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4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

4.5.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  

This section includes a brief summary of the prehistory and history of the region and describes 
the known archaeological and historic resources within the project site and vicinity.  The 
information and analysis in this section was based on a combination of field investigations by 
County Planning and Development‘s archaeological resources planner, review of information 
contained in numerous archaeological and historic resource studies prepared for the project by 
consultants, information obtained from the Central Coastal Information Center of the California 
Historical Resources Information System (CCIC), consultation with the Native American 
Heritage Commission and members of the local Native American community, and information 
contained in the Paradiso del Mare Ocean and Inland Estates EIR. The material in Sections 
4.5.1.1 through 4.5.1.3 is taken directly from Archaeological Investigations in Parcel 7 of the Las 
Varas Ranch, Santa Barbara County, California (Lebow et al. 2009), reproduced here by permission 
of Applied EarthWorks, Inc.  Section 4.5.1.4 is derived from information contained in the Revised 
Phase 1-2 Historic Resources and Rural Historic Landscape Study, Las Varas Ranch, Goleta, California 
(Nye and Cole, 2009). 

4.5.1.1 Prehistory  

The earliest human presence in the Santa Barbara Channel region dates to the terminal 
Pleistocene and early Holocene eras (Erlandson 1994). Data regarding subsistence and 
settlement patterns are scant for this remote phase of prehistory; however, paleocoastal sites 
tend to be situated on elevated landforms, perhaps reflecting proximity to oak forests (Rogers 
1929), defensive logistics (King 1980), or avoidance of unstable lower-elevation landforms 
(Erlandson 1985, 1994). 

Beginning shortly after 9,000 years ago, archaeological sites are characterized by abundant 
metates and manos (grinding slabs and hand stones)—the milling stones for which the Milling 
Stone Horizon is named (Erlandson 1993b). These ground stone implements have been 
interpreted as evidence for a focus on seeds and other plant materials, and may imply increased 
storage of food between seasons (Glassow 1996). Although Milling Stone Horizon sites reflect 
substantial variability across the region, subsistence remains appear to generally reflect a 
comparatively broad diet, incorporating most major faunal categories and including plant foods 
and shellfish (Glassow 1996; Glassow et al. 1988). Estuarine shell species are very common in 
sites of this age along the channel coast and appear to have been more important than other 
animal food sources (Erlandson 1991, 1994; Warren 1968). 

Aside from manos and metates, artifacts of this era include nonformal flaked stone tools, 
hammerstones (including those used to rejuvenate or sharpen grinding stone surfaces), and 
hook-and-line fishing technology (single-piece gorges or compound bone hooks). Projectile 
points are comparatively rare (Glassow 1996). Artifacts made from exotic obsidian, imported 
from at least as far away as the southeastern Sierras, have been recovered from sites dating to 
the early phases of this era (Erlandson 1994). Southern California shell beads that may date near 
the close of the Milling Stone Horizon have been recovered from sites in the western Great 
Basin and southern Oregon (Bennyhoff and Hughes 1987; Jenkins and Erlandson 1996). 
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Shell beads are present in cemetery contexts on the order of 7,000 years old—within King‘s 
Early Period—although it was not until much later in prehistory that they became more 
common (Glassow 1996; King 1990). The patterned distribution of artifact types interred with 
burials indicates that social status was determined by an individual‘s own accomplishments 
rather than on inherited or ascribed social standing (Erlandson 1993b; Glassow 1996; King 1990). 

Comparatively few archaeological sites are associated with the period from 6,500 to 5,000 years 
ago, perhaps reflecting a time of scarce food supply brought about by lengthy dry climate 
conditions (Glassow 1996). Around 5,000 years ago, population appears to have rebounded, 
accompanied by the appearance of different milling equipment—the mortar and pestle—
believed to be better suited for processing acorns and other larger, fleshier seeds. Side- or 
corner-notched projectile points, likely used as dart tips with the throwing stick (atlatl), appear 
after 5000 before present (B.P.) (Glassow 1996). Population densities and reliance on acorns and 
marine fish and mammals appears to increase steadily from 5000 to 3000 B.P. (Glassow 1996).  

The Goleta Slough area has numerous sites dating to this era that contain dense midden 
accumulations indicative of larger, relatively sedentary populations (Erlandson 1993b). Several 
of these sites appear likely to have been principal residential bases, containing impressively 
thick, high-density shell deposits and a diverse range of artifacts, notable among sites of 
comparable age. Other more distant sites overlooking the ocean may have served as seasonal or 
short-term satellite camps (Glassow 1997a). 

At approximately the same time—around 3,000 years ago—changes in mortuary distributions 
of specific bead and ornament types have been cited as evidence of the beginnings of profound 
social changes. King (1990:95–96) postulates that circa 3000 B.P. the formerly egalitarian social 
traditions such as age and achievement-based status, roughly equivalent wealth distribution, 
and socially diffuse religious knowledge began to give way to a more strongly centralized and 
stratified society characterized by inherited concentration of wealth, status, and religious 
knowledge within smaller segments of the social group. This emergence of ascribed status 
sometime between 3,000 and 2,550 years ago has been challenged by other researchers who 
argue that its first appearance, along with craft specialization and other hallmarks consistent 
with heightened social and political complexity, occurred some 800 years ago (Arnold 1991, 
1992). 

Several significant developments begin circa 3000 B.P., continuing through 800 years ago. The 
single-piece shell fishhook (King 1990; Strudwick 1985) appears roughly concurrently with an 
increase in diversity of fish species composing the subsistence base. This era is considered to be 
a time of steady intensification of resource use in order to support increasing populations, 
reflected by increasing diversity of food sources taken from a wider range of habitats 
(Erlandson 1993b). Fishing and sea mammal hunting increased steadily during this time and is 
reflected in a corresponding strengthening in the marine isotopic signatures preserved in 
human bone collagen (Lambert and Walker 1991; Walker and DeNiro 1986). By the end of the 
period, the bone barbed harpoon, bow and arrow, and the tomol had all come into use (Glassow 
1996). 

Increased visibility of bead production activities and manufacture of small chert drills used to 
perforate beads began in the channel area around A.D. 500. Around this time, bead and bead 
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drill manufacture took place at many coastal and near-coastal locations on both sides of the 
channel.  

Microlithic blade technology, linked with production of standardized microdrills for 
perforating shell beads, emerged by circa A.D. 900. During the next 250 years, these island chert 
microdrills are found at both island and mainland villages. Beginning circa A.D. 1150 
developments include the appearance of a technologically superior microblade form; increases 
in production scale, labor investment, and product standardization; and decreased failure rates 
(Arnold 2001). 

The distribution of artifacts from mortuary contexts also underwent notable alterations circa 
A.D. 1150. King (1990:100–101, 153–154, 196–197) has interpreted the newly ubiquitous 
distribution of certain shell bead forms in all types of mortuary contexts as signaling a profound 
change in Chumash social and political organization—the final emergence of a secular economy 
no longer controlled and orchestrated by political leaders but accessible to the full population. 
As noted above, this mortuary artifact-based interpretation stands in contrast with Arnold‘s 
model (based on data from habitation rather than mortuary contexts) of emerging chiefly status 
positions and sociopolitical complexity beginning circa A.D. 1150. Nevertheless, it appears clear 
that the period beginning at this time is marked by striking changes in Chumash society, 
economy, and political organization. 

Subsistence intensification also is apparent beginning around A.D. 1150 in the increased 
contribution of fish to the Chumash diet. More effort was expended in netting smaller schooling 
fish, in addition to use of hook-and-line and harpooning techniques suggestive of a response to 
increased population-resource pressure. Shellfish and marine mammals continued to be taken, 
but their importance decreased compared to fish. The use of acorns as a food source continued 
to intensify. 

Evidence from the archaeological record clearly indicates fluctuating environmental 
conditions—in addition to growing populations and the resulting increased pressure on 
subsistence and other resources—as notable influences on changing Chumash social and 
cultural practices. Both shorter- and longer-term variations in overall health have been 
observed. Early prehistoric populations exhibit generally better overall health and lower rates of 
infectious disease and violent injuries than later populations (Walker 1989; Walker and Johnson 
1992). Frequencies of dental hypoplasia (linked with malnutrition and systemic infections) 
increase steadily through prehistory; additional variation exists among villages (Walker et al. 
1989). Traumatic injuries increase through time, a trend believed related to increased 
population-resource pressures and resultant increased violent conflicts (Lambert 1993, 1994; 
Walker 1989; Walker et al. 1989). Shorter-term periods of environmental perturbation appear to 
correlate with higher incidence of infectious disease and traumatic injuries indicative of violent 
conflict (Lambert 1994; Walker and Lambert 1989). Unfavorable climate conditions and 
introduction of the bow and arrow, both beginning circa A.D. 500, are associated with increased 
signs of interpersonal violence in channel populations (Walker et al. 1989). 

4.5.1.2 Contact-Era Chumash 

The Chumash at the time of contact inhabited villages and towns of coastal and inland areas 
extending from the Santa Monica Mountains in the south to Paso Robles in the north as well as 
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the Northern Channel Islands. Early Spanish expeditions to the Santa Barbara Channel area 
encountered heavily populated villages along the Santa Barbara/Goleta coast, some with as 
many as 800–1,000 residents. Other towns were significantly smaller than the populous villages 
flanking Goleta Slough. Interior mainland areas were more sparsely populated, although 
several larger communities existed in these areas as well (Johnson 1988). Other important 
differences in subsistence practices, social and political organization, and other cultural features 
existed among the different zones within Chumash territory. 

Chumash culture included a rich array of subsistence foods, heavily marine oriented along the 
coast; well-developed technology and elaborate crafts; and an active exchange system linking 
island, mainland coast, and interior zones. Strings of shell beads served as a means for storing 
value and a standard of exchange and were used throughout the region. The ocean-going plank 
canoe, or tomol, was important in open-ocean fishing and in transporting people and materials 
across the channel.  

The material culture of the Chumash, known from both ethnohistoric/ethnographic and 
archaeological sources, included a wide array of finely made ornaments and bead types used in 
a variety of social, economic, and political contexts; charmstones, effigies, and other objects used 
in ritual and ceremonial contexts; and utilitarian items such as fishing nets, woven mats, 
baskets, shell and bone fishhooks, cooking slabs (some imported from Catalina Island), digging 
stick weights, projectile points, and many others. Well-made stone bowls, mortars, and other 
utilitarian objects were sometimes decorated with asphaltum inlaid with shell beads. 

Chumash political traditions were centered on permanent, largely autonomous, named 
settlements. Ethnohistoric accounts identify hereditary political leaders by village. The strength 
of intervillage ties varied and apparently depended at least in part on settlement size, 
geographical position relative to trade routes and social networks, and the level of personal 
influence wielded by individual political leaders. Shifting patterns of intervillage animosities 
also are recorded, and changes in intervillage alliances suggest that the influence of some 
political leaders extended across multiple villages (Johnson and McLendon 1999:29–35). 

4.5.1.3 European Contact and Development 

The October 1542 arrival of the Cabrillo expedition in the Santa Barbara Channel marks the 
beginning of limited yet direct European contact with the Chumash. Among the few additional 
direct contacts were visits by Pedro de Unamuno in 1587, Sebastián Cermeño in 1595, and 
Sebastián Vizcaíno in 1602–1603 (Walker and Johnson 1992). Additional undocumented visits 
by Manila galleons or privateers also may have occurred (Johnson et al. 1982; Walker and 
Johnson 1992). Both the limited direct contacts and indirect contacts via exchange networks 
through the southwest United States and northern Mexico may have introduced European 
infectious diseases into the Chumash population several decades before Cabrillo‘s arrival 
(Erlandson and Bartoy 1995; Walker and Hudson 1993; Walker and Johnson 1992; Walker et al. 
1989). 

Following the arrival of the Europeans, 21 missions were established in California by the 
Spanish between 1769 and 1823. Five of these missions were in the Chumash area, with Mission 
Santa Barbara the closest to the project area. The establishment of the missions led to the 
incorporation of the Chumash into mission settlements and the gradual abandonment of native 
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Chumash villages and settlements. Construction of Mission Santa Barbara in 1786 and the 
Presidio in 1782 marked the beginning of Spanish occupation in the Santa Barbara Channel 
region. During this time large tracts of mission lands were transferred into Mexican land grants 
as secularization of the mission took place. These land grants foreshadowed the subsequent 
Rancho Period in California. 

4.5.1.4 Historic Era 

The broad historical theme in the vicinity of the project site is agriculture and its development 
from passive activities, such as cattle grazing, in the eighteenth century, to more intensive 
activities, such as growing dry-farmed and irrigated crops, in the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries. Agriculture was the chief economic activity in the Goleta area during this 
time, and the study property has been directly associated with agricultural production from the 
outset. During the Mission Period of California‘s history (1760- 1820), the property was a part of 
one of Mission Santa Barbara‘s five royal ranchos, which were used primarily for cattle grazing. 
Following Mexican independence and the secularization of the missions, Nicolás A. Den‘s vast 
Rancho Los Dos Pueblos encompassed the study site. Den‘s tenure overlapped the late Rancho 
Period (1820- 1845) and the transitional Anglo-Mexican Period (1845-1880). A typical ranchero 
of his time, he raised cattle for the hide and tallow trade, although during the Gold Rush he 
briefly adapted to the growing Anglo economy by selling cattle for meat.   

During the ownership of the ranch by John S. Edwards and succeeding generations of his 
family, which coincided with the Americanization (1880-1915), Regional Culture (1915-1945) 
and Suburban (1945-1965) periods, the project site was devoted to cattle raising, as well as a 
succession of field and orchard crops, including grain, lima beans, hay, tomatoes, walnuts and 
lemons. 

It is unclear whether acquisition of the land within the project site by John S. Edwards occurred 
in the 1870s or 1880s, but according to an official county map from 1888, by this date Edwards 
owned 1,138 acres of land that included the study site as well as extensive adjoining acreage 
that stretched north into the foothills. Edwards arrived in Santa Barbara in 1869 and within a 
short time rose to prominence in the community as a businessman and landowner. He 
established the hardware firm of Edwards, Boeseke & Dawe and in the 1870s became a director 
of each of Santa Barbara‘s first two banks. During that same decade Edwards joined other 
leading businessmen in advocating a railroad connection for Santa Barbara. He was also a 
director of one of the first public libraries in the city; a founding stockholder of Santa Barbara 
College; and an investor in the Arlington Hotel project.  In addition to the Las Varas Ranch, he 
established a ranch on a 70-acre parcel at the intersection of San Marcos Road and Hollister 
Avenue in the Goleta Valley. Edwards died in 1890.   

Edwards‘ three sons, George S., Alfred and Charles, inherited their father‘s vocation for 
banking, each becoming president of banks in Santa Barbara. One son, George S., exceeded his 
father‘s stature as a businessman and community leader. Following graduation from the 
University of California at Berkeley in 1879, George S. returned to Santa Barbara to join the 
family‘s hardware firm. He married Anna McLaren in 1881, whereupon the couple moved to 
his father‘s Goleta Valley ranch where they lived for a number of years. George S. was named 
president of Commercial Bank 1890, a position he held for over forty years. By this time he had 
apparently assumed management of his father‘s two ranches, as in the same year he hired John 
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Troup to oversee the Las Varas and Goleta Valley properties. In 1902 George S. was elected 
mayor of Santa Barbara, a position he held until 1905.  George S. died in 1930.  A real estate map 
published in 1900 indicates that by this time the project site was probably operating as two 
separate ranches. The map shows a property line running generally north and south at the 
approximate center of the project study area.  It ran from the ocean bluffs in the south, through 
a drainage ravine, northward across the terrace, over the County road and climbed into the 
foothills. The eastern half, according to the map, contained 550 acres and was owned by Annie 
Edwards, John S. Edward‘s only daughter. The western half, also 550 in size, was owned by his 
widow, Elizabeth Edwards. 

The first available map that shows buildings on the project site was issued in 1903. It depicts 
three buildings near Las Varas Creek within proposed Parcel 5, though these buildings no 
longer exist. The map depicts two buildings in the area of proposed Parcel 4, one of which 
appears to be the present main house. The second, located on the west side of Gato Canyon, no 
longer exists.  According to an official County map from 1909, the eastern half of the ranch is 
owned by George and C. A. Edwards and is 564 acres in size. The western half, now reportedly 
574 acres in size, is still owned by Elizabeth Edwards. 

The foregoing evidence also lends credence to the tradition, which is still adhered to, of 
referring to the eastern portion of the study property as ―Las Varas Ranch‖ and the western half 
as ―Edwards Ranch.‖ The building clusters in their respective halves had their own access roads 
to the County road, and beginning in 1928, aerial photographs reveal differing field crop 
patterns and field boundaries on the two sides of the property line. The property line that is 
depicted in the 1900 map is clearly visible on all subsequent aerial photographs and is present 
today in the form of a wire fence and faint vehicle track marks in the soil on both sides. An 
existing well-worn unpaved road running generally east and west across the terrace and a 
vehicle gate provides circulation across the old boundary line. 

By 1928, as revealed by an aerial photograph of that date, all of the historical buildings 
presently found within the ranch had been erected.  The ―Las Varas Ranch‖ owners intensified 
their crop-growing methods during the next two decades. Archie Edwards, the son of C. A. 
Edwards, and his cousin, John S. Edwards owned it by the late 1940s. According to a 
contemporary magazine article, the ―Las Varas Ranch‖ featured orchard areas, as well as areas 
planted to lima beans, tomatoes, peas, hay and grain. The adjacent ranch operation to the west 
known as ―Edwards Ranch‖ was at this time still owned by other members of the family. Its 
agricultural practices appear to have remained dry farming and cattle grazing; no orchards are 
visible in the aerial photograph taken in 1947.   

A small portion of the study site near Gato Creek within proposed Parcel 3 was also briefly 
used as a World War II prisoner of war camp for Germans captured in Europe and North 
Africa.  Following the Allied armies‘ successful campaign in 1943 in which they captured 
hundreds of thousands of enemy combatants, the American military established an internment 
camp program in the United States. The Army operated 135 major camps across the country 
and most if not all oversaw several smaller branch camps. California was assigned five major 
camps, including Camp Cooke in Lompoc.  Camp Cooke, in turn, supervised 16 branch camps, 
including the Goleta camp (Edwards Ranch), the only branch camp built in Santa Barbara 
County. 
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The Goleta camp was activated in October 1944 and the following month received its first 
prisoners, numbering 250. The prisoner population at the camp fluctuated between a low of 212 
and a high of 302, and reportedly consisted mostly of professionally-trained men such as 
doctors, dentists, teachers and paymasters. The square-shaped compound was surrounded by 
barbed wire and six guard towers, and included approximately twenty Quonset huts and 
canvas-covered buildings. Nearly all physical remains of the facility, with the exception of the 
Water Tank Tower, were removed in the 1970s.  

At some time in the late 1950s or early 1960s the Edwards descendants who owned the ―Las 
Varas‖ and ―Edwards‖ ranches ceased dry farming field crops and leased their terrace land to a 
neighboring rancher for cattle grazing. The ―Las Varas Ranch‖ operators continued to maintain 
their existing lemon orchards themselves. The Edwards family retained ownership of the two 
ranches that comprise the study property until 1967, when it was purchased by Timothy M. 
Doheny. The study property has been operating as a single ranch since that time. 

4.5.2 CULTURAL RESOURCES STUDIES AND SITES WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA 

4.5.2.1 Native American Consultation 

On June 9, 2008, the Santa Barbara County Planning & Development Department (P&D) sent a 
Notice of Preparation to the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (Tribe) describing the 
proposed project and inviting Tribal input.  In a July 8, 2008 letter from Joe Talaugon, Chair of 
the Tribal Elders Council, to P&D, the Tribe requested that they be notified of all future actions 
on the property and for the project, and that extended Phase 1 testing be conducted on all 
proposed development areas including building envelopes, new or improved roads, shared 
water systems, trail easements and parking lots.  This letter is included in Appendix A.  Similar 
notice was provided to representatives of the Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation, but no 
response was received. 

Santa Barbara County Planning & Development Department also sent a letter to the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) requesting a Sacred Lands Inventory File Records 
Search and Contact List.  The NAHC concluded that no Sacred Lands were identified within the 
boundaries of the project site.  Letters were then sent to the contacts provided by the NAHC, 
inviting them to provide relevant information on potentially sensitive cultural resources and 
issues that they believe should be considered for the project.  To date, no written responses have 
been received.   

On August 18, 2010, follow-up telephone calls were placed to the contacts provided by the 
NAHC.  Only two responses were received; the first respondent had no comments other than to 
ensure that the standard discovery clause is included and enforced.  The second respondent 
requested copies of the site surveys but otherwise had no comments.   A site visit was held at 
the request of one member of the local Native American community on July 14, 2011 to review 
the proposal as it relates to known cultural resources within the project site.  Invitations were 
sent out to everyone on the NAHC Native American Contact List and only one person 
attended. 
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4.5.2.2 Site Records Search 

A map and site records search for the proposed project was conducted by Joyce Gerber, M.A., 
RPA on September 19, 2008 at the Central Coastal Information Center of the California 
Historical Resources Information System (CCIC), housed at the Department of Anthropology, 
University of California, Santa Barbara.  The record search documented all previously recorded 
sites and studies within the proposed project area.  Subsequent to the record search, four 
additional archaeological investigations and one revised historic resources study were 
completed in support of the proposed project.  In total, 21 cultural resource studies (including 
the historic resources study that was prepared in 2006 and revised in 2009) and 10 
archaeological sites are recorded within the project area.  The archaeological sites within the 
Ranch are CA-SBA-80, -81, -139, -1564, -1650, -1690, -1803¸-2409, -2587/H and –3894.  Although 
multiple studies have been conducted within the Ranch, including some within areas of 
proposed disturbance, the entire property has not been surveyed for cultural resources.  The 
studies within the proposed project area are listed in Table 4.5-1 below.  

Table 4.5-1  Cultural Resources Studies within the Las Varas Ranch Site 

Year Author Title 
CCIC 

Reference # 

1978 Arnold, J.  Archaeological Survey of Edwards Ranch Reservoir E-41 

1978 Spanne, L.  Archaeological Survey Report for Repair of Storm Damage Near Las 
Llagas Canyon in Santa Barbara County, SB-101-31.1/32.1, 269301 

E-55 

1978 Desautels, R. and M. 
Leach 

Archaeological Survey and Inventory Report on the Goleta County 
Water District Wastewater Reclamation Project Located in Santa 
Barbara County, California 

E-1766 

1979 D‘Altroy, T.  Known Archaeological Resources Located within a Series of 
Proposed Powerline Corridors, from the Proposed Point Conception 
LNG Facility to the Goleta Substation Site:  An Archaeological 
Records Search 

E-337 

1985 Swenson, J.  A Descriptive Report of an Archaeological Surface Reconnaissance of 
a Pipeline Corridor between Coal Oil Point ad Lower Corral Canyon, 
Santa Barbara County, CA 

E-62 

1985 Moore, J. and A. 
Messman  

Phase 1 Archaeological Survey, Southern California Proposed 66 
Kilovolt Transmission Line, Gaviota-Goleta, Santa Barbara County, 
CA 

E-63 

1986 Chambers Group, 
Inc.  

Administrative Draft EIR/EIS, Proposed Coal Oak Point Project, 
Technical Appendix 7, Cultural Resources 

E-61 

1988 Waldron, Wendy  Historic Properties Survey Report for an Inside Shoulder and Bridge 
Widening Project, Highway 101 from Dos Pueblos Creek to Refugio 
Creek in Santa Barbara County, California 

E-2465 

1988 Waldron, Wendy  Archaeological Survey Report for an Inside Shoulder and Bridge 
Widening Project, Highway 101 from Dos Pueblos Creek to Refugio 
Creek in Santa Barbara County, California 

E-749 

1989 Wilcoxon, L.  Results of a Phase 1 Cultural Resource Evaluation for Proposed 
Acceleration and Deceleration Lanes on U.S. Highway 101 at Las 
Varas Canyon Crossover – Santa Barbara County, CA 

E-677 

1992 Rudolph, T, B. 
Bowser, D. 
McDowell, J. 
Rudolph, R. Sheets, 
and P. Langenwalter 

Phase I Cultural Resources Investigations for the Southern California 
Edison Proposed Electric Transmission Line Between Goleta and Las 
Flores Canyon, Hybrid Alternative.   

E-1302 

1992 Peak and Associates, Consolidated Report:  Cultural Resources Studies for the Proposed E-1419 
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Table 4.5-1  Cultural Resources Studies within the Las Varas Ranch Site 

Year Author Title 
CCIC 

Reference # 

L. W. Reed  Pacific Pipeline Project 

1996 Singer, C.  Preliminary Assessment of Cultural Resources at Gato Canyon – Las 
Varas/Edwards Ranches, Santa Barbara County, California 

Not Assigned 

2001 Strudwick, Ivan   Proposed Las Varas Ranch Turnaround Temporary Extra Space, MP 
34B/51+00 to 52+31 

E-4103 

2003 Stone, D. and C. 
Cagle  

Phase 1 Archaeological Resources Preliminary Report for Proposed 
Waterlines at Las Varas Ranch, Goleta, California 

Not Assigned 

2005 Victorino, K. and D. 
Stone  

Extended Phase 1 Archaeological Investigation, Las Varas/Edwards 
Ranch, Santa Barbara County, California 

Not Assigned 

2006 Nye, R. and A. Cole Phase 1-2 Cultural Resources Study, Historic Resources, Las Varas 
Ranch, Goleta, California 

N/A 

2009 Gerber, J.  Phase 1 Survey of Proposed Development Areas on the Las Varas 
Ranch, Santa Barbara County, California. 

Not Assigned 

2009  Lebow, C., L. 
Haslouer, A. Munns 
and S. James  

Archaeological Investigations in Parcel 7 of the Las Varas Ranch, 
Santa Barbara County, California 

Not Assigned 

2009 Nye, R. and A. Cole Revised Phase 1-2 Historic Resources and Rural Historic Landscape 
Study, Las Varas Ranch, Goleta, California 

N/A 

2010 Lebow, C., A. 
Munns and B. Price 

Archaeological Investigations in Parcel 3 of the Las Varas Ranch, 
Santa Barbara County, California. 

Not Assigned 

4.5.2.3 Pedestrian Survey 

After completion of the records search, a pedestrian survey was conducted of all proposed 
development areas, including re-examination of previously surveyed areas.  Based on the 
record search and pedestrian survey, no archaeological resources are located within the 
proposed Parcels 1 and 5 development envelopes or the three potential building areas on 
proposed Parcel 6.  Archaeological site CA-SBA-1564 is located near the proposed public access 
parking lot in Parcel 5, but it is on a completely different landform and there is no possibility 
that it would be affected by construction or use of the parking lot.  CA-SBA-1803 is mapped 
near the development envelope on proposed Parcel 2 and at the time of the record search, the 
boundaries of this site had not been verified by subsurface testing.  The proposed Parcel 3 
development envelope overlaps a portion of CA-SBA-80.  The originally proposed Parcel 7 
development envelope overlapped a portion of CA-SBA-2409.  Finally, the Parcel 7 envelope‘s 
proposed driveway overlaps a portion of CA-SBA-3894 (Gerber 2009).  These results are 
summarized by proposed parcel below in Table 4.5-2. 

Subsequent to the pedestrian survey, additional studies were completed at CA-SBA-1803, -80, -
2409 and -3894 to determine their boundaries, assess their significance and/or evaluate project 
impacts.  These sites, and the additional work completed in support of the proposed project, are 
described in numerical order in Section 4.5.2.4, below. 
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Table 4.5-2.  Results of Record Search and Pedestrian Survey 

Proposed 
Parcel 

Designated 
Development 

Envelopes & Access 
Corridors 

Possible Building 
Areas (Parcel 6 

only) 

Possible Public 
Access Trail 

(Parcels 5, 6, and 
7 only) 

Possible Public 
Access Parking 

Lot (Parcel 5 
only) 

Area 1 Negative n/a n/a n/a 

Area 2 CA-SBA-1803 n/a n/a n/a 
Area 3 CA-SBA-80 n/a n/a n/a 

Area 4 Negative n/a n/a n/a 

Area 5 Negative n/a Negative Negative 
Area 6 n/a Negative Negative n/a 

Area 7 CA-SBA-2409 
CA-SBA-3894 

n/a Negative n/a 

 

4.5.2.4 Archaeological Sites Potentially affected by the Proposed Project 

CA-SBA-80 (Proposed Parcel 3) 

This site was first recorded by Rogers as ―an accumulation of camp debris, consisting of large 
forms of shellfish, bones of the larger mammals, many flint chips and fragments of heavy crude 
flint weapons and kitchen utensils‖ (1929:213).  Rogers also mentions a cemetery, stone bowls, 
pestles and greenstone hammers, and identified the site as ―Los Gatos.‖  Based on its contents, 
the site was thought to date to the Middle Period.  Stone (2003) re-located the site by the large 
quantity of weathered Pismo clam, Pacific littleneck and California mussel shell fragments and 
sparse Monterey chert debitage on the surface.  After a development envelope was proposed for 
this vicinity, Victorino and Stone (2005) excavated 21 shovel test pits (STPs) within the site to 
determine the site‘s boundaries and characterize its subsurface remains.  The 1.97 cubic meters 
of soil excavated within the site yielded 7,438 grams of shellfish remains, 194 chipped stone 
flakes, two flaked stone tools (both bifaces) and 428 pieces of highly fragmentary bone.  The 
results of the testing allowed some boundary delineation and identification of the site‘s higher 
and lower density areas.  As a result of the study, the proposed development envelope was 
revised to avoid the higher density areas of the site. 

During preparation of this EIR, Applied EarthWorks, Inc. (AE) conducted additional Extended 
Phase 1 excavations and a Phase 2 study to (1) further define the site‘s boundary to determine if 
it could be completely avoided, and (2) formally evaluate whether the site is significant under 
CEQA.   AE excavated 6.61 cubic meters of soil from 45 STPs and recovered 119 pieces of 
chipped stone flakes, 4 flaked stone tools, 41 pieces of marine shell and 4 pieces of bone.  One 
radiocarbon sample from a single piece of marine shell indicates that the part of SBA-80 
sampled by AE was minimally occupied between 3800 and 3600 B.C. (5750-5560 calibrated years 
before present), which corresponds with the early half of King‘s Early Period.  Lebow et al. 
warn that because only a single sample was analyzed, occupation during other periods cannot 
be ruled out (Lebow, Munns and Price 2010:38).   

In total, SAIC and AE excavated 8.58 cubic meters of soil from 66 STPs. Based on review of 
SAIC‘s work and analysis of the AE materials, Lebow et al. concluded that CA-SBA-80 is 
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eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) based on Criterion 
4, that the site ―has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history‖ (Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, Title 14 CCR Section 4852).  However, AE also 
concludes that the qualities that make the site significant are not present within the portions 
with the lowest density of materials.  AE recommended avoiding the significant qualities of CA-
SBA-80 by further reducing the Area 3 development envelope (as reflected in Alternative 2A).   
In addition, AE concludes that installation of buried utilities along the edge of the paved ranch 
road will also not adversely affect the site‘s significant qualities. 

CA-SBA-1803 (Proposed Parcel 2) 

This site was recorded in 1983 by Jon Erlandson and Madonna Moss as a low-density scatter of 
shell and chipped stone observed along creek cut banks, foot trails, and overgrown roadbeds.  It 
was casually reported by Steve Craig in 1977 or 1978 and visited by Moss and Erlandson in 1978 
or 1979, and was subsequently subject to modification from road building, wave action, runoff 
and possibly pothunters.  Moss and Erlandson observed chipped Monterey chert flakes but 
could not re-locate a ground stone bowl found on a previous visit.  Based on the nature and 
extent of the materials and disturbance, they speculated that the site had either been extensively 
disturbed from construction and erosion, or that the cultural debris may have been re-deposited 
from another location. 

The mapped location of CA-SBA-1803 is outside of the proposed Parcel 2 development 
envelope.  However, prior to the record search the boundaries of this site had not been verified 
by subsurface testing.  For this reason, extended Phase 1 subsurface testing was performed to 
verify that the proposed Parcel 2 development envelope is not located within any portion of this 
site (Gerber 2009).  Five STPs were excavated along the proposed Parcel 2 development 
envelope‘s eastern and southern boundaries, located approximately 125 feet from Gato Creek 
and the Pacific Ocean, respectively.  Two very tiny weathered marine shell fragments were 
observed in the 1/8-inch dry screen residue from STP 4, which was placed at the southwest 
margin of the development envelope.  It is unlikely that these fragments are cultural in origin 
given the lack of any other surficial or subsurface prehistoric cultural materials within the 
development envelope, and the location of the STP near the beach.  Based on the results of the 
Extended Phase 1 testing, the proposed Parcel 2 development envelope does not overlap site 
CA-SBA-1803 (Gerber 2009).    Because the site would be avoided under the proposed project, it 
was not investigated any further to determine its significance under CEQA. 

CA-SBA-2409 (Proposed Parcel 7) 

This site was recorded by R. Sheets and C. Kenworth in 1991 during a survey by SAIC for the 
underground section of the Southern California Edison Hybrid Alternative project (Rudolph et 
al. 1992).  Located on a finger ridge, the site is described as a low-density scatter of ground stone 
artifacts and lithic debitage including eight sandstone mano fragments, four pieces of 
Franciscan chert debitage, two pieces of Monterey chert debitage, two sandstone bowl 
fragments and one quartzite chopper scattered over an approximately 300 meter by 100 meter 
area.  Faunal materials on site included recent rodent, deer and cow bone.  Past disturbance had 
included grazing and disking, and the site was obscured by thick grasses and other vegetation, 
SAIC performed Extended Phase 1 testing to determine the extent of the subsurface deposit.  
The testing consisted of excavation of 35 shovel test pits (STPs) to a depth of 1 meter, and two 1 
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meter by 1 meter excavation units.  Cultural materials consisting of flaked stone debitage and 
bone were identified in both test units and 17 of the 35 STPs.  In addition, 14 manos and metate 
fragments were collected from the site‘s surface.  No shell or historic artifacts were found.  
Based on these results, SAIC suggested that the site is likely significant. 

The Phase 1 study for the proposed project (Gerber 2009) revealed that as originally proposed, 
the Area 7 development envelope partially overlapped the CA-SBA-2409 site boundaries as 
recorded by SAIC.  An extended Phase 1 excavation (Lebow et al. 2009) was subsequently 
conducted to identify a development envelope outside of the site boundary.  The excavations 
included 33 shovel test pits with a total excavated volume of 1.274 cubic meters and yielded 34 
pieces of lithic debitage, a core, and a projectile point (Lebow et al. 2009:32-33).  The test results 
indicated that the site does not extend as far north as originally recorded.  Lebow et al. 
conclude, 

Given the lack of artifacts on either side of the road in either Lebow‘s or SAIC‘s test units 
in the northern part of the development envelope, and the correlation between the 
surface artifacts and the road in SAIC‘s site map, it is clear that the surface artifacts 
identified by SAIC were redeposited during road construction and/or maintenance. 
Consequently, Applied EarthWorks shifted the northern site boundary southward to 
correspond with the northernmost positive shovel test pits (2009:38-39).       

Based on this information, a new proposed Parcel 7 development envelope and a modified 
access route to the development envelope were defined outside of the site boundary, as shown 
in the current project description and maps (Figure 2-3).  Based on the existing information 
gathered by SAIC and Applied Earthworks, the site likely qualifies as a significant historic 
resource under CEQA.  However, no formal Phase 2 significance evaluation was conducted 
because the site has been avoided through redesign of the development envelope.   

CA-SBA-3984 (Proposed Parcel 7) 

This site was recorded during a 2003 water resources survey in conjunction with agricultural 
activities at Las Varas Ranch (Macfarlane and Imwalle 2003). The site‘s surface expression 
consisted of three flakes (one Monterey chert, one obsidian and one Franciscan chert) in an area 
measuring 40 meters east-west and 10 meters north-south and bisected by a dirt road.  
Macfarlane and Imwalle thought that the flakes may have been redeposited from CA-SBA-2409.   

CA-SBA-3984 is outside of both the originally proposed and revised Parcel 7 development 
envelopes defined during the Extended Phase 1 study at CA-SBA-2409 (Lebow et al. 2009).  
However, the two-track road crossing through the site is proposed to be upgraded to become 
the driveway for future Parcel 7 development.  Due to steep slopes, no alternative access routes 
are available and the site cannot be avoided.  Consequently, Phase 2 testing was conducted to 
collect data for evaluating the site‘s significance.  Seven shovel test pits with a total excavated 
volume of 1.015 cubic meters yielded only four pieces of lithic debitage, including two pieces of 
Franciscan chert, a single piece of Monterey chert, and a single piece of obsidian.  Lebow et al. 
state that ―the very low artifact density at CA-SBA-3984 precludes addressing any of the 
research issues and questions identified in the project‘s research design‖ and conclude that 
―CA-SBA-3984 does not contain information important to understanding prehistory and thus is 
not eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources.  As such, it is not a 
‗historical resource‘ as defined by CEQA and is not a significant resource‖ (2009:47). 
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4.5.2.5 Historical Resources within the Project Site 

Historic Structures 

Several existing structures within the project site have been evaluated and determined to be 
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Resources, thereby meeting the 
definition of a significant historic resource under CEQA.  These include the structures identified 
as Staff Cottage No. 1, Staff Cottage No. 2, Foreman‘s House, and Repair Garage within the area 
identified as Area 1 (proposed Parcel 5) in the Historic Resources Report prepared by Ronald 
Nye and Alexandra Cole (2009), and Barn No. 1, Barn No. 2, Barn No. 3, and Main House within 
the area identified as Area 2 in the report (proposed Parcel 4).  A brief overview of each of these 
buildings is provided below.  Detailed descriptions of these buildings are included in the 
Historic Resources Report prepared by Ronald Nye and Alexandra Cole (2009) provided in 
Appendix F of the EIR.  Figure 4.5-1 depicts the locations of these structures on the site map. 

Each of these buildings was used for ranch purposes during the ranch‘s period of significance. 
Each of these buildings is considered an historically significant resource under CEQA.  This is 
due to their historical integrity and because they are associated with the broad theme of 
agriculture in Goleta‘s history and represent a type of vernacular agricultural building that, 
when assessed within the context of their rural setting as a whole, meet Criterion C of the 
California Register of Historic Resources.  This is defined as a resource that ―embodies the 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the 
work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values.‖   None of the 
buildings are eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places as their significance 
does not rise to the level of national prominence.         

Staff Cottage No. 1 is an irregular-shaped, vernacular style building built between 1910 and 
1920.  It has board and batten siding throughout and is considered in good condition.  Staff 
Cottage No. 2 is located near Staff Cottage No. 1 and retains the same vernacular style and 
materials as Staff Cottage No. 1 and was built during the same period.  It too is in good 
condition.  Both cottages have retained their integrity of location, design, materials, and historic 
setting.  They have retained their integrity as vernacular working class homes typically found 
on ranches during the early twentieth century.   Although some of their context has been lost 
with the removal of some buildings, the cottages and their setting retain a sense of time and 
place representative of an agricultural landscape 75 or more years of age.  The overall 
significance rating for Cottage No. 1 and Cottage No. 2 under the County criteria is good to 
high, resulting from their retention of historical integrity, building type, association with the 
agriculture theme in Goleta history and their ability to evoke a sense of time and place.  

The Foreman‘s House was built about 1910 and is located east of the two staff cottages.  It has 
wood shingle siding and is in good condition.  It has retained its integrity of location, design, 
materials, and historic setting as the building is one of a remaining group of historical buildings, 
trees and orchards in Area 1 that convey a sense of a bygone area of ranching.  The overall 
significance rating for the Foreman‘s House under the County criteria is good to high, resulting 
from its retention of historical integrity, building type, its association with the agriculture theme 
in Goleta history and its ability to evoke a sense of time and place.  
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The Repair Garage is a vernacular one-story, rectangular-shaped building built between 1910 
and 1920.  It has board and batten siding and corrugated metal roof.  The building is in good 
condition.  Similar to the other buildings described above, it has retained its integrity of 
location, design, and materials.  Although its original setting has been somewhat compromised 
by the loss of the adjacent large barn and agricultural buildings and by the addition of modern 
metal-clad ones, it contributes to the sense of an old ranch environment as one of the surviving 
buildings, trees, and orchards in Area 1.    The garage has retained its integrity as a vernacular 
utility building found on ranches during this era.  Although some of its context has been lost 
with the removal of some buildings, the garage and its setting, including the other surviving 
buildings and landscape in Area 1, retains a sense of time and place representative of an 
agricultural landscape 75 or more years of age.  The overall significance rating for the Repair 
Garage under the County criteria is good, resulting from its retention of historical integrity, 
building type, its association with the agriculture theme in Goleta history and its ability to 
evoke a sense of time and place.     

Barn No. 1 is the largest of the three barns in Area 2 and was built around 1920.  It is wood 
framed with corrugated metal siding and roofing.  The building is in good condition.  Barn No. 
2 was also likely built around 1920 and consists of a combination of board and batten and 
corrugated metal siding, and raised seam metal roofing and overhanging eaves.  The building is 
in poor to moderate condition.  Barn No. 3 is the oldest and smallest of the three barns and 
dates back to the late nineteenth century.  The barn consists of board and batten siding and 
corrugated metal roofing with wide overhanging eaves.  The barn has no foundation and is in 
poor condition.  All of the barns have retained their integrity of location, materials, and design.  
They are among the four surviving historical buildings in Area 2 that, along with the 
surrounding natural landscape, retain a sense of the old ranch setting.  Although some of their 
context has been lost with the removal of the large barn to the north, the barns and the nearby 
home (discussed below) retain a sense of time and place representative of an agricultural 
landscape 75 or  more years of age.  The barns have retained their integrity as vernacular utility 
buildings found on ranches during this era.  The overall significance rating for Barn Nos. 1, 2, 
and 3 under the County criteria is good to high, resulting from their retention of historical 
integrity, building type, association with the agriculture theme in Goleta history, and their 
ability to evoke a sense of time and place.         

The Main House is a high style ranch house, dating to the late nineteenth century, which 
features decorative elements inspired by the Italianate, Queen Anne and Classical styles.  Wood 
siding is a combination of board and batten, and drop and shiplap siding.  Roofing throughout 
is composition shingle.  Overall, the building is in good condition.  The building has retained its 
integrity of location, design, and historic setting.  The building has retained sufficient integrity 
of its materials, although some losses have occurred to its stylized architectural embellishments, 
to convey its sense of history.  The building reflects a good level of integrity of workmanship 
where the simplified Italianate, Queen Anne and Classical elements on the original portion have 
been retained.  The house merits a high rating for construction and materials as an example of 
an agricultural dwelling in an elaborated high style that is not common in rural Goleta.  It is 
likely that the John S. Edwards, the original ranch owner, erected the dwelling in the 1880s prior 
to his death in 1890.The house is one of four surviving historical buildings in Area 2 that, along 
with the surrounding natural landscape, retain a sense of the old ranch setting.  The house does 
a have good association with persons important to our past since it was likely used as the ranch 
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owner‘s house and therefore meets Criterion B of the California Register of Historic Resources.  
The overall significance rating for the Main House under the County criteria is high, resulting 
from its retention of historical integrity, age, its association with important persons in Santa 
Barabara history, its uncommon building type, its association with the agriculture theme in 
Goleta history and its ability to evoke a sense of time and place.      

Rural Historic Landscape 

In addition to individual buildings, contiguous areas and collections of buildings can be 
historically significant as well.  According to the National Park Service, a Rural Historic 
Landscape is a geographical area that historically has been ―shaped or modified‖ by human 
occupancy and that ―possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of areas of 
land use, vegetation, buildings and structures, roads and waterways, and natural features.‖  
Small-sized rural landscapes with no buildings or structures, such as orchards, are classified as 
―sites‖ while landscapes with extensive acreage and containing numerous buildings, structures 
and sites, such as ranches, are classified as ―districts‖ (Nye and Cole 2009).  Portions of Las 
Varas Ranch qualify as a Rural Historic Landscape at the local level under Criterion A of the 
National Register of Historic Places as a result of the ranch‘s association with the broad 
historical pattern of Goleta ranching.  The ranch‘s period of significance is circa 1880 to 1959, 
which is the span of time reflected by its existing physical natural and cultural features.  The 
ranch has retained important character-defining landscape features that reflect this association:  
land uses such as cattle grazing and orchard crop production; spatial organization that is 
arranged around terraces and drainage troughs; cultural traditions that reflect the era of 
American ranching, such as planting of windrows, erection of wood sided buildings and the 
growing of irrigated orchards; vegetation that evokes a feeling of historical agricultural land 
uses; buildings that reflect their historical era and original spatial organization; and historic 
views and vistas.   

Each of the historically significant buildings described above contribute to the significance of 
the Rural Historic Landscape.  The two clusters of buildings, Area 1 and Area 2, were 
headquarters of their respective ranches, ―Las Varas‖ and Edwards‖, during the approximate 
years 1890-1967.  In addition to these buildings, the culvert at Las Varas Creek, built around 
1901, retains its integrity of materials and design and contributes to the rural landscape.  The 
Rural Historic Landscape boundaries extend from Las Varas Creek in the east to Las Llagas 
Creek in the west and from U.S. Highway 101 in the north to the Pacific Ocean bluffs in the 
south.  Figure 4.5-1 depicts the extent of the Rural Historic Landscape on the site map.   

The ranch has the ability to represent the type of nineteenth and early twentieth century 
agricultural complexes once seen all over the larger Goleta area, but are now removed as a 
result of extensive suburban tract development.  It has retained its integrity of location, design, 
setting, and materials and is able to convey its period of significance.  This is because most of its 
important landscape characteristics are unchanged since the period of significance, c.1880-1959. 
The same terrace and floodplain land is used for agricultural production; the landscape is still 
organized spatially by terraces, creeks and drainage troughs; vegetation encompassing grazing 
grasses, orchards, windrows and chaparral remain intact; boundary demarcations such as the 
east and west property lines along creeks, the ocean bluffs and the regional highway have not 
changed; historic buildings have retained their original design and materials; and historic views 
of the mountains and ocean remain intact.  Likewise, the ranch has retained its integrity of 
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feeling and association.  Despite the rerouting of some ranch roads, the change from dry 
farming to grazing, the introduction of several new ranch buildings and the removal of some 
windrows, the ranch retains its ability to convey a feeling of a unified historical scene and 
association with the Goleta ranching tradition. The Las Varas Ranch has thus retained its 
integrity as a rural historic landscape. 

As a result of qualifying under National Register criteria as a Rural Historic Landscape, the 
ranch also meets Criterion A of the California Register of Historic Resources and Santa Barbara 
County significance criteria as a Rural Historic Landscape for its association with broad themes 
in local history and its ability to convey an important time and place.     

4.5.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

4.5.3.1 State Agencies and Regulations 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)    

Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a resource shall be considered ―historically 
significant‖ if it meets one of the criteria for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR) (Pub. Res. Code §§5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852).  A resource may 
qualify for CRHR listing if it: 

(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of California’s history of cultural heritage; 

(B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

(C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or 
possesses high artistic values; or 

(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history. 

Cultural resources meeting one or more of these criteria are defined as ―historical resources‖ 
under CEQA.  Included in the definition of historical resources are prehistoric archaeological 
sites, historic archaeological sites, historic buildings and structures, traditional cultural 
properties important to a tribe or other ethnic group, cultural districts and landscapes, and a 
variety of other property types. 

Resources included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the 
Public Resources Code), or identified as significant in an historical resources survey (meeting 
the criteria in Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code), also are considered ―historical 
resources‖ for the purposes of CEQA.  

The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the CRHR, not 
included in a local register of historical resources, or identified in an historical resources survey, 
does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be an historical 
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 
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Codes Governing Human Remains  

Section 15064.5 of CEQA also assigns special importance to human remains and specifies 
procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered.  The disposition of 
human remains is governed by Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code and 
Sections 5097.94 and 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code, and falls within the jurisdiction of 
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).  If human remains are discovered, the 
County Coroner must be notified within 48 hours and there should be no further disturbance to 
the site where the remains were found.  If the remains are determined by the coroner to be 
Native American, the coroner is responsible for contacting the NAHC within 24 hours.  The 
NAHC, pursuant to Section 5097.98, will immediately notify those persons it believes to be most 
likely descended from the deceased Native Americans so they can inspect the burial site and 
make recommendations for treatment or disposal.  

4.5.3.2 Local Authorities and Regulations 

Santa Barbara County Coastal Land Use Plan (CLUP) 

The purpose of the CLUP is to protect coastal resources while accommodating appropriate land 
use development within the coastal zone.  The CLUP includes policies to ensure adequate 
protection and consideration of cultural resources in land use planning decisions. 

 CLUP Policy 10-1:  All available measures, including purchase, tax relief, purchase of 
development rights, etc. shall be explored to avoid development on significant historic, 
prehistoric, archaeological, and other classes of cultural sites. 

 CLUP Policy 10-2:  When developments are proposed for parcels where archaeological 
or other cultural sites are located, project design shall be required which avoids impacts 
to such cultural sites if possible. 

 CLUP Policy 10-3:  When sufficient planning flexibility does not permit avoiding 
construction on archaeological or other types of cultural sites, adequate mitigation shall 
be required.  Mitigation shall be designed in accord with guidelines of the State Office of 
Historic Preservation and the State of California Native American Heritage Commission. 

 CLUP Policy 10-5:  Native Americans shall be consulted when development proposals 
are submitted which impact significant archaeological or cultural sites. 

County Comprehensive Plan 

The County Land Use Element contains the same cultural resource policies as those in the 
CLUP. 

Santa Barbara County Municipal Code 

According to Chapter 18A of the Santa Barbara County Municipal Code, in order for an historic 
resource to be eligible for designation as a County Historic Landmark or Place of Historic Merit, 
it must meet the designation criteria defined in Section 18A-3: 
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The Historic Landmarks Advisory Commission when considering a proposal to designate 
any place, site, building, structure, or object as a place of historic merit or landmark, and the 
Board of Supervisors when considering a recommendation to designate a landmark, shall 
use the following criteria: 

(a) It exemplifies or reflects special elements of the county's cultural, social, economic, 
political, archaeological, aesthetic, engineering, architectural or natural history; and/or 

(b) It is identified with persons or events significant in local, state or national history; 
and/or 

(c) It embodies distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period or method of construction 
or is a valuable example of the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanship; and/or 

(d) It is representative of the work of a notable builder, designer, or architect; and/or 
(e) It contributes to the significance of a historic area, being a geographically definable area 

possessing a concentration of historic, prehistoric, archaeological, or scenic properties, or 
thematically related grouping of properties, which contribute to each other and are 
unified aesthetically by plan or physical development; and/or 

(f) It has a location with unique physical characteristics or is a view or vista representing an 
established and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood, community, or the County of 
Santa Barbara; and/or 

(g) It embodies elements of architectural design, detail, materials, or craftsmanship that 
represent a significant structural or architectural achievement or innovation; and/or 

(h) It reflects significant geographical patterns, including those associated with different 
eras of settlement and growth, particularly transportation modes or distinctive examples 
of park or community planning; and/or 

(i) It is one of the few remaining examples in the county, region, state, or nation possessing 
distinguishing characteristics of an architectural or historical type or specimen. 

County of Santa Barbara Cultural Resource Guidelines  

Santa Barbara County‘s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, Section 8, provides 
guidelines for implementing CEQA‘s provisions pertaining to sites of archaeological, historical, 
or ethnic importance.  Under County standards, an ―important archaeological resource‖ can be 
defined by one of several criteria.  An archaeological site is considered significant for the 
purposes of CEQA if it demonstrates one or more of the following:  

 Is associated with an event or person of recognized significance in California or American 
history or recognized scientific importance in prehistory; 

 Can provide information that is of demonstrable public interest and is useful in 
addressing scientifically consequential and reasonable research questions; 

 Has a special or particular quality such as oldest, best example, largest or last surviving 
example of its kind; 

 Is at least 100 years old and possesses substantial stratigraphic integrity; or 

 Involves important research questions that historical research has shown can be answered 
only with archaeological methods. 
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Buildings, structures, and sites from the historical period can also be significant historical 
resources under CEQA.  A list of significance criteria for such resources is found in the Historic 
Element of the County Guidelines, which state that a building, structure, or site may be 
historically significant if it possesses integrity, is at least 50 years old, and meets one or more of 
the following criteria: 

 Is associated with an event, movement, organization, or person that/who has made an 
important contribution to the community, state, or nation; 

 Was designed or built by an architect, engineer, builder, artists, or other designer who 
has made an important contribution to the community, state, or nation; 

 Is associated with a particular architectural style or building type important to the 
community, state, or nation; 

 Embodies elements demonstration outstanding attention to design, detail, craftsmanship, 
or outstanding use of a particular structural material, surface material, or method of 
construction or technology; 

 Is associated with a traditional way of life important to an ethnic, national, racial, or 
social group, or to the community at large; 

 Illustrates broad patterns of cultural, social, political, economic, or industrial history; 

 Is a feature or a cluster of features which convey a sense of time and place that is 
important to the community, state, or nation; 

 Is able to yield information important to the community or is relevant to the scholarly 
study of history, historical archaeology, ethnography, folklore, or cultural geography. 

4.5.4 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The significance of a historical resource, and consequently the significance of any impacts, is 
determined by whether or not that resource meets the significance criteria outlined in the State 
CEQA Guidelines and the County of Santa Barbara‘s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines 
Manual, as described above.  A project is judged to have a significant effect on the environment 
if it may cause a substantial adverse change in the characteristics of a historical resource that 
convey its significance or justify its eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR or a local register, either 
through demolition, destruction, relocation, alteration, or other means (CEQA Guidelines, 
§15064.5(b)).  Direct impacts may occur by: 

1. Physically damaging, destroying, or altering all or part of the resource;  

2. Altering characteristics of the surrounding environment that contribute to the resource’s 
significance;  

3. Neglecting the resource to the extent that it deteriorates or is destroyed; or 

4. The incidental discovery of cultural resources without proper notification.  
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Removal, demolition, or alteration of historical resources can directly impact their significance 
by destroying the historic fabric of an archaeological site, structure, or historic district.  Direct 
impacts can be assessed by identifying the types and locations of proposed development, 
determining the exact locations of cultural resources within the project area, assessing the 
significance of the resources that may be affected, and determining the appropriate mitigation.  

Indirect impacts result primarily from the effects of project-induced population growth and the 
introduction of residential development into the area.  Such growth can result in increased 
construction as well as increased recreational activities that can disturb or destroy cultural 
resources through increased potential for theft and vandalism.  Due to their nature, indirect 
impacts are much harder to assess and quantify. 

CEQA provides guidelines for mitigating impacts to historical resources in Section 15126.4.  
According to the CEQA Guidelines, public agencies should, whenever feasible, seek to avoid 
damaging effects on any historical resource of an archaeological nature.  The following factors 
shall be considered for a project involving such an archaeological site: 

 (A) Preservation in place (avoidance) is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to 
archaeological sites.  Preservation in place maintains the relationship between 
artifacts and the archaeological context.  Preservation may also avoid conflict with 
religious or cultural values of groups associated with the site. 

(B)  Preservation in place may be accomplished by, but is not limited to, the following: 

 Planning construction to avoid archaeological sites;  

 Incorporation of sites within parks, greenspace, or other open space; 

 Covering the archaeological sites with a layer of chemically stable soil before 
building tennis courts, parking lots, or similar facilities on the site. 

 Deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement. 

(C) When data recovery through excavation is the only feasible mitigation, a data 
recovery plan, which makes provision for adequately recovering the scientifically 
consequential information from and about the historical resource, shall be prepared 
and adopted prior to any excavation being undertaken.  Such studies shall be 
deposited with the California Historical Resources Regional Information Center.  
Archaeological sites known to contain human remains shall be treated in accordance 
with the provisions of Section 7050.5 Health and Safety Code. 

(D)  Data recovery shall not be required for an historical resource if the lead agency 
determines that testing or studies already completed have adequately recovered the 
scientifically consequential information from and about the archaeological or 
historical resource, provided that the determination is documented and that the 
studies are deposited with the California Historical Resources Regional Information 
Center. 
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Typically, such measures will reduce impacts on archaeological resources to less-than-
significant levels. 

In order to address impacts of a project on a community, ethnic, or social group, the County‘s 
guidelines include the following threshold:   

A project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will cause one of 
the following: 

 Disrupt or adversely affect a prehistoric or historical archaeological site or a property of 
historical or cultural significance to a community or ethnic or social group; and/or 

 Conflict with established recreational, educational, religious, or scientific uses of the 
area. 

For architectural resources, maintenance, repair, stabilization, restoration, preservation, 
conservation, or reconstruction in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior‘s 
Standards and Guidelines (Weeks and Grimmer 1995) generally will constitute mitigation of 
impacts to a less-than-significant level.  Documentation of historic buildings and structures, 
including documentation to the standards of the Historic American Buildings Survey or 
Historic American Engineering Record (HABS/HAER), may lessen impacts but may not reduce 
them to less-than-significant levels. 
 
The Secretary of the Interior‘s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR 68) 
defines four options for the treatment of historic buildings: 1) preservation, 2) rehabilitation, 3) 
restoration, and 4) reconstruction.  Generally: 
 

1. Preservation involves the application of measures necessary to sustain the existing form, 
integrity, and materials of an historic property.  Work, including preliminary measures 
to protect and stabilize the property, generally focuses upon the ongoing maintenance 
and repair of historic materials and features rather than extensive replacement and new 
construction.  New exterior additions are not within the scope of this treatment [Weeks 
and Grimmer 1995:17]. 

 
2. Rehabilitation entails making possible a compatible use for a property through repair, 

alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features which convey its 
historical, cultural, or architectural values [Weeks and Grimmer 1995:62]. 

 
3. Restoration is defined as the act or process of accurately depicting the form, features, 

and character of a property as it appeared at a particular period of time by means of the 
removal of features from other periods in its history and reconstruction of missing 
features from the restoration period [Weeks and Grimmer 1995:118]. 

 
4. Reconstruction involves new construction to recreate the form, features, and detailing of 

a non-surviving site, landscape, building, structure, or object for the purpose of 
replicating its appearance at a specific period of time and in its historic location [Weeks 
and Grimmer 1995:166]. 
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The Secretary‘s Standards are not prescriptive, but instead provide general guidelines and are 
intended to be flexible and adaptable to specific project conditions, including aspects of 
adaptive use, functionality, and accessibility.  The goal is to balance continuity and change and 
retain historic building fabric to the maximum extent feasible.  The National Park Service has 
compiled a series of bulletins to provide guidance on specific historic preservation topics. 

4.5.5 PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

As described in Section 4.5.1, all of the originally proposed development areas in Parcels 1-7 
were surveyed for cultural resources.  Extended Phase 1 presence-absence testing was 
conducted for development envelopes located in proposed Parcels 2, 3 and 7.  Phase 2 
significance assessments were performed for CA-SBA-80, CA-SBA-2409 and CA-SBA-3984.  As 
a result of this work,  

 the Proposed Parcel 3 development envelope was recommended for revision to avoid 
portions of CA-SBA-80 that contribute to the site‘s significance; 

 CA-SBA-1803 (Proposed Parcel 2) was found to be located outside of the development 
envelope; 

 the Proposed Parcel 7 development envelope and associated access road werewas 
reduced and reconfigured to avoid the significant site CA-SBA-2409; and 

 CA-SBA-3984 (proposed Parcel 7) was found to be not significant under CEQA.  

With the exception of site CA-SBA-80, the current project avoids disturbing all known cultural 
resources.  However, impacts to cultural resources from the currently proposed (reconfigured) 
project could still result from inadvertent disturbance of previously unrecorded subsurface 
cultural resources.  In addition, impacts to the low-density (non-contributing) portion of CA-
SBA-80 would occur.  These impacts and measures to mitigate them to less than significant are 
discussed below. 

Impact CULT-1:  Indirect Impacts on Cultural Resources  

No known significant cultural resources are located within the development envelopes of, or 
new access roads serving, proposed Parcels 1, 2, 4 and 5 or the three potential building areas on 
proposed Parcel 6.  Further, no known resources are located within the public trails and utility 
corridors serving future development.  These areas were the subject of field surveys as 
discussed in Section 4.5.2.3 and the results were negative.  The trail easements themselves 
largely follow existing ranch roads and would not require any significant ground disturbance as 
part of their establishment.  These areas were the subject of pedestrian surveys, as discussed in 
Section 4.5.2.3, and no resources were identified.  The utilities also follow existing ranch roads 
for the most part, limiting the potential for ground disturbance affecting unknown cultural 
resources. The water line infrastructure has been sited to avoid disturbance of any of the 
recorded sites. Fencing associated with the public trails would be occurring in areas that have 
already been disturbed in most instances given their location along existing orchard areas or 
roadways.  Installation of fencing is not expected to significantly impact any cultural resources 
as no resources were identified during the pedestrian surveys.  However, given the sensitivity 
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of the area in general for cultural resources as evidenced by the number of archaeological 
resource sites recorded within the project area, and the proximity of the Parcel 2 development 
envelope to previously recorded archaeological site CA-SBA-1803, the possibility remains that 
previously unrecorded cultural resources may exist below the ground surface.  Impacts to 
unknown archaeological resources resulting from ground disturbance associated with the 
installation of infrastructure and future residential development in these areas are therefore 
considered potentially significant but mitigable. 

The introduction of residents and the public to the project site associated with future residential 
development and the public trail project components carries with it the potential for 
disturbance of cultural resources through vandalism or collection of artifacts and deposits.  No 
archaeological deposits were identified in the areas of the proposed trail locations thus limiting 
the potential for public users of the trail to disturb archaeological resources.  Additionally, 
fencing is proposed along the trails which would limit public access to other areas of the site 
where sensitive deposits may be located.  Further, the low density of future residential 
development and the avoidance of development within significant archaeological sites would 
help to minimize the potential for significant indirect disturbance of archaeological deposits.  
Impacts would therefore be adverse but less than significant.      

Mitigation Measures 

CULT 1-1 All earth disturbances associated with infrastructure improvements and future 
residential development shall be monitored by a P&D-qualified archaeologist 
unless subsurface testing within the area of disturbance determines that no 
resources are present. Plan Requirements and Timing:  Prior to approval of 
Coastal Development Permits and/or land use clearances, a contract or Letter of 
Commitment between the applicant and the archaeologist, consisting of a project 
description and scope of work, shall be prepared. The contract must be executed 
and submitted to P&D for review and approval.  If after initial monitoring of the 
proposed area of disturbance or testing for presence/absence, the archaeologist 
determines that additional monitoring is unnecessary based on the absence of 
cultural resources, the requirement for further monitoring can be terminated with 
approval by P&D.  Prior to occupancy clearance or Building & Safety sign-off, a 
cultural resources monitoring report must be submitted to P&D and the CCIC. 

MONITORING: P&D shall confirm monitoring by archaeologist as required and 
spot check in the field. 

CULT 1-2 In the event archaeological remains are encountered during grading, work shall be 
stopped immediately or redirected until a P&D qualified archaeologist and Native 
American representative are retained by the applicant to evaluate the significance 
of the find pursuant to Phase 2 investigations of the County Archaeological 
Guidelines. If remains are found to be significant, they shall be subject to a Phase 3 
mitigation program consistent with County Archaeological Guidelines and funded 
by the applicant. Plan Requirements/Timing: These measures shall be noted on all 
grading and building plans and approved by the County Planning and 
Development department prior to land use clearances.   
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 MONITORING: P&D planners shall confirm monitoring by archaeologist and 
P&D grading inspectors shall spot check in the field. 

Residual Impacts   

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, residual impacts to unknown 
archaeological resources would be reduced to a less than significant (Class II) level. 

Impact CULT-2:  Impacts to CA-SBA-80 on Proposed Parcel 3 

The Parcel 3 development envelope overlaps a portion of CA-SBA-80, considered a significant 
resource under CEQA.  A Phase 2 survey conducted for this site identified high quality portions 
of the site that contribute to the site‘s significance as well as low quality areas of the site that do 
not contribute to the site‘s significance.  Since the development envelope as currently 
configured overlaps both high and low quality areas of the site, future residential development 
within this envelope has the potential to disturb portions of CA-SBA-80 that have been 
determined to contribute to the site‘s significance.  Therefore, impacts to this resource from 
future development are considered potentially significant but mitigable.  As discussed in 
Section 4.5.2.4, installation of buried utilities along the edge of the paved ranch road serving the 
Parcel 3 development envelope would not adversely affect the site‘s significant qualities.   

Mitigation Measures 

CULT 2-1 The development envelope on Parcel 3 shall be reduced in size in order to avoid 
the high-density area of CA-SBA-80 that contributes to the site‘s significance, (to be 
determined by a County-qualified archaeologist)as recommended in the Phase 2 
Archaeological Investigation of Parcel 3 conducted by Applied Earthworks in 2010.  
Plan Requirements and Timing: The development envelope shall be reconfigured 
prior to final map recordation.  The applicant shall include a note on a separate 
informational sheet to be recorded with the final map designating the known 
significant portions of the archaeological site as an unbuildable area. The area shall 
not be identified as an archaeological site on the informational sheet.   

MONITORING: P&D shall confirm reconfiguration of the development envelope 
and review the informational sheet prior to final map clearance.  P&D shall site 
inspect during construction to confirm compliance.   

CULT 2-2 No ground disturbance of any kind, including landscaping and vegetation 
removal involving disturbance of root balls, shall be permitted outside of the 
reconfigured Parcel 3 development envelope.  Utility infrastructure shall be sited 
so as to avoid the significant portions of CA-SBA-80, as recommended in the Phase 
2 Archaeological Investigation of Parcel 3 conducted by Applied Earthworks in 
2010.  No additional orchard planting shall be permitted within the boundaries of 
CA-SBA-80.  Grazing shall be exempt from this requirement.  Plan Requirements 

and Timing:  These requirements shall be shown on all approved grading and 
building plans.  Plans shall be reviewed for conformance with this measure prior 
to approval of Coastal Development Permits or Land Use Permits for future 
development on Parcel 3. 
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MONITORING:   P&D shall site inspect during construction to confirm 
compliance. 

CULT 2-3 The high-density area of CA-SBA-80 (as determined by a County-qualified 
archaeologist) shall be temporarily fenced with chain link flagged with color or 
other material authorized by P&D where ground disturbance is proposed within 
100 feet.  Plan Requirements: The fencing requirement shall be shown on 
approved grading and building plans. The fence shall be designated as 
―exclusionary fencing‖ and shall not mention an archaeological site.  Timing: 
Plans to be approved and fencing to be in place prior to start of construction. 

MONITORING: P&D shall verify installation of fencing by reviewing photo 
documentation or by site inspection prior to grading or construction, and ensure 
fencing is in place throughout grading and construction through site inspections. 

CULT 2-4 All earth disturbances within the development envelope for proposed Parcel 3 
shall be monitored by a P&D-qualified archaeologist and a Native American 
Observer in accordance with the County Cultural Resource Guidelines. Plan 

Requirements and Timing: Prior to approval of land use clearances, a contract or 
Letter of Commitment between the applicant and the archaeologist, including 
identification of a Native American observer, consisting of a project description 
and scope of work, shall be prepared. The contract must be executed and 
submitted to P&D for review and approval.  Prior to occupancy clearance or 
Building & Safety sign-off, a cultural resources monitoring report must be 
submitted to P&D and the CCIC. 

MONITORING: P&D shall confirm monitoring by archaeologist and Native 
American observer and spot check in the field. 

CULT 2-5 In the event significant archaeological remains such as features or diagnostic 
artifacts are encountered during grading in the low-density portion of CA-SBA-80, 
work shall be stopped immediately or redirected until a P&D qualified 
archaeologist and Native American representative are retained by the applicant to 
evaluate the significance of the find pursuant to Phase 2 investigations of the 
County Archaeological Guidelines. If remains are found to be significant, they 
shall be subject to a Phase 3 mitigation program consistent with County 
Archaeological Guidelines and funded by the applicant. Plan 

Requirements/Timing: These measures shall be noted on all grading and building 
plans and approved by the County Planning and Development department prior 
to land use clearances.   

 MONITORING: P&D planners shall confirm monitoring by archaeologist and 
P&D grading inspectors shall spot check fieldwork. 

Residual Impacts   

Complete avoidance of the entire CA-SBA-80 site is not feasible without impacting other 
important coastal resources.  Specifically, shifting the envelope to another location of the site, 
either closer to the highway or further west on the other side of the orchard, would significantly 



4.5 Cultural Resources 

Las Varas Ranch Final EIR 4.5-27 

increase the visibility of future development, resulting in significant and unavoidable visual 
impacts.  The rest of the parcel is constrained by avocado orchards and sensitive biological 
resources.  Thus, reducing the envelope to avoid the portions of the site that contribute to the 
site‘s significance is considered appropriate.  With implementation of the above mitigation 
measures, residual impacts to CA-SBA-80 would be reduced to a less than significant (Class II) 
level. 

Impact CULT-3:  Impacts to CA-SBA-2409 on Proposed Parcel 7 

The Parcel 7 development envelope and associated access road have been re-designed to avoid 
the tested boundaries of CA-SBA-2409.  However, in places the envelope and access road are 
still adjacent to the site‘s boundaries.  Ground disturbance associated with construction of the 
access road and future residential development, including utility trenching and the private 
septic system, could result in potential indirect impacts to the recorded archaeological site given 
its proximity.  Impacts are therefore considered potentially significant but mitigable.   

Mitigation Measures 

CULT 3 Archaeological site CA-SBA-2409 and a buffer area (to be determined by a County-
qualified archaeologist) shall be temporarily fenced with chain link flagged with 
color or other material authorized by P&D where ground disturbance is proposed 
within 100 feet of the site.  Plan Requirements: The fencing requirement shall be 
shown on approved grading and building plans. The fence shall be designated as 
―exclusionary fencing‖ and shall not mention an archaeological site.  Timing: 
Plans to be approved and fencing to be in place prior to start of construction. 

MONITORING: P&D shall verify installation of fencing by reviewing photo 
documentation or by site inspection prior to grading or construction, and ensure 
fencing is in place throughout grading and construction through site inspections. 

Residual Impacts   

With implementation of the above mitigation measure, as well as Mitigation Measures CULT 1-
1 and 1-2, residual impacts to CA-SBA-2409 would be reduced to a less than significant (Class 

II) level. 

Impact CULT-4:  Ethnic Impacts 

In certain instances, a cultural resource may have significance to a community, social, or ethnic 
group that extends beyond its significance as an historic resource under CEQA.  This is often in 
cases where an archaeological resource site is valued as a sacred site that contains a cemetery or 
was or continues to be used for ceremonial, spiritual, or religious purposes.  This type of 
significance applies to only a limited number of unique archaeological resources in the region 
and is not typically applied to every prehistoric archaeological site, regardless of a site‘s 
significance under CEQA.  As discussed above, there are several recorded archaeological sites 
within the project site that have been evaluated in this context.  Various members of the local 
Native American community have been contacted as part of this process, as discussed in Section 
4.5.2.1, to invite them to share relevant information on potentially sensitive cultural resources in 
the project area and issues that they believe should be considered for the project.  No 
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information was obtained from this effort suggesting to suggest that any of the recorded sites 
within the project area are of significant ethnic value to the local Native American community 
above and beyond their importance as prehistoric archaeological sites that have yielded, or may 
be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.  Regardless, the project has 
been designed to avoid disturbance of recorded archaeological sites.  In the case of CA-SBA-80, 
Mitigation Measure CULT 2-1 requires that the Parcel 3 development envelope be reduced in 
size in order to avoid the high-density area of the site that contributes to the site‘s significance.  
Therefore, given the lack of evidence suggesting that any of the sites within the project area are 
unique resources of significant ethnic or religious value to the local Native American 
community and the avoidance of disturbance to archaeological sites as part of the project, ethnic 
impacts are considered adverse but less than significant (Class III).        

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

Residual Impacts 

The residual impact to ethnic resources is less than significant (Class III) and no 
mitigation is required.   

Impact CULT-5:  Impacts to Rural Historic Landscape 

The character defining features of the Rural Historic Landscape are: the terraces with grazing 
land and citrus and avocado orchards; the creeks and drainage troughs with their windrows; 
vegetation encompassing grazing grasses, orchards, windrows and chaparral; the clusters of 
ranch buildings; the historic views of the ocean and the mountains as seen from these ranch 
buildings; and the rural setting as seen from U.S. Highway 101.  The proposed project would 
reconfigure existing parcels and designate seven development envelopes to restrict new 
residential construction.  Five of these envelopes are located within the boundaries of the Las 
Varas Ranch area considered eligible for Rural Historic Landscape listing.  The development 
envelopes designate the sole area on each parcel that would allow for the construction of a 
single family dwelling and accessory buildings. 

Generally speaking, the rural historic setting as seen from U.S. Highway 101 could be visually 
impacted if new historically incompatible buildings and structures were introduced into the 
historic landscape.    In addition, views from U.S. Highway 101 of character defining features of 
the Rural Historic Landscape could be materially impaired by inappropriately sited or 
incompatibly sized new buildings or structures.   

A single-story residence has already been constructed in the development envelope on 
proposed Parcel 5.  The envelope is located approximately 900 feet southwest of the historic 
building cluster known as Area 1 of the Rural Historic Landscape.  The developed envelope has 
not resulted in an adverse impact to the historic landscape as seen from Highway 101 or the 
cluster of historic resources in Area 1.  The site remains eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places and continues to convey its historic significance.  However, 
additional development within this envelope has the potential to cause substantial alteration to 
the historic ranch setting and result in a significant adverse impact to historic resources if the 
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character defining features of the Rural Historic Landscape are materially impaired.  Impacts 
are considered potentially significant but mitigable with adherence to the Secretary of the 
Interior‘s Standards 1, 2 and 9 for any new development. 

The development envelope on proposed Parcel 4 includes the historic cluster of ranch buildings 
known as Area 2.  Open fields of grazing pasture extend to the north, east and south from the 
envelope.  Oak tree, chaparral and other vegetation arising from Gato Canyon adjoin it on the 
west.  Views of U.S. Highway 101 are available from this building cluster, though are limited by 
the northward rising natural grade, riparian vegetation, and the partial below-grade freeway 
elevation along some segments.  The construction of a single family house within the cluster 
would cause a significant adverse impact to historic resources if the construction caused 
substantial alteration of character defining features, and/or relocation or the demolition of the 
four historically significant buildings. Additionally, because the significance of the four 
buildings rests to a large extent on their setting as a rural landscape, the construction of a house 
in their midst would cause a significant adverse impact if its presence altered the integrity of 
this rural setting as seen from U.S. Highway 101 or the railroad.  As discussed in Section 4.1, 
motorists traveling along U.S. Highway 101 currently enjoy an unobstructed view of this 
historic setting for approximately 10 seconds traveling at 65 miles per hour.  If the existing 
buildings and/or the setting were removed or materially impaired, the proposed project would 
not meet the Secretary of the Interior‘s Standards 1, 2 and 9, and the impacts would be 
significant. This could occur through the introduction of incompatible development or 
development that obstructs or impairs views of the rural setting as experienced from U.S. 
Highway 101 or views of the ocean and mountains as experienced from the ranch buildings, 
both of which are character defining features of the Rural Historic Landscape. However, if the 
four significant buildings and historic setting in Area 2 are retained as part of the project and if 
the development of a new house and accessory buildings is designed to be compatible with the 
existing buildings and setting, the Standards would be met and there would be no significant 
adverse impact to historic resources.  Impacts are considered potentially significant but 
mitigable.   

The development envelope on proposed Parcel 3 is located on the terrace adjacent to and west 
of Gato Creek.  It is bordered on the immediate south and west by orchards. The surface 
gradient rises many feet in elevation to the north and rises to a lesser extent to the northeast 
where it leads to a copse of oak trees and chaparral.  The natural terrain conceals U.S. Highway 
101 from view to the north as well as views of potential development on proposed Parcel 3 from 
U.S. Highway 101, except for distant views from the northwest as discussed in Section 4.1. The 
terrace grassland, orchards and natural vegetation along Gato Canyon and vistas to the 
mountains and ocean are character defining features that contribute to the ranch‘s historic 
landscape. The construction of a residence and accessory buildings in this envelope has the 
potential to adversely impact this significant setting.  Impacts are considered potentially 
significant but mitigable with adherence to the Secretary of the Interior‘s Standards 1, 2 and 9. 

The development envelope on proposed Parcel 2 is located on the south side of the railroad 
tracks on bench land adjacent to Gato Creek. It is several feet lower in elevation than the 
adjacent coastal terrace to the west.  Thick stands of mature oak and eucalyptus trees and 
chaparral border the envelope on its north and east. The natural elevation and vegetation 
conceal views to and from U.S. Highway 101 and most of the nearby railroad tracks, except for 
a single short opening, both of which lie to the north of the envelope.  Views to and from the 
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ocean are available from the development envelope, both of which are character-defining 
features of the Rural Historic Landscape.  The terrace grassland, natural vegetation along Gato 
Creek and historic vistas to the mountains and ocean are character defining features that 
contribute to the ranch‘s historic landscape. The construction of a residence and accessory 
buildings in this envelope has the potential to adversely impact this significant setting if the 
character defining features of the Rural Historic Landscape are materially impaired.  Impacts 
are considered potentially significant but mitigable with adherence to the Secretary of the 
Interior‘s Standards 1, 2 and 9. 

The residential development envelope on proposed Parcel 1 is located on the south side of the 
railroad tracks on the terrace west of Gato Creek.  The envelope is bordered on the north, east 
and south by extended areas of grass- and coastal scrub-covered terrain. The grade rises slightly 
to the north and northeast and decreases incrementally to the south.  A tall copse of eucalyptus 
and oak trees originating in a ravine adjoin the envelope to the northwest and west.  The 
natural terrain and vegetation limit views of the nearby railroad tracks, which experience a 
below-grade cut east of the railroad crossing.  In addition, the natural terrain and vegetation, 
including an avocado orchard north of the railroad tracks prevent views of the more distant 
U.S. Highway 101 as well as views of potential residential development from U.S. Highway 101.  
The terrace grassland, coastal scrub, drainage vegetation and vistas to the mountains and ocean 
are character defining features that contribute to the ranch‘s historic landscape.  The 
construction of a residence and accessory buildings in this envelope has the potential to 
adversely impact this significant setting if the character defining features of the Rural Historic 
Landscape are materially impaired.  Impacts are considered potentially significant but 
mitigable with adherence to the Secretary of the Interior‘s Standards 1, 2 and 9. 

Mitigation Measures 

CULT 5: Proposed residential and accessory buildings in Envelope Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 shall 
be compatible in size, bulk, scale, height and style with the Las Varas Ranch‘s 
existing historic buildings.  Plans for proposed future residential development 
within these envelopes shall be reviewed by a County-approved qualified 
architectural historian contracted by the owner/applicant to ensure that future 
development does not compromise the integrity of the rural setting and adheres to 
the Secretary of the Interior‘s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.  Plan 

Requirements and Timing:  Final plans shall be reviewed and a report prepared 
for review and approval by Planning & Development and subject to third-party 
peer review prior to final approval of future residences by the Central Board of 
Architectural Review.   

 MONITORING:  Permit compliance staff shall confirm buildings are constructed in 
conformance with final approved plans.     

Mitigation Measure 6-1 identified below to reduce impacts to the historic structures would 
mitigate impacts to the Rural Historic Landscape as well. 
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Residual Impact 

The residual impact on the Rural Historic Landscape from the proposed project and future 
residential development would become less than significant (Class II) with implementation of 
Mitigation Measures CULT 5 and CULT 6-1, which would require preservation of the existing 
historic structures and ensure that new development is compatible with the size, bulk, scale, 
height, and style of the existing historic structures.   

Impact CULT-6:  Impacts to Historic Structures 

None of the existing structures within the project site that have been identified as significant 
historic resources under CEQA would be directly impacted by the proposed project through 
physical demolition, damage, or alteration.  Each of the existing historic structures are proposed 
to remain as part of the project.  With the exception of the development envelope on proposed 
Parcel 4, future residential development and associated infrastructure improvements would be 
located away from any of the existing historic structures.  However, existing historic buildings 
and structures and their historic setting could be visually impacted if new buildings and 
structures that were incompatible in style or height were built adjacent or nearby.  The 
development envelope on proposed Parcel 4 encompasses Barns Nos. 1, 2, and 3, and the Main 
House, all of which are significant historic structures.  Development of a future residence within 
this development envelope and in close proximity to these historic structures has the potential 
to degrade the historical significance of these structures by altering the characteristics of the 
surrounding environment that contribute to the resources‘ significance.  New residential 
development has the potential to be incompatible with, and compromise the historic integrity 
of, the existing historic structures in this building complex, damaging their historic setting.  
New residential development within the other coastal development envelopes has the potential 
to materially impair the significance of the historic structures if they cause substantial alteration 
to the historic ranch setting, since the significance of the buildings rests to a large extent on this 
setting.  This could result from development that is incompatible with the rural character of the 
area and scale of existing development.  Impacts to these historic structures from future 
residential development are therefore considered potentially significant but mitigable. 

Mitigation Measures 

CULT 6-1: The significant historic buildings in Area 1 and Area 2 shall be retained in situ.  
Any rehabilitation of these buildings shall be undertaken using the Secretary of the 
Interior‘s Standards for Rehabilitation.  Plan Requirements and Timing:  Any 
plans for rehabilitation or alteration of these buildings shall be prepared in 
conjunction with a County-approved architectural historian contracted by the 
owner/applicant to ensure adherence with the Secretary of the Interior‘s 
Standards.  Final plans shall be reviewed and a report prepared for review and 
approval by Planning & Development prior to approval by the Central Board of 
Architectural Review. 

 MONITORING:  Permit compliance staff shall confirm buildings are constructed in 
conformance with final approved plans.     
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CULT 6-2: Prior to the project‘s implementation the applicant shall provide for photographic 
documentation of the significant buildings in Areas 1 and 2 within their setting by 
a County-approved historian. Such photographic documentation includes large-
format black and white archival photographs of the elevations of each building 
and their relationship to each other within their setting. A color Xerox copy of 
these photographs, with a copy of this report, shall be provided to Planning and 
Development in hard copy and digital format and the original photographs and 
negatives shall be compiled in a binder, with a site map with arrows indicating the 
direction of each photograph, and provided to the Goleta Valley Historical Society.  
Plan Requirements and Timing:  A letter from the Goleta Valley Historical Society 
to Planning and Development accepting receipt of this documentation shall be 
provided prior to CDP issuance for infrastructure improvements or the first new 
residential construction south of U.S. Highway 101.   

 MONITORING:  P&D shall confirm receipt of photographic documentation prior 
to CDP issuance. 

Residual Impacts 

The residual impact to the existing historic structures within the project site would be less than 

significant (Class II) with implementation of the above mitigation measures as well as 
Mitigation Measure CULT 5, which would ensure that future development is compatible with 
the character of the existing historic structures.   

4.5.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

For cultural resources, the importance of individual resources is often judged in terms of their 
regional context and relationship to other resources.  Thus, the significance of impacts on any 
given resource or group of resources must be examined in light of the integrity of the regional 
resource base.  Because the number of cultural resources is finite, limited, and non-renewable, 
any assessment of cumulative impacts must take into consideration 1) the impacts of the 
proposed project on resources within the project site; 2) the extent to which those impacts 
degrade the integrity of the regional resource base; and 3) the impacts of other projects on the 
regional resource base.  The cumulative study area for archaeological resources in the vicinity of 
the project site is defined as the greater Gaviota coastal region.  The Gaviota Coast was 
identified by the National Park Service in 2003 as a nationally significant scenic area, in part due 
to its rich cultural resources.  Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines defines a cumulative 
impact as one that is created as a result of the incremental effects of the project evaluated in the 
EIR together with the effects of other projects causing related impacts.  This project, in 
conjunction with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects 
along the Gaviota coast as identified in Section 3.0, may result in the disturbance of prehistoric 
archaeological resource sites throughout the region.  

Given the large number of recorded archaeological sites within the region, including the project 
site itself, disturbance to cultural resources occurring from the identified cumulative projects 
could be cumulatively significant.   While direct impacts to on-site cultural resources are site-
specific, they could contribute to the cumulative degradation of the region‘s cultural resources, 
as many archaeological sites are destroyed or disturbed before being subject to evaluation or 
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systematic data recovery capable of characterizing their contents and determining their 
scientific potential.  However, the County requires avoidance or mitigation of impacts to these 
resources in accordance with CEQA and the County Cultural Resource Guidelines.    Moreover, 
the nature of the related projects and the potential for residences to be sited to avoid identified 
cultural resources given the size of most of the parcels in the region would help to minimize 
cumulative impacts to archaeological resources.  Standard conditions applied to areas where no 
known archaeological resources have been identified (but the potential remains for 
encountering such resources given the general cultural sensitivity of the area), would require 
monitoring and appropriate treatment of any resources discovered during construction.  This 
would help to reduce the potential for cumulatively significant impacts.   

As discussed in Section 4.5.2, numerous recorded sites occur within the project site.  However, 
the proposed project has been designed to avoid significant impacts to known archaeological 
sites.  Mitigation measures applied to the project would result in further avoidance of 
archaeological sites and ensure that impacts to archaeological resources (both recorded and 
unknown) would be reduced to less than significant levels.  As a result, development of the 
proposed project would not significantly contribute to a significant cumulative impact on 
cultural resources.  Therefore the project‘s contribution to cumulative archaeological impacts 
would be cumulatively considerable but feasibly mitigated (Class II).   

The rural nature of the Gaviota Coast and its historic ranching tradition has been largely 
preserved over time, though it was compromised to some extent by the closure of the Vista del 
Mar School and the creation of the Chevron Processing Facility west of Las Varas Ranch near 
Gaviota in the 1980s.  The proposed Santa Barbara Ranch development, located immediately 
east of the project site, would potentially develop up to 72 home sites (under Alternative 1) 
encompassing both sides of U.S. Highway 101.  It is located on portions of the historic Dos 
Pueblos Ranch and the old Naples Townsite and contributes to the rural setting of the area.  
This and other nearby projects have the potential to impact views of the historic rural setting as 
experienced from U.S. Highway 101, thereby compromising the historic integrity of the rural 
setting.  In total, other planned, pending, and recently constructed projects would introduce 
approximately 143 117 new residences along both sides of U.S. Highway 101 in this section of 
the Gaviota Coast.   Potential impacts on the historic rural setting of the area from these projects 
are cumulatively significant.  The proposed project has the potential to impact views of the 
historic rural setting from U.S. Highway 101, railroad, and ocean, and materially impair the 
historic setting and character defining features of the site by the introduction of incompatible 
development.  This would potentially contribute to the cumulative historic impacts to the 
Gaviota Coast.   However, the project only includes the potential for seven new residences 
scattered throughout the ranch and many of the future residences would not be visible from 
U.S. Highway 101 or are located outside of the boundaries of the Rural Historic Landscape.  In 
addition, implementation of the mitigation measures identified above would ensure that future 
residential development is compatible with, and would not compromise the historic integrity 
of, the existing historic structures and Rural Historic Landscape found within the project site, 
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior‘s Standards.  Therefore, the project‘s contribution to 
cumulative historic impacts would be cumulatively considerable but feasibly mitigated (Class 

II).    



4.5 Cultural Resources 

4.5-34 Las Varas Ranch Final EIR 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank 

 


