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Dear Anne and others at City of Goleta involved in planning for management of Ellwood Butterfly Grove,
Please find attached a letter and supporting documents commenting on the plan.
Overall you have done an excellent job of balancing demands.
Thank you.
Lisa

‐‐
Lisa Stratton, Ph.D.
Cheadle Center for Biodiversity & Ecological Restoration (CCBER) Harder South, Rm 1005
UCSB, MC 9615
Santa Barbara, CA 93106
Office: (805) 893‐4158
Fax: (805) 893‐4222
stratton@ccber.ucsb.edu
http:\\ccber.ucsb.edu
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Date: August 30, 2018
To: City of Goleta Planning & Environmental Review and Public Works Staff
Re: Comments on Draft Monarch Butterfly Habitat Management Plan
Thank you very much for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Draft Monarch
Butterfly Habitat Management Plan. In reading Meade’s 2013 assessment and other
documents along with the management plan, I feel that you have done a good job of
balancing the various issues on site and the public attachment to the Eucalyptus woodland. I
have been in conversation with several other ecologists, e.g. Wayne Ferren, L. Dzid, and
various Audubon members, and would like to make a couple of suggestions that I think will
help you in moving forward by increasing clarity. I realize that there is an effort to be broad
and not overly precise, but that broadness can make decision-making more difficult in the
future and lead to on-going indecision and debate between different perspectives.
First, I would like to note some observations from Meade’s 2013 study:
1. Ellwood North grove was likely used increasingly less by Monarchs from 1994 to 2011
because of the lack of management (e.g. regular logging or thinning), which effectively
created too DENSE a woodland with a lack of open flight areas or gallery for the
butterflies (page 20). This speaks to a need to do some active management of the
overall woodland to keep these open areas.
2. The density could also have contributed to more intense competition for water between
these water-loving and high water-use trees; which likely created problems during the
drought. As such, it leads me to ask, why are this year’s planned tree plantings slated for
Ellwood North? Will they potentially fill up the very holes or galleries that might make that
area more supportive of Monarch’s in the future?
3. Meade also notes that one of the more highly used areas in this section was in an area
where there was a tree fall and ensuing opening which allowed a Toyon to get
established that became a focal point for ‘basking’ by the Monarchs (page 44). The point
being that a thinner, safer, less fire-prone Eucalyptus Forest with native plants is a
favorable condition for Monarchs; far more than an un-managed “do nothing because
the public doesn’t want to see anything done” philosophy that has defined management
for the past 10 years.
4. My overall point is that active management is needed and that integration with natives is
important. The document suggests this, but I’m not sure it is spelled out clearly enough
in terms of say a map of zones for native planting or with specific desired ‘tree densities”
or other measures that would support a clear next step in terms of defining active
management goals for each September. This kind of specificity is important and should
save money over time.
5. Further on this line of thinking is another comment from the 2013 document (page 23),
which indicates in some areas the woodland is spreading to the south. This is an
undesirable outcome because of the other habitat values on Ellwood Mesa. The
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southern edge, and any spreading edges, need to be managed. This also speaks to the
need for a map.
In my comments sent a few weeks ago, see attached pdf, I suggest some zones that might
be suitable for prioritizing native tree planting. These are zones outside of the core
aggregation areas and along the creek channels and adjacent to the homes where native
plants will serve these purposes:
1. help protect against wildfire;
2. reduce water use in the creek and keep flows which will benefit diverse wildlife;
3. be more sustainable in the face of climate change;
4. support a higher diversity of native insects, birds, reptiles and herps;
5. and be less vulnerable to a single pest or disease the way the current monoculture
is vulnerable.
Native understory planting should occur where there are openings in the ‘aggregation’
areas and in conjunction with targeted weed control activities. In addition, native trees
are used by Monarchs and other butterflies and native trees, if established soon enough,
can help provide the environmental amelioration benefits that support the use of the
aggregation areas. As such, I think a more specific, say 5-year or 10-year action plan
that addresses current die-off areas as well as strategic restoration planting in specific,
mapped areas, would provide the clarity, direction, and guidance to allow for effective
management of the restoration component of the plan. This is particularly important in
light of the very limited window for removing dead trees and other restrictions on the
timing of work in the grove and in light of the commendable commitment to using locally
collected seed and plant material.

Some specific comments and suggestions:
1. Regarding the Restoration Plant list. This is mostly good, but I would remove seaside
fleabane (Erigeron glaucus), “blue blossom (Ceanothus thyrsiflorus) and dwarf coyote bush
(Baccharis pilularis ssp. pilularis “pigeon point” ) as these are cultivars or not locally sourceable.
2. I would add Lonicera subspicata var. subspicata – native honeysuckle which grows well
out here and provides nectar and fruit and can be locally sourced. I would also consider
adding Diplacus aurantiacus (Sticky monkey flower); Keckiela cordifolia (Heart leafPenstemon), which grows well in the shade and provides nectar; and Salvia spathacea
(Hummingbird sage).
3. Policy 14-2 says: “Gaps in eucalyptus groves shall be considered for habitat
enhancement and restoration alternatives” – the subsequent actions are good – but could
you add a strategic time line to this (now that funding is available) that says something like:
A strategic planting plan and map will be created in 2018-19 with the goal of addressing all
current and developing gaps and restoration opportunities by (say) 2024.
4. Action 12-1.10 says, “Replace removed trees at a one to one ratio with five-gallon
container stock”. Is that replace with natives or non-natives? Needs clarification and seems
wrong given the indication that too much forest density creates problems for Monarchs –
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add a caveat that allows you to integrate considerations for density, gallery areas, etc., and
identify those areas specifically. You do something along those lines in Action 12-2.1, but
please link tree planting to the criteria in 12-2.
Finally, I think you and your consultants have done a good job overall with the plan and I
would like to propose that the City contract with CCBER to do a number of the
recommended actions. In particular, I think our staff could do a good job of conducting
regular invasive plant monitoring program for the plan area. We could provide
recommendations for action and oversight and/or monitoring of any work done by crews you
hire to implement the work. We are concerned about weeds spreading from adjacent areas
into campus and see weeds as a significant threat to the monarchs and all users of the open
space. We also think we could help support a research program on insect biodiversity in
and out of the grove because our director, Katja Seltmann, is an entomologist. These are
just two realms outside of helping with providing plants and restoration expertise where we
think we can become effective and long term, affordable partners in restoring the larger
Ellwood-Devereux Open Space.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Lisa Stratton
Director of Ecosystem Restoration
Cheadle Center for Biodiversity and Ecological Restoration
University of California, Santa Barbara
Harder South (Bldg 578)
Santa Barbara, CA 93106

CCBER comments on Ellwood Grove Restora4on and Management Plan
Some thoughts regarding how to make this plan more sustainable in the long term and support a higher diversity of
species over 4me.
Consider:
1) Plan focused almost solely on Monarch BuEerﬂy – needs to think more broadly about species support,
sustainability, etc. See breeding records from Breeding Bird Study showing that you get nearly double the
diversity of breeding birds in oaks (57 species) than in Eucalyptus (32). Also, consider examples of na4ve riparian
areas with more than 300 individuals breeding from 37 species, compared to Ellwood grove which has just 23
species and only 60 records of birds breeding in a very public, heavily birded area. Much lower support.
2) Eucalyptus trees have been shown to reduce creek ﬂows through excessive transpira4on, thereby reducing
habitat quality. If diversify with na4ve trees have a beEer chance of having sustainable creek ﬂows which support
buEerﬂies and other wildlife.. and long term survivorship of species adapted to coastal california (e.g. oaks,
sycamores, willows, toyon).
3) No maps provided in plan, see below for proposed focus on doing ac4ve restora4on of all non-aggrega4on areas
with na4ve trees which can reduce ﬁre risk, establish early to con4nue to provide environmental ameliora4on of
the grove, support insects, birds, wildlife to complement Eucalyptus trees
4) Na4ve trees reduce ﬁre risk, give oﬀ water, not oils like Euc’s. Plant na4ve oaks and sycamores along all edges of
groves by homes and down to creek as well as in all non-aggrega4on zones that could become fuel corridors.
Na4ve trees will beEer support other nectar providing species in understory.
5) Data from USFWS status of Monarch paper and Griﬃth and Villablanca paper demonstrate that BuEerﬂies do not
prefer Eucalyptus and that in Central CA they prefer pines and cypress and oaks dispropor4onately to their low
cover in the groves.
6) Na4ve trees will be adap4ve to climate change, reduce water use in creek and overall, not require pampering
proposed for planted Eucs.
7) Lack of management in grove is leading to prolifera4on of saplings, par4cularly along southern edge. These many
smaller trees are faster growing, use more water resources, compete with the large trees that support the
monarchs. Management of woodland should involve ac4ve removal of saplings and small trees and plan4ng of
na4ve trees.

Three riparian areas, some
rela4vely newly restored (e.g.
atascadero creek by bike
path, west of PaEerson) that
have lots of breeding records
from diverse species.
This ﬁgure and ensuing 3
ﬁgures from Santa Barbara
Breeding Bird Study. 2018.
Google Fusion Table:
hEps://goo.gl/AJQxKj.
Sponsored by the UCSB
Center for Biodiversity and
Ecological Restora4on and the
Santa Barbara Audubon
Society. eds: Holmgren,
M., O'Loghlen, A. Accessed
{August 2018}.

Close up of one riparian
area with na4ve oaks,
sycamores, etc. Diverse
breeding records – from
clicking on them – San
Jose Creek = 130
breeding records:
e.g. Titmouse, ﬂicker,
song sparrow, House
ﬁnch, Anna’s Humming
bird, Dark eyed Junco,
Scrub Jay, House wren,
Yellow warbler,
California Towee,
Acorn , NuEals, Downey
woodpeckers, H. oriole,
N. Flicker, Nuthatch,
Brown headed cowbird,
Black Phoebe, Orange
crowned warbler.

Breeding records for Ellwood grove, open
to public, rela4vely few – 23 breeding
records include: one each of Am Kestrel,
Anna’s hummingbird, Blue headed
grosbeak, BH Cowbird, Bush4t, Cal.
Towhee, starling, Cooper’s hawk, H. oriole,
H. ﬁnch, H. wren, song sparrow, Bluebird,
W. kingbird, WT Kite (several).

Atascadero Creek – rela4vely recently restored:
37 species and 140 breeding records: OC warbler (32), Bush4t (15), Common
yellowthroat (11), H. Oriole (8), Ca. Towhee (6), Munia (6), BH Grosbeak (5), Anna’s
Hummer (4), 4 or less: Lesser gold ﬁnch, Oak 4tmouse, BH Cowbird, H. ﬁnch,
SpoEed towhee, Allen’s Hummer, Am Robin, B Phoebe, N. Mockingbird, PS
Flycatcher, Red shouldered hawk, Am Crow, Am goldﬁnch, BC Hummer, Blue
grosbeak, Ca Thrasher, Dark eyed Junco, E. collared dove, Hooted warbler, H.
sparrow, RT Hawk, W bluebird, Wilson’s warbler, wren4t, Yellow warbler.

Na4ve tree replacement zones

Hotspots of dead Eucs
where na4ves could
be restored.

Consider long term vision of areas within
white circles becoming more dominated by
na4ve oaks and riparian species for all
reasons stated previously.

