include the following measures: 

1. The plan shall distinguish between native grassland revegetation, riparian 
revegetation and native tree planting. · 

2. Plant species will be native species, at a density to be determined by the 
RMD approved botanist preparing the plan. Species will be from locally 
obtained plants and seed stock. 

3. A management plan shall be developed and include provisions for 
buffers of dense, screening native vegetation around wetlands and 
riparian areas, measures for preventing competitive displacement of 
native grasslands by .introduced grasses and forbs, an erosion control 
plan, and an exotic plant/weed control plan. The plan shall include a 
detailed maintenance and monitoring plan, measurable performance 
criteria, and a contingency plan to be carried out in the event of high 
plant mortality. 

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

5. Revegetated areas will be fenced during the establishment period, but 
allow free passage of wildlife. 
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6. Grass cutting, disking for fire control or any other removal of native 
species will be prolubited within the biological enhancement areas. 

7. Non-native species will be removed. 

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

b. Construction envelopes shall lie at least 30 feet outside Drainages #4,5,6, 7 
south of the railroad and Tomate Canyon (with the exception of drainage 
facilities). N a construction or construction equipment shall occu~ of 
these construction envelopes. Subsurface structures including septic systems 
and utilities and access ways including roads, driveways and utilities shall not 
be placed in these drainages except on bridges. Envelope boundaries shall 
be staked in the field prior to any ground disturbance. 

c. The energy dissipaters shall be re-designed to allow native revegetation to 
occur by using rock gabions or preformed concrete block revetment systems 
with open cells instead of gunite or grouted rip-rap. 

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

e. A golf ball recovery program shall be developed and implemented consisting 
of retrieval of balls in drainages and on the beach by designated course 
employees. 

Plan Requirements: Prior to project approval, the applicant shall submit a 
detailed Biological Enhancement/Landscape Plan (BELP), prepared by a RMD 
approved biologist, to R'MD for review and approval The applicant shall file a 
performance security bond with the County prior to issuance of: a Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP) to complete restoration, monitor and maintain 

. plantings for a three-year period. An erosion control plan shall be submitted to 
and approved by RMD, Public Works Grading Division and Flood Control prior 
to CDP issuance. Construction envelopes shall be shown on all grading and 
building plans. A note shall be placed on all final plans descnbing the activities 
disallowed in this area. The final design of the energy dissipaters shall be 
incorporated into the final development plans and grading plans. Timing: 
Revegetation work and construction of erosion control devices shall commence 
immediately following the completion of construction activity and be completed 
prior to opening of the golf course for public use. Envelopes shall be staked 
prior to initiation of constructic.n ~tM1:f ... 
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MONITORING. RMI>/EQAP staff shall site inspect for compliance. Maintenance shall be 
eusured through site inspections. During Plan Check the planner shall ensure that all construction 
is to occur within approved envelopes. Staking shall be checked during preconstruction meeti.Dg. 
Site inspections and photo documentation shall occur during all construction phases to ensure 

:building envelopes arc respected. Permit Compliance signature is required for performance 
~security bond release. 

<6. '{B2) Harbor Seal protection. Permanent fencing shall be installed at least 30 
feet north of the bluff edge above the haulout area and no activity shall be 
allowed south of this fencing. Construction activities shall not be allowed within 
300 feet of the bluff edge above the haulout area during the pupping/breeding 
season (February 1 to May 31 ). Plan Requirements: All grading and 
construction plans shall indicate the location of the 30-foot setback fence line, 
the location of the harbor seal breeding area and a note concerning restrictions 
during the harbor seal breeding season. Timing: Construction fencing should 
be in place prior to grading. Grading activities shall be restricted from the 300 
foot bluff area from February 1 to May 31. Permanent fencing shall be installed 
prior to opening of the golf course to public use. · 

MONITORING: RMD/EQAP staff shall inspect site prior to the start of grading activities. 
Monitoring shall be conducted during construction to determine if impacts are occurriDg and to 
recommend additional mitigation if required. Fmal inspection of permanent fencing prior to golf 
course opening. 

7. ,(B2) Harbor Seal protection. Coastal access vertical easements shall be offered 

. 8. 

for dedication to the County from the Coastal Trail to the beach at the mouth 
of Eagle Canyon and to the beach and at the mouth of the canyon just west of . ,. 00 .j 
Tomate Canyon prior to the issuance of the CDP. Plan Requirements: The 1\9 Q ~ •.. ~ 
offer shall be in form and language acceptable to Santa Barbara County. The '~ .... ~ 
specific locatio;n of the easements and the extent, location and design of any ~' 
improvements shall be submitted by the applicant for review and approval by the \ 
.Parks Dept and RMD. 'liming: The easement and requirements of the 
Restricted Access Implementation Plan presented in condition 8 shall be 
submitted for review and approval prior to acceptance by the County. 

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

(B2) Harbor Seal protection. To reduce impacts to the Harbor Seal haul-out 
· area associated with the offer to dedicate vertical coastal access to the beach at 
the mouth of Eagle Canyon and to the beach and at the mouth of the canyon 
just west of Tomate Canyon, a Restricted Access Implementation Plan shall be 
required. Prior to acceptance of the offer to dedicate the vertical access, the 
County, State, or other group acceptable to the County shall enter into an 
agreement to accept responsibility for implementing the restrictions which 
include but are not limited to the following: 
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a. Access to the beach at the vertical coastal access point at Eagle Canyon and 
access eastward along the beach from the vertical coastal access point west 
of Tomate Canyon shall be prohibited during the seal pupping/breeding 
season (February 1 to May 31 ). 

b. Locking gates shall be installed at the vertical access trails to implement any~~ 
restrictions on access to the beach under the Restricted Access\.. · 
Implementation Plan (e.g. at Eagle Canyon during the pupping season). 

c. No dogs shall be allowed on the vertical access nor on the beach. 

d. . Signs shall be posted at the golf course parking lot, at the bridge stairway to 
the coastal access trail, at the terminus of the trail at Eagle Canyon and at 
the vertical access located west of Tomate Canyon and, if possible, on the 
beach bluff east and west of the haul out area detailing the provisions of this 
condition and noting appropriate Marine Mammal Protection regulations. 

e. The restricted access implementation plan shall contain a monitoring 
component (such as an on-site guard) to assure the above restrictions are 
enforced and that the seals are not being harassed. 

f. The restricted access implementation plan shall contain a two year 
monitoring study to determine the effects of providing beach access on the 
seals. The vertical coastal beach access trails· shall be permanently closed if 
it is determined by RMD, Fish and Game, or the National Marine Fisheries 
Service that the program is not effective in protecting the seals as planned, 
or if the agency/entity responsible for implementation of the plan terminates 
their responsibility and no other agency/entity accepts responsibility. 

PLAN REQl1IR.El\'IENTS AND TIMING: Prior to Acceptance of the offer to 
dedicate the vertical access easements to the sandy beach, the restricted access 
implementation plan, detailing the provisions above, shall be approved by RMD, 
Fish and Game, and the National Marine Fisheries Service. 

MONITORING: R1viD shall approve the plan prior to acceptance, and shall 
. inspect the access prior to opening the accessway prior to public use. Limited 
periodic monitoring by RMD of the accessways shall be performed as required. 

9. (B3) Monarch Butterflies. Pipeline construction shall not occur within 50 feet 
of the Monarch autumnal roosting trees located in Eagle Canyon between 
October 1 and January 31. Plan Requirements: The Monarch Butterfly 
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autumnal roosting trees shall be show on the pipeline construction plans. 
Timing: Pipeline construction plans shall be approved by ~ prior to issuance 
of CDP. 

'MONITORING: RMD/EQAP staff shall ensure compliance onsite during construction. 

~.10. .a. (B4) Surface Water. The applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to 
participate in refining the design of the proposed five acre-foot reservoir to 
maximize its wildlife value and allow for minimal human disturbance in· the 
reservoir area. Plan Requirements: Prior to issuance of a CDP, the 
applicant shall submit a revised BELP including this provision for the 
proposed reservoir, prepared by a ~ approved biologist, to ~ for 
review and approval. Prior to issuance of a COP, the applicant shall file a 
performance security bond with the County to complete restoration and 
maintain plantings for a three-year period. Timing: Revegetation work shall 
commence immediately following the completion of construction activity and 
be completed prior to opening of the golf course for public use. 

MONITORING: RMD!EQAP staff shall site inspect for restoration. Maintenance shall be 
ensured through site inspections. Permit Compliance signature is required for performance 
security release. 

b. (from addendum) Pond Turtles. A survey for western pond turtles shall be 
conducted by an ~ approved biologist prior to grading and/or 
construction .occurring in or within 50 feet of Tomate Canyon and Drainage 
5 during the wet season, when standing water may be present in the 
drainages (between November 1, and May 1.) If turtles are found 
construction shall be prohibited within 50 feet of the standing water between 
November 1, and May 1. Plan Requirements and timing: The BELP shall 
include this provision and shall be submitted prior to issuance of the CDP. 

MONITORING: ~/EQAP staff shall site inspect to ensure compliance. 

11. (BS) Trees. The applicant shall replace all trees as shown on the tree inventory 
map (with the exception to tamarisk) as mitigation for impacts to sensitive 
riparian communities, bats and raptors and to facilitate raptor control of rodents 

· through the use of trees as raptor perches. All non-willow trees shall be 
replaced at ratio of 3:1 and all willows shall be replaced at a ratio of 5:1. 
Excavation work within the canopy and/or dripline of ~ows shall be avoided 
to the maximum extent feasible. Where excavation must be performed adjacent 
to willow trees or within southern willow scrub (see Figure 5.1·1) it shall be 
performed with hand tools only. If the use of hand tools is deemed infeasible 
by RMD, excavation work may be authorized by ~ to be completed with 
rubber-tired construction equipment weighing five tons or less. If significant 
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large rocks are present, or if spoil placement will impact surrounding trees, then 1 
a small tracked excavator (i.e., 215 or smaller track hoe) may be used as 
determined by RMD staff. Plan Requirements: A revised BELP including the 
tree replacement, prepared by a RMD .. approved biologist and approved by 
RMD shall be implemented. Prior to issuance of CDP, the applicant shall file 
a performance security bond with the County to complete planting and maintain 
plantings for a three-year period. Construction requirements for work near native 
trees shall be noted on all building and construction plans. Timing: Tree 
planting shall commence immediately following the completion of construction 
activi~ and be completed prior to opening of the golf course. 

MONITORJNG: RMD/EQAP staff shall ensure tree installation and maintenallce through 
periodic site visits. Performance security bond release requires Permit Complian~ sign-off. 

12 (B6) Pesticides. The project shall incorporate an Integrated Pest Management 
(IPM) program, utilizing an ecosystem approach, focusing on selective control of 
pests while maintaining populations of pest predators, parasites and non-pest 
competitors. The lPM program shall include buffer zones adjacent to the vernal 
pool and all drainages in which pesticide application would be prohibited or 
highly restricted The plan shall prohibit the use of rodenticides such as 
diphacinone or other first-generation anticoagulants known to cause secondary 
poisoning effects in predators, and shall require proper and frequent disposal of 
poisoned carcasses. Mosquito abatement shall be conducted using a biological 
control agent (Vectobac-G or. equivalent) specific to mosquito and black fly 
larvae. Conditions limiting the use of pesticides during specific wind conditions 
shall also be contained in the IPM program to limit the potential for aerial drift 
during pesticide application. To minimize the need for pesticides, the IPM 
program should also contain recommendations regarding the installation of bat 
and swallow boxes on the site. Plan Requirements: The applicant shall submit 
a plan for implementation of an IPM program. The plan shall be developed in 
coordination with the University of California Agricultural Cooperative 
Extension. The plan shall include an action level (pest density at which action 
is taken), pesticide (insecticide, fungicide, herbicide, rodenticide) application 
rates (i.e. pounds per acre) and application frequency for all expected pest 
species. The potential fa~ importation of turfgrass pest predators or parasites 

. or application of pathenogenic bacteria (Bacillus thuringiensis strains) shall be 
investigated and included in the plan if feasible. The plan shall be updated 
annually, reviewed by RMD and include a monitoring section. The applicant 
shall submit a written request for RMD review and approval of any changes in 
the IPM program throughout the life of the project. A written approval from 
RMD shall be required prior to implementation of such changes. 'liming: The 
plan shall be submitted to and approved by RMD prior to issuance of CDP. 
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MONlTORlNG: RMD/E.QAP staff shall ensure compliance by conducting periodic site 
. inspections throughout the life of the projed. 

13. (B7) Vernal PooL The following requ~ements apply to the vema! pool 
:designated in Figure 5.1-1 and shall be a component of the BELP and shall be 
'incorporated into the final grading and building plans for the project: 

a. Construction other than that shown on the site· plan, or required to build the 
staircase from the existing bridge to access the Coastal Trail shall be 
.Prohibited within 100 feet of the pool. 

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

c. Grass cutting or disking for fire control shall not be permitted within buffer 
zone established by Measure b. 

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

· Plan Requirements: The above measures shall be noted on all grading and 
construction plans. 'liming: The revised BELP shall be reviewed and approved 
prior to issuance of CDP. 

MONITORING: RMDJEQAP staff shall ensure compliance during construction and prior to 
occupancy through site inspection. 

14. (B8) Sensitive Plants. The applicant shall submit a revised BELP, including a 
component addressing revegetation for the southern tarplant, prepared by a 
RMD approved biologist, to RMD for review and approval. The plan shall 
follow the California Department of Fish and Game Rare Plant Mitigation 

· Guidelines and shall include, but not be limited to the following elements: 

a. Collection of propagules (seeds, cuttings, rootstock); 

b. Growth of propagules in containers in a greenhouse; 

c. Transplanting of propagated plantings to suitable habitats onsite; 
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d. Monitoring and maintenance of transplanted populations; and, 

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

Plan Requirements: Prior to issuance of the CDP, the applicant shall submit the 
revised BELP. Timing: Populations of rare plants grown from collected 
propagnles shaD be established in advance of the removal of natural populations 
from the site. Revegetation work shall commence immediately following the 
completion of construction activity and be completed prior to opening of the golf 
course for public use. 

MONITORING: RMDJEQAP staff shall site inspect for restoration. Maintenance shall be 
ensured through site inspectioas. Permit Compliance signature is required for performance 
security release. 

15. (Tl) Traffic. The applicant shall provide low vegetation (trees and shrubs) 
adjacent to the tee boxes on Holes 1, 3 and 4 to minimize the risk of errant tee 
shots entering the highway and impacting passing motorists. Fencing or netting 
to prevent errant golf balls from entering the highway shall not be permitted. 
Final golf hole routing shall be reviewed and approved by Cal trans for avoidance 
of errant golf ball shots entering the highway. Plan Requirements: Prior to 
Coastal Development Permit (CDP) a landscape plan as part of the Biological 
Enhancement/Landscape Plan showing the vegetation to be planted adjacent to 
holes.l, 3, and 4 shall be submitted by the applicant and reviewed and approved . 
by RMD and hole routing shall be reviewed and approved by Caltrans. Timing: 
Landscaping shall be in place prior to occupancy clearance (OC). 

MONITORING: Prior to Occupancy Clearance, RMD shall visit the site to enSure landscaping 
is in place. 

16. (T2) Trails. The applicant shall dedicate to the County in perpetuity a 24-foot-
wide lateral access area (narrowing to 16 feet over each of the proposed tunnels) 
for the future development and exclusive use of a biking, hiking and equestrian 
trail. The applicant shall dedicate an easement allowing for limited parking (15 
spaces) and access from the parking lot to the trail. The 15 spaces shall be ~.J 

· clearly marked and reserved for public trail users during the hours that the golf 
course parking lot is open to golfing patrons. The applicant shall construct a 
stairway from the existing bridge to the trail and construct the trail east of the 
bridge to the vertical viewing area near Eagle Canyon. The applicant shall 
construct a locked gate east of the vertical viewing area to prevent public access 
to Eagle Canyon until such time that either the Coastal Trail is opened for public 
use through the adjacent property to the east or until the vertical beach access 
and monitoring program is in effect, whichever occurs first. In the event that 
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the Coastal Trail is opened through the adjacent property to the east, and the 
vertical beach access program is not in effect, a locking gate shall be constructed 
·at Eagle Canyon to prevent public access down to the beach. The applicant shall 
rough grade the remainder of the trail. Plan Requirements: Access easement 
and the 15 designated parking spaces shall be indicated on the site plans to be 
:reviewed and approved by RMD and Santa Barbara County Park Department, 
prior to issuances of COP. 

MONITORING: RMD and County Park Department shall visit the site to 
ensure proper designation of lateral access corridor. 

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

'MONITORING: RMD shall verify for receipt prior to CDP. 

18. (T4) Dos Pueblos Canyon Road Interchange. The applicant shall provide fair
share funding to the County of Santa Barbara Public Works Department for 
inclusion in the County Pavement Management System to repair the pavement 
structure of the roadway system between the northbound and southbound ramps 
(including the loop road under the highway overcrossing structure) at the Dos 

• Pueblos Road Interchange. The Public Works Department has determined that 
the projectts contribution (59% based on traffic volumes) to this improvement 
is $19,833.00. Timing: Road improvement contribution shall be made prior to 
CDP. 

MONITORING: RMD shall check for receipt prior to CDP and shall check for improvements 
prior to OC. 

19. (T5) Parking. The applicant shall draft a parking program plan to p;rovide for 
adequate parking at off-site facilities, including the use of shuttle services to and 
from the site, for event days when the on-site parking demand could not be 

· accommodated. The plan shall include offsite designated parking areas with 
scheduled shuttle bus services to and from the course. Plan Requirements and 
Timing: Prior to CDP, the parking program shall be submitted for review and 
approval by RMD._ 

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

• 
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20. {WSl) Water Supply. The applicant shall provide a water-efficient irrigation 
system for the golf courses. Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to Coastal 
Development Permit (COP) the irrigation plan as a component of the Biological 
Enhancement/Landscape Plan shall be submitted to Rl\.ID for review and 
approval The irrigation system shall be installed prior to Occupancy Clearance 
(OC). 

MONITORING: RMD shall review and approve plan prior to CDP and shall inspect system prior 
to oc. 

21. (WS2) Water Supply. The applicant shall plumb toilet fixtures and fire 
suppression systems to accept non-potable water assuming the appropriate 
authorities authorize such use. Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to CDP, 
non-potable lines shall be depicted on building plans subject to RMD review and 
approval Lines shall be installed prior to OC. 

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

22. (WS3) Water Supply. The applicant shall submit to RMD a copy of the can
and-will-serve letter from the GSD/GWD indicating willingness and ability to 
provide reclaimed water to the project site. The letter shall be provided to 
RMD prior to issuance of CDP. 

MONITORING: RMD shaD ensure compliance through review of the can-and-will-serve letter. 

23. (WS5) Water Supply. Indoor water use shall be limited through the following 
measures: 

a. All hot water lines shall be insulated. 

b. Water pressure shall not exceed 50 pounds per square inch (psi). Water 
pressure greater than 50 pounds per square inch shall be reduced to 50 psi 
or less by means of a pressure-reducing valve. · 

c. Recirculating, point-of-use, or on-demand water heaters shall be installed. 

· d. Water efficient dishwashers shall be installed. 

e. Lavatories and drinldng fountains shall be equipped with self-closing valves. 
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Plan 'Requirements and Timing: Prior to CDP, indoor water-conserving 
measures shall be graphically depicted on building and/or grading plans, subject 
.to RMD review and approval. Indoor water-conserving measures shall be 
implemented prior to OC . 

. MONITORING: RMD shall inspect for all requirements prior to OC. 

24. (WQl) Water Quality. The applicant shall submit a final turf management plan 
to RMD for review and approval. The plan shall include information regarding 
irrigation, pest management and fertilization practices. Pest management shall 
be conducted as an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) program which relies on 
·frequent scouting of golf course areas for pests. Chemicals are applied on 
localized areas only when needed. Plan Requirements and Timing: The plan 
shall be submitted and approved by RMD prior to CDP. 

MONITORING: RMD/EQAP staff shall review and approve plan. Periodic inspections shall be 
made at the discretion of RMD through the life of the project to ensure implementation. 

.25. (WQ2) Water Quality. The applicant shall submit the final Biological 
Enhancement/Landscape Plan (BELP) to RMD which follow the parameters 
outlined in the Biological Enhancement Plan showing setbacks and areas of 
undisturbed vegetation to be maintained between drainage features and 
components of the golf course for review and approval. Plan Requirements and 
Timing: The final BELP and design plans shall be approved prior to CDP. 

MONITORING: RMD shall review· and approve plan. Building and grading inspectors shall 
monitor the site during construction to ensure that buffers are maintained. 

26. (WQ3) Water Quality. New and replacement culverts shall meet County 
requirements of 100-year flow capacity. Headwalls, endwalls, wingwalls and 
regraded channels shall also be designed (size and material) to accommodate 
100-year flows and afford adequate stabilization of banks and abutments. Plan 
Requirements and Timing: Final drainage plans shall be submitted to the Public 
Works Department for review and approval prior to CDP. 

MONITORING: Public Works shall approve plan and shall inspect site to ensure proper design 
of drainage facilities. 

27.. (WQ4) Water Quality. The applicant shall develop and implement a 
maintenance (dredging) schedule for removal of accumulated sediments in the 
proposed in-stream desiltation basins. The plan shall include provisions for 
maintenance during construction, immediately after storm events and normal 
periodic maintenance. Plan Requirements and Timing: The schedule shall be 
submitted to RMD and the Public Works Department for review and approval 
prior to COP . 

• 
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MONITORING: RMD/EOAP staff/Public Works shall approve the schedule and shall periodically 
inspect the site during construction, and though the life of the project to ensure that maintenance 
is being conducted according to the approved schedule. 

28. (WQS) Water Quality. A grading plan shan be designed to minimize erosion 
and shall include the following: 

a. Graded areas shall be revegetated within three weeks of final grading 
activities within a given area. Geotextile binding fabrics shall be used if 
necessary to hold slope soils until vegetation is established (also proposed by 
the applicant). 

b. Methods such as silt fencing and hay bales shall be used to reduce siltation 
into adjacent streams during grading and construction activities. Scheduling 
of construction shall be limited to the dry season (May through October) 
unless appropriate erosion control devises are installed (also proposed by the 
applicant). 

c. A 30-foot-wide buffer of undisturbed native vegetation from the top of bank 
and/or slope line as indicated on the Biological Enhancement Plan shall be 
maintained during construction. The edge of this buffer shall be delineated 
by vegetated buffers and/or rustic fencing. 

Plan Requirements and 'liming: The plan shall be submitted for review and 
approved by RMD and Public Works prior to CDP. The ·applicant shall 

- establish fencing -and notify Permit Compliance prior to commencement of 
grading. 

MONITORING: Permit Compliance will photo-document revegetation and ensure compliance 
with plan. GradiDg inspecton shall monitor technical aspects of the grading activities. 

29. (AQl) Air Quality. The applicant shall ensure that all contractor's equipment 
meets the following requirements: 

a. Construction equipment shall be maintained as per manufacturer's 
specifications; 

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

c. The fuel injection timing shall be retarded on diesel-powered equipment by 
two (2) degrees from manufacturer's recommendations. Reformulated diesel 
fuel and high pressure injectors shall be used in all diesel powered 
construction and abandonment equipment; 
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. d. . Gasoline-powered equipment shall be substituted for diesel powered 
·:equipment if feasible. 

Plan Requirements: All requirements shall be listed in contractor and 
subcontractor contracts. A list of equipment to be used on-site and a copy of 
manufacturer's specifications for each shall be provided to the monitor prior to 
the commencement of abandonment/construction. The applicant shall provide 
.quarterly equipment use (hours), fuel use, fuel supplier and mechanics certificate 
to the APCD and RMD to verify requirements. 
Timing: The grading plans, building plans and contracts must have requirements 
listed prior to issuance of a Coastal Development Permit (CDP). 

MONITORING: R1viD shall ensure such measures are on plans and manufacturer's specifications 
have been provided. A monitor shall be provided by the applicant. The name and telephone 
number of the monitor shall be provided to the APCD and RMD prior to the initiation of 
construction activities. 

30. (AQ2) Air Oualitv. Emissions generated by construction activities shall be 
reduced by the following measures: 

.a. The frequency of construction site watering shall be increased when wind 
speeds exceed 15 miles per hour (mph) to reduce PM10 emissions; 

b. Grading and scraping operations shall be suspended when wind speeds 
exceed 20 mph to reduce PM10 emissions; 

c. .An on-site construction speed limit of 15 mph shall be posted to reduce 
PM10 emissions; 

d. Water trucks or sprinkler systems using reclaimed water shall be used, if 
available, during clearing, grading, earth moving, excavation or transportation 
of cut and fill materials to prevent dust from leaving the site and to create 
a crust after each day's activities cease (also proposed by applicant); 

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

f. All trucks transporting fill material to and from the site shall be covered. 

g. Construction/abandonment related vehicle trips shall be scheduled to avoid 
.p~akhours (7:30-8:30 a.m.; 4:30-6:00 p.m.) to reduce peak hour construction 
emissions; 

• 
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Plan Requirements: All requirements shall be shown on grading and building 
plans. A well abandonment mitigation plan shall be developed and include a 
complete description of equipment and procedures used to comply with measure 
30.g. A monitor shall be provided by the applicant. The monitor shall supervise 
the dust control program and order increased watering frequency when 
necessary. The name and telephone number of the monitor shall be provided 
to the APCD and RMD. 

Timing: The grading plans, building plans and contracts must have requirements 
listed prior to issuance of a COP. 

~ONITORING: RMD shall ensure such measures are on all plans. RMD/EQAP staft1Grading 
and Building Division shall inspect the site to ensure compliance. 

31.. (AQ3) Air Oualitv. Project patrons shall be given a financial incentive to 
carpool (ie. reduced green fees). 

Plan Requirements and Timing: The applicant shall provide RMD a written 
letter outlining the incentive program to be implemented upon project operation 
prior to CDP. 

MONITORING: RMD shall review plan and visit site upon operation to ensure 
compHance. 

32. (AQ4) Air Oualitv. Commercial water heaters and space heaters used on the 
• project site shall emit no more than 40 nanograms of NOx per joule heat input, 

consistent with 1991 AQAP Control Measures N·XC-2 and N-XC-3. 

Plan Requirements: Requirements shall be shown on building plans to be 
submitted and approved by RMD. The applicant should provide RMD with 
proof of purchase of specified heaters prior to OC. Timing: Building plans must 
have requirements listed prior to issuance of a Coastal Development Permit. 

MONITORING: Rl\4D shall ensure requirements are on plans. 

33. (Al) Archaeological Resources. A fill program shall be designed so that 
intrusions or recompaction shall be limited to the upper 20 centimeters of 
previously disturbed topsoil. All material used as fill shall be culturally sterile 
and chemically neutral. Placement of the fill over the archaeological sites shall 
be monitored by a .RMD-qualified archaeologist and a Native American 
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-representative. Because site deposits on which fill would be placed would no 
longer be accessible to research, a data collection program shall be conducted. 
The program shall be performed by a Rl\JID-qualified archaeologist, and shall 
include the following: 

a. mapping the location of surface remains within the proposed area of fill; 

b. surface collection of artifacts; 

c. the excavation of a small sample, determined by the RlVID contract 
archaeologist, of the cultural deposit to characterize the nature of the buried 
portions of the sites; 

d. monitoring of excavations by a Native American representative; 

e. analysis of all remains; 

f. submission to RMD of a final report detailing the results of the 
investigatiam; and 

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

Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to CDP, the applicant shall record an 
agreement, subject to RlVID approval, that if significant archaeological resources 
cannot be avoided by fairways greens, tees, bunkers, or other facilities, impacts 
shall be reduced by filling or capping the sites. The data recovery program shall 
be funded by tli~ applicant and performed by a Rl\JID-qualified archaeologist. 
The archaeologist shall submit a final report to the RMD contract archaeologist 
or designee detailing the results of the study prior to the capping of the site. 

MONITORING: RMD/EQAP staff shall approve the program and monitor in field. 

34. ( A2) Archaeological Resources. All earth disturbances inside and within 50 feet 
of an archaeological site area shall be monitored by a Rl\JID-qualified 
archaeologist and a Native American representative pursuant to County 
Archaeological Guidelines. This recommendation includes the monitoring of the 
.proposed pipeline through southern portion of the CA-SBA-2441 site area. An 

.'agreement between the applicant and the archaeologist, consisting of a project 
description and scope of work, shall be reviewed and approved by RMD prior 
to grading. Plan Requirements and Timing: This condition shall be included on 
all grading plans. 

MONITORING: RMD/EQAP staff and the Public Works Department shall approve the program 
and monitor in the field. 
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35. (A3) Archaeological Resources. A Phase III mitigation excavation pursuant to 
County guidelines ·shall be conducted along the buried pipeline route in the CA
SBA-1322 site area, in order to offset the significant impacts to this portion of 
the site that the proposed development of a water pipeline, as planned, would 
cause. A Phase II archaeological testing to evaluate the archaeological deposits 
within the maintenance building locality shall be conducted with subsequent 
Phase lli mitigation excavations required in the event of significant finds. For 
all studies, the volume of the soil excavated and processing techniques shall be 
reviewed and approved by the RMD archaeologist or County designee. Analysis 
of all cultural materials and other items shall be detailed in a final report and 
submitted to the RMD contract archaeologist or County designee prior to 
development of this area of the site. Additionally, all artifacts and records from 
the programs shall be curated at a County-approved curation facility. Since 
Phase ill mitigation work requires a large investment of time and labor, 
sufficient time shall be given by the applicant to perform the study. Should 
unexpected finds such as human burials be discovered, project redesign shall be 
considered to protect the retigious and cultural values of the most.likely Native 
American descendants (identified by the California Naive American Heritage 
Commission) of the site. Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to COP, the 
applicant shall hire a RMD-qualified archaeologist to perform the Phase III 
mitigation program. The program shall be funded by the applicant and shall be 
performed by a RMD-qualified .. archaeologist and monitored by a native 
American representative. Similar plan requirements and timing constraints apply 
if a Phase ll study is to be performed at the maintenance building localities. 

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

36. (A4) Archaeological Resources. At site CA-SBA-76 on the Eagle Canyon 
Ranch, low impact rubber wheeled construction equipment shall be used during 
placement of the pipeline. All ground disturbance inside and within 50 feet of 
an archaeological site area shall be monitored by an RMD-qualified 
archaeologist and a Native American representative pursuant to County 
archaeological guidelines. Should piperack repair or replacemen~ be required 
in the site area, a Phase II archaeological study shall be required, pursuant to 

. County guideline~ in order to evaluate the deposit in the proposed development 
area. All excavation shall be performed by an RMD-qualified archaeologist in 
the presence of a Native American representative. An agreement to perform an 
archaeological investigation (Phase II) between the applicant and the 
archaeologist, consisting of a project description and scope of work, shall be 
reviewed and approved by RMD prior to any grading or removal of the existing 
piperacks. The agreement shall include provisions for Phase ill mitigation data 
recovery in the event of significant finds during the Phase II investigation. Upon 
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completion of the fieldwork, a final report documenting the results of the 
investigation shall be submitted to the RMD archaeologist or County designee. 
All artifacts and records from the program shall be curated at a County-
c:approved curation facility. Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to issuance 
•, of the CDP for grading permit, the applicant shall include a note on a separate 
:informational sheet to be included with grading plans regarding the provision of 
·this condition. The program shall be funded by the applicant. 

'MONITORING: RMD shall approve the program. RMD!EQAP staff shall monitor. 

37. (ASa) Archaeological Resources. The alternate above-ground pipeline route, 
north of CA-SBA-73, shall be the permanent location for placement of the 
pipeline to ensure that all impacts to the site are avoided. Plan Requirements 
. and Timing: The revised pipeline route shall be shown on all pipeline grading 
and construction plans to be reviewed and approved by the Public_ Works 
Department prior to CDP . 

. MONITORING: RMD shall check plans prior to CDP. RMD/EQAP staff shall spot check 
. chtring grading and construction to ensure that CA-SBA-73 is avoided. 

OR 

. Should the above recommended action prove unfeasible and the underground route following the 
future Hyatt- Santa Barbara access road be chosen for pipeline placement, mitigation would 
depend upon the results of final archaeological work conducted prior to the construction of the 
proposed road theref~re the following measure shall be implemented. 

· (A5b) An archaeologist familiar with the proposed ARCO Dos Pueblos ·pipeline 
plans shall consult with the archaeologist conducting the proposed Hyatt access 
road to take into consideration the placement of the buried pipeline in the site 
area. H the proposed pipeline would lie in fill for the proposed access road, then 
no adverse impacts to the site are expected. However, should trenching for the 
pipeline go below the :fill layer, a Phase Ill mitigation excavation for the pipeline 
impacts shall be performed prior to placement of the fill soil. · Plan 
Requirements and Timing: Prior to CDP an RMD-qualified archaeologist for 
the proposed project shall consult with the Hyatt Project archaeologist to 

· determine the significance of the impact to CA-SBA-73 from the reclaimed 
pipeline and shall provide a written letter relating the results to RMD. If the 
Phase ill mitigation program is required, prior to COP, the applicant shall hire " 
an RMD-qualified archaeologist to perform the Phase III mitigatiC?n program. 
The program shall be funded by the applicant and monitored by a Native 
American representative. 
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MONITORING: Prior to CDP RMD shall approve a letter report and a Phase 
ill mitigation program if necessa.xy. RMDJEQAP staff shall also make an onsite 
inspection to ensure that the mitigation is carried out. 

38. ( Al) Aesthetics. The applicant shall submit architectural drawings and site 
plans including details on the size, location and appearance of signage on and off 
the project and exterior lighting fixtures of the project for review and approval 
by BAR prior to Coastal Development Permits. 

39. 

40. 

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

(HM2) Hazardous Materials. The applicant shall submit to EHS a work plan 
for assessment of hazardous waste or other contamination· (i.e., crude oil) on the 
site. The assessment shall target especially those areas of known oil-drilling 
activity, including areas surrounding abandoned wells, sites of former 
aboveground storage tanks, underground piping and suspected sump locations. 
The work plan must include information on sampling locations of soil and 
groundwater constituents to· be sampled, and sampling and analysis techniques 
to be utilized. Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to CDP the work plan 
shall be submitted to EHS. Upon approval of the plan by EHS, the work plan 
and analysis shall be performed. Results shall be submitted to EHS to determine 
if further testing is needed. The site assessment shall be completed to the 
satisfaction of EHS. 

MONiTORING: EHS shall be responsible for approving the work plan and assessment results. 
EHS shall also inspect site prior to OC. 

(HM3) Hazardous Materials. If soil and/or groundwater contamination exists 
onsite, the applicant shall submit a site remediation plan which will include 
timeliness for remediation acceptable to EHS. Soil remediation methods could 
include excavation and onsite treatment, excavation and offsite treatment or 
disposal, or treatment without excavation. Remediation alternatives for cleanup 
of contaminated groundwater could include in-situ treatment, extraction and 
onsite treatment, or extraction and offsite treatment and/or disposal. If site 
remediation is required, it could increase the extent of excavation currently 

·proposed for the project. This could result in secondary archaeological or 
biological impacts if excavation is proposed in areas with sensitive biological or # 

archaeological resources. Therefore, the remediation plan should also be 
approved by R1v1D to ensure that impacts to these resources would be avoided 
or mitigated. Plan Requirements and Timing: The remediation plan shall be 
approved by EHS, RMD prior to CDP. 
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MONrrORING: EHS shall approve the remediation plan and shall ensure that the plan is 
implemented according to the approved schedule. Site inspections shall be made periodically 
.during the remediation effort at the discretion of EHS. 

(HM4) Hazardous Materials. An abandonment plan for the proposed Dos 
-Pueblos Golf Links Project shall be submitted by the applicant and approved by 
RMD Energy Division, EHS, County Fire Department and DOG. The plan shall 
follow the draft Site Abandonment Restoration Guidelines (SARG). Refer to 
Appendix 5.7.3.2 of 92-EIR-16 for The Energy Division's SARG and ARCO's 
Draft Facilities Operation and Abandonment Plan submitted to the County 
October 14, 1991. 

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

42. (Hl\.15) Hazardous Materials. The applicant shall develop a formal 
fertilizer/pesticide storage and application plan to be reviewed and approved by 
the EHS and CACO. This plan shall conform to standards contained in 
Assembly Bill 2185 and the UFC and Building Code where applicable. In 
addition, application of chemicals shall be consistent with instructions on 
container labels and permits for restricted substances shall be obtained from 
CACO. Storage areas for hazardous materials shall be designed with the 
following mandatory components: 

a. A low berm around the interior floor to prevent migration of materials in 
the event of a spill. 

,b. The floor shall be a concrete slab. 

,c. The berm shall be designed to provide 100 percent containment of any 
stored liquids. 

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

Plan Requirements: Prior to CDP, the applicant shall submit storage area plans 
· to RMD and EHS for approval. Storage area specifications shall be depicted on 
all grading and construction plans. Timing: The storage area shall be installed ,., 
prior to occupancy clearance. 

MONITORING: EHS and RMD shall site inspect prior to occupancy clearance. 
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43. (HM:6) Hazardous Materials. The applicant shall develop a Hazardous 
Materials Business Plan (HMBP) as applicable with r~spect to actual stored 
quantities of hazardous materials and regulatory threshold quantities of 
hazardous materials and regulatory threshold quantities. Such plans shall 
conform to the provisions of AB2185/2187. Plan Requirements: Prior to 
occupancy clearance, the applicant shall submit a H:NIBP to EHS for review and 
approval. The plan shall be updated annually and shall include a monitoring 
section. Timing: The components of the H:NIBP shall be implemented prior to 
occupancy clearance. 

MONITORING: EHS shall ensure plan approval and shall site inspect prior to occupancy 
clearance and periodically through the life of the project. 

44. (HM:7) Hazardous Materials. All wells shall be inspected and reviewed by the 
DOG and the RMD Energy Division to determine the adequacy of their 
abandonment. H portions of the casings of the presently existing wells will have 
to be removed during grading, surface cement plugs placed during abandonment 
shall be of a sufficient length that the required length of cement will remain after 
casing removal. If portions of the casings of the presently existing wells will have 
to be removed during grading, DOG must be contacted for possible requirement 
for upgrade of surface plugging. All well casings shall be cut off at least 5 feet 
below the surface of the ground. A steel plate at least as thick as the outer 
casing shall be welded around the circumference of the outer casing at the top 
of the casing, after division approval of the surface plug. DOG must also receive 
and review a site plan showing the locations of all wells in· the project and all 
proposed permanent structures. Recommendations by the DOG and R1vfD 
Energy Division regarding reabandonment procedures and positioning of any 
structures in the vi~ty of the wells shall be incorporated into the final project 
plans. Further requirements regarding reabandonment of wells pursuant to 
Section.3208.1 of the Public Resources Code (PRC) would be made from an 
examination of abandoned well conditions. DOG may order the reabandonment 
of any previously abandoned well if the future construction of any structure over 
or in the proximity of the well could result in a hazard [California. Laws for 
Conservation of Petroleum and Gas, Publication No. PRCOl, November 1991, 
Article 4, Regulation of Operations, Section 3208.1(a)]. Plan Requirements: 

. This measure shall be incorporated into the abandonment plan. timing: The 
abandonment plan shall be submitted and approved by the R1vfD Energy 
Division, EHS, and County Fire Department prior to CDP. 

MONITORING: Abandonment and reabandonments shall be visually inspected 
by RMD Energy Division throughout abandonment procedures. 
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-45. (HM8) Hazardous Materials. If site remediation is required, the remediation 
plans shall include a Site Health and Safety Plan to be followed throughout all 
remediation activities to protect the health of the site workers, the public and/or 
the environment. Excavation areas should be fenced off at sufficient distances 

:to minimize exposure. A dust control program should be included in the site 
, remediation plans requiring frequent wetting of exposed areas, as site 
·:remediation could involve extensive excavations. Offsite transportation of 
· contaminated soil may be necessary for treatment or disposal. Transportation 
times and routes should be prearranged to minimize the potential for accidents 
or public exposure. All transportation of hazardous wastes would be done under 

:proper manifest and restricted to persons with appropriate training and licensing. 
Plan Requirements and Timing: The remediation plan shall be approved by 

"EHS prior to CDP. 

MONITORING: EHS shall approve the remediation plan and shall ensure that the plan is 
implemented according to the approved schedule. Site inspections shall be made periodically 
during the remediation effort at the discretion of EHS . 

. -46. (IiM:9) Hazardous Materials. A geophysical survey shall be performed on the 
area as part of the assessment identified in condition #39. The survey should 

.locate pipelines and mud pits for appropriate abandonment procedures. Plan 
·requirements timing and monitoring would be the same as for measure HM2 . 

47. (Gl) Geology. The preliminary drainage plan for the project shall be finalized 
by a civil engineer and shall be designed to ensure that there would be no 
increase in surface runoff onsite and that surface runoff is conducted in a 
controlled manner to the base of the sea cliffs or appropriate areas within the 
major drainage swales. Specifically, runoff from all impervious surfaces such as 
roofs, pathways and parking areas shall be directed into an engineered drainage 
control system. The final design for proposed energy dissipaters shall consider 
conformity to existing channels, cross-sectional area to accommodate discharge, 
and proper sizing of riprap to avoid scour beneath rocks and accomplish 
dispersion. Plan Requirements and Timing: The final drainage plan which 

·includes a maintenance and inspection program to ensure proper functioning, 
shall be submitted prior to Coastal Development Permit by the applicant to 
RMD, Public Works and the Flood Control District for review and approval. 

·.Drainage plan components shall be installed prior to issuance of Occupancy 
· Qearance (OC). 

MONITORING: RMD, Flood Control and Public Works shall ensure compliance with plan 
requirements prior to CDP and RMD shall ensure installation of drainage control measures prior 
to OC. 

•
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-48.. ( G2) Geology. Undersaturation of soils and subsequent increased slope stability shall be 
majntained through the implementation of the measures listed below. 

a. Deep-rooted, drought-tolerant plant species, as ~lected by a landscaping specialist, shall be 
planted on the site to the extent feaSJ.ole and existing ice plant shall be removed from the cliff 
face and replaced with species with less surface weight. Removal of the ice plant shall not 
occur during the rainy season. 

b. Water percolation and soil moisture measurement devices shall be installed in areas of the 
project site to receive irrigation and water shall be applied at a rate that represents only the 
consumptive use of the plants. 

Plan Requirements: Prior- to CDP, a Biological Enhancement/Landscape Plan (BELP) inciQding 
the above components shall be submitted to RMD for review and approval. nming: The 
applicant shall implement components of the BELP referenced above prior to OC. 

MONITORING: R.MD/EQAP staff shall conduct site visits to ensure installation prior to 
occupancy. 

49. (G3) Geology. A detailed geological and soils engineering study addressing 
structure sites, bridge sites, pathways, access roads and pipeline routes shall be 
prepared to assess surface and subsurface sail conditions (including collapsibility, 
compreSSibility, and expansiveness) and determine the structural design criteria .. 
The stability of the existing piperacks to accommodate new pipelines shall also 
be assessed The study shall be submitted for review and approval by the County 
Public Works Department. (This has already been completed by Rick Hoffman 
and Associates and Pacific Materials Laboratory for the proposed tunnel areas. 

. Recommendations for tunnel construction presented in the existing investigation 
shall also be incorporated into the project design.) Plan Requirements: .Grading 
and construction plans denoting the recommended measures as found in the 
geological and soils engineering study shall be submitted far review and approved 
by RMD prior to Coastal Development Permit (CDP). Timing: Components 
of the grading plan shall be implemented prior to issuance of building permits 
and components of the construction plans shall be implemented prior to issuance 
of occupancy clearance (OC). 

MONITORING: Public Works shall ensure compliance with study requirements prior to COP. 
Grading inspectors shall ensure compliance with measures incorporated into the grading plan and 

· buildi.Dg inspectors shall ensure compliance with the structural design. measures incorporated into 
the building plans prior to OC. 

50. (Fl) Frre. Adequate structural access shall be provided to the proposed site. 
Plan Requirements: Emergency access route shall be submitted by the applicant 
for review and approval by the County Fire Department prior to issuance of 
CDP and shall be installed prior to construction with combustible materials. 
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.-MONri'ORlNG: Access shall be reviewed and approved by RMD and County Fae Department 
prior to construction of combustible materials. The F1re Department and Permit Compliance shaU 
.ensure compJiance through site inspections . 

. 31. (F2) Frre. The applicant shall provide an adequate number of fire hydrants as 
determined by the County Fire Department. Plan Requirements: Prior to 
·coastal Development Permits, the applicant shall meet with the County Fire 
Department to review placement of additional fire hydrants throughout the 
development. Timing: Hydrants shall be installed prior to construction with 
combustible materials. 

MONITORING: The County F'1re Department shall ensure compliance through visitation of the 
site. 

52.. (F3) Fire. Buildings proposed as part of the project shall be equipped with 
automatic. sprinkler systems, as determined by the County Fire Department. 
Plan Requirements: Prior to installation, the applicant shall meet with the 
County Fire Department to review sprinkler system plans. 1iming: - Sprinkler 
systems shall be installed and inspected during construction. 

MONITORING: The County Fire Department shall ensure compliance prior to occupancy. 

S3. ,(Sl) Solid waste. The applicant shall submit a Solid Waste Management Source 
Reduction Plan to RMD and Public Works for review and approval. The plan 
shall include the following components: 

a. Implementation of a curbside recycling program in coordination with 
Marborg Disposal Company to sexve the new development, including 
.Provision of accessible recyclable collection areas where neeqed within the 
·project site with bins for storage of recyclable material; 

b.. The provision of composting facilities for the onsite recycling of all green 
wastes; 

c.. The provision of built-in compartmentalized recyclable material.' collection 
bins within each structure; 

d. A listing of building supply merchandisers that would provide recycled 
materials to be used in construction and description of how these materials 
would be used; 

e. A provision stating that recycled materials would be used in construction 
including a list of such supplies and suppliers. 
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Plan Requirements and 1iming: The applicant shall submit a Solid Waste 
Management Program to RMD and Solid Waste (Public Works) for review and 
approval prior to approval of a CDP. 

MONITORING: RMD and Public Works shall site inspect as necessary. 

54. DELETED. 

55. (ALU1) Agricultural Land Use. During grading of areas of Class II soil (as 
shown in Figure 1 in Appendix A to 92-EIR-16, ARCO letter comment 213), the 
following procedures will be followed: 

Cut Areas 

a. Topsoil to a depth of 24 inches will be removed and stockpiled separ~tely; 

b.. Upon completion of the cut, the underlying subsoil shall be ripped to a 
depth of 18 inches with ripper shanks placed no more than 18 inches apart; 
and 

c. The previously removed tap soil shall be replaced in 12-inch lifts in the same 
area it was removed from and will be ripped to a depth of 18 inches with 
ripper shanks placed no more than 18 inches apart. This soil will not be 
compacted. 

• Fill Areas 

a. Topsoil to a depth of 24 inches will be removed and stockpiled separately; 

b. Upon completion of the top soil removal, the underlying subsoil shall be 
ripped to a depth of 18 inches with ripper shanks placed no more than 18 
inches apart; · 

c. Oean subsoil that was removed from the Class II soil cut areas shall be used 
as fill and shall be placed in 12·inch lifts with no compaction; 

d Once the fill is placed, the top 18 inches shall be ripped with ripper shanks 
placed no more than 18 inches apart; and 

e. The previously removed top soil shall be replaced in the same area it was 
removed from and will be ripped to a depth of 18 inches with ripper shanks 
placed no more than 18 inches apart. · 
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Stockpiled topsoil shall be protected from wind and water erosion. The replaced 
.topsoil shall be revegetated and protected from erosion. The above activities 
shall be monitored for compliance. 

Plan Requirements: Grading plans denoting the recommended measures shall 
be submitted to RMD for review and approval prior to Coastal Development 
Permit (CDP). Timing: Components of the gra~g plan shall be implemented 
·.prior to issuance of building permits. 

Monitoring: Grading inspectors shall ensure compliance with measures in the 
grading plan through periodic site inspection. 

56. (ALU2) Agricultural Land Use. It shall be stipulated in the Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP) that in the event of a permanent closure of the golf links facility, 
agricultural land use shall be given preference on the project site's prime soil. 

.57. Pursuant to the Administrative Guidelines for Housing Impact Assessment for 
Non-Residential Projects, the applicant shall contnbute in ... lieu fees of $35,000.00 
.per housing unit demand over the first unit generated by the project. The 
housing demand is determined based on the number of anticipated employees 
generated by the project. The reclaimed water option will generate 32 
employees. Affordable housing demand is determined by the following formula: 
32 (employees) I 1 (employee density factor)* 0.27 (new-to-the-area proportion 
of total employees based upon "other" use) * 0.37 (low to moderate proportion 
of new-to-the-area employees) /1.4 (workers per household or unit). Therefore, 
using the above formula, the applicant shall contnbute $44,800.00. 'fim.ing: All 
in-Heu fees shall be paid prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit. 
.As an alternative, the applicant shall enter into an agreement with the County 
of Santa Barbara, satisfactory to County Counsel and RMD, agreeing to provide 
for the development of one ( 1) affordable housing unit. The unit may be 
provided through direct provision on the project site or on an alternate site. If 
the appHcant chooses to provide for the development of one affordable housing 
unit, prior to the issuance of the CDP the applicant shall enter into an 
agreement with the County, subject to County Counsel's approval that one unit 
.shall be affordable based on R}.IID's "Model" Agreement to Provide Affordable 
. Housing approved by the Board of Supervisors. The agreement shall contain 
timing by which the unit must be built and monitoring requirements to ensure 
its affordability. Income eligtbility of prospective low or moderate buyer or 
renter shall be determined by the County or its designee. An intent to reside 
statement shall be required of the potential owner or renter of the low or 
moderate-income unit. The maximum sales price or rental rate of the low or 
moderate income unit shall not exceed the maximum levels established by R}.IID, 
consistent with the provisions of the Housing Element. Said low or moderate 
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income unit shall be retained as an affordable unit for a period of 30 years. · 
Provisions for resale controls to implement this condition shall be recorded in the 
agreement between the applicant and the County using the "Model" Deed 
Restriction to Control the Resale of Property approved by the Board of 
Supervisors. 

Monitoring: RMD staff shall ensure that either in-lieu fees have been paid or an 
agreement to supply an affordable unit is in place prior to issuance of the COP. 
If in-lieu is not selected, the agreement mentioned above shall contain additional 
monitoring requirements. 

58. Two performance securities shall be provided by the applicant prior to land use 
clearance, one equal to the value of installation of all items listed in section (a) 
below (labor and materials) and one equal to the value of maintenance and/or 
replacement of the items listed in section (a) for three years of maintenance of 
the items. The amounts shall be agreed to by RMD. Changes to approved 
landscape plans may require a substantial conformity determination or a 
modification ·to the plan. The installation security shall be released upon 
sati.sfactoxy installation of an items in section (a). If plants and irrigation (and/or 
any items listed in section (a) below) have been established and maintained, .· 
RMD may release the maintenance security two years after installation. If such 
maintenance has not occurred, the plants or improvements shall be replaced and · 
the security held for another year. If the applicant fails to either install or 
maintain according to the approved plan, RMD may collect security and 
complete work on property. The installation security shall guarantee 
compliance with the provision below: 

(a) Installation of the Biological Enhancement/Landscape Plan (BELP) 
prior to occupancy clearance. 

MONITORING: RMD shall inspect landscaping and improvements for 
compliance with approved plans prior to authorizing release of both installation 
and maintenance securities. 

59. Landscaping shall be maintained for the life of the project. 

60. Prior to the issuance of the CDP for the can bam in the location shown on the 
Site Plan, a Lot Line Adjustment shall be approved and executed with a Record 
of Survey so that the cart bam is situated entirely within the applicant's property 
(not over the property line). 

61. Golf course use shall occur only during daylight hours and shall terminate by 
dark. Night lighting for night use of the course is prolubited. 
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:62 The clubhouse facilities shall be open to the public. The facilities shall not be 
leased or used for private banquets or receptions not associated with golf play . 
.Food service is intended for golfers during daylight hours only. The grill shall 
· close no later than 1/2 hour after sunset.. · 

:-63. ·The conversion of any portion of this public golf course to private or restricted 
use requires additional discretionary review and approval. 

64. DELETED. 

65. The applicant shall prolubit any additional connections to their private r~claimed 
·water line. 

66. The on-site Antiquated Naples lots shall not be developed with single family 
residences. 

67. No signs of any type are approved with this action unless otherwise specified . 
. All signs require a separate CDP and BAR approval and shall comply with the 
Santa Barbara County Code Chapter 35 (Sign Regulations). 

68. All final conditions of approval (Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors) 
shall be printed in their entirety an appropriate construction or building plans 
submitted to Rl\1D or Building and Development Division of Public Works. For 
any subsequent development on any parcels created by the project, each set of 
plans accompan}i?g a CDP shall contain these conditions. 

69. Prior to CDP issuance, the applicant shall pay all applicable Rl\ID permit 
processing fees in full. 

70. Any change of use in the proposed building ~ shall be subject to full 
environmental analysis and discretionary review by the Plamring Commission. 

71. :.All plans and programs shall be implemented as approved. 

72 Tirls Conditional Use Permit is not valid until a Coastal Development Permit for 
·the development and/or use has been obtained. Failure to obtain said Coastal 
·nevelopment Permit shall render this Conditional Use Permit null and void. It 
is anticipated that two separate Coastal Development Permits will be issued: the 
first for demolition and abandonment of the existing facilities, and the second for 
the construction of the golf links and related improvements. Prior to the 
issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, an of the conditions for each 
separate activity listed in this Conditional Use Permit that are required to be 
satisfied for that activity prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit 
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must be satisfied. Upon issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the 
Conditional Use Permit shall be valid. The effective date of this Permit shall be 
the date of expiration of the appeal period, or if appealed, the date of action by 
the Board of Supervisors. 

73. If the Planning Commission determines at a Noticed Public Hearing, that the 
permittee is not in compliance with any permit conditions, pursuant to the 
provisions of Sec.35-181 of Article II of the Santa Barbara County Code, the 
Planning Commission is empowered, in addition to revoking the permit pursuant 
to said section, to amend, alter, delete, or add conditions to this permit. 

74. Any use authorized by this CP shall immediately cease upon expiration or 
revocation of this CP. Any Coastal Development Permit issued pursuant to this 
CP shall expire upon expiration or revocation of the CP. CP renewals must be 
applied for prior to expiration of the CP. 

75. The applicants acceptance of this permit and/or commencement of construction 
and/or operations under this permit shall be deemed to be acceptance by the 
permittee of an conditions of this permit. 

76. Within 2 years after tbe effective date of this permit, construction and/or the use 
shall commence.. Construction or use cannot commence until a Coastal Develop
ment Permit has been issued. 

· 77. All time limits may be extended by the Planning Commission for good cause 
shown, provided a written request, including a statement of reasons for the time 
limit extension request is filed with the Resource Management Department prior 
to the expiration date. 

78. Developer shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the County or its agents, 
officers and employees from any claim, action or proceeding against the Cc;:»unty 
or its agents, officers or employees, to attach, set aside, void, or annul, in whole 
or in part, the County's approval of the Conditional Use Permit. In the event 
that the County fails promptly to notify the applicant of any such claim, action 
or proceeding, or that the County fails to cooperate fully in the defense of said 

-claim, this condition shall thereafter be of no further force or effect. 

79. In the event that any condition imposing a fee, exaction, dedication or other 
mitigation measure is challenged by the project sponsors in an action filed in a 
conn of law or threatened to be filed therein which action is brought in the time 
period provided for in section 66499.37, this approval shall be suspended pending 
dismissal of such action, the expiration of the limitation period applicable to such 
action, or final resolution of such action. If any condition is invalidated by a 
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• court of law, the entire project shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission 
and no approval shall be issued unless substitute feasible mitigation 
conditions/measures are imposed. 

• 

liiL , ,This permit ·is issued pursuant to the provisions of Sections 35-132.8, 35-172.8, 35-169 
. of the Coastal ZOning Ordinance of the County of Santa Barbara and is subject to the 
,foregoing conditions and limitations; and this permit is further governed by the 
following provisions: 

1. If any of the conditions of the Conditional Use Permit are not complied with, the 
Planning Commission, after written notice to the permittee and a no~ced public 
hearing, may revoke the Conditional Use Permit . 

. 2 A Conditional Use Permit shall become null and void and automatically revoked 
if the use permitted by the Conditional Use Permit is discontinued for more than 
one year. 

:3. All time limits imposed may be extended by the Planning Commission one time 
for good cause shown, provided a written request, including a statement of reasons 
for the time limit extension request is filed with the Resource Management 
Department prior to the expiration date . 

~~~UCJD-~ 
·santa Barbara County Planning Commission 

8}2.3Jc73 
Date 1 l 
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Santa Barbara County 
Air Pollution Control District 

oMan:h 15 • 1993 

Steve Goggia 
'County of Santa Barban 
Resource Management Department 
123 East Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, California 93101 

RE: 91-CP-085 - ARCO Dos Pueblos Golf Links 

Dear Mr .. Gogia: 

Thank you for giving the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) the opportunity to r.c~·iew 
the above referenced project. The APCD recommends that the following comments be 
included as conditions in the Land Use Pernlit: 

a. 'The applicant shall ensure that an contractors' equipment meets the 
·requirements (mitigation measure AQl, 92·EIR-16): 

a. Construction equipment shatl be maintained as per 
manufacturer·s specific.ations; 

b. Catalytic -:onverters shall be instalJt.d or1 all 
ga.~line·powered equipment: 

c. The fuel injection timing shall be retarded on 
die.~l-powered equipment hy two degrr..es from 
manufacturer's recommendations. Reformulated 
diesel fuel and high pressure injectors shall be 
used in all diesel powered corutruction and 
abandonment equipment: 

d. Oasoline·poweted equipment shall be substituted 
for diesel powered equipment ir rea.\ihle. 

·2. Emissions &enerated by construction activities shall be reduced by the 
following measure$ (mitication measure AQ2, 92-EIR·l6). 

a. The frequency of construction site watering shall 
be. increased when wind speeds exceed IS miles 
per hour (mph) to reduce PM10 emissions; 
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b. Grading and scnping o~rations shalt be 
suspended when wind speeds exceed 20 mph to 
reduce PM 10 emissions; 

c. An on-site construction speed limit of 1.5 mph 
shall be posted to reduce PM,u emissions; 

d.. Water trucks or sprinkler systems using reclaimed 
water shall be used, if available, during clearing. 
grading, earth moving, excavation or 
transportation of cut and flll n1a1erials to prevent 
dust from leaving the site and to create a crust 
after each day's activities c.ease; 

e. Excavated material and stockpiled soil shall be 
covered if not to be used for n1orc than 48 hours; 

f. 

I· 

All trucks transporting fill material to and from 
the site shall be covered: 

Construction/abandonment related vehicle trips 
shall be scheduled to avoid peak hours (7:30-8:30 
a.m.;4:30-6:00 p.m.) to reduce peak hour 
construction emissions; 

h. Predicted short-term cxccedances of the State NO, 
.standard shall be mriigated by the electrification 
or dic:scl firc:d engines for well abandon anent. 

3. Project patrons should be given a financial incentive to carpool, i.e. reduced 
green fees (mitigation measure AQ3, 92·EIR·16). lt is important to note that 
Santa Barbara County is in non·attainmcnt for both the State and Federal 
standards for ozone. Emissions or ozone precursors resulting from the 
proposed project add to the long-term air quality problems oC the area and 
impede progress toward attainment. Encouraging golf links patFOns to carpool 
would be a positive way to reduce single occupant vehicle trips to the 1intcs. 

4. Commercial water heaters and space heaters used on the project site should 
emir no more than 40 nanograms o( NO, per joule heat input, consisccnt with 
1991 AQAP Control Measures N-XC·2 and N·XC-3 (mitigation measure AQ4, 
92·EIR-l6). . · 
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s. If contan1inated soil cleanup is required at the project site, ARCO must contact 
the APco·s Engineering Division to determine if an Authority to Construct 

.. pennit will need to be issued by the APCO. 

:o. The applicant is required to complete the attached • Asbestos 
Demolition/Renovation Notification· form. The completed form should be 
n1ailed to the APCD and EPA Region IX no later than the dare specified in 
Section l.B.l of the instructions. 

'If you have any questions or comments. please contact me at 961·8838. 

Since~ly. 

~ dJ'Z!.tl- !Iif.J-or0 
Frances Wilson 
Air Quality Specialist 

Attachment 

cc: R.W. Hollis, Jr.,.ARCO Oil &. -Gas Company. Applicant 
Ken ~iarshall, Interface Planning, Agent 
Gilda Wheeler, Resource Management Oepanment 
Project File 
lAD Chron File 

.......... 
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County of Santa Barbara 
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT 

Notincation for Renov.acion and Demolition 

... 
1structions on Page 4 Ple•:se Re•d Instruct ions before Compl~llnq Thi' Form 

~ct.icn 1. lfot.ificatioa 
"IL TO: 
SBESTOS NOTIFICATION 
PA/NESHAPS Region IX 
5 Hawthorne Street 
an Francisco, CA 94105 
ame of Local Agency also 
otified: 

.APCO Iden 
Proiect Datos: 
Start Date: __ 
Finish Date:_ 

Asbestos Work 0 
Start. Date: __ 
F.inish Date:_ 

tification 

ates1 

Number: 

A.PCO USE 

Date Rec 
Pstmrk 
Checkt 
Amount 
Complete 
NESH.APS 

·-
ON L.~ 

:anta Barbara APCD 
'est Office Box 2120 
:oleta, CA 93119 
'805) ~61-8800 

Renovation 
Demolition 
Emergency 

NOV· issued_ -NOV I 
>A-x'E TODAY: Inspde 
:.JtOJ'ECT JOB: ORIG_REV_C.AN CL_ 

~ees for ~sbestoe Demolition ·and Renovation 
''1•••• ct.eck. Me •114 •~o~li'!IJ.& fC'op•r •.....aC 

~antity of ~sbestos 

Demolition only: 
Less than 260 linear or 160 square feet. 

Demolitions and Renovations: 
Grea~er than 260 linear or 160 square fe 
Less ~han 500 linear or square feet .•••. 
Grea~•r than 500 bu~ less than 1000 .•.•. 
1000 or greater but less than 2500 •.•.•. 
2500 or greater but lass than 5000 •••••• 
SOOO or greeter but less tha~ 10,000 •..• 
10,000 or greater ••.•••••••••••.••.••..• 

Section II. Addrease• 
Removal Contrac~or•s NAme: Company Name: ________________________ __ 
Contact Name: ________________________ _ 
Address: ______________________________ _ 

City:~-----------------------------State/Zip: __________________________ __ 

Phone:._ ____ ~-------------------------

Other 
Compa 
Conta 
Stree 
City: 
State 
Phone 

Fee 

••••••••••••••• $ 15.00 

et but 
••.•••••••••• · •• $300.00 
•••.••.•••..••• $425.00 
.............. . $570.00 
•••.••••••••••• $7 05. 0 0. 
••.•••••••••••• $825.00 
............... . $975.00 

Contrcctor (if applicable 
ny Name: 
ct Name: 
t Ad: 

/Zip: 
: ( l 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

. . 

Owner Name'---------------------------7\ddress: 
Facilitys ______________________ ~---

Street Ad=--------------------~~-
Clty:~~------------~------~--------------------------------City=~---------------------------------State/Zip: __________________________ __ 

Phone:_f_ l 

Section 111. Project Specification• 

State/Zipa ____________________ ~---
Phone: l \ 

Is this an Abatement for a Renovation or a Demolition?, 
Is Asbestos Present? (Yes/No) 
Are Asbestos Containing M4terials (ACM) present? (Yes/No} 
~ of Asbestos=----------------------------------------------------~----

.... . . 

• 

• 



•••• 2 ••.• 
•nt of Asbestos t 

Jt~fth1d1• 
A•~••t•• ~rerta! ~oo hdtcau Va1 c ot ••c co I• •• _. ... 

:eJ."'hc•i lot ••••t•a lAQ( ft~••v~._•a( l•low 
:.u,•rr 1 ADI Nee a ....... To I• c.,.,orr 1 C...ces•c7 11 ::.. c•a•~'t. 11 lQS llo\ ........ .... ~.,·· UNIT 

•• 
bee A.r•• 
. .a• lACK eff l•cllltJ CO.poft•ace 

.. 

;cribe Methods of Removala ______________________________________________ __ 

:tion IV. Procedure• 
lcedure, including Analytical Method, if Appropriate, used to Detect the 
esence of Asbestos Containing Materials: 

!moval Procedures Used to Comply with iO CFR Part 61: _________ _ 

~scription of Work Practices and Enqineerinq Controls to be used to 
t Emissions of Asbestos at the Renovation and/or Demolition Site: 

.• •.-:·:;..i:---~ • - ••• .. .... . . " . :·.· .. . !Ction v. Disposal 
1s~e Transporter tl: Name•-------------------------- Tel.t:.t __ ~----------
j~ress: ________________________________ ~------------------~--~~------------
i..~y•---------------- Statec ______ Zip Coder __ . __ _ 

. 
~~te Transporter 12: Nama'----------------~------- Tel.f:~C __ _.l ________ __ 

:dress=--------------------------------~----------------------~~-------------i.ty: State: ______ Zip Code•-----

lste Disposal Sitet Name: Tel.ta.c __ ~>----------
)Cetion: ______________________________ ~~----------------~~~~~-----------
lty: State: ______ -~~p ~ode: ____ _ 

~ction VI. GoverameDt Order 
f Demolition has been Ordered by'a Government Agency, Identify Agency: 
sme1 ~itle1 · · 

----~----------------------------~thoritya.~~~~~~~~----------------~-----~~--~--~--~--------------lte of Order (MM/DD/YY): Date Ordered to Begin: __________ __ 

~ct1on VII. Emer&enct ReuovatloGa ' . 
ste end Hour of Emergency (MM/00/YY)a 
escription.of the Sudden, Unexpected ~E-v_e_n_t_=-----.~-------------------------

lanation of How the Event Caueed·~n~afe C~ditl~ne or Would Cause 
~uipment Damage or en. Unreasonable Financial~Burdenr ____________________ __ 

. ' 



I 

j; 

II 
h&• l of 1 

:t.ion Vllt. Unexpected ])J.•co•ery of Asbe•toa 'l 

scription of Procedures to be Followed in the Event that Unexpected /1 

bestos is Found or PreV'iously Nonfriable Asbestos Material becomes II 
umbled, Pulverized, or Reduced to Powder=--------------------------------+ 

ctioa IX. ~rained Iudi•idual On-Site 
Certify that an Individual Trained in the Provisions of this Regulation 
'0 CFR Part 61, Subpart M) will be on-Site D~ring the Renovation or 
!molition and Evidence that the Required Training has been Accomplished b 
tis Person will be Available for Inspection durinq Normal Business Hours. 
tequired after 11/21/90): 

Type/Print Name 

(Signature of Owner/Operator) (Date} 

iection X. Statemeut 
[ Certify Xhat all the Above Information is Correct: j 

I 
L 

t 
(Date) I (Signature of Owner/Operator) 

Type/Print Name 

•***INSTRUCTIONS ARE ON PAGE 4•••• 

-..... 

• 

• 



INSTRUCTIONS FOR NOTifiCATiON• 

~ion 'I. Not.iflcatiou 
·A copy of this notification should be sent to the EPA/Neshaps Region 
~X and also the Santa Barbara APCO (for projects onlx being performed 
~n Santa Barbara County). , 

Asbestos notification requirements are as follows: 
.1. Notification of all Renovations and Demolitions ere ~o be~ 
~orking days in advance, unless it is an Emergency Renovation (see 
defini tio~). 
·2. Please state whether the Notification of the Project is an 
,·original, Revision, or a Cancellation, in the space .provided. 
·:..3. Please check appropriate box for fees submittal. Amount submitted 
~should correspond with amount being demolished or renovated. 
4. If a revi:sion to a notification is being submitted, please write 
the assigned APCD Identification Number on the top right-hand corner. 

~tion II. Address•• · 
Please complete all areas that are applicable. If sections ~re the 
same Name and Address (for eg. Owner and Facility), •same• is 
acceptable. 
·contractor• means company employed by facility to complete project. 
•Facility• means name and actual street location of asbestos removal 
project. Facility is any ~nstituti~nal, commercial, or industrial 
structure, .installation, or building (excluding apartment buildings 
having no more than 4 dwelling units). 

tetion III. Projee~ Specifications 
FAM means more than 1 percent asbestos that hand pressure can crumble, 

· pulverize, or reduce to powder when dry. ·If the asbestos conten~ ia 
less that 10 percent as determined by a method other thon point 
counting by Polarized Liqhc Microscopy (PLM), verify the asbestos 

• 
content by point countinq using PLM. : . : 

• For definition of category I and II, please see S61.14~.- definitions. 
' RACM means Regulated Asbestos-Containing Material. Foe a co~plete 

definition, please see S6l.l41 -definitions. 
·Methods of Removal• should include a detailed description of ~he 
removal method or reference appropriate EPA Method. . •• -.- •.•.•• 

ect!on IV. Procedures and Section V. D!apotal 
Please refer to 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart M for a complete listing of 
Procedures and Methods. 

ection VII. Emergency Renovations: 
Emergen~ Renovation, as defined by 40 CFR S61.141, means.a renovation 
oper.ation that was not planned but results from a sudden, unexpect.ed 
event tha~, if not immediately attended to, presents a safety or 
public health hazard, is necessary to protece equipmen~ from damage, 
or is necessary to avoid imposing an unreasonable financial burden. 
This term includes operations necessitated by nonroutine failures of 

;equipmen't.. ...., 
. . 

Please note that verbal notifications will not be accepted. All 
notifications must be _in writing, either by mail.or by hand delivery. 

f you have ·any questions on completinq this form, please contact ehe 
egulatory Compliance Division, Goleta Office (80S) 961-8800 or Buellton 
lffice (805) 686-.5012. ·._-i:1 

I 

• 
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FAX se&-»11 
EDWARD J. INI 

O.putyOit'KI 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBUC WORKS 

MARLENE F. DEMERY 
Dii'KIOf 

March 26, 1993 

Planning Commission Re: 91-CP-085 
county of Santa Barbara 
County Engineering Building 
123 East Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

Arco Golf Course 
APN 079-180-05,-16,-18; 
079-200-04,-08. 

Dear Commis~ioners: 

The Department of Public Works recommends the following 
conditions for the above referenced project: 

1. Prior to any construction activity within Caltrans or County 
road right of way, applicant shall obtain the appropriate 
encroachment permits. 

2. 

2. 

A Preliminary Soils Report (Foundation Investigation) will be 
required to guide all foundation designs. This report shall ,' 
include any grading and drainage recommendations. ~~ 

A Grading Permit will be required for any grading, if more j 
than SO cubic yards of material are to be moved. A Grading 
Plan will be required for any Grading Permit, and must address 
drainage and erosion control as applicable. 

J. New development, such as the development associated with the 
approval re_quested, which generates new peak hour trips, 
currently ~ncreases the costs for capital improvements 
required to service such increased road traffic by not less 
than $350.00 per riew peak hour trip. Analysis of this project 
reveals that it can be expected to generate 61 new peak hour 
trip(s). To mitigate the particular traffic impacts on area 
roads that can be seen to be caused by this development, 

I 
11 ,j 

J! 
Jl 
r 
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Paqe 2. 
91-CP-85 

.March 26, 1993 

·3. (cont 'd) 
developer shall, prior to Land Use Clearance, make a payment 
of $21,350.00 to the. County to be deposited into the Road 
Improvement Trust Fund for traffic related improvements 
identified on the Capital Improvement Plan for the subject 
area. 

The purpose of the payment required by this condition is to 
offset, in part, the increase in the costs for traffic related 
capital improvements that will be created by the new 
development. 

The payment will be used to pay and/or reimburse county 
expenses incurred for engineering, design and construction of 
the improvements identified in the Capital Improvement Plan 
for the area affected by the new development. 

The total payment due may be adjusted downward at the 
discretion of the Director.of Public Works if a substantial 
conformity determination is made on a revised project with 
lower traffic generation. 

Each year on· the anniversary date of this letter, if said 
payment has not been made, the amount of said payment shall be 
adjusted by the amount equal to the change in the construction 
cost index for the preceding year pursuant to "Cal Trans' Cost 
Data." .•. 

llote to planner: _.X_ Sign-off needed prior to Land Use Clearance 

___ No sign-off needed 

--.... 

Bret A. Stewart, P.E. 
Senior Development Engineer 

cc: Planner: Steve Goggia 
Grading Division ... 
surveyor's Office 
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·.COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA )I 

ENVIR'ONMENTAL HEALTH SI;RVICES DEPART ENT 

0 120 CRE~·tONA DR .• STE. C • GOLETA. CA 9311 i 
PHO~ E • ~o~, 6~ •·~'IO<l • F -\X • ~o~, h~ a . ..:~o& 

lT W. £JU ECX. R..LH.S .. M.P.H. 
O.•ICTOC. 

TO: 

FROM: 

Resource Management Department 
Development Review Division 
Attn: Steve Goggia, Planner 

Rick Merrifield 
Environmental Health Services 

il 

::::
1

N:: 

1

::~c~-08S Goleta Area ~ 
An'Dlicanti. ARCO Oil & Gas Company I 

D.l\.'l'E: 

SUBJECT: 

Route 1, Box 275 j 
Goleta, CA 93117 ~ 

Prooertv Location: ;.ssessor's Parcel Nos. 079-180-005,~ 
-016, -018. and 079-200-004 & -008, zoned AG-II-!00 anci'' 
AG-II-320, located on the coastal bluff south o:f US' 
Highway 101, approximately 1.5 miles west of ~~ 
Winchester Canyon exit of northbound US 101 .. 

· Case No. 91-CP-085 represents.·a request to develop a public qol 
course on a 202 acre site. The facilities would include a drivin 
range, puttinq greerl, turf farm, clubhouse, cart barn, maintenenc 
buildinq and parking. The site is currently occupied by the ~~C 
Oil & Gas Company production facility. ll 
Domestic water supply is proposed to be pro,,.id.ed by the C..ole't:. 
Water District. Suoolemental domestic water mav be ~rovided bv 
ocean ~ater desalination plant or an existing entitlement from ~h 
Rancho Oos Pueblos ~*iater-·....System. Irrigation water is to :, 
supplied by either reclaimed water from the Goleta Water an· 
Sanitary Districts or by a desalination plant. If a separate wa~e 
system is developed for the treatment and· distribution 
desalinated ocean water, a small public water system will need 
be formed and treatment facilities constructed. A supplement 
domestic water system would be under the jurisdiction 
Environmental Health Services. 

Sewage disposal is proposed to be provided by private sept c 
systems utilizing the 'Seepage p.i..t. ( drywell) method of dispose • 
Soils tests for the standard leach method indicated poor conditio 
near the ground surface for sewage dispos~l. Acceptable tes~ 

• 

! 
i 

• 

• 
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Resource Management Department 
Case No. 91-CP-085 

.. April 2, .1993 
·Page 2 

::reports have been submitted, however, for three test drywells which 
=were shown to provide satisfactory absorption. 

Development of the site will require abandonment of the exis~inq 
oil wells and production facilities which date back to the 1920's. 
Due to the aqe of the facilities, it is likely that soil 
contamination is present and will need to be remediated. 
Contamination of groundwater is possible, but not likely, due to 
the lack of any known shallow water under the site. It may be 
necessary to re-abandon previously plugged oil wells if they are 
found to be inconsistent with the proposed development. The ste:tus 
of abandoned wells should be verified by the California Division of 
Oil & Gas which has jurisdiction over oil production wells. 

Providing the Planning Commission grants approval of the 
.applicant's request, Environmental Health Services recommends the 
;·following be included as Conditions of Aoproval: 

1 .. Prior to Issuance of Zoning Clearance, Environmental Health 
Services shall receive and approve written notice from the 
Goleta Water District indicating that said dist~ict can and 
will provide domestic wa~er service upon demand and withou~ 
exception and that all financial arrangements guaranteein; 
extension of said service have been made to the satisfac~io~ 
of the district and Environmental Health Services. · 

In the event the project includes a desalination olant or othe: 
, s~pplemental domestic water, condi~ions 2 through 7 shall apply: 

·2. Prior to Issuance of Zenina Clearance, final detai!e: 
engineering plans and specificacions for the proposed wa~e= 
supply system to serve the project shall be reviewed a~: 
approved by Environmental Healt.h Services. Additionally, a 
completed application for a Domestic Water Supply Permit s!'tal: 
be submitted to Enviro~ental Health Services • ..... 

3. Prior to Issuance of Zenina Clearance, the water source(s) 
which are not already developed but are necessary in order to 
complete a suitable system desiqn, must be developed in 
accordance with the provisions of County Ordinance No. 3458. 

Prior to Issuance of Zonina Clearance, the approved domestic 
water supply system shall be installed, constructed and fully 
operational • 
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Prior to Issuance of a Buildinq Permit, the owner of the ~~ 
proposed water system shall be in possession of a valid 
Domestic Water Supply Permit pursuant to Health and Safety 
Code Section 4010 et seq. 

6. Prior to Occupancv, a potability clearance must be obtained 
from this department stating in writing that the sy~tem is 
capable of deliverinq potable water. · 

If -7. Prior to Issuance of Zonina Clearance, if a desalination plant 1 

is included in the project, Environmental Health Services the .l.li···!·' 

shall review and approve a plan for the disposal of brine and 
sludge wastes from the plant. Concurrence by the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board shall be required.The 
plan shall include but not be limited to the followinq: 1: 

IJ 

I! 
j! 

(a) Description of waste characterization procedures 1 
(b) Description of short-term storage facilities ij 

(c) Method and place of waste disposal ~ 
(d) Means of waste transport ~~ 
(e) All equipment necessary to implement t~e plan. 

Conditions 8 through 11 shall apply to the use of reclaimed ~a~er 
on the project site: 

B. Goleta Water District sh~ll be responsible for the on-site · 
operation and maintenance of the reclamation sys~em, 
prevention of potential hazards, implementing all S~ate and 
local guidelines, and coordination with the State approved 
cross-connection control program. 

9. Prior to Use of Reclaimed Water, the applicant shall o~~a~~ 
approval of plans and specifications for the t=eclaimed wat.e: 
distribution system from En"•irontnental Health Services an:! 
Regional Water Quali ty...~ontrol Board s't.aff. The plans shall 
include all of the following: ' 

(a) 

(b) 

User site distribution lines for reclaimed wastewater an 
the location of all potable and non-potable water line 
and sewer lines. All pipelines transportinq reclaime 
water and domestic water shall have a 10 foot horizonta 
and a 1 foot vertical separation (with the domestic wate 
above the reclaimed water). 

Location and type of approved back£ low protection device 
for protection of potable water supplies at the usa 
sites. 

I 

• 

• 

• 
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(f) 

User site plans for the design and control of the use of 
valves, outlets, quick couplers, and sprinkler heads. 
These facilities shall be provided with adequate security 
as well as warning signs, as required by Title 22 of the 
California Code of Regulations. All existing exterior 
hose bibs and drinking fountains on the reclaimed water 
distribution system shall be located and depicted as "to 
be removed" on these plans. 

Buffer zones and other protective measures for: wa~er 
wells, drainage and water courses, outdoor eating areas 
of food facilit~es, property lines and residences. 

Grading and drainage plans which indicate that no pondinc; 
will occur along public roads or other public areas. 

A user site plot plan which shows the location of warni~q 
signs regarding the use of reclaimed w~stewater. 

(9) Reclaimed Water User Agreement which identifies t.ha 
reclaimed water user supervisor. Updates or amendmen~s 
t:.o. these agreements shall be submitted to Environment:al 

· Health Services. 

(h) If required by the Regional Water Quality Control Bca:d 
and State Department .of Health Services, the applican:. 
shall submit specific user site information inclu.d.!.ng 
borinq logs which depict perched or useable qroundwat:e: 
depth; and the soil profile across the site. Copies of 
such information .shall be provided to Environment.a.! 
Health Services .. 

. 10. ·prior to Use of Reclaimed Water, the applicant shall arran;e 
with Environmental Health Services (EHS) for final ins?ect:i~~ 
of the user site. All warning siqns shall be adequat:el:f 
posted; all exterior hose bibs and drinking fountains remove: 
from the reclaimed water system; all backflow protec't.iC:l. 
devices shall be installed and tested by a certified teste:, 
with copies of these reports filed with EHS; all exta:rio::
drinkinq fountains on the potable system shall be adequately 

·protected, as determined by EHS 1 from direct or windblown 
reclaimed water spray; all valves 1 outlets 1 quick couplers and 
sprinkler heads shall be color-coded and/or equipped with 
warning signs and secured in a manner which permits operation 
only by personnel authorized by the user; and documentation 
shall be submitted to EHS which shows that training has been 
provided by the Go).eta Water District for the user site 
supervisor. 
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:11. 

12. 

.13" 

14. 

Prior to Use of Reclaimed Water, Waste Discharge Requireme 
shall have been issued by the Regional Water Quality Cont 
.Board, or a written waiver of such requirements shall 
provided to Environmental Health Services. 

Prior to the Issuance of a Building Permit, the method 
backflow protection for the domestic water ·supply system sha 
be specified and approved by the Goleta Water District. 

Prior to Occupancv, any additional backflow prevention 
device(s) shall be installed as required by Condition 12 

and said device ( s) inspected and approved by the Gol 
Water District. 

Prior to Issuance of Zenina Clearance, Environmental 
.Health Services shall receive a satisfactory soils 
:percolation (absorptive capability) test report for 
proposed septic systems, prepared by a registered civil 
soils engineer. An acceptable report shall include the 
following information and shall conclude that septic syst. 
.of specific design and capacity can be installed on 
subject property with the approved building plans 
res·ultant future contamination of usable groundwater 
strata or water sources. 

.Note: 

a. 

b. 
c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

The proposed area for the install~tion 
subsurface effluent disposal system 
exceed 30\ slope. Drywells (seepage pits) 
only be utilized when standard leach 1 
have been shown to be infeasible, 
determined by the soil engineer with 
concurrence of EMS. Orvwells mus't 
installed and performance tested to mee~ 
minimum requirements of dissipa't.inq five 't! 
the sept~c tank capacity within 24 hours. 

A description of the methodology employed in 
performance test. 
A map showinq location of tests. 
A table of data obtained from the performance t 
at each test location. 
A log of the subsurface soil and groundwa 
conditions encountered and existing in the area 
A statement that the soil zones are those utili 
by the existing installed system. 
A S"tate:uaent that the test locations 
representative of and applicable to the exist 
system location and area of 100 percent expans • 
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h. 

i. 

A map indicating sewage disposal system location, 
100 percent expansion area, all required setbacks 
and the area developed. , 
A statement that the parcel has been developed as 
proposed with the designed private sewage disposal 
system and that said system can be expected t.o 
function satisfactorily with routine u~e a~d 
periodic maintenance. 
Compliance.with Regional Water Quality Control 
Board Prohibiti<:tns ef:£ective March 15, 1984. - (see 
attached). In the event the provisions set for~~ 
in this item cannot be complied with, the applicant 
shall submit sufficient engineering justification 
to the Regional . Water Quality Control Boa:d 
requesting waiver of appropriate provision(s). The 
applicant shall supply a copy of the Regional lia:.e= 
Quality Control Board's determination to the Coun~y 
Environmental Health Services Division. 

15. Prior to Issuance of Zonina Clearance, Environmental Eeel~~ 
Services shall review and approve a septic system design by a 
registered civil or licensed soil engineer which includes a 
layout for the construction of a dual (200\) disposal area a~: 
area to be set aside for 100' expansion, as required by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. The design is ~o ce 
based on the larger of: ~esiqn wastewaeer flow based on the 
Uniform Plumbing Code or the number of plumbing fixture ~~i~s 
to be served. · 

16. Prior to Issuance of Zonina Clearance, ~he applicant s~a~: 
submit written verification from the Reqional Water Qual~~: 
Control Board that Wast.e Discharge Requirements apply to ~he 
septic systems or that exemption from such requiremen~s ~=s 
been granted. 

17. Prior to Issuance of a Building Permit, application fo:: 
septic system permits shall be made, reviewed and approved by 
Environmental Health Services. 
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1.8. Prior to Issuance of Zoning Clearance, Environmental Heal 
Services shall review and approve a Mosquito Management Pl 
for all ponds, lakes and water basins proposed for th · s 
project. The plan shall include the following information 

a. Steepness and material of banks and water. depth. 
1 b. Weed control and maintenance procedures. r 

c. A map showing access to the ponds, lakes and basi s 
and any other water sources. 

d. Mosquito control methods. 
e. Drainage and gradinq plans . 

. 19. Prior to Issuance of a Buildina Permit, Environmental 
Health Services shall review and approve the plans and 
specifications for the proposed food facilities and any 
related facilities. 

~0. Prior to Issuance of Zenina Clearance, Environmental Heal.h 
Services shall review and approve a work plan for assessme.t 
of hazardous waste or other contamination (e.g. crude o! ) • 
which ·may exist on the site. The plan shall incl\:. ·e ; 
information on specific samplinq locations, methods 
constituents .. 

21. Prior to Issuance of Zonina Clearance, Environmental Heal h 
Services shall review and approve a site assessment 
facility abandonment plan which includes timelines = 
completion of any necessary remedial action. 

22. Prior to Issuance of a Buildina Permit, all inactive oil we~ls 
and injection wells on the project site shall be abandone~ ~o 
the satisfaction of the California Division of Oil & Gas. 

2.3. Prior to Construction,. . .,a.ll obsolete underground storage 
tanks, sumps and ancillary facilities shall be removed un == 
permit by Environmental Health Services and any existinq s il 
contamination shall be ramediated unless specific writ e:1 
approval is gr~nted from Environmental Health 
Services. 

24. Any release, threatened release, or discovery of hazard us 
materials during excavation shall immediately be reported to 
Environmental Health services. 
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25. Prior to Issuance of Zoning Clearance, the applicant shall 
obtain a determination from Envirorunental Health Services 
regarding the need for a Hazardous Materials Business Plan and 
or Risk Management Prevention Plan for the use or storage of 
hazardous materials or acutely hazardous materi~ls, 
respectively. 

26. Prior to Occupancy Clearance, if required pursuant to 
Condition 24, the applicant shall submit a Hazardous Materials 
Business Plan and/or Risk Management Prevention Program in 
accordance with the provisions of California Health and Safety 
Code, Chapter 6.95, Section 25500 et seq. This plan shall be 
reviewed and approved by Environmental Health Services. 

27. Prior to Occupancy Clearance, the applicant or any tenants 
qenerating hazardous waste shall apply for and receive a 
Hazardous Waste Generator Permit in accordance with the 
provisions of Santa Barb~ra County Ordinance 3503. 

Richard M. Merrif eld, REHS 
Senior Environmental Health Specialist ... 

cc: Applicant 

Engineer, P & D Technologies, Gerald Robbins, 1100 Tow-n & 
Country Rd, 1300, Orange, CA 92613-5367 

Goleta Water District/Company 

Goleta Sanitary District .... , 
~xe Higgins, Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Nick Andrade, Public Works Building and Development Division 
. 

Division of Environmental Review 

LU-1874 

' .. 
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COUNTY OF SA~ fA BARB 

DANFBAIJO 
ARE CHIEf 

FIRE DEPARTMENT 
4410 CATiiEDRAL OAKS ROAD 

SANTA BARBARA. CAllFORNIA 93110.1042 
Telephone (805) 681·5500 

DONALD PEBllY 
DEPUTY CHIEF 

MEMORANDUM 

·To: Steve Goggia 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RMD Santa Barbara 

Andrew J. Rosenb~rger, Captain 
Development Review Section 

July 21,. 1992 

~ 
(,-\ :._. ~ 

SUBJECT: APN 079-180-005, 016, 018 079-2Q0..004, 008; Permit# 91-CP-85 
SITE: Dos Pueblos Golf Links (ARCO) 

The above project is Ioc;ated within the jurisdiction of the Santa Barbara County 
Departm~nt, and to comply with the established standards, we submit the {! .,,. .... ,., .... ..,... 

TilE FOLLOMNG CONDmON LEII ER HAS FIRE DEPARTMENT 
REQUIREMENTS ON: 

PERM: ITS 
ALARM SYSTEMS 
FIRE HYDRANT(S) 
MITIGATION FEES 
OTHER AGENCY REQUIREMENTS 
APPROVED FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM 
DRIVEWAY OR PRIVATE ROAD ACCESS 
I-UGH FIRE HAZARD AREA CONSTRUCflON 
STORED WATER FIRE PROTECflON SYSTEM 

PLEASE READ TilE FOLLOWING CONDITION LEI! ER CAREFULLY TO 
AVOID ANY DELAYS WHEN A FINAL OCCUPANCY CLEARANCE 
lNSPEcnON IS DONE. 



• Steve Goggia 
July 21, 1992 
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FIRE DEPARTMENT WATER REQUIREMENTS <WITIJIN A WATER 
PURVEYOR'S DISmiCD. The applicant shall submit a written application to the 
water purveyor serving this area requesting service for fire protection. The 
completed application, approved by the water purveyor shall be submitted to the 
Fire Department. 

PBIOR TO RECORDATION, fire hydrants capable of supplying the required fire flow 
for fire protection shall be provided. The new fire hydrants shall each be located 300 
feet within the developed area. The new fue hydrants shall have 2 2 1/2" outlets 

-- and one 4'' outlet. Outlets shall have national standard threads and caps to protect 
the threads. The fire hydrants shall be of the type approved by the Fire Department 
and acceptable to the water company or district serving the property. The fire 
hydrants and mains supplying same shall be installed in accordance with the 
standards established in and by the Uniform Fire Code, the National Fue Protection 
Association and the American Water Works Association, and supply a minimum 
of 1500 gallons per minute under normal flow pressure (20 PSI minimum]. In the 
event any portion of the building or bulldings exceeds 300 feet from a properly 

• 
spaced fue hydrant, located on _the projeet access way, an on-site fire hydrant shall be 
installed. · 

• 

PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. two sets of plans showing the location, size and type of 
fue hydrants., valves, main lines and lateral lines shall be submitted to ~ office for 
approvaL · 

•· 
The applicant shall provide approved water system plans from the water purveyor. 

rue protection water systems installed without plans approved by the F1re 
Department are unacceptable to this Department and may result in the issuance of a 
STOP WORK order and or removal of improper installation. 

PRIOR TO TIJE ERECDON OF COMBusTIBLE MATERIALS. the fire protection 
water system shall be installed as lhown on the plans approved by the Fue .. . 
Department. 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF LAND USE CLEARANCE, the applicant shall provide a 
letter from the appropriate water purveyor stating that financial arrangements have 
been made with them guaranteeing the installation of the necessary water mains 
and fire hydrants. . 

PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. twD..s.ets.djWm.s.l.arJ:he water supply system shall be 
submitted for approval to both the "F'Jie Department and the appropriate water 
district or purveyor. . . · · 
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~PRIOR.:TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMIT. the applicant shall provide evidence 
.saP,sfactory to the Fire Department that fmancial arrangements have been made 
guaranteeing the installation of the necessary water mains and fire hydrants within 
the public right-of-way. An executed copy of a contract will serve as evidence of 

. financial arrangements concerning the installation of an on-site f1re protection 
· water system. 

'If connection to a public water supply is not available, an Underwriters Laboratories 
listed fire pump capable of delivering the required fire flow of 1500 GPM shall be 
installed in compliance with NFP A Standard #20. The fire pump shall be 
supervised by a U.L listed central station and be equipped with a local alarm bell on 
the address side of the bullding9 · llte swed water for fLre protection shall be 180,000 
gallons and comply with NFPA Standard #22 .. The on-site water supply system shall 
. be stubbed out to facilitate connection to the water district or purveyor when 
available. Connection to water district or purveyor mains shall be accomplished 
within 180 days of availability. 

PRIOR TO INSTALLATION, ~o sets o/plans for the water supply system shall be 
submitted for approval to both the Fire Department and the appropriate water 
district or purveyor. 

BWLT-JN F1BE PROTECTION SYSTEMS COMMEKOAL, All structure.s over 5,000 
.:square feet or more (except accessory agricultural buildings and owner occupied 4 

:residential structures) within urban limit lines and all commercial structures 
regardless of square footage outside of the urban limit lines, as defined within the 
county's comprehensive plan, shall be protected by an approved, automatic fire · 
. sprinkler system. The system shall be supervised, including tamper switches via a 
dedicated 7-d.igit telephone number to a UL listed central station monitoring sevice 
·and shall be installed in accordnace with National Fire Protection Association 
Standard #13, #13R and #71. The building's housing bathrooms do not require fire 
sprinklers. -....... 

PRIOR TO IN$TALLA TION, plans for the proposed system shall be designed by a 
quaillied person and submitted to this office for approval The plans shall be 
designed and submitted with all information and material required by the Santa 
Barbara County Fire Deparbnent Development Standard #4 or #5 (attached). 

PRIOR to covering the installed piping, the Fire Department shall be notified to 
schedule a rough inspection ( 48 hour notice, minimum). 

]'RlOR TO EREC J ION OF CQ'M'BVS'JIBl,E MATERIALS, all access ways (public or 
private) shall be installed and made serviceable. 
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Access to this project shall conform to the requirements for private roads and 
driveways as set forth in the Santa Barbara County Private Road and Driveway 
Design Standard tl (attached). 

l'RIOR TO ISSUANCE OF ZONING CLEARANCE, private roadway plans, 
acceptable to the Public Works and Fire Departments, shall be submitted by a dvll 
engineer registered in the State of California. Two (2) sets of plans shall be 
submitted to each department for approval. 

JJPON COMPLETION OF ROAP CONSTRUCfiON, the responsible party shall 
certify to the Public: Works and F1re Departments that the access road has been 
constructed as required by approved plans, and meets the current standards. 

Access roads under 28-feet in width shall be posted and striped to indicate no 
parking on either side. Access roads under 36-feet in width shall be posted and 
striped to indicate parking on one side only. 

Dead-end access roads shall terminate with a Fire Department approved 
turnaround. Turns and turnarounds shall maintain a minimum 38.-foot radius. 

Access· ways shall be extended to within 15D-feet of all portions of the exterior walls 
of the first story of any building. 

A minimum oi 13' 6,. of vertical clearance shall be provided and maintained for f1.re 
apparatus. 

.. 
All access ways, private or public, shall be named and street signs installed to county 
standards. 

'Building numbers (minimum 3'• high on a contrasting background for residential; 
6" high on a contrasting background for commercial) shall be installed ON 1HE 
STRUCTURE and shall be visibJe· .. from the access road when traveling in either 
direction. If the driveway is over 150 feet in length or the building is obstructed . 
from view at the access road, numbers shall be installed at the intersection of the 
driveway and the access road. · 

When access ways are gated, a Fire De12artment approved locking system shall be 
installed .in an accessible location. . 

ERIOn_ TO INSTALLATION. the location and type of locking system shall be 
approved by the Fue Department. 
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'"PRIQR TO OCOJPANCY. portable fire extinguishers are required and shall be in 
_,·accordance with the Uniform Fire Code, Section 10.301 and 10303. 

]'RJOR TO OCCUPANO, all structures requiring a building permit shall be built 
:accordance with Santa Barbara County Code Section lO..SS which presaibes mate 
:ptocedures, and techniques to be used within high fire hazard zones, as outlined 
Fire Department Development Standard #3 (attached). 

.Attached Table I shall be completed and returned to the undersigned. ll 
II 

PRIOR TO CONSTRUCJJON, applicant shall submit building plans to the .Fire )j 

Department detailing areas in which flammable or hazardous materials sh~ be 11 
used or stored. Plans shall reflect all requirements of the Uniform Fire Code and J! 

Uniform Building Code. The plans must be approved by the Fire Department pl.· r 
·to construction. .• 

. : 

, 

PRIOR TO OCCUPANcY CLEARANCE. an armual permit for the use and storag of 
flammable or hazardous materials is required by the Fire Department. Prior to 
issuance of the permit, the applicant shall comply with the Santa Barbara County 
Code Chapter 15, Article I, including the Uniform Fire Code and the latest 
supplements. · 

'PRIOR TO OCCUPANCY CLEARANCE. the applicant will be required to pay a~ 
'Pursuant to Chapter 15, Article m of the Santa Barbara County Code the fee shall e 
paid for the purpose of mitigating the increased fire protection needs generated b 
the development. The amount of the fee is as follows: 

Non-residential. $350.00 plus $.25 per square foot on each new non· 
residential building in excess of SQO.square feet, and an addition to a non
residential building which adds SOD-square feet or more. 

-....... 
Checks shall be made payable to the Santa Barbara County Fire Department and . 
·mailed or delivered to the Fire Administration Center, Attention Alida 
'Cranney /Fire Prevention Division, 4410 Cathedral Oaks Road, Santa Barbara1 C 
93110. 

The F1re Department recommends that fire protectic:-n mitigation fees be ........ ...._ ......... 
LEAST TiiREE WEEKS PRIOR to a request for occupancy clearance (Inspections ill 
NOT be scheduled unless fee has been paid). This will allow time for the reques to 
be processed so that occupancy clearance will not be delayed. FINAL OCCUPAN 
CLEARANCE INSPECilONS WILL BE PERFORMED WI1HIN TIIREE WORKI 
DA.YS. If a project is denied on the initial inspection, then a second inspection 

• 

• 
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have to be arranged with the Inspector assigned to this project. This could result in 
a seven day waiting period. 

These conditions apply to the project as currently desaibed. Future changes, 
including but not limited to further division, change of occupancy, intensification of 
use, or inaease in hazard classification, any require additional mitigation to comply 
with applicable development standards in effect at the time of change. The 
application for a new building permit will require further review and the 
imposition of cUITent development standards. 

NONCOMPLIANCEWDJi CONDIDONS PLACED ON DfiS PROJECT r,:OULD 
RESULT IN 1HE ISSUANCE OFA STOP WARK ORDER BY TirE FIRE 
J)EPARlMENT, WHICH MAY REQUIRE ADDITIONAL FEES. 

U you have any questions or need clarification of any of the conditions contained in 
this letter, please contact this office. 

Thank y~u. . 

AR:jb . 
CC: APN, Building Department/ SB, Chron, County CoWlSel 

Environmental Health - Peggy 0' Halloran 
Environmental Planner - Joddi Leipner 
Owner - Atlantic Richfield Co. 

Route 1, Box 275 
Goleta, Ca 93117 

Applicant - Michael G. Viettone 
c/o Penfield & Sm.Uh 
P.O. Box98 
Santa Barbara, Ca 93102 

P /W Road Division 
Surveyor - ....... 
Water Purveyor. Goleta Water District 

Attachments: 1, 2, 3, 5 
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T tJephone (a) 611.$5Q) 

SANTA BARBARA COUN'Ii'FIRE DEPARTMENT 
FIRE PROTECilON DIVISION 

DEVELOPMENT REGULATION 11 
PRIVATE ROAD AND DRIVEWAY DESIGN STANDARDS 

SERVING SINGLE FA.l\fiLY DWELLINGS 

SCOPE AND PURPOSE 

The intent and purpose of these design standards is to specify minimum 
standards for the construction of private roads and driveways serving 
residential development in the unincorporated areas .. 

A private road is a roadway system that is not part of the official county maintain 
road system, where the County has no maintenance responsibilities, alf'Pough the, 
private roadways may be located in either a publicly or privately owned easement 

•• • I 

li 

I· 
I' 
j, 

In general, these standards will be applied as conditions of approval when land is ,' 
.. developed or divided. Modifications of existing facilities and existing parcels of 4 

acres or larger may be exempted from these requirements at the discretion of the e 
.chief and the director of pub~c wor~.. _ 

Exem~ons may also be granted by the chief and director based upon considerati n 
·of feaSI"bility or environmental co~iderations. 

,Individual review of each proposed road section may disclose that a higher st d 
of design is warranted by potential future or additional use of the road section or y 
the existenc~ of special circumstances. ~: 

.REV: 2/92 
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L GENERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR DRIVEWAYS AND PRIVATE ROADS 

A All pertinent Public Works and Flood Control grading and drainage 
requirements must be adhered to. A driveway permit must be 
obtained for connection to a public way. A road excavation and 
enaoachment penn.it must be obtained for private roads. 

B. Road and driveway surface per Section N following. 

C: Minimum curve radius 38 feet from centerline of roadway. 

Maximum allowed grade shall not exceed 15 percent, except when approved 
in writing by the fire chief and Director of Public: Works . 

. 
DRIVEWAY STANDARDS (Applies to driveways more than 100 feet long 
which serve one residential lot or dwelling) 

A. Minimum traveled width 12 feet. Driveway sections in excess of 500 
feet shall have 10 foot by 50 foot turnouts every 500 feet 

B. Approved turnaround (large enough to accommodate fire trucks) shall 
be provided ~tend of driveway. (See attached) . . 

m. PRIVATE ROAD STANDARDS (This standard applies to access roadways 
serving two or more residential lots or dwellings) 

A. Roadways serving two to four residential lots or dwellings shall have a 
minimum width of 16 feet. 

B. Roadways serving five or more residential lots or dwellings shall have 
a minimum width of 20 feet. 

...... 
c. Roads serving ten ormore residential lots, each 5 aaes or less shall 

have a minimum width of 24 feet. 

D. All dead ena access roads shall terminate with an approved circular 
turnaround. (See page 9) 

E. A minimum 30 foot easement shall be provided fc • private roads 16 to 
24 feet in width. · 

REV: 2/92. 
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llV. ::ROAD SURFACE STANDARDS 

.A. Paving is defined as: 

1. Double chip seal (An application of asphaltic emulsion and r 
saee.nings over prepared base .material) or: 

2. .Asphaltic concrete pavement as approved by the Director of 
Public Works. 

3. Poured conaete as approved by the Director of Public Works., 
. il 

B. An approved all weather road surface is defined as: !1 

c. 

" 

1. Suitable aggregate material over compacted subgrade soil as ~ 
approved by the Director of Public Works. 

An approved all weather road surface, as defined in "B.-1" is allowe 
outside the Urban Umit Line where grades do not exceed 10 percen on 
driveways and private roadways serving 4 or fewer residential pare s. 

D. Paving as defined in ~~A.-1.• and ·A.-2" is required on: 

REV: 2./92 

1. .All driveways and roadways within the Urban Limit Line. 

2. On all roadways serving S or more lots outside the Urban ~t 
u~ . I 
Double chip seal is the minimum pavement allowed on gra es 
.from 10 to 15 percent outside the Urban Limit Line. 

On road grad~'i·~xceeding 15 percent, a miniinum of 2 112• o 
asphaltic concrete pavement shall be provided over Oass li 
aggregate base, or 
altemative, as approved by the director of public 
works. 

: I 

• 



.·~ 
·.'lo •• • ...... 

V. CER11FICATION 

-l". '.l ....... 
*;·:• 

Prior to occupancy of any residential development constructed on private 
roads or driveways covered by these standards, the civil engineer or 
contractor shall submit the following certification on a complete set of 
~cord'~ drawings to the director of Public Works. 

"'' hereby declare that I have conducted a field review of the completed road 
and drainage facilities shown on this plan The improvements have been 
constructed in a workmanlike ma.nner pwsuant to the approved design and 
the applicable county standards" 

Registration/License No. ______ _ 

Date ____________________________ __ 

.· 

-.. .. .::··-. 

REV: 2/92 
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VI. ACCESS 

A. The furthest projection of the exterior wall of a building shall be 
accessible from within 150 feet of a public or private road or private , 
driveway ·as measured by an unobstructed route around the extenc,• 
the building. 

B. Gated acceSs shall be provided with an approved fire department , 
locking system. Nominal width of open gate shall exceed road wid 
by at least two feet .. 

C. All weather access shall be provided prior to erection of combus 
materials. (A fire engine must be able to get to the structure while 
under construction) 

VlL SIREET SIGNS 

A. Street signs shall be installed on private roads so that there are no 
questions as to where to go . 

. 
B. County rules and regulations about posting and naming streets 

followed: (County Code Chapter 35) 

vm. BUILDING ADDRESSING 

be e 

A. Address numbers shall be installed prior to occupancy. They must , a 
minimum of 3" high on a contrasting background. 

B. Addresses must be readily 'Visible from the street or private road. 
road forks or down long driveways, it must be obviouS to any 
emergency vehicle w.~ere the house is located by directional and 
numerical signs. -. · .... 

C. Numbers are assigned by County Resource Management. 

REV: 2/92 
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lX. VEGETATION CLEARANCE 

A Vertical clearance of 13'6" shall be maintained. 

B. Horizontal clearance of up to ten feet on each side of the driveway or 
private road shall be maintained where required by the fire chief. 

C Additional brush clearance may be required in high fire hazard areas. 

X. BRIDGES 

·A. Bridges shall have the same minimum width as in road stan~ards 

B. Capacity of 20 lo~ shall be certified by a registered civil engirieer. 

1. Certificate copy to be on file at local fire station. 

2. Capacity shall be posted at both bridge approaches and updated 
periodically, as required by the fire chief. 

XL atEEK CROSSINGS 

A. May be acceptable in some cases. (If permanent). 

B. Minimum width 12 feef 

C. Concrete construction required 

REV: 2/92 
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STRUCI1JRAL SECTION, GENERAL 

A .. The following standards are based on State of California 
Transportation structural section design methods utilizing: 

1. Traffic Index (T.l) 

2. Gravel Equivalent (G.E.) 

3 .. Gravel Factor (G.F.) 

4.. Soil Bearing Value (R-Value) 

B. Other design methods may be approved and alternative structural ' 
sections supported by civil engineering design calculations may be 
accepted. 

DRIVEWAYS OVER 100 FEET LONG SERVING ONE LOT OR 
DlVELLING 

A. The minimum standard structural section for driveways in 7" of 
suitable aggregate material with a Gravel Factor of 1.0 or 6" of 
Aggregate Base (CalTrans specifications) over 6" of compacted 
soil, with adequate drainage control. · . 

B. The section may be modified by engineering design or 
utilizing the data in Table 26 (Section XIV following) or other 
appropriate design methods. 

REV: 2/92 
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XIV. TABLE 26: PRIVATE DRIVEWAY STRUCTURAL SECilON SERVING ONE 

LOT OR DWELLING 

Trafiic Index= 2, G.E. = .0032(!.1) (lOG-R) 

Inches of Material Equivalent 
(G.F.=l.O) 11'lic.kness 

B.-Value G .. E. 0. II A.B. 

50 .32 4 3.5 
40 .38 4.5 4 
30 .45 5.5 5 
20 .51 6 5.5 
15 .54 6.5 6 
10 .58 . 1 6.5 

XV. PRIVATE ROADS SERVING 2 TO 4 LOTS OR DWELLINGS 

A. · The min.imum standard structural section for roadways serving 2 to 4 
lots or dwellings is 10 1/2,. of suitable aggregate ma~ with a Gravel 
Factor of 1.0 or 9.5 inches of Oass II Aggregate Base (CalTrans 
specification) over 9.-.of compacted subgrade son (95'Yo relative 
compaction) 

B. The standard may be modified by engineering design or certification 
utilizing the data in Table 27 (Section XVI following) or other 
appropriate design. Private roads serving 4 or fewer lots may be 
certified by a civil engineer or a licensed contractor. 

REV: 2/92 
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XVI. TABLE 27 PRIVATE ROADS SERVING 2 TO 4 LOTS 6R DWELLINGS 

'Traffic Index = 3.0 G. E. = .032 (3.0) (l~R) 

R-Value 

.SO 
40 
30 
20 
:lS 
10 

G. E. 

.48 
:S7 
.67 
.71 
.82 
.86 

Inches of 
Material 
(F.G.=l.O) 

6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
10.5 

Equivalent 
Thickness 
CL 11 A.B. 

5 
6 
75 
8.5 
9 
9.5 

xvn. PRIVATE ROADS SERVING S OR MORE LOTS OR D'W'ELLINGS 

Private roads serving 5 or more residential lots or dwellings will require 
engineering design and certification based on an appropriate Traffic Index 
valu.~ not lower than 4.0 and R·Value Soil Analysis. 

•· 

... ..... , 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4.. 
s. 

6. 

APPROVED FIRE DEP ART:MENT TURNAROUND 

(INSERT) 

APPROVED FIRE LANE SIGN 

Metal reflectorized sign 
Size: Minimum. 12" by 18" 
:Uttering size: minimum 3" in height 
Background: White with red lettering 
Bottom of sign shall be no less than 7 feet 
above ground · 
Posting: Post at the beginning and end 
and every 150 feet of the control zone 

(INSERT) 

S.B. Code Sec 15·1 & 15-7 

REV: 2/92 

: • 

10 

·. 



. ,....,. . . . .. ... -

~-r=38' > 

APPROVED FIRE LANE SIGN I 
--~~---------------T~-

I I 

1. Metal reflectorized sign 
2. Size: Minimum 12" by 1a· 
3. Lettering size: minimum 3" in-·height 
4. Background: White with red lettering 
5. Bottom of sign shall be no less than 

7 feet above ground 
6. Posting: Post at the beginning and end 

and every 150 feet of the 
control zone 

PAGE90F9 
···Rev 9190 . -. 

STOP PIN 
FIRE 
LANE 

' .• 

S.B. CO. CODE SEC 15-1 15-7 
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~;-~-COUNTY OF SA!~A BARBARA 

FIRE DEPARTMENT 
S'rnce 1926 

4410 CAniEDRAL OAKS ROAD 
SAm A BARBARA. CALIFORNIA 93110.1042 

T ele;ilone (alS} 681.SSC:O 

SANTA BARBARA COUN'TY FIRE DEPARTMENT 
FIRE PROTECilON DIVISION 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD 2-A 

FIRE PROTECTION WATER REGULATIONS 
FLOWS AND FIRE HYDRANT SPACIN'G 

. PUBUC AND PRIVATE ON-SITE FIRE HYDRANT SPECIFICATIONS 

SCOPE AND PURPOSE 
Fu:e hydrants allow firefighters access to water to handle serious fires. Fae hydrant 
spacing should allow for short hose lays to maximize the efficiency of pumper 
trucks and personnel an~ to assure access to a sufficient quantity of water. The 
following hydrant spacing and flow requirements are based on nationally accepted 
standards .. ~ development standard shall apply to both ministerial and 
disaetionary projects. 

GENERAL: MnmvruM REQUIRED FIRE FLOW AND FIRE HYDRANT SPACING 
ALONG A FlRE .APP .ARATIJS ACCESS ROAD 

Category 

SFD-Single 
Family 
Dwelling· 

Multi-unit 
Residential or 
Mobile Home 

Commercial 
Industrial or 
Institutional 
REV: 2/92 

Comprehensive p]an Desip1ation 

Urban&: Rural Inner-rural 
Developed 5 to 10 acres 
Neighborhood 

500' to 600' 800' -..... 
750 gpm SOOgpm 

250' to 300" 300' 

lSOOgpm lSOOgpm 

250' to300 300' 

2000gpm .2060gpm 

Inner-rural Rural (Ag 
over 10 aaes Land) 40 acres 

and over 

--
1000' 

SOOgpm 

300' 

lSOOgpm 

300" 

lSOOgpm 

11 

see 
development 
standard2B 

see Item L 

1500gpm 

See Item L 

lSOOgpm 



. Note: FU"e hydrant spacing is based on the distance between...fire hydrants along 
:fire apparatus access road when other fire hydrants are present, or more than ..: .. 
. fire 1'!-ydrant is required. 

!I. BuDding Plans 

The Fire Protection Division Development Review Section shall review 
'builcUng plans and apply fire flow requirements, fire hydrant spacing and 
:hydrant type in accordance with the noted ~tandards. 

EXCEPIION: Existing substandard fire hydrants not meeting this 
department's minimum ~equirements as to type 
(configuration) for ministerial single family resid.'li:J.a.u.a.~~~ 
projects will be acceptable if they are properly spaced 
they· discharge the minimum required fire flow.· 

_ n. ·subdiviSions and Lot SpUt:z 

The Fire Protection Services Division, Development Review Section, 
review all Divisions of Land and apply fire protection water requirements · 
accordance with the allowed land use or comprehensive plan designation 
approved by th~ County Planning Commission. 

Timing of Installation. When fire protection facilities are to be 
installed by the developer,.such facilities (including all fire aDl:)arittuiS 

· . 

access roads) shall be installed, made serviceable and to 
and during the time of construction. 

m. On-Site Requirements 

A. When any portion of a proposed struchlre served by a water 

REV: 2/92 

will exceed specified distances from properly spaced fire hydrants liU...,£,,,. 
a fire apparatus access road the following requirements must be 
complied with: ...r.,. 

L Single Family Dwellings (SFD) 

a. A SFD fire hydrant shall be installed no closer than 

b. 

and no further than 150' driving distance to the aw,ewpJrt. 

A SFD fire hydrant shall provide a minimum flow of 
GPM (500 GPM outside urban limit). · 

: 

? 
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/f} .......... 

... 
Commercial, Industrial, Multi-Family Dwellings, Mini-storage, 
Mobile Home Parks, etc. 

a. Spacing between on-site hydrants shall be 300 feet. 

Exception: . Where hydrants are provided at each end of the 
building, an additional hydrant may not be required 
until the distance between the hydrants exceeds 600 
feet. 

b. On-site fire hydrants shall be capable of flowing the 
required fire flow. 

B.. Water mains for on site fire hydrants shall be installed in accordance 
with the water purveyor standards or N.F.P.A._ 24 and Item~ A3 . 

. 
C. All on-site fire hydrants shall be equipped with a shut-off (street) valve 

and located as per Item VDI A.2.. 

D. Maintenance of on-site fire hydrants - when ngt_maintained by the 
water purveyor. 

E.. 

1. It si:Lall be the responsibility of the property management 
company, the homeowner's association, or the property owner 
to maintain the fire hydrants. 

2. Fll'e hydrants shall be painted red prior to flow test and 
acceptance of the system. 

· 3. No barricades, walls, fences, landscaping, etc:., shall be installed 
or planted withm 3' of« fire.hydram. 

4. Fll'e Department shall have unrestricted access to on-site fire 
hydrants for -approval and testing purposes. 

Fll'e hydrant spacing is based on the distance between fire hydrants 
when other .fire hydrants are present, or more than one fire hydrant is 
re~edL · 

REV: 2/92 
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IV. 
Section .YDll 

·1. Fll'e Hydrant Discharge Outlet Configuration 

a. One-Single Family Dwelling .. minimum one 4• ""'"""'' ........... 
outlet. Other discharge outlet configuration are ac:cteotaltae 
as long as a 4" outlet is provided. 
Example: 4" x 2 1/2" 

b. Multiple Detached-Single Family Dwellings - milmnUII1 
one 4" discharge outlet and one 2-112• discharge outlet. I 

c. All Other Building Types - minimum one 4" discharge 
outlet and two 21/2"' outlets. 

d All outlets shall have national standard threads and 
to protect the .threads. 

e. The center of .the lowest outlet shall be a minimum of 1 -
above grade and a maximum of 24" above grade. 

2. The fire hydrant shall have a pentagonal operating nut. 

3. Ftte Hydrant Riser 

a. One Single:Famny Dwelling, galvanized riser with a 
minimum 4" inside diameter. 

b. All Other Applications, fmcluding multiple single 
swellings) galvanized riser with a 6" minimum inside 
diameter. 

V. Exe Hydrant Spacing PoliCJ ..... 

A. Fue hydrants will be required at roadway intersections and·along 
apparatus roadways as spacing requirements dictate. 

». When cul-de-sac depth exceeds 450' (residential) or 200' (cotnm.erClaJI 
an additional fire hydrant sh~ 'Pe required mid block. Additional 
hydrants will be required if fire hydrant spacing exceeds specified 
distances. 

REV: 2/92 
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C. No portion of a building should exceed the distance of a properly 
spaced fire hydrant along a fire apparatus access road. If the structure is 
in excess of the distance indicated, refer to the private on-site 
requirements, Item III. 

D. Fue hydrants will be required on both sides of the roadway whenever: 

1. Roadway widths are 80' or greater when measured from curb 
face to curb face. 

2. A center median strip exists. 

3. The roadway is a major highway as identified by the County 
Department of Public Works, County Road Division. 

4.. In the opinion of the Fli'e Chief, the use of fire hydrants on the 
opposite side of the roadway may prove operationally difficult, 
or may create unsafe or hazardous working conditions. 

VI. Fjre Flow Requirements 

A. The num~er of fire hy:drants needed to obtain required fire flows: 

Up to 2000 GPM - 1 hydrant 
2000 to 3500 GPM - 2 hydrants 
3500 to 5000 GPM - 3 hydrants ... 

Minimum fire flow duration shall in -no case be less than one hour for 
single family dwellings and will be greater relative to buildi.r\g size, 

· occupancy classification, and construction type for all other project 
types. 

ALL FIRE FLOWS ARE :MEASURED AT NO LESS TiiAN 20 POu~"'DS 
PER SQUARE lNCH MINnvruM RESIDUAL PRESSUR.E 

~~ . 
Note: Refer to fire flow requirements for buildings, Appendix III·A, of 
the 1988 Uniform Fire Code and as amended by Chapter 15 of the Santa 
Barbara County Code. 

B. The following additions may be made to fire flow requirements: . 

1 . 

2. 
REV.: 2/92 • 

Each story above ground level- add 500 GP~ per story. 

Any exposure within 50 feet- add a total of 500 GPM. 

. : . ·• 
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I 
Fue flows may be inaeased 250-500 GPM where hazardous ~ 
conditions exist, i.e., high fire hazard area, wood shake roofs. ll 

II 
I 

Any required fire flow may be increased up to 1000 GPM for a I; 

hazardous type occupancy. 

·vn. Fire Hydrant 'flowjn&' Procedure 

·Minimum fire flow acceptable from any one fire hydrant shall be 500 gallotf 
.Per minute. fire hydrants used to satisfy fire flow requirements will be 11 

determined by the following items in succession: · I 

A. Fae hydrants are not acceptable in meeting fire flow requirements 
unless they satisfy spacing requirements. 

B. Cosest fire hydrant to serve property will be flowed first, then next 
closest fire hydrants in succession. 

(C. The following outlines the policy of this department when flow tes · . g 
fire hydrants to satisfy required fire flow: · 

1. Flow one fire hydrant and calculate to determine flow at no le s 
than 20 pounds per square inch· residual press~e.. If the 
calculated flow does not meet the fire flow requirement, the 
closest fire hydrant may be flowed simultaneously with the 
fire hydrant, providing it meets the spacing requirement. 

2. If more than one Bre hydrant is to be flowed to satisfy the fire 
flow 1 use the following table: 

(a) Below 1000 GPM- One 

(b) 1000 to 2500 GPM -Two fire hydrants 

(c) Over 2.500 GPM- Three fire hydrants~ 

Eow the additional fire hydrants simultaneously to meet the requir d 
fire .flow. 

VDL Fixe Hydrant and Su.pply Ljne Specifications 
.. 

A. All required fire hydrants along a fire apparatus access road and on s te 
1ir.e .hy.drants 411\d supply lines shall be installed to the following A 
specilications prior to flow test and acceptance of the system. • 

REV: 2/92 
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1. Fll'e hydrant shall be: 

a.. Installed so that the cet:tter lines of the lowest outlet is 
between 18 to 24 inches above finished grade. 

b. Installed so that the front of the riser is between 12 to 24 
inches behind curb face. 

c.. Installed with outlet facing the curb when one outlet is 
provided. 
Installed at a 45-degree angle when two outlets ·are 
provided. 
Installed with the 4'' outlet facing the curb when three 
outlets are provided. 

d Of a type and construction which conform to A.W.W.A .. 
CS03-82 or CS02-85. 

e. Provided with outlets that have national standard 
threads • 

f. Provided with three-foot unobstructed clearance on all 
sides. 

g. Provided with ~pproved caps to protect the thr~ads. 

h. Painted prmr to flow test and acceptance with safety 
yellow paint (when maintained by the water purveyor or 
red paint (when maintained on-site and nQ1 by water 
purveyor). 

2. The lateral water line serving the fire hydrant !rom the water 
main shall include an approved shut off valve. 

--*":. 
a. :Minimum valve distance from the fiie hydrant 10 feet. 

h Maximum valve distance from the fire hydrant 25 feet 

Exception: Location can be less than 10 feet when the 
water main is already installed and the 10 
foot minimum distance cannot be satisfied. 

; , 

. : 
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3. .All new water mains, laterals, gate valves, fire hydrant ..... '!ll ...... l"'l •• 
and risers shall be a minimum of 6 inches inside diameter. 

4. When sidewalks are contiguous with a curb and are 5-feet 
or less, fire hydrants shall be placed immediately behind the 
sidewalk. In no case shall fire hydrants be more than 6 feet 
the curb face. 

5. Before trenches are back-filled, a representative of the Santa 
1 

Barbara CoWlty F1re Department shall inspect all required 
installations of private on-site water mains and fire hydrants ,

1 

and witness adequate flushing. For an appointment call681- ~~ 
5500. :j 

'I 

:! 

6. The owner~eveloper shall be responsible for maldng the !j 

necessary arrangements with the local water purveyor for 
installation of all purveyor facilities. This shall include the 
furnishing of the fire hydrant heads . 

. 7. Approved fire hydrant barricades shall be installed, if curbs 
not provided or other circumstances dictate additional 
protection is ~eeded. 

8. .All components of the water system serving these fire flow 
requirements shall be American Water Works Association 
Underwriter Laboratories approved for the fire se~ce. 

. ·. 

-· 
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'~OUNTY OF SAl~:r A BARBARA 
FIRE DEPARTMENT 

Since 1926 

4410 CATHEDRAL OAKS ROAD 
SANTA BARBARA, CAUFORNJA 93110.1042 

T elep&one (805) 6111..550) 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT 
FIRE PROTEcnON DIVISION 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARD 13 

HIGH FIRE HAZARD AREA REQUIREMENTS 

~lOOFTHESANTABARBARACOmaYCODE 
Article XIII Fire Zones and rue Prevention 

SEC. 1.0 • 83. HIGH FIRE HAZARD ZONES. 

AD. of the following provisions shall be complied with within the boundaries of the 
National Forest and within the boundaries of the High Fire fiazard Zone in the 
County, as the same are shown on a map on file as prepared by the County rue 
Chief in the ~Hice of the County Cerk, adopted hereby and by this reference made a 
part hereof as though set out in full herein, which map is entitled "'High Fue 
Hazard Zone Map of Santa Barbara County.• 

(a) The roof covering of every building or structure shall be·a roof 
covering meeting the requirements or specifications of fire retardant 

. roofing ~ set forth in Sec. 3203( e) of the Uniform Building Code, 1985 
Edition. Wood roofing materials, treated or untreated, will not be 
allowed except as necessary to effect repairs which do not exceed, in 
square feet of enclosed space, 25% of-the pre-existing structure, or as 
may be necessary for additions which do not exceed 500 square feet, 
regardless of the size. ol the pre-existing structure. All openings in 
roofing materials, including end openings, shall be capped, filled or 
enclosed to resist fire. 

(b) The following exceptions shall apply to requirements of the High Fu-e 
Hazard Zone: 

1. 

:REV: 2/92 

. 
Accessory buildings or structures not used for human occupancy 
which are located SO feet or more .&om buildings or structures 
used for human occupancy shall not be required to have fire 
resistive wall covering as provided in this section. 

• 
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Accessory buildings or structures other than carports not used 
for human occupancy which are located less than SO feet from 
buildings or structures used for human occupancy may be of 
Type ll-N (non-combustible) construction as defined in the 
Uniform Building Code, 1985 Edition. 

3. Carports open on two or more sides located less than 50 feet 
from buildings or structures used for human occupancy shall 
of one-hour fire resistive construction. Supporting members I 

shall be heavy timber or protected with materials approved for 
one-hour fire resistive construction. 

Window and door openings in exterior walls need not be 
pro"' ··-:ted by fire assemblies unless otherwise required by the 
Un. rm ~uilding Code. 

(c) All projections in excess of 10 inches from an exterior wall, incl,.,. ..... ,. ...... nr .. 

without limitation, decks, balconies, roof overhangs, attached patio , 
covers, and similar architectural features shall be protected on the 
underside with materials approved for one-hour fire resistive 
construction, or shall be of heavy timber construction. Decks shall 
constructed of heavy· timber or have one-hour construction or have 
approved exterior fire sprinkler system. Heavy timber floor decks 
be 2 inch tongue and groove planks or 11/8 inch tongue and groove 
plywood or 3 inc:h lumber set on edge close together. 

In lieu of fire protectiOI\,.aS outlined in this Section, decks, balconies, 
and similar p-: "jection may be enclosed £rom floor level to ground ' 
level with ma~~rials approved for one-hour construction applied to 
exterior lace of the wall. 

'(d) Where exterior walls are required to be protected with fire resistive 
materials, 2 inch nominal solid blocking shall be provided between 
rafters at all roof overhangs under the exterior wall covering . 

. 
{e) No attic ventilation openings or ventilation louvers shall be l>f!IINt1ea. 

in soffits, in eave overhangs, between rafters at eaves, or other 
·overhanging areas. Attic: or foundation ventilation louvers or 
ventilation openings in vertical walls shall not exceed 144 square 
inches each and shall be covered with 1/4 inc:h mesh corrosion 
.resistant metal screen and shall not be within 3 feet of any opening . 

. ' 
REV: 2/92 
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(f) All chimneys or fire pits, fireplaces or applianc~, burning liquid or 
solid fuel, which are located within 200 feet of, or within, any National 
Forest or County High Fire Hazard Zone, shall be provided with 
approved spark arrestors. 

(g) .All exterior glass shall be double glazed unless the building Official 
approves a limited application or acceptable altemative.. Single glazing 
may be approved with a heat reflectiv~ coating. 

(h) No treated or untreated wood shake or wood shingle material shall be 
used for exterior wall coverings. Exterior surfaces shall be protected by 
one half inch Type X Gypsum wall board underlayment, tightly sealed, 
or shall have an equivalent fire rating. 

(i) Any person owning, leasing, controlling, operating, or maintaining 
any building or structure within the National Forest or the County 
High Fire Hazard Zone shall, before commencement of construction 
and at all times thereafter. 

1. 

.2. 

REV: 2/92 

Maintain around and adjacent to such building or structure an 
effective firebreak made by removing and clearing away, for a 
horizontal distance therefrom of not less than 30 feet on each 
side thereof, all flammable vegetation or other combustible 
growth. Root systems of rye grasS or other plantings required to 
stabilize soil and prevent erosion shall not be removed. this 
provision shall not apply to single specimens of tr~s, 
ornamental shrubbery or similar plants used as gr'?Ul\d covers, 
provided that they do not form a means of rapidly transmitting 
lire from the native growth to any structure. 

Maintain around and adjacent to any building or structure, 
additional fire protection or firebreak by removing all brush, 
flammable vegetation or combustible growth located from 30 
feet to 100 .feet measured horizontally from such building or 
structures as ,may be required by the Building official or 
personnel of the United States Forest Service or by the Chief 9£ 
the Fire Department or district having jurisdiction, when he 
finds that because of extra hazardous conditioN a firebreak of 
only 30 feet around such structures is not sufficient to provide 
reasonable fire safety. Grass and other vegetation located more 
than 30 feet from such building or structure and.less than 18 
inches in height above the ground may be maintained where 
necessary to stabilize the soll and prevent et~ion. 

3 • : 



3.. Remove that portion of any tree which extends within 10 feet of 
the outlet of any chimney. 

-4.. Maintain any tree adjacent to or overhanging any building free 
of dead wood. 

,S. Maintain the roof of any structure free of leaves, needles or 
other dead vegetative growth. 

(j) If the Building Official or authorized personnel of the United States 
Forest Service or the Chief of the Fire Department or district ~ving 
jurisdiction, determine jointly in any specific case that difficult terrain, 
danger of erosion, or other unusual circumstances make strict 
compliance with the clearance of vegetation provisions of subsection 

. (i) undesirable or impractical, they may suspend enforcement thereof 
and require reasonable altemativ.e measures designed to advance the 
purposes of such subsection (i). 

HIGH FIRE ZONE BUILDING REQUIREMENTS 
FOR NEW CONSTRUCIJON AND APDWONS 

1. CLASS A ROOF COVERING 

Fire retardant and roofing assemblies may be any one of the following:· 

1. Any class a roofing assembly. 
2.. Asbestos-cement shingles or sheets. 
3. . Exposed conaete slab roof. 
4.. Sheet ferrous or copper roof covering. 
5. Slate shingles . 
. 6. Cay or conaete roof tile. 

2. AlTICAND FOUNDATIGN ~LATION 

.Eave vents not allowed. Roof and wall vents shall not exceed 144 square inches 
each and shall be covered with 1/2 inch mesh corrosion metal saeen. 

REV: 2/92 
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3. PROJECilONS 

Over 10 inches form exterior walls (i.e. - decks, balconies, roof overhangs, carports, 
attached patio cQvers): 

- One hour fire resistive materials on underside. 
- Heavy timber construction. 
- Decks may be protected by an approved exterior fire sprinkler system. 

(a) :fslm- 8"' x 8" min. 

(b) Floor Beams and Girders- 6" x 10, min 

(c) Floor Joists- 8" x 10"' min.. 

(d) Floor and Roof Pecking- 2" T &: G,11/8" T & G plywood, 2 
layers 1" T & G plywood, or 3H noni.inallumber set on edge close 
together with staggered joints. 

(e) Roof 'Beams- 4" x 6'' minimum. 

(f) Roof Rafters - 3" x (blocked sowtdly or with 2'' minimum wood 
cov¢ngs at underside). 

ALTERNATE TO HEAYY. TIMBER - Enclose projection from floor level to ground 
within six (6) ~eet horizontally from outside edge with an exterior type one-hour fire 
rated assembly per the 1988 Uniform BWJ.cfing Code, Table 43-B. 

4. WALLS 

No treated or untreated wood shake or wood shingle material shall be used for 
exterior wall coverings. Exterior surfaces shall be protected by one-half inch Type X 
Gypsum wallboard underlayment, tightly sealed, or shall have an equivalent fire 
ratblg.· ~ 

5. WINDOWS 

All exterior glass shall be double glazed unless the Building Official approves a 
limited application or acceptable alternative. Single glazing may be approved with a 
heat reflective coating. 

I REV: 2/92 
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6. SPARK ARRESTERS 

:·(Required_for Jll. new construction) for chimneys, flues and stovepipes ... to be 
::constructed of a minimum 12 gauge wiremesh screen shall be securely attached 
. shall cover the entire vent diameter, and not create any pockets or recesses. 

1. CLEARED AREAS 

(a) Provide firebreak of cleared area for minimum 30 feet around 
structures (or up to 100 if deemed necessary by County). 

-(b) 10 feet minimum clearance between chimney outlet and any 
vegetation. 

(c) Keep roof and overhanging trees free of dead vegetation. 

8. 'E.XEM.PllONS 

1. Non habitable accessory structures over 50 feet from habitable 
structures are not required -to have fire resistive wall protection. 

2. Non-habitable accessory· structures (except for carports) within SO feet 
habitable structures may be of type n-N (non-combusnble materials). 

3. ,Carports open on two or more sides located within 50 feet of habitable 
structures shall be of o~hour fire resistive construction. Supporting 
members shall be heavy timber or protected by materials approved 
one-hour fue resistive construction. 

. REV: 2/92 
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r::; COUNTY OF SA1.1A HAKtsA..K..A. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT 
Sincel926 

4410 CAnt:EDRAL OAKS ROAD 
SANTA BARBARA. CAl.JFORNlA 93110..1042 

T t:lephon1 (105) 68l..s.sal 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT 
FIRE PROTECilON DIVISION 

DEVELOPMEl'IT STANDARD IS 

AUTOMATIC FIRE SPR.INKLER SYSTEM: STANDARDS FOR ONE 
AND TWO FAMILY DWELLINGS AND MOBILE HOMES 

l INTRODUCTION 

A. Puxpose: 

B. Scope: 

To provide a reasonable level of life and property safety by 
enfor~g the minimum standards es~lished by the 
latest edition of NFP A 5rANDARD #13-D as amended 
here~ and as deemed necessary by the Fue Marshal 

This Standard deals with designs for one and two family 
dwellings and mobile homes as described in the National 
Fll'e Protection Association Standard 13-D. 

ll RESPONSIBILITI' .. 
All individuals and companies who propose to engage in the installation or -
alternation of fire sprinkler systems are subject to the requirements of this 
Standard. 

DI. POUCY 

·= 

....... 
'This Standard outlines th;·procedures to be followed when submitting 
sprinkler plans and defines the Fire Department's requirements for one and 
two family dwellings and mobile homes. The Fue Marshal may modify this 
Standard based upon unique properties or risks. 

IV. PROCEDURES FOR NFPA #13-D SYSTEMS 

REV: 2/92 

l 

.· 
. . 

• ~thttc:~of:. 
.. ........ ~ .... C": .. -~ -· ... 1"" • ..... -- ·~-



A. Plans and Approval 

~I 
II!' I! 
II! 
n 

1. Plans shall be designed by a qualified, licensed contractor, or aJ.j 
Professional Engineer with experience in fire sprinkler design. 
Submit a minimum of two sets of plans and calculations. On 
set will be kept in the F1re Department files. ~ 

2. Plans shall be submitted for review and approval to the Santa 
Barbara County Fire Department before any equipment is 
installed or modified in order to avoid errors or subsequent 
misunderstandings. Any material deviation from approved 
plans will require authorization by the Santa Barbara County 
Fire Department. 

B. The following infonnatiOn sha11 be included on plan. 

REV: 2/92 

1. Name and address of owner. 

2. ·Dimensions scaled. 

3. Plot plan, elevation points. 

4. Piping plan. 

Pipillg shall be sized in accordance with 4-4.3 and 4-4.4. The 
design criteria reflects a departure from ~e conventional 
area/density me~ods ofNFPA 13. The goal for a NFPA lt3-
design is to gain me control with a maximum of two sprinkle s 
in operation, with a demand of 26 GPM and with calculations 
verify demands are met 

S. Full height aoss sections, including riser detail. 

6. Location of partitions. 

. '1. 

8. 

9. 

Use of each room. (Kitchen, laundry, etc.) 

Water source (pressure, flow,loca.tion, capacity). 

Size, location, type and elevation of store water tank (if 
applicable). 

• 2 • • 
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10. Data sheet for sprinkler heads with mal\ufacturer's description 

of type, orifice size, temperature rating and listed classification of 
sprinkler. 

11. Underground pipe size, lel;lgth, location, material, point of 
connection to main and the type and size of valves and meters. 

12. Name, address, license number, classification and telephone 
number of both the general contractor and the sprinkler 
contractor. 

. 
13. At the time of submittal, sprinkler plan fees shall be paid to the 

Santa Barbara County Fire Department. Ftte sprinkler fees are 
based upon the 1989 U.B.C., Table m-A as amended (4-89) by 
Chapter 15, Article V of the Santa Barbara County Code. The fee 
is based upon job valuation and shall be verified by a copy of the 
authorized contract or the signature of both parties to the 
agreem!lllt· 

C Water Supply 

1. A connection to a reliable water pmveyor system or water 
storage tank. 

Wlien a private storage tank is used as the only source of supply, 
the Santa Barbara County Fue Department Policy fpr .stored · 
water for fire protection shall apply. 

(Santa Barbara County Fue Deparb:nent Standard #2) 

· 2. Water provided for residential automatic fire protection 
sprinkler systems 'Should be supplied through the customer's 
domestic service line. Where water agencies require domestic 
water meters, all water supplied to the residential fire sprinkler 
system shoul~ pe through the meter. 

3. Combined service piping shall be designed to meet all domestic 
water flow requirements, plus a minimum fire sprinkler 
demand of 26 gallons per minute. The minimum size service 
line shall be one inch, with one inch meter. In dwellings where 
substantial irrigation use occurs, provisions should be made for 
such usage . 

REV: 2/92 
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4.. Each system shall have a single control- valve arranged to 
off both the domestic and fire sprinkler systems. a separate 
off valve should be provided for the domestic system, but 
the fire sprinkler system. Water purveyors may require 
valve arrangements • 

. D. System Components 

REV: 2/92 

L All piping supports used in the construc:tion of the fires..., ............... ~ 
system shall meet domestic water service requirements. 

2. All fire-line piping shall be installed with a rubber seated c.ne~rx 
valve at or near the beginning of the fire sprinkler system. 
is to prevent any backflow into the domestic system or 
introduction of air into the fire sprinkler system if a pressure , 
loss shoula 'DCcur in the publlc water system. · 

3. The fire sprinkler system shall be equipped with drain and 
valves, 'located in such a manner so that the system can be 
thoroughly flushed and tested for water flow capabilities. 
inspector test valve and outlet shall be locate~ at the most 
remo~e portion of the system. 

. 4.. All facilities downstream of the utility ownership are the 
responsibility of the customer. This will include both tes · 
arid maintenance of the fire sprinkler system. 

5. The following sy.stem components shall be listed: sprinkler 
heads, valves, gauges, piping. 

6. Each automatic sprinkler system shall be provided with a 
flow detector, installed at the riser on the system side of the 
main fire sprinkler control valve, which shall activate an 
aud.lble alarm capable of notifying residents in all areas of 
structure. --.. .. 

7. The ftte sprinkler riser shall be constructed of listed ....... 'lliiio~·""• 
material. 

• 
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E. Automatic 'Booster Pump 

1. When the domestic water pressure is deficient, or topography 
precludes sufficient gravity pressure from a water tank, an 
automatic booster pump shall be required to maintain required 
gallons per minute at the minimum pressure. 

2. The pump must automatically activate upon system demand. 

3. The pump must be self-priming type. 

4. Tile pump must be designed for its intended use. 

F. Sprinkler S~stem Inspection 

REV: 2/92 

1. Plans and calculations shall be submitted to the Santa Barbara 
CoWl.ty FJ.te Department for approval along with plan check fees. 

a. Hydraulic calculations shall include al information 
required by NFP A 13-D sections 4-1.1, 4-1.2, A-4-1.2, 
4-1..3, 4-14.1,4-1.5, 4-1.6 

Note: Plan$ which lack any of the aforementioned 
information shall be returned to the applicant n.cu: 
approye,d. 

2. Prior to installaticm of drywalling or interior wan covering, the 
sprinkler system shall be hydrostatically tested at the domestic 
system operating pressure plus SO pounds, for two hours, with a .. 
lire department inspector present. In no case shall the system be 
tested in excess oi 1~ .pounds.. Call the Santa Barbara County 
Fue Department at 681-5500 for~ inspection appointment at 
least 24 hours before inspection date. 

3. The sprinkler-system and all of the related components shall be . 
tested and inspected by the Santa Barbara County Fue 
Department prior to the final occupancy clearance. 

., 
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4. Policy Determination- Location of Sprinklers sprinklers shall 
installed in all areas, and .s.hallnm: be omitted from the 
following areas: 

a. Garages 
b. Attic - a minimum of two heads to be installed. 

-· 

........... .... . 
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SUBJECT: RESIDENTIAL FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEMS 

Please be advised that this department is currently enforcing the measures outlined 
in section A-4-2.3 of the 1989 edition of NFP A Standard 13-D. 

The results of fire tests outlined in a 1988 report commissioned by Factory Mutual 
indicate that ftre protection equivalent to that intended by NFP A 13-D for flat, 
horizontal, ceilings may be obtained by providing an inaeased flow, and providing 
a design which includes up to ·three sprinkler heads. 

In addition, wherever possible, sprinkler heads will be placed within the maximum 
allowable four inches from deflector to ceiling, as opposed to the placement in 
beams whic:h exceed four inches in depth. This will, in most cases, require that 
sprinkler heads be placed within the pockets formed by the beams . 

I realize that the prevalence of beams and/ or sloped ceilings in homes constructed 
in this area are creat:ii)g a significant problem for the bidding and design process. 
Please be assured that this department is working dally to obtain further data which 
will allow a more definitive set of installation and design criteria .to be issued. 
Unfortunately, until further testing is conducted or further data is made available to 
this departtnent, approval will be contingent upon adherence to the information in 
the section noted above. · 

I would strongly recommend that every effort be made to impress upon potential 
clients, as early as possible, the effect that ceiling design has on the fire sprinkler 
design. Please do not hesitate to refer such clients to this office when questions 
regarding this subject arise. This department is also attempting to devise a method 
whereby the owners and/or ar4.Utects are notified of potential.problems before 
building permits are .issued. ~ , · 

Any further comments or questions should be submitted in writing as soon as 
possible, so that any additional problems will be addressed in the revised 
development standard now under consideration. Thank you for taking the time to 
address this question, and please feel free to call if you wish to discuss these matters 
in more detail. · 

Darrell Delgado, Inspector, 
Development Review Section 

: 
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:BESIDENllAI. FIRE SPRlNI<LER SYSTEMS IN SLOPED OR BEAMED CEILINGS I 
J! 

Included with this correspondence is a copy of a letter which notifies sprinkler 
contractors of this department's policy regarding fire sprinklers in sloped or beame 
ceilings. · ~~ ,, 

li 
II 

The purpose of this letter is to alert architects of the effects that sloped or beamed ll 
ceilings have on the cost of an automatic fire sprinkler system. By addressing the ll 
issue during the design phase, rather than the construction phase, designs could bel· 
altered, if desired, so that the cost of the fire sprinkler system may be reduced. 

Beams with the depth exceeding four inches, vaulted ceilings, or a combination of~~ 
the two, would require additional fire sprinkler heads to be installed and an inaeaf 
in the total flow and pressure requirement for a given system. l! 

II• 
jl 

In most cases, where beams more than four inches in depth are used, a sprinkler j! 
head is required in each bay created by the beams. By increasing the distance I 
between beams, it is possible to decrease the number of required heads; thereby ~~ 
reducing system cost. · 

When smooth vaulted ceilings are proposed~ the total water requireme~t is more I' 
than doubled, which results in the need to install water meters larger than the 
minimum allowable one inch. These meters are expensive to install and carry 

1

11 
additional monthly service fees. , 

• l' 

When considering a vaulted or beamed ceiling in a residence that is to be fire j.·' 

sprinklered, we recommend that architects contact this office for furtller . 
information. 
'This may help to.avoid excessive'=~tallation costs and/or plan ~pproval delays. f 

If an architect has already chosen a fire sprinkler contractor, we recommend that 
these issues be address~d ea~ly in the project's development 

If there are any questions regarding this issue, please contact this office. 

Steve Vitttum 
Deputy Fli'e Marshal 

. : . . 
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0anta Barbara County flood Control 
and Water Conservation District 

March 17, 1993 

123 E. Anapamu StrMt 
Santa Barbara. 

California. 93101 
(805)~ 

Telecopier. (805) sea 3434 

Planninq commission 
county of santa Barbara 

·123 E. Anapamu st. 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

BE: 91-CP-85; Area Dos PUeblos Golf Links 
APN: 079-180-05,16,18 and 079-200-04,08 
case Planner: steve Gogqia 

Dear Commissioners: 

PHIWP II. DbiERY 
Director 

RUOOLFOHLEIIIUTZ. D. bg. 
Aaailltant Dir.ctor 

~This District recommends that approval of the above referenced project 
be subject to the following conditions. 

1. Prior to issuance of land use clearance, the applicant shall 
comply with the Flood Control Standard Conditions of Approval. 

2. Prior to issuance of land use clearance, the applicant shall 
submit a Drainage and/or Grading Plan to satisfaction of the 
Flood Control Engineer. Said plan shall include 100 year 
capacity culverts under the railroad for storm water conveyance. 
Any proposed retention basins are to be designed to District 
standards. 

3. All d~ainage improvements required as part of condition #2 above 
shall be constructed in accordance with approved plans and 
certified by a registered civil Engineer prior to issuance of 
occupancy clearance. 

Sincerely, 

~~!UP, 
Steven D. Wagner 
Development Enqineer 

11 cc: Nick Andrade, Building and Development 
R. w. Hollis Jr. 



TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE .• . . 

Santa :Barbara County Park 'Department 
610 Mmion Canyon :RJ., Santa :Bar6ara, Ca. 93105 

MAR 2 ~ 1993 
S. S. CCUriTY 

RESOURCE MGT. OE?T. 
Steve Goggia, Development Review Plann~·· · -

Resource Management Department 

Claude Garciacelay, Park Planner~ 
March 25, 1993 ...,. U 
91-CP-085 Arco Dos Pueblos Golf Links 
APN 079-180-5, -16, -18, 079-200-4, -8 

The Park Department will require the following conditions to the 
approval of 91-CP-085. In conformance with the Parks, Recreati 
and Trails Element of the Comprehensive Plan (PRT-1), and the 
County's draft Coastal Access Implementation Plan, the ~allowing 
conditions for dedications and offers to dedicate shall be met 
:Prior to the issuance of Coastal Development Permit and 
conditions for improvements shall be met prior to occupancy 
_permit: 

1) The applicant shall dedicate to the County in perpetuity a 
24 foot wide (narrowing to 16 foot wide over each of the propos 
tunnels) lateral access easement for the exclusive use of riding 
and hiking trail purposes. Said trail easement shall traverse 1 

the site in an east/west direction south of and generally i 

adjacent to the ra.ilroad eas~ment .in an area acceptable to the ,1 

Park Department. Said trail easement shall be rough graded west 
of the existing bridge to the western property line, and rouqh 
graded with an 8 foot wide asphalt lane constructed, to Park 
Department standards, to connect the bridge access w~th scenic 
·overlook area to the east of the existing bridge. 

The applicant shall dedicate to the County in perpetuity and 
easement for the vertical viewing area near Eagle Canyon. ~-:~~~~· 

location and size of the viewing area :shall be designated by 
applicant and approved by the Park Department and RMD. Site 
improvements by the applicant, to the viewing area shall incl 
fencing of blufftop for safety purposes, benches, trash 
receptacles and interpretive signage describing the view shed 



e 
Steve Gogg~a, RMD 
91-CP-085 
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area and unique flora and fauna. A viewing area site improvement 
p~an ·shall be prepared by the applicant and approved by the Park 
Department and RMD. Applicant sha~l make arrangements for the 
perpetual da.i~y and. long-term maintenance of the viewing area as 
part of the golf course operations. 

The applicant sha11 dedicate to the County in perpetuity an 
easement allow~g for lLmited parking (10 spaces) within the 
parking lot for the golf course, and shall dedicate access across 
the existing bridge from the parking. . .l.ot to the coastal trail • 

.. The applicant shall provide. a p~cycle parking area with rack on 
the parking lot side of the bridge-for the use of the public .. 
The applicant shall construct stairway access from the existing 
bridge to the coastal trail. 'l.'lle bottom landing of said stairway 
shal1 be adjacent to but not w~thin the proposed 24 foot coastal 
trail easement and the landing pad area shall be sized to 
accommodate the future construction of bicycle rack and horse 
tie-up area. Said landing pad· ·area shall be designated by 
applicant for review and approva~ by: the Park Department and RMD 
and shall be dedicated to the County in perpetuity as an 

~ additional easement area adjacent to the 24 foot wide trail 
easement. . 

• 

~1 dedications to the County above mentioned shall be by grant 
of easement to the County according to the standard fo:t:m of 
easement adopted and approved by the Park Department and County 
Counsel, including a surveyed legal description and map prepared 
and stamped by a ~icensed surveyor. -

2) The app~icant shall offer to dedicate lateral access for 
public recreation purposes from the mean high tide ~ine to the 
toe of the slope along the entire length of the subject property. 
The app~icant shall also offer to d~cate restricted vertical 
beach access £rom the proposed coasta~ trail to the mean high 
tide line at the eastern property boundary at Eagle Canyon. Said 
offers to dedicate shall be made according to the standard fo~ 
developed by the Coastal Commission and acceptable to County 
Counsel. ~. - . . . _ 

.-... :~-: 'i - - .... .. ...,.... .......... - ... "' ..,.._..... ~ • , - ... 
-•-:::::~--:- • - - -~~-:-----·-·...::-' . .Ji;:z.:.. --J - ::....:. •• ·.- -··. ·- --" -.~:_._ 

cc: G.ilda-Wheeler, RMD.::..: -::.-:;·o.t::c :=-=.: .:. -~:. -~'4••• -- • -: .:..·;,~.: •• • _ ·...::··~:--: ••• : ~-
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ATTACHMENT A 

REVISED FINDINGS FOR PROJECT APPROVAL 
ARCO DOS PUEBLOS GOLF LINKS 91-CP-085 

t:.REV.ISED·pursuant to the Board of Supervisors Hearing of August 17, 1993 

:A.. Pursuant to Section 35-172 .. 8 of the Article II Zoning Ordinance, the 
following findings must be adopted in order for the Conditional Use 
Permit to be approved: 

The property is located approximately 1/2 mile to the west of th 
Urban/Rural boundary line, within a short driving distance of th 
Santa Barbara/Goleta metropolitan area. In addition, the area 
between Ellwood and Gaviota is considered a recreational resou 
of State-wide importance. The maintenance activities of a golf 
course are similar to those of agriculture and no operational 
conflicts are expected. 

Only 115 acres of this 202 acre site will be developed. The 
proposed project has been designed to take advantage of the 
natural features of the property, with minimum alteration of the I 
natural terrain. The links layout has been designed to avoid al 
of the major and most of the minor drainages that run ·across the· 
property. Approximately 265 (226 non-natives) of the 937 trees 
that currently exist on the site would be removed to accommodate 
the golf course. · 

The project site contains several Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat areas. Through project design, avoidance of the 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat areas is accomplished. In 
addition, mitigation measures are required as project conditions 
of approval in order to ensure their protection. Although the 
project proposed a significant increase in the intensity of the 
use of the site in close proximity to the Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat areas, because the project lacks a residential 
unit component, with the conditions controlling the hours of 
operation, location and manner of access to the beach, the findi 
can be made that the site for the project is adequate in size, 
shape, location and physical characteristics to accommodate the 
density and intensity of development proposed. 

2. That adverse impacts are mitigated to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

The project EIR identified significant unavoidable adverse impac s 
associated with Air Quality (short-term construction emissions) 
and loss of prime Agricultural soils. Mitigation measures far 
each of these impacts have been incorporated into the project 
Conditions of Approval. The prime soils will be retained on si , 
and the potential for the conversion of the site to agricultural 
uses upon termination of the Conditional Use Permit for the Gal · 
Links will be enhanced. With regard to any significant impacts 
which may remain after mitigation measures are applied, a 
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Statement of Overriding Considerations must be adopted 
concurrently with the CEQA Findings in order to approve the 
project. 

• 

. ' ~ ... 

The project EIR identified potentiall~ sign~ficani bui~~~i~~abie· 
impacts to Biological Resources, Traffic and Circulation, Water 

~:~Resources, Short-Term Air Quality, Archaeological Resources,. 
!; Aesthetics, Hazardous Materials/Safety, Geology/So.ils, and P~bli<; 

Services. Project conditions, adopted with the approva.l.'of 1;.his 
. project incorporate all mitigation measures and a mitigation 

~mo~itoring program will guarantee implement~~ion during 
construction and during long-term operation! __ 

• t4'• 

3. Streets and highwavs are adequate 'and p~o-perly. designed. 

As presented in the Circulation element Consistency· sect.jon of the 
--· Staff Report dated 4/14/93; streets and highways are adequate and 

·'.·:··properly designed to serve the proposed Golf Links development. 

· 4. ·There are adequate public services, including but not limited 
to, fire protection. water supply. sewage disoosal. and police 
protection to serve the oroject . 

. Water Supply: Domestic water supply would be provided by the 
::;_ Goleta Water District. Irrigation water would be supplied with 
· · /'' reclaimed water from the Goleta Sanitation District/Goleta \·later 
·;. ~- District wastewater reclamation project. As presented in Appendix 

· :;~ · 5.3 of the Environmental Impact Report prepared for this project 
• :~!.,),. (92-EIR-16), there is adequate capacity for the wastewater 

reclamation project to serve the ARCO Dos Pueblos Golf Links 
·project in addition to other identified projects which have yet to 
secure a commitment from the District •. The project is approved 
subject to the applicant obtaining a "can and will se~ve" letter 
from the District prior to issuance of a Coastal Development 

·· ... Permit. 

Sewage Disposal: Sewage disposal for the project will be through a 
private septic system adequate to serve the project. 

Police Protection: The Santa Barbara County Sheriff•s Department 
has reviewed the project and has indicated that adequate law 
enforcement services currently exist to serve the project. 

Fire Protection: The Santa Barbara County Fire Department has 
reviewed the project, and with appropriate conditions has, 

·· indicated that adequate fire services currently exist to serve the 
project. 

Electrical Utilities: Electric ~rvice will be provided by the 
Southern California Edison Company which has adequate capacity to 
serve the project. 



·-
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5. The project will not be detrimental to the.health, safety, 
comfort. convenience, and general welfare of the neighborhood and 
will not be incompatible with the surroundino area. 

The Conditional Use Permit contains many conditions that provide 
land use controls over the life of the Golf Links project. The 
majority of these conditions are required as mitigation measures 
to ensure that the adverse impacts of the project are mitigated to 
the maximum extent feasible. Based on evidence in the record, the' 
Golf Links project will not be likely to cause adjacent 
agricultural lands to convert. The only public service and 
facility expansion associated with the project is the extension of~ 
the reclaimed water 1 ine the full cost for which will be borne by jl 

the project applicant. The reclaimed water line is a private line~ 
conditioned to serve the ARCO Golf Links project only, with no I 
additional connections permitted. ~ 

The development of the site with a golf course will not diminish I' 
the productivity of adjacent prime agricultural lands as the " 
maintenance activities of a golf course are similar to those of ~ 
agriculture and no operational conflicts with neighboring cattles 
operations are expected. " I 

:l 
ill 

The project can be found compatible with the surrounding area as ~ 
golf courses are conditionally permitted in agricultural zones, ~ 
and because the ARCO Golf Links project does not include a 
residential component. 

6. The project is in conformance with the aoolicable provisions 
of Article II and the Coastal Plan. 

Pursuant to the previous discussion in the Project Analysis 1 

section of the Staff Report, amended with the revised policy ~ 
analysis presented in the memo to the Planning Commission dated f 
5/19/93 and this findings section, the Golf Links proposal is I 
consistent with Article II and the Coastal Plan. I 

I 7. In designated rural areas, the use is compatible with and 
subordinate to the scenic and rural character of the area. 

il 
The conversion of the site's broad expanses of grassland 
interrupted by several incised drainages and oil and gas 
processing facilities, to the manicured greens, fairways, and 
roughs, is a subjective call, considered incompatible by some. 
However, ARCO's existing oil and gas facility, with scattered 
components across the entire property, would be removed, thus 
restoring at least some of the visual quality of the site. The 
ulinks" style of golf course retains more existing vegetation a d 
requires less-alteration of the~~errain than the traditional 
California golf course. As viewed by travellers along U. S. 
Highway 101, the visual change to the type of grasses would not be 
so apparent due to the large expanses of existing vegetation to be 
retained, the screening provided by the native planting mitigat on 
areas, and the buffers provided by the existing topography. Th 
structures proposed for the project would result in minimum 
encroachment into view corridors, and would not obscure public 

I 

• 
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views to the ocean as they would be of similar height and located 
in the same general area as the exjsting facilities which would be 
removed. Vegetation and land mass screening is provided for in 
the location of the proposed buildings. 

Consistent with the scenic and rural character of the area, the· 
Golf Links does not propose a residential component to the 
project. 

In addressing coastal access and recreation, the Coastal Plan 
acknowledges that the area between Ellwood and Gaviota is a 
recreational resource of State-wide importance. Three mqjor State 
parks, El Capitan, Refugio, and Gaviota currently provide 
recreational opportunities for local as well as out-of-County 
visitors. In addition, areas along the coastline outside of State 
parks are already used extensively for recreation by mostly local 
residents. The Golf links development could therefore be 
considered subordinate to and compatible with the character of its 
setting along the Gaviota toast 

8. The project will not conflict with anv easements reouired for 
public access through. or public use of. a oortion of the 
property. 

With approval of the Golf Links project, ARCO will offer to 
dedicate public coastal access easements consistent with the 
protection of the environmentally sensitive habitats located on, 
or adjacent to the site. 

9. That the proposed use is not inconsistent with the intent of 
the zone district. 

The purpose of the Agriculture II district is to establish 
agricultural land use for large prime and non-prime agricultural 
lands in the rural areas of the County and to preserve prime and 
non-prime soils for long-term agricultural use. 

The purpose of a Conditinnal U~ Permit is to provide for uses 
that are essential or desirable but cannot be readily classified 
as principal uses in individual zone districts by reason of their 
special character, uniqueness of size or scope, or possible effect 
on public facilities or surrounding uses. Section 315-172.5. 2. 
k. of Article II states golf courses and driving ranges may be 
permitted in any district that they are not otherwise permitted 
with a Major Conditional Use Permit. 

·-
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. . ' 
CEQA FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

':-

. ' 
-~INDINSS PURSUANT TO PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION 21081 AND THE CALIFORNIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT SECTIONS 15090 AND 15091: 
. . 

A. CONSIDERATION OF THE EIR 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) ,-· 92-EIR-16 (the ufina 
EIR") and Addenda to 92-EIR-16 (the 11 Addenda 11

) dated May 26, 1993 
and August 17, 1993 were presented to the Board of Supervisors an 
all voting members of the Board have reviewed and considered the ~·~._ 
.EIR, its appendices, and the Addenda prior· to approving the Condi 
tional Use Permit (91-CP-085) for ARCO's proposed Oos Pueblos Gal 
links. In addition, the Board has reviewed and considered i! 
testimony and additional information presented at or prior to J. 

public hearings on August 3rd and August 17th, 1993. 

B. FULL DISCLOSURE; COMPLIANCE HITH CEQA 

c. 

The Board of Supervisors finds and certifies that the Final EIR 
and Addenda constitute a complete, accurate, adequate and good 
faith effort at full disclosure under CEQA. The Board further 
finds and certifies that the Final EIR and Addenda have been 
completed in full compliance with CEQA. The final EIR reflects 
the independent judgement of the Board of Supervisors. 

FINDINGS THAT CERTAIN UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS ARE MITIGATED TO THE 
MAXIMUM EXTENT FEASIBLE 

The Final EIR and Addenda for the Dos Pueblos Golf Links identif 
two (2) project specific significant environmental impacts and 
five {5) cumulatively significant impacts which cannot be fully ~ 
mitigated and, therefore, are·considered unavoidable. Those 
project specific impact areas are short-term air -quality and 
agriculture. Those cumulative impacts are to biological, 
archaeological, aesthetics, public services and agricultural 
resources. To the extent the impacts remain significant and 
unavoidable, such impacts are acceptable when weighed against th 
overriding social, economic, and other considerations set forth 
the Statement of Overriding Considerations below. Each of thes 
11 Class ru impacts identified by the Final EIR are discussed bel 
along with the appro.priate findings as per CEQA Section 15091: 

1. Short Term Air Quality {PM-10) 

The Final EIR concludes that, during the construction and 
decommissioning phase, PM-10 particulate emissions will b 
generated which exceed th~threshold of significance. Th 
following mitigation measures are incorporated into the 
Conditions of Approval for the project: restrictions and 
"S~;f;cutlon~ on mnt1actor''S equipment to be used in th 
construction and decommissioning phase, as well as other 
detailed construction measures, including increased site 
watering frequency when wind speed exceeds 15 mph, suspen -
ing grading and scraping when wind speed exceeds 20 mph, n-

I 

• 

• 
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!. 

site construction speed limit of 15 mph. No.other feasible 
mitigation measures were identified. Although these mea
sures will mitigate in part the significant short term air 
quality effects of the project, s4ch effects cannot be miti
gated to insignificance and~ therefore,· th~re will be a re
sidual significant adverse effect on short term air quality 
due to increased PM-10 emissions. 

2. Agriculture 

3. 

The Final EIR concludes that there wi)l be a significant 
adverse effect on agriculture as a result of th~ p~oject 
because the golf course would remove ·61 acres of Class II 
prime soils from potential agricultural productivity on land 
zoned for agriculture. A cumulatively significant impact 
would result as the project would reduce the Countywide 
inventory of prime soils by approximately 61. 

The Conditions of Approval provi~e for the preservation of 
prime soils during grading and that, in the event of 
permanent closure of the Golf Links facility, agricultural 
land use shall be given preference on the project site's 
prime soils. While these conditions mitigate in part the 
potential effects of the project, the project will cause a 
loss of the use of prime soils during the life of the 
project and, there are no other feasible mitigation measures 
and the residual effect of the project on agriculture under 
County environmental thresholds remains significant, adverse 
and unavoidable. 

Archaeology 

The EIR found that the project would cumulatively contribute 
to the overall reduction in the number of undisturbed 
archaeological sites available for scientific study. 
Mitigation involving data collection (Phase III studies) for 
project specific impacts would also mitigate this cumulative 
impact however, the residual cumulative impact would remain 
significant. 

4. Biology 

5. 

The EIR found that the project would contribute to 
cumulative biological resources impacts through removal of 
plant communities and habitat and would increase human 
activity in the vicinity of sensitive habitats. Mitigation 
proposed for project specific biological impacts including 
avoiding sensitive areas, inclusion of vegetated buffers and 
revegetation would reduce~his impact however, residual 
cumulative impacts would remain significant. 

Aesthetics 

Together with other development in the project vicinity, the 
project would result in a cumulative aesthetic impacts 
through altering the existing visual character of the area. 

'/ 

' , 
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Mitigation proposed for project specific aesthetic impacts 
including review of the project design and landscaping by 
the Board of Architectural Review. Residual cumulative 
~esthetic impacts would remain significant. 

~-- Public Services 

The EIR found that the project would contribute to a 
cumulative impact to police and fire services through 
increasing service demand together with other development 
proposed in the se~vice area. The EIR identified mitigati I 

to address this impact that.the County could consider , 
implementing. This includes analyzing the need for 
additional sheriff staff, as well as relocation of fire 
station 11. These mitigations are provided as information 
to the decision-makers, and would have to be implemented by 
the County rather than on a project specific basis. 

D. FINDINGS THAT CERTAIN IMPACTS ARE MITIGATED TO INSIGNIFICANCE BY 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

The Final EIR identified several subject areas for which the 
project is considered to cause or contribute to significant, but 
·mitigable environmental impacts. Each of these impacts is 
discussed below along with the appropriate findings as per CEQA 
Section 15091: 

1. Biological Resources 

a. The Final EIR concludes that construction of the Gal 
Links project has the potential to create significan 
impacts to biology, including: willow trees and will 
scrub habitat; windrow trees; riverine intermittent 
streambeds; non-native annual grass wetlands; south , 
tarplant populations; terrestrial, aquatic and marin· 
habitats (related to erosion and sedimentation); the i 

seasonal pond in Tomate Canyon; reptile and amphibi 
populations in the desiltation basin areas; the ha , 
seal haul-out area; native animal species (related t 
habitat fragmentation); reduction of bat population 
(related to tree removal) and the monarch butterfly 
site at Eagle Canyon. The following mitigation 
measures are incorporated into the Conditions of 
Approval for the project: replacement of impacted 
trees; implementation of a Biological Enhancement an 
Landscape Plan (BELP); protection of enhanced draina 
areas; revegetation plan for southern tarplants; im
plementation of an erosion control program; 
implementation of an-Integrated Pest Management Plan 
(IPMP) as further described in a letter to the Board 
from Jackie Bowland, dated 8/13/93; design of a 5 
acre-foot reservoir; vernal pool setbacks; construe 
tion restrictions near the harbor seal haul-out are 
and, restrictions on construction of pipelines near· 
Eagle Canyon. These measures will mitigate these 
impacts to insignificant levels. 

• 
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b. The Final EIR concludes that the operation of the Golf 
links project has the potential to create significant 
impacts to biology, including: on-site drainages 
(associated with golf ball retrieval); runoff of 
pesticides and fertilizers into the vernal pool; in
creased human activity in the vernal pool area; the 
harbor seal haul-out area; runoff·of pesticides and 
fertilizers into the drainages; rodenticide use 
impacts on predators; hie-accumulation of insecticide 
residues; and,,,reptile and amphibian impacts 
(associated wi~h maintenance of desiltation basins). 
The following mitigation measures are incorporated 
into the Conditions of Approval for the project: golf 
ball retrieval program; implementation of an 
Integrated Pest Manag~ment Plan (IPMP); implementation 
of a Biological Enhancement and Landscape Plan (BELP); 
vernal pool & ~etbacks; fencing and/or vegetated 
buffers and si~gnage along drainages: and 
implementation of a Restricted Access Plan which 
prohibits vertical access during the harbor seal 
pupping/breed~ng season. These measures will mitigate 
these impacts~to insignificant levels. 

2. Traffic/Circulatio~ 

3. 

The Final EIR indicates that the Golf Links project has the 
potential to create significant impacts to: motorists on 
U.S. Highway 101 related to errant golf balls; elimination 
of direct access to and from U.S. Highway 101 southbound; 
the Oos Pueblos Canyon Road interchange; and parking during 
tournament events. The following mitigation measures are 
incorporated into the Conditions of Approval for the 
project: provision of low vegetation adjacent to the tee 
boxes on holes 1, 3 and 4; provide funds to reopen and 
maintain the private portion of Calle Real or obtain 
approval from affected property owners to close median break 
on U.S. Highway 101; provide fair-share funding to the 
County "Pavement Management System" to repair the pavement 
between northbound and southbound ramps at the Oos Pueblos 
Canyon Road interchange; and, development of a parking 
program for tournament days when the on-site parking lot's 
capacity would be exceeded. These measures will mitigate 
these impacts to insignif~cant levels. 

Water Resources 

The Final EIR concludes that there are potential significant 
impacts to water resources which could occur under 
conditions of high rainf~l+·and runoff as a result of the 
possibility that fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides 
could be transported into creeks and ultimately the ocean; 
increased erosion and sedimentation may result from overland 
sheet runoff and increased flow velocities at pipe outfalls, 
headwalls and flow constrictions at bridges. Increased 
sedimentation would also occur if desiltation control basins 
are not properly sized. The following mitigation measures 
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4. 

5. 

have been incorporated into the Conditions of Approval for 
the project: the final landscape and design plans shall 
follow the parameters outlined in the Biological Enhancemen 
Plan; the applicant shall prepare a turf management plan 
which minimizes use of fertilizers, pesticides and herbi
cides, which plans shall be reviewed by and subject to 
approval of the Resource Management Department, and new and 
replacement culverts, headwalls, endwa11s, ringwalls and 
regraded channels shall be designed to accommodate 100 year 
flows and afford adequate stabilization of banks and 
abutments. These measures will mitigate the potential 
impacts to water resources resulting from the proj~ct to 
insignificant levels. 

Short Term Air Quality (NOx) 

The Final EIR concludes that construction and 
decommissioning activities of the project will generate N 
emissions in excess of significance thresholds. The 
mitigation measures discussed above in connection with shor 
term air quality impacts of particulates (PM-10), which 
mitigation measures are incorporated into the Conditions o , 
Approval for the project, will mitigate the short term air 1 

quality impacts resulting from NOx emissions to insignifi- ! 

cant levels. 

Archaeological Resources 

The Final EIR concludes that the Golf Links project has th 
potential to create significant impacts to archaeological 
resources, including: CA-SBA-1322 (associated with constru 
tion of the maintenance building): covering of archaeologi 
cal sites with sterile fill; CA-SBA-75 (associated with , 
waterline piperack construction); and, CA-SBA-73 (associa 
with the reclaimed waterline). The following mitigation 
measures are incorporated into the Conditions of Approval 
for the project: Phase III mitigation excavation along the 
buried water pipeline to the on-site lake; Phase II ar
chaeological testing (Phase III if required) for the maint 
nance building; monitoring by archaeologists and Native 
Americans: fill program restrictions; routing of the 
pipeline route north of CA-SBA-73 or Phase III archaeologi 
cal mitigation excavation. These measures will mitigate 
these impacts to insignificant levels. 

6. Aesthetics 

The Final EIR notes that the architectural style of the 
Clubhouse and other buildings may not be considered 
consistent with the rural nature of the project area. In 
order to mitigate any potential significant adverse effect 
of project buildings on the aesthetics of the area, the Co -
ditions of Approval require the applicant to submit 
architectural and site plans for review and approval by th 
Board of Architectural Review prior to any construction of 
structures. · 



91-t'P-~: ARCO Dos Pueblos Golf links Findings 

-

August 17. 1993 
Page lD 

; 

• 

7. Hazardous Materials/Safety 

8 . 

a. 

b. 

The Final ~IR concludes that the project would result 
in potential health and safety impacts to workers and 
the general public from possible exposure to hazardous 
materials during oil and gas facility abandonment and 
site remediation or accidents involving hazardous 
materials transport from the site. The following 
mitigation measures have been included into the 
Conditions of Approval for the project: the applicant 
shall submit to Environmental Health Services a work 
plan for the assessment of hazardous waste or other 
contamination on the site, including a geophysical 
survey, which shall be implemented after approval; if 
soil and/or ground water contamination exists on the 
site, the applicant shall submit a site remediation 
plan to Environmental Health Services, which shall 
include a Site Health and Safety Plan, which shall be 
implemented after approval; an abandonment plan for 
the oil and gas facilities shall be submitted for 
approval by the Resource Management Department, Energy 
Division, Environmental Health Services, Fire 
Department and Department of Oil and Gas; and all 
wells shall be inspected and reviewed by Department of 
Oil and Gas and Resource Management Department to 
determine the adequacy of abandonment and to assure 
that all requirements pertaining to well abandonment 
have been satisfied. These measures will mitigate to 
insignificant levels the potential impacts to health 
and safety of workers and the general public resulting 
from abandonment of the ail and gas facility and any 
related site remediation as part of the larger Des 
Pueblos Golf Links project. 

The Final EIR concludes that there could be potential 
significant health and safety impacts resulting from 
golf course maintenance due to use, storage and trans
portation of hazardous substances. The following 
mitigation measures have been incorporated into the 
Conditions of Approval of the project: the applicant 
shall be required to develop a formal fertiliz
er/pesticide/herbicide storage and application plan to 
be reviewed by both the County Environmental Health 
Services Department and the County Agricultural 
Commissioner, and a Hazardous Materials Business Plan 
shall be developed and implemented. Golf course 
maintenance in accordance with such plans will 
mitigate such potential impacts to insignificance. 

Geology/Soils 

The Final EIR concludes that the Golf Links project has the 
potential to create significant impacts related to: slope 
stability; soil creep, collapsible/compressible soils and 
expansive soils; shrink-swell potential and placement of 
pipelines for reclaimed water in sails with geotechnical 

I i .. 
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9. 

! 

constraints or on unstable existing piperacks could result ~ 
in significant impacts associated with pipeline failure. ~ 
The following mitigation measures are incorporated into the11 
Conditions of Approval for the project: preparation of a ~ 
final drainage plan by a civil engineer to ensure no ! 
increase in surface runoff on-site, and that surface water 
runoff is controlled; use of deep-rooted plants and soil 
moisture devices; and, implementation of geologic arid soils 
engineering study requirements for on-site improvements. 
These measures will mitigate these impacts to insignificant! 
levels. ~ 

11! 

Public Services ~ 

a. 
!~:! 

The Final EIR concludes that there could be potentiat' 
significant public services impacts resulting from n · .. 
demand for fire protection services created by the , 
project, which is outside of the five-minute respons 
zone for both Fire Stations No. 11 and No. 14. The 11 

following mitigation measures have been incorporated ~ 
into the Conditions of Approval of the project: ~ 
buildings shall be equipped with automatic sprinkler~ 
systems, adequate access shall be provided to the ~ 
site, and an adequate number of fire hydrants as · 11 

determined by the County Fire Department shall be 
installed. These measure will mitigate to insig
nificant levels any potential impact on fire pro
tection services resulting from the project. 

E. FINDINGS THAT IDENTIFIED PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ARE NOT FEASIBLE 

The Final EIR evaluated a no project alternative, a reduced 
project alternative, and two alternative project locations (Napl s 
site and Patterson site) as methods of reducing or eliminating 
potentially significant environmental impacts of the Des Pueblos 
golf Links. The Final EIR concluded that the environmentally 
superior project alternative was the Patterson site, but the 
analysis did not consider the feasibility of the off-site 
alternatives. As discussed below, the off-site alternatives are 
infeasible. 

1. No Project Alternative 

The no project alternative would result in the retention o 
the site in its current state, including continued oil and1 
gas operations. The oil and gas facilities would not be ' 
abandoned and the Golf Links project would not be develope . 
This project would avoid ~he adverse effects of the proje 
but none of the numerous environmental benefits of the 
project (e.g., net reduction in air pollutant emissions, 
removal of visual detractors from the site, etc.) would b 
realized, nor would the project goals be met. 
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2. Reduced Project Size 

3. 

4. 

• 

This alternative would have all of the components of the 
Golf Links project, except the nine-hole par three course. 
Although the reduced scale project would (1) avoid two small 
cart bridges which span small drainages on the south side of 
the railroad tracks, (2) red~ce somewhat the amount of 
irrigation water used and th~ num~~r ·of traffic trips and 
long term air pollut.i~n generate~ by::qolfers travelling to 
the site, and (3) .reduce somewhat the· amount of PM-10 and 
NOx emissions during construction, the reduced scale al
ternative would not avoid any of the significant 
environmental impacts of the project. Overall, the 
environmental effects of the project and reduced scale 
project would be essentially the same. However, this 
alternative would not provide a 9 nine hole course which 
could serve a different segment of the population. 

Naples Alternative Site 

This alternative would entail development of the Golf Links 
project at the Naples township site located to the west of 
the project site. While there are some specific 
differences, overall the types of impacts which would result 
from Naples alternative would be similar to the effects of 
the project. However, all of the negative effects of the no 
project alternative would occur because the existing oil and 
gas operations on the project site would continue for an 
indefinite period of time. Thus, the Naples alternative 
would result in many more overall environmental effects than 
the project because it would not eliminate the existing oil 
and gas operations at the Dos Pueblos Oil Field. 

The Naples site is not owned by Area and also is the subject 
of current litigation between the owners and the County, and 
therefore the Naples alternative site is not a feasible 
alternative. 

Patterson Alternative Site 

The EIR identified this site as the environmentally 
preferred alternative. This alternative would develop the 
Golf Links project on approximately 247 acres of existing 
land located southwest of the intersection of Hollister 
Avenue and Patterson Avenue. This project alternative would 
result in a variety of different significan~ effects, 
although many could be mitigated to insignificance. Like 
the Naples alternative, the Patterson alternative would re
su 1 t in- a 11 of the negati-ve··effects of the no project a 1-
ternative due to continued oil and gas operations on the 
project site . 

In addition, this project alternative is not a feasible 
alternative for ARCO to develop and does not appear to be a 
feasible project under applicable land use policies, even if 
the environmental impacts were considered to be somewhat 
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less than the project. The Patterson site is an existing ~ 
agricultural operation of long standing with prime soils. ~ 
Although impacts to agriculture were found to be significan I 
for both the project site and the Patterson site, the degre ' 
of impact to agriculture on the Patterson site would be 

1 

greater given the existing agricultural operations on the 
site. Since existing policies and the recent conceptual 
decisions of the Board of Supervisors concerning the Goleta 
Community Plan would prohibit the conversion of the l11 

Patterson site from agriculture, the Patterson site is not ~ 
feasible alternative. ~ 

!!I 
I" 
Iii 

STAT~:: ::n:~E:::D::: :::::::R:::o::e Dos Pueblos Golf Links identify~~~~ 
project specific impacts to short-term air quality and agricultur 
and cumulative impacts to agriculture, biology, aesthetics, publi 
services, and archaeology as significant environmental impacts .1

1

:1 

which are considered unavoidable. The Board of Supervisors ~ 
therefore makes the following Statement of Overriding 1:! 

Considerations which warrant approval of the project ~ 
notwithstanding that all identified impacts are not fully ~ 
mitigated. Pursuant to CEQA Sections 15043, 15092 and 15093, an~· 
remaining significant effects on the environment are acceptable 
due to these overriding considerations: J 

F. Land Use 

1. Removal of an existing legal non-conforming oil and gas 
industrial facility 

2. Compliance with the South Coast Consolidation Planning 
Area's Rezone of Oil and Gas Facilities Sites 

I 

3. Reduces the potential of brush fires on the site and creat s 
~ fuel break in a high fire hazard area 

4. Ensures that on-site Naples antiquated lot will not be 
developed with single family residences, but rather with a I 

use recognized as a high priority under the Coastal Act 

G. Recreational 

1. Provides a new public recreational use increasing public 
access to a coastal property 

2. Applicant will offer to dedicate both a coastal access 
easement-on-site which as.S-ists the County in its 11 Coastal 
Access Implementation Plann and easements for vertical and 
lateral -access 
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H.. Economic 

•• 

1. Creates 30-32 new net long-term jobs 

2. Creates seasonal jobs for youth 

3. Creates numerous short-term jobs during construction 

4. Generates approximately 1.5 million dollars annually in new 
tax revenues, as estimated by the app l_icant 

5. Generates approximately 2 million dollars in local ·purchase 
annually, as estimated by the applicant 

I. Health and Safety 
• t . 

1. Net long-term air quality benefits associated with the 
removal of the exi~ting ~~l and gas industrial facility 

2. Removal of public health risks associated with the removal 
of the existing oil and gas industrial facility (considered 
22nd in the County for "Excess Lifetime Cancer Risks, 35th 
in the County for "Chronic Noncarcinogen Risks." and 36th in 
the County for "Acute Noncarcinogen Risks") 

3. Removal of the median access across U.S. Highway 101 will 
improve traffic safety in the area 

J. Vi sua 1 

1. Enhances visual amenities through the removal of the 
existing oil and gas industrial facility and placing 
existing on-site utilities underground 

2. Provides scenic viewing opportunities for golfers and users 
of the proposed recreational trail 

1<. Biological 

1. Permanent protection/preservation of the on-site vernal pool 

2. 

I~ 3. 

L. Water 

1. 

Enhancement of on-site native landscaping 

Removal of nonnative vegetation within drainage corridors 

Frees up several acre feet-of water currently used in the 
oil and gas operations, which water is supplied by the 
Rancho Oos Pueblos S~stem. fDr ~se as agricultural 
irrigation t.m ~;tndro ~ ~'!b1~ 
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ATTACHMENT E 

.COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

PROPOSED FINDINGS 
FOR DENIAL OF SURFRIDER FOUNDATION'S APPEAL 

OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION'S APPROVAL OF 
THE ARCO DOS PUEBLOS GOLF LINKS (91-CP-85) 

on August 3, 1993, and August 17, 1993, the Board o 
Supervisors heard and considered the appeal of the surfride ' 
Foundation from the Planning Commission's May 26, 1993 approval o 
the Area Dos Pueblos Golf Links project (91-CP-85). The Board o 
supervisors has reviewed the record, including the Final Environ 
mental Impact Report 92-EIR-16 (the "Final EIR 11

) and Addendum t 
92-EIR-16 (the "Addendum 11 ) dated May 26, 1993, the various staf 
reports and submissions by the applicant and members of the publi 
to the Planning Commission, the submissions to the Board o 
Supervisors by Surfrider Foundation, the applicant and members o 
the public in connection with Surfrider Foundation•s appeal, an 
the staff report prepared for the August 17, 1993 Board-hearing.~'.· 

'The Board of supervisors denies the appeal of the surfride 
-~Foundation and approves a Conditional Use Permit for the Area Do 
_:pueblos Golf Links (91-CP-85). i 

'.!'he Board of Supervisors makes the following findings i 
conn~ction with its denial of the Surfrider Foundation's appeal: 

A. The Planning commission's approval of a Conditional Us 

il 

Permit for the Golf Links did not violate the coastal Act or t 
County• s Certified Local Coastal Plan or the county 1 s Coast 
Zoning Ordinance. The Board of Supervisors expressly reaffirms t 
Planning commissions's finding that the Golf Links project is · 
conformance with the applicable provisions of Article II and t 
Local Coastal Plan, and incorporates by reference into the 
findings the analysis and findings of conformity of the proje 
with applicable provisions of Article II and the Coastal Plan 
set forth in the Project Analysis section of the staff report o 
the Plann~ng Commission, as amended by the revised policy analys"s 
presented in the staff memo to the Planning commission dat d 
5/J.9/93. 

11. The decision of the Planning Commission was not an abu e 
of discretion or unlawful in any manner whatsoever. The findin s 
and decision of the Planning Commission, and the Board of supervi -
ors• findings in connection with approval of the conditional u e 
permit for the the ARCO Des Pueblos Golf Links and these finding , 
are supported by the evidence in the record. 

E-1 
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c. The Board of supervisors make the following findings on 
the specific issues raised by the Surfrider Foundation in its 
appeal: 

SURFRYDER APPEAL ~SSUE #1 

Allegation: The Planning Commission accepted legal 
interpretations proposed by the applicant, rather than its own 
staff and therefore misinterpreted and misapplied policies of the 
coastal Act and County LCP which prohibit the conversion of 
agricultural land. 

General Finding Reiecting Allegation: In essence, ,the only 
staff .interpretations of Coastal Act and CLUP policies which were 
not· adopted and followed by the Planning Commission related to 
agriculture. After input from the ~applicant and review of the 
issues .by County counsel, the Planning commission exercised its 
discretion to interpret the relevant policies and apply them to the 
specific facts of this matter. The interpretation ·of coastal 
agriculture policies by the Commission_in this matter is similar to 
the Board of Supervisors • interpretation and application of County
wide agriculture policies in connection with the Rancho San Marcos 
Golf Course and the Planning Commission • s interpretation and 
application of County-wide agriculture policies in connection with 
the Alisal River Course and the "O'Shaughnessy" golf course (Cos 
Pueblos Partners). 

The Golf Links project site has only recently been zoned 
Aqriculture I~. Prior to this rezoning, the site was zoned Coastal 
Dependent Industry, due to the historic oil and gas use of the 
site. When the site was rezoned, the Coastal Commission made it 
clear that the Agriculture designation was "a holding designati~nn, 
since the Coastal Commission was aware that ~ golf course was about 
to·be proposed for the property. The coastal Commission further 
noted that the agricultural policies under the California Coastal 
Act should not be as strictly applied as they might have otherwise 
given ·the information brought out at the coastal commission 
hearing. 

surfrider Appeal Issue #la. 

Allegation: There is no basis to conclude that PRC Section 
:30242 (a) which precludes conversion unless renewed agricultural use 
is not feasible, does not apply • 

. . Finding Rejecting surfrider Appeal Issue #la: The appellant 
misreads Section 30242, to "preclude conversion (of agricultural 
land to non-agricultural uses) unless renewed agricultural use is 
not.feasible.u In fact, Section 30242 provides that: 

"Lands suitable for agriculture shall not be converted to 
non-agricultural uses unless: (1) continued or renewed 
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.agricultural use is not feasible, .Q.!: (2) such conversion 
·would preserve prime agricultural land or concentrate 
·development consistent with Section 30250. Any such 
,permitted conversion shall be compatible with continued. 
·:qgricultural use on surrounding lands. 11 (emphasis 

· ;a4ded). 

'Thus, a finding under either Section. 30242(1) ~. ~ect;i 
30242{2), together with a finding that the·permitted conversion.·s. 
compatible with continued agricultural use on surrounding land~,: ~ s i 

sufficient to make the Golf Links consistent with this po~i~ • 
ARCO argued that the Golf Links Project is consistent with Se9t~ 
30242(1) and 30242(2), but the Planning commission declined to ma 
a finding on ARCO's contention that agriculture was not feasible 
the site and therefore did not make a finding under Secti 
30242(1). Rather, the Commission concluded that prime soils wou 
be preserved and the long term agricultural productivity of t 
site would be enhanced by improvement of so'il conditions a 
development of irrigation lines to serve a site which presently h s 
no agricultural water source. In the discussion portion of oth 
findings 1 the Commission found that the Golf Links would n 
disturb agricultural operations on adjacent properties and wou 
~at be likely to cause adjacent properties to convert 
:nonagricultural uses. 

The Planning Commission's finding is supported by the recor . 
The "improvements" to the site {i.e. 1 minor grading and the lack 
intense structural development) combined with the soil/irrigati 
improvements {soil amendments, preservation of topsoil, n 
irrigation/water systems, etc.) will not preclude use of the si 
for agriculture in the future and will enhance the potential f 
future agricultural use. When the applicant-proposed so 
amendments are implemented, the new soil profile will be equal 
or superior to the original soil profile. There presently is 
agricultural water supply, but the development of the Golf Lin s 
would result in the development of an irrigation water sour e 
necessary for agricultural use of the site in the future. Als. , 
the CUP requires that if the Golf Links permanently closes, t 
·.agricultural land use shall be given preference on the site's pri e 
.soil. 

surfrider Appeal Issue #1b: 

All.eqation: There is no credible evidence to support a 
finding that the elimination of 61 acres of prime agricultural 1 d 
woul.d actually ••preserve" prime agricultural land or concentr e 
development consistent with Section 30250. 

Finding Rejecting surfrider Appeal Issue #lb: The 
misstates the facts as to "elimination of 61 acres 
agricultural land." In fact, all prime soils would be 
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on-site and would be enhanced by 
development of the Golf Links. 

soil amendments during the 

The Golf Links not only is consistent with Section 30250 1 it 
carries out the purpose of Section 30250. The site is within 
l./2 mile of the urban/rural· boundary line and therefore is: "in 
close proximity to existing developed areas able to accommodate 
it," ·as· county staff always stated. Moreover, ARCO' s use of the 
site ··as an· oil field and production facility .qualifies it as an 
existinc_t isolated development •. Finq+ly, the· Golf. Link~ qan be 
viewed:as creating a buffer which will minimize conflicts b~tween 
the:url:)an uses to the east and the larger- agricultural parcel$ to 
the··west. 

· Although the Alternatives Ana~ysis section of ·the EIR 
concluded that a golf course loc~ted qt the Patterson site (whicn 
is within a. developed a-rea) would be the "environmentally superior 
project alternative", this CEQA analysis did not ''·consider the 
whether approval of a golf course on the Patterson site ·was 
feasible. The Patterson site is an active viable, pr.oducinq 
agricultural operation. The Patterson site is considered to have 
a majority of prime agricultural soils and has been identified as 
"Prime Land 11 and 11 Land of Statewide Importance" by the California 
Department of Conservation. 

Due to policy inconsistencies related to the loss of existing 
agriculture at the Patterson site under long-standing county 
agriculture policies and the Board of Supervisors• recent action on 
the Goleta community Plan, the approval of a golf course at the 
Patterson site is infeasible under Public Resources Code Section 
30108, which states that "feasible" means ncapable of being 
accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into 
account economic, environmental, social, and technological 
factors." In addition, the Patterson site is not a feasible 
alternative for ARCO to develop since ARCO does not own the site. 

Since the Patterson site alternative is not feasible, there 
are no appropriate areas within existing nearby developed areas 
within which to locate the proposed Golf Links project. 

Due to the infeasibility of locating the Golf Links project in 
a presently developed area, and the fact that the project is 
located in an isolated area at a selected point of attraction for 
visitors, the project is consistent with Section 30250. 

surfrider ~ppeal Issue #lc: 

Allegation: There is no credible evidence to support the 
conclusion that [the Golf Links] would. be compatible with continued 
agricultural use on surrounding lands. 
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·Finding ~ejecting surfrider Appeal Issue #1c: There h 
:never been a question whether golf course operations on the sit 

1 

would interfere with agricultural operations on adjacent parcels.li 
::The ·evidence was that the Golf Links would not interfere wit I 

:.agricultural operations on adjacent parcels. 

~he only issue as to compatibility of the Golf Links wi 
continued agricultural use on surrounding lands was whether th 
presence of the Golf Links would cause the adjacent parcels t 
convert' to non-agricultural uses • 

. ' '•· 
t The Planning Commission properly concluded that the Golf Link 

would :provide a buffer which will minimize conflicts between th 
urban uses to the east and the larger agricultural parcels to th 
west. Moreover, as the commission found, the extension o 
.reclaimed water service to the site in connection with the projec 
would -not be available to serve any other properties and therefor 
·will ·not contribute to conversion of any adjacent agricultura 
proper-ty to non-agricultural use. 

surfrider Appeal Issue #1d: 

~llegation: The Planning Commission erroneously accepte 
::ARCO's.interpretation of PRC Section 30241; there is no credibl 
~vidence to support the conclusion that the ·project won't destabil 
:ize the urbanjrural boundary, and that the extension of u 
·services won't cause adjacent agricultural lands to convert t 

_. ·urban uses. 

Finding Reiecting surfrider Appeal Issue #ld: 
of PRC Section 30241 is clear: "The maximum amount of 
land cu 
protection of the area's agricultural economy." (emphasis added) 

Thus, the first issue under PRC Section 30241 was whether thi 
~section is applicable at all to the Golf Links project. The Gol 
Links site is not maintained in agricultural production and ha 
never contributed to the area's agricultural economy. Therefore 
an argument can be made that this Code Section does not apply t 
the project site. 

Assuming that PRC Section 30241 is applicable to the analysi 
o£ ·the Golf Links project, the project is consistent with thi 
statute--and, in particular, with subsections (a), (e) and (f 
referenced by the wording of Surfrider Foundation's Appeal Iss 
#~d • 

. Section 30241(a) provides for maintaining agricultura 
production on prime agricultural land " [b) y establishing stahl 
boundaries separating urban and rural areas, including, wher 

. necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize conflict 
.between agricultural and urban uses." The evidence was clear tha 
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• there:·~ould be no conflict between the .Golf Liriks' use of :t:~~ site 
and cqntinued agricultural operations on adjacent prqperti~s~ 
Further; the Planning commission properly found .. the Golf .. Lin.k~ to 
be an appropriate and desirable buffer use of the site. The~~iwas 
no evidence that approval of the Golf Links would destabilize tne 
urban-rural boundary, and there is no basis for making a findinq 
that the Golf Links would have such an effect. ~herefore, the 
project does not conflict with Section 3024.l(a). 

Public Resources Code Section 30241 (e) requires that public 
service and facility expansions and non-agricultural development 
not impair agricultural viability, either through increqsed 
assessment costs or degraded air and water quality. As the EIR for 
the Golf Links project indicates, the long-term air and water 
quality would not be degraded with the development of the golf 
course;.=- Regarding the extension of reclaimed water service to the 

. site-· (-which is the only MY! public service to .the site as discu$sed 
at more length below in connection with surfrider Appeal Issue.#S) 
and potential indirect effects upon surrounding ag~icultural land 
uses (i.e., possible increased pressures to convert adjacent 
properties to non-agricultural development), the project has been 
conditioned to ensure that the only new extension of public service 
to the;site would not affect adjacent land uses. Therefore, ,the 
project~is consistent with Public Resource Code Section 30241 (e). 

~- .... ! . . l. 

;1 'Public Resources Code Section 30241 (f) requires assurance 
that all development adjacent to the prime agricultural lands shall 
not diminish the productivity of such prime agricultural lands . 
There are no prime agricultural lands adjacent to the site; the 
closest·prime agricultural lands are over 3/4 of a mile to the west 
of the project site (but adjacent properties are cattle ranches) . 
The maintenance activities of a golf course are similar to those of 
agriculture and there are no anticipated operational conflicts with 
existing neighboring cattle operations. 

SURFR7DER APPEAL ISSUE #2 

·~lleqation: The Planning Commission's misinterpretation and 
misapplications of policy contradict the conclusions of the EIR 
that this project will result in a Class I, significant, 
unavoidable effect on agriculture and that the project would have 
growth~inducing effects. · 

;>--. 
; Finding Rejecting surfrider Appeal Issue #2: The EIR is an 

informational document, which applies "thresholds of significance 11 

to determine whether there is a significant project-specific 
imppct. The EIR applied this methodology to reach the conclusion 
that there would be a significant impact an agriculture (due to the 
presence of prime soils on the site) although there has been an oil 
field' on the site for over 50 years and there is no existing or 
siqnificant historical agricultural use of the site. 

I 
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The fact that an EIR concludes that there would be a Class 
~mpact does not dictate any particular land use policy conclusion.: 
The environmental analysis is separate and independent of 
·policy analysis. Each analysis employs different methodologies 
criteria. For example, it is possible for a project to have 
:·class I CEQA impact on water and not be inconsistent with wat 
policies; conversely, a project may have a Class III CEQA impact o 
water but be inconsistent with water policies. The same is 
:for the CEQA and policy analysis of agriculture. 

In this case, there is no contradiction between the EI 
analysis leading to a Class I 1.-mpact on _agriculture and 
commission~s and the Board's conclusion that the Golf Links proj 
is consistent with the various applicable land use policie 
regarding agriculture. ·· · 

The EIR's conclusion that there is Class I impact on agricul 
:ture.arises from the presence-of prime soils on the site. Thi 
analysis does not take into account whether there is any exis 
or historic agriculture on the site. Under the EIR analysis, th 
use of prime soils on the site for purposes other than agricultur 
results in a Class I impact due to the loss of the use of s 
.soi1s for potential agricultural use. 

However, in this case, such loss is merely a temporary loss o 
use of the soils for agriculture since the project will not caus 
the. loss of the prime soils or the termination of the potential o 

~ ·agricultural use of the site. The conditions of project approva 
require the preservation of prime soils on site and provide tha 
agricultural uses receive priority upon termination of golf cours 
operations on the site. In addition, the project will enhance th 
agricultural potential of the site in the long term (e.g., 
providing an agricultural water supply). Moreover, there is 
existing agricultural use of the site. Therefore, as discussed a 
more length in other findings, the project is consistent wi 
applicab1e agriculture policies • 

. Since the Golf Links project would not increase pressure fa 
adjacent lands to convert to non-agricultural uses, the Golf Li 
·.will not be growth-inducing. 

SURFRIDER APPEAL ISSUE #3 

Allegation: There are other policy inconsistencies (e.g., 
Section 30222, 30250, 30251, LCP Policy 7-6, 
Goal#~). 

Findinq Reiectinq surfrider Appeal Issue #3: Regarding 
Section 30222, either ARCO's Golf Links project is recreation 
use--either as a "public" recreational use or a 11visitor-servi 
commercial" recreational use. To the extent that Section 30222 
applicable, it establishes visitor-serving commercial recreation 
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use as ·one of the priority uses under the coastal Act along with 
agriculture and coastal dependent industry. Section 30222 does not 
sta-t;e·that agriculture has priority over visitor-serving commercial 
recreational uses, only that visitor-serving commercial 
recreat-ional use has a priority over certain uses and not over 
aqr~·cul~ure and coastal dependent industry. Other coastal Act 
policies must be referred to in evaluating coastal agriculture 
policy ·consistency on the site. 

Page 2 of the County•s LCP states: 
.:. . ~ 

:.: . .,.Public recreational uses have priority on coastal sites 
which are not habitat areas and not needed for coastal 
dependent uses visitor-serving commercial 
recreation has priority over private residential, general 
industrial and general .commercial development. These 
·priorities must· be ref:lected ·in the land use plans 
prepared by local governments." 

Local Coastal Plan Section 3'S-Ei4 "Agricultural Lands 11 stat~s 
that if a lot is zoned for agricultural use and is located in a 
rural area not contiguous with the urban/rural boundary, rezoning 
to a non-agricultural zone district shall not be permitted unless 
sue~ conversion of the entire lot would allow for another priority 
use::· un~er the Coastal Act--e .. g. , coastal dependent industry, 
recreation and access, or protection of an environmentally 
sensitive habitat. such conversions shall not be inconsistent with 
PRC Sections 30241 and 30242 of the Coastal Act. 

~'·The intent of Local Coastal Plan Section 35-64 is to 
prioritize land uses; the conclusion is that agriculture, coastal 
dep~pdept industry and visitor-serving commercial recreation are 
all~·p~iorities along the coast. Section 30222 does not state that 
aqr.~~ult~re is the number one priority. Additionally, as stated 
above,'the site has never been in agricultural production. Due to 
existing site constraints for agriculture (especially, lack of 
wa1;~;:',) ~- it is not anticipated that the site could be used for 
acti.v,a ~agricultural production.. ..In conclusion, visitor-serving 
commerclal recreation facilities as. well as ·public recreational 
uses are a priority use described in the Coastal Act, and as such, 
the project i~ consistent with Section 30222. 

1
. Regardinq PRC section 30250, see Finding Rejecting surfrider 

Appeal .Issue #lb. above. 

Regarding PRC Section 30251, the project is consistent with 
and promotes the policies of this section because the existing oil 
and.gas facilities would be removed from the·project site, above 
ground utilities would be placed underground, grading would be kept 
to·a minimum, native vegetation would be used, structures would be 
placed in areas previously accommodating structures and they would 
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be subordinate to the character of the area, there would be minimal 
... encroachment into view corridors, no ocean views would be blocked 
.and the removal of non-native trees would actually enhance ocean 
.views. 

~'Regarding :Aqricul.tural Element Goal #1, the issues are the 
~same·as under Public Resources Code Section 30242. Therefore, see 
·Finding Rejecting Surfrider Appeal Issue #la. 

Regarding LCP Policy 7-6, the project is consistent with this 
.LCP Policy in that the Golf Links Project is a recreational use'· 
that does not require extensive alteration of the natural environ- 1 

ment, ·and as such has a priority over uses requiring substantial' 
alteration. The overall biological environment will be enhance 
with:·the Project's Biological Enhancement and Landscape Plan, 
.:Project involves only 150,000 cubic yards of cut/fill, there will

1 

~e a net long-term air quality benefit, etc. 

Regarding LCP Policy 7-29, the project is consistent with thi 
LCP Policy in that the Gol~ Links Project would generate less tha 
5 golfers per acre per day, and is considered a low intensi 
recreational use. As stated above, the Golf Links Project woul 
~nhance the overall biological environment through the Project' 
~iological Enhancement and Landscape Plan, the Project involve 
only 150,000 cubic yards of cut/fill, there will be a net long-t 
air quality benefit, the Project will utilize reclaimed water, etc. 

SURFRIDER APPEAL ISSUE #4 

~llegation: The Planning Commission•s decision violates CEQ 
in that, inter alia, the EIR understates impacts in a number o 
issue areas; fails to adequately analyze alternatives, and th 
findings and statement of overriding considerations are 
:supported by the evidence. 

Finding Reiectinq surfrider Appeal Issue #4: The appellan 
has not provided any specific examples of where the EIR or 
findings and overriding considerations are inaccurate or inade 
quate. The EIR is extensive. Comments from members of the publi 
alleging understated impacts in the Draft EIR were fully address 
in the responses to comments. The Addendum addresses issues whi 
arose during the hearing. The findings and overridi 
considerations are supported by the evidence. 

SURFRIDER ~PPEAL ISSUE #5 

Allegation: The Planning Commission's decision violates th 
Coastal Zoning ordinance (e.g .. , Section 35-69.4. 2) because th 
project will require an expansion of urban services which wil 
increase pressure to convert adjacent agricultural lands, and th 
findings for the infeasibility of alternatives are not supported 
the evidence. 
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• Finding Rejecting surfrider Appeal Issue #5: The development 
of a golf course on the property does not require the extension of 
any utilities, with the exception of the reclaimed water line. All 
ether urban services presently are on-site as part of the existing 
oil and gas operation {i.e. , potable water, electricity, qas, · 
telephone, solid waste, fire and police protection, etc.). The 
extension of the reclaimed water line is not considered an 
extension of urban services because reclaimed water does not meet 
potable water standards and is therefore may be used solely· for 
turf.;, irrigation or agriculture. Additionally, AR<;:O' s . recla;il'Qed 
water~s line would not be available for service to any other 
property, which will ensure that the extension of reclaimed w~ter 
service. will not be growth inducing. Therefore, the reclaimed 
water::.line would not allow for the expansion of urban; services 
which could either promote growth ~ interfere with agricul~ural 
production of adjacent lands. 

Concerns regarding extension of urban services typically are 
related to ultimate growth inducement leading to developm~nt of 
residences on the site. In addition to the fact that the extension 
of +eclaimed water service to the site is not a· ·potable water 
supply and therefore could not support resid~nces or other u~ban 
development on the site, the Golf Links project is a "gc;>lf and .OJ11Y 
golf" project which can never include any residential componen-t; now 
or ·in .the future. Condition 66 of the CUP for the Golf Links 
expressly provides that "the on-site Antiquat~d Napl:.es l;ots~ shall 
not be developed with single family residences." 

Additionally, the proposed Golf Links project does not require 
a Local Coastal Plan (LCP) amendment or a Rezone, and is consistent 
with the existing Agriculture II-100 land use designations. 

Moreov~r, as long as the adjacent properties retain their 
agricultural designation, there is no expectation that any 
substantial change in surrounding uses or property values would or 
could occur as a result of the project. Local coastal Zoning 
Ordinance Section 35-64(1) states: 

."If a lot is zoned for agricultural use and is located in 
a rural area not contiguous with the urbanjrural 
boundary, rezoning to a non-agricultural zone district 
shall not be permitted unless such conversion of. the 
entire lot would allow for another priority use under the 
Coastal Act, e.g., coastal dependent industry, recreation 
and access, or·protection of an environmentally sensitive 
habitat. such conversions shall not be inconsistent with 

.:.'·· PRC Sections 30241 and 30242 of the Coastal Act.'' 

~his zoning restriction ensures that the rural nature o~ the 
area will be maintained and that rezoning of adjacent lands to 
nonagricultural designations would not be permitted, thereby 
assuring the preservation of long-term rural uses in this area and 
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that there will be no conflicts with contiguous 
·operations in the area .. 

agricultural i: 

I, 

Due to the lack of existing agricultural production on-site 
.:and the l.ack of pressure to convert adjacent agricultural lands, 
·~the Gal£ Links project will not interfere with agricultural 
production on or adjacent to the site, nor does it require an 
eXpansion of urban services which will increase pressure fo 
conversion of the adjacent agricultural lands. For these reasons, 1 

·th$ Go~f Links project is consistent with Article II. 

As to the allegation that the findings for the infeasibilit 
:of alternatives are not supported by the evidence, these finding 
:have been prepared, reviewed and approved by RMD staff, co 
Counsel and the Planning Commission, and are found by the Board 
:.supervisors to be more than adequate and supported by the evidence . 
."Additionally 1 these findings are similar to other findings made f 
.similar.projects, such as Rancho San Marcos Golf Course, Alisa 
River Golf Course, and "O'Shaughnessy" Dos Pueblos Golf Course. 

SURFRiDER APPEAL ISSUE #6 

Allegation: The conditions of Approval regarding coasta 
access are arbitrary 1 unreasonable and violative of the acces 
policies of the coastal Act and the LCP, in that they unnecessari 
restrict and reduce access from existing levels of use withou 
-evidence that historical use has caused any harassment or- oth I 

~dverse impact on any biological resource. · 

Findings Rejecting surfrider Appeal Issue #6: The coasta 
access conditions of approval have been crafted with input from th 
California Department of Fish and Game, the National Mar 
Fisheries Services, the Coastal Commission, and RMD, to carry ou 
federal, state and local statutes and policies--based on th 
·sensitivity of seals to harassment and'prior documented harassmen. 
at the seal haulout area. The conditions balance the interests o 
the community and the sensitive biological resources on-site and i 
the project area. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Find;ngs for Approval: 

'REVISED pursuant to the Planning .. Co0111ission Hearing of May 26, 1993 
-r.; "eeL l "'cl" Dee ~ ""f1.JL. ~"'~ ~ 

The Planning Commission adopts the CEQA findings and Statement of 
Overriding Considerations dated May 26, 19~3 as presented herein. 

Public Resources Code Section 21081.6. requires the County to adopt a 
:reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the project which it 
·has adopted or made a condition .of approval in order to mitigate or 

···t avoid significant effects on the environment. The approved .project 
·description and conditions of approval,·with their corresponding permit 
monitoring requirements, are hereby adopted as the monitoring program 

. ."~jfor this project. The monitoring. program is designed· to ensure 
··· ··compliance during project implementation. 

, These conditions also require that an Environmental Quality and 
Assurance Program {EQAP) be prepared to ensure compliance during project 
implementation with those measures included in the project description 

.and with those conditions imposed on the project in order to mitigate or 
· avoid significant effects on the environment. 

C. ·.·Pursuant to Section 35-172.8 of the Article II Zoning Ordinance, the 
·."following findings must be adopted in order for the Conditional Use 

· .. :·Permit to be approved: . 

. . . ... 

1. The site for the project is adequate in size. shape. location 
and physical characteristics to·accommodate the density and 
intensity of development proposed. ~~ 

The property is located approximately 1/Z ~ile .to the west of the 
Urban/Rural boundary line, within a short driving distance of the 
Santa Barbara/Go leta me trope 1 i tan area •. ·In add it iQn, the area 
between~Ellwood·and Gaviota is considered-a recreational resource 
of State-wide importance. The maintenance activities of a golf 
course are similar to those of agriculture and no operational 
conflicts are expected. 

Only 115 acres of this 202 acre site will be developed. The 
proposed project has_~een designed to take ~dvantage of the 
natural features of tne property, with minimum alteration of the 
natural terrain. The links layout has been' designed to avoid all 
of the major and most of the minor drainages that run across the 
property. Approximately 265 {226 non-natives) of the 937 trees 
that currently exist on the site would be removed to accommodate 
the golf course. 

The project site contains severa.l Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitat areas. Through project design, avoidance of the 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat areas is accomplished. In 
addition, mitigation measures are required as project conditions 
of approval in order to ensure their protection. Although the 
project proposed a significant increase in the intensity of the 
use of the site in close proximity to the Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat areas, because the project lacks a residential 
unit component, with the conditions controlling the hours of 



-

il 
11, 

91-CP-85: ARCD Oos Pueblos Golf Links findings 
Hay 26. 1993 

11 

11 

11 Page 2 ll 
1\ 

operation, location and manner of access to the beach, the fi1ding 
can be made that the site for the project is adequate in size:~ 
shape, location and physical characteristics to accommodate t~ 
density and intensity of development proposed. \l 

. II 
2. That adverse impacts are mitigated to the maximum extent Ill· .. 

feasible. · , 

,_ I ~ ~ ....jc ; f t ~. 

The project EIR identified significant unavoid~ble adverse im~·· cts 
associated with Air Quality (short-term constructiqo emission ) 
and loss of prime Agricultural soils. Mitigation measures fo 1 

each of these impacts have been incorporated iiltq the project~1l 
Conditions of Approval •. The prime soils will be retained on s,·te, 
and the potential for the conversion of the site to agricultu 1 
uses upon termination of the Conditional Use Permit for the Go f 
Links will be enhanced •. With r.egard to-any significant impact 

! . ~ : .. 

wh.ich may remain after mitigation measures are applied, a 1

1

. 
Statement of Overriding Considerations must be adopted l 
concurrently with the CEQA Findings in order to approve the j' 
project. I 

. ~ 

The project EIR identified potentially significant but ~itigabt" e 
impacts to Biological Resources, Traffic and Circulation, Wate 
Resources, Short-Term Air Quality, Archaeological Resources, ~' 
Aesthetics, Hazardous Materials/Safety, Geology/Soils, qnd Pub,ic 
Services. Project conditions, adopted with the approval of th s 
project incorporate all mitigation measures and a mitigation 1\ 

monitoring program will guarantee implementation during ll 
construction and during long-term operation: I 
3. Streets and hiahways are adequate and properly designed. I" 

As presented in the Circulati~n element Consistency section o; 'the 
Staff Report dated 4/14/93, streets and highways are adequate nd 
properly designed to serve the proposed Golf Links development: 

. ~~ 

._,, 4. There are ade uate· ublic services includin but not lirni ed 
to. fire protection. ~ater supply. sewage disposal. and police 
protection to serve the proiect. ·'' · 

Water Suoply: Domestic water supply would be provided by the 
Goleta Water District. Irrigation water·would be supplied.wit 
reclaimed water from the Goleta Sanitation District/Goleta Wat 
District wastewater reclamation project. As presented in Appe 
5.3 of the Environmental Impact Report prepared for this proje 
(92-EIR-16), there is adequate capacity·for· the wastewater 
reclamation project to serve the ARCO Dos Pueblos Golf Links 
project in addition to other identified projects which have ye to 
secure a commitment from the District. The prqject is approve 
subject to the applicant obtaining a "can and will serve" lett 
from the District prior to issuance of a Coastal Development 
Permit. 

Sewaae Disposal: Sewage disposal for the project will be 
private septic system adequate to serve the project. 

throut. a 
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Police Protection: The Santa Barbara County Sheriff•s Department 
has reviewed the project and has indicated that adequate law 
enforcement services currently exist to ser~e the project. 

fire Protection: The Santa Barbara County Fire Department has 
reviewed the project, and with appropriate conditions has, 
indicated that adequate fire· services curr~ntly exist to serve the 
project. 

Electrical Utilities: Electric service will be provided by the 
Southern California Edison Company which has adequate capacity to 
serve the project. 

5. The proiect will not be detrimental .to the health, safety, 
comfort, convenience, and general welfare of the neighborhood and 
will not be incompatible with the surrounding area. 

The Conditional Use PeMiit contains many conditions that provide 
land use controls over the life of the Golf Links project. The 
majority of these conditions are requireq as mitigation measures 
to ensure that the adverse impacts of the project are mitigated to 
the maximum extent feasible. Based on evidence in the record, the 

-Golf links project will not be likely to cause adjacent 
agricultural lands to convert. The only public service and 
facility expansion associated with the project is the extension of 
the reclaimed water line the full cost for which will be borne by 
the project applicant. The reclaimed water line is a private line 
conditioned to serve the ARCO Golf Links project only, with no 
additional connections permitted. . 

The development of the site with a golf course will not diminish 
the productivity of adjacent prime agricultural lands as the 
maintenance activities of a golf course are similar to those of 
agriculture and no operattonal conflicts with neighboring cattle 
operations are expected. 

The project can be found compatible with the surrounding area as 
golf courses are conditionally permitted in agricultural zones, 
and because the ARCO Golf Links project does nat include a 
resident i a 1 component..... 

6. The project is in conformance with the applicable provisions 
of Article II and the Coastal Plan. 

Pursuant to the previous discussion in the Project Analysis 
section of the Staff Report, amended with the revised policy 
analysis presented in the memo to the Planning Commission dated 
5/19/93 and this findings section, the Golf Links proposal is 
consistent with Article 11 and tbe Coastal Plan. 

, 
'·· 

·. 
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l I 7. ln designated rural areas. the use is compatib e with and ; 
subordinate to the scenic and rural character of the area. 1 

1l 

The conversion of the·site's broad expanses of grassland 
111 

interrupted by several incised drainages and oil and gas 1 

processing facilities, to the manicured greens, fairways, and 
roughs, is a subjective call, considered incompatible by some., 
However, ARCO's existing oil and gas facility, with scattered ll 
components across the entire property, would be removed, thus~ 
restoring at least some of the visual quality of the site. Tt 
•links 11 style of golf course retains more existing vegetation , nd 
requires less alteration of the terrain than the traditional i 
California golf course. As viewed by travellers along U. S. I 

Highway 101, the visual change to the type of grasses would no be 
so apparent due to the large expanses of existing vegetation t be 
retained, the.screen.ing provided by the native planting mitiga ion 
areas, and the bUffer' provide~ by the existing topography. T e 
structures prGposed for the project would result in minimum 
encroachment into view corridors, and would not obscure public, 
views to the ocean as they would be of similar height and loca ed 
in the same general area as the existing facilities which woul be 
removed. Vegetation and land mass screening is provided for i 
the location of the proposed buildings. ~ 

Consistent with the scenic and rural character of the area, thl 
Golf Links does not propose a residential component to the ~ 
project. . 1l 

. li 
II 

In addressing coastal access and recreation, the Coastal Plan 
acknowledges that the area between Ellwood and Gaviota is a 
recreational resource of State-wide importance. Three major. S ate 
parks, El Capitan, Refugio, and Gaviota currently provide 
recreational opportunities for local as well as out-of-County , 
visitors. In addition, areas along the coastline outside of S ate 
parks are already used extensively for recreation by mostly lo~al 
residents·. The Golf links ··deve·lopmefit could therefore be 1\ 

considered subordinate to and compatible with.the character of ~its 
setting a long the Gaviota Coast I! 

i 
8. The ro·ect will not conflict with an easements re uired r 
public access through, or public use of. a portion of the 
property. 

With approval of the Golf Links project, ARCO will offer to 
dedicate public coastal access easements consistent with the 
protection of the environmentally sensitive habitats located 
or adjacent to the site. 

9. That the ro osed use is not inconsistent with the intent 
the zone district. 

The purpose of the Agriculture II district is to establish 
agricultural land use for large prime and non-prime agricultura 
land~ in the rural areas of the County and to preserve prime an 
non-p~ime soils for long-term agricultural use. 
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The purpose of a Conditional Use Permit is to provide for uses 
that are essential or desirable but cannQt be readily classified 
as principal uses in individual zone districts by reason of their 
special character, uniqueness qf size·or scope, or possible effect 
on public facilities or surrounding uses. Section 315-172.5. 2. 
k. of Article II states golf course$ and driving ranges may be 
permitted in any district that they are not.otherwise permitted 
with a Major Conditional Use Permit. 

CEQA FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

FINDINGS PURSUANT TO PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION 21081 AND THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT SECTIONS 15090·AND·l5091: 

A. CONSIDERATION OF THE EIR 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR), 92-EIR-16 (the .. Final 
EIRu) and Addendum to 92-EIR-16 (the "Addendum") dated May 26, 
1993 were presented to the Planning Commission and all voting 
members of the Commission have reviewed and considered the EIR, 
its appendices, and the Addendum prior to approving the condition
al use permit (91-CP-085) for ARCO's proposed Dos PueblQs Golf 
Links. In addition, the Commission has reviewed and considered 
testimony and additional information presented at or prior to 
public hearings on April 14, 1993, May 12, 1993, and May 26, 1993. 

B. FULL DISCLOSURE; COMPLIANCE WITH CEQA 

The Planning Commission finds and certifies that the Final EIR and 
Addendum constitute a complete, accurate, adequate and good faith 
effort at full disclosure under CEQA. The Commission further 
finds and certifies that the Final EIR and Addendum have been 

·completed in full compliance· with· CEQA·. The final EIR reflects 
the independent judgement of the Planning Commission. 

C. FINDINGS THAT CERTAIN UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS ARE MITIGATED TO THE 
MAXIMUM EXTENT FEASIBLE 

The Final EIR and Addendum for the Dos Pueblos Golf Links identify 
two (2) proje.ct specific significant environmental impacts ana 
five (5) cumulatively significant impacts which cannot be fully 
mitigated and, therefore, are considered unavoidable. Those 
project specific impact areas are .short-term air quality and 
agriculture. Those cumulative impacts are to biological, 
archaeological, aesthetics, public services and agricultural 
resources. To the extent the impacts remain significant and 
unavoidable, such impacts are acceptable when weighed against the 
overriding social, economic, and other considerations set forth in 
the Statement of Overriding Considerations below. Each of these 
"Class I .. impacts identified by the Final EIR are discussed below, 
along with the appropriate findings as per CEQA Section 15091: 

1. Shor.t Term Air Quality (PM-10) 

' ' 
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The Final EIR concludes that, during the construction andij 
decommissioning phase, PM-10 particulate emissions will b~ 
generated which exceed the threshold of significance. Th. 
following mitigation measures are incorporated into the 
Conditions of Approval for the project: restrictions and 
specifications on contractor's equipment to be used in th 
construction and decommissioning phase, as well as other 
detailed construction measures, including increased site ~··. 
watering frequency when wind speed exceeds 15 mph, suspen~-

. ing grading and scraping when wind speed exceeds 20 mph, n
site construction speed limit of 15 mph. No other feasib_e 
mitigation measures were identified. Although these mea-~· 
sures will mitigate in part the significant short term ai I 

quality effects of the project, such effects cannot be mi i
gated to insignificance and, therefore, there will be a r -
sidual significant adve~se effect on short term air quali y 
due to increased PM-10 emissions. · ~ 

j! 
Agriculture I 

II 
lj 

The Final EIR concludes that there will be a significant 111 
adverse effect on agriculture as a result of the project , 
because the golf course would remove 61 acres of Class II 
prime soils from potential agricultural productivity on 1 nd 
zoned for agriculture. A cumulatively significant impact 
would result as the project would reduce the Countywide 'i 

inventory of prime soils by approximately 61. 
The Conditions of Approval provide for the preservation o ~ 
prime soils during grading and that, in the event of 
permanent closure of the Golf Links facility, agricultura i 

land use shall be given preference on the project site's · 
prime soils. While these conditions mitigate in part the 
potential effects of the project, the project will cause 
loss of the use of prime soils during the life of the 
project and, there are no other feasible mitigation measu s 
and the residual effect of the project on agrfculture und 
County environmental thresholds remains significant, adve )e 

:::h:::::;:able. . ~~~ 
The EIR found._that the project wou.ld cumulatively contrfbu·e 
to the overall reduction.in the number of undisturbed ~ 
archaeological sites available for scientific study. 
Mitigation involving data collection. {Phase III studies) f r 
project specific impacts would also mitigate·this cumulati e 
impact however, the residual cumulative impact would remai 
significant. 

4. Biology 

The EIR found that the project would contribute to 
cumulative biological resources impacts through removal of~ 
plant communities and habitat and would increase human 1 

activity in the vicinity of sensitive habitats. Mitigatio 
proposed for project specific biological impacts including' 

• 
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avoiding sensitive areas, inclusion of vegetated buffers and 
revegetation would reduce this impact however, residual 
cumulative impacts would remain significant. 

5. Aesthetics 

Together with other development in the project vicinity, the 
project would result in a cumulative aesthetic impacts 
through altering the existing vis~al character of the area. 
Mitigation proposed for project specific aesthetic impacts 
including review of the project design and landscaping by 
the Board of Architectural Review. Residual cumulative 
aesthetic impacts would remain significant. 

6. Public Services 

The EIR found·that the project would contribute to a 
cumulative impact to police aQd fire services through 
increasing service demand together with other development 
proposed in the service area. The EIR identified mitigation 
to address this impact that the County could consider 
implementing. This includes analyzing the need for 
additional sheriff staff, as well as relocation of fire . 
station 11. These mitigations are provided as information 
to the decision-makers, and would have to be implemented by 
the county rather than on a project specific basis. 

D. FINDINGS THAT CERTAIN IMPACTS ARE MITIGATED TO INSIGNIFICANCE BY 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

The Final EIR identified sever.al subject areas for which the 
project is considered to cause or contribute to significant, but 
mitigable environmental impacts. Each of these impacts is 
discussed below along with the ·appropriate findings as per CEQA 
Section 15091: ·· · · · · · · 

1. Biological Resources 

a. The Final.EIR concludes that construction of the Golf 
Links project has the potential to create significant 
impacts··to biology, including: willow trees and wi_llow 
scrub habitat; windrow trees; riverine intermittent 
streambeds; non-native annual grass wetlands; southern 
tarplant populations; terrestrial, aquatic and marine 
habitats (related to erosion and sedimentation); the 
seasonal pond in Tomate Canyon; reptile and amphibian 
populations in the desiltation basin areas; the harbor 
seal haul-out area; native animal species (related to 
habitat fragmentation); reduction of bat population 
(related to tree removal) and the monarch butterfly 
site. iit £1jle l:iuJyD&. The foi lowing mitigation 
measures are incorporated into the Conditions of 
Approval for the project: replacement of impacted 
trees; implementation of a Biological Enhancement and 
Landscape Plan (BELP); protection of enhanced drainage 
areas; revegetation plan for southern tarplants; im-



I 
.91-CP-85: AACO Dos Pueblos Golf Links findings 
·Hay 26. 1993 

~~~ 
I 
II ·P•ge 8 

b. 

ll 
plementation of an erosion control program; ~ 
implementation of an Integrated Pest Management Pl4n 
(IPMP); design of a 5 acre-foot reservoir; vernal~ 
pool setbacks; construction restrictions near the r,~ 
harbor seal haul-out area; and, restrictions on c 
construction of pipelines near Eagle Canyon. Thesd 
measures will mitigate these impacts to insigntfic4nt 
levels. ~ 

I• 

t~ 

The Final EIR concludes that the operation of the Qolf 
Links project has the potential to create signific~t 
impacts to biology, including: on-site drainages ~ 
(associated with golf ball retrieval); runoff of i 
pesticides and fertilizers into the vernal pool; i~' 
creased human activity in the vernal pool area; th 
harbor seal haul-out ~rea; runoff of pesticides and 
fertilizers into the drainages; rodenticide use ~ 
impacts on predators: bio-accumulation of insectici~e 
residues; and, reptile and amphibian impacts ~ 
(associated with maintenance of desiltation basins)~ 
The following mitigation measures are incorporated ll 
into the ~onditions of A~proval for_the project: go~f 
ball retr1eval program; 1mplementat1on of an i 

Integrated Pest Management Plan (IPMP): implementat on 
of a Biological Enhancement and Landscape Plan (BEL ); 
vernal pool & setbacks; fencing and/or vegetated 
buffers and signage along drainages; and 
implementation of a Restricted Access Plan which 
prohibits vertical access during the harbor seal 
pupping/breeding season. These measures will mitig te 
these impacts to insignificant levels. 

2. Traffic/Circulation 

The Final EIR indicates that the Golf Links project has t~e 
potential to create significant impacts to: motorists on \i 

U.S. Highway 101 related to errant golf balls; eliminatio~ 
of direct access to and from.u.s. Highway 101 sou~hbound~JM 
the Dos Pueblos Canyon Road 1nterchange; and park1ng dur11~ 

• 

• 

tournament events. The following mitigation measures are~·~ .. 
incorporated tnto the Conditions of Approval for the a 

project: provision of low vegetation adjacent to the tee 
boxes on holes 1, 3 and 4; provide funds to reopen and '~ 
maintain the private portion of Calle Real or obtain l 

approval from affected property owners to close median bre~k 
on U.S. Highway 101; provide fair-share funding to the ~ 
County "Pavement Management System" to repair the·pavement 
between northbound and southbound ramps at the Dos Pueblos 
Canyon Road interchange; and, development of a parking 
program for tournament day$ when the on-site parking lot's 
capacity would be exceeded. These measures will mitigate 
these impacts to insignificant levels. 

ll 
II 
l'l 

il 
i 
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E. 

Services Department and the County Agricultural 
Commissioner, and a Hazardous Materials Business Plan 
shall be developed and implemented. Golf course 
maintenance in accordance with such plans will 
mitigate such potential impacts to insignificance. 

8. Geology/Soils 

9. 

The Final EIR concludes that the Golf links project has the 
potential to create significant impacts related to: slope 
stability; soil creep, collapsible/compressible soils and 
expansive soils; shrink-swell potential and placement of 
pipelines for reclaimed water in soils with geotechnical 
constraints or on unstable existing piperacks could result 
in significant impacts associated·with pipeline failure. 
The following mitigation·~easures are incorporated into the 
Conditions of Approval for the project: preparation of a 
final drainage plan by a civil engineer to ensure no 
increase in surface runoff on-site, and that surface water 
runoff is controlled; use of deep-rooted plants and soil 
moisture devices: and. implementation of geologic and soils 
engineering study requirements for on-site improvements. 
These measures will mitigate these impacts to insignificant 
levels • 

Public Services 

a. The Final EIR concludes that there could be potential 
significant public services impacts resulting from new 
demand for fire protection services created by the 
project, which is outside of the five-minute response 
zone for both Fire Stations No. 11 and No. 14. The 
following mitigation measures have been.incorporated 
into the Conditions of Approval of the project: 
buildings shall be equipped with automatic sprinkler 
systems, adequate access shall be provided to the 
site, and an adequate ~umber of fire hydrants as 
determined by the County Fire Department shall be 
installed. These measure will mitigate to insig
nificant levels any potential impact on fire pro
tection··services resulting from the project. 

FIND!"NGS THAT IDENTIFIED PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ARE NOT FEASIBLE 

The Final EIR evaluated a no project alternative, a reduced 
project alternative, and two alternative project locations (Naples 
site and Patterson site) as methods of reducing or eliminating 
potentially significant environmental impacts of the Oos Pueblos 
golf Links. The Final EIR concluded that the environmentally 
superior project alternative was the Patterson site, but the 
analysis did not ~onsider the feasibility of the off-site 
alternatives. As discussed below, the off-site alternatives are 
infeasible. 
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1. 

2. 

No Project Alternative 
1,~ 
ij 

The no project alternative would result in the retention ~f 
the site in its current state, including continued oi 1 an~· 
gas operations. The oi 1 and gas faci 1 ities would not be ,: 
abandoned and the Golf Links project would not be develop d. 
This project would avoid the adverse effects of the proje t, 
but none of the numerous environmental benefits of the~ 1· 

project {e.g., net reduction in air pollutant emissions, \ 
removal of visual detractors from the site, etc.) would b 
rea 1 i zed, nor wou 1 d the project goa 1 s be met. i1 

II 

~ 
J ,, Reduced Project Size 

This alternative would have all of the components of the 
Golf Links project, except the nine-hole par three course 
Although the reduced scale project would (1) avoid two sm 11 
cart bridges which span sma~l drainages on· the south side of 
the railroad tracks, (2) reduce-somewhat the amount of 
irrigation water used and the number of traffic trips and 
long term air pollution generated by golfers travelling t 
the site, and {3} reduce somewhat the amount of PM-10 and' 
~Ox emissions during construction, the reduced scale al- 1 

ternative would not avoid any of the significant '1
1 

environmenta 1 impacts of the project. Overa 11, the 1, 

environmenta 1 effects of the project and reduced seale ·.\· . 
project would be essentially the same. However, this , 
alternative would not provide a 9 nine hole course which \1 !~. 
could serve a different segment of the population. . 

3. Naples Alternative Site 

This alternative would entail development of the Golf lin s 
project at the Naples township site located to the west o 
the project site. While there are some specific 
differences~ overall the types of impa~ts which would res 
from Naples alternative would be similar to the effects o 
the project. However, all of the negative effects of the 1no 
project alternative would occur because the existing oil nd 
gas operations on the project site would continue for an ' 
indefinite pe~iod of time. Thus, the Naples alternative. 
would result in many more overall environmental effects t an 
the project because it would not eliminate the existing o .1 
and gas operations at the Oos Pueblos Oil Field. 1 

The Naples site is not owned by Area and also is the subj t 
of current 1 itigation between the owners and the County, ' d 
therefore the Naples alternative site is not a feasible 
alternative. 

4. Patterson Alternative Site 

The EIR identified this site as the environmentally 
preferred a 1 tern at i ve. This a 1 ternat i ve wou 1 d de.ve 1 op th 
Golf Links project on approximately 247 acres of existing 
land located southwest of the intersection of Hollister 

• 

• 
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Avenue and Patterson Avenue. This project alternative would 
result in a variety of different significant effects, 
although many could be mitigated to insignificance. Like 
the .Naples alternative, the Patterson alternative would re
sult in all of the negative effects of the no project al
ternative due to continued oil and gas operations on ~he 
project site. 

In addition, this project alternative is not a feasible 
alternative for ARCO to develop and does not appear to be a 
feasible project under applicable land use policies, even if 
the environmental impacts were considered to be·somewhat 
less than the project. Th~ Patterson site is an existing 
agricultural operation of long standing with prime soils. 
Although impacts to agriculture were. found to be significant 
for both the project site and the Patterson site, the degree 
of imp~ct to agriculture on the Patterson site would be 
greater given the exjsting agricultural operations on the 
site. Since existing policies and the recent conceptual 
decisions of the Board of Supervisors concerning the Goleta 
Community Plan would prohibit the conversion of the 
Patterson site from agriculture, the Patterson site is not a 
feasible alternative • 

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR and Addendum for the Des Pueblos Golf Links identify 
project specific impacts to short-term air quality and agriculture 
and cumulative impacts to agriculture, biology, aesthetics, public 
services, and archaeology as significant environmental impacts 
which are considered unavoidable. The Planning Commission 
therefore makes the following Statement of Overriding 
Considerations which •arr~nt approval of the project 
notwithstanding that all identified impacts are not fully 
mitigated. Pursuant to CEQA Sections 15043, 15092 and 15093, any 
remaining significant effects on the environment are acceptable 
due to these overridi~g consi~erations: 

A. Land Use 

1. Removal of an existing legal non-conforming oil and gas 
industrial facility 

2. Compliance with the South Coast Consolidation Planning 
Area's Rezone of Oil and Gas Facilities Sites 

3. Reduces the potential of brusn fires on the site and creates 
a fuel break in a hign fire hazard area 






