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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Southern California Gas Company (SCG) is required to maintain the safety of its existing
natural gas pipelines. The support structures for three existing above-ground natural gas
pipelines inside the La Goleta Natural Gas Storage Facility in unincorporated Santa Barbara
County and near the La Goleta slough are degraded and need to be replaced to ensure the longterm safety of these pipelines (see Exhibits 1 and 2). SCG therefore proposes to remove 41
wooden pipeline supports and install 24 new steel and concrete supports along the existing
above-ground pipelines (see Exhibit 3). The entire project area is considered wetland habitat and
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is either within or directly adjacent to areas designated by the County as Riparian Corridor and
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (see Exhibit 7).
The project consists of repair and maintenance activities. Under Coastal Act Section 30610 and
the Commission’s regulations, a permit is required for repair and maintenance activities that
occur in or near environmentally sensitive habitat (ESHA) or in or near coastal waters. For such
activities, the Commission reviews the proposed repair and maintenance activities for Coastal
Act consistency, but not the underlying existing development (e.g., the existing pipelines).
Key Coastal Act Issues: These Findings evaluate the proposal for consistency with relevant
Coastal Act policies, including:
•

•

•

•

•

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA): The project is located in ESHA near
the Goleta Slough (see Exhibits 4 and 7), which provides important habitat for numerous
wildlife and plant species. Project activities will result in the removal of native soil and
vegetation to install the proposed piers. However, this area is already highly disturbed due to
existing development and permitted maintenance activities associated with CDP E-11-031.
Indirect impacts from erosion will be minimized through Best Management Practices.
Special Condition 1 will protect the ESHA against any significant disruption of habitat
values by requiring SCG to avoid construction during the bird nesting season to the
maximum extent feasible. As conditioned, the project is not expected to significantly
degrade ESHA.
Wetlands: The project is expected to permanently impact between 85 and 462 ft2 of wetland
habitat (see Exhibits 4 and 5). Special Condition 2 requires SCG to submit to the Executive
Director for review and approval a wetland restoration plan that assures mitigation for the
loss of wetland habitat at a 4:1 ratio. With implementation of this condition in place, the
proposed repair and maintenance project is consistent with the Coastal Act’s wetland policy.
Spill Prevention and Response: Proposed project activities would occur near coastal
waters. SCG will implement spill protection and response measures included in the projectspecific Spill Prevention and Response Plan (see Appendix A) to reduce the potential for
spills and provide adequate response should spills occur.
Archaeological Resources: Although areas to be excavated as part of the project’s activities
are not believed to contain archaeological resources, the project area includes several known
archaeological sites. SCG will minimize the effects of potential archaeological disturbances
by conducting excavations pursuant to County guidelines, which include monitoring by an
approved archaeologist and Native American consultant, “stop work” upon detection, and
investigations as needed to determine the significance of any identified sites.
Hazards: The proposed project could adversely impact the stability of the site and stability
of existing infrastructure. SCG will implement the recommendations in the geotechnical
report written by Globus Engineering and dated January 29, 2013, thus minimizing the risk
of geologic and other hazards.

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends the Commission conditionally approve the
proposed project.
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I.

MOTION AND RESOLUTION

Motion:
I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Application
No. 9-13-0334 subject to the conditions set forth in the staff recommendation.
Staff recommends a YES vote on the foregoing motion. Passage of this motion will result in
conditional approval of the permit and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The
motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.
Resolution:
The Commission hereby approves Coastal Development Permit 9-13-0334 and
adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as
conditioned will be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act. Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental Quality
Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been
incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the
development on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation
measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant adverse
impacts of the development on the environment.

II.

STANDARD CONDITIONS

This permit is granted subject to the following standard conditions:
1.

Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall
not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned
to the Commission office.

2.

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

3.

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

4.

Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.
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5.

III.

Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

This permit is subject to the following special conditions:
1. Protection of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. All project activities shall occur
outside of the bird breeding season (February 15 through August 31) to the maximum extent
feasible. If project activities do occur between February 15 and August 31, SCG’s biologist
will conduct nesting surveys in the project area. If breeding is observed or active nests
located, no project activities shall occur within 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) of such nests
until any young birds have fledged and left the area.
2. Wetland Mitigation. Within 90 days after the completion of project construction activities,
the SCG shall submit to the Executive Director for review and approval a wetland restoration
plan that assures mitigation for the loss of wetland habitat at a 4:1 ratio. This plan shall
include:
(a) Documentation of the total areal extent of permanent wetland impacts associated with
project activities
(b) Identification of a restoration site in the vicinity of the project site
(c) A description of restoration activities including specific methodologies for invasive
species removal and native vegetation planting. The plan shall require the use of local
container stock in place of seed or non-local sources, whenever possible.
(d) Interim and final performance criteria for each of the three years of post-planting site
monitoring that reflect a goal of achieving 90 percent vegetative cover of the restoration
site with native species.
(e) A monitoring plan that describes the type of monitoring activities that will be used to
assess whether SCG is meeting the required wetland restoration performance criteria.
(f) An adaptive management plan that includes contingency measures in case performance
criteria are not achieved
(g) A timeline for restoration implementation, monitoring and reporting activities
Compliance with this plan shall include annual monitoring and reporting to the Executive
Director for three years. If at the completion of the three year monitoring and reporting
period (dated from the completion of planting activities), the Executive Director determines
that the performance criteria described within the plan have not been met, SCG shall submit,
within 120 days of the Executive Director’s determination, a new Restoration and
Monitoring Plan for Executive Director review and approval.
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IV.

FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Southern California Gas Company (SCG) is required by the United States Department of
Transportation to maintain the safety of its existing three natural gas pipelines inside the La
Goleta Natural Gas Storage Facility in unincorporated Santa Barbara County and near the Goleta
Slough located west of State Highway 217, east of Moffett Place and north of Sandspit Road (see
Exhibits 1 and 2). Several wood pilings that support the pipelines are severely degraded and at
risk of failure (see Exhibit 6). Failure of a support piling could compromise the integrity of the
pipeline itself and result in the release of natural gas to the surrounding habitats. The Goleta
Slough area contains environmentally sensitive habitat areas, wetlands, coastal waters, and other
sensitive coastal resources including significant acreage designated as Riparian Corridor and
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (see Exhibit 7). A release of natural gas into these sensitive
habitats could be devastating to the plants and wildlife protected by the area’s ESHA status.
SCG is implementing a pipeline safety improvement program in two phases. The Commission
authorized the first phase under CDP E-12-006 that included soil sampling and analysis at nine
locations along the existing pipelines to determine if the surrounding soils were stable enough to
allow the replacement of the existing wooden support pilings with steel pilings. The work was
completed at the end of 2012 and a geotechnical report was issued by Globus Engineering in
January of 2013. In this application, SCG proposes to remove 41 existing wooden support
structures and install 24 new steel and concrete support structures. The new supports will be
embedded to a depth of 15 to 40 feet (depending on the depth to mean sea level and/or bedrock)
and installed an average of 30 feet apart (see Exhibit 3). Two piers will be drilled on either side
of the pipeline at each location and then connected with a 15 foot cast-in-place concrete support
perpendicular to the pipeline. Once the new supports are installed, the above-grade portions of
the old wooden supports will be removed.
SCG will use one of four types of piles for each support, depending on the soil conditions and
the accessibility of construction equipment. These pile types include (1) helical piles, (2) minipiles with cast-in-place construction, (3) drilled piers with wet construction, and (4) larger drilled
piles with a steel hollow structural section cross-beam. The first three types of piles have a
diameter of 18 inches. The larger drilled pile has a diameter of 42 inches. Drilled piers with wet
construction is the preferred pile type, but the actual pile type will be determined in the field
depending on the size of the equipment needed to install the piles and access to the site. SCG
will drill up to four test piles before the installation of the 24 support piles. The total area of
impact will range from 85 ft2 to 462 ft2 depending on the type of pier used. Spoils from the
drilled piers will be disposed of offsite.
Once these new piers are installed, SCG will remove 41 of the old wooden piers (see Exhibit 3).
Only the above grade portion of the piers will be removed to avoid soil disturbance. A backhoe
or sideboom will be used to support the section of pipeline where the old supports are being
removed. The wooden cross beam will be unbolted and removed and then a chainsaw will be
used to cut the piers off level with the existing grade.
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Construction equipment and vehicles will be staged on existing paved or gravel roads and will
remain at least 50 feet from the banks of Atascadero Creek. Construction equipment may
include a limited access auger, a concrete truck, a box truck, crew trucks, a pump truck, a
vacuum truck, a water storage tanker, a welding machine, a generator, a small boom truck, a
dump truck and small mechanical hand tools. The potential area of temporary disturbance from
construction equipment and crews comprises approximately 15,360 ft2 in the area immediately
surrounding the existing pipelines. The construction window is approximately 40 days.
B. JURISDICTIONAL BACKGROUND
The project site is located within two different jurisdictions. A small portion of the site is within
the certified LCP jurisdiction of the County of Santa Barbara, for which the County has coastal
development permit issuing authority. The majority of the site is located within the Coastal
Commission’s retained jurisdiction.
Section 30601.3 of the Coastal Act provides that when a project requires a coastal development
permit from a local government with a certified Local Coastal Program and the Coastal
Commission, a single, consolidated coastal development permit for the entire project may be
processed by the Coastal Commission if the applicant, the Commission, and local government
agree to that process. On June 23, 2014, the County of Santa Barbara agreed to a consolidated
permit under Section 30601.3 of the Coastal Act. The applicant also agreed to a consolidated
permit for the portions of the project within the County’s jurisdiction.
Thus, while the proposed project spans two different jurisdictions, the Commission is authorized,
based on the consolidated permit process in Section 30601.3 to review the entire project for
consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, with the County’s LCP used for
guidance.
C. OTHER AGENCY APPROVALS
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
SCG filed for a Stream Bed Alteration Agreement from the CDFW on May 27, 2013, which is
being processed concurrently with this application.
D. COMMISSION’S PERMIT AUTHORITY FOR REPAIR AND MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES
This proposal consists of repair and maintenance activities. Coastal Act Section 30610(d)
generally exempts from Coastal Act permitting requirements the repair or maintenance of
structures that does not result in an addition to, or enlargement or expansion of, the structure
being repaired or maintained. However, the Commission retains authority to review certain
extraordinary methods of repair and maintenance of existing structures that involve a risk of
substantial adverse environmental impact as described in Section 13252 of the Commission’s
regulations.
Section 30610 of the Coastal Act provides, in relevant part:
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Notwithstanding any other provision of this division, no coastal development permit shall
be required pursuant to this chapter for the following types of development and in the
following areas: . . .
(d) Repair or maintenance activities that do not result in an addition to, or enlargement
or expansion of, the object of those repair or maintenance activities; provided, however,
that if the commission determines that certain extraordinary methods of repair and
maintenance involve a risk of substantial adverse environmental impact, it shall, by
regulation, require that a permit be obtained pursuant to this chapter.
Section 13252 of the Commission administrative regulations (14 CCR 13000 et seq.) provides, in
relevant part (emphasis added):
For purposes of Public Resources Code section 30610(d), the following extraordinary
methods of repair and maintenance shall require a coastal development permit because
they involve a risk of substantial adverse environmental impact:…
(3) Any repair or maintenance to facilities or structures or work located in an
environmentally sensitive habitat area, any sand area, within 50 feet of the edge of a
coastal bluff or environmentally sensitive habitat area, or within 20 feet of coastal waters
or streams that include:
(A) The placement or removal, whether temporary or permanent, of rip-rap, rocks, sand
or other beach materials or any other forms of solid materials;
(B) The presence, whether temporary or permanent, of mechanized equipment or
construction materials.
All repair and maintenance activities governed by the above provisions shall be subject
to the permit regulations promulgated pursuant to the Coastal Act, including but not
limited to the regulations governing administrative and emergency permits. The
provisions of this section shall not be applicable to methods of repair and maintenance
undertaken by the ports listed in Public Resources Code section 30700 unless so
provided elsewhere in these regulations. The provisions of this section shall not be
applicable to those activities specifically described in the document entitled Repair,
Maintenance and Utility Hookups, adopted by the Commission on September 5, 1978
unless a proposed activity will have a risk of substantial adverse impact on public access,
environmentally sensitive habitat area, wetlands, or public views to the
ocean.…(emphasis added)
Although the proposed repair and maintenance activities will not add to or enlarge the subject
pipelines, the proposed work involves placing construction materials, removing and placing solid
materials, and the temporary use of mechanized equipment, all within 50 feet of ESHA. The
proposed repair project therefore requires a coastal development permit under CCR Section
13252.
In considering a permit application for a repair or maintenance project pursuant to the abovecited authorities, the Commission reviews whether the proposed method of repair or maintenance
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is consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. The Commission’s evaluation of
such repair and maintenance projects does not extend to an evaluation of the conformity with the
Coastal Act of the underlying existing development.
E. ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE RESOURCES
Section 30240 of the Coastal Act states:
a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed
within those areas.
b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks
and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would
significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those
habitat and recreation areas.
Section 30107.5 states:
“Environmentally sensitive area" means any area in which plant or animal life or their
habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in
an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and
developments.
Proposed project activities would occur in and near Goleta Slough, an area that consists largely
of ESHA as defined by both the Coastal Act and the County LCP (see Exhibit 7). Specifically,
the western project area, to the west of Ward Memorial Blvd., is located in wetlands, portions of
which are considered ESHA and portions of which are not ESHA. The eastern project area, to
the west of Ward Memorial Blvd, is located in wetlands and is designated entirely as ESHA (see
Exhibits 4 and 5). Portions of the project area are also immediately adjacent to Atascadero
Creek. Because the project consists of repair and maintenance of existing facilities, some of
which are located in ESHA, there are no alternative locations for the project that could entirely
avoid ESHA.
For the first phase of this project, SCG conducted a jurisdictional delineation study to determine
the extent of wetlands and sensitive wildlife and plant species at the project site and to assess
potential impacts to these resources from the proposed project. The study identified several plant
and wildlife species listed as endangered, threatened, candidate or rare pursuant to the state
Endangered Species Act, as well as several sensitive species with the potential to occur at the
project site. However, none of these species were observed during field surveys at the proposed
project sites. The survey concludes that only four plant and two wildlife species have a low or
low-to-moderate potential to occur in the project area.
Although the majority of the project site is identified as ESHA, the vegetation at most of the
sampling sites is highly disturbed due to existing development and ongoing maintenance
activities associated with the existing pipelines. On March 9, 2012, the Commission approved
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CDP E-11-031, authorizing SCG to conduct vegetation clearing within 10 feet of existing
pipelines at 36 sites within SCG’s La Goleta Storage Facility. These vegetation maintenance
activities satisfy pipeline safety requirements of the U.S. Department of Transportation (pursuant
to 49 C.F.R. Part 192). Under E-11-031, SCG was required to mitigate these impacts through
restoration of various types of habitat (i.e., coastal scrub upland, wetland, riparian, etc.) at a 1:1
mitigation ratio. To comply with the conditions of E-11-031, SCG submitted a Native
Vegetation Restoration Plan to Commission staff in March of 2012. SCG submitted the first
year restoration monitoring report in November of 2013. The entire proposed project site is
included in this approved vegetation maintenance area.
Potential impacts from proposed project activities fall into two categories: direct impacts from
pier installation and removal activities and indirect impacts from erosion, noise and staging of
equipment. Impacts from pier installation will involve the permanent removal of soil and surface
vegetation. The total area of impact from the installation of 24 piers will range from 85 ft2 to
462 ft2 depending on the type of pier used. Impacts from above-ground removal of the existing
wooden piers are expected to be very minor and do not include ground disturbance activities.
Installation of the new piers will permanently displace a small area currently designated as
ESHA. However, this area is already subject to regular vegetation removal and other
maintenance activities and is considered highly disturbed. Impacts from the proposed project
will not adversely affect non-wetland ESHA above and beyond the impacts permitted under E11-031 (wetland impacts are discussed further in Section F). Furthermore, through approval of
E-11-031, the Commission has already analyzed impacts to this vegetation and required SCG to
mitigate these impacts with restoration of native habitat. To further minimize impacts to
sensitive species, SCG’s biologist will inspect the construction area within ten days prior to the
start of construction to flag any sensitive plant species for avoidance. In addition, given the
small impact footprint and the high degree of existing disturbance, it is unlikely that project
activities would affect any listed or sensitive wildlife species in the surrounding area.
In addition to direct impacts to ESHA from removal of vegetation and soil, the proposed project
could cause adverse impacts to ESHA from erosion, noise from construction equipment and
staging. To minimize impacts to Atascadero Creek and surrounding wetland ESHA from
erosion, SCG has proposed the following Best Management Practices:




Preservation of existing vegetation to the maximum extent possible to stabilize the soil
Use of geotextiles, mats, plastic covers and/or gravel bags to cover any soil stockpile
within 72 hours of a forecasted rain event.
Use of silt fencing and fiber rolls to intercept slow flows from a rain event.

With these measures in place, erosion from the site will be controlled, thus minimizing potential
impacts to Atascadero Creek from excessive sedimentation.
Noise from equipment used to drill the piers is also of potential concern. Most of the project
activities will be conducted by a truck-mounted drill rig, although it is likely that a limited-access
drill rig will also be used at certain locations. Noise from these types of equipment is relatively
low (similar to a truck with a diesel engine) and will be short in duration, and thus is not
expected to result in adverse impacts to surrounding wildlife. Furthermore, this area, although
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designated as ESHA, is highly disturbed and is subject to routine maintenance activities,
including the use of motorized vegetation removal equipment. Thus, native wildlife is likely to
be accustomed to occasional periods of elevated noise. To further reduce the potential for
impacts to sensitive species within ESHA areas, the Commission is requiring in Special
Condition 1 that SCG perform all construction activities outside of the bird breeding and
nesting season (February 15 to August 31), to the extent feasible. If construction activities do
occur between February 15 and August 31, SCG’s biologist will conduct nesting surveys in the
project area. If breeding is observed or active nests located, no project activities shall occur
within 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) of such nests until any young birds have fledged and left the
area. With these measures in place, and given the relatively low level of noise and the short
duration of construction activities, impacts to ESHA from construction-related noise are
expected to be minor.
Impacts from staging drilling and other construction equipment on the adjacent paved road or
shoulder are expected to be negligible. In some cases, construction equipment may need to be
moved off the road and/or shoulder. However, according to the site’s biological survey, these
areas are located in sand flats that are mostly devoid of vegetation, with only a few scattered
clumps of non-native grasses. Thus, although off the paved road, staging at these sampling sites
is not expected to result in adverse impacts.
As described above, the proposed project is repair and maintenance of an existing pipeline.
Thus, although, non-resource dependent development is proposed in ESHA, there are no
alternative methods of accomplishing the proposed repair and maintenance project that will
avoid ESHA, and the Commission is only able to review the method by which SCG carries out
repair and maintenance. The Commission has conditioned the project to ensure that the method
of repair and maintenance used by SCG limits impacts to ESHA to the maximum extent feasible
and that the project will not significantly degrade ESHA. The repair and maintenance project is
therefore consistent with Coastal Act Section 30240.
F. WETLANDS
Coastal Act Section 30233 states in relevant part:
(a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes
shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division where
there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible
mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and
shall be limited to the following:
(1)

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

(2)

Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged depths on
existing navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and
mooring areas, and boat launching ramps.
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(3)

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

(4)

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

(5)

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

(6)

Restoration purposes.

(7)

Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent
activities.

The excavation, removal, or any other artificial disturbance of any sediment or soil in a wetland
constitutes “dredging” and is therefore subject to the policies of Coastal Act Section 30233.
The entire project site is classified as a wetland based on the presence of at least one of three
wetland indicators: wetland hydrology, wetland vegetation or hydric soils (see Exhibit 5).
Project-related dredging activities are expected to result in the loss of between 85 and 462 ft2 of
wetland habitat. The project also has the potential to temporarily impact up to 15,360 ft2 of
wetland habitat.
Projects that include dredging of wetlands must meet the three tests of Coastal Act Section
30233(a). The first test requires that the proposed activity fit into one of seven categories of uses
enumerated in Coastal Act Section 30233(a)(1-7). However, in this case, because the
Commission is solely reviewing the method by which the applicant executes the repair and
maintenance activities, the first test under Section 30233(a) is not applicable. The second test
requires that there be no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative. The third and final
test mandates that feasible mitigation measures be provided to minimize the project’s adverse
environmental effects.
As discussed in Section A of this report, the work proposed is to replace the existing dilapidated
wooden supports for SCG’s existing pipelines. Allowing the existing wooden supports to remain
in place increases the risk of a pipe breach associated with the failure of one or more supports.
Even a small leak of hazardous materials would have significant adverse impacts on the
surrounding wetlands and ESHA. Therefore, avoiding the work, or the “no project” alternative,
is not an environmentally preferable option. In addition, because the proposed work involves
repair and maintenance of existing infrastructure, there are no alternative locations for the project
that could entirely avoid wetlands or ESHA. Finally, the proposed piers will minimize the
impact footprint within the wetlands to the maximum extent possible while ensuring the supports
are adequate to support the existing pipeline. Thus, there is no feasible less environmentally
damaging alternative and the Commission finds this project consistent with the second test of
Coastal Act Section 30233(a).
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The final test requires that feasible mitigation measures be provided to minimize the project’s
adverse effects. The proposed project is expected to permanently impact between 85 and 462 ft2
of wetland habitat. To mitigate this impact, SCG proposes to restore degraded wetland habitat
on a nearby site at a 1:1 ratio. Wetland restoration would occur at a site adjacent to an existing
SCG wetland restoration site and would include removal of non-native plants and planting native
vegetation, consistent with ongoing restoration efforts at the adjacent site (see Exhibit 8).
Although the Commission typically requires a 4:1 mitigation ratio for wetland mitigation, SCG
here proposes a 1:1 mitigation ratio only due to the heavily disturbed nature of the impacted
wetlands. Given the small area of impact and SCG’s proposal to restore wetland habitat adjacent
to a larger restoration site, the Commission believes that mitigation in the form of restoration
instead of wetland creation is appropriate in this case. However, the Commission has
consistently required a 4:1 wetland mitigation ratio regardless of the degree of disturbance of the
impacted wetland. Given the extensive loss of wetland habitat in the project vicinity, even a very
small loss of remaining wetland habitat can have significant adverse ecological consequences
that extend outside the impact area. Furthermore, the lag time between project-related wetland
impacts and a fully functioning wetland restoration project results in a temporal loss of wetland
function that must be accounted for. Thus, the Commission is requiring in Special Condition 2
that SCG mitigate wetland impacts at a 4:1 ratio. Special Condition 2 requires SCG to submit a
wetland restoration plan to the Executive Director for review and approval within 90 days of
completion of project activities. This plan must include: (1) documentation of the total areal
extent of permanent wetland impacts associated with project activities, (2) identification of a
restoration site in the vicinity of the project site, (3) a description of restoration activities, (4)
interim and final wetland performance criteria, (5) a monitoring plan, (6) an adaptive
management plan, and (7) a timeline for restoration implementation, monitoring and reporting
activities. With this condition in place, SCG will be required to fully mitigate any permanent
impacts to wetland habitat.
The proposed project could also result in temporary impacts to up to 15,360 ft2 of wetland
habitat due to dust and noise from construction equipment, staging of equipment and the
presence of construction personnel. However, this area in completely contained within the
vegetation management area described in E-11-031 that is the subject of vegetation removal and
other pipeline maintenance activities. These maintenance activities are similar or potentially
more severe than the temporary impacts anticipated under the proposed project. CDP E-11-031
required SCG to submit a native vegetation restoration plan that mitigates for impacts to ESHA
and wetlands from these maintenance activities. SCG submitted this plan in March of 2012 and
has completed the first year of monitoring for the restoration project. Thus, under E-11-031,
SCG is already mitigating for the types of impacts in the project area that are expected from the
proposed project, and additional mitigation for temporary wetland impacts is unnecessary.
Consequently, the Commission finds that the third and final test of Coastal Act Section 30233(a)
is also satisfied and the proposed project, with the inclusion of Special Condition 2, is consistent
with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act.
G. SPILL PREVENTION AND RESPONSE
Coastal Act Section 30232 states:
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Protection against the spillage of crude oil, gas, petroleum products, or hazardous
substances shall be provided in relation to any development or transportation of such
materials. Effective containment and cleanup facilities and procedures shall be provided
for accidental spills that do occur.
This Coastal Act policy requires protection against spills of hazardous substances and effective
management of spills should they occur. The most likely project-related spill scenario would be
a release of fuel from construction equipment. A worst case spill under this scenario would be
approximately 75 gallons. Although no pipeline work is proposed, it is also possible that project
activities could result in an accidental breach of the existing natural gas pipelines, resulting in a
release of natural gas into the surrounding environment.
SCG has a Spill Prevention Plan for the La Goleta Natural Gas Storage Facility. In addition, in
August 2012, Psomas, on behalf of SCG, prepared a project-specific Spill Prevention and
Response Plan (Plan). The Plan requires all vehicle and equipment to be inspected for leaks prior
to commencement of project activities and requires refueling to occur on paved surfaces and to
include spill control such as fuel pans, sandbags and/or absorbent materials. In addition, SCG is
required to have immediately available an estimate of the worst-case release and spill cleanup
kits sufficient to cleanup any potential spill available onsite at all times. The Plan also includes
procedures to be followed in the event of a spill including notification requirements, contact
information for agency personnel, and a designated person to implement protocols and make the
necessary contacts.
With implementation of SCG’s Spill Prevention and Response Plan, the Commission finds that
the proposed project will be carried out in a manner that protects against spills of hazardous
substances and provides for effective containment and cleanup should a spill occur and is
therefore consistent with Coastal Act Sections 30232.
H. ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Coastal Act Section 30244 states:
Where development would adversely impact archaeological or paleontological resources
as identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer, reasonable mitigation measures
shall be required.
The location of the La Goleta Facility is within the historic territory of the Chumash and includes
several known archaeological sites containing human remains, stone artifacts, tools, and other
materials. An archeological survey conducted on September 7, 2011 indicated that several
archaeological sites are near, but outside, of areas that would be excavated during project
activities. To minimize impacts from potential archeological disturbances, SCG proposes to
have all excavation and other earthmoving activities monitored by an archeologist and a Native
American consultant who meets the requirements for County of Santa Barbara cultural resource
monitors as outlined in the County’s Archeological Guidelines. Prior to work at each excavation
site, the archeologist will train workers on how to recognize archeological resources and what
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steps to take should any archeological resources be discovered. If archeological remains are
discovered, all work in the area will stop immediately and will be restarted only after the
significance of the remains is analyzed and the necessary investigation completed by the
archeologist and the Native American consultant in compliance with the County’s Archeological
Guidelines. SCG will notify the Executive Director at the commencement of any investigation
associated with project activities and provide results of the investigation within 30 days of
completion. With implementation of the above measures, the Commission finds that the
proposed project will be carried out in a manner that is protective of archaeological resources
that may be encountered during project activities and is therefore consistent with Coastal Act
Section 30244.
I.

HAZARDS

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states in part:
New development shall do all of the following:
(a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire
hazard.
(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding
area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.
The proposed project includes ground disturbance and structural activities that have the potential
to adversely impact the stability of the site and stability of the existing infrastructure. The
purpose of the proposed project is to replace dilapidated pipeline supports to ensure the longterm integrity of the existing pipeline. Compromised stability of the site or of the pipelines
themselves could result in a release of hazardous materials into surrounding ESHA and wetlands.
SCG hired Globus Engineering to conduct a geotechnical evaluation of the site and the proposed
project and to make recommendations on project alternatives, design parameters, construction
methods and monitoring. This report included collecting and analyzing soil samples as permitted
under the first phase of this project (CDP E-12-006). The resulting report notes that the “site is
considered to be somewhat difficult for foundation construction and it will require some
additional effort compared to conventional foundation design and construction.” Site constraints
include existing fills, high groundwater level, potential for liquefaction, limited access to pier
locations, and soil corrosivity.
To address these constraints, the Globus report includes a series of recommendations on site
preparation, fill and backfill, temporary excavations and pile foundations that are designed to
ensure the structural stability of the new supports and thus, the existing pipelines. The different
types of piles that may be used as part of the project, described in the project description, are
included in the Globus report and are designed to give SCG flexibility to respond to local soil
conditions while still ensuring a functional and stable support system. Dr. Mark Johnsson, the
Commission’s geologist, reviewed the Globus report and agreed with the findings and
recommendations included therein. As part of the project description, SCG has agreed to follow
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the recommendations included in the Globus report. With implementation of the measures
recommended in the Globus report, the Commission finds that the proposed project will be
carried out in a manner that minimizes the risk of geologic and other hazards and is consistent
with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act.
J. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
Section 13096 of the Commission's Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of
Coastal Development Permits to be supported by a finding showing the permit, as conditioned, to
be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). Section 21080.5(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 which the activity may have on the
environment.
The proposed development has been conditioned in order to be found consistent with the Chapter
3 policies of the Coastal Act. Mitigation measures, including conditions addressing biological
resources, fill of wetlands, oil spill prevention and response, cultural resources and hazards will
minimize all adverse environmental impacts. As conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives
or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant
adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment. Therefore, the Commission
finds that the proposed project is the least environmentally-damaging feasible alternative and is
consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQA.
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Appendix A: Substantive File Documents

California Coastal Commission, Staff Report for CDP E-11-031: Southern California Gas
Company Pipeline Maintenance and Vegetation Management Activities at La Goleta Natural
Gas Storage Facility. Hearing Date: March 9, 2012.
Globus Engineering, Inc. Report: Geotechnical Investigation, Proposed Pipe Supports, Goleta,
California, For The Southern California Gas Company. Job No. 0525, January 29, 2013.
Southern California Gas Company, Coastal Development Permit application and accompanying
documents, initially submitted May 28, 2013.
Southern Calirofnia Gas Company, email communications to Kate Huckelbridge on 3/7/2014,
6/9/2014, 7/21/2014, 7/22/2014, 7/23/2014, and 7/24/2014.
Southern California Gas Company, Response to Notices of Incompleteness, submitted October
11, 2013 and February 11, 2014.
Sage Institute, La Goleta Natural Gas Storage Facility Pipeline Maintenance and Vegetation
Management Project Native Vegetation Restoration Plan, March 15, 2012.
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Exhibit 6: Image of existing failing wooden supports.
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