44 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This section describes the biological resources occurring within the project site and analyzes the
impacts of the proposed project on those resources.

4.4.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
4411  Methodology

A number of reports provide the basis for this analysis. A Biological Assessment Report was
prepared by Rachel Tierney and Lawrence Hunt in 2004 (Tierney and Hunt, 2004). This report
was subsequently revised in response to county peer review and requests for additional
information (Tierney and Hunt, 2006). Because no development was proposed on Parcel 6 at the
time the initial report was prepared, the study area did not include Parcel 6. The 2006 Tierney
and Hunt report documents results of field surveys conducted in February 2004; April and
September 2005; April and May 2006 (CA RLF protocol surveys); and August 2006 (CA RLF
protocol surveys). Refinements to vegetation maps were made in the field in August 2006. A
focused botanical survey for Southern tarplant was conducted on July 23, 2008 (Tierney, 2008).
This tarplant survey focused on the building envelopes and a 500 ft. buffer on or around six of
the seven proposed parcels. The 2006 report has been peer-reviewed and sections incorporated
into the EIR as appropriate. Where the EIR preparer had new or updated information based on
more recent site visits or analysis, changes have been made to the impact determinations and
descriptions of plant communities to clarify and provide additional detail where necessary for
CEQA purposes.

Surveys for California Red-Legged Frog and other aquatic wildlife were conducted by Hunt
and Associates in portions of Drainages #1, #2, and #4, in addition to Gato Creek (see Appendix
D in Tierney and Hunt, 2006). Paul Collins conducted additional CARLF surveys in 2008
(Collins, 2009). Raptor surveys were conducted in Fall of 2008 (Collins, 2009). Site visits by the
EIR preparer were conducted in September 2005, October 2008, and spring 2009. A summary of
all surveys and field visits is included in Table 4.4-1.

Table 4.4-1. Summary of Las Varas Ranch Biological Field Work.

Survey Date Survey type Surveyor Report Date
February 4 and 16, Preliminary biological Rachel Tierney | March 10, 2004
2004 letter report
April 27, 2005 Botanical and faunal Rachel Tierney | August 19, 2005

surveys and Lawrence | (Revised
Hunt September 10, 2006)
September 20, 2005 | Reconnaissance site Rachel Tierney, | N/A
visit Melissa
Mooney
April 27, 2005 CARLF Gato Creek and | Lawrence Hunt | Appendix D in
unnamed drainages on Tierney and Hunt
site September 10, 2006
April 30, May 24, CARLF - Gato Creek Lawrence Hunt | Appendix D in
August 9, 2006 and unnamed drainages Tierney and Hunt
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Survey Date Survey type Surveyor Report Date
on site September 10, 2006
July 23, 2008 and Southern and Gaviota Rachel Tierney | November 7, 2008
October 20, 2008 tarplant surveys letter report
October 20, 2008 Botanical surveys for Melissa Draft EIR
proposed trail along Las | Mooney and
Varas Creek and Rachel Tierney
development envelopes
for Parcels 5 and 6
October 20, 2008 Water line Survey Rachel Tierney | February 17, 2009
letter report
October 22, 2008 Botanical surveys for Melissa Draft EIR
Parcels 1,2, 3,4 and 5 Mooney
October 30, Four California Red- Paul Collins January 2, 2009
November 5, and legged Frog non-
November 7, 2008 breeding season
protocol surveys (2
daytime and 2
nighttime) in drainages
south of Highway 101
November 7 2008 - | Six focused raptor Paul Collins January 2, 2009
December 12, 2008 surveys
February 24, 2009 Spring botanical on Melissa Draft EIR
Parcels 4 and 5 Mooney
February 27, 2009 Vernal Pool Fairy Paul Collins March 26, 2009
Shrimp, Tidewater
Goby
March 3, 2009 Spring botanical on Melissa Draft EIR
Parcels 1,2, and 3 Mooney
March 30, 2009 Spring botanical on Melissa Draft EIR
Parcel 7 Mooney
April 14, 2009 Spring botanical Melissa Draft EIR
Mooney
May 13, 2009 Spring botanical on Melissa Draft EIR
Parcel 6 Mooney
September 17, 2009, | Tidewater goby Rosie October 2009
October 19, 2009 protocol surveys Thompson
September 15, 2010, | Tidewater goby Rosie November 12, 2010
October 22, 2010 protocol surveys Thompson
4412  Existing Conditions

Overview of the Plant Communities Occurring on the Ranch

The 1,784-acre complex of parcels is situated between Las Varas Canyon and Las Llagas
Canyon. Gato Canyon and a number of smaller drainages occur between these coastal
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watersheds. Tierney and Hunt (2006) identified six broad habitat types within the study area
(excluding parcel six): (1) purple needlegrass series; (2) California annual grassland series (non-
native annual grassland); (3) California sagebrush series; (4) California sycamore series (Gato
Creek); (5) coast live oak series; and (6) Eucalyptus series. This EIR recognizes additional types
and subtypes, and uses slighty different terminology to correspond more closely to field
observations and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) “List of California
Terrestrial Natural Communities Recognized by the California Natural Diversity Database”
(CDFG, 2003) and the newly-published Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf,
and Evans, 2009).

The 26 EIR-identified vegetation types and subtypes that are mapped on site are described
below. The closest CDFG (2003) numerical code is listed in parentheses after each community
type. This code is used by CDFG to indicate where a particular grouping falls in the overall
classification scheme. The numbers in the code relate to physiognomy, type of habitat (e.g.,
riparian), floristic alliance, and association, such that those with similar numbers are generally
more closely related and generally fall near each other in the classification. For example, note
that the two types of needlegrass native grasslands occurring on site have codes beginning with
the number 41. This number also helps the reader find the specific plant community being
referred to in the 2003 CDFG List. A list of the natural or semi-natural communities present on
site is included in Table 4.4-2. The locations and distribution of these vegetation communities
are shown graphically on Figures 4.4-1 through 4.4-5.

Herbaceous Vegetation

Native Grasslands: Purple needlegrass grasslands (41.150.00). Extensive stands of purple
needlegrass (Nassella pulchra) were once common throughout portions of California. Now, in
southern California especially, the community has been reduced to small patches of the
perennial bunchgrass co-mingling with more aggressive non-native annual grasses, broadleaf
weeds, and other native species. On Las Varas Ranch, stands or patches of native grasslands
were noted on all parcels during field surveys for the EIR. Large stands with dense cover of
purple needlegrass were located: (1) on the ocean bluff in Parcel 1 south of the development
envelope (2.25 acres); (2) west of Gato Creek in Parcel 2 (0.20 acres within the DE; additional 2.0
acres outside the DE) and (3) east of Gato Creek on Parcel 4 (0.5 acres, northwest corner).
Additional smaller stands were noted on Parcels 4 and 5, and east, west, and south of the
initially-proposed development envelope for Parcel 7 (acreage not calculated). On Parcel 6,
patches were noted at the north end of the upper DE (6¢c), and along the interface between
coastal sage scrub and grassland habitats on the ridges. The purple needlegrass series is
considered rare by CDFG (2003). The Nasella pulchra Herbaceous Alliance has a global
ranking of G4, and State ranking of S3 (Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans, 2009).! Associated
species include Brodiaea jolonensis, Dichelostemma capitatum, Grindelia camporum, and Sisyrinchium
bellum.

1 Rankings are based on the NatureServe Heritage Program methodology. The G indicates the alliance’s rarity and threat globally,
and the S indicates the alliance’s rarity and threat in California. See www.natureserve.org. All communities with a global or state
ranking of 3 or below are considered rare.
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4.4 Biological Resources

Table 4.4-2. Natural and Semi-Natural Communities Occurring on the Las Varas Site and
Corresponding State Rarity Rankings.?

Herbaceous Vegetation

Native Perennial Grasslands Ranking
Hordeum brachyantherum Herbaceous Alliance Meadow barley patches G4 53
Nassella lepida Provisional Herbaceous Alliance Foothill needle grass grassland G3S3
Nassella pulchra Herbaceous Alliance Purple needle grass grassland G4 53
Non-Native Annual (California Annual Grasslands)

Avena (fatua, barbata) Semi-natural herbaceous | Wild oats grasslands N/A
Stands

Brassica (nigra) and other Mustards Semi-natural | Upland mustards N/A
herbaceous Stands

Bromus  (diandrus,  hordeaceous) -Brachypodium | Annual brome grasslands N/A
distachyon Semi-natural Herbaceous Stands

Lolium perenne Semi-natural Herbaceous Stands Perennial rye grass fields? N/A
Hordeum marinum ssp gussonianum | Mediterranean barley stands N/A

association (non-native)
Non-Native Perennial

Phalaris aquatica Semi-Natural Herbaceous Stands Harding grass swards N/A
Ehrharta calycina Veldt grass stands N/A
Shrublands

Sage Scrub

Artemisia californica Shrubland Alliance California sagebrush scrub G555

A. californica/Nassella pulchra association May be of
Local
concern

A. californica/Nassella lepida association May be of
Local
concern

Baccharis pilularis Shrubland Alliance Coyote brush scrub G555

Hazardia squarrosa Shrubland Alliance Sawtooth goldenbush scrub G3S3

H. squarrosa/Nassella pulchra association May be of
Local
concern

Lupinus arboreus Shrubland Alliance Yellow bush lupine scrub G454

Rhus integrifolia Shrubland Alliance Lemonade berry scrub G3S3

Salvia leucophylla Shrubland Alliance Purple sage scrub G4 54

Chaparral

2 Based on Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evens 2009. Rankings are assigned by the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB). The ranking includes a Global rank (G rank), describing the rank for a given taxon over its entire
distribution, and State rank (S rank), describing the rank for the taxon over its state distribution. G1 would be most
rare, defined as a taxon with less than 6 viable element occurrences OR less than 1,000 individuals OR less than 2,000
acres. G5 would be demonstrably secure due to being commonly found in the world. The State rank is assigned much
the same way as the global rank, except state ranks in California often include a threat designation.

3 Lolium can be annual or perennial, and some botanists treat the subspecies multiflorum and perenne as separate
species (e.g., Jepson Manual, Flora of North America). According to Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf and Evens (2009), most
vegetation studies treat the plants as annual. Since the species have not been distinguished in this analysis, and
Lolium on this site usually occurs with other annuals, it is included with annual grasslands here.
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Cercocarpus montanus Shrubland Alliance Birch leaf mountain mahogany | G5 5S4

chaparral

Other Shrublands

Salix lasiolepis Shrubland Alliance Arroyo willow thickets G454

Tamarix spp. Semi-natural Shrubland Stands Tamarisk thickets N/A

Woodlands

Eucalyptus (globulus, camaldulensis) Semi-Natural | Eucalyptus groves N/A

Woodland Stands

Platanus racemosa Woodland Alliance California sycamore woodlands | G3 S3

(Riparian)

P. racemosa-Quercus agrifolia association Coast live oak riparian woodland | None-
locally
sensitive

Quercus agrifolian Woodland Alliance Coast live oak woodland G554

Native Grasslands: Foothill needlegrass grasslands (41.110.00). Stands dominated by foothill
needlegrass (Nasella lepida), were noted on Parcel 1 at the bluff, and more are likely present at
higher elevations. It typically co-occurs with California sagebrush and other coastal scrub
species. The foothill needlegrass series is considered rare by CDFG (2003). The Nasella lepida
Provisional Herbaceous Alliance currently has a global rank of G3 and State rank of S3
(Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans, 2009).

Native Grasslands: Meadow barley patches (42.052.00). Extensive stands of meadow barley
were noted during the 2009 field surveys for the EIR. The largest stands were noted on Parcel 4,
associated with the swales, drainages, and seeps. None were noted within the development
envelope, however. The meadow barley series is considered rare by CDFG (2003). The Hordeum
brachyantherum Provisional Herbaceous Alliance has a global rank of G4 and a State rank of
S3 (Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans, 2009).

California Annual Grassland (Non-Native grassland) types. Non-native grassland, referred to
as the California Annual Grassland series by Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995), occurs over
extensive areas of the lower slopes of the ranch and in most of the proposed development
envelopes. The most common species found on the ranch are: ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus),
soft brome (Bromus hordeaceous) red brome (Bromus madritensis subsp. rubens), italian ryegrass
(Lolium multiflorum), and wild oats (Avena fatua). Non-native broadleaf weedy species mixed in
with the grasses include rose clover (Trifolium hirtum), mustards (Brassica sp.), and wild radish
(Raphanus sativus).

The Non-Native Annual Grassland of Holland (1986) is similar to Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf’s
(1995) description of the California Annual Grassland Series, which is now part of the
Herbaceous Vegetation category of Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans (2009). In the new Manual
of California Vegetation, Grassland in general has been broken down into a number of alliances
and provisional alliances based on, for example: habitat (dry or wet), life form (perennial vs.
annual), characteristic species, and the percentage of native vs. non-native dominants. Holland
(1986) described annual grasslands as predominantly undisturbed plant communities
dominated by a mixture of introduced annual grasses (genera including Avena, Bromus,
Hordeum, Lolium, and Vulpia) and called them non-native grasslands. However, since then,
there have been a number of studies that have described additional subtypes. For example,
many stands dominated by annuals have been recently described by Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf and
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4.4 Biological Resources

Evans (2009). These include Bromus (diandrus, hordeaceus)-Brachypodium distachyon semi-natural
stands; Centaurea (solstitialis, melitensis) semi-natural stands; and Brassica (nigra) and other
mustards semi-natural stands. Many of the dominants have Cal-IPC (California Invasive Plant
Council) ratings of Moderate and/or Limited. Mapping these stands separately on the Las
Varas site would be a major task, and is beyond the scope of most EIRs. Instead, these areas
have been mapped as California Annual Grassland. In general, these areas contain less than
10% relative cover of native grassland species.

Possible alliances, or series, present on the Ranch may include soft or annual brome grasslands
(42.040.02), wild oats grasslands (44.150.00), and Italian ryegrass grasslands. Fascicled tarplant
(Hemizonia fasciculata) becomes abundant in many of these areas as the season progresses. Again,
these areas have been mapped as California Annual Grasslands (CAG).

Occasionally native shrubs and herbs are found scattered throughout the non-native grasses.
These include sawtooth goldenbush (Hazardia squarrosa), fiddleneck (Amsinckia spectabilis ssp
microcarpa), blue eyed grass (Sisyrinchium bellum), and coyotebrush (Baccharis pilularis). Native
grasses such as purple needlegrass (Nassella pulchra) and coast melic (Melica imperfecta) are
occasionally found as single individuals or, more commonly, as small stands within the non-
native grassland or the open edges of the coastal scrub vegetation. Where these native species
tended to dominate, separate polygons were mapped.

Non-native perennial grassland stands recognized in the new Manual include Phalaris aquatica
and Pennisetum setaceum Semi-Natural Herbaceous Stands. At Las Varas, an additional
perennial type is present, the Ehrharta calycina Semi-Natural Herbaceous Stands. These non-
native perennial stands are described below.

Harding Grass (Phalaris aquatica) swards; Non-native Perennial Grasslands (42.051.00). Many
grassland areas on the project site are dominated almost exclusively by harding grass (Phalaris
aquatica), to the exclusion of other plant species. Harding grass is an invasive exotic species, listed
as moderately invasive by Cal IPC (2006). As such, it has substantial ecological impacts on
physical processes, plant and animal communities, and vegetation structure. This plant
community is most abundant on Parcels 1, 2, and 6. On Parcel 6, it covers a majority of the upper
development envelope (6¢). This community most closely resembles the Phalaris aquatica Semi-
Natural Herbaceous Stands of Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans (2009).

Veldt Grass (Ehrharta calycina) Non-native Perennial Grasslands (no CDFG code identified).
Like harding grass, veldt grass is an invasive exotic, often establishing after disturbance. It is
listed as highly invasive by Cal IPC (2006). The community type dominated by this species is
prevalent within the development envelope on Parcel 7, but small stands were noted in many
other areas. It is not recognized as an Alliance in Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans (2009).

Shrublands

Coastal Sage Scrub: California Sagebrush Scrub (32.010.00). (Including Holland Venturan
coastal sage scrub -32.190.00, and coastal bluff scrub -31.200.00). The Tierney report recognized
three forms of this association of low, drought tolerant shrubs, also known as Venturan coastal
sage scrub (in part): (1) California sagebrush scrub; (2) coastal bluff scrub, or lemonadeberry
sage scrub; and (3) a Lupine association found on sandy soils. The first (most common) form,
California sagebrush scrub, is dominated by sagebrush (Artemesia californica), with lesser
amounts of coyotebrush (Baccharis pilularis), giant wild ryegrass (Leymus californica), and poison
oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum). This less diverse form of the community occurs primarily on the
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outer edges of drainages and swales and on hillsides. In some areas, the understory is
dominated by purple or foothill needlegrass; this community has been mapped as a California
sagebrush/purple needlegrass sage scrub (32.010.04). The Artemisia californica Shrubland
Alliance has a global ranking of G5 and a State ranking of S5 (Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans,
2009).

Coastal Sage Scrub: Coyotebrush Scrub (32.060.00). In some areas on site, coyotebrush entirely
dominates or co-dominates the sage scrub stand, and it is possible to differentiate this type from
coastal sage scrub. This may be merely a subtype of the above, but it is recognized as an alliance
by Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans (2009), and was therefore mapped separately. The Baccharis
pilularis Shrubland Alliance has a global ranking of G5, and a state ranking of S5.

Coastal Sage Scrub: Lemonadeberry Scrub (31.200.00). A more diverse variation of the sage
scrub community, called coastal bluff scrub in the Tierney report, is established on ocean-facing
bluffs, where lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia) and encelia (Encelia californica) occur along with
the other dominants mentioned above. Understory herbs noted along the bluffs include figwort
(Scrophularia californica) and sticky cinquefoil (Potentilla glandulosa). The Rhus integrifolia
Shrubland Alliance has a global ranking of G3, and a State ranking of S3. A similar form is
considered rare in the Santa Monica Mountains (CDFG and CNPS 2006).

Coastal Sage Scrub: Yellow Bush Lupine Scrub (32.080.00). The third type of sage scrub
recognized in the Tierney report, yellow bush lupine scrub, was found within proposed Parcel
1, where Baywood loamy sand, a soil formed in windblown deposits on old sand dunes,
supports plants adapted to these excessively drained (sandy) conditions. Found with the
sometimes sparse vegetation was coastal bush lupine (Lupinus arboreus) and sun cup (Camissonia
cheiranthifolia ssp. cheiranthifolia). Pockets of sandy soil such as this are also known to occur with
soils of the Concepcion series. The Lupinus arboreus Shrubland Alliance has a global ranking of
G4 and a State ranking of S4 (Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans, 2009).

Coastal Sage Scrub: Sawtooth Goldenbush Scrub (32.055.00). This community type, containing
roughly greater than 10 percent cover of coastal golden bush (Hazardia squarrosa), was noted on
the southern edge of the northern development area on Parcel 6 (western portion of 6c). It co-
occurs with purple needlegrass and common goldenstar (Bloomeria crocea). The Hazardia
squarrosa Shrubland Alliance has a global ranking of G3, and a State ranking of S3 (Sawyer,
Keeler-Wolf, and Evans, 2009).

Coastal Sage Scrub: Purple Sage Scub (32.090.00). Also on Parcel 6, adjacent to the development
envelope, are stands dominated by purple sage (Salvia leucophylla). These areas were mapped
separately from other coastal sage scrub types, as they most closely resemble the Salvia
leucophylla Shrubland Alliance (Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans, 2009). This alliance has a
global ranking of G4, and a state ranking of S4.

Chaparral: Birchleaf Mountain Mahogany Chaparral (37.600.00). Only small amounts of
chaparral are mapped onsite, but there is likely additional acreage at higher, dryer elevations on
Parcel 6. One area was noted east of the development envelope. It is dominated by mountain
mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloides), and most closely resembles the Mesic North Slope Chaparral of
Holland (1986). In the 2009 Manual, Cercocarpus montanus var. glaber is considered to be a synonym
of C. betuloides. Therefore, this Alliance is called the Cercocarpus montanus Shrubland Alliance,
which has a Global ranking of G5 and a State ranking of S4 (Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans,
2009).
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Woodlands

Riparian: California Sycamore Woodlands (61.310.00). Gato, Las Varas, and Las Llagas Creeks
all contain California sycamore woodlands vegetation. Gato Creek runs the length of the subject
parcels, and occupies a broad floodplain south of U.S. Highway 101, encompassing several
meandering, braided low flow channels. An open, mature western sycamore (Platanus racemosa)
woodland covers the flat floodplain, with clumps of arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) hugging the
channel’s edge. Sagebrush scrub and grassland species are found on higher ground throughout
the floodplain. Coast live oaks become abundant on slopes that climb to higher terraces. The
California sycamore series is a CDFG rare community type (CDFG, 2003). This community most
closely resembles the Southern Sycamore-alder riparian forest of Holland (1986), and the
Platanus racemosa Woodland Alliance of Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans (2009). This woodland
alliance has a global rank of G3, and a state rank of S3.

Two additional riparian types present on site include California sycamore/coast live oak
riparian woodland (61.311.00) along Gato and Las Varas creeks, and arroyo willow riparian
woodland (61.201.00). The latter occurs as a coastal seep on the bluff of Parcel 1. The Salix
lasiolepis Shrubland Alliance has a global ranking of G4 and a State ranking of S4 (Sawyer,
Keeler-Wolf, and Evans, 2009).

The streams and creeks on the Las Varas site are summarized in Table 4.4-3.

Table 4.4-3. Streams and Drainages on the Las Varas Ranch Site (East to West).

Creek/Drainage Primary Vegetation Approximate Potential Impacts
Length (feet)
Las Varas Creek, | Sycamore Riparian (with 2,800 from Deeply, incised; Trail
Parcel 5 arroyo willow, coast live oak, | confluence to proposed on west bank
and Eucalyptus) mouth
Las Varas Creek, | Sycamore Riparian Not measured None
Parcel 6
Drainage 1, Eucalyptus overstory; sparse | 100 Possible 100 ft. buffer
Parcel 5 understory encroachment
Drainage 1, Eucalyptus overstory; sparse | 2,600 None
Parcel 4 understory
Drainage 2, Eucalyptus overstory; 100 None
Parcel 2 grassland understory
Drainage 2, Eucalyptus, potential 2,500 None
Parcel 4 wetlands, and annual
grasslands with seasonal
pools
Drainage 3 (Gato | Sycamore Riparian 2,000 Road crossing
Creek), Parcel 4
Gato Creek, Sycamore Riparian 1,000 Significant
Parcel 2 encroachment into
buffer
Gato Creek, Sycamore Riparian 2,000 Road crossing
Parcel 3
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Creek/Drainage Primary Vegetation Approximate Potential Impacts
Length (feet)

Drainage 4, Cypress/Coast live oak/ 1,650 None

Parcel 1 Sugarbush

Drainage 4, Eucalyptus 300 None

Parcel 3

Las Llagas Creek | Coast live oak riparian 1,100 None

tributary, Parcel

3

Las Llagas Sycamore Riparian Not measured | None

Creek, Parcel 7

Oak Woodlands: Coast Live Oak Woodlands. Coast live oaks (Quercus agrifolia) are found in a
number of different settings on the Ranch: they occur (1) individually within coastal grasslands;
(2) within riparian situations (the lower reach of Drainages #2 and #3, and the outer edges of
Gato Creek riparian canopy); (3) within deep swales (above U.S. Highway 101 in Parcel 7) and
(4) on mesic north-facing slopes. The oak canopy varies from sparse (mapped as woodlands) to
dense (mapped as forest). Understory species within the oak canopy are often similar,
regardless of whether the oaks are next to a creek or clustered within a grassland, as these
associated species are surviving in the location due to the amount of shade and moisture
retention offered by the oak trees more than the amount of ground or surface water available
from any nearby stream. The series, or alliances, most likely include Coast Live Oak Forest and
Woodland (71.060.00), and Southern Sycamore-Alder Riparian Woodland (61.312.00),
specifically the California Sycamore-Coast Live Oak association (61.312.01) described by
Keeler-Wolf et al. (1994). The boundary between this type and the California Sycamore series is
not always clear without detailed ground-truthing; mapping for the EIR should be considered
to be very general. The Quercus agrifolia Woodland Alliance has a global ranking of G5, and a
State ranking of 54 (Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans, 2009).

Common species associated with oak habitat at the Ranch include: mugwort (Artemisia
douglasiana), poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), monkeyflower (Mimulus aurantiacus), poison
hemlock (Conium maculatum), figwort (Scrophularia californica), hummingbird sage (Salvia
spathacea), and wood mint (Stachys bullata).

Eucalyptus Woodlands; Eucalyptus Semi-Natural Stands (79.100.00). The canopies of Drainage
#1 and the northern reach of Drainage #2 on Parcels 4 and 5 are composed entirely of mature
blue gum trees (Eucalyptus globulus). This equates to the Eucalyptus series of Sawyer and
Keeler-Wolf (1995), and the Eucalyptus (globulus, camaldulensis) Semi-Natural Woodland Stands
of Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans (2009). There is no comparable CDFG type for this series.
The ground layer in this community is often very sparse. Understory species include occasional
non-native grasses and herbs such as clover (Trifolium hirtum), ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum), and
watercress (Rorippa nasturtium-aquaticum), which occurs within small pools of standing water.
Eucalyptus trees are also present on Parcels 1 and 3 (Drainage #4). The Eucalyptus forests in
drainages #1 and #4 contain mapped monarch butterfly environmentally sensitive habitat. As
Eucalyptus is non-native, the type is not rated by Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evans (2009).
However, the species has a Cal-IPC rating of Moderate.
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Three additional tree types are present and were mapped on the ranch: Cypress Woodlands,
Tamarisk Windrows, and Orchards. All are planted, and are not naturally-occurring stands.
Approximately 198 acres of the ranch are in lemon and avocado production.

Potential Wetlands: Seasonal seeps. Wetland areas were noted, but not described in detail, in the
Tierney report. Parcels 4 and 5 were noted to contain the most and the largest of these potential
wetland areas. On Parcel 4, at least two areas were noted: (1) a seasonal swale northeast of the DE;
and; (2) a seasonal swale just west of Drainage #2 which eventually drains into Drainage #2. A
unique rocky flat in the northwest corner of Parcel 4 initially had the characteristics of a vernal
tlat, but further study indicates that it fits better into purple needlegrass native grasslands, based
on the identification of Brodiaea cf jolonensis in the area.

On Parcel 5, a number of areas were noted: (1) an irrigation-pipe seep within the development
envelope just south of the existing residence; (2) a vernal depression containing rushes and native
grasses on the southwestern corner of the development envelope; and (3) a vernal depression
surrounding a group of Eucalyptus just south of the development envelope. These potential
wetlands are summarized in Table 4.4-4. Because no wetland delineation has been completed,
wetland community types are not fully characterized. The types on the Las Varas site most closely
resemble the Freshwater Seep and/or Coastal Brackish Marsh of Holland (1986). In terms of
Global and State rankings, only one clearly fits into an Alliance described in Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf,
and Evans, (2009). This type, the spreading (western) rush marsh (Juncus patens Provisional
Herbaceous Alliance) (CDFG 45.564.00), has been ranked as G4 and S4. Two other associations
noted on site appear to fit the CDFG (2003) classification as (1) Brass buttons marsh (Cotula
coronopifolia semi-natural stands) (52.209.00); and (2) yard rush (Juncus occidentalis) riparian
grasslands (45.560.00). Yard rush is a species that is locally common in moist areas and vernal
pools.

Table 4.4-4. Potential Wetlands on the Las Varas Ranch Site.

Name Apprsoi)z(zmate Predominant Vegetation Potential Impacts
Parcel 5 0.3 acres Bermed impoundment with None
Agricultural Pond cattails (Typha sp., OBL), bulrush,
(W-1) and several willows (Collins 2009)
Parcel 5 DE 0.05 acres Freshwater Seep with Juncus Within development
“pipe” seep (W-2) bufonius, FACW; Trifolium envelope; permanent loss if
subterraneum, Plantago lanceolata, not avoided.
FAC; Trifolium wormskioldii, FACW
Parcel 5 SW 0.1 acres; Yard Rush (Juncus occidentalis, Within development
corner DE marsh | Polygon 3: FACW) Marsh Grasslands with |. | envelope; permanent loss if
grasslands (W-3) bufonius not avoided.
Parcel 5 0.2 acres Yard Rush (Juncus occidentalis) Within fuel management
“Eucalyptus” Marsh Grasslands with J. bufonius | zone; minimal impact if
marsh grasslands mowing is restricted.
(W-4)
Parcel 5 NW 0.1 acres Freshwater Marsh with None
corner Mediterranean barley (Hordeum
swale/marsh (W- marinum ssp. gussonianum, FAC),
10)
Possibly yard rush
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Name Ap pgc;zzmate Predominant Vegetation Potential Impacts
Parcel 4, Drainage | 0.5 acres Freshwater Marsh with Rorippa None
#2, seep 4 nasturtium-aquaticum, OBL;
(“fence” wetland; Distichlis spicata, FACW; Polypogon
W-5) interruptus, OBL; P. monspeliensis,
FACW; Hordeum brachyantherum,
FACW;
Parcel 4, Drainage | 0.03 acres Brass Buttons (Cotula coronopifolia, | None
#2, scour pool FACW) Marsh with Scirpus cf
(W-6) cernuus, OBL
Parcel 4, orchard | 0.2 acres (not | Brass Buttons Marsh with None
seep (W-7) including Mediterranean barley (Hordeum
tributary) marinum ssp. gussonianum, FEAC)
Parcel 4, seep 3 | 0.1 acres (not | Brass Buttons Marsh with None
and tributary (W- | including Mediterranean barley (Hordeum
8) tributary) marinum ssp. gussonianum, FAC),
rabbit’s-foot grass (Polypogon
monspeliensis) and meadow barley
(Hordeum brachyantherum)
Parcel 4, seep 2 | 0.06 acres (not | Spreading Rush (Juncus patens, Portions of development
and tributary (W- | including FAC) Grasslands with pools; envelope are within the 100
9) tributary) Juncus bufonius, ]. occidentalis, Poa ft. buffer
annua, FACW, along the tributary
Parcel 4, vernal 0.05 acres Patches of dwarf Brodiaea (Brodiaea | None
flat cf jolonensis, NL), unidentifiable to
species at time of survey, occurring
with Nassella pulchra
Parcel 1 arroyo 0.10 Arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) and | None
willow seep Arundo donax, FACW, seep

Of the species on the above list, all cattails (Typha sp.), watercress, ditch beard grass, and low
clubrush are classified as obligate (OBL) wetland plants by Reed (1988), meaning that they
almost always occur in wetlands (99% of the time). Toad rush, yard rush, saltgrass, rabbit’s-foot
grass, meadow barley, brass buttons, annual blue grass, six-weeks fescue, giant reed, and
arroyo willow are classified as facultative wetland (FACW) plants, meaning that they usually
occur in wetlands (67-99% of the time), but they are occasionally found in non-wetlands (Reed
1988). English plantain is classified as facultative (FAC), meaning that the plant is equally likely
to occur in wetlands or non-wetlands (34-66% of the time).

Harding grass, (Phalaris aquatica), not on the above list, and Mediterranean barley are classified
as facultative plus (FAC+), meaning that they have a tendency to occupy the higher end of the
FAC category range (e.g., 40-66% of the time in wetlands) (Reed 1988). Six-weeks fescue is rated
differently in Reed 1988 and USFWS (1996), an unofficial more updated list; USFWS considers
Six-weeks fescue to be FACU, meaning it usually occurs in non-wetlands.

A formal wetland delineation was not conducted as part of this EIR.
Plant Communities on Specific Parcels

Proposed Parcel 1 would be 55 acres. It is located on the coastal bluff between the railroad
tracks and the ocean, and is crossed by Drainage #4 (see Figure 4.4-2). It contains primarily
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annual grassland dominated by non-natives such as ripgut brome, wild oats and red brome.
Other plant communities present include oak woodlands, Eucalyptus woodlands, Cypress
stands, Venturan coastal sage scrub, coastal bluff scrub, purple needlegrass native grassland,
foothill needlegrass native grassland, and the yellow bush lupine scrub (Lupinus arboreus)
association. The latter occurs in a sandy soil area just outside (north of) the proposed
development envelope. In some areas (e.g., west of Drainage #4), harding grass becomes the
sole dominant of the grassland.

Potential wetlands. Two arroyo willow seeps are located on the bluff edge.

The development envelope (DE) would be five acres and is located on the eastern third of the
lot. The recommendations in the 2006 biological report led to a slight repositioning of the
development envelope such that it is now located primarily in annual grasslands and largely
avoids native grasslands and the yellow bush lupine scrub associations that occur nearby. Large
dense stands of native grasslands dominated by purple and foothill needlegrass are present on
the bluff south of the DE. Access would be from the north, on the east side of Drainage #4.

Proposed Parcel 2 would be 58 acres. It is also located on the coastal bluff between the railroad
tracks and the ocean. It contains the riparian corridor and floodplain of Gato Creek, in addition
to broad flat, terraces on either side of the main Gato Creek corridor. The parcel extends easterly
for quite a distance along the bluff south of the UPRR, encompassing the mouths of Drainages
#1 and #2 (see Figure 4.4-3). The parcel overall contains annual grassland dominated by
Harding grass, purple needlegrass native grasslands, Venturan (coyotebrush) coastal sage
scrub, lemonadeberry coastal bluff scrub, coast live oak woodlands, and California sycamore
riparian. Approximately 8,950 sq. ft. (0.2 acres) of native grasslands is located within the DE.
The California Red-Legged Frog and the coast range newt have been documented in Gato Creek
on this parcel (Tierney and Hunt, 2006).

The development envelope would be approximately 2.5 acres and is located on a secondary
terrace adjacent to the riparian corridor. As with Parcel 1, since the preparation of the 2006
report, the development envelope has been slightly reduced in size, primarily on its eastern
edge next to Gato Creek, in order to avoid one identified native grassland area. Portions of the
development envelope, however, are within 100 feet of the main top-of-bank of the creek, and
within approximately 50 feet from the edge of California Sycamore/Coast Live Oak Riparian
Woodland (CS/CLO) riparian vegetation at one point. The primary plant communities in the
development envelope include grassland dominated by herbaceous plants such as harding
grass and mustard, purple needlegrass native grasslands, coyotebrush coastal sage scrub, and
coastal bluff scrub. The access road for this parcel would come from the northwest corner after
crossing the northern portion of Parcel 1.

Proposed Parcel 3 would be 100 acres. It is situated between Gato Creek on the east and Las
Llagas Creek on the west, north of the UPRR tracks. It contains primarily annual grasslands;
however, two large avocado orchards have recently been planted in the central portion of the
parcel. Plant communities include annual grasslands, Eucalyptus woodlands, agricultural
(avocado orchards), harding grass swards, Venturan (California) coastal sage scrub, California
sycamore riparian, coast live oak woodlands, and a few small patches of purple needlegrass
native grassland. Sensitive resources include Monarch butterfly site #53 in Drainage #4 (Meade,
1999), and California Red-Legged Frog and coast range newt in Gato Creek to the east (see
Figure 4.4-2).
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Potential wetlands. Patches of yard, or spreading, rush occur along the drainage emptying in to
Las Llagas Creek.

The development envelope would be approximately 3.5 acres, and is located north of one of the
avocado orchards on the west side of Gato Creek. It consists primarily of annual grasslands
dominated by filaree, vetch, fascicled tarplant, and turkey mullein. Scattered California
sagebrush is also present. Access would be via an existing paved ranch road that crosses Gato
Creek on the east side of the parcel.

Proposed Parcel 4 would be 147 acres. It is situated between Gato Creek, which forms the
western boundary of the lot, and Drainage #1, which forms the eastern boundary of the lot (see
Figure 4.4-3). It contains annual grasslands; potential wetlands dominated by harding grass,
meadow barley, Mediterranean barley, and various rush species; purple needlegrass native
grasslands, meadow barley native grasslands, Eucalyptus woodlands, and Venturan Coastal
sage scrub. A secondary drainage (Drainage #2), receiving runoff from two seasonal seeps is
also present. This parcel contains several barns and an existing residence. A developed lemon
orchard is located in the northeastern corner. Sensitive resources include Monarch butterfly site
#54 in Drainage #1, California Red-legged frog in Gato Creek, possibly two-striped garter snake
in Drainage #2, seasonal seeps and swales, native grasslands, and riparian and possibly
wetland habitats in Gato Creek and other drainages. A small native grassland area is located in
the northwestern corner as evidenced by an abundance of Brodiaea sp. bulblets seen in 2009 and
2010. The species is presumed to be Brodiaea jolonensis.

Potential Wetlands. During the March 2009 surveys conducted by the EIR preparer, W-9, a
potential wetland that was first identified in the Tierney report, contained at least two species of
rushes, Juncus patens and |. occidentalis, pockets of Brodiaea bulblets, pools of standing water, and
extensive stands of harding grass on and adjacent to the banks. The wetland tends to follow a
swale south to Drainage #2, and patches of meadow barley native grassland are located on the
northeast side of the swale. W-8, located further east, is a Brass buttons marsh, also following a
swale to Drainage #2. This wetland is dominated by Mediterranean barley and meadow barley.
Three additional areas were noted during the EIR surveys as noted in Table 4.4-4: (1) W-5, at
the SW corner of the lemon grove within Drainage #2, (2) W-6, within Drainage #2 below the
confluence with the W-8 wetland, and (3) W-7, just south of the center of the lemon grove.

The development envelope would be five acres and is mostly developed or landscaped. Annual
grasslands with scattered coyotebrush predominate outside the developed areas and away from
the drainage. It is situated just east of Gato Creek where existing barns and a residence are
located. As mentioned above, a swale and seasonal seep dominated by harding grass and
native grasslands are located to the north. Coast live oak woodlands, California sycamore
riparian woodlands, and Venturan coastal sage scrub are within 100 feet of the development
envelope boundaries. Access would be from the existing road across the northern portion of the
parcel, turning south and east on the east side of Gato Creek to reach the development
envelope.

Proposed Parcel 5 would be 157 acres in size. It is situated east of Parcel 4, between Drainage #1
and Las Varas Creek, and north of the UPRR tracks. This parcel contains numerous existing
structures, including one principal residence, several agricultural employee dwellings,
agricultural accessory structures, and agricultural fields. Other plant communities include
annual grasslands with scattered purple needlegrass, Eucalyptus woodlands (along Drainage
1), Venturan coastal sage scrub, and patchy, denser, native grasslands and vernal wetlands
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along the bluffs. A series of swales, possibly created for erosion control, criss-cross the lot from
east to west. Sensitive resources include: Monarch butterfly site #54, which is situated west of
the proposed development envelope; wetland seeps, coastal bluffs, and riparian habitat in Las
Varas Creek (see Figure 4.4-4), although many areas of the creek appear compromised due to
adjacent agricultural activities.

Potential Wetlands. A number of small potential wetlands were noted during the March 2009
surveys (see below) in the low points and at the outflow points of these swales. As noted in
Table 4.4-4, at least four potential wetland areas (W1-W4) are present within the lot boundaries.

The development envelope would be five acres in size and is situated southeast of Drainage #1
on the western portion of the parcel. It contains an existing residence. The predominant plant
community is annual grasslands, but there are scattered purple needlegrass plants throughout
the area. At least three, possibly four, seeps and vernal depressions containing rushes and
patchy native grasses were noted during field surveys. Eucalyptus woodlands are adjacent to
the site on the west. At least two important seasonally wet areas dominated by rushes, purple
needlegrass, and meadow barley are located within or adjacent to the development envelope.
Access would be via the existing road to the residence.

A public access trail is proposed to be located along the top of bank of Las Varas Creek on
Parcel 5. The general location of this trail was walked on October 20, 2008. Almost the entirety
of the trail is located within-in between an avocado orchard and Las Varas Creek, but-and views
of the riparian area of Las Varas Creek are possible from the trail. Fencing along the west side
of the trail is proposed to keep people from entering the avocado orchard.

Proposed Parcel 6 would be 1,115 acres. A future development area for this parcel was added to
the project at a later date and was not included in the Tierney and Hunt biological report. This
parcel, because of its size, includes three potential development areas, 6a, b, and ¢ (described
below). Existing plant communities in the vicinity of the proposed development area include
annual grassland, harding grass perennial non-native grasslands, purple needlegrass native
grasslands, coastal sage scrub, chaparral, coast live oak forest and woodland (see Figure 4.4-5).
Access for 6a and 6b would utilize existing ranch roads through the orchards; access for 6c
would require a newly developed road north of development envelope 6b.

Building area 6a is primarily disturbed annual grassland. Based on aerial photograph review,
this area is situated on the top of a knoll that was terraced sometime in the late 1940s or early
1950s. Dominant species include annual non-native grasses, mustard, thistles, and fascicled
tarplant. No sensitive species were noted.

Building area 6b is a mix of disturbed annual grassland, and sparse coastal sage scrub,
dominated primarily by coyotebrush and California sagebrush in the shrub layer. It, too,
appears to have been terraced in the past. The southern boundary consists of a dense stand of
California sagebrush with a thick understory of non-native veldt grass. A concentration of
purple needlegrass was noted in one area, but the size was very small (<0.01 acres). The
building area is surrounded by coast live oak woodlands. No sensitive species were noted.

Building area 6c¢ is situated entirely in a grassland area north and west of 6b. It is predominantly
harding grass non-native grassland, but at least six stands of dense purple needlegrass native
grassland occur in certain areas between the grassland and the adjacent coastal sage scrub.
Surrounding plant communities include coast live oak woodland, Venturan coastal sage scrub,
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mountain mahogany chaparral, goldenbush sage scrub, and purple sage scrub. Santa Barbara
honeysuckle was noted in at least five areas.

A water tank and pipelines are proposed on Parcel 6; the 5,900 ft. long (approximate) pipeline
route is along an unpaved road east of Gato Creek within California Sycamore riparian
vegetation, coast live oak woodland annual grassland, and native grassland. This area was
surveyed by Rachel Tierney on October 20, 2008 (Tierney, 2009). Additional locations of Santa
Barbara honeysuckle and Plummer’s Baccharis were found along the route.

Proposed parcel 7 would be 150 acres. It is situated north of U.S. Highway 101 between Las
Llagas Creek and Drainage #3 (Gato Creek). This is a steeply-sloping parcel containing annual
grasslands and weedy areas in the southern terrace portion, and coastal sage scrub and coast
live oak woodlands in the north. Patches of native grasslands were noted during field visits
focused on the development envelope. Gato Creek contains California Sycamore riparian
vegetation. Mapped sensitive resources on site primarily include native grasslands, and
possibly Plummer’s Baccharis and Santa Barbara honeysuckle (see Figure 4.4-5).

The development envelope would be approximately 2.5 acres, and is situated on a ridge in the
northern portion of the parcel. An existing unpaved road provides access. The predominant
plant communities are annual grassland, Harding grass perennial grassland, and veldt grass
perennial grassland. Stands of native grasslands dominated by purple needlegrass occur on the
steeper slopes to the northwest, southeast, and south of the development envelope, and along
the proposed access road. Access would be from the south, via an existing unpaved road. A
slight realignment would be necessary to avoid steep slopes. The access road is located
primarily in annual grassland, until it reaches the southwestern corner of the development
envelope, where it encounters native grassland.

Sensitive Animal Species

Detailed species accounts for each of the sensitive animal species potentially occurring onsite
are included in Appendix E. Those that occur in the vicinity of the development envelopes are
discussed below.

Monarch butterfly (California Species of Special Concern, CSC). The project site is known to
contain an autumnal Monarch butterfly site (Site #53 in Meade, 1999) in addition to a
permanent, overwintering site (Site #54 in Meade, 1999). Site 53 is located at the north end of
the culvert that carries water beneath the UPRR on Parcel 3. The second site, site #54, is
considered by Meade to be “one of the most important sites for Monarchs along the south
coast” (Tierney and Hunt 2006). Site 54 is located within a large Eucalyptus grove along
Drainage #1 that stretches from the freeway south to the UPRR. In recent years (since 2005),
orchards have been developed near the northern end of this site. In January 1999, the site held
14,355 butterflies, the fourth-highest one month count for all sites in Santa Barbara County
(Meade, 1999). Monarchs tend to move from the less-protected autumnal sites to the permanent
overwintering sites after the onset of cold weather and rain.

Vernal Pool fairy shrimp (Threatened). Vernal pool fairy shrimp are widely distributed in
grassland vernal pools throughout the Central Valley of California, with a number of disjunct
populations elsewhere in California. Adults of this species lay eggs that can lie dormant in the
soil of an ephemeral pool for many years. Vernal pool fairy shrimp were found in man-made
depressions along the north side of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks in April or May, 2001
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during construction of the Level (3) fibre-optic cable (Tierney and Hunt 2006; Collins 2009c).
This location is at the southwest corner of Parcel 5, just east of Drainage #1.

On February 27, 2009, Paul Collins conducted a site visit to assess habitat for vernal pool fairy
shrimp on the southern parcels of the Las Varas site (Collins, 2009c). He examined the
previously-documented railroad ponds and other ephemeral wetlands on Parcel 5 and found
three vernal pools containing fairy shrimp, all located within the railroad right-of-way. A total
of nine ephemeral pools on the Las Varas project site were examined for fairy shrimp; the six
pools located away from the railroad that were reported from Parcel 5 did not contain any fairy
shrimp. It is uncertain how long the pools on Parcel 5 have been in existence. It appears that
they may have been created in the 1950s during grading of the swales on site. If so, they are
relatively short-lived, and vernal pool fairy shrimp would not be expected, as they are not a
native habitat. Collins concluded that fairy shrimp do not appear to be present in ephemeral
wetlands on the ranch property, and that the occurrence along the railroad right-of-way is the
result of an accidental transport, perhaps from locations further north on VAFB during the
tiber-optic cable construction project.. He did not recommend any further surveys. However, it
is noted that the Collins site visit did not constitute a survey per USFWS guidelines for listed
vernal pool branchiopods. These guidelines suggest repeated sampling during the wet season,
and dry season sampling of soils (USFWS, 1996).

Southern steelhead (Threatened). Tierney and Hunt (2006) indicate that Steelhead probably
historically used Gato Creek as a spawning stream, but that the UPRR tunnel probably presents
barriers to upstream movement. Gato Creek is designated as critical habitat (NOAA, 2005).

Tidewater Goby (Endangered). The tidewater goby, a small benthic fish, is known from Refugio
(five miles west of the project site), and Eagle and Tecolote Creeks (3 to 3.5 miles east of the
project site) and at other locations along the Gaviota coast (Tierney and Hunt 2006; Collins
2009¢). For this EIR, Paul Collins evaluated the three main drainages in the vicinity of the
project site: Las Varas Creek on the east, Gato Creek in the center, and Las Llagas Creek on the
west. He concluded that Las Llagas Creek was “suitable “ habitat; that Las Varas was “highly
unlikely” as a habitat for breeding by tidewater gobies; and that Gato, if the lagoon at its mouth
maintains water throughout the dry season, could support tidewater gobies. No fish were
found in the Gato lagoon pool on February 27, 2009, “despite a careful examination” by Collins
(2009¢). Addhough-Collins—conchudesthatthe-projecticunlikeh—to—atfe idewater sobies, no

: o b is—area-Subsequent
surveys for tidewater gobies along Gato Creek in 2009 and 2010 performed in accordance with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service protocol by Rosie Thompson (Thompson 2010) failed to
identify any tidewater gobies. Based on two years of protocol-level surveys, it was determined
that tidewater gobies were not present in Gato Creek and the creek was not expected to support
a viable population. Concurrence ef-this—eonelusion-that Gato Creek does not have suitable
habitat for this species was provided by U.S. Fish and Wildlife oin December 8, 2010, in
addition to confirmationing that no further surveys were necessary.

California Red-Legged Frog (Threatened). Larry Hunt surveyed specific drainages on site
downstream of U.S. Highway 101 for the California Red-legged frog in 2005 and 2006 (Tierney
and Hunt, 2006). Two adult CRLF were found at the scour pool downstream of the Arizona
crossing in Gato Creek in 2006; two “metamorphs” were observed in the scour pool

Las Varas Ranch Final EIR 4.4-21




4.4 Biological Resources

downstream of the UPRR tracks in 2006. Paul Collins (2009a) conducted non-breeding season
protocol-level surveys (USFWS, 2005) at five specific wetlands (also downstream of U.S.
Highway 101) on the project site in October and November 2008. Las Llagas Creek and the
westernmost drainage (Drainage #4) on parcels 1 and 3 were not surveyed. Tierney and Hunt
(2006) suggest that Drainage #4 does not support breeding habitat. No CRLF were found in the
areas surveyed during the 2008 surveys. Gato Creek was characterized as “ideal” habitat for
CRLF, in addition to the agricultural pond on Parcel 5. However, mosquito-fish are present in
the agricultural pond, thus precluding the likelihood of CRLF being present there. Las Varas
Creek, Drainage #1, and Drainage #2 were characterized as “marginal” for CRLF. Collins
concluded that CRLF are not expected to use Las Varas Creek, Drainage #1, or Drainage #2 for
breeding due to the lack of deeper, more protected pools. This is essentially consistent with
Tierney and Hunt's assessment in 2006.

Coast Range newt (CSC). Two adult newts were observed in the scour pool downstream of the
Arizona crossing in Gato Creek on April 30, 2006.

Southwestern Pond Turtle (CSC). Tierney and Hunt (2006) indicate that this taxon is known
from middle and upper Gato Creek, and would be expected in lower Gato Creek.

Two-Striped Garter Snake (CSC). One adult was observed in Drainage #1 on site on August 9,
2006 (Tierney and Hunt, 2006). Appendix D of the Tierney and Hunt report indicates that
Drainage 2 on site contains “excellent habitat” for this species.

A number of special status avian species were observed or are known to occur on the subject
parcels (Tierney and Hunt, 2006). Those observed within and around the development
envelopes include:

e California horned lark (Tierney and Hunt, 2006)
e California thrasher (Collins, 2009b)

e Grasshopper sparrow (Tierney and Hunt, 2006)
e Lark sparrow (Tierney and Hunt, 2006)

e Loggerhead shrike (Collins, 2009b)

e Merlin (Collins, 2009b)

e Northern harrier (Collins, 2009b)

e Osprey (Collins, 2009b)

e Peregrine Falcon (Collins, 2009b)

e Solitary Merlins (Collins, 2009b)

e Western Meadowlark (Tierney and Hunt, 2006)
e White-tailed kite (Tierney and Hunt, 2006)

The White-tailed kite is addressed individually below due to its particular sensitivity as a
California Fully Protected species, and local status in this area.

White-tailed kite (CA Fully Protected). Larry Hunt observed kites foraging in grasslands on
parcels 3, 4, and 5 during field surveys for this project in May and August 2006 (Tierney and
Hunt, 2006), and kites have been repeatedly observed on the Santa Barbara Ranch property (and
other Gaviota coast properties) located to the east and west. Paul Collins conducted six late
afternoon-early evening surveys for raptor foraging, roosting, and nesting s on the Las Varas
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site in the fall of 2008 (Collins, 2009b). All of the land within the seven proposed parcels was
surveyed using driving and fixed-point observations. No white-tailed kites were seen on the
property during these surveys. In addition, there are no known records of white-tailed kites
nesting on the site (Collins, 2009b). However, eight other species of raptors were observed,
along with several other sensitive bird species.

American badger (CSC). Grasslands and riparian scrub on the ranch are expected to support
this species. The Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History (SBMNH) collection contains a
specimen from Gato Canyon.

According to Tierney and Hunt (2006), the following special status bat species may forage on
site:

e Antrozous pallidus, pallid bat (CSC), a colonial, crevice-roosting species of grasslands and
riparian woodland, has a high potential to occur in the project area; this species also
roosts in tree cavities in Oak and Eucalyptus woodlands; sightings of individuals are
documented from the Highway 101 and Gato Creek area (Pierson, Collins and Rainey,
2002);

e Corynorhinus townsendii, Townsend’s big-eared bat (CSC), a building and cave-roosting
species of riparian woodland and grassland, has a moderate potential to occur in the
project area; it is not expected to roost on the ranch;

e Euderma maculatum, spotted bat (CSC), occurs in rough, rocky, terrain, and has a low
potential to occur in the project area;

e Eumpos perotis, western mastiff bat (CSC), occurs often on slabs of sandstone, on cliff
faces, and in crevices of buildings; it has a low potential for occurrence;

e Lasiurus blosservillii, red bat (CSC), is not typically colonial, and is often found on the
undersides of overhanging leaves in riparian habitats, especially cottonwoods, and
orchards;

e Myotis thysanodes, fringed Myotis (CSC), is a colonial species occurring in riparian
woodlands and grasslands; although uncommon on the south coast, it has a moderate
potential to occur in the project area; and

e Myotis yumanensis, Yuma myotis (CSC), a highly colonial crevice-roosting species, may
forage in riparian areas, and has a high potential to occur in riparian areas in the project
area.

Species accounts for each of these animal species are included in Appendix E to this EIR. Many
bats, in particular Townsend’s big-eared bat, are very sensitive to human disturbance (Pierson,
Collins and Rainey, 2002). Maternity roosts are the most sensitive, followed by day and night
roosts.

Sensitive Plant Species

The following special status plant species were observed or are known to occur on the subject
parcels (Tierney and Hunt, 2006; Tierney, 2009):

e Santa Barbara honeysuckle (Lonicera subspicata ssp. subspicata) CNPS 1B
o Cliff-aster (Malacothrix saxatilis var. saxatilis) Locally sensitive
e Plummer’s baccharis (Baccharis plummerae) CNPS 4
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Additional plant species have the potential to occur in the area; species accounts for all potential
species are included in Appendix E to this EIR. Site specific surveys for Gaviota tarplant and

southern tarplant were conducted and no individuals of these plants were found (Tierney,
2008).

4.4.2. REGULATORY SETTING
44.21. Federal Regulations and Administering Agencies
Endangered Species Act of 1973

The Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and implementing regulations, Title 16 United
States Code (USC) Section 1531 et seq. (16 USC 1531 et seq.), Title 50 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Section 17.1 et seq. (50 CFR Section 17.1 et seq.), includes provisions for the
protection and management of federally listed threatened or endangered plants and animals
and their designated critical habitats. Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act requires a
permit to take threatened or endangered species during lawful project activities. The
administering agency is the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service charged with managing and
enforcing the ESA for terrestrial, avian, and most aquatic species.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act

Section 7 of Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 USC 742 et seq., 16 USC 1531 et seq., and 50
CFR 17 requires consultation if any project facilities could jeopardize the continued existence of
an endangered species. Applicability depends on Federal jurisdiction over some aspect of the
project (e.g., dredge or fill activities in “waters of the U.S.”). The administering agency is
expected to be the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) in coordination with the USFWS.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC Sections 703-711) includes provisions for protection of
migratory birds, including the non-permitted take of migratory birds, under the authority of the
USFWS and California Department of Fish and Game.

Clean Water Act of 1977, Section 404

This section of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1251 et seq., 33 CFR Sections 320 and 323) gives the
ACOE authority to regulate discharges of dredge or fill material into waters of the U.S,,
including wetlands.

Clean Water Act of 1977, Section 401

This section of the Clean Water Act requires a State-issued Water Quality Certification for all
projects regulated under Section 404. In California, the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) issues Water Quality Certifications with jurisdiction over the project area. The
RWQCB - Central Coast Region, issues Section 401 Water Quality Certifications for applicable
project activities in Santa Barbara County.

44.2.2. State Regulations and Administering Agencies
California Endangered Species Act of 1984

The California Endangered Species Act and implementing regulations in the Fish and Game
Code, Section 2050 through Section 2098, includes provisions for the protection and
management of plant and animals species listed as endangered or threatened, or designated as
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candidates for such listing. The Act includes a consultation requirement with the California
Department of Fish and Game “to ensure that any action authorized by a State lead agency is
not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species...or
result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat essential to the continued existence
of the species” (Section 2090). Plants of California declared to be endangered, threatened, or
rare are listed at 14 CCR Section 670.2. Animals of California declared to be endangered or
threatened are listed at 14 CCR Section 670.5. 14 CCR Section 15000 et seq. describes the types
and extent of information required to evaluate the effects of a proposed project on biological
resources of a project site.

California Species Preservation Act 1970: California Fish and Game Code Sections 900 - 903

This law includes provisions for the protection and enhancement of the birds, mammals, fish,
amphibians, and reptiles of California, and is administered by the CDFG.

Fish and Game Code

The Fish and Game Code provides specific protection and listing for several types of biological
resources. These include:

e Fully-protected species.

e Streams, rivers, sloughs, and channels.
e Significant Natural Areas.

e Designated Ecological Reserves.

Fully Protected Species are listed in Section 3511 (Fully Protected birds), Section 4700 (Fully
Protected mammals), Section 5050 (Fully Protected reptiles and amphibians), and Section 5515
(Fully Protected fishes). The Fish and Game Code of California prohibits the taking of species
designated as Fully Protected.

The Fish and Game Code Section 1600 requires a Streambed Alteration Agreement for any
activity that may alter the bed and/or bank of a stream, river, or channel. Typical activities that
require a Streambed Alteration Agreement include excavation or fill placed within a channel,
vegetation clearing, structures for diversion of water, installation of culverts and bridge
supports, cofferdams for construction dewatering, and bank reinforcement.

The Fish and Game Code Sections 2081(b) and (c) allows CDFG to issue an incidental take
permit for a State listed threatened and endangered species only if specific criteria are met.
These criteria can be found in Title 14 CCR, Sections 783.4(a) and (b). No Section 2081(b) permit
may authorize the take of “fully protected” species and “specified birds.” If a project is planned
in area where a species or specified bird occurs, an applicant must design the project to avoid all
take; the CDFG cannot provide take authorization under this act.

The Fish and Game Code Section 3503 specifies it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly
destroy the nest of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code. Section 3503.5 specifies
it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the orders Falconiformes or Strigiformes
(birds-of-prey), to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest of any such bird, except as
otherwise provided by this code.

Las Varas Ranch Final EIR 4.4-25



4.4 Biological Resources

CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 2100 et seq.

The CEQA Guidelines provide a framework for the analysis of impacts to biological resources.
The administering agency is the CDFG in cooperation with the CEQA Lead Agency (i.e.,
County of Santa Barbara).

Native Plant Protection Act of 1977

The Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 and implementing regulations in Section 1900 et seq. of
the Fish and Game Code designates rare and endangered plants and provides specific
protection measures for identified populations. It is administered by the CDFG.

Public Resources Code Sections 25500 & 25527

These code sections prohibit the siting of development in certain areas of critical concern for
biological resources, such as ecological preserves, wildlife refuges, estuaries, and unique or
irreplaceable wildlife habitats of scientific or educational value. If there is no alternative, strict
criteria are applied under the authority of the CDFG.

44.2.3. Local Regulations and Administering Agencies

County of Santa Barbara Biological Resource Policies

Requirements for the protection of biological resources in the unincorporated area of Santa
Barbara County are provided by the County Comprehensive Plan, including the Land Use
Element and Coastal Land Use Plan. These documents identify sensitive habitats and species,
and provide measures to direct project design and policies to protect biological resources.

General

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

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

Habitat Type: Wetlands

CLUP Policy 9-9: A buffer strip, a minimum of 100 feet in width, shall be maintained in natural
condition along the periphery of all wetlands. No permanent structures shall be permitted
within the wetlands or buffer area except structures of a minor nature, i.e., fences, or structures
necessary to support the uses in Policy 9-10 (e.g., birdwatching and educational uses). The
upland limit of a wetland shall be defined as: 1) the boundary between land with
predominantly hydrophytic cover and land with predominantly mesophytic or xerophytic
cover; 2) the boundary between soil that is predominantly hydric and soil that is predominantly
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nonhydric; or 3) in the case of wetlands without vegetation or soils, the boundary between land
that is flooded or saturated at some time during years of normal precipitation and land that is
not. Where feasible, the outer boundary of the wetland buffer zone should be established at
prominent and essentially permanent topographic or man-made features (such as bluffs, roads,
etc.). In no case, however, shall such a boundary be closer than 100 feet from the upland extent
of the wetland area, nor provide for a lesser degree of environmental protection than that
otherwise required by the plan. The boundary definition shall not be construed to prohibit
public trails within 100 feet of a wetland.

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

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

CLUP Policy 9-16a: No grazing or other agricultural uses shall be permitted in coastal wetlands.
Habitat Type: Native Grassland

CLUP Policy 9-18: Development shall be sited and designed to protect native grassland.

Habitat Type: Vernal Pools

CLUP Policy 9-19: No mosquito control activity shall be carried out in vernal pools unless it is
required to avoid severe nuisance.

CLUP Policy 9-20: Grass cutting for fire prevention shall be conducted to such a manner as to
protect vernal pools. No grass cutting shall be allowed within the vernal pool area or within a
buffer zone of five feet or greater.

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

Habitat Type: Butterfly Trees

CLUP Policies 9-22 and 9-23: Monarch butterfly trees shall not be removed except where they
pose a serious threat to life or property, and shall not be pruned during roosting season.
Adjacent development shall be set back a minimum of 50 feet from butterfly trees.

Habitat Type: White-tailed Kites

Although the following policies were originally drafted specifically to address the white-tailed
kite population at More Mesa, the County has subsequently interpreted that these policies
apply broadly to other white-tailed kite populations and habitat within the County.

CLUP Policy 9-26: There shall be no development including agricultural development, i.e.,
structures, roads, within the area used for roosting and nesting.

CLUP Policy 9-27: Recreational use of the roosting and nesting area shall be minimal, i.e.,
walking, bird watching. Protective measures for this area should include fencing and posting so
as to restrict, but not exclude, use by people.

CLUP Policy 9-28: Any development around the roosting and nesting area shall be set back
sufficiently far as to minimize impacts on the habitat area.
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CLUP Policy 9-29: In addition to preserving the ravine plant communities on More Mesa for
nesting and roosting sites, the maximum feasible area shall be retained in grassland to provide
feeding area for the kites.

Habitat Type: Rocky Points and Intertidal Areas

CLUP Policy 9-31: Only light recreational use shall be permitted on public beaches that include
or are adjacent to rocky points or intertidal areas.

Habitat Type: Native Plant Communities

CLUP Policy 9-36: When sites are graded or developed, areas with significant amounts of native
vegetation shall be preserved. All development shall be sited, designed, and constructed to
minimize impacts of grading, paving, construction of roads or structures, runoff, and erosion on
native vegetation. In particular, grading and paving shall not adversely affect root zone aeration
and stability of native trees.

Habitat Type: Streams

CLUP Policy 9-37: The minimum buffer strip for major streams in rural areas, as defined by the
land use plan, shall be presumptively 100 feet, and for streams in urban areas, 50 feet. The
minimum buffers may be adjusted upward or downward on a case-by-case basis. The buffer
shall be established based on an investigation of the following factors and after consultation
with the CDFG and the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in order to protect the
biological productivity and water quality of streams:

J Soil type and stability of stream corridors

J How surface water filters into the ground

J Slope of the land on either side of the stream
. Location of the 100-year floodplain boundary

Riparian vegetation shall be protected and shall be included in the buffer. Where riparian
vegetation has previously been removed, except for channelization, the buffer shall allow for
the reestablishment of riparian vegetation to its prior extent to the greatest degree possible.

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

CLUP Policy 9-40: All development, including dredging, filling, and grading within stream
corridors, shall be limited to activities necessary for the construction of uses specified in Policy
9-38. When such activities require removal of riparian plant species, revegetation with local
native plants shall be required except where undesirable for flood control purposes. Minor
clearing of vegetation for hiking, biking, and equestrian trails shall be permitted.
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CLUP Policy 9-41: All permitted construction and grading within stream corridors shall be
carried out in such a manner as to minimize impacts from increased runoff, sedimentation,
biochemical degradation, or thermal pollution.

CLUP Policy 9-42: The following activities shall be prohibited within stream corridors:
cultivated agriculture, pesticide applications, except by a mosquito abatement or flood control
district, and installation of septic tanks.

CLUP Policy 9-43: Other than projects that are currently approved and/or funded, no further
concrete channelization or other major alterations of streams in the coastal zone shall be
permitted unless consistent with the provisions of Section 30236 of the Coastal Act.

4.4.3 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, disturbance to
habitats or species may be significant, based on substantial evidence in the record (not public
controversy or speculation), if they impact significant resources in the following ways:

a. Substantially reduce or eliminate species diversity or abundance;
b. Substantially reduce or eliminate quantity or quality of nesting areas;
c.  Substantially limit reproductive capacity through losses of individuals or habitat;

d. Substantially fragment, eliminate, or otherwise disrupt foraging areas and/or access to
food sources;

e. Substantially limit or fragment range and movement (geographic distribution or animals
and/or seed dispersal routes); or

f. Substantially interfere with natural processes, such as fire or flooding, upon which the
habitat depends.

Additional County guidelines are provided for specific biological communities (see below).
These are used in conjunction with the general impact assessment guidelines described above.
Analysis of impacts on habitat also accounts for fuel management measures that are being
implemented on existing buildings and that will be implemented on new buildings and along
roadways.

Wetlands

Based on the County guidelines, the following types of project-created impacts on wetlands
may be considered significant:

a. DProjects 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 on the environment; or

b. Wildlife access, use, and dispersal in wetland habitats are key components of their
ecosystem value. Projects which substantially interrupt wildlife access, use and dispersal
in wetland areas, would typically be considered to have potentially significant impacts.

The hydrology of wetlands systems must be maintained if their function and values are to be
preserved. Therefore, maintenance of hydrological conditions, such as the quantity and quality
of run-off, etc., must be assessed in project review.
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Riparian Habitats

Based on the County guidelines, the following types of project-related impacts on riparian
habitats may be considered significant:

a. Direct removal of riparian vegetation;

b. Disruption of riparian wildlife habitat, particularly animal dispersal corridors and or
understory vegetation;

c. Intrusion within the upland edge of the riparian canopy (generally within 50 feet in
urban areas, within 100 feet in rural areas, and within 200 feet of major rivers), leading
to potential disruption of animal migration, breeding, etc. through increased noise, light
and glare, and human or domestic animal intrusion;

d. Disruption of a substantial amount of adjacent upland vegetation where such vegetation
plays a critical role in supporting riparian-dependent wildlife species (e.g., amphibians),
or where such vegetation aids in stabilizing steep slopes adjacent to the riparian corridor,
which reduces erosion and sedimentation potential; or

e. Construction activity that disrupts critical time periods (nesting, breeding) for fish and
other wildlife species.

Native Grasslands

The County’s threshold defines a native grassland as “an area where native grassland species
comprise 10 percent or more of the total relative cover.” However, because native grasslands
that are dominated by perennial bunch grasses tend to be patchy, (i.e., the individual plants and
groups of plants tend to be distributed in patches), the County’s Environmental Thresholds and
Guidelines Manual (page 31, footnote 5) includes; certain mapping protocols—have—been
developed. The mapping protocols require that “where a high density of small patches occur in
an area of one acre, the whole acre should be delineated if native grassland species comprise 10
percent of more of the total relative cover, rather than merely delineating the patches that
would sum to less than one acre.”

The County’s significance threshold indicates that “removal or severe disturbance to a patch or
patches of native grasses less than one-quarter acre in size, which is clearly isolated and is not
part of a significant native grassland or an integral component of a larger ecosystem, is usually
considered insignificant.” Conversely, in general, removal of an area that is larger than one-
quarter acre in size would be considered significant.

Oak Woodlands and Forests

Based on the County guidelines, project-created impacts on oak woodlands and forests may be
considered significant due to changes in habitat value and species composition such as the
following:

Habitat fragmentation;

Removal of understory;

Alteration to drainage patterns;

Disruption of the canopy; or

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.
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Individual Native Trees

Based on the County guidelines, in general, the loss of 10% or more of the trees of biological
value on a project site is considered potentially significant.

4.4.4 PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

The project would result in seven parcels, the identification of residential development
envelopes ranging in size from 2.5 to 5 acres, and #we-three dedicated trail easements. Two of
the parcels (Parcels 4 and 5) already contain existing development; development envelopes on
these two parcels would be located in the same general area_as existing development. One
parcel, Parcel 6, does not have a residential development envelope identified. Instead, three
“potential building areas” have been identified within which a future 5-acre envelope would be
established. New access roads would be developed to serve future development, and a span
bridge crossing Gato Creek would be developed to replace the existing Arizona crossing. The
applicant has indicated that the existing agricultural operation would be maintained, and that
CC&R’s would be used to effectuate this. The impacts discussed below are anticipated to result
from the entirety of the project.

Potential adverse impacts associated with future development and infrastructure improvements
are anticipated to involve: impacts to nesting and foraging bird species; erosion and
sedimentation from construction, and resultant effects on aquatic species; removal of
vegetation, some of which may be environmentally sensitive; introduction of invasive plants;
wildlife mortality from increased interactions with humans; fragmentation and loss of wildlife
habitat and habitat linkages, especially on the coastal terrace; degradation of beach habitat and
resultant impacts on rare species; degradation of monarch butterfly sites; and degradation of
native grasslands and seasonal wetlands.

Potential beneficial impacts are associated with the removal of the Arizona crossing in Gato
Creek.

4441  Beneficial Impacts

Impact BIO-1: Replacement of Arizona crossing at Gato Creek with a span bridge
would remove a barrier to special status fish species dispersal

The existing “Arizona” crossing at Gato Creek is an impassable barrier for fish dispersal and a
significant barrier to dispersal of most ground-dwelling aquatic-associated animals moving
along Gato Creek, such as California red-legged frogs, South Coast newt, southwestern pond
turtles, and two-striped garter snakes. The existing crossing is acting as a grade control
structure, by elevating the streambed to the height of the roadway along the upstream end of
the crossing and creating a large, deep scour pool at the downstream edge of the crossing. The
applicant is proposing replacement of the existing “Arizona” crossing over Gato Creek with a
span crossing. This would result in a significant long-term beneficial impact (Class IV) to
aquatic-associated animals and aquatic habitats by removing an existing barrier to aquatic
species movement and restoring a natural streambed. Temporary, adverse construction
impacts to biological resources are discussed below under Impacts BIO-9, 10, and 11.
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Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Residual Impacts

The residual impact is beneficial (Class IV).
4442 Impacts Common to All Parcels

Impact BIO-2: Impacts to nesting and foraging habitat for raptors_and special status
bird species

The eucalyptus and riparian corridors on Parcels 1-5 provide important roosting and, for some
raptor species, nesting habitat. The extensive grasslands, oak woodlands, riparian woodlands,
and scrub habitats on the subject parcels provide high-quality foraging habitat for raptors.
Man-made features, such as eucalyptus windrows and orchards, also provide roosting and
possible nesting habitat for raptors. Turkey vultures, white-tailed kites, red-tailed hawks, red-
shouldered hawks, and American kestrels are known to use these habitats in the project area for
foraging and possibly nesting. Peregrine falcons, osprey, Cooper’s hawks, sharp-shinned
hawks, and northern harriers, Swainson’s hawks, ferruginous hawks, merlins, prairie falcons,
and burrowing owls could also occasionally use habitats in the project area for foraging and
roosting during late fall and winter. ~ Casual observations on adjacent ranches (Dos Pueblos
and Santa Barbara ranches) indicate that coastal grasslands may be used more often than similar
habitats in the foothills to the north because of the close association of level grasslands and
Eucalyptus windrows in these areas (Hunt, pers. observ.).

Complete build out of the development envelopes (assuming up to two contiguous acres within
each envelope is used for residential development) and associated access roads would create
permanent human presence and pet activity. Potential disruption of feeding, roosting, and
nesting activity could occur during construction, as well as during occupation of the project
area. Upon completion of construction, occupation of the development envelopes would
permanently increase human presence and pet activity, which could disrupt raptor foraging
patterns. Dogs, and especially cats, whether domestic or feral, are a significant source of
harassment and/or predation of wildlife, particularly the same prey species on which raptors
depend for food. Night lighting would increase in undeveloped portions of the open space area
around development envelopes, which may be beneficial for bat foraging behavior, but could
negatively affect diurnal avian species that are attempting to roost in these areas, as well as owls
that may be foraging in these areas at night.

In general, the increased human and pet population could result in a potentially significantly
affeet-effect on the continued use of the remaining open space as roosting, nesting, and/or
foraging habitat for these species. Site-specific fall surveys conducted by Paul Collins in 2008
for the White-tailed kite did not result in any evidence of white-tailed kite foraging, perching, or
roosting. However, this does not preclude the potential for the site or portions of the site to be
used for foraging, perching, or roosting in the future, consistent with patterns that have been
seen elsewhere in the south coast region. Long-term changes in raptor prey density (rodents,
rabbits, snakes, insects, etc.) and population dynamics caused by increased fragmentation of
habitats with residences and access roads are unknown, but could be significant. The UPRR
tracks paralleling the coast south of the highway in this area further fragment these habitats.
These impacts are potentially significant but mitigable, because of the low intensity of
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development and relatively small size of the development envelopes and future building areas
relative to overall parcel sizes and size of the ranch as a whole. This impact is similar to BIO-8
below, and impacts would be further reduced by Mitigation BIO 8.

Mitigation Measures

BIO 2: Schedule Ground disturbance to Avoid Nesting-Bird and Bat Breeding Season or
Conduct Pre-construction surveys and Establish Buffers for Raptors, Avian-and
Special-Status Avian and Bat species. All construction-related activities, including,
but not limited to, vegetation removal and initial ground disturbance for all project
elements, shall be scheduled to avoid the breeding bird season, which is generally
February 1 to August 15. If construction must begin within this period, a qualified
biologist shall be retained to conduct a pre-construction survey for active nests in
areas within 500 ft. of development. The biologist shall also survey nearby
structures and habitats_within 500 feet for bat roosts and nests and bat foraging
activity. Plan Requirements and Timing: The preconstructionis survey shall be
undertaken within 10 days prior to construction, to determine whether raptors or
other special status species are nesting or roosting on site. A biological report shall
be prepared and reviewed by Planning & Development before any project
construction activities are initiated. If raptors are found to be nesting, applicant
shall avoid work in the area by providing a 500 ft. buffer between the nest and
ground-disturbing activities until birds have fledged. If other active avian nests are
found, no ground-disturbing activity shall occur within a buffer zone of 300 ft.
around the nest, or as determined by the qualified biologist, based on the type and
location of the nest and the specific work activity being conducted. If any day, night
or maternity roosts of bat species are found, the site shall be monitored, and a 500 ft.
buffer shall be applied.

MONITORING: P&D shall be given the name and contact information for the
qualified biologist prior to initiation of the pre-construction survey. The biologist
shall contact P&D prior to and at the conclusion of the field survey to inform P&D
in writing of the survey plan and the results of the surveys. If no sensitive species
are found, P&D will allow grading activities to commence. All required mitigation
shall be implemented prior to the start of proposed grading activities. P&D or a
qualified local biologist approved by the County shall monitor for compliance.

Residual Impacts

Mitigation Measure BIO 2 would require that construction avoid the nesting season for
birdsraptors, and if this is not possible, then pre-construction surveys and buffers would be
applied to avoid impacts. Mitigation Measure BIO 8 recommends reguires a resident education
program that would further mitigate impacts. Residual impacts would be less than significant

(Class II) upon implementation of the-identified-mitigation-measuresMitigation Measure BIO 2.
Impact BIO-3: Impacts to nesting and foraging habitat for bats

A number of special-status bats, including fringed myotis, Yuma myotis, Townsend’s big-eared
bat, and pallid bat, have a moderate to high potential of foraging in riparian, grassland and
scrub habitats in the project area and possibly roosting in the same trees used by raptors and
Monarchs (e.g., oaks, Eucalyptus). Most are cave-roosting, and caves and rocky areas are not
common near the development envelopes. However, pallid bats may roost in tree cavities and
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red bats generally roost on the undersides of leaves in riparian areas. Residential development
within the development envelopes and associated access roads would create permanent human
presence and pet activity. Bats are sensitive to human disturbance, and they are susceptible to
disturbance from domestic cats and dogs. Potential disruption of feeding and roosting; activity
could occur during construction, as well as during occupation of the project area. Impacts
would be potentially significant but mitigable by preserving riparian and oak woodland
habitats where these species often forage, and by conducting pre-construction surveys and
establishing buffers as discussed above fer—rapters—in Mitigation BIO 2, in addition to
addressing these species in the resident education program included in Mitigation Measure BIO
8.

Mitigation Measures

See Mitigation Measures BIO 2 and BIO 8.

Residual Impacts

Mitigation Measure BIO 2 would require that construction avoid the nesting and roosting
season for raptorsbirds{ and bats}, and if this is not possible, then pre-construction surveys and
buffers would be applied to avoid impacts. Mitigation Measure BIO 8 recommends requires a
resident education program that would further mitigate-reduce impacts. Residual impacts
would be less than significant (Class II) with implementation of the—identitied—mitigation

measuresMitigation Measure BIO 2.

Impact BIO-4: Increased sedimentation during construction and polluted runoff
from development

Aquatic and riparian habitats on Parcels 1-5 and 7 could be affected during construction by
sedimentation fer—from pad and access road grading near slopes that contribute to these
drainages, bank erosion, concrete, stucco, paint wash water, and other construction-related
pollutants.  Occupation of the development envelopes could result in pollution from
uncontrolled surface runoff from horse or other livestock facilities, and sedimentation.
Expanses of hardscape created within the development envelopes, including roads and
driveways, could convey stormwater runoff laden with petroleum product contaminants and
other urban pollutants typical of residential development to riparian areas in the Gato Creek
watersheds. Impacts could be particularly acute for lower Gato Creek because three of the
development envelopes are all located in this area. This impact is expected to be potentially
significant but mitigable (Class II) by implementation of MM WAT 2-1, 2-2, 2-3 and 2-4 (for
construction), and WAT 3-1 and 3-2 (for long-term). The following mitigations add specificity
for biological resources.

Mitigation Measures

BIO 4-1:  Additional Provisions for SWPPP and Erosion Control Plans. MM WAT 2-1 and 2-
4 require the preparation of Stormwater and Erosion Control Plans. These plans
shall also show the locations of coastal scrub, oak woodland, riparian woodland,
delineated seasonal wetlands and undefined water bodies, and seeps within 100
feet of any work areas in the project area. Habitats occurring within 100 feet of
proposed work areas shall be delineated in the field for avoidance during
construction. Plan Requirements and Timing: See MM WAT 2-1 and 2-4.

MONITORING: P&D shall review the documentation prior to issuance of Coastal
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Development Permits or Land Use Permits for future development. P&D shall site
inspect during construction for compliance with the SWPPP.

BIO 4-2:  Erosion Control BMPs and Seasonal Restrictions on Construction. The applicant
shall incorporate all applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs), including
seasonal restrictions on construction, as appropriate, into the grading/drainage
plan and implemented in the field to contain, control, and prevent soil erosion and
sedimentation occurring outside of the development envelopes or areas of
disturbance. Seasonal restrictions on construction shall be subject to: a) raptor and
other bird nesting season (March-July), and b) monarch autumnal and/or
overwintering sites (November-February). In all cases, seasonal restrictions on
construction for species protection shall be determined on a site-specific basis by a
qualified local biologist, depending on field conditions revealed during field
surveys. Plan Requirements and Timing: The BMPs shall be maintained for the
duration of construction. Installation and maintenance of appropriate sediment
control measures shall be photo-documented and submitted by the applicant to
County P&D prior to and during grading. These measures shall be identified on all
grading and building plans and submitted to P&D for review and approval prior to
issuance of Coastal Development Permits or Land Use Permits for future
development.

MONITORING: P&D shall review the documentation prior to issuance of Coastal
Development Permits or Land Use Permits for future development. P&D shall site
inspect during construction for compliance with this condition.

Residual Impacts

Mitigations WAT 2-1 through 2-4 require a Storm Water Pollution Prevention and Control
Program and an Erosion Control Plan for construction. Mitigations WAT 3-1 and 3-2 provide
long-term erosion control protection through the minimization of surface runoff from
development. Mitigation Measures BIO 4-1 and 4-2 require that: (1) native vegetation be shown
on plans and (2) erosion control BMPs be coordinated with other seasonal restrictions.
Additionally, Mitigation Measure BIO 9 limits grading associated with the Gato Creek crossing
to the dry season to minimize impacts to aquatic species. Residual impacts would be less than
significant (Class II) with implementation of the mitigation measures identified above.

Impact BIO-5: Building within Development Envelopes could result in potential
degradation and loss of native grasslands, oak woodlands, and potential wetlands.
(Class II)

Although most development envelopes have been situated to avoid sensitive habitat types,
some overlap was found to occur as detailed community mapping was completed for the EIR
(see Figure 4.4-6). Table 4.4-6 below summarizes the amounts and types of vegetation that
would be affected within development envelopes.

DE’s on Parcels 1 and 2 overlap with needlegrass grasslands. On Parcel 1, the amount is very
small, 0.09 acres. On Parcel 2 the amount affected (0.26 acres) exceeds the County’s significance
threshold of 0.25 acres. This impact is potentially significant.
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DE’s on Parcels 1, 2, 6 (north) and 6 (central) overlap with California sagebrush and
coyotebrush coastal scrub. This community is quite common on the south coast; hence these
impacts to the coastal sage scrub communities would be adverse but less than significant. On
Parcel 2, approximately 0.23 acres of a specific type of coastal scrub, Lemonadeberry scrub,
would be affected. This community is commonly called coastal bluff scrub by some, and is
considered sensitive by CDFG. Therefore, impacts to this community would be potentially
significant.

DE’s on Parcels 3 and 4 would affect annual grassland. Impacts would be adverse but less than
significant.

The DE on Parcel 5 contains meadow barley grasslands, a type of native grassland, and pockets
of potential wetlands. Impacts to these communities are considered potentially significant, and
are discussed further below under Impact BIO-16.

The DE’s on Parcels 6 (north) and 7 contain needlegrass grasslands. On Parcel 6 (north),
approximately 0.68 acres (total) of native grassland would be affected. This is the total of 5
patches, the largest of which is 0.39 acres. All occur on the outskirts of the DE, and could easily
be avoided through proper siting of future development. Because the 0.39-acre patch exceeds
the county’s threshold, this impact is potentially significant.

On Parcel 7, a total of 0.32 acres of native grassland in two patches of 0.09 and 0.23 acres would
be affected. These impacts would be adverse but less than significant.

Table 4.4-5. Summary of Estimated Vegetation Impacts (in acres) within Development
Envelopes for each Parcel, Exclusive of Fuel Management.!

Parcel Annual Developed | Non- | Coastal | Native Coast Live | Euc* Cyp | Sycamore | Potential | Total
Number | Grassland | or Native | Sage Grassland* | Oak Windrow | Riparian* | Wetlands*
Agriculture | Per Gr | Scrub Woodland*
1 4.56 0.38 0.09 5.03
2 0.14 1.07 1.07 0.26 2.54
3 3.5 3.5
4 2.37 2.68 5.05
5 4.12 0.53 0.18 0.06 0.17 5.06
6north | 7.5 12.51 0.13 0.68 0.04 20.86
6 central 4.73 0.05 4.78
6south | 2.31 0.48 2.79
7 2.2 0.32 2.52
Total 24.5 3.69 15.78 | 6.31 1.53* 0.09* 0.06* 0 0.17*

1Assumes 100% development of each development envelope. Parcel 6 development would be limited to 5 acres;
however, because the specific building area is not currently known, the entire acreage (maximum amount) is
presented.

*Environmentally sensitive habitats.

Mitigation Measures

BIO 5: Buffer from Sensitive Habitat. Future residences and habitable structures within
each development envelope, as well as the water treatment facility and storage
tanks, shall be sited a minimum of 100 feet from the edge of sensitive habitat as
depicted on Figure 4.4-6 of the EIR (30 ft. for native grasslands) and as determined
in the field by a County-qualified biologist at the time of future development. Based
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on the field survey, building envelopes shall not encroach into the sensitive habitat
areas. Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to recordation of the Final Map, this
requirement shall be included on an Exhibit Map attached to the Final Map and
shall be reviewed and approved by P&D. This requirement shall be shown on all
building plans and a written report prepared by a County-qualified biologist
containing detailed mapping of the development envelope habitats shall be
submitted to P&D for review and approval prior to Coastal Development Permit
approval for future residential development or approval of the Land Use Permit for
the water treatment facility, as applicable.

MONITORING: P&D shall review and approve prior to recordation. P&D shall
review the plans prior to approval of Coastal Development Permits or Land Use
Permits for future structures to ensure compliance with this measure.

Residual Impacts

Mitigation Measure BIO 5 requires that future residential-development be designed and sited to
avoid sensitive plant communities and eerrespending-their buffers. Because this appears to be
possible and feasible, residual impacts would be reduced to less than significant (Class II).

Impact BIO-6: Removal and degradation of environmentally sensitive vegetation for
fuel management purposes

The impacts to vegetation from potential fuel management surrounding the DE’s are shown in
Table 4.4-5 below.

A 100-foot Fuel Management Zone (defensible space) from habitable structures would be
necessary for all parcels within Las Varas Ranch. This typically involves a 0-30 ft. cleared zone
(Zone 1), and a 30-100 ft. reduced-hazard zone (Zone 2), in which some considerations can be
given to sensitive habitat. Roadside fuel management typically involves 10 feet of fuel clearance
on each side, but allowances are provided for individual native trees and shrubs. Due to the
location of the existing and proposed access roads primarily in open areas of the ranch, impacts
to sensitive plant communities and habitats would not be significant. Future development
within all development envelopes must include required defensible space, which often leads to
a loss of native vegetation. Because the exact locations of future structures within each
envelope are unknown, it is difficult to predict what plant communities and habitats would be
affected by required fuel modification. However, assuming that development could occur
anywhere within adjacent-to-the-edges—of-the currently-proposed development envelopes, it
appears that fuel management within Zones 1 and 2 would potentially affect Eucalyptus
woodlands, coastal sage scrub, oak woodlands, native grasslands, and California sycamore
habitats (see Figures 4.4-2 through 4.4-5).

In a worst-case scenario, assuming that development could extend throughout the entire
development envelope, Bdisturbance to about 0.81 acres of native grassland may result from
required fuel modification within Zone 1 (0-30 ft.) on four different parcels (1, 2, 6, and 7). This
total amount is over the threshold of 0.25 acres, but there are 10 separate patches on these four
lots, and all are less than 0.25 acres. The largest native grassland disturbance acreage, at 0.21
acres, is located on Lot 1. Disturbance to about 0.24 acres of oak woodland may result from
required fuel modification within Zone 1 (0-30 ft.) on parcels 5 and 6 (north). A small amount
(0.04 acres) of sycamore riparian would be affected on Parcel 2. Larger acreages would
potentially be affected in Zone 2 (1.66 acres of oak woodland, 0.39 acres of sycamore riparian).
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On a parcel-by-parcel basis, total acreages of native vegetation degraded by fuel management
(Zones 1 and 2) would be as follows (highest to lowest): 4.56 acres on Lot 2; 1.65 acres on Lot 1;
1.08 acres on Lot 7; 0.89 acres on Lot 4; 0.35 acres on Lot 5; and 0 acres on Lot 3. These impacts
would be potentially significant but mitigable by (1) siting future residential development to
avoid native vegetation; and (2) adhering to a minimum 30 ft. buffer for fire clearance activities
from the edge of native grasslands and a 100 ft. buffer for all other habitat types. Since fuel
management in grasslands can generally be accomplished through mowing to a certain height,
which does not remove individual plants, impacts beyond 30 ft. for this community would be
considered adverse and less than significant from the standpoint of vegetation. However,
impacts to ground-dwelling birds could occur. These impacts can be mitigated by maintaining
all buffers at 100 ft., or by conducting pre-mowing surveys to ensure no ground-dwelling birds
are nesting.

Table 4.4-6. Summary of Estimated Vegetation Impacts (in acres) for each Parcel from Fuel
Management.

Parcel Number | Coastal  Sage | Native Coast Live Oak | Sycamore Potential
Scrub Grassland Woodland Riparian Wetlands
Fuel 0-30 30-100 | 0-30 | 30-100 | 0-30 ft. | 30-100ft. | 0-30 30-100 | 0-30 30-100
Management ft. ft. ft. ft. ft. ft. ft. ft.
Zone
1 0.21 0.9 0.23 0.26 0.0 .05 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2 1.06 2.9 0.06 0.27 0.0 0.1 0.04 0.22 0.0 0.0
3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 0.15 0.57 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.17 0.0 0.0
5 0.0 0.0 <01 |0.11 0.03 0.06 0.0 0.0 0.08 0.07
6 north 0.63 3.87 0.59 0.69 0.21 1.11 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 central 1.06 2.37 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
6 south 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
7 0.0 0.27 0.22 0.45 0.0 0.14 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 3.11 10.88 0.81 1.78 0.24 1.66 0.04 0.39 0.08 0.07

Annual grasslands and other non-native community types are not included in Table 4.4-5 due
to the non-native nature of the vegetation, and the lack of any adverse impact from fuel
management.

Mitigation Measures:

BIO 6-1:  Buffer from Sensitive Habitat. All future residences, guest houses and other
habitable structures (including the water treatment facility) must be positioned so
that the 100-ft. fuel modification zones (30 feet for native grasslands) will not
encroach within sensitive native habitat as depicted on Figure 4.4-6 of the EIR, and
as determined in the field by a County-qualified biologist at the time of future
development, including oak forest and woodland, Eucalyptus (for Monarch habitat
and drainage features) California sycamore riparian woodlands, native grasslands
(foothill and purple needlegrass, and meadow barley), specific types of coastal sage
scrub (i.e., goldenbush scrub and lemonadeberry scrub) and wetlands. Based on the
field survey, fuel management shall not encroach into the sensitive habitat areas.
Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to recordation of the Final Map, this
requirement shall be included on an Exhibit Map attached to the Final Map and
shall be reviewed and approved by P&D. This requirement shall be included on all
building and grading plans submitted for future residential development.
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MONITORING: P&D shall review and approve prior to recordation. P&D shall
ensure plans for future residential-development comply with the minimum buffer
requirements. Permit Compliance shall site inspect during construction of future
structures to ensure compliance.

BIO 6-2  Fuel Management Plan Required. The applicant shall prepare a Fuel Management
Plan to ensure that avoidance is accomplished and to ensure that fuel management
is balanced with sensitive resource protection. Plan Requirements: The Fuel
Management Plan shall include the following;:

e The goal of the plan would be to meet the dual goals of public safety and
protection of significant vegetation.

e The plan shall depict fuel management zones (i.e., Zone 1, 2, and 3) wherever
required and shall include specific habitat and rare species protection and fuel
management measures to be used in each management zone and for each
habitat type. Onsite vegetation management shall be limited to the zones and
clearance requirements/ percentages conceptually described.

e Impacts to native grasslands and special status plant and animal species shall be
minimized. Zone 2 clearance of shrub cover shall not exceed 50% of shrub cover
and shall be created in a mosaic pattern. Mowing of native bunchgrass shall
occur in such a manner that at least 4 inches of height of each plant remains
after mowing.

Timing: The Fuel Management Plan shall be reviewed and approved by P&D prior
to approval of Coastal Development Permits or Land Use Permits for future
residential development. Site plans shall show any proposed fuel management
zones and measures to protect any sensitive habitat occurring within the zones.

MONITORING: P&D permit compliance staff shall monitor implementation of the
Protection Plan.

Residual Impacts

Establishing and maintaining 100 ft. fuel management buffers outside of sensitive habitats
would protect sensitive environmental vegetation and habitat areas from vegetation clearing.
Residual impacts would be less than significant (Class II) with implementation of the
identified mitigation.

Impact BIO-7: Potential Introduction or Increase of Invasive Non-native Plants

The CNDDB indicates that almost 10% of the state’s rare plant species are experiencing threats
from invasive weeds (Bossard et al., 2000) and invasive species are now widely recognized
worldwide as posing threats to biological diversity second only to direct habitat loss and
fragmentation (Pimm and Gilpin, 1989; Scott and Wilcove, 1998). Special-status plants and
animals, where present on the parcels outside the development envelopes, are vulnerable to
non-native plants introduced intentionally for landscaping, weed and erosion control, or
unintentionally, in livestock feed or other activities.

Existing noxious weeds or invasive species that have severe effects on ecological processes that
already occur on the project site include red brome, veldt grass, Harding grass, fennel, Italian
thistle, milk thistle, and numerous mustard species (See Appendix E). It is likely that these
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species have become established due to past activities on the parcel, including transport
through seed on equipment and animal fur, and horticultural and agricultural introductions.
However, with increased grading and disturbance of soil, these and other species could increase
in distribution over the project site, especially on Lots 1, 2, 6, and 7, where the DE’s are located
adjacent to native habitats. Non-native plant material used in landscaping and restoration could
invade native habitats, and native plant material of unknown geographic origin has the
potential to alter the genetic constitution of indigenous populations that have adapted to local
climatic, soil, and hydrologic conditions. One of the goals of maintaining habitat values
associated with open space on the parcels is to protect and enhance the ecological functions of
the area. Invasive species and hybridization has the potential to affect long-term genetic
integrity and persistence of endemic plant communities in the project area. Fuel management
for fire control may create and maintain disturbed soil conditions favored by invasive plants.
The project’s potential impacts due to the introduction or increase of invasive, non-native plants
are considered potentially significant but mitigable (Class II).

Mitigation Measures

BIO 7-1:  Biologist review of Landscape Plans. Landscape Plans for future development
shall be reviewed and approved by the P&D Staff Biologist. The applicant shall use
native, locally collected plant species (coastal Santa Barbara and Ventura County
species or other non-invasive plant material) for landscaping purposes. Plan
Requirements and Timing: The plans shall be approved by the staff biologist prior
to approval of Coastal Development Permits or Land Use Permits for future
residential development.

MONITORING: P&D permit compliance shall monitor implementation in the
field.

BIO 7-2:  Revegetation of Disturbed Soils and Weed Eradication. All soil surfaces exposed
during any construction activity and which are not proposed to be developed or
landscaped shall be revegetated with native plants typical of the adjacent habitat
immediately after construction. All disturbed areas shall be monitored for the
presence of invasive species. If weedy invasive species are found to be present, a
weed-eradication program for the affected area shall be developed and
implemented. Plan Requirements: Prior to issuance of Land Use or Coastal
Development permits and grading permits for future dwellings and the road
system, a Revegetation Plan prepared by a county-approved biologist shall be
submitted for P&D review and approval. The Plan shall be implemented and
deemed at least partially successful prior to occupancy clearance for the first
residence.

MONITORING: P&D shall site inspect to ensure compliance.

Residual Impacts

Mitigation Measures BIO 6-1 and 6-2 would require placement of fuel management buffers such
that they do not adversely impact sensitive vegetation or habitat and a Fuel Management Plan
that balances fuel management with sensitive resource protection. Placing the buffer where
little native vegetation is present would reduce potential degradation of adjacent native habitat
from invasion by exotic species. Mitigation Measures BIO 7-1 and 7-2 require biologist review of
landscape plans and post-construction revegetation in areas where invasive species are found to

Las Varas Ranch Final EIR 4.4-41



4.4 Biological Resources

be increasing. Residual impacts would be less than significant (Class II) with implementation
of the mitigation measures identified above.

Impact BIO-8: Wildlife mortality and disturbance from Introduction of non-native
animals and interactions with humans

Adjacent ranches, e.g., Dos Pueblos Ranch, currently support a large breeding population of
introduced European starlings (Sturnus vulgaris), which are significant competitors with native
hole-nesting birds (e.g., acorn woodpecker, red-breasted sapsucker, bank swallow, purple
martin). Starlings appear to concentrate in areas subject to intensive and chronic human
disturbance, such as agricultural fields and overgrazed pastures, but will invade native riparian
woodlands if these habitats occur nearby. Additionally, the introduction of domestic dogs and
cats into wildlife habitats near creeks could be a significant-source of mortality for native
wildlife species. Domestic and feral cats and dogs could prey upon all of the special-status
wildlife species listed in this document, with the exception of American badger and mountain
lions, and can significantly affect wildlife populations in an extensive area around development
envelopes.

Corrals, barns, and other livestock feeding areas associated with future residential development
(e.g. horse barns and stables) may attract brown-headed cowbirds (Molothus ater), which are
nest/brood parasites on a number of special-status riparian birds known or potentially
occurring along the Gato Creek riparian corridors, such as the lark sparrow, Pacific-slope
flycatcher, southwestern willow flycatcher, Swainson’s thrush, warbling vireo, Wilson’s
warbler, yellow warbler, and yellow-breasted chat. Cowbirds are implicated in the severe
regional declines experienced by these species throughout much of the state. Parcels 1-4 are
situated in close proximity to Gato Creek, but cowbirds, if present, could easily fly between all
of the proposed development envelopes and rlparlan hab1tats in Gato Creek and ad]acent
dramages A

Development envelopes for Lots 4 and 5 are located in areas where residences are presently
located. The DE for Lot 7 is located ad]acent to an orchard and a group of smaller parcels with
residences already developed ~

the land encompassed by the proposed development envelopes is Currently open space and
grazing land and would abut extensive natural habitats and grazing land after occupation.
Wildlife mortality due to interactions with humans during occupation could be significant and
extend well beyond the development envelopes. Lot 6 (north) and Lot 2 would be particularly
vulnerable given their locations relative to native habitat. However, future development under

this project would be spread over many acres, and is much less dense than typical subdivisions.
The introduction of up to seven new residences and accessory structures over the 1,784-acre
project site would not be expected to Idividuallyand-eumulatively—these-potential-impaets
eeuld-significantly reduce population sizes of eertain-wildlife species over large parts of the
parcels and adjacent areas. Given the limited scope of the project in terms of the possible extent
of the future human population present on-site, the number of domestic pets that would be
potentially introduced into the site associated with future residential development would be
relatively small and would not be expected to result in significant mortality of native wildlife.
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Overall, Fthe project’s potential to cause wildlife mortality or substantial disturbance is
considered petentially-significant-butmitigableadverse but less than significant (Class III).

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required. The following mitigation measure is recommended to further reduce

impacts to native wildlife from domestic pets and interactions with humans.

BIO 8: Prepare Resident Education Program. The applicant shall retain a qualified local
biologist to prepare a Resident Education Program. Plan Requirements: At a
minimum, the Program shall contain literature discussing proactive measures that
landowners eanr-shall implement regarding the following:

Minimizing the attractiveness of the project area, specifically livestock areas, to
non-native wildlife and avoiding or minimizing native wildlife mortality;
Reducing or avoiding negative human/wildlife interactions;

Keeping cats and dogs in at night in order to reduce predation by them on native
wildlife and to prevent them from being preyed upon by coyotes and mountain
lions;

Restrieting-Requiring leashing of dogs fremuse-efon hiking trails;

Developing measures to prevent domestic cats and dogs from roaming habitats
outside the development envelopes, such as barrier fencing around the
development envelopes;

Preventing domestic cats and dogs from reproducing and becoming feral;
Eliminating food sources and other attractive nuisances to wildlife in and around
development envelopes;

Limiting impacts of non-native aquatic and terrestrial plants and animals on
native wildlife and habitats (See BIO-6 and BIO 7-1 above);

Prohibiting release of non-native animals into open spaces and collecting of
native wildlife, such as turtles, frogs, and snakes;

Educating residents concerning snakes and the benefits of these predators for
rodent control, identification of harmless species, and the alternative of capturing
and moving snakes to open space areas rather than killing them;

The value of swallows, black phoebes, and other eave-nesting birds for insect
control,

Simple, proactive, non-invasive measures that can be implemented by
landowners to prevent nesting by these species on residences and other
structures; and

Other relevant topics.

Timing: Prior to Map Recordation or final documentation of the Lot Line
Adjustments, the Resident Education Program shall be submitted to County P&D for
review and approval. The approved Program shall be included in the CC&Rs
recorded for the project.
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MONITORING: P&D shall review the CC&Rs to ensure compliance with this
condition prior to final map clearance and final documentation of the Lot Line
Adjustments and shall confirm recordation of the Program as part of the site’s
CC&Rs prior to Coastal Development Permit or Land Use Permit approval for the
first residence.

Residual Impacts

The resident education program (BIO 8 above) would increase awareness of issues pertaining to
human interaction with wildlife and recommends eguire implementation of measures to
minimize conflicts with native wildlife. Mitigation BIO 12-1a, which limits agricultural use on
Lots 1 and 2, and Mitigation BIO 13, which reduces the extent of development adjacent to Gato
Creek, would also help to further reduce these impacts. Residual impacts would be less than
significant (Class III).

4.4.4.3 Impacts of Gato Bridge Crossing

Impact BIO-9: Gato Crossing: Temporary Construction Impacts of removal and
construction of Gato Creek span crossing on Aquatic (mostly amphibian) wildlife

California red-legged frogs and South Coast newts occur in Gato Creek downstream of the
existing crossing and could be killed or otherwise significantly affected by removal of the
existing crossing and construction of abutments for the proposed span crossing. Additionally,
removing the existing crossing will likely result in the immediate or gradual obliteration of the
scour pool where these species occur (and may breed) as the streambed gradient adjusts itself.
This is considered to be a potentially significant but mitigable impact (Class II).

Construction of the access road and span bridge through the riparian habitat of Gato Creek
would require a 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreement through the California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG). This agency would likely add its own conditions to the agreement.

If any disturbance is anticipated below the “ordinary high water mark,” a 404 permit from the
Army Corp of Engineers (ACOE) and a 401 Certificate from the Regional Water Quality Control
Board would also be required. If permitting through the ACOE occurs, this federal agency
would manage the Section 7 permitting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
regarding the California red legged frog. This could expedite the process of gaining a “take
permit” needed to proceed with construction in this area. Without this “federal nexus,” a
separate permitting course of action with the USFWS through Section 10 of the ESA would
likely be required.

Mitigation Measures

BIO 9: The applicant shall prepare a Gato Creek Bridge Crossing Protection and
Restoration Plan for avoiding impacts to sensitive species and native vegetation in
Gato Creek during construction of the bridge. The Plan shall include:

e Pre-Construction Surveys. Pre-construction surveys for California red-legged
frogs, South Coast newts, and other special-status amphibian species shall be
conducted prior to construction activities no more than one week before
construction begins. If any individuals of CARLF are found, the agencies shall
be contacted. If other sensitive species are identified, appropriate measures shall
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be taken to ensure their protection as recommended by the consulting biologist
and approved by P&D.

e Biological Monitoring. Removal of the existing crossing and installation of the
proposed span crossing shall be monitored by a qualified wildlife biologist with
a handling permit for potentially-affected wildlife. Fhe-sameA County--qualified
wildlife biologist shall monitor all aspects of removing the existing crossing and
installation of the new span crossing and installation of grade control structures.

e Installation of boulder weirs. Prior to construction, plans for installing one or
more boulder weirs (grade control structures) shall be prepared in consultation
with a County-qualified wildlife biologist. The grade control structures shall
consist of large boulders placed across the streambed upstream and downstream
of the existing crossing in order to reduce the magnitude of streambed gradient
re-adjustment following removal of the existing crossing. The boulder weir plans
shall be included on all grading plans.

e Dry season construction. All work shall be conducted in the dry season after
CRLF and newt larvae have metamorphosed (August 1 - October 15). Removing
and replacing the existing crossing shall be done in as short a period of time as
possible.

e Staging outside Gato Creek corridor. All staging and laydown areas shall be
located outside of the Gato Creek riparian corridor on previously-disturbed
ground.

e Restoration of Vegetation. Any native riparian vegetation removed or damaged
shall be restored at a 3:1 (restored acres: disturbed acres) ratio. A separate plan
shall be prepared by a County-qualified botanist that would be reviewed and
approved by P&D. The goal of the restoration would be to restore any riparian
habitat or functions disturbed by construction with a similar assemblage of
species that occur in the area such that the restoration area is suitably integrated
into the larger ecological matrix. Specific measures for restoration and
monitoring success shall be included in the plan, including: an explicit species
list, installation methods and activities, performance standards, monitoring
methods, and schedules and budgets_(See BIO-12-2 for additional restoration

requirements).

e Fencing during construction. Any additional protection procedures proposed to
be used, including marking the extent of ground disturbance and fencing areas
for avoidance.

Plan Requirements: The Gato Creek Bridge Crossing Protection and Restoration
Plan shall be prepared by a qualified biologist approved by the County and shall be
submitted to P&D and approved prior to Land Use Permit issuance for construction
of the bridge. No alteration to the stream channel or banks shall be permitted (no
Land Use Permit shall be issued) until the Owner/ Applicant demonstrates receipt of
all authorizations from the California Department of Fish and Game, Regional Water
Quality Control Board, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and/or federal-any other
applicable federal or state agencies for any planned alteration to the stream channel
or banks.
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MONITORING: P&D or a qualified local biologist approved by the County shall
monitor compliance with the Plan in the field. A report prepared by the biological
monitor shall be submitted to P&D documenting the construction activities and any
impacts to sensitive species or vegetation.

Residual Impacts

Mitigation Measure BIO 9 contains requirements for seasonal surveys, construction monitoring,
seasonal construction work, restrictions on work area locations, and restoration of damaged
areas. These measures would protect the riparian corridor during construction and, with
restoration, ensure its viability for the long-term. Residual impacts would be less than
significant (Class II) with implementation of the above mitigation measure.

Impact BIO-10: Gato Crossing: Short-term, Temporary Water Quality Impacts
During Construction (removal of crossing)

Removing the existing crossing would temporarily degrade water quality downstream of the
crossing, possibly affecting fish and other aquatic wildlife. This would be primarily associated
with sedimentation and turbidity caused by removal of the existing crossing within the creek
bed. Impacts are expected to be adverse but less than significant (Class III) given the short-
term nature of the removal activity. It is recommended that a qualified wildlife biologist be
retained to perform capture and relocation of non-listed fish, tadpoles, aquatic insects, and
other animals found in the scour pool located below the existing crossing to further
downstream. This could occur as part of Mitigation Measure BIO 9. See additional discussion in
the Water Quality section (Section 4.12).

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

Residual Impact:

The residual impact is less than significant (Class III). However, Mitigation Measure BIO 9
contains measures for monitoring that could be expanded to include relocation of fish.
Regardless, residual impacts would be less than significant.

Impact BIO-11: Temporary loss of riparian vegetation in Gato Creek

Construction of a span bridge across Gato Creek would reduce impacts to habitat in the long-
term, but would create short-term, localized impacts to riparian vegetation, including trimming
of willow and possibly sycamore and oak trees, as well as understory vegetation and
groundcover. The bridge is proposed to be a 20-foot wide pre-fabricated span design and
would be positioned in the same general location as the existing Arizona crossing. The bridge
abutments would be located outside of the creek banks. Since this section of the creek is already
disturbed within the existing Arizona crossing and ranch road, the amount of native vegetation
that would need to be removed and/or disturbed as part of the new bridge installation would
be minimized. This impact is expected to be potentially significant but mitigable (Class II).

Mitigation Measures

Temporary loss of riparian vegetation would be mitigated by Mitigation Measure BIO 9 above.
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Residual Impacts

Residual impacts would be less than significant (Class II) with implementation of Mitigation
BIO 9 identified above.

4444  Impacts to Resources on Specific Parcels
Parcels 1 and 2

Impact BIO-12: The project would result in fragmentation and loss of grassland
habitats, including effects on ground-dwelling special status reptile, bird and
mammal species due to development

According to the Tierney and Hunt (2006) report, project construction and occupation,
especially on Parcels 1 and 2, could result in significant interference with habitat linkages that
are already compromised by existing transportation corridors and agricultural development.
Grassland habitats in the project area would receive almost all of the impacts associated with
project build-out and occupation. Consequently, species that rely on grasslands as foraging,
roosting, and/or nesting/denning habitat may be disproportionately affected. These effects
would include: habitat loss and fragmentation, changes in prey density, changes in foraging
and nesting patterns due to human and domestic cat and dog presence, direct mortality due to
construction and occupation of the development envelopes and access roads, and introduction
and proliferation of invasive, non-native plants (see also impact assessment for raptors,
invertebrates, and wildlife movement corridors). Special-status wildlife species that are known
or potentially occur in grasslands in the project area include: California horned lizard, coast
patch-nosed snake, black swift, California horned lark, grasshopper sparrow, lark sparrow,
loggerhead shrike, long-billed curlew, mountain plover, purple martin, burrowing owl, short-
eared owl, Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, tricolored blackbird, Vaux’s swift,
western meadowlark, American badger, fringed myotis, pallid bat, spotted bat, Townsend’s
big-eared bat, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, and mountain lion. These species could
potentially be affected by increased fragmentation of grassland habitats caused by construction
and occupation of development envelopes and access roads, and impacts are expected to be
greater on ground-dwelling wildlife than on birds. It is expected that many or all of these
species would alter or abandon their use of grassland habitats over portions of the parcels as a
result of project build-out. However, because of the relatively small size of the development
envelopes in relation to the parcel sizes, and the large remaining intact grassland habitats that
would be unaffected by the project, interference with wildlife movements in grasslands is
expeeted-to-beconsidered a potentially significant but mitigable impact (Class II).

Mitigation Measures

The following mitigation measure is recommended in order to minimize any conflicts from the
ongoing agricultural operation on grassland habitat and wildlife on the coastal bluff.

Recommended Mitigation

BIO 12-1: CC&R Provisions for Protection of Grassland Habitat and Wildlife. In order to
protect remaining grassland habitat within the project site and use of the habitat by
wildlife, the following measures shall be incorporated into CC&R’s for the project:

a. Open Space provisions and Regulation of Agricultural Use. Areas outside of
development envelopes on Parcel 1 and 2 that contain native vegetation shall
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remain as open space and shall not be converted to row-crop agriculture,
including, but not limited, to: alfalfa production, vineyards, orchards, or dry-
farmed fields. Grazing shall be allowed.

b. Fencing. New fEences outside of development envelopes, along access roads and

elsewhere in open space areas, shall be re-mere-than48-incheshich-andshall be

s&ﬁaeeconstructed to allow for w11dhfe passage while st111 prov1d1ng the

necessary functions for the cattle operation. The use of deer fencing or other tall
mesh-type fencing shall be restricted to agricultural areas and within
development envelopes. Construction of stone, stucco, or other solid walls
outside of development envelopes shall be prohibited.

c. Rodenticides prohibited. Rodenticides, pesticides, and other chemical and/or
mechanical control of insects and rodents shall be prohibited outside of
development envelopes and actively farmed and grazed areas as required in
order to avoid impacts to prey populations on which raptors and carnivores
depend for food. Rodent traps within the development envelopes shall be
restricted to snap-traps and not rodenticides, which may kill rodents over a
broad area outside the development envelopes.

Plan Requirements and Timing: These requirements shall be incorporated into the
CC&Rs and included on an Exhibit Map attached to the Final Map and final
documentation for the Lot Line Adjustments and shall be reviewed by P&D prior to
final map clearance. The CC&Rs shall be reviewed by P&D prior to recordation.
Notwithstanding their inclusion in the CC&Rs, these measures shall be adhered to
throughout the life of the project.

MONITORING: P&D shall review the CC&Rs to ensure compliance with this
condition prior to final map clearance and shall respond to complaints.

The following mitigation measure is required to reduce impacts to native vegetation and

wildlife associated with future development on Parcels 1 and 2.

Required Mitigation

BIO 12-2: Habitat Avoidance, Protection, and Restoration PlanFuture—plans—te—shew

provisionsfor Protection-of Grassland Habitat-and Wildlife. To minimize impacts

to sensitive resources from future development on Parcels 1 and 2, an onsite Habitat
Avoidance, Protection, and Restoration Plan shall be prepared by a qualified biologist
prior to development occurring on proposed Parcels 1 and 2. The Plan shall be
prepared based on siting surveys conducted according to Mitigation Measure BIO-5.

The Plan shall meet the following minimum parameters: In—erder—to—proteet

a. Development envelopes shall be reduced in size from 5 acres to 2 acres (Parcel 1)
and from 2.5 acres to 1 acre (Parcel 2);
b. Development envelopes shall avoid impacting native grasslands;
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c. Any native habitats temporarily or permanently disturbed shall be restored at a 2:1
ratio based on acreage.

ad. Roadways. Roadways shall not contain curbs, ditches, or other barriers to
small, ground-dwelling wildlife. The width of access roads shall be the minimum
necessary for vehicular and emergency vehicle safety in order to avoid or
minimize habitat fragmentation and barriers to wildlife movement. Maximum
speed limits on all access roads shall not exceed 20 mph in order to avoid or
minimize wildlife mortality.

(¢}

e. Lighting. All outdoor lighting (including around residences, barns, corrals, and
other facilities), access roads, and trails shall be of the minimum number and
wattage necessary for safety and shall be shielded and directed downward to
minimize light “pollution” to adjacent open spaces. Lighting within development
envelopes shall not be directed outside of the envelopes.

f. Landscaping shall avoid disturbance of native habitats.

Plan Requirements and Timing: The Plan shall include a map depicting all plant
community types within the development area plus 300 ft., required buffers from each
plant community per the coastal zone standards, all proposed grading, access, and
residential development areas, exclusion areas, protective fencing locations, and fuel
management areas. The Plan shall include measures to protect sensitive habitats
during construction. The Plan shall be submitted to P&D for review and approval
prior to approval of Coastal Development Permits for residential and accessory
residential development on Parcels 1 and 2. Theseregquirements-shall-be-included-on
, . P&D shall review plans for
future residential development to ensure compliance w1th these requirements prior
to permit issuance for future development.

MONITORING: P&D shall review the Habitat Avoidance, Protection, and
Restoration Plan for each lot, in addition to grading and building plans, to ensure
consistency with approved plans. Anv necessary Restoration Plans for disturbed
habitats shall include long-term monitoring for 5 vears. P&D shall ensure
compliance with approved plans during construction of infrastructure and future
dwellings prior to Final Building Inspection Clearance.

Residual Impacts

habft&t—e&ts&de—the—DEs—eﬂ—Lets—l—aﬂd—Z—Measure BIO 12 2 would require preparatlon and
implementation of a habitat protection and avoidance plan associated with future development
on Parcels 1 and 2, including fature-plans-to-shew-specific designs-restrictions onfer curbs and
lighting to ensure that wildlife passage is not precluded or impeded in grassland habitats.
Residual impacts would be less than significant (Class II) with implementation of Mitigation
BIO 12-2. Mitigation Measure BIO 12-1 would, among other things, restrict conversion of
grassland habitat to cultivated agriculture outside the DE’s on Lots 1 and 2, thereby avoiding
future impacts to native wildlife and habitat associated with agricultural conversion in this

portion of the ranch. the-abeve mitigation-measures:
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Impact BIO-13: The Parcel 2 Development Envelope, which constitutes its residentially
developable area, would potentially interfere with wildlife movements and adversely affect
aquatic amphibians and reptiles such as California red-legged frog, Southwestern pond
turtle, Coast Range Newt, and Two-Striped Garter Snake

The following text is taken directly from the Tierney and Hunt 2006 report (page 39):

“California red-legged frogs, Coast Range newts, southwestern pond turtles,
and two-striped garter snakes are known from Gato Creek and CRLF and garter
snakes have a moderate to high potential of occurring in Drainages #1 and #2
(Appendix B). CRLF and Coast Range newts breed in Gato Creek adjacent to
the proposed Parcel 2 development envelope. Adults and metamorphs of these
species need upland habitats several hundred or thousand feet wide in which to
disperse and aestivate.  Dispersal of frogs and newts between coastal
watersheds on the Ranch may occur through intervening grassland and scrub
habitats. These drainages also may provide north-south movement corridors
for red-legged frogs. Proposed development envelopes in Parcels 1, 3, 4, 5, and
7 are situated at least 250 feet away from these drainages, and the small size of
the envelopes in relation to surrounding open space is not likely to interfere
with east-west movements between drainages. However, the Parcel 2
development envelope is situated on a stream terrace immediately west of Gato
Creek and almost completely covers the ground between UPRR tracks and the
coastal bluff.”

Thus this DE, as currently proposed, introduces a barrier to upland migration, especially in an
east-west direction and could interfere with dispersal and aestivation of amphibian species. The
northern half of the DE, although located in an area dominated by harding grass, is
immediately adjacent to the creek, in habitat that could be occupied by sensitive aquatic species.
Construction and occupation in this area could increase the potential for “take” of the California
Red-legged frog, which has been documented in the area just south of the railroad tracks. The
southern half of the DE is located partially in native grasslands, lemonadeberry scrub, coastal
scrub, and annual grasslands. It is within 200 ft. of the mouth of the creek, and development in
this area could result in impacts to sensitive species potentially residing in this area (e.g.,
tidewater goby). These are considered potentially significant impacts that can only be
mitigated through a relocation or redesign of the envelope (see Section 6.0, Alternatives).

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures BIO 5, 6-1, 12-1 and 12-2 above, which contain provisions for CCR’s and
future development and ensuring adequate setbacks from sensitive habitats, would partially
mitigate impacts.

BIO 13: Envelope Reduction. The development envelope on Parcel 2 shall be reduced and
limited to the rear half of the envelope where there is further setback available from
Gato Creek, consistent with the depiction in Alternative 2A. Plan Requirements
and Timing. The development envelope shall be reconfigured and included on the
map prior to recordation of the Lot Line Adjustment. P&D shall confirm
reconfiguration of the development envelope prior to final map clearance.

4.4-50 Las Varas Ranch Final EIR



4.4 Biological Resources

MONITORING: Pé&D shall confirm appropriate configuration of the development
envelope on plans submitted for future development of Parcel 2. P&D shall site
inspect during construction to confirm compliance.

Residual Impacts

Residual impacts to sensitive aquatic species due to buildout on Parcel 2 would be significant
and unavoidable (Class I). Reducing the size of the DE (i.e., using only the northern half)
would reduce, but not eliminate, significant adverse impacts. Relocating the development
envelope on Parcel 2 to an area outside the stream corridor and reconfiguring it such that it
does not encompass the entire width of the coastal terrace between the railroad tracks and bluff
edge, in addition to the measures outlined above, could reduce this impact to a less than
significant level.

Impact BIO-14: Project use of beaches could result in impacts to special-status beach-
dwelling invertebrates, specifically the globose dune beetle (Class III)

The proposed project would result in increased human use of the beaches in and adjacent to the
project area. This use would be associated primarily with the public access component of the
project and, to a lesser degree, with the new residential development (particularly on Lot 2
where the DE is located very close to the beach and is not separated from the beach by steep
cliffs). This increase in use could result in new foot trails and trampling of sand dunes and
upper sandy beach habitats. However, nearly the entire beach along the project property is
backed by a steep, rock bluff and high tides reach the bluffs such that little to no vegetation is
present on the beach. Sandy/hummocky topography and coincident sand dune vegetation on
which the globose dune beetle depends are absent from the beach along the project site. No
habitat similar to that found at the known globose dune beetle locations elsewhere along the
coast is found along the project site. Thus, it is unlikely that the property supports globose

dune beetles, particularly as a viable population. Therefore, impacts associated with increased
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No mitigation is required.

Residual Impacts

Residual impacts would be less than significant
mitigation-measure-and no mitigation is required.
Parcels 1 through 5

Class 1II) with-implementation-ot-the-above

Impact BIO-15: Potential Loss or Degradation of Monarch butterfly autumnal and
overwintering habitat (Class II)

Since their introduction from Australia in the late 19t century, blue gum trees (Eucalyptus
globulus) have replaced native riparian trees, such as coast live oak and western sycamore, as
autumnal and overwintering roosts for monarch butterflies. Eucalyptus groves used by
monarchs for this purpose are protected by State and County regulations and policies. Las
Varas Ranch supports Sites 53 and 54 (see Figure 4.4-6), two regionally important monarch
roosts (Calvert, 1991, Meade, 1999), and the County of Santa Barbara Planning and
Development Department considers these eucalyptus groves to be Environmentally Sensitive
Habitats (ESHs). These groves may also provide temporary roosts for red bats, pallid bats,
Yuma myotis, and fringed myotis (See Impact BIO-3). Local Coastal Plan Policies 9-22 and 9-23
state that monarch butterfly trees shall not be removed except where they pose a serious threat
to life or property, and shall not be pruned during roosting season and that adjacent
development shall be set back a minimum of 50 feet from butterfly trees. While the
development envelopes located on Parcels 3 and 4 appear to avoid the primary roost sites, the
development envelopes on Parcels 1, 2, 4, and 5 are located within 50 feet of eucalyptus groves
and oak woodlands that may be used as temporary roost sites by monarchs moving around the
larger roosts. Exposure of these groves to nearby increased human activity and air-borne
smoke and chemicals from residential emission sources, as well as possibly altering the micro-
climate within the grove as a result of landscape plantings, could have a significant adverse
effect on these populations. Detailed site plans are not available at this time, so pending review
of detailed descriptions for future residential development within these envelopes,
development sites may need to be adjusted to meet the 50-foot minimum setback. Potential loss
or degradation of monarch autumnal and overwintering habitat is considered a potentially
significant but mitigable impact.

Mitigation Measures

BIO 15-1: Trees in the monarch groves shall not be trimmed or removed during construction
or occupation unless approved and monitored by County P&D and a qualified
monarch butterfly biologist. Plan Requirements and Timing: Monarch Butterfly
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat areas, adjacent woodland trees, and windrows
shall be shown on all grading and building plans for work within 100 feet of these
areas and submitted to P&D for review prior to approval of Coastal Development
Permits or Land Use Permits for future residential development.

MONITORING: P&D shall review plans and site inspect during construction to
ensure compliance with this measure.
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BIO 15-2: Monarch Protection Plan. The landowner and future applicants for Lots 1, 2, 4 and
5 shall prepare and implement a Monarch Butterfly Protection Plan. The Plan shall
include:

e Timing restrictions on grading and construction of access roads and future
residential development that require use of heavy equipment, including
backhoes, to avoid noise, dust, and increased human activity impacts to
overwintering monarch butterflies (i.e., construction activities should occur
between March and October);

e If grading or other heavy equipment work must occur between October and
March, a qualified biologist shall survey all eucalyptus trees within 50 feet of the
development area prior to the start of work to determine use by monarchs. If
butterfly aggregations are found within 50 feet of the work area, work activities
shall be delayed until monarchs have left the site.

Plan Requirements and Timing: The Plan shall be reviewed and approved prior to
issuance of Grading Permits for access roads, and prior to approval of Coastal
Development Permits or Land Use Permits for future dwellings. The results of any
pre-construction surveys shall be reviewed and approved by P&D prior to
construction.

MONITORING: P&D permit compliance staff shall monitor implementation of
the Protection Plan and shall confirm results of any pre-construction surveys prior
to construction.

Residual Impacts

Mitigation Measure BIO 15-1 would require the protection of monarch sites and trees during
construction and occupation of the site. Mitigation Measure BIO 15-2 would require applicants
on Parcels 1, 2, 4, and 5 to prepare a Monarch Plan that includes seasonal restrictions on
grading. Mitigation Measure BIO 5 would require a 100 ft. buffer from sensitive habitats,
including native shrubs and trees. Mitigation Measure BIO 6-1 would locate future structures
beyond the 100-foot fuel modification activities that could otherwise adversely affect monarch
aggregation sites. Residual impacts would be less than significant (Class II) with
implementation of these mitigation measures.

Impacts Specific to Parcels 4 and 5
Impact BIO-16: Potential effects on wetland resources on Parcels 4 and 5 (Class II)

Parcels 4 and 5 contain clayey soils that harbor wetland indicator species and patches of native
grasslands (See Table 4.4-4). Two potential seasonal wetlands and surrounding swale areas on
Parcel 4 may support amphibians such as Pacific tree frogs and western toads. These features
could also support special-status invertebrates in years of above-normal precipitation, including
the vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), a federally-listed species. This species was
found in similar pools along the UPRR tracks just east of Las Varas Creek in 2001 (less than 1.5
air miles SE of the wetland features on this site). The DE for Parcel 4 has avoided these wetland
areas, and the corresponding 100 ft. buffers. However, the DE for Parcel 5 contains or is
adjacent to at least three seasonal depressions dominated by meadow barley (Hordeum
brachyantherum, FACW) and yard rush (Juncus occidentalis, FACW) (See W-2, W-3 and W-4 on
Figure 4.4-4.). Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 9-9 requires a 100-foot wide buffer be maintained
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around wetlands within the County. The proposed building envelope on Parcel 5 currently
encroaches within these potential wetlands or buffers. Impacts are considered potentially
significant but mitigable. In order to reduce this impact to a less than significant level, the DE
for Parcel 5 would need to be reduced in size, redesigned or relocated (see Section 6.0,
Alternatives)_or future development within the DE would need to sited so as to avoid the
required 100-foot buffers. Limiting the development to the northern third of the DE and/or
moving the edge of the DE to the east could avoid these potential wetlands and allow for the
necessary 100-foot buffer from development.

Mitigation Measures

BIO16:  Wetlands. All site improvements and project development shall maintain a
minimum 100-ft. buffer from all coastal wetlands. The potential wetlands in the
vicinity of Parcels 4 and 5 shall be properly delineated (i.e., using U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers methods and coastal zone definitions) and identified on all grading or
building plans for future residential development. No new structures, including
irrigation and non-native landscaping, shall be placed, and no disturbance shall
occur, within the wetlands or the 100 ft. buffers. Plan Requirements and Timing:
Plans for future residential development shall be submitted to P&D for review prior
to Coastal Development Permit approval. All wetlands and buffers shall be shown
on grading and building plans, and the edge of the buffer shall be fenced in the field
during construction.

MONITORING: P&D shall confirm compliance with this measure prior to permit
issuance for future residential development on Parcels 4 and 5. P&D permit
compliance staff shall monitor to ensure that the required 100-ft. buffers are
maintained around all delineated wetlands during construction.

Residual Impacts

Mitigation Measure BIO 16 requires that development be designed to avoid wetlands and
wetland buffers. Because this appears to be possible and feasible, residual impacts would be
reduced to less than significant (Class II).

Impact BIO-17: Potential effects on riparian and wildlife resources on Parcel 5 from
trail construction and use (Class I1I)

A public access trail would be constructed on Parcel 5 along the top-of-bank of Las Varas Creek
in between the highway and Pacific Ocean. The trail would be approximately eight15 feet wide
and 4,000 linear feet in length. A six-foot tall fence is proposed between the trail and the
avocado orchard, specifically to preclude public trespass into the orchard. Based on preliminary
plans, the trail is predominantly located within the avocado orchard, so no impacts to native
vegetation would occur from construction of the trail or fence. Since the banks of Las Varas
Creek are very high and effectively preclude access to the creek (and, conversely, access to the
upper banks) for large mammals, and because wildlife would be assumed to move north and
south up and down the creek corridor (as opposed to over the banks) it is not likely that the
fencing would create significant impediments to wildlife movement. Impacts would be adverse
but less than significant.

Las Varas Creek empties out to the Pacific Ocean by way of an existing culvert under the Union
Pacific Railroad. There is no lagoon at the mouth of Las Varas Creek. Instead, the creek
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emerges from the railroad tunnel and plunges off a
two-foot high, 25-foot wide concrete bench (see photo
at left). A small scour pool at the base of the bench is
of insufficient size or structure to support tidewater
gobies or other sensitive aquatic species. The
presence of the concrete bench where the culvert
opening meets the beach currently presents a barrier
to migration for steelhead and tidewater goby from
reaching suitable aquatic habitat upstream of the
railroad tunnel. The tunnel itself and the shallow
pool immediately upstream of the tunnel do not
provide suitable aquatic habitat for tidewater goby or
steelhead. Nonetheless, the potential for California red legged frog and other sensitive species
to be present along Las Varas Creek, at least temporarily, remains (Collins, 2009a). However,
given the low value of the habitat within the concrete culvert and its limited suitability for
sensitive species to be present on a consistent basis, combined with the relatively low numbers
of public that would be using the trail and walking through the culvert, impacts are considered
adverse but less than significant (Class III).

Mitigation Measures

None required.

Residual Impact

The residual impacts to aquatic species in Las Varas Creek from public access through the
existing UPRR culvert and establishment of a fence along the public beach access trail would be
less than significant (Class III).

Impacts Specific to Parcel 6

Impact BIO-18: Potential effects on coast live oak forest, riparian resources, Santa
Barbara honeysuckle, and Plummer’s Baccharis on Parcel 6 from construction of
water lines (Class II).

The project would entail construction of approximately 7,000 linear feet of water lines and a
new water tank on Parcel 6. Most of these routes on other parcels are located within existing
roadways in fairly open areas; however, on Parcel 6, the route is located along Gato Creek. This
route for the water lines was surveyed by Rachel Tierney in October of 2008 (Tierney, February
17, 2009). The route traverses annual grassland, coast live oak forest, and California Sycamore
vegetation. Two sensitive plants, Santa Barbara honeysuckle (CNPS List 1B), and Plummer’s
Baccharis (CNPS List 4.3) occur along the route, in at least six different areas within the riparian
corridor of Gato Creek. Installation of the two to four-inch diameter pipelines would not entail
significant ground disturbance, but the location within riparian habitat and oak forest could
result in localized disturbance in these habitats, and possibly loss of individuals of sensitive
species. The pipelines would be located within an existing dirt ranch road where feasible in
order to minimize disturbance of native vegetation. Impacts would be potentially significant
but mitigable.
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Mitigation Measures

BIO18:  Water line Location. The water line locations shall utilize existing roads and
disturbed areas to the maximum extent feasible. Trenching shall be avoided under
oak tree canopies and near sensitive plants. Prior to construction, the applicant
shall survey and flag the alignment of the water lines along Gato Creek. A County-
qualified biologist shall be retained to participate in the survey and realign the
water line where necessary to avoid impacts to sensitive plant species or riparian
vegetation. Any field revisions shall be plotted on a revised site plan submitted to
P&D for review and approval. . Plan Requirements and Timing: The revised plans
showing relocated water lines shall be submitted to P&D for review and approval
prior to Final Map Clearance. Individual oaks trees and all sensitive habitats and
species shall be shown on the Map and on grading plans.

MONITORING: P&D shall review and approve the Final Map prior to recordation
and shall ensure that the required sensitive areas are avoided during construction.

Residual Impacts

Because sensitive areas would be avoided through minor and feasible redesign of water
pipelines (Mitigation Measure BIO 18), residual impacts would be reduced to less than
significant (Class II).

Impact BIO-19: Potential effects on aquatic wildlife from increased water extraction
for future residential development (Class III)

As discussed in Section 4.12, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) approved
water right permits in 1978 to divert water from Gato Creek to the Edwards Reservoir in the
upper watershed for irrigation and domestic uses. The existing DWR permits allow for a total
diversion of approximately 704 AFY from Gato Creek. The ranch typically diverts much less
from Gato Creek than is permitted, as average water use from Gato Creek since 2000 is
approximately 193 AFY (Hoover 2009). Stream flow in Gato Creek is approximately 1,048 AFY
according to the 2009 Hoover studyv (at least 647 AFY after upstream diversions to the reservoir
are considered). A condition on these permits from the California Department of Fish and Game
requires a bypass flow of 50 gallons per minute for in-stream use whenever surface water
diversions occur from Gato Creek in order to maintain in-stream flows to protect aquatic
species and habitat. This condition would continue to be adhered to in the future and the
additional 18 AFY water demand that would be potentially generated by future residential
development would not impact in-stream flows. Even with the modest increase in demand
associated with future domestic use, the ranch would continue to divert much less than is
currently permitted. Impacts to aquatic wildlife are considered adverse but less than
significant (Class III).

Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is necessary.

Residual Impacts

The residual impact is less than significant (Class III).
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44.5 Cumulative Impacts

The project site is located near the eastern end of the Gaviota Coast, a largely unbroken
landscape comprising beach, coastal plain and foothill ecosystems extending west to Point
Conception. The Gaviota Coast is recognized at the local, state, and national levels for its rich
biological, recreational, and cultural resources. The relatively undeveloped character of the
Gaviota Coast in the vicinity of the project site allows for large areas of unfragmented and
undisturbed habitats and free movement of wildlife across and between landscapes. The
proposed project would add up to seven new single family residences and residential accessory
structures, as well as associated infrastructure improvements, trail easements, and a 30-space
public parking area for public beach access. Although fuel management could affect limited
amounts of coastal scrub, oak woodland, and possibly native grasslands, the increase in
development would result primarily in loss of annual grassland vegetation. Disturbance to
wildlife, including potential corridor disruption, from the increase in development would also
result in adverse effects.

In conjunction with other planned, pending, and potential future projects in the vicinity of the
project site (e.g., Santa Barbara Ranch, Paradiso del Mare Ocean and Inland Estates, Eagle
Canyon Ranch), the project has the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts on biological
resources. Terrace Native Grasslands similar to those existing on the Las Varas site are present
and threatened on Santa Barbara Ranch to the east, and they were recently removed from the
Gaviota Holdings site further east. Additionally, future residential development along the
coastal terrace in the vicinity of the project site has the potential to result in the incremental loss
or degradation of significant raptor roosting, foraging, and nesting habitat. The resulting
incremental loss and fragmentation of habitat will further restrict the movement of wildlife
across and between habitats. = Loss of foraging habitat for white-tailed kites on nearby
properties, when combined with on-site impacts to foraging habitat, could decrease the viability
of nesting and breeding in the project vicinity. Residential development in the project vicinity
associated with the related projects also has the potential to result in cumulative impacts to
riparian vegetation and aquatic species such as California red-legged frog. This would result
from 1) direct impacts from disturbance or degradation of riparian habitat; 2) indirect impacts
resulting from water quality degradation associated with an increase in impervious surfaces
and pollutant runoff near water bodies; 3) increased human and domestic animal presence in
close proximity to riparian habitats; and 4) fragmentation of upland habitat used for wildlife
movement, particularly associated with the development envelope on proposed Parcel 2. The
proposed project would contribute to these impacts, primarily associated with development
adjacent to Gato Creek on proposed Parcel 2. Mitigation measures have been included in this
EIR that address many of the significant effects of the proposed project. Native Grasslands have
been largely avoided by the development envelopes, but there remains the increased human
presence from the proposed development that could affect raptor foraging practices. However,
the low density of residential development associated with the project and the large areas of
open/undeveloped land and orchard areas within the project site that would remain would
help to ensure that the project’s contribution to significant impacts on raptor foraging would
not be cumulatively considerable. Project impacts to California red-legged frog and other
sensitive aquatic species remains significant and unavoidable absent relocation of the
development envelope on Parcel 2. For this reason, the project’s contribution to significant
cumulative biological impacts is considered cumulatively considerable (Class I).
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