TO:

Kevin Drude, Deputy Director
Energy Division, Planning and Development

FROM:

Matt Young, Planner

DATE:

April 11, 2014

RE:

CEQA Determination for the SWEPI Cat Canyon Soil Remediation Project (13LUP00000-00232): Finding that CEQA Section 15164 (Addendum) applies to Final
Mitigated Negative Declaration 11NGD-00000-00021, prepared for the Vintage Soil
Remediation Project (10LUP-00000-00223).

1.0 INTRODUCTION
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires analysis and disclosure of environmental
impacts that could occur as a result of project development. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section
15164, an Addendum to a previously adopted document may be prepared if the following applicable
provisions of Section 15164 CEQA Guidelines can be met:
(b)

An addendum to an adopted negative declaration may be prepared if only minor technical
changes or additions are necessary or none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling
for the preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred.

Where a Negative Declaration has been adopted and a proposed project is consistent with the
development anticipated by the prior document, further environmental review is limited to effects upon
the environment which are specific to the parcel or the project and which are not addressed as significant
effects in the prior Negative Declaration.
This Addendum has been prepared to reflect proposed changes from the Vintage Soil Remediation Project
(Approved Project; Case No. 10LUP-00000-00223) to the Proposed SWEPI Cat Canyon Soil
Remediation Project (Proposed Amended Project; Case No. 13LUP-00000-00223). None of the
applicable conditions of Section 15162 calling for a subsequent negative declaration have occurred, as
indicated by the County analysis and determination provided below.
The Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND; Case No. 11NGD-00000-00021) prepared for the
Approved Project is hereby amended by this 15164 Addendum for the Proposed Amended Project. This
Addendum, together with the 11NGD-00000-00021, will be used by the decision-maker in consideration
of the Proposed Amended Project. For a detailed analysis of the impacts and mitigation measures listed
herein, please refer to 11NGD-00000-00021.
There are no substantial changes or changed circumstances under which the Proposed Amended Project is
to be undertaken. No new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects assessed in the certified environmental document (11NGD-0000000021), have been found with respect to the Proposed Amended Project, as analyzed in the following
Addendum. Further, there is no new information that the Proposed Amended Project will have one or
more significant effects not discussed in the certified environmental document (11NGD-00000-00021).
All documents incorporated into this Addendum by reference are on file with P&D and are available upon
request.
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2.0 PROJECT LOCATION
The project site is located on Assessor Parcel 129-180-018, located at 6727 Dominion Road,
approximately 8 miles southeast of Santa Maria, Fifth Supervisorial District.
3.0 PROPOSED AMENDED PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The Proposed Amended Project site is identified by the Santa Barbara County Environmental Health
Services Site Mitigation Unit 2 (SMU-2) as Site #200041. The following project description is based on
the TetraTech Soil Removal Action Plan, United California Lease, Cat Canyon Oilfield (TetraTech,
March, 2013) and Attachment A to that Plan (TetraTech, June, 2013).
The request is for a Land Use Permit (LUP) to perform soil remediation activities within the United
California Lease (UCAL) Lease. The UCAL Lease is located on APN 129-180-018, a 303.6-acre parcel
within the State-designated Cat Canyon Oilfield that has been used for oil production for many years. The
UCAL Lease Soil Removal Action Project Area (hereinafter referred to as the Site) is a 7-acre portion of
APN 129-180-018.
The Proposed Amended Project consists of removal of an underground diluent soil plume from a single
46,770 square feet (1.07 acre) excavation area within the site. Due to the depth of the excavation and the
need to stockpile excavated soils, the total disturbance area is estimated to be 4.6 acres. The applicant
estimates that a total of approximately 56,415 cubic yards of soil would be removed to complete the
proposed excavation. Approximately 12,026 (revised Oct. 3, 2013 from 12,030) cubic yards of
contaminated soil would be exported and 12,026 cubic yards of clean soil would be imported.
The proposed remedial excavation will consist of the following phases:
1. The Main Remedial excavation will have an area of approximately 47,000 square feet; extend
from the ground surface at elevations ranging from approximately 700 to 685 feet above mean
sea level (msl) to the bottom of the main hardpan layer at approximately 669 feet above msl.
2. Southern and northern deeper excavations will be extended downward from the bottom of the
primary excavation (at 669 feet above msl) and excavated to approximately 650 feet above msl in
the vicinity of boring TTB-28 (South Deep Excavation), and to approximately 660 feet above msl
in the vicinity of boring TTB-18 (North Deep Excavation).
3. The North Deep excavation at TTB-18 will include a portion within the limits of the Main
Remedial Excavation (North Deep Excavation 1) and a portion where the excavation is extended
to the northeast beyond the limits of the Main Remedial Excavation to the seep face (North Deep
Excavation 2) with the excavation bottom at approximately 660 feet above msl.
Excavation activities will be implemented in a manner that protects existing Site utilities, surface features,
and the general site environment following the procedures detailed below. All work will be performed
under the supervision of a California Professional Geologist.
A track-mounted excavator will be used to remove the diluent-impacted soil from the excavation footprint
and load it directly into hauling trucks for removal where practicable. However, impacted soil may be
temporarily stockpiled on-site for loading by wheel-loader throughout the day when necessary. All
excavation equipment will be decontaminated before it leaves the Site.
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A potential fill borrow site has been identified at the Santa Maria Landfill on Main Street adjacent to the
Santa Maria River, approximately 10 miles northwest of the Site. This fill source is referred to as the
Santa Maria River dry riverbed source.
There is a potential that a sufficient quantity of perched groundwater will seep into the remedial
excavation and require removal through excavation dewatering, onsite storage, characterization, and
disposal. In the event that excavation dewatering is required, periodic dewatering will be performed
using a gasoline powered utility pump. The water will be pumped out of the excavation area into a poly
tank for temporary storage. Characterization samples (one per load of water) will be collected from the
water stored in the tank and analyzed at an offsite laboratory. The purged water will be transferred from
the storage tank to vacuum tanker trucks as needed and transported offsite for disposal at an appropriate
treatment facility with applicable shipping documentation.
It is anticipated that the work would require approximately 13 weeks (64 field days) to complete, as
follows:


4 field days for mobilization



30 field days for soil excavation, loading, transport, and disposal



30 field days for excavation, backfill, and site restoration

As specified in the Action Plan, if feasible, the project would be scheduled outside of the bird nesting
season (March 15 to August 15), and outside the rainy season (November 1 to April 15). If construction
activities occur within nesting bird season, a qualified biologist shall perform pre-activity, nesting bird
surveys to determine if breeding/nesting birds are present within the Project Site. If an active bird nest is
identified, then CDFW and/or USWFS shall be consulted to determine appropriate buffer during
construction activities. No trees are proposed to be removed.
The excavated soil would be hauled offsite and disposed of at the Santa Maria Sanitary Landfill (SMSL),
located in Santa Maria, California, as part of the Non-hazardous Hydrocarbon Impacts Soils program for
non-hazardous waste. The excavation will be backfilled with clean overburden soil removed from the
excavation and with clean soil imported from off-site.
Given the preliminary estimates of material to be exported and imported (24,052 cy), and equipment
necessary (20 hauling trucks with 18 CY/L hauling capacity) it is estimated that a total of approximately
668 truck trips (round trips to the SMSL) would be necessary to haul the excavated contaminated soil offsite and transport soil back to the project site. This equates to 30 trips per day for 22 days, or 40 trips per
day for 17 days. At 30 trips per day for 22 days, it is estimated there would be 3.75 trips per hour. At 40
trips per day for 17 days, it is estimated there would be 5 trips per hour (personal communication, Randy
Westhaus, October 3, 2013).
The remediation site is accessible by existing oil field access roads. These roads are also used by the
current farming operation.
4.0 CHANGES IN PROJECT IMPACTS
The following sections discuss the environmental impacts and mitigations of the Approved Project and
the Proposed Amended Project.
4.1 Approved Vintage Soil Remediation Project:
The Approved Project Land Use Permit, 10LUP-00000-00223 (issued May 22, 2013), included the Final
MND, 11NGD-00000-00021 (approved by the County Environmental Hearing Officer on November 3,
2011). The Approved Project is located on APN 129-180-018 within the United California Lease. Three
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of the Approved Project remediation sites (Wells 130, 120, and 83) are located within the 7-acre work
area for the Proposed Amended Project.
The project description in the Final MND for the Approved Project included soil remediation on the 300acre United California Lease (APN 129-180-018) in the Cat Canyon oilfield. The remediation consists of
removing soil from three soil stockpiles and twenty-two identified excavation areas and treating these
soils in two, 4- to 5-acre (approximate) bioremediation treatment areas. Phase I of the project involves
removing soils from three stockpiles and one additional site totaling approximately 6 acres, relocating
them, and treating them onsite in a separate 5 acre area, for a total disturbance area of 10.33 acres and
44,000 cubic yards (cu. yds.) of earthwork. Phase II involves excavation and treatment of the remaining
22 sites in an expanded treatment area. The approximate 10-acre Phase I area is located approximately
500 ft. southeast of the Proposed Amended Project area. The Vintage Phase II sites are located throughout
the UCAL Lease, with sites 130, 120, and 83 located within the 7-acre Proposed Amended Project area.
Each of these sites is in a disturbed area.
11NGD-00000-00021 identified potentially significant, but mitigable impacts from the Approved Project
(10LUP-00000-00223) in the following categories:







Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Geologic Processes
Hazardous Materials, and
Water Resources

The following impacts and mitigation measures were identified in the proposed Final MND (11NGD-0000000021. There are no new mitigation measures associated with the Proposed Amended Project that were not
previously included with the Approved Project. These mitigations were determined to reduce potentially
significant impacts to a less than significant level.
1) Air Quality: Impact: Potentially significant impacts from dust generation. Mitigation: Dust control
measures including use of water trucks or sprinklers, maximum speed limit of 15 mph on site, water and or
covering of stockpiled material, gravel pads to minimize material from landing on offsite public roads, revegetation or other dust control methods for completed areas, and dust control monitoring would reduce
impacts to less than significant.
2) Biological Resources: Impact: Potentially significant impacts to rare plant communities (purple
needlegrass grasslands (0.11 acres), freshwater marsh (0.14 acres), and willow riparian (0.13 acres) areas),
rare plants, native vegetation, trees, and several special-status animal species (including California tiger
salamander, CA Red-Legged Frog, and CA horned lizard) from wellpad remediation. Mitigation: Restoration
plan, pre-construction surveys for California horned lizards and small mammals, California horned lark
nesting season avoidance and surveys, habitat avoidance, spill management, equipment storage, traffic
management, endangered species education, evening construction restriction, waste management, pet
restriction, and rodenticide/herbicide restrictions would reduce impacts to less than significant. Topsoil
salvage is included in the project description.
3) Cultural Resources: Impact: One isolated cultural artifact was found near the existing pad for Well #27,
which is not within the SWEPI work area. Mitigation: Santa Barbara County’s standard archaeological
discovery clause would reduce impacts to less than significant. This clause requires all work to be stopped
upon the discovery of archaeological remains until a P&D qualified archaeologist and Native American
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representative are retained by the applicant to evaluate the significance of the find pursuant to Phase 2
investigations of the County Archaeological Guidelines.
4) Geologic Processes: Impact: Potentially significant impacts due to cut and fill and amounts of grading, in
addition to impacts from wind and water erosion. Mitigation: Implementation of a grading and erosion
control plan incorporating conduits to existing drainage courses, and limitation of grading to the dry season of
the year (i.e. April 15 to November 1) unless a Building and Safety approved Erosion Control Plan is in place
and all measures are in effect would reduce impacts to less than significant. Topsoil removal and
replacement (salvage) is included in the project description.
5) Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset: Impact: Beneficial effects of removal of contaminated soil containing
metals exceeding federal levels, but concomitant risks associated with handling of these chemicals.
Mitigation: Submittal of a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) to P&D and the County Fire
Department for review and approval would reduce impacts to less than significant.
6) Water Resources/Flooding: Impact: Potentially significant discharges into surface waters and introduction
of pollutants. Mitigation: Implementation of the Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan
(SPCCP) prepared by Tracer Environmental Sciences & Technologies and dated April 27, 2006 would
reduce impacts to less than significant.
With implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, the Final MND for the Approved Project
concluded that impacts of the Vintage Soil Remediation project would be reduced to less than significant.
4.2 Proposed Amended Soil Remediation Project:
The Proposed Amended Project (described in Section 3.0) is located on APN 129-180-018 within the
United California Lease. The 7-acre work area includes portions of three of the 22 Vintage remediation
sites that were part of the Approved Project:




UCAL Well 130 – 250 cu. yds. excavation; 2,500 sq. ft. previously-disturbed work area
UCAL Well 120 – 250 cu. yds. excavation; 2,500 sq. ft. previously-disturbed work area
UCAL Well 83 – 250 cu. yds. excavation; 2,500 sq. ft. previously-disturbed work area

Impacts of the Proposed Amended Project (as described in Section 3.0 would be as follows:
1) Air Quality: Same as above (dust generation). Less than significant with mitigation measures included
in 11NGD-00000-00021k.
2) Biological Resources. The 7-acre work area includes coastal sage scrub, oak woodland, and grassland
vegetation, in addition to disturbed areas. The 4.6-acre disturbance area is located primarily in grasslands
and coastal scrub. A site visit by the P&D staff biologist on October 1, 2013 confirmed the presence of
patchy native grasslands and coastal scrub within the work area. The grasslands are dominated in places
by purple needlegrass. Temporary impacts to these plant communities would occur, and the impacts are
similar to the above-described impacts for the Approved Project. Based on field reports (Randy Westhaus,
October 1, 2013) that grading will avoid most coastal scrub and will be confined mostly to the excavation
area, it is anticipated that approximately 0.5 acres of native grassland would be affected by this project. A
small amount of willow riparian vegetation would be affected near the seep. Revegetation of disturbed
areas, including native grassland are detailed in a Restoration Plan (Tetra Tech, 2014), consistent with
Special BIO Condition-8 of the Approved Project MND.
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California tiger salamander (CTS) and California Red-Legged Frog (CARLF). Like the Approved
Project, the Proposed Amended Project site is located near (within 300 ft of) a potential CTS breeding
pond (SISQ-14, as mapped by USFWS, 2010). Because of the potential for impact if CTS are present,
extensive surveys were undertaken in 2010 and 2011 for the Approved Project to determine the presence
of California tiger salamander and California Red-Legged Frog on the subject site and in this pond. No
CTS or CARLF were found in SISQ-14. However, mitigations were attached to the Approved Project to
avoid impact due to the presence of this and other ponds nearby. Although most of the affected CTS
habitat for Phase I of the Approved Project was previously-disturbed due to soil stockpiling and prior well
activities, remediation of some areas on the Vintage site during Phase II was predicted to affect suitable
habitat1 for CTS. The Proposed Amended Project could affect 1.1 acres of suitable habitat. The impacts of
the Proposed Amended Project would be similar to those addressed in the MND for the Approved Project.
Less than significant with mitigation measures included in 11NGD-00000-00021.
3) Cultural Resources. As noted above, selected areas of the Approved Project site were surveyed for the
presence of cultural resources by Garcia and Associates in 2010, and one isolated resource was found
near a well site that is outside the Proposed Amended Project study area. A Phase I survey was conducted
for unsurveyed areas within the 7-acre Proposed Amended Project site on November 5, 2013. The survey
was negative for cultural materials. The archaeologist observed that most of the area was previously
disturbed from oil and water well production, road construction, and cattle grazing. Less than significant
with mitigation measures included in 11NGD-00000-00021.
4) Geologic Processes. Similar to above impacts for the Approved Project. Less than significant with
mitigation measures included in 11NGD-00000-00021.
5) Hazardous Materials. Similar to above impacts for Approved Project. Less than significant with
mitigation measures included in 11NGD-00000-00021.
6) Water Resources. Similar to above impacts for Approved Project. Less than significant with
mitigation measures included in 11NGD-00000-00021.
It is concluded that the Proposed Amended Project changes, as described above, will not cause any new
environmental impacts, nor increase previously identified impacts. Although the impacts on native
grassland increase from 0.11 acres to approximately 0.5 acres, the restoration and replacement of this
habitat after construction would be accomplished through mitigation included in the 11NGD-0000000021. The proposed changes are within the scope of the Final MND analysis and substantially conform to
the project description.
4.3 Cumulative Impacts
The adopted Final MND (11NGD-00000-00021) analyzed the cumulative impacts which could result
from the Approved Project on the United California Lease. It concludes that with the inclusion of
identified mitigation measures, cumulative impacts would be less than significant. The Proposed
Amended Project involves impacts to approximately 4.1 acres of vegetation, including 0.5 acres of native
grassland, 0.5 acres of annual grassland, and very small amounts of willow riparian scrub, all of which
were evaluated under Phase II of the Approved Project. Mitigation in the form of restoration of
approximately 0.5 acres of native grassland; in addition to restoration of the entire 4.1-acre disturbance
area with a native seed mix, has been included in this project, consistent with Special BIO Condition-8 in
the Approved Project MND. The two projects taken together would increase the total area of impact to
native grassland from 0.11 acres to 0.5, resulting in a cumulative total impact of 0.5 acres of native
1

Suitable habitat is generally described as undisturbed grassland with small mammal burrows.
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grassland on the site, much of which is temporary, since the site would be restored. With the application
of the above referenced mitigation measures, cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Amended
Project would be less than significant.
5.0 FINDINGS:
It is the finding of the Deputy Director of the Energy and Minerals Division, Planning and Development
Department that the previous environmental document as herein amended may be used to fulfill the
environmental review requirements of the current project. Because the current project meets the
conditions for the application of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, preparation of a new EIR or ND
is not required. The SWEPI Soil Remediation Project (13LUP-00000-00232) may now proceed with the
understanding that any substantial changes in the proposal may be subject to further environmental
review.
G:\GROUP\PERMITTING\Case Files\LUP\13 Cases\13LUP-00000-00232 SWEPI LLC\CEQA\13LUP-00232
MND Add 4.11.2014.docx
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1.0

REQUEST/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Vintage Production California, LLC (a subsidiary of Occidental Petroleum), has requested approval of a
Land Use Permit (LUP) from Santa Barbara County Planning and Development to conduct soil
remediation efforts on the 300-acre United California Lease (APN 129-180-018) in the Cat Canyon
oilfield (Figure 1, vicinity map). The remediation consists of removing soil from three soil stockpiles and
twenty-two identified excavation areas and treating these soils in two, 4- to 5-acre (approximate)
bioremediation treatment areas. Excavation and treatment areas are all located on the United California
Lease (APN 129-180-018, see Figure 2). The various components of the project and the timeframe for
completion are described below. It is anticipated that excavation and treatment would occur in phases.
1.1

Background

The United California Lease has been used for oil drilling and associated activities for many years. The
prior operator, Greka, conducted activities in such a manner that a number of violations were issued for
various spills and contamination. Soils on site have been or are currently being assessed for contamination
(Source Group, 2009). Glenn Springs Holding, Inc. (also a subsidiary to Occidental Petroleum) has hired
The Source Group, Inc. to address the issues associated with the Notices of Violation that have been
issued. The proposed project would initiate the clean-up process, in compliance with requirements of the
California Regional Water Resources Control Board (Central Coast Region), and the Santa Barbara
County Fire Department, Fire Prevention Division (FPD) Site Mitigation Unit (SMU) Programs (see
below under regulatory discussion). The Source Group has prepared a Soil Biotreatment Work Plan dated
June 15, 2010 for Glenn Springs Holdings, Inc. This work plan details the methods and procedures for
implementing a treatment and re-use program for stockpiles impacted with Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
(TPH).
In a related action, in 2009, Vintage Petroleum requested approval of land use and grading permits to
remove primarily above-ground oil field equipment on the United California, California, and Bradley
lease areas (3 separate legal parcels, see Figure 1). The following permits are associated with this work,
and have been approved and issued:
09LUP-00000-00309: Decommissioning of 3 leases on three separate parcels; Removal of
aboveground features; Issued January 3, 2010; Work conducted January – July, 2010.
10RVP-00000-00022: Grading of an approximate 6-acre area; Issued March 22, 2010; Work in
progress.
10RVP-00000-00049: Excavation, fill, and soil stockpiling in Oil Processing Area and
Edmonston stockpile area; Issued June 10, 2010; work in progress.
It is anticipated that Vintage will conduct future remediation work involving removal of oil wells, oil well
pads, and roads.
1.2

Soil Biotreatment and Remediation Project

1.2.1

Excavation and Treatment Areas

The areas proposed for excavation are listed in Table 1 below, and shown on Figure 2.
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Table 1-1. Excavation Areas, including Amounts and Sizes of Work Areas.
Map
No.

1.2.2

Name

Phase

I

Estimated
Excavation
(Cubic
Yards)
5,000

Size of
Work Area
(Square
Feet)
30,000

UCAL Edmonston
stockpile

UCAL Omni stockpile

I

3,000

40,000

UCAL Oil Processing
Area (OPA) stockpile

I

36,000

10,000

UCAL Omni Pits site

I

500

6,600

UCAL KD Manifold
Spill area
UCAL Injection Header
site
UCAL Well 46 site

II

1,000

5,000

II

500

2,500

II

695

3,800

UCAL Catch Basin Pad
area
UCAL Compressor area
UCAL Well 80 area
UCAL Well 44 area
UCAL KD Line area
UCAL Well 89
UCAL Well 27 area
UCAL Well 125 area
UCAL Well 58 area
UCAL Well 98 area
UCAL Well 64 area
UCAL Well 124 area
UCAL Well 109 area
UCAL BC-4 area
UCAL Well 36 area
UCAL Well 130 area
UCAL Well 120 area
UCAL Well 83 area
Total

II

500

2,500

II
II
II
II
II
II
II
II
II
II
II
II
II
II
II
II
II

1,000
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
250
1,200
250
250
250
250
53,145

5,000
2,500
2,500
2,500
2,500
2,500
2,500
2,500
2,500
2,500
2,500
2,500
3,000
2,500
2,500
2,500
2,500
145,900

Remarks

Stockpile partially
approved with 10RVP00000-00049); included in
Phase II landfarm area
Included in Phase II
landfarm work area
OPA site; included in
Phase II landfarm work
area
Included in Phase II
landfarm work area

Material to be transported
to Buttonwillow

pipeline leak

Treatment Area and Process

The UCAL Edmonston, Omni, and Oil Processing area soil stockpiles listed above would be treated
initially in an approximate 5-acre landfarm (Phase I primary landfarm area, see Figure 3) located within
the footprint of the former oil processing area covered under existing permits 10RVP-00000-00022 and
10RVP-00000-00049. Soil would be placed in windrows measuring approximately 4-5 feet tall x 8 feet
wide x 500 feet in length, spaced approximately 20 feet apart. The treated soil will be used to complete
the backfilling of the oil processing area required under the existing permits 10RVP-00000-00022 and
10RVP-00000-00049.
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Table 1-2. Proposed Treatment Areas and estimated work area sizes.
Treatment Area
Phase I Treatment Area
Phase II treatment Area
Total, Treatment

Site Disturbance
5 acres
4.5 acres
9.5 acres

The excavated soil removed from the remaining areas listed in Table 1 above, excluding the UCAL Well
46 site, would be treated in the approximate 4.5-acre landfarm (Phase II secondary landfarm area, see
Figure 4) located within the footprint of the UCAL Edmonston, Omni, and Oil Processing Area soil
stockpiles. Excavated soil from the UCAL Well 46 site would be transported by truck to Clean Harbor’s
Buttonwillow Landfill Facility.
Existing unpaved roads between the stockpile and excavation sites and the landfarm area would be used
for access. These roads are located primarily on the west and east sides of the proposed Phase I and Phase
II landfarm areas, respectively.
1.2.3

Project Timeframe

Phase I. It is estimated that Phase I of the project (Omni, Edmonston, and OPA stockpiles) would take
approximately three months.
Phase II. The landfarm has been proposed for treatment of soils from additional areas on site (APN 129080-018) described above. The landfarm is expected to operate, at a minimum, for two years, through the
termination of the existing lease on January 1, 2014.
1.2.4

Necessary Equipment

The following equipment would be used for Phase I of the excavation and landfarm activities:
Excavator;
Rubber-tired tractor, with tilling attachment;
Front-end loader;
Dump truck; and
One water truck
It is estimated that 4 to 5 equipment operators would be involved in both the landfarm activities and the
excavation activities.
1.2.5

State and Local Permits and Approvals Required

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Coast Region) provides regulatory
oversight per the State Local Oversight Program, which is managed by the State Water Resources Control
Board (SWRCB). The Santa Barbara County Fire Department’s provides regulatory oversight (under
contract to SWRCB) for the assessment and remediation under three programs, as follows:
Leaking Underground Fuel Tank Program (LUFT), for releases related to underground fuel tanks;
Site Mitigation Unit Program (SMU), for other releases; and
SMU-2 Program, for oilfield operations.
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Additional detail regarding these County Fire Department Programs can be found in the “Leaking
Underground Fuel Tank and Site Mitigation Unit Manual” prepared by the Fire Department in January
2007.
Local contacts for the above programs are as follows:
Matthew Chircop, Hazardous Materials Specialist, SB County Fire Dept.; and
Rich Chandler, P.G., Engineering Geologist, Regional Water Quality Control Board
The project would also require an Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate from the Santa Barbara
County APCD for contaminated soil cleanup.

2.0

PROJECT LOCATION

The project site is located in the Bradley Canyon area, at 6527 Dominion Road (APN 129-180-018),
approximately one mile east of the intersection of Clark Avenue and Dominion Road, in the Santa Maria
Valley, Fifth Supervisorial District.
Table 2.1 Site Information

Address
APN
Property Owner
Comprehensive Plan
Designation
Zoning District, Ordinance
Site Size
Present Use & Development
Surrounding Uses/Zoning

Access
Public Services

3.0

6527 Dominion Road
129-180-018
Hancock Trust (Wells Fargo and Union Bank, trustees)
Rural Area, Commercial Agriculture (AC), one dwelling unit per legal lot.
AG-II-100; Land Use Development Code
303.6 acres
Grazing Land; Oil and gas exploration and production. No structures exist on
the parcel.
North: grazing land, oil field, AG-II-100
South: agriculture, grazing land, AG-II-100
East: agriculture, grazing land, AG-II-100
West: grazing land, oil field, AG-II-100
Private driveway off Dominion Road approximately 2,100 feet northwest of
the intersection of Dominion Road and Palmer Road.
Water Supply:
private wells
Sewage:
N/A
Fire:
County Fire, Station Number 23 (Sisquoc)
Police:
County Sheriff

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

3.1 PHYSICAL SETTING
Slope/Topography: The 304-acre project area is located in the Bradley Canyon area of the Santa Maria
Valley at an approximate elevation of 560 to 760 feet above mean sea level. The terrain immediately
surrounding the site consists of rolling to steep hillsides. A portion of the main branch of Bradley Canyon
runs through the northern half of the project area, along with two side canyons, which are located along
the western perimeter and north central portion of the project area. Bradley Canyon drains into the
eastern Santa Maria Valley approximately three miles north of the project site.
Access to the proposed project site is currently provided by an existing partially paved private driveway
of approximately 0.25 miles in length accessed from Dominion Road. A portion of this road is shared
with the grazing and farming activities occurring to the south and east of the project site.
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Flora: The project site contains native and non-native grasslands, coastal scrub vegetation, foothill and
oak woodland, and riparian areas. Relatively small seeps, freshwater marshes, and mesic swales are
scattered over the parcel. At least one pond that contains mulefat scrub is present south of Bradley
Canyon, just northwest of the Edmonston stockpile and main soil treatment area for Phase II. Several
abandoned oil well pads that are essentially clear of vegetation are scattered over the site.
Fauna: Wildlife typical of the Solomon Hills including small mammals (gophers, ground squirrels,
raccoons, foxes, skunks, etc.) and deer are expected to be on the site. Several birds, including raptors,
have been observed during biological studies conducted on site. The site is within the range of the
Endangered California Tiger Salamander (CTS) and the California Red-Legged Frog (CRLF).
Geology/Soils: The project site lies within the Bradley Canyon area of the Santa Maria Valley. It is on
the northern edge of the Solomon Hills, which extend from the Pacific Ocean (15 miles west of the site)
to the San Rafael Mountains (about 10 miles east of the site). These hills were formed by Middle- to lateTertiary compressional forces uplifting the sedimentary and volcanic sequence. The hills have undergone
additional modification by erosion since their formation, leaving gently rounded hills interspersed with
steep canyons.
Pleistocene-era Orcutt Sand is exposed at the surface and extends to a depth of approximately 200 feet
below ground surface (bgs). The Orcutt Sand is an unconsolidated to partially indurated tan to rusty
brown, eolian (wind-caused) formation with local clay stringers and hard pan layers. Artificial fill,
alluvium and colluvium, and landslide debris have also been observed during field investigations.
The project vicinity is an area of high seismic potential due to the presence of numerous local and
regional fault systems. This potential is associated primarily with translational breakage along strike-slip
faults that run parallel to the San Andreas Fault, which is 42 miles to the east of the project site. Active or
potentially active faults near the site include the Casmalia-Orcutt Frontal Fault, the San Luis Range Fault,
and the Lion’s Head Fault.
The NRCS Soil Survey indicates that the following soil types are found on the property (NRCS Soil
Survey, Northern Santa Barbara Area, August 2009): 1) Garey sandy loam (GaC2), 9-30% slopes, eroded
2) Marina sand (MaE3), 9-30% slopes, severely eroded; 3) Positas fine sandy loam (MtD3), 9-15%
slopes, severely eroded, 4) Gullied land (GuE); and 5) Sandy alluvial land (Sh).
Surface Water Bodies (including wetlands, riparian areas, ponds, springs, creeks, rivers, lakes, and
estuaries): The 304-acre lease area contains 1 intermittent blue line creek (Bradley Canyon Creek).
Onsite, the creek is approximately 0.5 miles in length, and it trends southeast-northwest along the
northern portion of the United California Lease. One man-made pond is located within 500 feet of the
proposed soil remediation locations.
Existing Structures: No structures currently exist on the subject lease area.
Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses: The project site is located in the North Cat Canyon Oilfield,
which has been used for oil production purposes for more than 60 years. Existing oil well pads and access
roads have been developed throughout the project area and there are approximately 120 idle or plugged
and abandoned oil wells located on the United California Lease.
In addition to oil production operations, the project property is used for cattle grazing. The property has
historically been used for oil exploration and production, in addition to free-range livestock grazing,
which has influenced much of the native vegetation. Surrounding land uses include single family
residences along Dominion Road, oil and gas uses, and low intensity agriculture consisting mainly of
cattle grazing and vineyards.
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Cultural Resources: Due to previous ground disturbances in the proposed project areas, it is unlikely that
the project site contains significant cultural resources. A records search did not identify any previously
identified resources in or within one-half mile of the project area. Garcia and Associates conducted an
archaeological inventory of approximately 20 acres on site on May 26, 2011 and found no sites within the
project area.
Water Supply:. Water for on-site oil field operations is provided by an on-site well.
3.2 ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE
The environmental baseline from which the project’s impacts are measured consists of the on the ground
conditions described above.

4.0

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS CHECKLIST

The following checklist indicates the potential level of impact and is defined as follows:
Potentially Significant Impact: A fair argument can be made, based on the substantial evidence in the
file, that an effect may be significant.
Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation: Incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an
effect from a Potentially Significant Impact to a Less Than Significant Impact.
Less Than Significant Impact: An impact is considered adverse but does not trigger a significance
threshold.
No Impact: There is adequate support that the referenced information sources show that the impact
simply does not apply to the subject project.
Reviewed Under Previous Document: The analysis contained in a previously adopted/certified
environmental document addresses this issue adequately for use in the current case and is summarized in the
discussion below. The discussion should include reference to the previous documents, a citation of the
page(s) where the information is found, and identification of mitigation measures incorporated from the
previous documents.

4.1

AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES

Will the proposal result in:
a. The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the
public or the creation of an aesthetically offensive site
open to public view?
b. Change to the visual character of an area?
c. Glare or night lighting which may affect adjoining
areas?
d. Visually incompatible structures?

Poten.
Signif.

Less than
Signif.
with
Mitigation

Less
Than
Signif.

No
Impact

Reviewed
Under
Previous
Document

X

X
X
X

Existing Setting:
The project site is located within the Bradley Canyon area of the Santa Maria Valley, north of the
Solomon Hills, approximately 8 miles east of the town of Orcutt. It is within a State-designated Oilfield.
Surrounding parcels are sparsely developed with agricultural uses, low intensity residential development,
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and oil and gas infrastructure. Predominant uses of the land include cattle grazing, and oil and gas
exploration and production activities. Access to the site is off of Dominion Road, approximately 2,100
feet northwest of the intersection of Dominion Road and Palmer Road.
County Environmental Thresholds:
The County’s Visual Aesthetics Impact Guidelines classify coastal and mountainous areas, the urban
fringe, and travel corridors as “especially important” visual resources. A project may have the potential to
create a significantly adverse aesthetic impact if (among other potential effects) it would impact important
visual resources, obstruct public views, remove significant amounts of vegetation, substantially alter the
natural character of the landscape, or involve extensive grading visible from public areas. The guidelines
address public, not private views.
Impact Discussion:
(a, b) Less than significant impact. The proposed project would consist of two phases: 1) Removing soil
from three existing soil stockpiles and treating these soils in a 5-acre (approximate) bioremediation
treatment area; and 2) Removal of soil from twenty-three identified excavation areas and treating these
soils in a 4.5-acre (approximate) bioremediation treatment area (Landfarm Areas). Soil would be placed
in windrows measuring approximately 4-5 feet tall x 8 feet wide x 500 feet in length, spaced
approximately 20 feet apart. The treated soil will be used to complete the backfilling of the oil processing
area. The treatment process would be temporary, continuing for approximately three years.
The project visual impacts would be less than significant as the project location cannot be seen from any
public roadway or access point, and no equipment would remain on the project site permanently. This
equipment would be located on land used for oil and gas exploration and production and cattle grazing
and would not be readily visible from public views. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
(c, d) No impact. No night work is included in the application. The area where equipment will be stored
will not be lit at night. As such, no impacts related to lighting will occur. No new structures are proposed
therefore no visually incompatible structures would result from the proposed project.
Cumulative Impacts:
The project site is surrounded on all sides by agricultural zoning and existing residential development.
The proposed project would not result in cumulative impacts to aesthetic/visual resources.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than significant.

4.2

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

Will the proposal result in:
a. Convert prime agricultural land to non-agricultural
use, impair agricultural land productivity (whether
prime or non-prime) or conflict with agricultural
preserve programs?
b. An effect upon any unique or other farmland of State
or Local Importance?

Poten.
Signif.

Less than
Signif.
with
Mitigation

Less
Than
Signif.

X

X

No
Impact

Reviewed
Under
Previous
Document
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Existing Setting:
Agricultural lands play a critical economic and environmental role in Santa Barbara County. Agriculture
continues to be Santa Barbara County’s major producing industry with a gross production value of over $1
billion (Santa Barbara County 2007 Crop Production Report). In addition to the creation of food, jobs, and
economic value, farmland provides valuable open space and maintains the County’s rural character.
The proposed project site is currently zoned AG-II-100 and has an A-II-100 (open land uses) land use
designation. Approximately one-third of the 304-acre leased area is comprised of hilly terrain consisting
of oak woodland and chaparral communities. The remaining portion is comprised of native and nonnative grasses historically used for cattle grazing. The proposed project areas were previously disturbed
when oil wells were drilled and processing equipment was installed. Soils types on the project site
consist of: 1) Garey sandy loam (GaC2), 9-30% slopes, eroded 2) Marina sand (MaE3), 9-30% slopes,
severely eroded; 3) Positas fine sandy loam (MtD3), 9-15% slopes, severely eroded, 4) Gullied land
(GuE); and 5) Sandy alluvial land (Sh). These soils are Class III, IV, VI, and VIII.
The project site is not under cultivation, nor is it designated as Important Farmland. It is not under
Agricultural Preserve Contract, and there are no prime soils on the parcel.
County Environmental Thresholds:
The County’s Agricultural Resources Guidelines (approved by the Board of Supervisors, August 1993)
provide a methodology for evaluating agricultural resources. These guidelines utilize a weighted point system
to serve as a preliminary screening tool for determining significance. The tool assists planners in identifying
whether a previously viable agricultural parcel could potentially be subdivided into parcels that are not
considered viable after division. A project which would result in the loss or impairment of agricultural
resources would create a potentially significant impact. The Point System is intended to measure the
productive ability of an existing parcel as compared to proposed parcels. The tool compares availability of
resources and prevalent uses that benefit agricultural potential but does not quantifiably measure a parcel’s
actual agricultural production. Since this project does not proposed land division, the point system is not used
in this analysis.
Impact Discussion:
(a, b) Less than Significant. The project would not result in the conversion of agricultural land to nonagricultural use, nor would it conflict with the Agricultural Preserve Program. The proposed soil
remediation would not impact prime soils. Remediation areas would be accessed via existing roads. When
soil remediation is complete, there would be a gain of approximately 15.5 acres of land for potential
grazing activities. This gain of approximately 15.5 acres of grazing land on the 304-acre site represents
more than a 5% increase in grazing land on the parcel. The subject soils in the vicinity of the site are
increasingly used for cultivation, typically strawberries and grapes, but other crops are grown as well.
Remediation would facilitate future conversion from grazing land to cultivation.
The Phase I soil treatment area is proposed to be located along the central portion of the eastern property
boundary, adjacent to an existing vineyard. With incorporation of standard erosion and dust control
measures, impacts would be less than significant. There are no unique or other farmlands of State
importance on the site or in the area.
Cumulative Impacts:
The County’s Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at which a project’s
contribution to a regionally significant issue constitutes a significant effect at the project level. In this
instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance for agricultural resources.
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Therefore, the project’s contribution to the regionally significant loss of agricultural resources is not
considerable, and its cumulative effect on regional agriculture is less than significant.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than significant.

4.3

AIR QUALITY

Will the proposal result in:

Poten.
Signif.

Less
Than
Signif.

No
Impact

Reviewed
Under
Previous
Document

No
Impact

Reviewed
Under
Previous
Document

X

a. The violation of any ambient air quality standard, a
substantial contribution to an existing or projected air
quality violation, or exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations (emissions from
direct, indirect, mobile and stationary sources)?
b. The creation of objectionable smoke, ash or odors?
c. Extensive dust generation?
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

X
X
Poten.
Signif.

d. Emissions equivalent to or greater than 10,000
metric tons of CO2 per year from stationary sources
during long-term operations?
e. Emissions equivalent to or greater than 1,100 MT of
CO2e per year or 4.6 MT CO2e/Service Population
(residents + employees) per year from other than
stationary sources during long-term operations?
f. Emissions equivalent to or greater than 6.6 MT
CO2e/Service Population (residents + employees)
per year for plans (General Plan Elements,
Community Plans, etc.)?

Less than
Signif.
with
Mitigation

Less than
Signif.
with
Mitigation

Less
Than
Signif.

X

X

X

Existing Setting:
The proposed project site is located within the Santa Barbara County portion of the South Central Coast
air basin, a federal and state non-attainment area for the state 8-hour ozone (O3), and a state nonattainment area for particulate matter (PM10). Reactive organic compounds (ROC) and nitrogen oxides
(NOx), which are precursors to ozone, are also considered to be non-attainment pollutants. The major
sources of ozone precursor emissions in the County are motor vehicles, the petroleum industry, and
solvent use. Sources of PM10 include grading, road dust and vehicle exhaust.
County Environmental Thresholds:
Chapter 5 of the Santa Barbara County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (as amended in
2006) addresses the subject of air quality. The thresholds provide that a proposed project will not have a
significant impact on air quality if operation of the project will:
emit (from all project sources, mobile and stationary), less than the daily trigger (55 pounds
for NOX and ROC, 80 pounds per day for PM10) for offsets for any pollutant;
emit less than 25 pounds per day of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) or reactive organic
compounds (ROC) from motor vehicle trips only;
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not cause or contribute to a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality
Standard (except ozone);
not exceed the APCD health risk public notification thresholds adopted by the APCD
Board; and
be consistent with the adopted federal and state Air Quality Plans.
No thresholds have been established for short-term impacts associated with construction activities.
However, the County’s Grading Ordinance requires standard dust control conditions for all projects
involving grading activities. Long-term/operational emissions thresholds have been established to
address mobile emissions (i.e., motor vehicle emissions) and stationary source emissions (i.e., stationary
boilers, engines, paints, solvents, and chemical or industrial processing operations that release pollutants).
Impact Discussion:
(a, b, c) Potential Air Quality Impacts.
Short-Term Construction Impacts. Air Quality impacts for this project have been calculated based on the
assumption that all emissions from the project are short-term construction-related emissions.
Construction emissions from the proposed project would result from: (1) the transportation of equipment
and workers to and from the site and (2) the use of construction equipment such as a rubber-tired loader,
water truck, off-highway dump truck, rubber-tired dozer, excavator, and tiller during the timeframe of the
project. As discussed above, the project is expected to occur in two phases. Phase I is anticipated to take
three months; Phase II is anticipated to take a similar amount of time, but there will be time lapses
between subphases where soil is not being worked, so the length of time for treatment is extended.
Phase I. Phase I includes the transportation and onsite biotreatment of approximately 44,000 cubic yards
(CY) of soil contained within the UCAL Edmonston, OPA, and Omni Stockpiles, and will take
approximately three months to complete. Table 4.3-1 below summarizes the expected daily and yearly
emissions related to Phase 1 of the project. Calculations are based on equipment used, usage factors for
the equipment, and emissions factors for each of the following 6 pollutants: reactive organic gas (ROG),
nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxides (CO), sulfur oxides (SOx), suspended particulate matter of 10
microns or less (PM10), and carbon dioxide (C02).
A detailed summary of the calculations, including the rationale used in determining the estimates, can be
found in Exhibit A to this document, entitled “Air Emissions Estimate,” prepared by The Source Group
and dated June 10, 2011. The Air Pollution Control District (APCD) has reviewed and provided comment
on this Emissions report. It should be noted that the ROG calculation presented below is based on
equipment use only; APCD has indicated that ROG emissions (=ROC=VOC) from the soil itself
(including calculations for each pile, evaporation, consumed, and emitted) will also need to be estimated
(personal communication, Carly Wilburton, APCD, August 16, 2011). to ensure the threshold of 55 lbs
per day is not exceeded.
Table 4.3-1. Emissions Estimates for Phase I of the Soil Remediation Project.
Phase 1 Emission Estimates
Tons/year (URBEMIS)
Lbs/day (URBEMIS)

ROG
0.09
4.11

Nox
0.78
40.99

CO
0.38
17.96

SOx
0.00
0.03

PM10
1.40
70.18

CO2
98.94
5,734

For Phase I, a calculation of expected gasoline range organic (GRO) emissions from the excavated soil
was completed at the request of APCD. Based on an anlaysis of 212 samples taken from the OPA,
Edmonston, and UCAL Omni stockpiles, it was determined that the mass of GRO that would be emitted
is 9.1 tons.
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Phase II. Phase II of the project includes the excavation and biotreatment of approximately 10,000 CY of
soil located within 23 areas on the UCAL lease. In addition, approximately 700 CY of soil excavated
from the UCAL Well 46 Area will be off-hauled to the Buttonwillow Landfill located in McKittrick,
California, approximately 167 miles from the Site. A table is included below of the expected daily and
yearly emissions related to Phase II of the project. Calculations are based on equipment used, usage
factors for the equipment, and emissions factors for each of the following 6 pollutants: ROG, NOx, CO,
SOx, PM10, and C02. A detailed summary of the calculations including the rationale used in the
determining the estimates can be found in Exhibit A.
Table 4.3-2. Emission Estimates for Phase II of the Soil Remediation Project.
Phase 2 Emission Estimates
Tons/year (URBEMIS)
Lbs/day (URBEMIS)

ROG
0.08
4.74

Nox
0.68
56.80

CO
0.34
23.19

SOx
0.00
0.09

PM10
1.05
50.82

CO2
95.45
10,719

The project proposes to use spent mushroom compost (SMC) to treat the excavated soils on site.
Although petroleum operations and construction projects in general have the potential to generate odor,
the limited scope and remote location of the proposed project would result in less than significant
impacts. There is only one sensitive receptor, and it is a residence 0.5 miles to southeast, on an adjacent
property.
The project would result in approximately 10 acres of disturbed and exposed soil, which would produce
approximately 70 lbs of PM10 per day during Phase I, and 50 lbs per day during Phase II. Earth moving
operations at the project site would not have the potential to result in significant project-specific shortterm emissions of fugitive dust and PM10, with the implementation of standard dust control measures that
are requires for all new development in the County.
For Phase II, GRO’s for the soils have not been sampled, as the excavations have not been completed yet.
These figures will need to be provided at a later date to verify that GRO’s do not exceed the 10-toon
threshold of APCD’s Rule 202 P.9.
Long-Term Operation Emissions. No long-term operational sources were included in the model
calculations.
(d,e,f,) Greenhouse Gas Emissions.
Background:
Greenhouse gases (GHGs) include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O),
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), sulphur hexafluoride (SF6) and nitrogen trifluoride
(NF3). Combustion of fossil fuels constitutes the primary source of GHGs. GHGs accumulate in the
atmosphere, where these gases trap heat near the Earth’s surface by absorbing infrared radiation. This
effect causes global warming and climate change, with adverse impacts on humans and the environment.
Potential effects include reduced water supplies in some areas, ecological changes that threaten some
species, reduced agricultural productivity in some areas, increased coastal flooding, and other effects.
Methodology:
Santa Barbara County recently adopted interim CEQA thresholds of significance criteria for evaluating
greenhouse gas emissions for discretionary projects within the county. The County has released a
document titled “Interim Procedures for Evaluating Greenhouse Gas Emissions”, dated June 16, 2010,
which provide an operational emissions threshold of 1,100 metric tons of CO2 equivalent emissions per
year for non-stationary projects.
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Significance Determination Criteria
GHG Emission Source Category
Operational Emissions
Non-stationary Sources
1,100 MT of CO2e/yr
OR
4.6 MT CO2e/SP/yr (residents + employees)
Stationary Sources
10,000 MT/yr
Plans
6.6 MT CO2e/SP/yr (residents + employees)
The APCD does not include any standards for construction-related emissions.
As previously mentioned, the proposed project is considered short-term in duration and therefore not
applicable to CO2 emission thresholds. However, the highest estimated yearly cumulative total of CO 2
emissions for both phases of the project is expected to be below 100 tons per year. Therefore, even if
estimated CO2 emissions were compared with CO2 emission levels considered “significant,” for long-term
projects, the proposed project is not expected to have a significant impact with regards to the emission of
GHGs.
Because emissions would be less than the 1,100 metric ton/year threshold set by the County for nonstationary operational emissions, GHG impacts are considered less than significant. No mitigation is
required.
Cumulative Impacts:
The County’s Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at which a project’s
contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project level. In this
instance, the project has been found not to exceed the significance criteria for air quality. Therefore, the
project’s contribution to regionally significant air pollutant emissions, including GHG’s, is not
cumulatively considerable, and its cumulative effect is less than significant (Class III).
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
The following measures would reduce the project impacts to less than significant:
The project will likely require an APCD Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate. This will include
requirements related to dust control, equipment requirements, emission monitoring, and reporting.

1. Special Air 1– Dust Control. The Owner/Applicant shall comply with the following dust
control components at all times including weekdays and holidays:
During construction, use water trucks or sprinkler systems to keep all areas of vehicle
movement damp enough to prevent dust from leaving the site. At a minimum, this
should include wetting down such areas in the late morning and after work is completed
for the day. Increased watering frequency should be required whenever the wind speed
exceeds 15 mph. Reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. However,
reclaimed water should not be used in or around crops for human consumption.
Minimize amount of disturbed area and reduce on site vehicle speeds to 15 mph per hour
or less.
If importation, exportation and stockpiling of fill material is involved, soil stockpiled for
more than two days shall be covered, kept moist, or treated with soil binders to prevent
dust generation. Trucks transporting fill material to and from the site shall be tarped from
the point of origin.
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Gravel pads shall be installed at all access points to prevent tracking of mud onto public
roads.
After clearing, grading, earth moving or excavation is completed, treat the disturbed area
by water, or revegetating, or by spreading soil binders until the area is paved or otherwise
developed so that dust generation will not occur.
The contractor or builder shall designate a person or persons to monitor the dust control
program and to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent transport of dust
offsite. Their duties shall include holiday and weekend periods when work may not be in
progress. The name and telephone number of such persons shall be provided to the Air
Pollution Control District prior to land use permit issuance.

PLAN REQUIREMENTS: These dust control requirements shall be noted on all grading
and building plans. TIMING: Requirements shall be shown on plans or maps prior to LUP
issuance. This Condition shall be adhered to throughout all grading and construction periods.
MONITORING: P&D processing planner shall ensure measures are on plans. P&D grading
and building inspectors shall spot check; Grading and Building shall ensure compliance
onsite. APCD inspectors shall respond to nuisance complaints.
With implementation of these mitigation measures, residual project specific air quality impacts, as well as
the project’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts in the area, would be considered less than
significant.

4.4

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Will the proposal result in:
Flora
a. A loss or disturbance to a unique, rare or threatened
plant community?
b. A reduction in the numbers or restriction in the range
of any unique, rare or threatened species of plants?
c. A reduction in the extent, diversity, or quality of
native vegetation (including brush removal for fire
prevention and flood control improvements)?
d. An impact on non-native vegetation whether
naturalized or horticultural if of habitat value?
e. The loss of healthy native specimen trees?
f. Introduction of herbicides, pesticides, animal life,
human habitation, non-native plants or other factors
that would change or hamper the existing habitat?
Fauna
g. A reduction in the numbers, a restriction in the range,
or an impact to the critical habitat of any unique, rare,
threatened or endangered species of animals?
h. A reduction in the diversity or numbers of animals
onsite (including mammals, birds, reptiles,
amphibians, fish or invertebrates)?
i. A deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat (for
foraging, breeding, roosting, nesting, etc.)?
j. Introduction of barriers to movement of any resident

Poten.
Signif.

Less than
Signif.
with
Mitigation

Less
Than
Signif.

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X

X
X
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Existing Plant and Animal Communities/Conditions:
Background and Methods:
Two biological survey reports were prepared in support of the previous land use permit (pipeline and
equipment removal) and subsequent revisions (Daniels, 2009; Garcia and Associates, 2009). Several
biological survey reports were prepared for each work area where pipelines were removed during the
rainy season (winter) of 2009/2010 (Garcia and Associates, multiple dates, 2010). In addition, the P&D
biologist, Melissa Mooney, conducted several site visits on the following dates: April 13, 2010, January
25, 2011, February 22, 2011, and April 22, 2011.
2010 Surveys. Surveys for California tiger salamander (CTS) and California Red-Legged Frog (CRLF)
were conducted in the winter of 2009/2010, but were not completed (for CTS) due to changes in pond
hydrology and/or lack of access. After consultation with USFWS and CDFG (see below under sensitive
species), a second set of protocol surveys was initiated in the winter of 2010 on the subject parcel.
2011 Surveys. Protocol-level breeding season surveys for CRLF were conducted at five sites on the
United California Lease in March, April and May, 2011 (Garcia and Associates, June 2011). Nonbreeding season surveys for CRLF (daytime and nighttime) were conducted on July 12, 2011 (Garcia and
Associates, July 28, 2011). Aquatic surveys using dip-netting for CTS were conducted at three locations
in March, April and May, 2011 (Garcia and Associates, June, 2011). These reports are attached as
Appendix B and C.
Flora:
The 303-acre site contains annual grassland, oak woodland, willow riparian, freshwater marsh, and coastal
sage scrub vegetation. A number of special status plants are expected to occur in the area, but have not been
found by surveys to date. The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB, 2011) indicates that the
following special status plants have the potential to occur in the area:
Hoover’s bent grass (Agrostis hooveriI) (CNPS List 1B.2)
Dwarf calycadenia (Calycadenia villosa) (CNPS 1B)
La Graciosa thistle (Cirsium loncholepis) (FED E; CA T)
California saw-grass (Cladium californicum) CNPS List 2.2)
Mesa horkelia (Horkelia cuneata ssp. puberula) (CNPS List 1B)
Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri) (CNPS List 1B.1)
Black-flowered figwort (Scrophularia atrata) (CNPS List 1B.2)
The site could contain natural plant communities considered rare by the California Dept. of Fish and Game
(2010). Rare plant communities observed on site include:
coyote brush/creeping ryegrass scrub association (Baccharis pilularis/Leymus triticoides)
Purple needlegrass alliance (Nasella pulchra as indicator)
Arroyo willow riparian forests and woodlands (Salix lasiolepis as indicator)
southern coast live oak riparian forest (Quercus agrifolia and Salix as indicators)
On April 22, 2011, the sites to be remediated were visited and characterized in terms of habitats present.
Table 4.4-1 summarizes this habitat information.
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Table 4.4-1. Biological Habitats and Plant Species Present at 18 remediation sites, April 22, 2011.
Site Number
Habitat Onsite
Habitat Adjacent
80
Disturbed wellpad with annual grasses and scattered
Sparse coastal sage scrub
coyotebrush
46
Large pond holding water; scattered Juncus and mulefat Disturbed area to west; Native
(Baccharis viminea) in pond
perennial grasslands on east and
south; annual grasses to north and
west
44
Disturbed wellsite with adjacent obligate wetland
Sparse coastal sage scrub/grassland
vegetation: Eleocharis, Rumex, Cotula, Frankenia, and
Juncus phaeocephalus
89
Disturbed pad with annual grasses
Runoff channel on south side with
saltgrass, Rumex
120
Disturbed wellpad with little vegetation
Coastal sage scrub; 150-200 ft. from
creek
130
Disturbed wellpad above drainage
Small stands of Native grasses on
side slopes above pad;
Cottonwood/willow riparian below;
Coastal sage scrub; oak woodlands
83
Disturbed wellpad with scattered annual grasses and
Sparse coastal sage scrub
annual wetland species
K.D. Line spill
Erosional site with Eleocharis and sediment deposits
Adjacent to mulefat riparian leading
into Pond 1
27
Disturbed wellpad site with annual grasses, filaree
Oak woodland; coastal scrub
125
Disturbed wellpad with annual grasses, filaree
Cottonwood Riparian
64
Disturbed wellpad with annual grasses, filaree
Coastal sage scrub
98
Disturbed wellpad with annual grasses, filaree
Coastal sage scrub
58
Disturbed wellpad with annual grasses, filaree
Sparse coastal sage scrub
124
Disturbed wellpad with annual grasses, filaree
Adjacent wetland with Juncus,
Rumex
129
Disturbed wellpad slope with annual grasses, filaree
Mulefat riparian
35
Willow/mulefat riparian with wetlands
Native grasslands, seeps on pad
sideslopes; willow riparian
BC-4
Willow Riparian and saltgrass grasslands; running water Willow riparian
and sediment obvious
109
Disturbed wellpad with patches of Juncus wetlands and
Adjacent wetlands across road to
cracked surface soils
north; sparse coastal scrub

Fauna:
Wildlife species expected to inhabit the site include common species such as ground squirrels, gophers,
skunk, and raccoons. Sensitive animal species known or expected to occur onsite are discussed in detail
below.
Sensitive Species:
The CNDDB and the biological reports indicate that the following special status animal species have the
potential to occur in the area:
California tiger salamander;
California red-Legged Frog;
Western spadefoot toad;
California horned lizard;
American badger;
Tricolored blackbird;
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Pallid bat
California Tiger Salamander and California Red-Legged Frog. The subject parcel is located approximately
one mile east of the intersection of Clark Avenue and Dominion Road. It is within the range of the Santa
Barbara County population of the California tiger salamander (CTS), a species that is listed as
Endangered by the USFWS. According to USWFS California tiger salamander habitat maps dated 2009
(USFWS 2009), one potential CTS breeding pond (SISQ-14, P1 per Garcia and Associates 2009) occurs
on the United California Lease site, and two others (SISQ-15, P5 per Garcia and Associates 2009; and
SISQ-16, not numbered in Garcia 2010) occur on adjacent parcels to the west. Three known ponds occur
to the north (SISQ-9, TWDA-10, and TWDA-11).
Two biological survey reports were prepared in support of the previous land use permit (pipeline and
equipment removal) and subsequent revisions (Daniels, 2009; Garcia and Associates, 2009). This
equipment removal took place on the subject parcel and two adjacent parcels. The 2009 Garcia and
Associates report indicated that the three surveyed parcels contained potential suitable habitat for CTS,
and at least five potential breeding ponds occur in the area. Ponds 2 and 4 are located on the parcel
directly to the east of the subject parcel; Pond 3 is located on a parcel directly south of the subject parcel.
These ponds had not been previously identified on USFWS maps. The Garcia 2009 report indicated that
no take would occur as a result of pipeline removal if certain identified measures were implemented
during decommissioning. Since then, several biological survey reports have been prepared for each work
area where pipelines were removed during the rainy season (winter) of 2009/2010 (Garcia and Associates,
multiple dates, 2010).
At the request of USFWS, specific surveys for California tiger salamander and California Red-legged
frog (CRLF) were conducted in winter of 2009/2010 in selected ponds on the pipeline removal sites
where access was granted. No tiger salamanders were found; however, CRLF, a Threatened species, was
found in an agricultural pond (Pond 2) on the adjacent parcel to the east of the subject parcel (Garcia and
Associates 2010). Because of the potential (or actual) presence of these endangered and threatened
species, on February 9, 2010, the applicant requested that USFWS concur with the Garcia and Associates
assessment of “no take” for the pipeline removal project. On June 14, 2010, in a letter to Fred Clark of
The Source Group, USFWS indicated that they did not concur with the determination that the proposed
pipeline removal project would not result in take of CTS and CLRF. Nonetheless, the above-ground
pipeline removal work continued per the County’s issuance of 09LUP-00000-00309, and subsequent
revisions. This pipeline removal work has now been completed.
On February 22, 2011, a meeting with CDFG and USFWS regarding the currently-proposed biotreatment
project was held at the P&D office in Santa Maria. A site visit followed, in order to determine the
necessary scope for follow-on surveys for CRLF and CTS. Memorandums describing proposed CTS and
CRLF surveys, prepared by Tom Olson (Garcia and Associates), dated March 18, 2011, were submitted
to and subsequently approved by USFWS on March 22, 2011. Surveys for both CTS and CLRF were
initiated on March 30, 2011. Reports of these surveys were submitted to the County and the agencies in
July, 2011.
Additional discussion of sensitive species is included below under impacts.
County Environmental Thresholds:
Santa Barbara County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (2008) includes guidelines for the
assessment of biological resource impacts. The following thresholds are applicable to this project:
Wetlands: Projects which result in a net loss of important wetland area or wetland habitat value, either
through direct or indirect impacts to wetland vegetation, degradation of water quality, or would threaten the
continuity of wetland-dependant animal or plant species are considered to have a potentially significant effect
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on the environment. Projects which substantially interrupt wildlife access, use and dispersal in wetland areas
would typically be considered to have a potentially significant impact. Projects which disrupt the hydrology
of wetlands systems would be considered to have a potentially significant impact.
Vernal Pools: Project created impacts may be considered significant due to: direct removal of vernal pool or
vernal pools complex; direct or indirect hydrologic changes such as altered freshwater input, changes in the
watershed area or run-off quantity and/or quality, substantial increase in sedimentation, introduction of toxic
elements or alteration of ambient water temperature; or disruption of larger plan community within which
vernal pool occurs, isolation or interruption of contiguous habitat which would disrupt animal movement
patterns, seed dispersal routes or increase vulnerability of species to weed invasion or local extirpation.
Riparian Habitats: Project created impacts may be considered significant due to: direct removal of riparian
vegetation; disruption of riparian wildlife habitat, particularly animal dispersal corridors and or understory
vegetation; or intrusion within the upland edge of the riparian canopy leading to potential disruption of
animal migration, breeding, etc. through increased noise, light and glare, and human or domestic animal
intrusion; or construction activity which disrupts critical time periods for fish and other wildlife species.
Native Grasslands: In general, project created impacts to native grasslands may be considered significant
if they involve removal of or severe disturbance to a patch or a combined patch area of native grasses that
is greater than one-quarter (1/4) acre in size. The grassland must contain at least 10 percent relative cover
of native grassland species (based on a sample unit). Impacts to patch areas less than one-quarter acre in
size that are clearly isolated and not part of a significant native grassland or an integral component of a
larger ecosystem are usually considered insignificant.
Oak Woodlands and Forests: Project created impacts may be considered significant due to habitat
fragmentation, removal of understory, alteration to drainage patterns, disruption of the canopy, removal of
a significant number of trees that would cause a break in the canopy, or disruption in animal movement in
and through the woodland.
Individual Native Trees: Project created impacts may be considered significant due to the loss of 10% or
more of the trees of biological value on a project site.
Other Rare Habitat Types: The Manual recognizes that not all habitat-types found in Santa Barbara
County are addressed by the habitat-specific guidelines. Impacts to other habitat types or species may be
considered significant, based on substantial evidence in the record, if they substantially: (1) reduce or
eliminate species diversity or abundance; (2) reduce or eliminate the quality of nesting areas; (3) limit
reproductive capacity through losses of individuals or habitat; (4) fragment, eliminate, or otherwise
disrupt foraging areas and/or access to food sources; (5) limit or fragment range and movement; or (6)
interfere with natural processes, such as fire or flooding, upon which the habitat depends.
Impact Discussion:
(a) Unique, rare or threatened plant community. Less than Significant with Mitigation. The 9.5-acre soil
biotreatment areas (Phase I and Phase II) are located adjacent to each other in previously disturbed areas
where oil facilities were recently removed (see Figure 2). There is no native vegetation in these areas, and the
surface is primarily bare ground. As a result, no impacts to rare plant communities would occur from soil
biotreatment areas. As noted in Table 4.4-1, a number of wellpads contain wetland vegetation. Remediation
of wellpad areas 46, 44, 89, 109, 124, and 130 would result in the loss of small amounts (approximately 1,000
sq. ft.; 30 ft. by 30 ft.) of disturbed wetland vegetation that occurs either on or immediately adjacent to the
proposed disturbance areas. Remediation of site BC-4 and site 35 could affect 3,000 sq. ft. and 2,500 sq. ft.,
respectively, of willow riparian vegetation, as these sites are located within Bradley Canyon riparian areas.
The K.D. Line spill could affect approximately 5,000 sq ft. of freshwater marsh and riparian habitats. Overall,
it is estimated that the project would result in the loss of 6,000 square feet (0.14 acres) of freshwater marsh,
10,500 sq. ft. (0.13 acres) of riparian (K.D. Line spill, BC-4, well #35), and 5,000 square feet (0.11 acres) of
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native grassland vegetation. These impacts would be potentially significant, but would be mitigated to less
than significant by inclusion of Mitigation Measures 8 (flagging and fencing during construction), 13
(protection of stream channels), 11 (stream diversion plans), 12 (spill contingencies) and 9 (Restoration Plan).
(b) Rare or threatened plant species. As discussed above, several special-status species could possibly occur
in the project area. This is based on recorded California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)
observations within the Sisquoc USGS quadrangle (CNDDB, 2011 Government version), and review of
reported occurrences from existing environmental documents.
However, few, if any, sensitive plant species, including those listed above, have been documented within
the Project Site during the combined wetland, botanical, and biological surveys conducted for the pipeline
removal portion of this project (Daniels, 2009; Garcia and Associates, various dates, 2010). It should be
noted that the presence/absence of plants associated with the habitats occurring on the Project Site may
vary from year to year based on environmental conditions. Variations in plant abundance and
presence/absence from year to year can be a result of a species’ resistance to stresses, such as, annual
fluctuations in precipitation, fire, non-native and/or invasive species, human disturbance, cattle grazing
operations and/or seed banks that can stay dormant for several years. Nevertheless, the likelihood of
occurrence of the above mentioned sensitive plant species within the proposed Project Site is considered
low due to the substantial degradation of available habitats from past oil field operations and ongoing
cattle grazing activities and the absence of special-status plant species within the Project Site during
previous surveys. The proposed project is not likely to result in a reduction in the numbers or restriction
in the range of any unique, rare or threatened species of plants.
(c) Native vegetation. The Phase I and II soil treatment areas are located in a 9.5-acre disturbed area, and no
native vegetation would be affected. The remainder of the identified remediation areas are located on
previously-used well pads, and with the exceptions as discussed above in section (a), most would not result in
any native vegetation removal, unless the work areas exceeded the identified boundaries. A small amount of
brome annual grassland may be affected. Impacts to annual brome grasslands would be less than significant,
but if adjacent coastal scrub or native grassland were to be disturbed, impacts would be potentially
significant.
Wetlands.
(d) Non-native Vegetation. The project would result in the loss of a minimal amount of annual grassland that
is composed primarily of non-native species. A few of the well excavation areas may have scattered annual
grasses, but these areas are so small that no impacts would be expected. The soil stockpiles and the treatment
area have both been disturbed in the past and contain little, if any, vegetation. Thus, this habitat does not
provide significant habitat value. No impacts are expected due to the very small amount affected relative to
the surrounding area.
(e) Native specimen trees. Except for the two sites in Bradley Canyon Creek (BC-4 and 35), no trees are
proposed to be removed by the project. At sites BC-4 and 35, which are essentially within (or at the edge of)
the riparian corridor, willow and/or cottonwood trees may be impacted. Impacts would be potentially
significant. As a CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement and possibly U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Clean
Water Act permits would be required at these locations, it is anticipated that standard restoration conditions
would apply. Mitigation Measure 2 requires the applicant to submit other agency permits as necessary, and
Mitigation Measure 13 requires protection of stream channels and minimization of work in riparian areas, in
addition to protection of riparian trees. With implementation of these and likely agency conditions, impacts
would be reduced to less than significant.
(f) Introduction of chemicals or other factors. The proposed project will not result in the introduction of
herbicides, pesticides, animal life, human habitation or other factors that would change or hamper the
existing habitat. However, as the ground would be substantially disturbed, the project could result in an
increase in the abundance and spread of non-native plants. These impacts would be potentially
significant. As part of restoration activities (Mitigation Measure 9), active weed control will occur within
all restored areas to prevent the spread of invasive, non-native species. Weed control will be conducted by
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hand or with the use of hand tools (i.e., weed-whipping, etc.). With implementation of Mitigation measure 9,
impacts would be reduced to less than significant.
(g) Rare or threatened animal species. Based on negative findings for both CTS and CRLF after surveys (see
Garcia and Associates June and July 2011 reports), it is concluded that the project would not result in a
reduction in the numbers or a restriction in the range of CTS or CRLF. However, due to concerns of the
agencies regarding only one acceptable survey year, resulting in a slight potential for these species to be
found on site, mitigations have been included to ensure that no “take” of these species occurs. These
mitigations are discussed below for each species.
California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense). The Santa Barbara County population of the
California tiger salamander (CTS) was federally listed as Endangered on September 21, 2000 (65 FR
57242). The State Fish and Game Commission made a decision to list the California Tiger Salamander as
Threatened on May, 20, 2010. CTS are both aquatic and terrestrial, whereas adults will breed in ponds
between November and March after migrating from upland habitats during the first big rain within
November/December. Females lay eggs in the pools and within 3-4 months larvae metamorph and
migrate upland (May – August). Juvenile CTS remain strictly terrestrial for 3-4 years remaining in small
mammal burrows, and then migrate to aquatic habitats to breed. CTS move through terrestrial habitats
during the night and rarely come to the surface to feed during non-migration periods. CTS migration
routes do not typically follow roadways, drainages, or contiguous strips of native vegetation as movement
corridors between aquatic and upland habitats. These species may rely strictly on historical routes to
other aquatic habitat within the region and are not likely to change their routes after the landscape has
been altered by roadways or other land use. The aquatic habitats include ponds, vernal pools, and ditches.
Breeding ponds must be non-permanent and water must persist in these pools at least into May, preferable
into July or August to allow more time for metamorphosis. Upland habitat includes grasslands, edge of
oak savannas, sometimes chaparral and shrublands (in coastal areas) and may or may not be grazed by
cattle. CTS regularly use California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi) and Botta’s pocket gopher
(Thomomys bottae) burrows and other man-made structures in upland habitats (Barry and Shaffer, 1994).
As stated above, the project site is within the range of CTS (see Figure 8), and USFWS designated critical
habitat for CTS occurs 0.5 miles to the northwest of the Project Site. Although a CTS habitat assessment
in 2009 concluded it was not likely that CTS would be found on site (at that time, three separate parcels),
USFWS did not concur with this determination (Letter dated June 14, 2010 from USFWS to Fred Clark
of the Source Group), and recommended additional protocol-level surveys. The 2009 Garcia and
Associates habitat assessment identified five ponds in the area. Since then, additional aquatic surveys
have been completed within Pond 1, UCAL 46, and a pool within the western drainage, all of which occur
on the project site (Garcia and Associates, 2011; 2010). No evidence of CTS was found in these
pond/wetland areas. Although five ponds of varying types are reported to be in the vicinity of the site, and
one has been documented as containing CARLF (Pond 2), only three onsite ponds (or pools) were
sampled for CTS and CARLF due to lack of access to other areas. Table 4.4-2 below lists the ponds
occurring in the vicinity of the site, and summarizes the survey dates for each.
Table 4.4-2. Summary of Ponds Occurring in the Vicinity of the United California Lease and Survey Dates .
Pond
Pond location and type
2009
2010
2011
Identifier
Pond 1
On site, in-stream ponded
Site survey only Pond drained and no
Day and night breeding
(SISQ-14)
area behind berm
water present in March surveys for CARLF,
2010; no CTS survey;
March, April, and May,
night survey for
2011. Non –breeding
CARLF
season CARLF surveys,
July, 2011; Dip-net
sweeps for CTS, March,
April, May, 2011
Pond 2
Off-site unlined
Site survey only Dip-netting, March
Not surveyed; access not
agricultural pond on
2010; night survey for granted
adjacent parcel to east
CARLF; CARLF’s
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Pond
Identifier

Pond location and type

2009

2010

Pond 3

Offsite Vineyard irrigation
pond on adjacent parcel to
south
Offsite lined pond on
adjacent parcel to east

Site survey only

seen and heard
Not sampled

Off-site created wetland on
adjacent parcel to west
Onsite pool in western
drainage downgradient of
Pond 3
Onsite Pond created by
excavation of contaminated
soils

Site survey only

Pond 4

Pond 5
(SISQ-15?)
Pool below
Pond 3
UCAL 46
Pond

Site survey only

Not identified

2011

Not surveyed; access not
granted

Deemed unsafe for
aquatic surveys; visual
survey only; night
surveys for CARLF
(presumably from
banks)
Not surveyed

Not surveyed; access not
granted

Dip-netting, March
2010; night survey for
CARLF

Dip-net in March; Visual
survey in April and May.

Not identified

Not surveyed

Day and night breeding
surveys for CARLF,
March, April, and May,
2011. Non –breeding
season CARLF surveys,
July, 2011. Dip-net
sweeps for CTS, March,
April, May, 2011

The results of these surveys were discussed with USFWS and CDFG on August 23, 2011. Both agencies
expressed concern that the full array of protocol surveys has not been utilized (i.e., a drift fence survey,
which could have been completed last winter, was not implemented), and that only one season of aquatic
sampling has been completed for California tiger salamander (in Pond 1) on the site.
Nevertheless, the Garcia report indicates (2011 CTS report, page 11) that the remediation activities can be
completed while avoiding take of CTS with implementation of a number of measures, as listed below:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

worker environmental awareness training;
pre-activity small-mammal burrow surveys;
strategic installation of silt fencing;
biological monitoring of initial clear and grub; and
periodic monitoring once a week.

Therefore, impacts to CTS would be potentially significant, but with incorporation of the above
mitigation measures, impacts to CTS would be reduced to less than significant.
California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii). CRLF is listed as Threatened under the ESA and is a
California Species of Special Concern protected by the CDFG. The historical range of the CRLF
extended on the coast from the vicinity of Point Reyes National Seashore and inland from the vicinity of
Redding southward to northwestern Baja California, Mexico (USFWS, 2008). The largest extent of
currently occupied habitat is found in Monterey, San Luis Obispo, and Santa Barbara Counties (USFWS,
2008). CRLF is generally found along marshes, streams, ponds (including livestock ponds), agricultural
drainages/ponds, and other permanent sources of water where dense scrubby vegetation such as willows,
cattails, and bulrushes dominate, and water quality is good. Breeding sites occur along watercourses
containing pools that persist long enough for successful development of larvae. Breeding time depends
on winter rains but is usually between late November and late April (Jennings, 1988).
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As stated above, in 2010, Garcia documented two adult CARLF in Pond 2 on the adjacent parcel to the
east (Garcia and Associates, 2010). Additional surveys have been completed since then on the subject
parcel and project site, as noted below:
Pond 1 (SISQ-14) was surveyed in 2010 and 2011 during daytime and nighttime in the
breeding season (Garcia and Associates, Inc., 2011; Tables 1 and 2; Exhibit B);
Pond 1 was surveyed in 2011 (day and night) during the non-breeding season (July 12,
2011; see Garcia and Associates 2011 Tables 1 and 2; Exhibit B); and
Additional locations on the subject parcel (UCAL 46, western drainage, central drainage,
and Bradley Canyon) were surveyed during the breeding and non-breeding seasons
(Exhibit B).
No evidence of CARLF was found in any of these areas. The Garcia report indicates (July 28, 2011
CARLF report, page 4) that the remediation activities can be completed while avoiding take of CARLF
with implementation of the same measures as discussed for CTS above. Impacts to CARLF would be
potentially significant, but with mitigation, would be reduced to less than significant.
Other amphibian species. Adults and subadults of Northern Pacific treefrog were observed at all locations
during the breeding season in 2011. Adults and subadults of western toad were observed at Pond 1,
Bradley Canyon, and UCAL 46 during the breeding season; only larvae of western spadefoot toad were
seen during these breeding season surveys, and only in UCAL 46 (Garcia and Associates 2011a, Exhibit
B). During non-breeding season surveys (Garcia and Associates 2011 b; Exhibit B), both western toads
and western spadefoot toads were observed at UCAL 46. Bradley Canyon and the Central drainage
contained no water during the July 12, 2011 non-breeding season surveys. The mitigations presented
above would also minimize impacts to other sensitive amphibian species.
It is anticipated that where Corps permits are required (e.g., for sites BC-4 and UCAL Well 35), formal
“Section 7” consultation regarding impacts to California Red-Legged Frog would occur between the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers and the USFWS. Depending on anticipated impacts, and the Corps
determination of effect, the FWS may (or may not) prepare a biological opinion addressing this species.
Since the Corps will be authorizing the work under a nationwide permit, they will add terms and
conditions to their authorization. These terms and conditions will likely include “reasonable and prudent”
measures to minimize impacts to CARLF put forth by USFWS in the biological opinion. Typically, these
measures consist of worker training, pre-construction surveys, flagging sensitive habitats, dry season
construction, and daytime construction, all of which have been included as part of the project description.
Additional measures might include: (1) specific authorization of certain individuals for surveying; (2)
identification of suitable relocation sites prior to movement of CARLF; (3) inspection and coverage of
holes and trenches; and (4) adhering to the fieldwork code of practice to ensure that diseases are not
conveyed between work sites.
With the incorporation of these measures, impacts to CARLF would be reduced to less than significant.
Western spadefoot toad (Spea hammondii). The western spadefoot is a California Species of Special
Concern which is not seen during most of the year, as it resides in burrows up to nine months with
infrequent nocturnal sojourns. They are typically associated with sandy, friable soils. They emerge
during spring rains and breed in temporary pools from January to May. Oviposition (egg laying) will not
occur until water temperatures reach a minimum of 9°C (48°F), usually between late February and late
May (Jennings and Hayes, 1994). Eggs hatch within three to four days and tadpoles will transform
within 4 to 11 weeks, depending on food availability and the duration of the pool. Spadefoot require
temporary breeding pools that must last for at least 30 days or larvae will not survive.
Western spadefoot toad have been documented within the Project Site; impacts would be potentially
significant. With the implementation of mitigation measures above such as pre-activity clearance
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surveys, pre-activity burrow surveys, biological monitoring, and restoration of wetland and riparian
habitats that could potentially be used by western spadefoot toad, impacts to western spadefoot toad
would be reduced to less than significant.
(h) Reduction in diversity of animals. Heavy equipment operation and associated noise and dust generated
by project activities may disrupt foraging activities of some wildlife within the boundaries of the Project
Site and immediate vicinity. Although highly mobile wildlife species (e.g., birds) would be expected to
avoid the Project Site, construction activities may also result in mortality of less mobile species,
particularly, fossorial (ground-dwelling) species (i.e., Botta’s pocket gopher, snakes, common ground
squirrel, and other small rodents) which may have burrows/dens within the proposed impact areas that
could be destroyed during construction activities. Other native wildlife that could occur in the impact
areas may also be inadvertently killed during use of heavy equipment (i.e., western fence lizard and
Audubon’s cottontail). The proposed project also has the potential to result in temporary impacts to
nesting birds protected under the MBTA that may be utilizing the Project Site for foraging and/or
breeding. Impacts would be potentially significant. Implementation of the recommended mitigation
measures would reduce impacts to the diversity or number of animals onsite to less than significant.
(i) Deterioration of breeding, nesting areas. Project activities are not expected to be long-term; however,
short-term project activities may impact native wildlife, including sensitive species due to an increase of
human activity, removal of wildlife habitat, and noise associated with the project activities. Specifically,
local wildlife populations, including potentially occurring special-status species may be adversely
affected by the loss of food, cover and nesting/denning habitat. Local wildlife would be temporarily
displaced into adjacent habitat and would likely experience greater competition for food and nest sites.
Disruptions from increased intensity of disturbance may include nest abandonment, stress-related reduced
fecundity, reduced foraging efficiency, and increased flight response resulting in difficulty in providing
food to young and increased energy expenditure, possibly leading to loss of young. Such activity may
also disrupt migratory patterns, foraging activities, home-range size, and breeding activities to all wildlife,
including the above mentioned special-status species. Additionally, short-term construction activities
may result in secondary impacts to adjacent drainages due to dust, erosion, sedimentation, and risk of
upset (i.e., miscellaneous spills from construction vehicles and/or equipment). These impacts would be
potentially significant. Implementation of the recommended mitigation measures would reduce impacts
to wildlife activities to less than significant.
Although the wildlife located within and adjacent to the Project Site may be impacted by proposed project
activities, a number of factors would limit these impacts. First, most fauna are mobile enough to avoid
injury or death during construction and would be expected to vacate the work site. Second, animals
displaced by construction activities and animals from surrounding habitats would likely avoid the work
area during construction due to the level of disturbance. However, nesting birds do not have as much
flexibility in locating additional nesting sites; therefore, impacts to nesting birds could be potentially
significant. To avoid any impacts to nesting bird species, mitigation measures such as pre-construction
nesting bird surveys and biological monitors have been recommended. Finally, due to the relatively
limited scope of the proposed project, displaced species are expected to re-colonize the surrounding areas
following construction and the relative diversity and numbers of species in the area are expected to
remain the same.
(j) Introduction of barriers. Wildlife migration corridors are generally defined as connections between
habitat patches that allow for physical and genetic exchange between otherwise isolated animal
populations. Migration corridors may be local, such as those between foraging and nesting/denning areas,
or they may be regional in nature, such as between breeding and non-breeding areas that could extend
great distances depending on the species. Migration corridors are not unidirectional access routes;
however, reference is usually made to source and receiver areas in discussions of wildlife movement
networks. “Habitat linkages” are migration corridors that typically contain contiguous strips of native
vegetation between source and receiver areas. These natural linkages provide cover and forage sufficient
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for temporary inhabitation by a variety of animal species. Wildlife migration corridors are essential to the
regional fitness of an area as they provide avenues of genetic exchange and allow animals to access
alternative territories as fluctuating dispersal pressures dictate.
Although fragmented and disturbed from past cattle grazing and oil-related activities, Bradley Canyon
Creek is considered the primary wildlife movement corridor of the Project Site. Specifically, the
unnamed tributary acts as a movement corridor for many small mammals (e.g., striped skunk, raccoon,
opossum, etc.) and semi-aquatic reptiles and amphibians, including the federally-listed CRLF. Because
the proposed project would be short-term and would not result in the introduction of any new barriers to
the project area, potential long-term impacts to regional wildlife movement would be considered less
than significant. Further, project activities would not result in the temporary closure or damming of any
watercourses as work adjacent to Bradley Canyon Creek and the associated unnamed tributaries will not
impede or interrupt surface flow or hydrology of the stream courses. However, short-term construction
activities may result in secondary impacts to adjacent drainages due to dust, erosion, sedimentation, and
risk of upset (i.e., miscellaneous spills from construction vehicles and/or equipment). These impacts
would be potentially significant. Mitigation measures to reduce potential secondary construction impacts
on wildlife activities have been included and would reduce these impacts to less than significant.
(k) Other factors. The Project Site is currently utilized for the purposes of cattle grazing. Subsequent to
project completion, the proposed Project Site would be restored per the Work Plan and returned to present
agricultural land uses, which is primarily cattle grazing. Therefore, the proposed project would not result
in the introduction of any factors (light, fencing, noise, increased human presence, and/or increased
domestic livestock) which could hinder the normal activities of wildlife. No impacts are anticipated.
Cumulative Impacts:
Since the project would not significantly impact biological resources onsite, it would not have a
cumulatively considerable effect on the County’s biological resources.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
The following mitigation measures in addition to Mitigation Measure 16 (erosion control) would reduce the
project’s biological resource impacts to a less than significant level:
2.

Special BIO Condition-1: Other permits. Prior to Land Use Permit Issuance, all applicable
approvals, concurrence, and/or permits from agencies with jurisdiction over the Project areas or
resources shall be obtained, including CDFG, USFWS, Corps, and RWQCB. Specifically, a
Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) shall be obtained from the CDFG, and a 404 Permit shall
be obtained from the Corps prior to project implementation within wetland and riparian areas. As
part of the 404 permit, formal consultation could be required with the USFWS and development
of a Biological Opinion (BO) for potential impacts to the CRLF may be necessary. All additional
mitigation measures required by these agencies including the final BO shall be implemented as
necessary throughout the project.
Plan Requirements: This condition shall be printed on project plans and submitted for permit
approval from applicable regulatory agencies. Timing: Appropriate approvals, concurrence,
and/or permits shall be obtained prior to project implementation. Monitoring: Copies of permits
shall be submitted to SBCPDD for review.

3. Special BIO Condition-2: Nesting Birds. If feasible, construction activities shall take place
outside of the nesting bird season (nesting season is generally March 15 to August 15). If
construction activities occur within nesting bird season, a qualified biologist shall perform preactivity, nesting bird surveys to determine if breeding/nesting birds are present within the Project
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Site. If an active bird nest is identified, then CDFG and/or USWFS shall be consulted to
determine appropriate buffer during construction activities.
Plan Requirements: This condition shall be printed on project plans and submitted for permit
approval from applicable regulatory agencies. Timing: Nesting bird surveys shall be performed
by a SBCPDD-qualified biologist a minimum of 48 hours prior to project implementation.
Monitoring: SBCPDD grading inspectors shall spot check field work.
4. Special BIO Condition-3: Worker Training. An Environmental Sensitivity Training Program
shall be prepared and presented to all construction personnel at the beginning of the project. The
program shall discuss sensitive species and habitat areas with potential to occur in the
construction zone, with emphasis on special-status wildlife and plant species. This shall include
the occurrence and distribution of the CRLF within the Project Site and other sensitive wildlife
species of the project area, measures being implemented to protect sensitive resources during
project implementation, and applicable definitions and prohibitions under the State and Federal
Endangered Species Acts. The program shall also explain the importance of minimizing
disturbance and adhering to all permit conditions.
Plan Requirements: This condition shall be printed on project plans and submitted for permit
approval from applicable regulatory agencies. Timing: Environmental Sensitivity Training shall
be performed by a SBCPDD-qualified biologist prior to project implementation. Monitoring:
SBCPDD grading inspectors shall spot check field work.
5. Special BIO Condition-4: Pre-construction surveys for Phase II. A qualified biologist shall be
on-site to perform pre-activity clearance surveys during Phase II remediation activities (i.e.,
excavation, vegetation removal, etc.). The biologist shall have general knowledge of the natural
resources of the area and shall also be experienced in the identification of special-status wildlife
species (i.e., CTS, CARLF, southwestern pond turtle, and two-striped garter snake). Should
special-status species be identified within or adjacent to work sites, the following methods shall
be used to avoid impacts:
Avoidance.
If avoidance is not feasible; then the special-status species (CRLF, southwestern pond
turtle, and two-striped garter snake) shall be relocated to pre-determined suitable habitat
areas located upstream or downstream of the work areas. Relocation of CRLF or other
federally listed species from the work area shall only be conducted with appropriate
authorization and/or approval from the USFWS as part of the permitting process for the
project.
Where practical, animal species, which are not sensitive, shall also be avoided or
relocated.
Plan Requirements: This condition shall be printed on project plans and submitted for permit
approval from applicable regulatory agencies. Timing: Pre-activity clearance surveys shall be
conducted by a SBCPDD-qualified biologist each morning and/or within new work areas prior to
commencement of work. Monitoring: A pre-activity survey report shall be submitted to
SBCPDD prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing activities.
6. Special BIO Condition-5: Silt fencing. Under the supervision of a qualified CTS biologist, silt
fencing shall be installed around the perimeter of each remediation site.
Plan Requirements and Timing: Silt fencing shall be installed following completion of the preconstruction surveys.
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7. Special BIO Condition-6: Biological Monitoring. Initial clearing and grubbing of all sites shall
be monitored by a qualified biologist. Following monitoring of initial clearing, a qualified
biologist shall monitor active remediation sites at least once per week, including areas inside the
silt fencing and the condition of silt fencing.
Plan Requirements and Timing: Monitoring: SBCPDD grading inspectors shall spot check
field work.
8.

Special BIO Condition-7: Flag Sensitive Habitats. All sensitive plant communities and
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) (i.e., wetlands, riparian habitat, etc.) adjacent to
work areas shall be marked with visible flagging and/or fenced with protective fencing.
Plan Requirements and Timing: Sensitive plant communities shall be depicted on project
plans. Fencing shall be installed prior to project implementation and maintained throughout
project activities. Monitoring: SBCPDD grading inspectors shall spot check field work.

9. Special BIO Condition-8: Restoration Plan. Phase II of the project would temporarily affect an
estimated total of 0.38 acres (16,500 sq. ft.) of wetlands (all jurisdictions). The applicant shall
prepare a Site Restoration Plan for restoration of 0.38 acres (16,500 sq. ft.) of freshwater wetland
(1:1 ratio) and riparian scrub habitat. This plan shall meet all the requirements listed below and
shall be implemented to mitigate for impacts to the wetland/riparian habitats and stream channels.
Plan Requirements: Wetlands, riparian habitat, and stream channels shall be shown on project
plans. The Site Restoration Plan, including a map clearly showing proposed restoration areas,
shall be submitted to the County and other agencies as appropriate for review and approval. The
plan shall include:
a map of the proposed restoration areas,
a final “as-built” documentation of impacts, based on actual construction impacts as
determined by a qualified biologist;
goals and objectives of the program,
a timeline for implementation,
maintenance measures,
performance standards and criteria ensuring that the work sites are restored in full at a
minimum 1:1 ratio or as directed by the Army Corps of Engineers to the same quality as
before the work was initiated, and
monitoring for at least 5 years.
Best Management Practices (BMPs) for surface stabilization and minimizing silt and
sedimentation impacts to adjacent areas shall be implemented during restoration activities.
Timing/Monitoring: Prior to project approval, the Site Restoration Plan shall be reviewed and
approved by the appropriate regulatory agencies. Restoration activities shall be conducted
following completion of each project component and will be monitored/maintained by a
SBCPDD-qualified biologist for a period of at least three years.
10. Special BIO Condition-9: Dry Season Construction. To prevent impacts to CARLF and CTS,

work activities such as removal of overburden, excavation, backfill, and regrading shall be
conducted during the dry season and period of lowest stream flows (April 15 through November
1). No ground-disturbing project activities shall be conducted during rain events or within 24
hours of any predicted rain event (i.e., 50% chance of rain or greater). If work extends into the
rainy season, P&D and other agencies as appropriate shall be notified and construction may only
extend to the first significant storm event.
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Plan Requirements and Timing: This condition shall be coordinated with Special GEO
Condition 2 (no rainy season construction without erosion control), and printed on project plans
and submitted for permit approval from applicable regulatory agencies. Monitoring: SBCPDD
grading inspectors shall spot check field work.
11. Special BIO Condition-10: Stream Diversion Plan. In the event water would need to be

diverted to allow for excavation of contaminated soil or the removal of pipeline segments, a
Stream Diversion Plan shall be prepared and implemented to mitigate for stream channel impacts.
Plan Requirements: The Stream Diversion Plan shall contain detailed information regarding
stream diversion activities, including figures and a list of BMPs for surface stabilization and
minimizing silt and sediment impacts. This plan shall be approved by all appropriate regulatory
agencies prior to implementation. Timing: Stream diversion activities shall be conducted prior
to initiation of work within any active stream channel. Monitoring: A SBCPDD-qualified
biologist shall provide full-time monitoring during stream diversion activities. SBCPDD grading
inspectors shall spot check field work.
12. Special BIO Condition-11: Spill Contingency. A Spill Contingency Plan (SCP) outlining
measures to prevent the release of oil and/or other hazardous materials including containment
methods for emergency clean-up operations shall be developed for the project. All vehicles shall
be staged only in appropriately marked and protected areas and at no time shall any cleaning
and/or refueling of equipment be allowed upslope and/or within the vicinity of streambeds. If an
accidental spill of a hazardous or toxic material occurs, the RWQCB, CDFG and the SBCFPD
shall be notified.
Plan Requirements: Prevention measures shall include, but not be limited to the identification
of appropriate fueling areas away from sensitive habitat areas such as streambeds and on-site
storage of containment and spill response materials. The applicant shall designate staging areas, a
minimum of 50 feet from wetlands/riparian habitat and stream channels, and these areas shall be
depicted on project plans. Timing: The SCP shall be developed prior to project implementation
and staging areas shall be in place and maintained throughout project activities. Monitoring:
This plan shall be submitted to SBCPDD and SBCFPD prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing
activities.
13. Special BIO Condition-12: Protection of Stream Channels. During project activities all
equipment and refueling and maintenance of equipment shall occur only in designated areas at a
minimum of 50 feet from stream channels. Straw bales, sandbags, and sorbent pads shall be
available to prevent water and/or spilled fuel from entering stream channels. In addition, all
equipment and materials shall be stored/stockpiled away from the channel. Project equipment
shall be inspected by the operator on a daily basis to ensure that equipment is in good working
order and no fuel or lubricant leaks are present.
Plan Requirements: The applicant shall designate staging and washout/refueling areas and
these areas shall be depicted on project plans. Timing: Staging and washout/refueling areas
shall be depicted on project plans and maintained throughout project activities. Monitoring: A
SBCPDD-qualified biologist shall provide part-time monitoring during field activities. SBCPDD
grading inspectors shall spot check field work.
With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Will the proposal result in:
Archaeological Resources
a. Disruption, alteration, destruction, or adverse effect on
a recorded prehistoric or historic archaeological site
(note site number below)?
b. Disruption or removal of human remains?
c. Increased potential for trespassing, vandalizing, or
sabotaging archaeological resources?
d. Ground disturbances in an area with potential cultural
resource sensitivity based on the location of known
historic or prehistoric sites?
Ethnic Resources
e. Disruption of or adverse effects upon a prehistoric or
historic archaeological site or property of historic or
cultural significance to a community or ethnic group?
f. Increased potential for trespassing, vandalizing, or
sabotaging ethnic, sacred, or ceremonial places?
g. The potential to conflict with or restrict existing
religious, sacred, or educational use of the area?

Poten.
Signif.

Less than
Signif.
with
Mitigation

Less
Than
Signif.

No
Impact

Reviewed
Under
Previous
Document

X

X
X
X

X

X
X

Existing Setting:
The project site is located within the Bradley Canyon area of the Santa Maria Valley, approximately 8
miles east of the town of Orcutt, and 1.5 miles west of Sisquoc. A map and records search at the Central
Coast Information Center of the University of California, Santa Barbara (CCIC, letter dated May 4, 2011)
indicates that the project area had not been previously surveyed, and no historic era or prehistoric
archaeological sites have been recorded on or adjacent to the study area. A Phase 1 pedestrian study
including background research and pedestrian survey was conducted in May of 2011 by Carole Denardo
and Joan Brandoff-Kerr of Garcia and Associates (Denardo and Brandoff-Ker, June 2011). Background
research indicated seven previously recorded cultural resources (both prehistoric and historic) within a
two-mile radius of the project area, with three additional sites just outside of the two-mile radius. None of
the wellheads that would be impacted by the proposed project are more than 50 years old. The pedestrian
survey yielded one isolated projectile point in a disturbed context near Well 27. No other cultural
resources were identified as a result of the study.
County Environmental Thresholds:
The County’s Cultural Resources Guidelines, in the Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual
provide, in part, for the following: As part of the environmental review process, archaeological site maps
are reviewed to determine if a recorded cultural resource is located within the project site or whether there
is a high potential for its presence onsite based on recorded site distribution patterns or historical
accounts. If this determination is positive and the project site is not developed, a Phase I Archaeological
Survey including a systematic inspection of the ground surface is carried out by Planning and
Development staff or a County-approved professional archaeologist, and sub-surface testing to define the
presence of archaeological artifacts or site boundaries when vegetation obscures ground visibility. If
historical remains are suspected, a professional historian is retained to evaluate more fully the resource.
The Phase I investigation and report are required to follow the specifications defined in the Cultural
Resource Regulations defined in Regulations Governing Cultural Resource Projects Undertaken in
Conformance with Federal and State Environmental Protection Acts.
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Impact Discussion:
(a,b,d,e) Less than significant with mitigation. Based on the disturbed context and the results of the Phase
1 survey, the potential for undiscovered cultural resources to exist in the area of impact is low. However,
due to the presence of the isolated artifact near the existing pad for Well #27, a mitigation for monitoring
within 200 ft. of this location has been included (Mitigation Measure #14). In the event that previously
unidentified cultural resources are discovered during site development, the standard archaeological
discovery condition (Mitigation Measure #15) would mitigate impacts to cultural resources to less than
significant levels.
(c,f,g) Less than significant impact. There are no known religious, sacred, or educational sites on the
subject parcel or in the project site vicinity. The proposed project is not expected to adversely affect a
prehistoric or historic archaeological site or property of historic or cultural significance to a community or
ethical group. There would not be an increased potential for trespassing, vandalizing, or sabotaging
ethnic, sacred, or ceremonial places. As a result, impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce cultural resources impacts to an
adverse but less than significant level. Residual impacts would be less than significant.
14. Special Condition CulRes-1, Cultural Resource Monitor. The Owner/Applicant shall have all
earth disturbances including scarification and placement of fill within 200 ft. of the Well 27 area
monitored by a P&D approved archaeologist and a Native American consultant in compliance
with the provisions of the County Archaeological Guidelines. Plan Requirements/Timing:
This condition shall be shown on all grading plans. Prior to Issuance of the Land Use Permit for
the Well 27 area, the Owner/Applicant shall submit for P&D review and approval, a contract or
Letter of Commitment between the Owner/Applicant and the archaeologist, consisting of a
project description and scope of work, and once approved, shall execute the contract. A
monitoring report shall be provided to P&D and the CCIC within 30 days of the cessation of
monitoring at the Well 27 location. Permit Compliance shall verify.
15. CulRes-09 Stop Work at Encounter. In the event archaeological materials are encountered
during grading, work shall be stopped immediately or redirected until a P&D qualified
archaeologist and Native American representative are retained by the applicant to evaluate the
significance of the find pursuant to Phase 2 investigations of the County Archaeological
Guidelines. If archaeological materials are found to be significant, they shall be subject to a Phase
3 mitigation program consistent with County Archaeological Guidelines and funded by the
applicant. Plan Requirements/Timing: This condition shall be printed on all building and
grading plans.
With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant.
Cumulative Impacts:
Since the project would not impact cultural resources, it would not have a cumulatively considerable
effect on the County’s cultural resources.
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ENERGY

Will the proposal result in:

Poten.
Signif.

Less than
Signif.
with
Mitigation

Less
Than
Signif.

No
Impact

Reviewed
Under
Previous
Document

X

a. Substantial increase in demand, especially during peak
periods, upon existing sources of energy?
b. Requirement for the development or extension of new
sources of energy?

X

Existing Setting:
The proposed project location is approximately 8 miles east of the town of Orcutt. There is currently no
electrical power source available to serve the proposed project.
County Environmental Thresholds:
The County has not identified significance thresholds for electrical and/or natural gas service impacts
(Thresholds and Guidelines Manual). Private electrical and natural gas utility companies provide service
to customers in Central and Southern California, including the unincorporated areas of Santa Barbara
County. Existing energy sources would have sufficient capacity to serve the project, and therefore, no
adverse impacts would result.
Impact Discussion:
(a,b) Increase in Demand; New Sources of Energy. No impact. No power is provided to the Project Area.
During construction and operation, 2 diesel-powered generators are proposed to provide power to the
proposed project site. The only anticipated uses of the generators would be for air-conditioning, heating,
and lighting for an office trailer, and to power the pump in the existing water well. Water would be
pumped into two 20,000-gallon storage tanks to be used as necessary for dust control. Thus, the project
would have minimal short- and long- term energy requirements. No adverse impacts would result.
Cumulative Impacts:
The project’s contribution to the regionally significant demand for energy is not considerable, and is
therefore less than significant.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than significant.

4.7

FIRE PROTECTION

Will the proposal result in:
a. Introduction of development into an existing high fire
hazard area?
b. Project-caused high fire hazard?
c. Introduction of development into an area without
adequate water pressure, fire hydrants or adequate
access for fire fighting?

Poten.
Signif.

Less than
Signif.
with
Mitigation

Less
Than
Signif.

No
Impact

X
X
X

Reviewed
Under
Previous
Document
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Poten.
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X

d. Introduction of development that will hamper fire
prevention techniques such as controlled burns or
backfiring in high fire hazard areas?
e. Development of structures beyond safe Fire Dept.
response time?

X

Existing Setting:
Fire protection services are provided for this area by the Santa Barbara County Fire Department, Station
23, located in the Community of Sisquoc.
Impact Discussion:
(a-b) Project-caused fire hazard. No Impact. The SBCFD Site Mitigation Unit (SMU) has jurisdiction over
this site and has reviewed the project’s Work Plan. No CEQA impacts or mitigations were identified.
(c, d, e) Introduction of Development. No Impact. The project does not propose development of new
structures. Short-term impacts may arise as a result of the introduction of mechanized equipment during
removal work, however the temporary usage would not hamper fire prevention techniques in the area. No
new structures beyond safe Fire Department response time are proposed to be developed. No impacts are
expected.
Cumulative Impacts:
Since the project would not create significant fire hazards, it would not have a cumulatively considerable
effect on fire safety within the County.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than significant.

1.8

GEOLOGIC PROCESSES

Will the proposal result in:
a. Exposure to or production of unstable earth conditions
such as landslides, earthquakes, liquefaction, soil
creep, mudslides, ground failure (including expansive,
compressible, collapsible soils), or similar hazards?
b. Disruption, displacement, compaction or overcovering
of the soil by cuts, fills or extensive grading?
c. Exposure to or production of permanent changes in
topography, such as bluff retreat or sea level rise?
d. The destruction, covering or modification of any
unique geologic, paleontologic or physical features?
e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either
on or off the site?

Poten.
Signif.

Less than
Signif.
with
Mitigation

Less
Than
Signif.
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Impact

X

X
X

X
X

Reviewed
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Previous
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g. The placement of septic disposal systems in
impermeable soils with severe constraints to disposal
of liquid effluent?
h. Extraction of mineral or ore?
i. Excessive grading on slopes of over 20%?
j. Sand or gravel removal or loss of topsoil?
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Existing Setting:
The subject parcel is located in Bradley Canyon, at an elevation of approximately 600-700 ft. The Orcutt
geological formation is the primary formation in the area. Soil types are discussed in Section 4.2,
Agricultural Resources.
The majority of the remediation sites and the soil treatment area are located in the upland area of the
lease, which is comprised of sand deposits. This grading work will occur on relatively flat surfaces
(approximately 0-5% slopes). The BC-4 and UCAL Well 35 areas are located along the Bradley Canyon
drainage which is also comprised of sand deposits with slopes ranging from 0-3%. The Santa Barbara
County Seismic Safety and Safety Element characterizes the proposed project site’s overall Geologic
Problem Index as low to moderate rating for geologic hazards. Specifically, the proposed remediation
sites would be located in an area identified as having a low potential for landslides, soil creep,
liquefaction, expansive soils, high groundwater, and compressible/collapsible soils. The proposed
remediation areas were originally graded in the 1960’s and 1970’s and remain level and useable. Access
to the proposed remediation sites would be provided via an existing access road of approximately 1.75
miles in length.
Thresholds:
Pursuant to the County’s Adopted Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, impacts related to geological
resources may have the potential to be significant if the proposed project involves any of the following
characteristics:
1.

The project site or any part of the project is located on land having substantial geologic
constraints, as determined by P&D or PWD. Areas constrained by geology include parcels
located near active or potentially active faults and property underlain by rock types associated
with compressible/collapsible soils or susceptible to landslides or severe erosion. "Special
Problems" areas designated by the Board of Supervisors have been established based on geologic
constraints, flood hazards and other physical limitations to development.

2.

The project results in potentially hazardous geologic conditions such as the construction of cut
slopes exceeding a grade of 1.5 horizontal to 1 vertical.

3.

The project proposes construction of a cut slope over 15 feet in height as measured from the
lowest finished grade.
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The project is located on slopes exceeding 20% grade.

Impact Discussion:
(a, c, l): Potential to Result in Geologic Hazards. Less than Significant. The project site is not underlain by
any known fault. Compliance with existing building regulations would reduce potential ground shaking
impacts caused by movement along a distant fault to a less than significant level. Liquefaction potential in
the area has been determined to be low. Any potential for expansive soils would be mitigated by the use of
non-expansive engineered fill. All soils-related hazards would be reduced to a less than significant level
through the normal building permit review and inspection process. No permanent changes in topography are
proposed. No excessive spoils, tailings, or overburden is proposed.
(b): Soil disruption and Compaction from Grading. Less than Significant with Mitigation. As discussed in
detail in the project description, the project entails excavation of petroleum-contaminated soils in a
number of areas on site. Petroleum hydrocarbon-containing soils will be handled in accordance with the
project’s conditionally-approved “Soil BioTreatment Work Plan” (Source Group, June 15, 2010). As
required by the mitigation measures proposed, a qualified individual (field monitor) will be onsite to
observe excavation activities and will conduct field screening of the excavated soil. Suspect materials
will be screened both visually and through the use of a field portable photo-ionization detector (PID).
Confirmation soil samples will be collected and chemically analyzed to ensure that the excavation
activities have adequately removed soils with petroleum hydrocarbon concentrations in excess of
SBCFPD approved cleanup levels. SBFPD will provide oversight of the sample collection and will
ensure that the remediation activities are conducted in compliance with the approved work plan and
SBFPD requirements. Excavations would be backfilled with clean overburden or imported material, and
topsoil will be replaced. Topography will be restored to match the surrounding area. Impacts would be
temporary, and potentially significant. Mitigations requiring erosion control, compaction requirements,
and dry season work, as specified below, would reduce these impacts to less than significant.
(e, f.) Potential Erosion and Sedimentation Impacts. Less than Significant with Mitigation. Grading
operations that would occur on the project site would remove vegetative cover and disturb the ground surface,
thereby increasing the potential for erosion and sedimentation impacts. However, the potential for the project
to cause substantial erosion and sediment transport would be adequately mitigated by the County’s standard
erosion control and drainage requirements.
(j) Sand or gravel removal, or loss of topsoil. Less than Significant with Mitigation. As stated above, the
project would involve excavation work to remove petroleum hydrocarbon-containing soil and backfill the
resulting excavations with clean fill soil. Excavated overburden soils will be used as backfill material and
therefore there will be no loss of topsoil. In addition, prior to excavation, topsoil would be removed and
stockpiled. It would then be replaced within the upper two feet once the excavation is complete.
(d, g, h, i, k, l). Other Potential Geological Hazards. There are no unique geological features located on the
project site, and the project would not result in the use of septic systems. The project would not involve
mining, the loss of topsoil, or construction-related vibrations.
Cumulative Impacts:
Since the project would not result in significant geologic impacts, it would not have a cumulatively
considerable effect on geologic hazards within the County.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
The following mitigation measures would reduce the project’s geologic impacts to a less than significant
level:
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16. Geo-02: Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. Grading and erosion and sediment control plans
shall be designed to minimize erosion during construction and shall be implemented for the
duration of the grading period and until regraded areas have been stabilized by structures, longterm erosion control measures or permanent landscaping. The Owner/Applicant shall submit an
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) using Best Management Practices (BMP) designed to
stabilize the site, protect natural watercourses/creeks, prevent erosion, convey storm water runoff
to existing drainage systems keeping contaminants and sediments onsite. The Erosion and
Sediment control plan shall be a part of the Grading Plan submittal and will be reviewed for its
technical merits by P&D. Information on Erosion Control requirements can be found on the
County web site re: Grading Ordinance Chapter 14 (www.countysb.org/goverment/county
ordinance code Chapter 14 14-9 and 14-29 – refer to Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
Requirements.)
Plan Requirements: The grading and erosion and sediment control plan(s) shall be submitted for
review and approved by P&D prior to approval of Land Use Permits. The plan shall be designed
to address erosion and sediment control during all phases of development of the site until all
disturbed areas are permanently stabilized. Timing: The plan shall be implemented prior to the
commencement of and throughout grading/construction. Monitoring: P&D staff shall perform
site inspections throughout the construction phase.
17. Special GEO Condition-1: Compaction, Restoration of Topography. All
trenched
and
excavated areas shall be compacted to 90% relative compaction (modified proctor dry density) to
help minimize the channeling of runoff, erosion, and the potential for localized landslides. All
excavations shall be returned to their original lines and grades. Exceptions to this mitigation
measure include the stream bank, stream channel, and wetland restoration sites identified in the
Site Restoration Plan, where different compaction densities may be required to promote
vegetation restoration goals.
Plan Requirements. This measure shall be shown on project grading plans. Timing: This
measure shall be implemented during project activities. Monitoring: SBCPDD grading
inspectors shall spot check field work.
18. Special GEO Condition-2: Dry Season Construction. The applicant shall limit excavation and
grading to the dry season of the year (i.e. April 15 to November 1) unless a Building & Safety
approved erosion and sediment control plan is in place and all measures therein are in effect. All
exposed graded surfaces shall be reseeded with ground cover vegetation to minimize erosion
according to the applicant-proposed Site Restoration Plan. This condition is modified by
additional restrictions contained in Mitigation No. 10 in the Biological Resources Section.
Plan Requirements. This measure shall be shown on project grading plans. Timing: This
measure shall be implemented during project activities. Monitoring: SBCPDD grading
inspectors shall spot check field work.
With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant.
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/RISK OF UPSET

Will the proposal result in:
a. In the known history of this property, have there been
any past uses, storage or discharge of hazardous
materials (e.g., fuel or oil stored in underground tanks,
pesticides, solvents or other chemicals)?
b. The use, storage or distribution of hazardous or toxic
materials?
c. A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous
substances (e.g., oil, gas, biocides, bacteria, pesticides,
chemicals or radiation) in the event of an accident or
upset conditions?
d. Possible interference with an emergency response
plan or an emergency evacuation plan?
e. The creation of a potential public health hazard?
f. Public safety hazards (e.g., due to development near
chemical or industrial activity, producing oil wells,
toxic disposal sites, etc.)?
g. Exposure to hazards from oil or gas pipelines or oil
well facilities?
h. The contamination of a public water supply?
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Existing Setting:
See discussions below under previous hazardous material use.
Threshold:
The County’s safety threshold addresses involuntary public exposure from projects involving significant
quantities of hazardous materials. The threshold addresses the likelihood and severity of potential
accidents to determine whether the safety risks of a project exceed significant levels.
Impact Discussion:
(a) Previous on-site Hazardous Material Use. The UCAL Lease has been used for oil exploration and
production since 1963. The UCAL Lease was formerly operated by various companies including
Continental Oil, Shell Western Exploration and Production, Inc. (SWEPI), Vintage Omniferous, Greka
Energy (Greka), and Vintage Production California LLC (Vintage). Vintage and Glenn Springs Holdings,
Inc., both of which are wholly owned subsidiaries of Occidental Petroleum Corporation, are currently
engaged in site clean-up of crude oil and diluent-impacted soil and groundwater.
In 2010, Vintage removed the majority of the aboveground equipment and pipelines on the Project Site.
Site Assessment is underway, and the proposed site remediation work plans have been reviewed and
conditionally approved by the SBCFPD. The proposed project is a site remediation project which will
result in the excavation and treatment of approximately 53,000 cubic yards of petroleum hydrocarboncontaining soil from a number of locations at the Project Site. Confirmation soil samples will be
collected and chemically analyzed to determine that that the petroleum hydrocarbon soil has been
adequately removed at each location. Soil samples of the Edmonston, Omni, and UCAL 46 stockpiles
have shown no exceedances of California or federal hazardous waste criteria (SGI, 2010). For other areas,
soil samples show that the sites contain metals, TPH, VOC’s, and SVOC’s, and some exceed federal
levels (SGI, 2010). The SBCFPD will provide oversight of the remedial excavations. Therefore, the
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proposed project will have a net benefit to the environment from the remediation of petroleum
hydrocarbon-containing soil.
(b) Hazardous Material Use, Storage, or Distribution. The proposed project is a soil remediation and
treatment project. No development is proposed that would include use, storage or distribution of
hazardous materials onto the site. Hazardous materials encountered during the remediation, including
highly contaminated soils at UCAL 46 and in the Omni stockpile, would be required to be handled in
accordance with the SBCFPD-approved site remediation plan, and may be moved off-site to an
appropriate facility. These highly contaminated soils would be evaluated for subsequent treatment in the
biotreatment area with concurrence and approval from SBCFPD.
(c) Risk of Upset or release of Hazardous Substances. Vintage will prepare a site Health and Safety Plan
to protect site workers and the public during the course of the proposed site remediation and soil
treatment project. Air monitoring will be required by the SBCAPCD during site activities to monitor and
prevent contaminants from leaving the Project Site.
(d, e. f) Effects on Emergency response, Public Health and Safety. The project will not interfere with any
emergency response or evacuation plans, nor will it create a potential public health or safety hazard. The
work sites involving heavy equipment are not readily accessible to the public.
(g) Oil and Gas Hazards. All known pipelines were previously removed or abandoned in place. If
encountered, pipelines not previously removed (or abandoned in place) may contain residual
hydrocarbons. The project mitigation measures described below, in addition to the Spill Contingency
included as Mitigation Measure No. 12 in Biology, are proposed to minimize the risk of an accidental
discharge and ensure prompt effective response should one occur.
Cumulative Impacts:
Since the project would not create significant impacts with respect to hazardous materials and/or risk of
upset, it would not have a cumulatively considerable effect on safety within the County.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
The following mitigation measures would reduce the project’s effects regarding hazardous materials and/or
risk of upset to a less than significant level:
19. HAZ-2 Each pipeline to be removed or grouted in-place will be tapped at one or more low
sections and drained of any residual liquids prior to cutting the line for removal. Drums or other
appropriate containers staged to capture liquids drained from the tapped line shall include a
secondary containment skid or pallet to capture any misdirected fluid. Sorbent booms shall be
staged down slope of and around the drum prior to draining of pipeline liquids, wherever pipe
tapping is to occur. Hot-work precautions shall be observed and documented before tapping the
line and appropriate personal protection equipment as specified in the site’s Health and Safety
Plan shall be worn when inside the exclusion zone. A four-gas meter (measuring oxygen, carbon
monoxide, hydrogen sulfide and lower explosive limit) shall be utilized during the pipe tapping
and residual fluid removal process to monitor for the potential presence of flammable vapors or
gases emitted from the subject pipelines that could ignite or pose a health hazard to those
involved in the work task.
Plan Requirements: This measure shall be shown on project grading plans. Timing: This
measure shall be implemented during pipeline removal activities. Monitoring: SBCPDD
grading inspectors shall spot check field work.
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20. HAZ-4 A project Traffic Control Plan shall be prepared and submitted to SBCFPD, County
Public Works Department, and SBCPDD for review and approval. The Traffic Control Plan shall
be implemented to minimize potential interferences with existing traffic and emergency
ingress/egress.
Plan Requirements: This plan shall be submitted to SBPDD for review and approval prior to
the initiation of project activities. Timing: This measure shall be implemented during project
activities. Monitoring: SBCPDD shall spot check field work.
The mitigation measures identified in Section 4.7 (Fire Protection) will also serve to reduce project risk.
With implementation of these mitigation measures, residual impacts would be less than significant.

4.10 HISTORIC RESOURCES
Will the proposal result in:
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Environmental Threshold:
Historic Resource impacts are determined through use of the County’s Cultural Resources Guidelines. A
significant resource a) possesses integrity of location, design, workmanship, material, and/or setting; b) is at
least fifty years old, and c) is associated with an important contribution, was designed or built by a person
who made an important contribution, is associated with an important and particular architectural style, or
embodies elements demonstrating outstanding attention to detail, craftsmanship, use of materials, or
construction methods.
Impact Discussion:
No structures or formal landscape features currently exist on the project site. As a result, no impacts to
historic resources are anticipated.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than significant.
Cumulative Impacts:
Since the project would not result in any substantial change in the historic character of the site, it would
not have any cumulatively considerable effect on the region’s historic resources.
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4.11 LAND USE
Will the proposal result in:
a. Structures and/or land use incompatible with existing
land use?
b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
c. The induction of substantial growth or concentration
of population?
d. The extension of sewer trunk lines or access roads
with capacity to serve new development beyond this
proposed project?
e. Loss of existing affordable dwellings through
demolition, conversion or removal?
f. Displacement of substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
g. Displacement of substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
h. The loss of a substantial amount of open space?
i. An economic or social effect that would result in a
physical change? (i.e. Closure of a freeway ramp
results in isolation of an area, businesses located in the
vicinity close, neighborhood degenerates, and
buildings deteriorate. Or, if construction of new
freeway divides an existing community, the
construction would be the physical change, but the
economic/social effect on the community would be
the basis for determining that the physical change
would be significant.)
j. Conflicts with adopted airport safety zones?
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Existing Setting:
The project site is located in the rural area between the communities of Orcutt and Sisquoc. It has an
“AG-II” zoning district designation, and an “Agricultural Commercial” land use designation. Onsite
resources include grasslands, oak woodlands, coastal sage scrub, and riparian areas along Bradley Canyon
Creek. With the exception of inactive oil fields, there is no development on site. The land is grazed by
cattle.
Environmental Threshold:
The Thresholds and Guidelines Manual contains no specific thresholds for land use. Generally, a potentially
significant impact can occur if a project would result in substantial growth inducing effects.
Impact Discussion:
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(a) Land Use Compatibility. Less than Significant. As the project site is within an agricultural area and an
existing oilfield (Cat Canyon Oilfield), and oil development is permitted in the AG-II zone district, the
proposed remediation project is compatible with existing land uses. Although there is a residential use
approximately one mile away, the intervening distance would negate effects of odor or traffic, as discussed in
other sections of this document.
(b) Land Use Planning Conflicts. Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The intent of the project is to remove
and remediate hydrocarbon-containing soils in a manner that protects existing resources. This is consistent
with oil and gas and water quality policies listed in Section 9 of this document. On the other hand, the ground
disturbance caused by the necessary excavations and soil treatment for the project may affect biological
resources and streams and creeks that are protected by policies in the Conservation and Land Use Elements of
the Comprehensive Plan (also listed in Section 9). The project site is within the range of the Endangered
California Tiger Salamander, and the Threatened California Red-Legged Frog. Bradley Canyon contains a
blue-line stream and dense riparian vegetation, which can harbor additional species and micro-habitats.
Patches of native grasslands and wetlands are present in areas where oil pads and access roads are not
located, and, due to the fact that only grazing has occurred in this area, they are preserved and are relatively
intact. Because of these varied Comprehensive Plan policies that relate to both oil development and
conservation of resources, the proposed project and the applicable policies need to be balanced such that the
risks are minimized and impacts are reduced.
Implementation of mitigation measures 3-13 would ensure that the proposed project is constructed in a
manner that is consistent with biological resource policies. Site restoration activities, as outlined in the
Work Plan (Source Group, 2010), would be implemented following the completion of site remediation
activities to stabilize and revegetate the disturbed work areas, also consistent with resource policies.
Additional mitigations for dust control and erosion and sediment control would allow the project to
proceed in a manner that is consistent with policies.
(c-g) Growth Inducement, Reduced Housing, Displacement of People. The project is not growth inducing,
and will involve a very small workforce for a limited period of time. The project does not involve the
extension of a sewer trunk line or access roads for new development. There are no dwellings on the site, so
there would be no loss of affordable dwellings. There would be no significant displacement of residential
uses or people.
(h) Loss of Open Space. The project would not result in the loss of open space.
(i) Physical Changes Causing Economic or Social Changes. When complete, the project would result in a full
clean-up of oil activities and contaminated soils on the subject parcel. While this does not involve economic
or social changes, it does result in a physical change that may result in the parcel becoming more “useable”
from a land use perspective, and may result in unforeseeable land use changes (e.g., conversion to more
intensive agriculture).
(j) Airport Safety Zones. The project does not conflict with any airport safety zones.
Cumulative Impacts:
The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial change to the site’s
conformance with environmentally protective policies and standards. Thus, the project would not cause a
cumulatively considerable effect on land use.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant.
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4.12 NOISE
Will the proposal result in:
a. Long-term exposure of people to noise levels
exceeding County thresholds (e.g. locating noise
sensitive uses next to an airport)?
b. Short-term exposure of people to noise levels
exceeding County thresholds?
c. Project-generated substantial increase in the ambient
noise levels for adjoining areas (either day or night)?
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Existing Setting:
The proposed project site is located in a remote location approximately 8 miles east of the town of Orcutt,
and approximately 2 miles west of Sisquoc. The nearest noise sensitive use, a single family residence, is
located approximately 1/2-mile east of the proposed project area. Noise sources existing in the project
area include noise associated with agricultural operations.
Threshold:
Noise is generally defined as unwanted or objectionable sound which is measured on a logarithmic scale and
expressed in decibels (dB(A)). The duration of noise and the time period at which it occurs are important
values in determining impacts on noise-sensitive land uses. The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL)
and Day-Night Average Level (Ldn) are noise indices which account for differences in intrusiveness between
day- and night-time uses. County noise thresholds are: 1) 65 dB(A) CNEL maximum for exterior exposure,
and 2) 45 dB(A) CNEL maximum for interior exposure of noise-sensitive uses. Noise-sensitive land uses
include: residential dwellings; transient lodging; hospitals and other long-term care facilities; public or private
educational facilities; libraries, churches; and places of public assembly.
Impact Discussion:
(a, c) Long-term Noise Exposure. No long-term noise sources would be created by the proposed project and
there would be no impacts associated with the long-term exposure of people to noise levels exceeding County
thresholds. Impacts would be less than significant.
(b) Short-Term Noise Exposure. Limited short-term exposure to construction noise is anticipated in the
immediate area surrounding the Project Site, but this is not expected to exceed County thresholds. The nearest
sensitive noise receptor (a single-family residence) is located approximately 0.5 miles east of the project area.
Construction equipment to be used for the project has the potential to result in noise levels that can reach 8590 dBA. The highest construction noise levels would most likely result from the use of heavy construction
equipment, including bulldozers, excavators, loaders, etc. Due to the distance to the nearest sensitive
receptors, impacts would be less than significant during the daytime. No nighttime work is proposed.
However, mitigations are proposed to ensure that significant impacts do not occur.
Cumulative Impacts:
The implementation of the project is not anticipated to result in any substantial noise effects. Therefore,
the project would not contribute in a cumulatively considerable manner to noise impacts.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
The following mitigation measures would reduce the project’s noise effects to a less than significant level:
22. NS-1: Construction activity for site preparation and for project development shall be limited to
the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. No construction shall occur
on State holidays (i.e. Thanksgiving, Labor Day). Construction equipment maintenance shall be
limited to the same hours.
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Plan Requirements: A sign stating these restrictions shall be provided by the applicant and
posted on-site. Timing: Signs shall be in place prior to beginning of and throughout grading and
construction activities. Violations may result in suspension of permits. Monitoring: Permit
Compliance shall spot check and respond to complaints.
23. NS-2: The following measures shall be incorporated into grading plan specifications to reduce
the impact of construction noise:
a) All construction equipment shall have properly maintained sound-control devices, and no
equipment shall have an un-muffled exhaust system.
b) Contractors shall implement appropriate additional noise mitigation measures including
but not limited to changing the location of stationary construction equipment, shutting off
idling equipment, and installing acoustic barriers around significant sources of stationary
construction noise.
Plan Requirements and Timing: All of the above mitigation measures shall be noted on all
plans submitted for any LUP and/or grading permit(s). Monitoring: County staff shall verify
compliance prior to any LUP or grading permit(s) approval and Permit Compliance shall spot
check and respond to complaints.
With the incorporation of these measures, residual impacts would be less than significant.

4.13 PUBLIC FACILITIES
Will the proposal result in:
a. A need for new or altered police protection and/or
health care services?
b. Student generation exceeding school capacity?
c. Significant amounts of solid waste or breach any
national, state, or local standards or thresholds relating
to solid waste disposal and generation (including
recycling facilities and existing landfill capacity)?
d. A need for new or altered sewer system facilities
(sewer lines, lift-stations, etc.)?
e. The construction of new storm water drainage or
water quality control facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

Poten.
Signif.

Less than
Signif.
with
Mitigation

Less
Than
Signif.

No
Impact

Reviewed
Under
Previous
Document

X
X
X

X
X

Existing Setting:
The proposed project site does not contain any public facilities. Police protection for the site would be
provided by the Santa Barbara County Sheriff’s Department. Santa Barbara County Fire Department
Station # 23 would provide fire protection to the proposed project site.
County Environmental Thresholds:
A project is considered to result in significant impacts to landfill capacity if it would generate 196 tons
per year of solid waste. This volume represents 5% of the expected average annual increase in waste
generation, and is therefore considered a significant portion of the remaining landfill capacity. In
addition, construction and demolition waste from remodels and rebuilds is considered significant if it
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exceeds 350 tons. A project which generates 40 tons per year of solid waste is considered to have an
adverse effect on solid waste generation, and mitigation via a Solid Waste Management Plan is
recommended.
Impact Discussion:
(a) Less than significant impact. The proposed project has no associated residential population and would
not produce any significant increase in the need for emergency services. The project could be
accommodated by the Sheriff’s Department and the existing health care system without a significant
impact to public service levels. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
(b, d) No impact. The proposed project does not have any associated residential population and therefore
would not produce any additional students. The proposed project does not include or necessitate the
construction of any new sewer treatment infrastructure.
(c) Less than significant impact. The proposed project includes primarily earthmoving activities, such as
grading and excavation. Such activities are not expected to produce substantial amounts of solid waste.
Minimal amounts of waste in the form of scrap construction materials (i.e. piping, fencing, etc.) generated
during routine maintenance activities is expected but this waste would not exceed the County’s 40-ton
significance threshold for cumulative waste generation. The soil bioremediation project would in effect
reduce the amount of soil waste that would otherwise be transported to a landfill. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.
(e) Less than significant impact. The proposed project would result in a marginal increase of impermeable
surface area on the project site. The project would include the construction of earthen berms or other Best
management practices (BMPs) such as straw waddles and/or hay bales around each landfarm area to
control surface water runoff in the event of a stormwater event. The physical impacts resulting from this
disturbance have already been included in previous Sections 4.2, 4.4, 4.5 and 4.8 of this document.
Therefore, no further mitigation would be required to mitigate these potential impacts. Impacts would be
less than significant.
Cumulative Impacts:
The County’s Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at which a project’s
contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project level. In this
instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance for public services.
Therefore, the project’s contribution to the regionally significant demand for public services is not
considerable, and is less than significant.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
No mitigation measures are required. Residual impacts would be less than significant.

4.14 RECREATION
Will the proposal result in:
a. Conflict with established recreational uses of the area?
b. Conflict with biking, equestrian and hiking trails?
c. Substantial impact on the quality or quantity of
existing recreational opportunities (e.g., overuse of an
area with constraints on numbers of people, vehicles,
animals, etc. which might safely use the area)?
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Impact Discussion:
(a,b) The proposed project site is not located on or near any established recreational uses, including biking,
equestrian or hiking trails. No adverse impacts would result.
(c) The proposed project would not result in any population increase and would have no adverse impacts on
the quality or quantity of existing recreational opportunities, either in the project vicinity or County-wide.
Cumulative Impacts:
Since the project would not affect recreational resources, it would not have a cumulatively considerable
effect on recreational resources within the County.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than significant

4.15 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION
Will the proposal result in:
a. Generation of substantial additional vehicular
movement (daily, peak-hour, etc.) in relation to
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system?
b. A need for private or public road maintenance, or need
for new road(s)?
c. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for
new parking?
d. Substantial impact upon existing transit systems (e.g.
bus service) or alteration of present patterns of
circulation or movement of people and/or goods?
e. Alteration to waterborne, rail or air traffic?
f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists
or pedestrians (including short-term construction and
long-term operational)?
g. Inadequate sight distance?
ingress/egress?
general road capacity?
emergency access?
h. Impacts to Congestion Management Plan system?
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Existing Setting:
Access to the project site is currently provided by an existing partially paved private driveway of
approximately 1.7 miles in length accessed from Dominion Road. A portion of this road is shared access
with the farming activities occurring to the east and south of the project area. The closest intersection to
the project site is at Clark and Dominion Roads.
Thresholds:
According to the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, a significant traffic impact
would occur when:
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The addition of project traffic to an intersection increases the volume to capacity (V/C)
ratio by the value provided below, or sends at least 15, 10 or 5 trips to an intersection
operating at LOS D, E or F.
LEVEL OF SERVICE
(including project)
A
B
C
D
E
F

INCREASE IN VOLUME/CAPACITY
GREATER THAN
0.20
0.15
0.10
Or the addition of:
15 trips
10 trips
5 trips

b.

Project access to a major road or arterial road would require a driveway that would create
an unsafe situation, or would require a new traffic signal or major revisions to an existing
traffic signal.

c.

Project adds traffic to a roadway that has design features (e.g., narrow width, road side
ditches, sharp curves, poor sight distance, inadequate pavement structure) or receives use
which would be incompatible with substantial increases in traffic (e.g. rural roads with
use by farm equipment, livestock, horseback riding, or residential roads with heavy
pedestrian or recreational use, etc.) that will become potential safety problems with the
addition of project or cumulative traffic. Exceeding the roadway capacity designated in
the Circulation Element may indicate the potential for the occurrence of the above
impacts.

d.

Project traffic would utilize a substantial portion of an intersection(s) capacity where the
intersection is currently operating at acceptable levels of service (A-C) but with
cumulative traffic would degrade to or approach LOS D (V/C 0.81) or lower. Substantial
is defined as a minimum change of 0.03 for intersections which would operate from 0.80
to 0.85 and a change of 0.02 for intersections which would operate from 0.86 to 0.90, and
0.01 for intersections operating at anything lower.

Impact Discussion:
(a, h) Street system; Congestion Management. Less than significant impact. Access to the site would be
provided from Dominion Road. Potential short-term traffic congestion impacts could occur onsite due to
delivery of construction equipment and heavy truck trips during the initial startup of the project.
However, the local road network is lightly traveled and therefore not susceptible to congestion. Weekly
traffic is expected to consist of material deliveries related to the project (e.g., fuel deliveries and package
deliveries). Daily traffic is expected to consist primarily of workers entering and leaving the Site (12
daily trips [assuming 6 workers and 2 trips each] for approximately 4 months). During clean-up of the
UCAL-46 site, it is estimated that 35 truck trips to the Buttonwillow facility would be necessary. The
project is considered short-term; therefore, no long-term impacts traffic is expected. Impacts resulting
from the proposed project would be less than significant.
In response to a comment from Caltrans (see Exhibit F) regarding the effect of truck trips for delivery of
compost materials and the transport of materials to Buttonwillow, the applicant prepared additional
analysis of truck trips (see Exhibit G). This analysis estimates the number of truck trips related to the
transport of materials and gives the likely haul routes, which include US-101, CA-166, and CA-33, in
addition to other local roads and streets. The number of trips to and from the site is estimated at 290 loads,
spread over a two-year period, but with work occurring primarily during the spring and summer months.
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Transport of materials to the site during the first year would average 13 truckloads per week, assuming a
5-day work week. During the second year, the average to the site would be 3 trips per week. Transport
from the site to Buttonwillow is anticipated to occur over two weeks, and would average 15-20 truckloads
a week. Impacts would remain less than significant.
In addition, the applicant has agreed to schedule transportation of materials, as feasible, during off-peak
times (i.e., between 10 and and 4 pm).
(b) Need for New Roads. Less than significant impacts. (b) No new public roads would be required to
serve the project. It is anticipated that the private onsite roads would need maintenance, but this is
currently being done, and would not be expected to cause additional impact.
(c, d, e) Parking, Transit Systems, Rail or Air traffic. No impacts. Adequate parking exists on site to
accommodate construction vehicles. Construction equipment will be staged inside the work areas when
not in use or at night. No impacts upon existing transit systems are anticipated due to the limited amount
of workers and construction vehicles required for the project. Rail and air traffic is not expected to be
affected.
(f) Traffic Hazards. Less than significant impacts. The remediation project is not anticipated to result in
any long-term alterations to existing automobile traffic paths or conditions that might increase traffic
hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists or pedestrians. Due to the low traffic volumes in the project site area,
and the project’s potential for creating only marginal amounts of additional traffic, the proposed use does
not present the potential to create significant traffic hazards.
(g) Sight Distance. Less than significant. Sight distance and road capacity are not anticipated to be
adversely affected by the project. The design of the project provides full line of sight for the traffic
generated by the project. Access to the project site would be provided by an existing private driveway of
approximately 1.7 miles in length accessed from Dominion Road.
Cumulative Impacts:
The County’s Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at which a project’s
contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project level. In this
instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance for traffic. Therefore, the
project’s contribution to the regionally significant traffic congestion is not considerable, and is less than
significant.
Mitigation and Residual Impact:
No mitigation is required. Residual impacts would be less than significant.

4.16 WATER RESOURCES/FLOODING
Will the proposal result in:
a. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of
water movements, in either marine or fresh waters?
b. Changes in percolation rates, drainage patterns or the
rate and amount of surface water runoff?
c. Change in the amount of surface water in any water
body?
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Poten.
Signif.

d. Discharge, directly or through a storm drain system,
into surface waters (including but not limited to
wetlands, riparian areas, ponds, springs, creeks,
streams, rivers, lakes, estuaries, tidal areas, bays,
ocean, etc) or alteration of surface water quality,
including but not limited to temperature, dissolved
oxygen, turbidity, or thermal water pollution?
e. Alterations to the course or flow of flood water or
need for private or public flood control projects?
f. Exposure of people or property to water related
hazards such as flooding (placement of project in 100
year flood plain), accelerated runoff or tsunamis, sea
level rise, or seawater intrusion?
g. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of
groundwater?
h. Change in the quantity of groundwater, either through
direct additions or withdrawals, or through
interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations or
recharge interference?
i. Overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater
basin? Or, a significant increase in the existing
overdraft or over-commitment of any groundwater
basin?
j. The substantial degradation of groundwater quality
including saltwater intrusion?
k. Substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise
available for public water supplies?
l. Introduction of storm water pollutants (e.g., oil,
grease, pesticides, nutrients, sediments, pathogens,
etc.) into groundwater or surface water?

Less than
Signif.
with
Mitigation

Less
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No
Impact
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Existing Setting:
Surface waters in the UCAL lease area include one blue-line creek, which is the main stem of the Bradley
Canyon drainage. Two lesser tributaries, or drainages, run northerly across the parcel and both empty into
Bradley Canyon also. Phase 1 of the project is expected to occur at a distance of approximately 900 feet
from the main branch of Bradley Canyon Wash (approximately 600 ft. from the geological “top-ofbank”), but within approximately 100-400 feet of the upper reaches of a tributary emptying into Bradley
Canyon, depending on where the upper tributary boundary is measured. The tributary is partially blocked
by a berm which has created a seasonal pond. This in-stream pond is located about 400 ft. to the north of
the Edmonston stockpile and the Phase II landfarm area.
Phase 2 of the proposed project will take place at 23 separate areas at various distances from the drainage.
Two of these areas, BC-4 and UCAL Well 35, are located within or adjacent to the streambed of the
Bradley Canyon drainage.
The site is located within the Santa Maria groundwater basin.
Water Resources Thresholds:
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A project is determined to have a significant effect on water resources if it would exceed established
threshold values which have been set for each overdrafted groundwater basin. These values were determined
based on an estimation of a basin’s remaining life of available water storage. If the project’s net new
consumptive water use [total consumptive demand adjusted for recharge less discontinued historic use]
exceeds the threshold adopted for the basin, the project’s impacts on water resources are considered
significant.
A project is also deemed to have a significant effect on water resources if a net increase in pumpage from a
well would substantially affect production or quality from a nearby well.
Water Quality Thresholds:
A significant water quality impact is presumed to occur if the project:
Is located within an urbanized area of the county and the project construction or redevelopment
individually or as a part of a larger common plan of development or sale would disturb one (1) or
more acres of land;
Increases the amount of impervious surfaces on a site by 25% or more;
Results in channelization or relocation of a natural drainage channel;
Results in removal or reduction of riparian vegetation or other vegetation (excluding non-native
vegetation removed for restoration projects) from the buffer zone of any streams, creeks or
wetlands;
Is an industrial facility that falls under one or more of categories of industrial activity regulated
under the NPDES Phase I industrial storm water regulations (facilities with effluent limitation;
manufacturing; mineral, metal, oil and gas, hazardous waste, treatment or disposal facilities;
landfills; recycling facilities; steam electric plants; transportation facilities; treatment works; and
light industrial activity);
Discharges pollutants that exceed the water quality standards set forth in the applicable NPDES
permit, the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) Basin Plan or otherwise impairs
the beneficial uses1 of a receiving water body;
Results in a discharge of pollutants into an “impaired” water body that has been designated as
such by the State Water Resources Control Board or the RWQCB under Section 303 (d) of the
Federal Water Pollution Prevention and Control Act (i.e., the Clean Water Act); or
Results in a discharge of pollutants of concern to a receiving water body, as identified by the
RWQCB.
In addition, regulations regarding wastewater treatment are governed by regulations inclusive of the
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan Prohibitions, the California Plumbing Code, the
County Code Septic System Ordinance (Article II of Chapter 29, 29-6 through 29-14), and Administrative
Practices of Environmental Health Services.
Impact Discussion:
The project would be supplied water from an existing private well located near Well 83. This well has been in
operation for a number of years, as it was used when the oilfield was in operation.
1

Beneficial uses for Santa Barbara County are identified by the Regional Water Quality Control Board
in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Coastal Basin, or Basin Plan, and include (among
others) recreation, agricultural supply, groundwater recharge, fresh water habitat, estuarine habitat,
support for rare, threatened or endangered species, preservation of biological habitats of special
significance.

Vintage Soil Remediation and Treatment/10LUP-00000-00223
Final Mitigated Negative Declaration

February 8, 2012
Page 47

(a) Changes in Water Movement. Less than Significant with Mitigation. Two remediation areas (BC-4
and UCAL Well 35 areas) are located within the Bradley Canyon drainage and would require temporary
work in streambed locations. However, project activities are planned to occur during the dry season when
the streambed is dry. In order to protect the drainage, a streambed alteration agreement (through CDFG)
and possibly a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Clean Water Act permit would be required prior to the start
of any grading activities and/or site work within jurisdictional areas in Bradley Canyon. CDFG typically
imposes standard creek protection conditions, and the Corps may impose additional conditions. As
required by these and County standard conditions, upon completion of work, the streambed will be
returned to its preconstruction condition. Impacts would be reduced to less than significant.
(b,c) Changes in Percolation Rates, Drainage patterns, Amounts of surface waters. Less than significant.
None of the proposed activities are expected to significantly alter percolation rates, surface waters or
drainage patterns.
(d) Discharge to Surface Waters. Less than Significant. The project involves the removal and redistribution of
three soil stockpiles containing metals, TPH, VOC’s and other contaminants. Soils would be placed in
windrows and treated with spent mushroom compost. The stockpiles are located within 500 ft. of a tributary
to Bradley Canyon Wash and a potential California tiger salamander breeding pond. The project would create
minor amounts of additional storm water runoff as a result of exposed soils. Activities such as grading could
also potentially create temporary runoff and erosion problems. Adherance to standard County grading,
erosion, and drainage-control measures would ensure that no significant increase of erosion or storm water
runoff would occur. Impacts would be reduced to less than significant.
(e,f) Flooding Hazards. Less Than Significant. None of the remediation areas are located in a mapped
floodway or floodplain. Therefore, no significant flooding hazards are expected to result from the project.
Impacts would be less than significant.
(g, h, i, j, k) Groundwater Effects; Water Supply. Less Than Significant. The project would involve the
excavation of soil for remediation of petroleum hydrocarbon impacts from historical oil field operations.
The excavations would be backfilled and compacted following excavation. Each of the excavation sites
would be restored and the soil stabilized. The proposed project would not decrease available surface or
groundwater supplies nor degrade groundwater quality. Water needed for dust suppression on the upland
portions of the project would be provided by an on-site water supply well and runoff minimized through
erosion control BMPs. The project’s impact on water supplies would therefore be less than significant.
l) Storm Water Pollutants. Less than Significant with Mitigation. There is some potential for discharge of

pollutants into the creek channels. Soil excavation activities would involve the excavation and
transportation of impacted soils at the Project Site. As discussed in Section 4.9 (Hazardous
Materials/Risk of Upset), preventative measures would be required to mitigate the potential for the release
of crude oil, fuels, or contaminated soil into the creek channel. The proposed landfarm treatment areas
would each be surrounded by a low earthen berm or other BMPs which would be designed to prevent
storm water runoff from discharging from the treatment areas. In addition, a secondary containment berm
would be constructed around the fuel sources related to construction equipment to prevent runoff in the
event of a spill. However, quantities of fuel kept onsite during the proposed project would be limited.
Cumulative Impacts:
The County’s Environmental Thresholds were developed, in part, to define the point at which a project’s
contribution to a regionally significant impact constitutes a significant effect at the project level. In this
instance, the project has been found not to exceed the threshold of significance for water resources.
Therefore, the project’s contribution to the regionally significant issues of water supplies and water
quality is not considerable, and is less than significant.
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Mitigation and Residual Impact:
The following mitigation measure would reduce the project’s water resource impacts to a less than significant
level:
24. WR-1: The applicant shall submit proof of exemption or a copy of the Notice of Intent to obtain
coverage under the Construction General Permit of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System issued by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board. Plan Requirements
and Timing: Prior to zoning clearance issuance the applicant shall submit proof of exemption or
a copy of the Notice of Intent and shall provide a copy of the required Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to P&D. A copy of the SWPPP must be maintained on the project site
during grading and construction activities.
MONITORING: P&D shall review the documentation prior to zoning clearance issuance. P&D
shall site inspect during construction for compliance with the SWPPP.
With the incorporation of this measure, residual impacts would be less than significant.

5.0

INFORMATION SOURCES

5.1

County Departments Consulted
Agricultural Commissioner’s Office (Stephanie Stark)
Santa Barbara County Fire (Matthew Chircop; Dwight Pepin)
Air Pollution Control District (Carly Wilburton)

5.2

Comprehensive Plan
X

X
5.3

Seismic Safety/Safety Element
Open Space Element
Coastal Plan and Maps
ERME

X

Conservation Element
Noise Element
Circulation Element

Other Sources
X
X
X

X
X
X

Field work
Calculations
Project plans
Traffic studies
Records
Grading plans
Elevation, architectural renderings
Published geological map/reports
Topographical maps

X
X
X
X
X

Ag Preserve maps
Flood Control maps
Other technical references
(reports, survey, etc.)
Planning files, maps, reports
Zoning maps
Soils maps/reports
Plant maps
Archaeological maps and reports
Other
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California Natural Diversity Database, 2011. 2011 Government Version.
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6.0

PROJECT SPECIFIC (short- and long-term) AND CUMULATIVE
IMPACT SUMMARY

The following is a summary of project -specific impacts:
Class I Impacts (Significant and Unavoidable):
None identified.
Class II Impacts (Potentially Significant and Subject to Mitigation):
Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geologic Processes, Hazardous Materials, Noise,
Water Resources.
Significant direct short- and long-term project specific impacts would be reduced to a less than significant
level through the implementation of the mitigation measures listed in the sections above.
Class III Impacts (Less than Significant):
Aesthetics, Agriculture, Land Use, Public Facilities, Recreation.
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The project would have no impacts on Energy, Historic Resources, and Recreation.
Cumulative Impacts:
With the implementation of the mitigation measures discussed above in each section, the proposed
project’s contribution to cumulative environmental impacts would not be substantial or significant.

7.0

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Will the proposal result in:
1. Does the project have the potential to substantially
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal, contribute significantly to greenhouse gas
emissions or significantly increase energy
consumption, or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?
2. Does the project have the potential to achieve shortterm to the disadvantage of long-term environmental
goals?
3. Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects and the effects of
probable future projects.)
4. Does the project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?
5. Is there disagreement supported by facts, reasonable
assumptions predicated upon facts and/or expert
opinion supported by facts over the significance of an
effect which would warrant investigation in an EIR ?
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The mandatory findings relate to specific questions in the CEQA guidelines, Section 15065. The
following discussion provides the rationale for each of the above conclusions.
1. The proposed site remediation activities would be performed in order to prevent further possible
degradation of the environment and to restore the work sites to a natural condition. However, the project
would have potentially significant effects on Air Quality, Biological and Cultural Resources, Geological
Resources, Hazardous Materials, Noise, and Water Resources. Mitigation Measures have been included to
reduce these impacts to less than significance. The project would result in temporary disruption to
approximately 0.38 acres (16,500 sq. ft.) of riparian and associated wetland habitats within the Project
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Site. This disruption, however, is not likely to reduce suitable habitat available to fish or wildlife species
or the overall health of flora and fauna communities once mitigation is incorporated, as discussed in
Section 4.4, Biological Resources. However, through informal consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, appropriate measures have been developed to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential
impacts to CRLF, and these measures are included in this document. Therefore, residual impacts of this
and all other potential impacts from the project are deemed less than significant.
2. The remediation project is deemed necessary to restore the Project Site and prevent the possible release
of potentially hazardous materials into the environment. The short-term, primarily above-ground, impacts
from the site remediation activities are limited in comparison to the long-term environmental benefits of
preventing potentially hazardous below-ground conditions from continuing or worsening. While some
above-ground, temporary habitat disruption is likely to occur within the stream and wetland areas,
possibly affecting riparian species, mitigations have been applied that will allow full restoration such that
the removal will improve overall conditions in the long-term.
3. The remediation of the 22 contaminated soil areas and stockpiles represents a step toward complete
demolition and reclamation of the Vintage oil and gas facilities on the Project Site. This project is not
likely to contribute significant negative impacts that would outweigh the positive cumulative effects of
completing the site remediation project. Though limited individual impacts may occur at each of the work
sites, all are proposed to be minimized and reduced to less than significant through the implementation of
the project mitigation measures. The cumulative impact of this project is not likely to be considerable in
any of the issue areas discussed above due to the fact that each prior project has been conditioned for
consistency with the County’s Comprehensive Plan, and to limit disruption to humans, fish and wildlife
species.
4. No substantial adverse effects to humans or the environment are anticipated to occur as a result of this
project. Please see the preceding impact analysis section of this document for more detail regarding
potential impacts to humans or the environment.
5. There is no known disagreement supported by facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts
and/or expert opinions supported by facts over the significance of an effect which would warrant
investigation in an EIR for this site remediation project. The following reports have been peer-reviewed
by the P&D staff biologist and/or other trustee agencies, and, with revisions incorporated, all were found
to meet the County’s guidelines and determined to be adequate for the project:
Garcia and Associates. June 22, 2011. Results of Aquatic Surveys for California Tiger
Salamander United California Lease, Northern Santa Barbara County, California.
Garcia and Associates. June 20, 2011. California Red-Legged Frog Surveys United California
Lease, Santa Maria, California.
The Garcia and Associates 2011 An Archaeological Surface Survey for the Vintage United California Soil
Remediation Project, Santa Maria, Santa Barbara County, California has been reviewed by Joyce
Gerber, the P&D staff archaeologist.
In addition, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Dept. of Fish and Game have reviewed the
above reports, and have or are in the process of conditioning and/or permitting the project.

8.0

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Not applicable. The proposed project does not have potential impacts that cannot be feasibly mitigated to less
than significant levels.
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9.0

INITIAL REVIEW OF PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH
APPLICABLE SUBDIVISION, ZONING AND COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN REQUIREMENTS

9.1

Zoning

The following applicable sections of the County Land Use and Development Code (Article 35) were
reviewed, and the proposed project was found to be consistent with them:
35.21.030 - Agricultural Zones, Allowable Land Uses
35.28.120 - Flood Hazard Area (FA) Overlay Zone
35.52.52 - Oil and Gas Facilities, Inland Area
35.60.040 - Archaeological Resources – Coastal Zone and Inland Area
35.82.110 – Planning Permit Processing Procedures
The site remediation activities fall within the definition of Development under the County Land Use and
Development Code (Article 35) as grading.
9.2
Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies
The proposed project is located in the unincorporated portion of Santa Barbara County and project
activities must comply with the County Comprehensive General Plan. Of the various general plan
elements adopted, the Land Use, Conservation, and Environmental Resource Management Elements
contain policies applicable to this project. Policies found in these elements that apply to the site
remediation project are listed below.
Land Use Element
Land Use Element Designation (and Zoning Designation)
Land Use Development Policy 4 (adequate facilities and services)
Land Use Development Policy 13 (oil and gas facilities reclaimed)
Streams and Creeks Policy 1 (minimize runoff and sedimentation in stream corridors)
Hillside and Watershed Protection Policies (protect soils and water quality)
Historical and Archaeological Sites Policies
Agricultural Element
Agricultural Designation
Agricultural Goals and Policies
Noise Element
Policies 1 and 2
Environmental Resources Management Element
Oak Habitat Policies
Conservation Element
Biological Resource Recommendations and Value Classifications (pg. 81) that rate endangered
species the highest in order of importance
Archaeological Recommendations
The proposed project was evaluated in light of each of these policies in the Land Use section of this
document and found to be consistent with them, either because the project poses no threat of impact in
these areas, incorporates preventative measures to address/prevent impacts in these areas, or will
implement mitigation measures to lessen impacts in these areas. No significant conflicts were discovered
between the project and these land use policies.
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10.0 RECOMMENDATION BY P&D STAFF
On the basis of the Initial Study, the staff of Planning and Development:
Finds that the proposed project WILL NOT have a significant effect on the environment and,
therefore, recommends that a Negative Declaration (ND) be prepared.
X

Finds that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures incorporated into the
REVISED PROJECT DESCRIPTION would successfully mitigate the potentially significant
impacts. Staff recommends the preparation of an ND. The ND finding is based on the assumption
that mitigation measures will be acceptable to the applicant; if not acceptable a revised Initial Study
finding for the preparation of an EIR may result.
Finds that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and recommends
that an EIR be prepared.
Finds that from existing documents (previous EIRs, etc.) that a subsequent document (containing
updated and site-specific information, etc.) pursuant to CEQA Sections 15162/15163/15164 should
be prepared.
Potentially significant unavoidable adverse impact areas:
With Public Hearing

X

Without Public Hearing

PREVIOUS DOCUMENT:
PROJECT EVALUATOR:

Melissa Mooney

DATE: 10-7-11

11.0 DETERMINATION BY ENVIRONMENTAL HEARING OFFICER
I agree with staff conclusions. Preparation of the appropriate document may proceed.
I DO NOT agree with staff conclusions. The following actions will be taken:
I require consultation and further information prior to making my determination.
SIGNATURE:______________________________

INITIAL STUDY DATE: ___________________________

SIGNATURE:______________________________

NEGATIVE DECLARATION DATE:________________

SIGNATURE:______________________________

REVISION DATE: ________________________________

SIGNATURE:______________________________

FINAL NEGATIVE DECLARATION DATE: _________
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12.0 ATTACHMENTS
Figure 1.
Figure 2.
Figure 3.
Figure 4.
Figure 5.

Site Location Map
Overview of Soil Remediation Project
Phase I Soil Remediation Project (Approximately 5 acres)
Phase II Soil Remediation Project (Approximately 4.5 acres and 22 excavation areas)
Close-up of Stockpile and Phase I and Phase II Landfarm Areas

Exhibit A – Air Emissions Estimate
Exhibit B - California Red-Legged Frog Breeding Season Survey Report, June 20, 2011
Exhibit C - California Red-Legged Frog Non-Breeding Season Survey Report, July 28, 2011
Exhibit D – Results of Aquatic Surveys for California Tiger Salamander, June 22, 2011
Exhibit E - Results of Aquatic Surveys for California Tiger Salamander, April, 2010
Exhibit F – Comments on Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
Exhibit G – Memorandum from Kent Reynolds of The Source Group to Melissa Mooney, Santa Barbara
County, regarding Truck Trips and Haul Routes
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