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Introduction

1 Infroduction

This document is an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed renovation of the Sandpiper
Golf Club located at 7925 Hollister Avenue in Goleta, California. The proposed Sandpiper Golf Course
Renovation and New Clubhouse Project (hereafter referred to as the “proposed project”) would
involve demolition of the existing clubhouse and construction of a new clubhouse; provision of
additional parking spaces; golf course modifications and routing revisions; landscaping and irrigation
improvements; replacement of existing maintenance facilities; replacement of an existing comfort
station; construction of the Rio Grande Coffee Shop and adaptive reuse and restoration of the
Barnsdall Rio Grande Gas Station; dedication of a five acre easement at Bell Canyon to a qualified land
conservation entity; pedestrian connectivity improvements; and improvements along Hollister
Avenue. The proposed project is described in detail in Section 2, Project Description.

This section discusses (1) the legal basis for preparing an EIR; (2) the scope and content of the EIR; (3)
the lead, responsible, and trustee agencies; and (4) the environmental review process required under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

1.1 Purpose and Legal Authority

The proposed project requires the discretionary approval of the Goleta Planning Commission and City
Council. Therefore, the project is subject to the environmental review requirements of CEQA. In
accordance with Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14), the
purpose of this EIR is to serve as an informational document that:

“...will inform public agency decision makers and the public generally of the significant
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and
describe reasonable alternatives to the project.”

This EIR has been prepared as a Project EIR pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines. A
Project EIR is appropriate for a specific development project. As stated in the CEQA Guidelines:

“This type of EIR should focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would result from
the development project. The EIR shall examine all phases of the project, including planning,
construction, and operation.”

This EIR is to serve as an informational document for the public and the decision makers of the City
of Goleta. The process will include public hearings before the Goleta Planning Commission and City
Council to consider certification of a Final EIR and approval of the proposed project.

1.2  Environmental Scoping

The City of Goleta distributed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the EIR for a 30-day agency and public
review period starting on December 26, 2024 and ending on January 27, 2025. In addition, the City
held a scoping meeting on January 15, 2025, at 5:00 pm at the Goleta City Hall. The City received
nineteen comment letters from five agencies and fourteen members of the public or organizations.
The NOP and NOP comments are presented in Appendix A of this EIR. Table 1-1 summarizes the
comments received and where the issues raised in comments are addressed in the EIR.
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Table 1-1

Commenter

Agency Comments

Bryan Wong, Santa
Barbara County Air
Pollution Control
District

Jon Iverson, California
Department of
Conservation,
Geologic Energy
Management Division
(CalGEM)

NOP Comments and EIR Response

Comment/Request

The commenter notes that the proposed
project is subject to air quality-related
regulatory requirements and
recommends best practices to be
considered for inclusion as conditions of
approval.

The commenter notes that the project
site is within the boundaries of the
Elwood Oil Field, and recommends
verification of the location of wells in
close proximity to the project site to
ensure construction does not impede
access. If well locations differ from agency
records, the commenter requests the
project applicant provide an updated plot
plan identifying the well locations relative
to the proposed structures.

The commenter indicates that there are
15 known oil or gas wells located within
the project site, and recommends against
building over, or in any way impeding
access to, oil, gas, or geothermal wells.

The commenter advises that all wells
identified on the project site be tested for
liquid and gas leakage prior to or during
development activities. The commenter
requests that the project applicant
provide the surveyed locations to CalGEM
and expects any leaking wells to be
reported immediately.

The commenter states that no well work
may be performed on any oil, gas, or
geothermal well without written approval
from CalGEM.

The commenter recommends that
information regarding the identified
well(s), and any other pertinent
information obtained after the issuance
of this comment letter, be communicated
to the appropriate county recorder for

How and Where It Was Addressed

Section 4.2, Air Quality, provides a discussion of
air quality-related regulatory requirements,
including those identified by the Santa Barbara
County Air Pollution Control District, that would
be implemented for project construction.

The precise location of oil wells will be included
on the construction plans. As discussed in Section
4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
construction would not impede access to, or
impact, the existing oil wells.

Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
describes project construction in relation to
known oil wells. As discussed in that section, the
proposed project would not impede access to
existing oil wells. As identified in the Revised
Corrective Action Plan/Soil and Groundwater
Management Plan (Appendix 1-2), only 13 wells
were identified within the project site.

Soil sampling near the existing oil wells was
conducted in 2005. As discussed in Section 4.8,
Hazardous and Hazardous Materials, it is
possible that the existing wells have resulted in
the contamination of adjacent soils. While
grading and earth-moving activities could
potentially disturb hazardous materials in soil,
the proposed project would not involve grading
or excavation in areas where existing oil wells are
located and would not have the potential to
damage or directly encounter these wells.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 would require
implementation of the Revised Corrective Action
Plan/Soil and Groundwater Management Plan
that addresses handling and management of
potentially contaminated soils.

The proposed project would not involve well
work.

The project applicant would communicate well-
related information within the comment letter to
the Santa Barbara County Clerk-Recorder.
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Commenter Comment/Request How and Where It Was Addressed

inclusion in the title information of the
project site.

The commenter recommends that any Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
soil containing hydrocarbons be disposed  describes the disposal procedures and applicable
of in accordance with local, State, and regulations for hydrocarbon-containing soils. As
federal laws, and the appropriate discussed in that section, the proposed project
authorities are notified if soil containing would dispose of potentially contaminated soils
significant amounts of hydrocarbons is in accordance with applicable local, State, and
discovered during development. federal laws, as well as notify agencies as
appropriate.
The commenter states that if any wells The project applicant would immediately notify
are encountered during construction CalGEM and file an amended site plan for
activities, that were not included in this CalGEM'’s review, should any unidentified wells
comment letter, the project applicant is be encountered during construction activities.

expected to immediately notify the
CalGEM’s construction site well review
engineer in the Northern district office,
and file for CalGEM'’s review an amended
site plan with well casing diagrams.

Victoria Tang, The commenter states that the EIR should  Section 4.3, Biological Resources, provides a
California Department  specify if the proposed open space in Bell  discussion of mitigation measures for impacts to
of Fish and Wildlife Canyon is intended as compensatory biological resources. The proposed open space
mitigation for impacts to biological dedication in Bell Canyon is not intended as
resources. The commenter also states compensatory mitigation for impacts to
that the EIR should address restrictions on  biological resources. Section 4.9, Hydrology and
access, proposed land dedications, Water Quality, provides a discussion of potential
monitoring and management programs, impacts involving water pollution.

control of illegal dumping, water
pollution, and increased human intrusion.

The commenter states that the EIR should  Section 4.3, Biological Resources, provides a

provide a discussion of the direct and discussion of potential impacts on biological
indirect impacts that recreational trails resources of the proposed project, including
would have on biological resources and access improvements and the Type 4 trail and
requests the inclusion of a Recreational sidewalks along Hollister Avenue. After the
Trails Plan as a mitigation measure. project NOP was distributed for review and

comment, the project’s design was revised. The
project no longer includes the potential future
construction and use of a new trail in Bell

Canyon.
The commenter recommends that the Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and Section
City notify the California Department of 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, provide a
Fish and Wildlife for a Lake and discussion of potential impacts to on-site waters.
Streambed Alteration Agreement priorto  The project applicant would coordinate with the
the start of project activities, and states California Department of Fish and Wildlife for a
that the EIR should discuss the project’s Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement.

impact on streams.

The commenter states that the EIR should  Section 4.3, Biological Resources, provides a
address the project’s direct, indirect, and discussion of potential impacts to monarch
cumulative impacts on monarchs and butterflies and their overwintering habitat.
overwintering habitat. The commenter

recommends that the City retain a

qualified biologist to assess the project

area for monarchs and overwintering

habitat.
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Commenter

Comment/Request

The commenter states that the EIR should
address potential impacts to burrowing
owl.

The commenter requests focused surveys
to determine Crotch’s bumble bee
presence/absence on the project site, and
states that the EIR should address habitat
suitability and potential impacts on
Crotch’s bumble bee.

The commenter requests focused surveys
to determine California red-legged frog
presence/absence on the project site, and
states that the EIR should address
potential impacts on California red-legged
frog.

The commenter states that the EIR should
address the project’s impact on fish
species population, habitat, substrate,
and passage and how the project may
impact special-status fish species. The
commenter requests that project
activities fully avoid impacts to tidewater
goby.

The commenter states that the EIR should
provide full disclosure of the project’s
impacts on rare plants and their
associated seedbank, and include
measures that avoid, minimize, or
mitigate potential impacts on rare plants
and supporting habitat.

The commenter states that the EIR should
address the project’s impact on nesting
birds and raptors and include measures to
fully avoid impacts on nesting birds, such
as the measure provided by the
commenter.

The commenter recommends the City
provide a native plant palette for the
project, and states that the EIR should
address potential impacts to natural
communities. The commenter
recommends retaining any standing,
dead, or dying trees where possible.

The commenter overall recommends the
City selects project designs and
alternatives that would avoid or minimize
impacts on biological resources. The
commenter recommends an alternative
that would not impede the existing

How and Where It Was Addressed

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, provides a
discussion of potential impacts to burrowing
owls.

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, provides a
discussion of potential impacts to Crotch’s
bumble bee.

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, provides a
discussion of potential impacts to California red-
legged frog.

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, provides a
discussion of potential impacts to special-status
fish species and aquatic habitat.

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, provides a
discussion of potential impacts to rare and
special-status plant species.

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, provides a
discussion of potential impacts to nesting birds.

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, provides a
discussion of potential impacts to natural
communities. As discussed in Section 2, Project
Description, Subsection 2.6.11, Landscaping, the
proposed planting palette would supplement
existing project site vegetation and would
include a variety of native plants and shrubs
compatible with the project site’s coastal
climate. The project would remove 39 trees
within the proposed parking areas, and would
retain native trees where feasible.

Section 6, Alternatives, provides a discussion of
project alternatives that could avoid or minimize
impacts on biological resources to a greater
extent than the proposed project.




Commenter

Mathew Lin, Native
American Heritage
Commission

Cris Sandoval,
Director of Coal Qil
Point Reserve,
University of
California-Santa
Barbara

Public Comments

Alice Alldredge

Frank Arredondo

Glen Burns

Robin Cederlof

Comment/Request

surface flow, water-dependent
ecosystems, or natural communities.

The commenter recommends
consultation with California Native
American tribes that are traditionally and
culturally affiliated with the geographic
area of the proposed project as early as
possible in order to avoid inadvertent
discoveries of Native American human
remains and best protect tribal cultural
resources.

The commenter requests that restoration
of Devereaux Creek should involve locally
sourced plants, rather than sourcing
plants from older restoration projects.
The commenter offers the University of
California-Santa Barbara’s Coal Oil Point
Reserve and North Campus Open Space
as places to collect seeds for restoration.
The commenter requests to review the
plant list, once determined, so they may
add the information to their coastal
ecosystem database.

The commenter notes their support for
the proposed project.

The commenter requests an
archaeological subsurface investigation of
the project site, development of a
mitigation and monitoring plan that
includes the disposition of archaeological
resources prior to project approval, and
monitoring for archaeological resources
during ground-disturbing activities.

The commenter notes their support for
the proposed project.

The commenter notes their support for
the adaptive reuse and restoration of the
Barnsdall Rio Grande Gas Station.

Introduction

How and Where It Was Addressed

The City of Goleta sent Assembly Bill (AB) 52
consultation request letters to local Native
American Tribes notifying them of the project on
February 28, 2024, shortly after the project
application was deemed complete in accordance
with Government Code Section 65352. The City
received requests from the Santa Ynez Band of
Chumash Indians, the Barbarefio Band of
Chumash Indians, and the Coastal Band of the
Chumash Nation, all of which requested to visit
the project site. The results of the Native
American consultation process are discussed in
Section 4.14, Tribal Cultural Resources.

Restoration of Devereaux Creek will use locally
sourced plants. The project applicant has agreed
to share the plant list, once finalized, with the
commenter.

The commenter’s support is noted.

As discussed in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources,
an archaeological investigation was conducted as
part of the Phase | and Extended Phase |
Archaeological Resources Assessment Report,
which is available to qualified professionals upon
request. A Cultural Resource Monitoring and
Inadvertent Discovery Plan would be prepared
under Mitigation Measure CUL-1, which would
include procedures for the disposition of
archaeological resources. Furthermore, the
project would include archaeological monitoring
during ground-disturbing activities under
Mitigation Measure CUL-2.

The commenter’s support is noted.

The commenter’s support is noted.

Draft Environmental Impact Report
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Commenter Comment/Request

Jeremy Herwitt, The commenter states that the City
Attorneys for Western  should use a local workforce to benefit
States Regional the community’s economic development

Council of Carpenters and environment, and that the City
should impose training requirements
during construction activities to prevent
the spread of infectious diseases.

The commenter requests that the EIR
thoroughly analyze the project’s biological
resources impacts and any hazards that
may arise from the project site’s prior oil
extraction uses and coastal proximity.

Mark Kram The commenter inquires whether the
speed limit along Hollister Avenue would
be reduced to avoid the potential for
accidents.

The commenter also inquires whether
noise-reducing measures would be
implemented at the Rio Grande Coffee
Shop to avoid nuisance to neighbors.

Zeke Martin The commenter notes their opposition to
the proposed project and project
applicant and states that no renovations
are necessary.

Sarah MclLean The commenter inquires how the
proposed project would reduce the use of
herbicides.

George Midwin The commenter notes their support for

the adaptive reuse and restoration of the
Barnsdall Rio Grande Gas Station.

Tom Modugno The commenter notes their support for
the adaptive reuse and restoration of the
Barnsdall Rio Grande Gas Station.

Jim Ricci The commenter notes their support for
the proposed project.

J. Ritterbeck, True The commenter asks why annexation into
North Land Use the Goleta West Sanitary District’s Sphere
Consulting of Influence is required.

How and Where It Was Addressed

CEQA requires the assessment of environmental
impacts associated with a proposed project, as
stipulated in Public Resources Code Section
21002.1. Economic development and the spread
of infectious disease are not environmental
impacts under CEQA and are consequently not
considered in this EIR’s analysis.

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, discusses
potential impacts to special-status species,
sensitive habitat areas, riparian areas, and
wildlife movement. Section 4.8, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, analyzes potential impacts
arising from the site’s former oil extraction uses.
Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality,
discusses potential impacts related to coastal
hazards.

The proposed project does not include a request
to reduce the speed limit along Hollister Avenue.
The analysis of the project’s transportation
impacts did not identify any potential traffic
speed-related impacts.

Operational noise levels associated with the Rio
Grande Coffee Shop are discussed in Section
4.11, Noise.

The commenter’s opposition is noted.

Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials,
and Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality,
each provide a discussion of the proposed
project’s herbicide use associated with the
irrigated turf.

The commenter’s support is noted.

The commenter’s support is noted.

The commenter’s support is noted.

Annexation into the Goleta West Sanitary
District’s Sphere of Influence is not required.
Rather, the project would require a change to
the District’s Sphere of Influence to include the
clubhouse, Rio Grande Coffee Shop, maintenance
facilities, and comfort station. The Goleta West
Sanitary District would provide sewer services to
these structures through an Out of Area Service
Agreement.




Commenter Comment/Request

The commenter inquires whether the
existing force main line that extends to
the Ritz-Bacara Resort and the existing
Emily Pump Station will be related to the

project.

The commenter requests the location of
the road rights-of-way for vacation.

The commenter requests the location and
further details regarding the 12 off-site
parking spaces within Hollister Avenue

right-of-way.

The commenter asks why separate
environmental review is necessary,
should PGA or LPGA golf tournaments

occur in the future.

The commenter asks where and how the
Juan Bautista de Anza Trail will terminate
at the western edge of the property.

The commenter notes that images and
site plans shown at the public hearing
were different than previous images and

plans for the project.

The commenter asks for further details
regarding the coastal easement on the
beach. Specifically, the commenter
inquires whether the easement would be
located on the revetment accessway to
the prior piers, and whether the applicant
plans to remove some or all of the

underground piping.

Sharon Spiegelman The commenter notes their support for

the proposed project.

Steve Woodward The commenter notes their support for

the proposed project.

Introduction

How and Where It Was Addressed

The proposed project would involve the
construction of new water and wastewater lines
that would connect to existing infrastructure
beneath Hollister Avenue, including the existing
force main line. These new lines would not
directly connect to the Emily Pump Station. Refer
to Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems, for
further information that details the utility
infrastructure connections.

The locations of the Hollister Avenue right-of-
way vacation are primarily north of the
clubhouse. Refer to Appendix B, sheet C-17, for
full site plans that identify the exact area of right-
of-way vacation.

The location of the 12 off-site parking spaces
within Hollister Avenue’s right-of-way is to the
west of the proposed overflow parking area.
Refer to Appendix B, sheet C-17, for full site plans
that identify the exact area of the 12 off-site
parking spaces.

The proposed project does not include use of the
golf course for major PGA and LGPA golf
tournaments. Therefore, these types of events
are not evaluated in this EIR.

The Juan Bautista de Anza Trail would terminate
at the western end of the proposed overflow
parking lot and connect to Hollister Avenue.
Refer to Appendix B, sheet C-17, for full site plans
that identify the proposed alignment of the Juan
Bautista de Anza Trail.

The commenter is correct. Multiple images and
site plans have been developed for the project,
and the hearing held on January 15, 2025,
displayed the most recent images and plans.

The proposed easement would be located along
the entire southeastern boundary of the project
site along the beach frontage above the mean
high tide line. The project would not involve the
removal of underground piping.

The commenter’s support is noted.

The commenter’s support is noted.

Through the NOP and EIR scoping process, the City determined there was no substantial evidence the
proposed project would cause or otherwise result in significant environmental effects in the areas of
Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, and Wildfire. The
substantiation for determining these issues would result in no impact or a less than significant impact
is described in further detail in Section 4.17, Effects Not Found to be Significant.

Draft Environmental Impact Report
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The EIR addresses impacts identified by the initial scoping process to be potentially significant. The
following issues were found to include potentially significant impacts and have been studied in detail
in the EIR:

= Aesthetics

= Air Quality

= Biological Resources

= Cultural Resources

= Energy

= Geology and Soils

= Greenhouse Gas Emissions

= Hazards and Hazardous Materials

= Hydrology and Water Quality

= Land Use and Planning

= Noise

= Parks and Recreation

=  Public Services

= Transportation and Circulation

=  Tribal Cultural Resources

= Utilities and Service Systems

Pertinent City policies and guidelines and other background documents were used during preparation
of the EIR. A full reference list is contained in Section 7, References.

Section 6, Alternatives, was prepared in accordance with Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines and
focuses on alternatives that are capable of eliminating or reducing significant adverse effects
associated with the proposed project while feasibly attaining most of the basic project objectives. In
addition, the alternatives section identifies the “environmentally superior” alternative among the
alternatives assessed. The alternatives evaluated include the CEQA-required “No Project” alternative
and three alternative development scenarios for the project site.

The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with the requirements of CEQA and
applicable court decisions. Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines provides the standard of adequacy
on which this document is based. The CEQA Guidelines state:

“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of the proposed project
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked
not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”
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1.3 Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies

The CEQA Guidelines define lead, responsible and trustee agencies. The City of Goleta is the lead
agency for the project because it holds principal responsibility for approving the proposed project.

A responsible agency refers to a public agency other than the lead agency that has discretionary
approval over the project. The EIR will be submitted to responsible agencies for review and comment,
which include:

= The California Coastal Commission, which would consider approval of a Coastal Development
Permit for the project;

= The State Water Resources Control Board and Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board, which regulate water quality in the region;

= The California Department of Fish and Wildlife and United States Army Corps of Engineers, which
have jurisdiction over biological resources within the project site;

= Santa Barbara County Environmental Health Services, which would consider the approval of a
request for the abandonment of the existing, on-site, private septic systems;

=  Goleta West Sanitary District, which would consider the approval of a request to issue a Sewer
Connection Permit, and to revise their Sphere of Influence;

= The Santa Barbara County Local Agency Formation Commission, which would consider the
approval of the requested changes to the Sphere of Influence;

=  Goleta Water District, which would consider the issuance of a Can and Will Serve Letter; and

= The Santa Barbara County Fire District, which would review and consider approval the project site
plans.

A trustee agency refers to a state agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by
a project. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife is a trustee agency for the proposed project.

1.4 Environmental Review Process

The environmental impact review process, as required under CEQA, is summarized below and
illustrated in Table 1-1. The steps are presented in sequential order.

1. Notice of Preparation and Initial Study. After deciding that an EIR is required, the lead agency
(City of Goleta) must file a NOP soliciting input on the EIR scope to the State Clearinghouse, other
concerned agencies, and parties previously requesting notice in writing (CEQA Guidelines Section
15082; Public Resources Code Section 21092.2). The NOP must be posted in the County Clerk’s
office for 30 days.

2. Draft EIR Prepared. The Draft EIR must contain: a) table of contents or index; b) summary; c)
project description; d) environmental setting; e) discussion of significant impacts (direct, indirect,
cumulative, growth-inducing and unavoidable impacts); f) a discussion of alternatives; g)
mitigation measures; and h) discussion of irreversible changes.

3. Notice of Completion/Notice of Availability. The lead agency must file a Notice of Completion
with the State Clearinghouse when it completes a Draft EIR and prepare a Public Notice of
Availability of a Draft EIR. The lead agency must place the Notice of Availability in the County
Clerk’s office for 30 days (Public Resources Code Section 21092) and send a copy of the Notice of
Availability to anyone requesting it (CEQA Guidelines Section 15087). Additionally, public notice
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of Draft EIR availability must be given through at least one of the following procedures: a)
publication in a newspaper of general circulation; b) posting on and off the project site; and c)
direct mailing to owners and occupants of contiguous properties. The lead agency must solicit
input from other agencies and the public and respond in writing to all comments received (Public
Resources Code Sections 21104 and 21253). When a Draft EIR is sent to the State Clearinghouse
for review, the public review period must be 45 days unless the State Clearinghouse approves a
shorter period (Public Resources Code Section 21091).

Final EIR. A Final EIR must include: a) the Draft EIR; b) copies of comments received during public
review; c) list of persons and entities commenting; and d) responses to comments.

Certification of Final EIR. Prior to making a decision on a proposed project, the lead agency must
certify that: a) the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; b) the Final EIR was
presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency; and c) the decision-making body
reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to approving a project (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15090).

Lead Agency Project Decision. The lead agency may a) disapprove the project because of its
significant environmental effects; b) require changes to the project to reduce or avoid significant
environmental effects; or c) approve the project despite its significant environmental effects, if
the proper findings and statement of overriding considerations are adopted (CEQA Guidelines
Sections 15042 and 15043).

Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each significant impact of the project
identified in the EIR, the lead agency must find, based on substantial evidence, that either: a) the
project has been changed to avoid or substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact; b)
changes to the project are within another agency’s jurisdiction and such changes have or should
be adopted; or c) specific economic, social, or other considerations make the mitigation measures
or project alternatives infeasible (CEQA Guidelines Section 15091). If an agency approves a project
with unavoidable significant environmental effects, it must prepare a written Statement of
Overriding Considerations that sets forth the specific social, economic, or other reasons
supporting the agency’s decision.

Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program. When the lead agency makes findings on significant
effects identified in the EIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring program for mitigation
measures that were adopted or made conditions of project approval to mitigate significant
effects.

Notice of Determination. The lead agency must file a Notice of Determination after deciding to
approve a project for which an EIR is prepared (CEQA Guidelines Section 15094). A local agency
must file the Notice of Determination with the County Clerk and submit it to the State
Clearinghouse. The Notice of Determination must be posted for 30 days and sent to anyone
previously requesting notice. Posting of the Notice of Determination starts a 30-day statute of
limitations on CEQA legal challenges (Public Resources Code Section 21167]c]).




Figure 1-1 Environmental Review Process
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