
























































































































































Visitation trends are difficult to predict. Although visiters have been re­
corded from every state and many foreign countries, the majority of 
visiters are from the greater Los Angeles area. As the 11 new 11 park 
becomes better known nationally and public use is permitted on Santa 
Rosa and east Santa Cruz, national and international visitation may 
increase significantly. Visits by people traveling from distant areas are 
probably limited by the low capacity of the islands now open to public 
use, the fairly high transportation costs, and the unpredictable weather 
(which causes cancellation of scheduled and charter trips). Generally, 
more people want to visit the islands than can be accommodated, and 
many are turned away because they cannot wait until space is available. 
lmproved transportation services and increased capacities would permit 
more individuals ta reach the i si ands. lf transportation costs could be 
reduced, there would probably be a significant increase in demand for 
trips ta the islands. The visitation graph shows use trends over the 
past 10 years. 
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alternatives considered 



Several alternatives for the management of resources and the provision of 
visiter services and facilities were evaluated while the Land Protection 
Plan and the proposed plan set forth in this document were being 
prepared. The major alternatives were a no-action alternative, a day use 
only alternative, and an alternative to provide for expanded visiter 
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services and facilities. Several site-specific alternatives for developments 
on east Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa were also considered. These 
alternatives, and the rea sons they were dropped from further 
consideration, are described below so that the reader will have a better 
understanding of how the proposed plan was finally selected. 



NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

A general no-action alternative was considered that would essentially 
postpone the development of a comprehensive plan for the management of 
Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa islands until the lands had been acquired by 
the National Park Service. lf the current landowners so requested, the 
Park Service would enter into cooperative agreements to help them resolve 
management and law enforcement problems. When sufficient interests in 
the islands had been acquired to permit further site-specific studies and 
general research, a new planning effort would be initiated. Anacapa, 
Santa Barbara, and San Miguel islands would continue to be managed as 
described in the 1980 General Management Plan. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Under the no-action alternative, ranching would be allowed to continue on 
east Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa is lands. This is not considered a viable 
alternative because of the threatened status of many plant species. lf 
the islands' resources are to be protected for future generations, as 
required by law, then the adverse impacts of current ranching activities 
must be eliminated. 

Exotic animals would be allowed to remain on both islands. Those animals 
considered to be the private property of the owners could be removed 
when ranching was discontinued. This alternative would not allow natura I 
conditions to be restored in the near future. 

No active program would be undertaken to eliminate exotic vegetation, but 
changes in vegetation would be monitored. This would not meet 
management objectives for the restoration of natura! biotic associations. 

Other than routine maintenance of existing flood channels on east Santa 
Cruz, no effort would be made to reduce hazards or to improve the visual 
quality. Property would not be adequately protected, and the Scorpion 
Valley area would continue to be aesthetically unattractive. 

With regard to marine resources, NPS monitoring efforts would be 
continued, but no cooperative management and law enforcement efforts 
would be undertaken around Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa islands. Marine 
resource management would continue to be primarily the responsibilities of 
the state and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
through its Sanctuaries Program Office. This would permit the Park 
Service to concentrate management efforts in areas where they have full 
jurisdiction, but it would violate the intent of PL 96-199, which stipulates 
that the Park Service shall participate in the cooperative management of 
al I park resou rces. 

VISITOR FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

No facilities or services for visiters would be planned or developed until 
all private lands had been acquired and comprehensive inventories of 
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natura I and cultural resources had been completed. This alternative 
would not fulfill the requirements of the park1s establishing legislation, 
which do allow for limited entries and low-intensity use. Also a decision 
to postpone planning would be counter to the legislative direction that a 
parkwide general management plan be prepared. 
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ALTERNATIVES FOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Alternatives for the overall management of natura! and cultural resources 
will be further considered when a full resource management program is 
developed, based on the results of extensive research. The alternatives 
described below relate only to ranching, exotic vegetation and animals, 
flood management ( on east San ta Cruz), and marine resources. 

CONTINUED RANCHING 

Besides an alternative to allow existing ranching operations to continue 
(no action), three alternatives to retain same aspects of ranching were 
explored in the Land Protection Plan, along with several possible 
variations to protect park resources :--=fhey were rejected because they 
either would not meet the intent of PL 96-199 or they would not 
accomplish long-term management objectives. The alternatives that were 
considered are listed below: 

Ranching with some restrictions would be continued on Santa Rosa; 
all ranching on east Santa Cruz would be phased out, and the land 
would be acquired for public use. Conservation easements would be 
acquired on Santa Rosa to permit resource management programs to 
be implemented in selected areas. Visitor use would be at the 
di scretion of the owners. 

Ranching would be reduced on Santa Rosa to the minimum 
economically feasible level. Under this alternative a portion of Santa 
Rosa would be acquired by the National Park Service in fee, and 
conservation easements would be acquired on the remainder of the 
is land so that resource management programs could be implemented. 
Visitor use would be permitted on NPS-owned lands. 

Ranching on Santa Rosa would be reduced to a demonstration tevel 
for interpretive purposes. All of Santa Rosa would be acquired by 
the National Park Service. Ranching would be continued on a 
portion of the island to demonstrate early California ranching 
techniques and to serve as a I i ving history program. Private or 
institutional funding would be sought to operate the ranch and 
educational program. 

EXOTIC ANIMAL MANAGEMENT 

Three alternatives besides a no-action alternative were considered for the 
management of exotic animals on Santa Rosa and east Santa Cruz. They 
were rejected because they would not accomplish resource management 
objectives. Although some would provide an expanded interpretive 
opportunity, that action would be at the expense of restoring natural 
biotic associations. The alternatives are listed below: 

A large number of cattle would be retained so that a portion of 
Santa Rosa I si and remained an operating cattle ranch. The operation 
would be used to interpret the island's ranching history. 
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A reduced herd of elk and deer would be kept on Santa Rosa, and if 
feasible, they would be isolated in eertain areas. Although they are 
not native to the island, the elk and de.er would be managed and 
interpreted as a part of the historieal seene. 

All exotic animals would be removed from both islands. This 
alternative differs from the proposed plan in that no domestic 
livestock would be retained for interpretive purposes. 

EXOTIC VEGETATION MANAGEMENT 

One alternative, besides the no-action alternative, was considered for the 
management of exotie vegetation--remove all exotic species to the extent 
feasible. Exotie vegetation immediately adjacent to historie structures 
would be retained if it was important to the setting. This alternative 
would preclude the preservation of historie landscapes related to ranching 
activities. Although this alternative would be viable, the retention of 
small areas for the p"reservation of the islands1 unique lifestyle is 
considered essential for an effective interpretive program. 

FL90D MANAGEMENT--EAST SANTA CRUZ 

One alternative to control flooding on east Santa Cruz would be to 
construct a permanent flood channel in Scorpion Valley at the ocean 
outlet. A tidal gate would be built to prevent ocean waters from entering 
the valley during excessively high tides and to allow flood waters to drain 
from the valley during low tides, possibly etimiriating the need to 
periodically open a channel through the beach berm. Analysis has 
indicated, however, that the tidal gate would mest likely become plugged 
with debris and would not be a permanent solution to the problem. 
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ALTERNATIVES FOR VISITOR FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

DAY USE ONLY ALTERNATIVE 

An alternative to allow only day use on the park i si ands was considered. 
This would be feasible for east Santa Cruz and Anacapa, which are 
comparatively near the mainland. In fact, under the proposal, Anacapa 
Island will essentially be managed for day use. However, allowing only 
day use on Santa Barbara, Santa Rosa, and San Miguel islands would 
make it extremely difficult for visiters to get to these remote islands and 
to be able to thoroughly explore and appreciate them. San Miguel is now 
managed only for day use, but visiters have little opportunity to leisurely 
explore its diverse resources. 

EXPANDED VISITOR FACI LITI ES AND SERVICES 

Under this alternative the proposals in the plan would be implemented, 
and the visiter use patterns and associated impacts would be monitored. 
After essential resource studies and a resource management plan had been 
completed, visiter services and facilities would be expanded if there was a 
demand and if such a program could be accomplished without significant 
environmental consequences. These would be long-range actions 
implemented three to 10 years after east Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa were 
opened for visiter use. 

This alternative would make the two islands accessible to a wider range of 
visiters, including the elderly, disabled, and very young. 
Transportation service to the islands would be expanded, limited on-island 
transportation would be provided, and primitive but comfortable overnight 
lodging facilities would be made available. lnterpretive programs would 
be enhanced, with more emphasis on guided tours, hikes, and marine 
resource interpretation. 

This alternative was basically rejected because it appears to violate the 
congressional intent that the park be managed on a low-intensity use, 
limited-entry basis. 

East San ta C ruz 

To help less hardy and disabled persons to experience the qualities of 
east Santa Cruz, this alternative would retain the existing ranch road 
between Scorpion Valley and Smugglers Cove, and the National Park 
Service or a concessioner would provide a four-wheel-drive interpretive 
tour. As part of this service, a trip to Smugglers Cove or transportation 
to a starting point for a ranger-guided or self-guided wal k back to 
Scorpion Valley could be provided. An initial limit of 30 passengers 
would be imposed until impacts could be monitored. Another option would 
be for visiters to rent horses for a guided trail ride on separate horse 
trails on the northern part of the property. lnterpretive boat trips from 
Scorpion Anchorage, with opportunities for underwater viewing, 
snorkeling, and exploration of tide pools and sea caves could also be 
provided. 
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The possibility of providing lodging facilities in response to comments 
made during public workshops and in letters would be studied under this 
alternative. The actual demand is unknown, but it would be further 
evaluated during the initial visiter use phase. A concession-operated 
tent-cabin facility providing simple bed-and-board accommodations could 
be developed in the upper valley. Ten to 15 cabins with a capacity of 
four to six persons each could be provided, along with a central dining 
tent, restroom facilities, and employee quarters. Two options would be 
considered: one, to permit the development of tent-cabins in addition to 
the campgrounds; two, to provide tent-cabins in lieu of an equal number 
of campsites and to allow visiters to rent the tents without taking the 
meal services. The possibility of a concessioner providing basic camper 
supplies and equipment rental would also be considered. An economic 
feasibility study would be required to determine if these services 
constituted a viable concessions operation that would be affordable to the 
public. Because of the potentially lengthy land acquisition process and 
the need to complete resource inventories, a thorough analysis of 
concession services would be deferred until the initial impacts of visiter 
use had been assessed. 

Santa Rosa 

Although Santa Rosa is perhaps the most ideal of all the Channel I si ands 
for backpacking because of its size and topography, these factors al so 
make it very difficult for less hardy visiters to enjoy the is land. 
Existing ranch roads make almost any part of the island accessible by 
four·wheel-drive vehicle (although many areas are impassable in wet 
weather). The main loop roads (about 50 miles total) are periodically 
graded, and some of the wet weather problems could be eliminated 
through properly engineered improvements. An additional 100 miles of 
jeep trails may ex i st on the is land, but many are difficult to locate in the 
grasslands. 

The National Park Service or possibly a concessioner would operate 
four-wheel·drive interpretive tours along the major loop road system 
under this alternative. Some road improvements would be required for 
safety and to reduce long-term maintenance costs, but the road system 
would rernain very primitive. All other roads would be obliterated or 
permitted to return to natura! conditions when no longer needed for 
active resource management access. 

The on·island transportation service would permit a variety of experiences 
that would not otherwise be available to many visiters. In addition to 
interpretive tours, a drop-off and pickup service could be offered for 
backpackers and day hikers; the latter could be left off at trailheads and 
could hike back ta camp. Trips could also be made to special areas for 
ranger-guided wal ks. 

Rental af horses for public use would be further evaluated under this 
alternative, from both economic and safety viewpoints. Guided trail rides 
might be more feasible than allowing individuals to ride an their own. 
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lf there was sufficient demand, the Windmill Canyon campground could be 
expanded to a maximum of 35 sites. The additional campsites would be 
developed in 10-15 site clusters to permit some privacy and rotation of 
use. All sites would be served by a single comfort station. 

In addition to an overnight lodging alternative for the main ranch area 
(using the ranch house or another structure), a backcountry tent-cabin 
camp could be bu i It in the Arlington Canyon area. This camp would be 
accessible from the loop road, and it would provide basic bed-and-board 
similar to the high Sierra camps in Yosemite. (A similar lodging service 
would be provided at Johnsons Lee.) This part of the island is quite 
different from the other visiter activity centers. The canyons and 
plateaus are gentler, and visiters could hike to the shoreline, areas of 
geological interest, and perhaps areas of attractive native vegetation. 
Facilities could include up to 10 tent-cabins, a central dining tent, 
restrooms, and employee quarters. Accommodations for up to 40 
additional visiters could be provided. 

Under this alternative visiters could perhaps spend a minimum of six 
nights on the is land, staying two nights each at the main ranch, 
Arlington Canyon, and Johnsons Lee, thus being able to experience the 
unique resources of each area. Unencumbered by heavy packs, visiters 
could hike between these lodging camps; transportation would be available 
for the less hardy. 

Visiter services to be provided by a concessioner would need further 
evaluation to determine if they constituted an economically viable package 
for concessioners and would be affordable for visiters. This study would 
have to wait until the private lands were acquired. 

SlTE-SPEClFIC DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT ALTERNATlVES 

Besides the general alternatives described above, site-specific alternatives 
were also considered. Most of these alternatives were evaluated du ring 
the preparation of the Land Protection Plan. Some were rejected because 
they could be perceivedasviolating the intent to manage the islands on a 
limited·entry, low-intensity use basis. lmplementing some of these 
alternatives would make it difficult to try to restore the islands to near 
natural conditions. 

East Santa Cruz Island 

Scorpion Anchorage and Valley. 
alternatives were considered: 

Three development and management 

Remove the pier at Scorpion Anchorage completely (all landings 
would be by skiff); maintain the same capacities as the proposal. 

Permit regular flights to the Smugglers airstrip, and provide 
transportation to Scorpion Valley (2. 9 miles) and the proposed 
campground (3. 7 miles). 
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Develop a rustic lodge, with dining facilities, lounge, gift shop, and 
40-50 rooms, in Scorpion Valley between the ranch complex and the 
proposed campground site. 

Smugglers Cove. 
Smugglers Cove: 

The following alternatives were evaluated for 

Construct a pier beyond the surf line ta permit safer access. 

Permit beach camping. 

Develop a small, temporary campground (5 sites) in the Smugglers 
Valley area, which would be removed upon development af the 
campground in Scorpion Valley. 

Backcountry. One alternative was considered: to permit low-impact 
camping at random sites on east Santa Cruz rather than at specific 
developed sites. lnitially use would be limited to 15-20 backcountry 
permits; later the backcountry would be zoned, with a specific number of 
permits for each zone. 

Santa Rosa I si and 

One alternative would be to acquire only part of Santa Rosa, leaving the 
major portion in private ownership under a conservation easement for 
continued ranching. (This alternative was given careful consideration 
and is discussed in detail in the Land Protection Plan.) 

A second alternative would maintain a significant portion of Santa Rosa as 
an active cattle ranch. The current owners or a future lessee would 
continue to operate the ranch as a commercial enterprise and as a 
demonstration of a style af ranching that may no longer exist on the 
mainland. The National Park Service would interpret ranching activities. 
School groups or other organized groups might be permitted to live on 
the ranch and possibly participate in ranch operations. 

Under a third alternative no visitor facilities or services would be 
provided on Santa Rosa. All but the main ranch area would be permitted 
to return to as near natural conditions as possible. Structures at 
Johnsons Lee would be obliterated, and other structures, unless of 
significant historie value, would be removed. To the extent feasible, 
roads would be obliterated. Access would be by charter or private boat, 
with landings permitted only at the main ranch pi er. The airstrip near 
the ranch would be retained for emergency use. The main ranch area 
would be preserved as a historie scene, and the facilities would be used 
by NPS personnel, as described in the proposal. The remainder of the 
island would be managed as backcountry, essentially as in the proposal 
except that no designated campsites, toilet facilities, or water supplies 
would be devetoped. Backcountry camping would be prohibited within 
view of the main ranch preservation area. 

A fourth alternative would be to develop an educational complex at the 
main ranch to serve both as a research field station and a living-history 

90 

I ,, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Il 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•• 
I 



I 

~ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
19 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•• 
I 

classroom. This would be in lieu of the proposals for similar facilities at 
Johnsons Lee and could also be tied to the alternative to maintain a 
significant portion of Santa Rosa as an active cattle ranch. 

Final ly, the development of an airstrip at Johnsons Lee to provide public 
and management access was considered. There are no ex i sting airstrips in 
the Johnsons Lee area, although reportedly aircraft used to land on a 
very short strip near the base. Providing an airstrip would improve 
public and management access, particularly if Johnsons Lee was the only 
public access point du ring a period of phased acquisition. 

Anacapa Island 

One alternative considered for Anacapa was to permit camping (other than 
by authorized research personnel) on East Anacapa only during April and 
May and only by organized groups for educational purposes. A small 
campground would be developed in the general area of the visitor center. 

A second alternative was to reduce tour boat landings on East Anacapa 
from 75 to 50 persons at one time. This was rejected because current 
capacities are thought to be in the acceptable range. 
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environmental consequences 



OVERVIEW OF IMPACTS 

The proposed plan for the future management of Channel Islands National 
Park consists of numerous independent actions that would be implemented 
over a period of several years. Neither the individual actions nor the 
cumulative effects of these actions appear to have the potential for 
significant impacts on the human environment. The primary effects would 
be on Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa islands and would come from a change 
in use: Low-intensity human use would replace high-intensity grazing. 
Specific improvement proposals would be subject to further environmental 
assessment before being implemented. 
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The proposed actions have been carefully structured so that areas already 
subjected to fairly intensive use, in same cases for nearly 100 years, 
would be the focal points of activities. On the 59, 058 acres of private 
lands that are proposed for acquisition by the National Park Service, 
approximately 13. 5 acres in currently developed areas would continue to 
be used for various management and visiter facilities, and approximately 
35 acres would continue to be used for roads and airstrips, compared to 
over 300 acres now used for these purposes. Approximately 900 acres 
would be designated for preservation of the landscape so that historie 
ranching activities could be interpreted for visiters; most development 
would use ex i sting facilities in these areas . 



Slightly over 58,000 acres on Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa would be 
removed from active ranching, permitting a gradual return to natura I 
biotic associations. Although this land would be affected by the 
development of a yet undetermined number of backcountry campsites and 
trails, the effect of limited backcountry use would be significantly less 
than the impact of over 30,000 feral and domestic animals and the 
ranching activities associated with their management. Although visiter 
activities would be more concentrated than the wide-ranging activities of 
cattle, sheep, swine, elk, and deer, their impacts would be mitigated 
through the use of trails and the setting of low carrying capacities. 

The proposed changes for use on San Miguel would be minimal; up to 30 
persons would be permitted to camp on the approximately 9,000-acre 
is land, and access restrictions would be eased. These changes were 
carefully considered following nearly a decade of management in which 
access and visiter use was severely limited. The island has recovered 
significantly from the earlier impacts of grazing and military operations. 
Although increased use would be permitted under the proposal, the levets 
of use, according to natural scientists, would be far below the 
recreational carrying capacity of the island. 

Visitation to the entire park would probably increase gradually; the 
distances to the islands and the high cost of transportation would 
continue to be limiting factors. This gradual increase would allow the 
effects of visiter use to be monitored and the capacities to be adjusted to 
acceptable levets if required. Most visiter use could be regulated but not 
constantly monitored. Private boaters would present the greatest 
management challenge because the islands can be approached from all 
directions, and more boaters would undoubtedly be attracted to the 
islands once they were publicly owned. It is difficult to contact boaters 
before they arrive or to monitor their activities within the park, and 
there could be adverse effects on marine and shore area resources. Park 
personnel on the islands would enforce the regulations; however, the 
National Park Service would have to rely on an educated boating public to 
respect necessary restrictions and regulations. 

Even though some· areas of the park would receive fairly concentrated 
use, the overall effect of the proposed plan would be to reduce 
development below existing levets and to provide for low-intensity use, 
wefl below the potential recreational carryin.g capacity of the park. 

The major impacts of the proposed plan in comparison to those of the 
alternatives are summarized in table 1 . 
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Proposed 
Plan 

No-Action 
Alternative 

Site-Specific 
Alternatives 

- - - -
Natura! Resources 

Conversion from ranching to 
public use would permit a 
gradual return of natura! biotic 
association·s. Removal of most 
exotic animals would allow pro­
grams to be implemented to 
correct soil erosion problems 
and to reduce competition from 
introduced plant species. Many 
native plant and animal species 
are now confined to refuge 
habitats because of grazing 
pressure. 

lmpacts on vegetation and soils 
from visiter use would be con­
centrated in certain areas, 
compared to the widespread 
impacts of grazing. These 
impacts would be mitigated by 
a low-intensity use policy, 
careful design of trail systems 
and facilities, and management 
policies such as closures to 
protect sensitive habitats. 

On-island water quality would 
be improved with the elimination 
of grazing animals, which are 
the major source of surface 
water contamination. 

Cooperative management pro­
grams (particularly in areas 
where the National Park Service 
lacks jurisdiction) would help 
maintain species diversity and 
healthy populations. Education­
al ·programs would foster public 
understanding of management 
efforts. 

Minimal visiter use and manage­
ment facilities would have limit­
ed, localized impacts. For the 
most part, existing facilities and 
disturbed areas would be used. 

- - ··- - - -
Table 1: Summary of Major lmpacts 

Cultural Resources 

Historie structures and sites 
would receive a higher level of 
preservation than under current 
private ownership. Adaptive 
use of existing facilities would 
ensure the preservation of 
significant elements in a cost­
effective manner. 

Elimination of grazing would 
indirectly aid in the preserva­
tion of prehistoric sites because 
many that are now exposed 
would be concealed by new 
vegetation. N PS rangers on 
the islands would help prevent 
vandalism and unauthorized 
collecting of cultural artifacts, 
either on the islands or from 
surrounding waters. 

Socioeconomic Environment 

Loss of ranching income to 
local communities would be 
relatively insignificant and 
would to some extent be offset 
by park visiter expenditures. 

Nearly 59,000 acres of private 
lands would become available 
for public recreation and enjoy­
ment of diverse natura! and 
cultural resources. Visiters 
would also have expanded 
opportunities to visit and ex­
plore San Miguel I si and. 

Expanded interpretive programs, 
particularly for marine 
resources, would enhance the 
visiter experience. 

Transportation costs would 
remain relatively high, primarily 
because of limited•entry, low­
intensity use policies. 

The loss of camping opportun­
ities on East Anacapa would 
partially be offset by new 
opportunities on three islands 
not now open to public camping 
(San Miguel, Santa Cruz, 
San ta Rosa). 

- - -.-

Park Management 

Operational costs would 
increase a minimum of 40 
percent once the proposal 
was implemented. 

Development costs, primarily 
for the health and safety 
of visiters, would be 
significant. 

Current ranching practices Deterioration of some historie Public use of the islands would 
continue to be limited. The 
economic sector benefiting from 
ranching would not be affected. 

Once land acquisition was 
completed, park manage­
ment costs would necessar­
ily increase, even if no 
plan was implemented. 

would continue to restrict native sites and structures would 
plant and animal species to continue. Those structures 
limited ranges, with the possi- essential to ranching operations 
bility that some endemic species would be maintainec'l and 
could eventually be extirpated. modified to meet current Opportunities to visit San Miguel The National Park Service 
The major continuing effects of needs. I si and and to camp on Anacapa would have to patrol the 

Island would remain unchanged. islands and implement browsing and rooting animals 
would be the elimination of 
understory providing wildlife 
habitat, near total elimination 
of new growth of some major 
plant species, root exposure 
and soil loss, and reduction of 
habitat abundance that would 
otherwise encourage diversity 
of bird species. 

The potential for development of 
private lands for commercial, 
residential, or other uses would 
remain. Without specific pro­
posals, impacts cannot be eval­
uated, but such development 
would be contrary to the intent 
of Congress to preserve the 
i si ands in a natura I condition. 

Alternatives to continue various 
levets of ranching would have 
impacts similar to those of the 
no-action alternative, but they 
would not be as widespread. 
Efforts to restore natura! biotic 
associations would be hampered 
to some degree by continued 
ranching. Full implementation 
of resource management pro­
grams would not be feasible. 

Alternatives for expanded visiter 
services and facilities would 
have minimal impacts on natura! 
resources because existing roads 
and previously disturbed sites 
would be used. 

Vandalism of historie and pre­
historic si tes, and the unautho­
rized col lection of artifacts, 
would continue because of tres­
passing and other current 
actions. 

resource management 
programs to halt adverse 
impacts due to continued 
rooting, browsing, and 
grazing by feral animals. 

Removal of most exotic vegeta- Under some alternatives there A concession operation would 
tion would tend to isolate ranch- would be increased opportunities require additional personnel 
ing structures and sites from for a wider range of visiters and expenditures for super-
their historie setting, although to experience the is land vision and support services. 
immediately adjacent species resources. On-island lodging 
would be maintained. and transportation would parti­

cularly benefit very young, 
elderly, or disabled visiters. 

I ncreased visiter capacities 
would allow for a more econom­
ical transportation system to 
be developed. 

Programs to remove all or 
most exotic vegetation would 
require significant numbers 
of personnel and equipment. 

Continued ranching at some 
levels could require !arge 
expenditures to construct 
and maintain fences. 
Personnel would also be 
needed to supervise the 
terms of conservation 
easements. 

-
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IMPACTS ON NATURAL RESOURCES 

PROPOSED PLAN 

The most significant impacts on Santa Rosa and east Santa Cruz islands 
would be related to the removal of approximately 30,000 exotic animals. 
This would result in beneficial impacts on soils, vegetation, and water 
quality. Visitor use impacts on natura! resources would be minimal 
because of the proposed low use levels. lf the islands were acquired in 
phases, the proposed plan would also be implemented in phases to 
coincide with acquisition. In that case, ex i sting impacts as described for 
the no-action alternative would continue until the National Park Service 
assumed management responsibilities. 

Resource Management lmpacts 

Restoration of Natura I. Conditions. Stopping ranching operations and 
removing 7,000 to 10,000 sheep on east Santa Cruz and 5,000 to 7,500 
cattle on Santa Rosa would be a major step toward allowing soils and 
vegetation on these islands to return to more natura I conditions. Past 
overgrazing has probably expanded the grassland areas, which are now 
vegetated primarily with exotic grass species that are capable of 
withstanding heavy grazing pressures. Overgrazing has also resulted in 
soil deterioration, which has contributed to wind and gully erosion. Once 
grazing animals were removed, vegetation would stabilize, thus reducing 
erosion and nutrient runoff in surface waters. 

Natura! succession would proceed initially at a slow pace. Annual 
grasslands are at an early successional habitat stage because of continual 
disturbance. The vegetative composition that existed before grazing 
animals were introduced would not be reestablished because many species 
have undoubtedly become extinct. Some isolated areas with presumably 
original vegetative types would be protected. As natura! succession 
proceeded, it could be determined if more innovative restoration methods 
would aid the natural processes. 

The removal of exotic animals, including 5,000 to 10,000 feral swine, same 
3,000 deer, and approximately 1,000 elk, would also benefit revegetation 
attempts. Rooting activity by feral swine has killed plants and reduced 
overall plant vigor and reproduction capacity. 

Retaining a small number of grazing animals as part of the historie 
ranching scene would continue to impact a specific site, but allowing at 
least 15 acres of prime grassland per animal would help prevent 
overgrazing ( Odum 1971). Currently, on Santa Rosa between 4. 5 and 6 
acres are allowed per animal (including elk and deer). lf 15 acres per 
animal proved to be insufficient, the number of animals would be adjusted 
to reflect the resource 1s carrying capacity. Permitting continued grazing 
for park patrol horses would preclude the need to import feed, which 
could introduce additional exotic plant species . 
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The total removal of exotic vegetation would not be feasible because of 
the widespread predominance of such species, but active removal in same 
areas would be attempted. The selective harvesting of seed heads would 
be less disruptive than complete plant removal. Under certain 
circumstances and environmental conditions, fire as a management tool 
would be considered for use in small designated areas. With the 
elimination of ranching and the removal of exotic animals, the competitive 
advantage of exotic plants over native plants should be reduced. 

Marine Resource Management. The regulation of harvesting and the 
monitoring of species population levels would allow limits to be adjusted to 
reflect current conditions. Restricting the use of specific sensitive areas 
would ensure the protection of certain bird and mammal reproduction and 
haulout locations. This objective would be consistent with state and local 
coastal zone management plans. 

Floodplain Developments. Locating facilities at Smugglers Cove out of 
the floodplain would have no environmental effects. In Scorpion Valley 
retaining and improving the channel and the outlet to the ocean would 
maintain drainage flows, which might otherwise be blocked by sand 
berms. Several structures located within the floodplain might be 
adaptively used, but no materials or equipment subject to water damage 
would be stored in them, thus minimizing losses in the event of flooding. 
No new structures wouJd be located in the floodplain. Maintaining and 
improving the drainage system should reduce flood hazards to any 
ex i sting structures in the floodplain. 

Research. Conducting research on the islands would prov ide invaluable 
information about native plant and animal species, the location of sensitive 
habitats, ecological interrelationships, the long-term effects of exotic 
plant and animal species, and the most appropriate locations for visitor 
use and necessary facilities. Future resource management programs would 
be based on research results. The impacts of research activities 
themselves would be minimal and would be related to the establishment of 
research camps and the continued use of roads and airstrips. 

Visiter Facilities and Services lmpacts 

The change in ownership of the islands from private to National Park 
Service would encourage increased public use on the islands and in the 
adjacent waters. In fact, trespassing is already occurring on Santa Cruz 
and Santa Rosa because some people are not aware that these islands are 
still privately owned. Although use on the islands can be fairly well 
regulated to minimize adverse effects, it is more difficult to supervise the 
activities of private boaters. Prohibiting landings and anchorings in 
selected areas, as determined in the resource management plan, would 
help protect sensitive resources, but violations could occur. The primary 
effects would be destruction of marine organisms in fragile intertidal 
areas, damage from anchors, trampling of shoreline vegetation, and 
disturbance of wildlife. Patrolling the shorelines of all the islands would 
undoubtedly remain beyond the combined capabilities of the National Park 
Service and the California Department of Fish and Game, so some present 
violations would likely continue. These impacts would be an indirect 

100 

I 

J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I . 

• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•• 
I 



I 

~ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I . 
le 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•• 
I 

effect of the proposals in that public awareness of the national park, and 
subsequent use would increase once east Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa were 
acquired and gradually opened to public use. 

The general environmental impacts of facility development and use on east 
Santa Cruz Island would primarily result from day use, while impacts on 
Santa Rosa would result from longer overnight trips. The limited-access, 
low-intensity use concepts mandated by Congress would ensure that 
impacts would be minimal. lmpacts will be further quantified once basic 
research information has been collected for the islands and specific 
development and use sites have been determined. 

General lmpacts. Access would be primarily by boat, with limited 
aircraft access permitted on Santa Rosa. Rehabilitation or reconstruction 
of piers would have minor impacts associated primarily with the 
installation of support pilings. Each piling would either be driven or 
drilled inta the seabed, disturbing a very small surface area and 
eliminating sessile plants and animals. The loss of organisms would have 
an insignificant effect· on the total populations in the affected area. 
Sanctuary regulations generally prohibit construction on the seabed; 
however, construction is permitted under special circumstances if such 
activity promotes the educational value or public understanding of the 
sanctuary, is research-related to the sanctuary, or is needed for salvage 
and recovery operations. Permits would be required from several 
agencies, and further impact analysis would be conducted when specific 
plans had been prepared and permit applications had been submitted. 

Periodic use of existing grass airstrips by airplanes would affect 
vegetation and soils along landing and takeoff paths (0.18 acre at each 
airstrip). The precise effects would depend on the frequency of use, the 
resilience of vegetation, and the tolerance of soils. Overall effects would 
be monitored closely so that adverse impacts could be mitigated (for 
example, no landings du ring wet periods). Access by helicopter would 
temporarily increase noise levets during landings and takeoffs, with the 
extent of increase depending on the frequency of flights. All flight 
paths would be restricted, if possible, to avoid marine mammal and bird 
habitat areas. 

With regards to adaptive use of ex i sting structures, rehabilitation 
activities would not result in significant environmental impacts. Use of 
existing structures would obviate the need to disturb new areas to 
provide similar facilities. Any areas disturbed du ring rehabilitation work 
would be restored afterwards. Ex i sting water and sewage systems would 
need additional analyses to determine if they could be used or would have 
to be replaced; environmental impacts of such work would be assessed at 
later planning stages. 

Maintaining corrals and pastures for ranger patrol horses (three to five 
horses on east Santa Cruz and 10 on Santa Rosa) and retaining a limited 
ranching operation for interpretive purposes would result in continued 
impacts on vegetation and soils. Allowing a 15-acre grazing area for each 
animal would prevent the severe impacts associated with overgrazing . 
Currently, approximately 100 horses are pastured on Santa Rosa and 
perhaps 10 are kept on east Santa Cruz. lmpacts would be monitored, 
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and adjustments would be made in the number af grazing animals, 
depending an the tolerance af plants ta grazing. The general impacts af 
grazing that would continue include loss af vegetation, restriction af roat 
growth, surface disturbance, and compaction af underlying so ils. 
( Effects af grazing are further discussed under the impacts af the 
alternatives.) 

Facil ity development for vi sitar use, interpretation, research, ar 
management would result in the disturbance af surface soil and the 
removal af vegetation du ring construction. For each facil ity, a small area 
beneath the structure would be removed from biological productivity. Air 
quality would be decreased slightly during construction because af dust 
and particulate matter; vehicular emissions and noise associated with 
construction would also be temporary. Effects on air quality would be of 
short duration and would not violate current class 11 air quality 
standards. These impacts would result from the development of 
backcountry ranger stations, camping shelters, weather stations, and 
research camps. Structures associated with resource management 
programs would be removed at the conclusion af the work, and the 
covered areas would be restored to natura I conditions. Constructing 
Adirondack-type camping shelters would cover 150 ta 300 square feet at 
each location ( compared ta 650-700 square feet for a comparable capacity 
tent campsite), and ranger stations would disturb 1,000 ta 2,000 square 
feet. Each toilet facility would cover approximately 100 square feet. The 
installation af interpretive wayside exhibits at carefully selected locations 
would require postholes ta be dug for structural supports, resulting in 
minimal impacts. 

The mast widespread impacts an natura! resources would be caused by 
vi sitar use; however, these would be significantly less than the present 
impacts associated with the grazing af approximately 30 ,000 animals. The 
impacts af camping at designated campgrounds would include loss af 
vegetation at and around individual sites, so il compaction, reduced water 
infiltration, and increased runoff. Same 55 ta 90 percent af the 
vegetation at designated campsites would be last, depending an the 
tolerance level af plant species ta trampling. The remaining sparse 
vegetation would likely have a species composition different from that of 
the surrounding area. 

Camping near trees would cause same damage because af recreational use, 
but the effects an individual trees would generally be minor, with little 
reduction in tree viger. Foot traffic would lead ta soil surface 
disturbances, with broken-up soil and nutrients being washed away by 
runoff and roat systems being exposed. Trampling would compact 
underlying soils, which would reduce water infiltration rates and increase 
runoff, thus intensifying erosion hazards. Although impacts an individual 
trees would be minor, cumulatively the impacts af trampling, seedling 
elimination, tree damage, erosion, and soil compaction would affect the 
reproduction af tree species. A modified soil chemistry would also result 
if vi sitars left behind items such as excess food and soap, and leaching 
would be reduced by soil compaction and subsequent slower infiltration 
rates. (This impact analysis is primarily based an investigations by Cole 
and Fichtler 1983). 
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Camping impacts could be mitigated by several management techniques, 
such as rotating site use, implementing minimal impact camping 
regulations, and establishing carrying capacities. Adirondack-type 
shelters would be used only if needed to mitigate tent-camping impacts. 
One eight-person shelter occupies about 150 square feet plus an equal 
area for related facilities (such as a table and grill). A campsite for the 
same number of individuals occupies from 650 to 700 square feet, with a 
high probability of use gradually expanding onto adjacent areas. In 
areas of relatively high use and where there is relatively little 
opportunity to relocate campsites, shelters can be used to confine impacts 
to a minimal area. 

Specific campsites have not been selected and capacities have not been 
determined, but sensitive resource areas would be avoided. The total 
acreage affected by camping cannot be determined until resource 
inventories have been completed and backcountry use capacities 
established. Providing designated camping sites would minimize the 
likelihood of campgrounds gradually expanding as campers moved away 
from previously used sites. Adirondack-type camping shelters would help 
preserve a wilderness experience in that hikers would not be pitching 
multicolored tents in various locations. At developed campgrounds, 
clustering a few campsites at several locations would allow use to be 
rotated and dispersed over a wide area, thus helping to minimize 
cumulative effects. The low-intensity use concept provided for under the 
proposal would further ensure minimal impacts. 

Prohibiting open campfires would help prevent accidental wildfires in this 
fairly dry environment. 

Hiking and interpretive trails would follow existjng roadways and animal 
trails where feasible. The impact of the trail systems would be minimal 
because the paths were previously affected by heavy grazing pressure. 
The adjacent areas would be left to natura I vegetative succession, but the 
trails would be kept clear of vegetation through use, and the soils would 
become increasingly compacted. Trails would be susceptible to erosion 
and would require yearly maintenance. Requiring visiters to stay on 
trails in sensitive areas would limit impacts of trampled vegetation and soil 
compaction, although this requirement would be difficult to enforce on the 
larger i si ands. I nterpretive wayside exhibits along trails would result in 
some trampled vegetation around the signs if they were located slightly 
off the trail. 

Some af the existing four-wheel-drive roads would be used for 
management purposes (see Management Zoning maps). This would not 
result in additional environmental impacts beyond those already present, 
but periodic maintenance would be needed to repair erosion damage ar any 
failures. Vehicular use would result in slight increases of dust, 
particulate matter, and vehicular emissions. Revegetation would be 
precluded along these roadbeds. 

Use of picnic areas would result in some trampling of vegetation in and 
adjacent to the designated sites. Soil compaction would also result in 
adjacent areas, severely limiting vegetation and increasing susceptibility 
to soil erosion. Locating picnic tables in previously disturbed areas 
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would I essen the extent of additional impacts. Less than 1 acre would be 
affected by developed picnic areas, and mast use would occur at Scorpion 
Anchorage. 

lf the private lands on east Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa were acquired in 
phases, impacts of existing uses would probably continue en those parcels 
remaining in private ownership. The major impacts of phased acquisition 
would be related to the possible need te develop temporary facilities for 
visiter use and resource management. Such facilities might be in 
locations other than those that would be used if all private lands were 
acquired at once. 

lmpacts on East Santa Cruz I si and. The feasibility of repairing er 
replacing the pier at Scorpion Anchorage to reestablish a safe access 
point would have to be determined. Either action would be covered under 
a U. S. Army Corps of Engineers nationwide permit (Federal Register 47, 
no. 141, sec. 330.5(3), July 22, 1982); it would also be consistent with 
the objectives of Santa Barbara County and the California Coastal 
Commission. 

Boat traffic to Scorpion Anchorage could be a limiting factor on successful 
nesting by brown pelicans en Scorpion Rocks. Although a protective 
closure zone would be recommended around the rocks, this might not be 
sufficient to encourage the reestablishment of breeding colonies. 
Although closure zones have been effective on Anacapa, the breeding site 
on Scorpion Rocks is not comparable to those on West Anacapa. 

Allowing private boats te land at selected beaches would result in minor 
impacts, primarily vegetation trampling if visitors did not remain on the 
beach. Soil and plant loss could occur if visitors tried to climb steep 
bluffs to reach the interior of the islands. Forma I trails could be 
required if these impacts became significant. Prohibiting landings along 
the shoreline between Scorpion Anchorage and Smugglers Cove would help 
protect native plant and wildlife communities. Restricting access te other 
sensitive areas identified during resource inventories would help ensure 
thei r protection. 

The impacts of using the existing grass airstrip near Smugglers Cove 
would affect vegetation and soils as previously described. Use would be 
limited to essential management needs and emergencies. 

Providing only one public access point on east Santa Cruz at Scorpion 
Anchorage would concentrate visitor use in a relatively small area. The 
steep valley walls would tend to confine visiters to the flat valley floar 
(approximately 120 acres). Intensive use in this already severely 
disturbed area would preclude the possibility of restoring natura! biotic 
associations; this would affect less than 0.02 percent of east Santa Cruz. 
lf visitors remained in the valley rather than climbing to the adjacent 
higher lands, adverse impacts could extend over a major portion of the 
valley floar. lf such use patterns did occur, capacities might have to be 
lowered to reduce the leve I of impacts. 

The restoration and adaptive use of existing ranch structures at Scorpion 
Anchorage and Smugglers Cove, once their historie significance had been 

104 

I 

J 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

el 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•• 
I 



I 

~ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
le 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•• 
I 

determined, would have no significant impacts an the natura! environment. 
lmpacts related to water and sewage systems would be addressed during 
the development concept phase; however, no ocean discharges would be 
permitted. 

lf the private property was acquired in phases, the ranch structure at 
Smugglers Cove would be partially rehabilitated in anticipation of 
additional purchases, and the area would be restored as feasible. A 
temporary ranger 1s quarters at Smugglers Cove would require surface 
disturbance on approximately 150 square feet. 

Retaining small corrals and pastures for ranger patrol horses at both 
Scorpion Valley (three to four horses) and Smugglers Cove (one horse) 
would continue grazing impacts. The two corral areas would be 
approximately 1,000 square feet each; pasture areas, 15 acres per animal 
or a maximum of 75 acres. 

Developing a 30- to 45-site campground in the upper end of Scorpion 
Valley would affect from 0.5 to 1.0 acre. A few campsites would be 
clustered at several locations so that use could be rotated, thus 
dispersing impacts. A general area has been selected, but site-specific 
analyses would be done during the development concept phase. At that 
time impacts of toilet facilities and a water system would be assessed. 

The number of designated backcountry campsites would be determined 
later by park resource management personnel. A carrying capacity limit 
would be established for each campsite to reduce adverse environmental 
effects. lf visitor use was allowed in phases as a result af land 
acquisition, then initially 500 to 1,000 square feet af land area would be 
affected by each of the two backcountry campsites. 

lmpacts an Santa Rosa Island. Maintaining the ranch complex, airstrip, 
cultivated fields, and pastures at Bechers Bay as a historie ranching 
scene would preclude active restoration of native vegetation at this site. 
Approximately 800 acres would be zoned for historie landscape 
preservatien. Use ef the ex i sting grass airstrip weuld be monitored, and 
mitigating measures such as limiting use to dry seasons er alternating use 
of parallel strips weuld be undertaken as necessary. Rehabilitating 
several ranch structures for administrative and interpretive functi.ons 
would result in minimal environmental impacts. The impacts af water and 
sewage systems would be evaluated later, when the condition of existing 
systems could be determined. 

Providing 15 campsites plus a comfort station in Windmill Canyon would 
directly affect at least 0. 25 acre, and a larger area would be affected by 
associated uses. The specific location has not been selected, and suitable 
mieroclimates would have to be found; sensitive resource areas would be 
avoided. The extent of self-guiding trails that would be designated in 
the area would be determined at a later planning stage. The trails would 
be susceptible te erosion, so seasonal maintenance would be required. 

The ex i sting pier at Johnsons Lee would be replaced ar rehabilitated, 
depending on its condition at the time of acquisition. lmpacts would be 
minimal, as described for the Scorpion Anchorage pier. The renovation 
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or rehabilitation of same of the buildings, pending structural evaluations, 
would result in minimal impacts on soils and vegetation. lmpacts of any 
new uti I ity systems would be assessed du ring subsequent planning. The 
size of a campground (if any) in this area has not been determined. 

The adaptive use of cabins at China Camp would have minimal impacts. 
Maintaining a corral for a ranger patrol horse would disturb the soil 
surface and eliminate vegetation on approximately 1,000 square feet. 
Grazing impacts would continue on a related pasture area (15 acres). 
Use would be on an intermittent basis for one- or two-night stays. 
Cumulative impacts would be minimal and less than current impacts from 
ranching. 

lf a seasonal ranger station was needed on the west end of the is land, a 
1,000- to 2,000-square-foot use area would be affected. 

The impacts of providing primitive toilet facilities at designated 
backcountry campsites would be assessed once the type and locations had 
been determined. lf feasible, water supplies would be developed at 
selected locations; impacts would be evaluated du ring development concept 
planning. 

lf the owners elected to continue a ranching operation on part of the 
is land, grazing impacts would be continued (see the impacts of the 
alternatives). 

lmpacts on Anacapa Island. Eliminating the campground on East Anacapa 
would allow approximately 0.25 acre of island grassland vegetation to be 
actively restored at the existing campground. Continuing use at this 
site has severely affected native plant communities. 

Use of the existing bunkhouse for research personnel and organized 
groups when it was not needed for management personnel would have 
minimal impacts. Additional impacts would be primarily related to 
increased water consumption and waste products. 

Temporary use of an additional camping area near the visiter center for 
limited camping would eventually eliminate exotic ice plants in the 
immediate vicinity and would slightly compact the soils. 1 

The impacts of increased group use at Frenchy's Cove would probably not 
be significant because groups would be closely supervised. Periodic 
monitoring would be required to ensure that there were no adverse 
effects on tide pools and terrestrial resources. 

lm acts on San Mi uel I si and. Providing camping areas, one at Cuyler 
Harbor Lester Ranch and one near Dry Lake, would be subject to 
concurrence from the U.S. Navy. lf approved, impacts would be similar 
to those on the other islands. Overall, limited overnight use would have 
minimal environmental impacts. 

Permitting camping on an experimental basis on the beach at Cuyler 
Harbor would have potential adverse effects on a sensitive coastal dune 
plant community. These plants are more susceptible to damage, 
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trampling, and surface disturbance primarily because beach/dune soils are 
less stable than terrestrial soils. Similarly, the bluffs above the beach 
are extremely unstable and are severely affected by persons climbing on 
them. lf visiters obeyed regulations and remained on the beach, impacts 
would be minimal. 

Unsupervised visiter hi king in selected areas could lead to damage 
(inadvertent or intentional) of sensitive resources from trampling or 
collecting. This would be mitigated by requiring all visiters to obtain 
permits and be briefed by qualified personnel. Permission for 
unsupervised hiking would be at the discretion of the island rangers. 

Permitting a limited number of landings at Tyler Bight would cause some 
soil and vegetation loss because a trail up the steep slopes would result 
from use. lf monitoring indicated the potential for serious impacts, a 
formal trail would be developed so that impacts would be localized. 
Wildlife would not be significantly affected by this proposal because 
landings would not be permitted during critical pinniped haulout and 
breeding periods, and all visiters to this area would be accompanied by a 
ranger. 

lmpacts on Santa Barbara Island. The impacts of dock reconstruction 
and facility replacement would be analyzed during the comprehensive 
design phase. The precise environmental impacts would depend on 
specific design proposals. General impacts of these proposals were 
addressed in the Environmental Assessment prepared for the 1980 General 
Management Plan. 

AL TERNATIVES 

Resource Management lmpacts 

Continued Grazing. The most significant current impacts on the 
vegetation and soils of east Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa islands are those 
caused by cattle and sheep grazing. The environmental concerns 
associated with grazing, which would continue under a no-action 
alternative, are described below. 

Generally, grasses can tolerate up to 50 percent stem and shoot removal 
due to grazing; anything beyond this causes the root system to cease 
growing. Adequate root system development is essential for binding soil 
particles to prevent wind and water erosion. Removal of over 50 percent 
of the plant shoots and stems, coupled with surface disturbances by 
animals, results in the soil being very susceptible to erosion hazards 
du ring periods of rainfall or moderate winds (Stonier 1970) . 
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Water erosion leads to gullying, and this can be further aggravated by 
reduced vegetative cover, restricted root growth, surface disturbance, 
and compacted underlying soils as a result of grazing. All of these 
impacts contribute to a high susceptibility to erosion. Severe sheet 
erosion can be caused by a ground wind of only 11 miles per hour, 
depending on ground cover, root development, soil type, and the degree 
of surface disturbance (Stonier 1970). Wind erosion is further intensified 
if dust and abrasive particles are picked up and carried off, resulting in 
exposed roots, loss of nutrients, and damaged or covered adjacent 
vegetation. This sequence occurs on most agricultural land areas, and 
without protection, a sterile soil substrate can result. (It reportedly 
takes more than 100 years for the natural replacement of 1 inch of topsoil 
under ideal circumstances.) 

Grazing also modifies the plant species composition within the affected 
area because of selective feeding, plant species' tolerance to stem and 
shoot removal, trampling, and changes to the chemical environment. 
Many tree and shrub species are especially sensitive to such disturbance, 
and seedlings can be completely eliminated. A major cancern is that the 
native vegetation was not under any grazing pressure before cattle and 
sheep were brought to the islands, and native plants may be substantially 
more susceptible to damage and potential elimination due to grazing 
activities than are exotic grasses. 

Chemical changes in the soil are primarily due to vegetation removal and 
waste products of cattle. An absence of vegetation allows chemical 
nutrients essential to plant growth to leach out of plant roat zones into 
deeper zones more rapidly than normal, thus impeding regrowth. Cattle 
wastes result in extremely high concentrations of nutrients in small areas, 
which can be just as restrictive to plant growth as very low nutrient 
levels. The quantity of animal waste products on the soil surface also 
affects water quality. lf a high percentage of this material is carried 
inta the drainage system by runoff, water quality is decreased. The 
percentage of nutrients in the runoff increases with higher runoff, which 
in turn is affected by soil compaction. 

Erosion by wind and water is prevalent on both east Santa Cruz and 
Santa Rosa islands. The wind erosion adds a substantial amount of dust 
and particulate matter to the air, a portion of which reaches Los Angeles 
County and the south coast air basin. 

Overgrazing by cattle can be severe, but that by sheep can be 
disastrous. Cattle generally sheer the tops of plants, but sheep actually 
pull out the plants, including roots. Sheep also create greater surface 
disturbances than do cattle because of the difference in hooves and 
because they can traverse steeper slopes. 

The other alternatives that would continue ranching at some level would 
have the following impacts: 

The continuation of ranching on Santa Rosa would limit the degree of 
successful resource protection. Extensive management would be 
required to exclude exotic grazing, browsing, and rooting animals 
from selected resource management areas. Phasing out ranching on 
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east Santa Cruz would allow the eventual restoration of native 
vegetation. 

lf the ranching operation on Santa Rosa was reduced to its minimum 
economically feasible level, the impacts of grazing would continue on 
part of the is land, and resource management programs would be 
implemented on the lands acquired by the Park Service in fee or 
easement. It could be difficult to isolate the impacts of grazing, and 
there would likely be spillover effects from grazed lands, including 
the spread of exotic plant species, erosion, and contamination of 
runoff from animal wastes. 

Maintaining a demonstration level of ranching for educational 
purposes would preclude active restoration activities in the pasturing 
area. Although the size of the ranching operation would be 
significantly reduced, existing impacts would continue in the grazed 
area. Reserving 15 acres of prime grazing land per animal would 
help minimize severe impacts of overgrazing. 

Exotic Animal Management. lf exotic grazing, browsing, and rooting 
animals were allowed to remain on both islands under the no-action 
alternative, the full impacts of grazing would continue. Restoration of 
native vegetation would be severely restricted, and successful efforts 
could not be expected to any large degree. All native plant species are 
of concern because of their possible susceptibility to even fight grazing. 
The island oak, which is of immediate concern due to lack of 
reproduction, could be eliminated from Santa Rosa. Most of the oaks in 
the southwest United States are listed as potentially poisonous to cattle 
(Kingsbury 1960) because of tannins, which function as a protection 
chemical against herbivores ( Goldstein and Swain 1965). It is unknown if 
the island oaks produce such protective chemicals, but due to the lack of 
long-term grazing and browsing pressure, it is unlikely. 

Maintaining an operating cattle ranch with a large number of cattle on 
Santa Rosa would preclude revegetation with native species in the 
pasturing area. To minimize the effects of grazing, 15 acres of prime 
grazing land per animal would initially be allowed. The continued impact 
on the pastures would be monitored, and the required acreage per animal 
would be adjusted in accordance with the carrying capacity of the land. 

Reducing the herd of deer and el k on Santa Rosa would benefit plant 
species used as browse, but the program could be difficult to implement. 
The habits of these animals would make it hard to isolate them. Because 
there are no predators of the animals on the islands, an active population 
control program would be required to maintain the desired population 
density. 

Exotic Vegetation Management. lf no active management programs were 
undertaken to control exotic species, any reduction in such vegetation 
would depend on the level and extent of grazing and the presence of 
exotic animals. lf present impacts continued, it is possible that several 
native species would be eliminated because of competition from exotic 
species and their inability to withstand grazing pressure. 
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lf all exotic vegetation was removed to the extent feasible (the other 
alternative that was considered), extensive areas would ultimately be 
restored to a more natura! state. The exotic vegetation immediately 
adjacent to historie structures would be retained, and it would be 
monitored to ensure that its range did not expand. 

lmpacts of Flood Management. lf no actiOn was taken to manage flooding 
on east Santa Cruz, current floodplain hazards and impacts would 
continue. 

Construction of a permanent flood channel in the Scorpion Valley drainage 
system would maintain drainage flows and would reduce hazards from 
flooding. The actual channelization would require the removal of 
deposited silt and sediment, which builds up yearly because of high 
erosion and water flow fluctuations. The precise location and amount of 
material to be removed would be determined after further analys is. 
Because of the fluctuating conditions of the drainage system, a minimum 
of bottom organisms would be affected by this action. In addition, 
constructing a tidal gate at the ocean outlet would reduce or eliminate the 
need to periodically open a drainage channel through the beach berm. 
Although this might eliminate the need to disturb the beach on a seasonal 
basis, it could have a limited effect on flooding because waters in the 
valley could only be released at low tides. Further study of the 
cost-effectiveness and environmental consequences would be needed before 
such a proposal could be implemented. 

Marine Resource Management. lf cooperative management and law 
enforcement programs were not continued for marine resources, these 
resources could deteriorate over the long term. The state of California 
and the national marine sanctuary program are not adequately staffed or 
funded to patrol and enforce marine resource regulations. Without the 
cooperative management of the National Park Service, marine resource 
protection might not be adequately accomplished. 

Visiter Facilities and Services lmpacts 

The impacts of the alternative for expanded visiter facilities and services 
would be similar to the impacts of the proposal. Because more facilities 
and services would be provided for visiters, however, the impacts on the 
natura! environment would increase proportionately. 

General lmpacts. Providing on-island vehicular transportation would 
preclude the restoration of vegetation along the traveled roads, and the 
roads would require regular maintenance. A slight amount of vehicular 
emissions and a moderate amount of dust would result. The use of 
vehicles would be a visual intrusion for backcountry users. 

lf horseback-riding trails were provided, they would follow existing 
animal trails or roads wherever possible. As with hiking trails, the paths 
would be kept clear of vegetation, and the soils would become slightly 
more compacted. The erosion potential would increase, and horse waste 
products would enter the drainage system. Corrals and pasture areas for 
the horses would be large enough to prevent severe impacts; as with the 
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proposal, 15 acres per animal would be allowed for pasturing. Grazing 
impacts would be carefully monitored, and adjustments in the area would 
be made to reflect the carrying capacity of the land. 

Expanded interpretive programs, including marine boat trips, would have 
limited environmental consequences. Pollution due to petroleum spillage 
from boats would be possible. This potential would be insignificant when 
compared to the hazards associated with a spillage from offshore drilling 
and pumping operations outside park waters. 

lmpacts on East Santa Cruz Island. Providing regular vehicular 
transportation for visiters from Scorpion Valley to Smugglers Cove would 
preclude the restoration of vegetation along the road. This impact would 
be greater than under the proposal, which al lows for continued, but 
infrequent, use of the road for administrative purposes. Providing 
overnight facilities at the main ranch would require the construction of 10 
to 15 tent-cabins, a dining tent, restroom facilities, and employee 
quarters. From 0.5 to 1.0 acre total would be affected; approximately 
0. 5 acre of surface area would be removed from biological productivity. 
I ncreased dust and particulate matter would occur du ring construction, 
along with noise. Water and sewage facilities would require an in-depth 
analysis to determine supply needs and impacts. The overnight visitor 
capacity would increase by a maximum of 60 persons per night if a 
lodging facility was constructed in addition to campsites. There would be 
no increase in capacity if a lodge was constructed in lieu of campsites. 

The impacts of the various site-specific development alternatives are 
described below. 

Scorpion Anchorage and Valley: 

Removal of the pier at Scorpion Anchorage would cause very minor 
ocean bottom disturbances, and natural successional processes would 
rapidly restore the area. Allowing landings only by skiff would 
require monitoring to determine the precise impacts. The potential 
impacts would not be significant. The primary impact would be on 
visiters because of slower transfers from boat to shore and the 
associated risks of landing through the surf. 

Using an existing grass airstrip near Smugglers Cove would require 
monitoring to determine the long-term effect on adjacent plants and 
soils. Restricting flight paths would reduce interference on marine 
mammal and bird habitats. The use of an existing road from 
Smugglers Cove to Scorpion Valley (2.9 miles) and to the 
campground (3. 7 miles) would preclude revegetation efforts along the 
route. Dust, particulate matter, exhaust emissions, and noise would 
occur along the road. Although management use of the roads and 
airstrip would occur, such use would be infrequent, with minimal 
long-term impacts. 

Providing a rustic full-service lodge would result in covering from 
0.5 to 1.0 acre of surface area, depending on the development 
configuration. The area covered by the structures would be 
removed from biological productivity. Ex i sting uti I ity systems would 
have to be thoroughly evaluated to determine adequacy. 
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Smugglers Cove: 

Construction of a pier beyond the surf line would help establish a 
safer access point for boaters using the area. The primary 
environmental impact would be from driving or drilling support 
pilings inte the seabed and destroying sessile organisms. The pier 
would also be a visual intrusion along this undisturbed shoreline. 
Providing a second visiter access point would distribute day use 
over a longer area, increasing impacts at Smugglers and reducing 
them at Scorpion, assuming that capacities remained unchanged. 

Permitting beach camping at Smugglers Cove would require extensive 
precautions because beach soils are less stab le than terrestrial soils, 
and the plants are more susceptible to damage, trampling, and 
surface disturbances (McDonnell 1981). In selecting a site, tidal and 
wave hazards, sensitive resources, and microclimatic conditions would 
have to be considered. Several significant archeological sites could 
be adversely affected by trampling and collection under this 
alternative. 

Developing a five-site temporary campground in the Smugglers Valley 
area would disturb about 0.25 acre. 

Backcountry: 

Random camping would result in very limited environmental impacts 
as long as campsites were adequately dispersed. 

lmpacts on Santa Rosa Island. Providing four-wheel-drive tours would 
result in similar but more extensive impacts on Santa Rosa than on Santa 
Cruz because of the longer road system. 

Developing a tent-cabin complex in Arlington Canyon would affect a total 
of 0.5 to 1.0 acre, and visiter use would affect adjacent areas. 
Expansion of the campground in Windmill Canyon over the long term would 
affect an additional 0.25 to 0.5 acre. Allowing overnight visiter use in 
the buildings at Johnsons Lee would not result in additional environmental 
impacts. 

The site-specific alternatives for Santa Rosa would have the following 
impacts: 

lf the majority of Santa Rosa was maintained as a cattle ranch, with 
the Park Service only acquiring a portion of the island, it would be 
very difficult to reestablish native vegetation. Substantial fencing 
would be required for exclusion, with no guarantee of success. 
Exotic rooting and browsing animals could also have a major negative 
effect on attempts to reestablish native vegetation. 

Maintaining a significant portion of the island as an active cattle 
ranch would result in almost identical !imitations on the park's 
resource management objectives. 
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lf no visiter services or facilities were provided, the majority of 
existing structures (except for the main ranch buildings and historie 
structures) could be removed and roads obliterated, thus allowing 
natura I succession to proceed at a maximum rate. Backcountry 
camping would cause minimal impacts. 

Developing an educational complex at the main ranch would require 
the adaptation of one of the existing structures. The impacts 
associated with this adaptive use would be minimal unless a 
significant portion of the island was also maintained as a cattle 
ranch. 

Developing an airstrip at Johnsons Lee would result in impacts 
similar to those discussed for other airstrips. The area would be 
closely monitored to determine the effects on the plants and soils. 
Because of the rugged terrain adjacent to the airstrip site, flight 
paths could not be adjusted if needed to avoid disturbance to 
wildlife. 

lmpacts on Anacapa Island. lf camping was allowed only during April and 
May for organized groups, impacts would be less than those associated 
with year-round camping. However, complete recovery of native plant 
communities would not occur if use was concentrated during the spring 
blooming period. 

113 



IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Both the proposed plan and the alternatives would have similar impacts on 
cultural resources. 

IMPACTS ON ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES 

Current ranching activities are apparently having little direct impact on 
the islands' extensive archeological resources. Sheep ranching on Santa 
Rosa Island in the 1800s appears to have severely affected some areas, 
and overgrazing caused significant erosion and the related loss of intact 
archeological sites. Although vegetation in some areas has recovered, the 
integrity of these sites has been permanently disrupted. Continuing 
erosion due te beth natura! circumstances and grazing has affected 
several sites, and the reeting ef feral swine appears te have disturbed a 
few ethers. Collecting of artifacts by residents and trespassers at 
specific si tes, however, has probably caused more harm than the more 
generalized impacts of ranching. Relatively little land en either island 
has been cultivated, and physical develepment has been minimal, so 
resulting impacts on archeolegical sites have not been serious. The 
abandoned air force base at Johnsons Lee is reportedly the single largest 
cause of disturbance to archeological sites. 

lncreased public use under NPS management would potentially expose 
archeological sites to adverse effects such as soil compaction, vandalism, 
and collecting. The increased capacity at Frenchy' s Cove and easing ef 
restrictions en some visiter activities on San Miguel would increase the 
potential for adverse effects. Organized groups using Frenchy's Cove 
would be supervised, and their leaders would be briefed on the 
sensitivity of terrestrial as well as marine resources in the area. Visiters 
to San Miguel would check-in with park personnel on the island, whe 
would be responsible for superv1smg use. These precautions should 
minimize the potential for an increase in adverse effects on cultural 
resources. 

Careful planning, sufficient patrol staff, and adherence to management 
policies would mitigate, but probably not eliminate, impacts of public use 
on archeological sites. NPS personnel on the islands would help reduce 
illegal collecting and other disturbances now occurring. Trails would be 
designed to avoid highly visible and sensitive sites, and a 
stay-on-the-trail policy would be instituted; also areas would be closed as 
necessary, er other protective means would be taken. Although the 
National Park Service could offer a high degree of protection to these 
resources, not all current and future disturbances on cultural resources 
could be eliminated because it weuld be impossible to accompany all 
visiters at all times. 

IMPACTS ON HISTORIC SITES 

Several potential historie sites have been 
resource inventories. Until studies were 
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significance of individual si tes, all si tes must be considered potentially 
significant. Under current ownership a number of potential historie 
resources have been permitted to deteriorate, and same structures have 
disappeared or in same instances have been dismantled and used 
elsewhere. A cave used by George Nidever, an etter hunter in the 
1830s, is considered a potential historie resource. It is threatened by 
erosion and possible collapse because the main ranch road is directly 
above it. Vandalism from trespassers has been particularly severe at 
Johnsons Lee on Santa Rosa Island and at Smugglers Cove on Santa Cruz 
I si and. Generally, structures and facilities actively used in ranching 
operations have been wel I ca red for on San ta Rosa but show serious 
neglect on east Santa Cruz. 

In areas designated as historie zones, the significance of specific sites 
would be further evaluated. In the interim, use of these areas would be 
restricted to protect and preserve potentially significant resources. 
Historie structures could be adaptively used for public or administrative 
needs, but these uses would not modify the historical character of the 
structures. Any modifications for adaptive use would be undertaken in 
accordance with NPS cultural resource management policies. 

Any activities with potential for ground disturbance would be preceded by 
archeological surveys to ensure that no resourees were unintentionally 
damaged. Surveys of areheologie and historie resourees would also be 
condueted to determine whether they were eligible for the National 
Register of Historie Places. 

Overall, N PS management of east San ta C ruz and San ta Rosa wou Id ha ve a 
positive impaet on areheologic and historie resources, and signifieant 
resources would be preserved. Vandalism would be significantly redueed 
because NPS rangers would be present on the islands. 

IMPACTS ON MARINE RESOURCES 

The establishment of state eeological reserves, with appropriate 
regulations to protect submerged cultural resources, would allow for 
research and resource conservation, interpretation, and evaluation of 
artificial microenvironments created by sunken vessels. Unless more 
restrictive state regulations were imposed and enforeed, or marine 
sanctuary regulations strictly enforced, the removal of historically 
significant submerged artifacts (primarily by sport divers) would 
continue; the commercial salvage of both historie and aboriginal resources 
would remain a possibility under current state regulations. 
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IMPACTS ON THE SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

The impacts af acqu1rmg privately owned lands within Channel Islands 
National Park and af the transition from private ta public use are 
assessed in the Land Protection Plan. 

REGIONAL IMPACTS 

Proposed Plan 

Visitation ta Channel Islands National Park would increase moderately, but 
it would have a minimal impact an the regional economy. Other than a 
slight increase in transportation services, which could be accommodated 
by existing private enterprise, none af the proposd actions would produce 
significant revenues. Visiter use patterns would likely remain essentially 
the same, with a high percentage af day visitation by regional residents 
and tourists. This use would not be expected ta increase demand for 
mainland support services such as lodging and shopping facilities. 

Overnight use, primarily camping, could increase significantly because 
this activity would be permitted on three af the islands currently closed 
ta such use. However, the number af campers would be insignificant an 
a regional basis. Transportation costs would be a limiting factor as would 
capacities, which would be controlled by the Park Service through a 
reservation system. Mast island campers would probably be regional 
residents who would not require additional mainland support facilities. 

Establishing a research station and an environmental education center on 
Santa Rosa would primarily benefit regional educational and scientific 
institutions. This action would provide a field station base for marine 
and terrestrial scientific studies. These facilities would complement 
similar facilities on Santa Cruz and Santa Catalina is lands. 

Other proposals to defer wilderness studies, implement resource 
management and research programs, and adopt management zoning would 
have no direct regional impact. lf more stringent regulations on the use 
of marine resources were implemented, there would undoubtedly be 
regional economic impacts. Such impacts, however, cannot be evaluated 
until the state af California, which has jurisdiction over marine resources, 
issues draft or proposed regulations. 

Alternatives 

Alternatives for resource management that would permit continued 
ranching at various levels would have a minor impact on the regional 
economy because requirements for mainland support services and facilities 
would continue. Information on the economics af existing ranching 
operations is not available, so the effects of continued ranching on the 
regional economy cannot be evaluated. 
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Under the expanded development and services alternative, overnight use 
would be available to a wider segment of the general public because 
lodging and on-island transportation services would be provided. These 
visiters would probably require lodging and dining facilities on the 
mainland prior to and following their visits to the islands. Although the 
number of visiters would be low, their expenditures in local areas could 
be significant. Additional economic benefits would accrue through a 
concession operation of on-island services. Such an operation would 
probably require mainland office and warehouse facilities; supplies would 
be purchased regionally; and taxes would be generated from this business 
operation. Because an alternative for expanded services was not 
developed in detail, its economic impacts cannot be ful ly evaluated. 

IMPACTS ON THE PARK VISITOR EXPERI ENCE 

Proposed Plan 

Overall visiter capacities on the park islands would more than double 
under the proposed plan, and a wider range of experiences would be 
available. However, the actual number of visitors would show a moderate 
increase, primarily due to the cost of visiting the more remote i si ands. 

Santa Cruz Island. When acquisition was completed and facilities had 
been provided, east Santa Cruz could accommodate significantly more 
visiters than East Anacapa. Day visiters would be somewhat limited by 
the single landing point and rugged terrain, but the more hardy could 
explore the island1s many resources and participate in varied interpretive 
programs. Two types of camping experiences would be provided. The 
campground in Scorpion Valley would appeal to families and groups who 
wanted to establish a base and explore the is land. Backcountry campsites 
would appeal to those who wanted to spend more time in specific areas or 
who wanted a more isolated experience. 

I nterpretive boat tours in park waters would provide visiters with a 
firsthand understanding of this ecosystem and would add significantly to 
their experience. 

Although scientific reports indicate that many areas could withstand 
extensive use with minimal and acceptable levets of resource impact, it is 
difficult to predict typ i ca I use patterns. lf day visitors concentrated in 
certain areas, impacts could approach unacceptable levels, and capacities 
might have to be lowered or use patterns altered. lf visitors dispersed, 
capacities could be increased. NPS resource management specialists would 
monitor the impacts of both day and overnight use, and capacities would 
be adjusted as necessary. 

Santa Rosa Island. For the most part, visitors to Santa Rosa Island 
would have to experience the is land resources on their own. Few 
facilities and services would be provided. Use by day visiters would 
probably be minimal because of the distance from the mainland, high 
transportation costs, and the I arge size of the island. However, some 
day use by private boaters could be expected. 
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As on east Santa Cruz, providing two types of camping (a developed 
campground in the Bechers Bay area and low-impact camping in the 
52,000-acre backcountry) would improve recreational opportunities on 
San ta Rosa. Providing a smal I hostel in a structure at the main ranch, 
and at the Johnsons Lee environmental education center when it was not 
being used for educational or research programs, would allow a broader 
spectrum of the public to stay overnight on the i si and. Opportunities 
would also be provided for backcountry users. 

I nterpretive programs at the main ranch at Bechers Bay and at Johnsons 
Lee would help visiters understand the complexities of the island/marine 
ecosystem, its history and culture, and the changes occurring as the 
i si and was recovering from many years of intensive ranching. Some 
visiters might spend their entire visit at these two locations, but most 
visiters would probably be backpackers coming for an extended visit. 
Maintaining a small ranching operation for interpretive purposes would 
help satisfy public interest in the island 1s ranching history. 

Anacapa I si and. Anacapa would be somewhat less crowded with the 
elimination of overnight camping on a regular basis. This would help 
improve the experience for day visiters at the expense of overnight 
visiters who would have to seek similar experiences on another island. 
Camping on East Anacapa wou!d still be permitted on a very limited basis 
for educational and research pur poses. I ncreasing the organized group 
capacity at Frenchy 1s Cove to correspond more closely with school group 
sizes and boat capacities would permit more individuals to participate in 
the educational programs and should reduce costs somewhat. 

San Miguel I si and. Although transportation would be provided to San 
Miguel, the number of visiters allowed would be extremely limited, and 
the cost would be relatively high. Permitting limited aircraft access to 
San Miguel and some boat landings at Tyler Bight would significantly 
reduce hi king distances, making this is land more accessible to a broader 
spectrum of the public. Limited overnight use would greatly enhance the 
experience for some visiters; it would allow a more leisurely visit to the 
island and opportunities to closely explore the island 1s resources. 

Relaxing visiter use restrictions on San Miguel would require the 
cooperation of the U .S. Navy so that visiters could be excluded in 
advance from potentially hazardous areas during essential national defense 
exercises. Because little warning is now given, visiters are restricted 
from I arge portions of the i si and. The National Marine Fisheries Service 
and the California Fish and Game Commission would also be consulted 
before any visiter use changes on San Miguel were implemented. 

Santa Barbara Island. The renovation of facilities on Santa Barbara 
Island would primarily benefit management and improve employee morale. 
The primary effect on visiters would be aesthetic in that dilapidated and 
outmoded facilities would be replaced. Capacities and programs would not 
change. The island would seem congested on a few days each year. 
Most visitors would experience an almost deserted, remote is land. 
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Alternatives 

Continued Ranching on Santa Rosa. lf a portion of Santa Rosa was 
maintained as an operating cattle ranch, visiter use would have to be 
limited in this area. It would not be possible to restore a natural 
ecosystem in this area or to provide a wilderness experience. To some 
visiters who were seeking a wilderness experience, the island would be a 
disappointment. To others, the ranching scene would be a positive 
value. This alternative was carefully evaluated against the primary 
objective to restore natural biotic associations. To accomplish this, 
however, ranching would have to be severely reduced, and based on the 
best available information, such a reduced operation would probably not 
be economically viable. 

Day Use Only. lf day use only was allowed on the islands, the visiter 
experience would be significantly affected on Santa Rosa, San Miguel, 
Santa Barbara, and east Santa Cruz. San Miguel has been managed for 
day use since management responsibilities were transferred to the National 
Park Service, and the i.si and has had a chance to recover from past uses. 
However, allowing only day use does not permit visiters to fully explore 
the island because of its distance from the mainland and its size. 
Similarly, Santa Rosa would be difficult to experience on a day trip. For 
a quality experience, visiters must be able to explore the island 1s 
resources at a leisurely pace over an extended period. Day use only 
would be feasible on east Santa Cruz because it is close to the mainland 
and is a relatively small area. Many of the more significant resources, 
however, would not be readily accessible in one day because of the 
rugged terrain and their distance from the boat landing. 

Expanded Facilities and Services. lf an alternative to expand visiter 
facilities and services over the long term on east Santa Cruz and Santa 
Rosa was implemented, the primary effect would be to make these islands 
more accessible to the general public, particularly the very young, the 
elderly, and the disabled. For those who do not enjoy camping and who 
are unable to hike long distances, these facilities and services would 
provide an experience that would not be offered otherwise. Providing 
lodging facilities at three locations on Santa Rosa, with transportation 
between them, would fet visiters spend one or more nights at each 
location, thus experiencing three distinct resource areas. On east Santa 
Cruz, providing lodging ·in Scorpion Valley and limited transportation out 
of the valley to trailheads and Smugglers Cove would make some resources 
more accessible. It would also aid in distributing visiters so that 
congestion would be avoided in the valley, and it would permit a broader 
range of experiences for some visiters. 

On Santa Rosa the quality of visits for some would be enhanced, while for 
those seeking a wilderness-type experience, the maintenance of roads and 
facilities at certain locations would be an intrusion. Although less than 1 
percent of the is land would be used for visiter facilities, the structures 
would be visible from many areas because of the generally open character 
of the is land. In particular, moving vehicles could be seen from various 
locations because many of the roads follow ridgelines. Even if roads were 
not used for visiter transportation services, they would still have to be 
used for management purposes for some time. 
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IMPACTS ON PARK MANAGEMENT 

PROPOSED PLAN 

The proposed plan generally consists of the minimum necessary actions to 
adequately provide for resource conservation and visiter use. The one 
proposaf that may not be cost-effective, the research field 
station/environmental education center on Santa Rosa 1 sland, would 
require additional study at the time the facilities were acquired. lf 
adequate private sector funding could be obtained, the facility would be 
an asset to the park, visiters, and the scientific community. 

The acquisition and subsequent pubfic use of east Santa Cruz and Santa 
Rosa islands would have a significant impact on park management. Large 
amounts of money, as yet unestimated, woufd be required to renovate 
existing facifities, develop minimal new facilities and utility systems, and 
implement research and resource management programs. To the extent 
feasible, existing facifities would be used both to min1m1ze new 
development and to reduce costs. Because of the uncertainties of land 
acquisition and the existing deteriorated condition of some structures, no 
attempt has been made to determine which structures might be available 
for adaptive use when finally acquired. Some structures could have 
historie significance, and rehabilitation costs could exceed new 
construction costs. 

Funding for major improvements would probably not be appropriated all at 
one time. Therefore, priorities would have to be determined during the 
actual land acquisition program. Acquisition, improvements, and opening 
for visiter use would li kefy be phased over several years. 

The proposals for Anacapa and Santa Barbara isfands were approved in 
the 1980 General Management Plan. Permitting limited camping on San 
Miguel would require minimal development costs for the establishment of 
primitive sites and toilet facilities. 

Development costs for the proposal would be short-term, one-time costs. 
Long-term effects on park management would probably be more 
significant, although they cannot be quantified at this time. Personnel 
requirements would increase significantly with the acquisition of private 
lands. As a minimum, two permanent ranger and two permanent 
maintenance positions would be needed. Seasonal ranger, maintenance, 
and interpretive positions would be required when the proposed actions 
were actually implemented. Resource management positions could increase 
significantly if an active research, management, and monitoring program 
was implemented. Major long-term costs would include the maintenance of 
facilities, roads, and trails. 

The replacement of obsolete facilities on Santa Barbara Island and the 
removal of the campground on Anacapa would slightly reduce maintenance 
costs. Transportation of personnel and supplies to the islands, along 
with the maintenance of patrol boats, vehicles, and support services and 
facilities, would increase significantly with the acquisition of private lands 
on Santa Rosa and east Santa Cruz. Annual park operating costs could 
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increase by a minimum of 40 percent once the proposed plan was fully 
implemented. 

In summary, the proposed plan would have significant long- and 
short-term impacts on park management. However, these impacts would 
result more from acquiring east Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa islands than 
from providing for management and visiter use. In establishing the park, 
Congress authorized the appropriation of such sums as may be necessary, 
but not to exceed $500, 000 for development. Although cost estimates for 
deve)opment cannot be made until site-specific conditions have been 
evaluated following acquisition, it is likely that an increase in the 
development ceiling would be necessary because construction and 
maintenance costs on the is lands are very high. Although some projects 
such as trail and campsite construction lend themselves to volunteer and 
similar work programs, major projects such as dock rehabilitation or 
reconstruction, uti I ity system updating or replacement, and major 
structural renovation must be contracted. 

AL TERNATIVES 

The resource management alternatives that were considered would have 
relatively minor effects on park management. lf ranching was continued, 
the cost of active resource management programs would be reduced, but 
these savings would likely be offset by increased monitoring costs, as 
wel I as by costs to construct and maintain fences. Comparative costs and 
the effects of programs to manage exotic vegetation would have to await 
the development of a comprehensive management program. 

An alternative to reduce NPS law enforcement responsibilities in regards 
to marine resources would significantly reduce management costs. 
However, such an action would be contrary to the purposes for which the 
park was established. 

An alternative to construct a permanent flood channel and tidal gate on 
east Santa Cruz was not explored in sufficient detail to assess the impacts 
on park management. 

The alternative to expand visiter facilities and services on east Santa 
Cruz and Santa Rosa islands would have minimal direct impacts on park 
management in that mest development and operational costs would be 
assumed by a concessioner. Some development and maintenance costs 
would be the responsibility of the National Park Service, but these would 
not be determined until a contract was negotiated. The primary impact 
on management would occur in personnel costs to manage the concession 
contract and to provide expanded interpretive programs. 
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Various pub I ic and private interests have been consulted on a continuing 
basis since Channel Islands National Park was established in 1980. The 
significant contacts are described in this section. Additional consultations 
will be necessary when the resource management plan for east Santa Cruz 
and Santa Rosa is lands is prepared. Earlier consultations are described 
in the 1980 General Management Plan. 



THE SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY 

As required by PL 96-199 and NPS policy, members of the scientific 
community have been and are being consulted. These consultations are 
discussed in the 11 Planning Background 11 section of this document. 

LANDOWNERS 

Consultations with the owners of Santa Rosa and east Santa Cruz have 
occurred on a continuing basis. Less frequent consultations with the 
owners of the remainder of Santa Cruz I si and (the Santa Cruz I si and 
Company and The Nature Conservancy) have been conducted to discuss 
the planning effort and areas of mutual concern. 

Various public and private interests have been consulted on a continuous 
basis since Channel islands National Park was established in 1980. The 
significant contacts are described in this section. Additional consultations 
will be necessary when the resource management plan for east Santa Cruz 
and Santa Rosa islanc:ls is prepared. ( Consultations before 1980 are 
described in the General Management Plan.) 

THE PUBLIC 

The forma! public involvement program for planning at Channel Islands 
National Park was initiated with the distribution of a brochure early in 
1982. Three public workshops were then held in June and July 1982 in 
Santa Barbara, Ventura, and Los Angeles, California. (The public 
involvement process is discussed in more deta~I in the 11 Planning 
Background 11 section of this document.) In addition, the Draft Land 
Protection Plan, which forms a basis for much of this document, was 
distributed to over 900 individuals, organizations, and agencies for 
comment. Sixteen comments were received, which we believe indicates 
that the proposals were well received. 

I nformal discussions between the park staff, individuals, and 
representatives of various organizations occur on an irregular basis. 
Representatives of native American interests participated in the 1980 
science workshop, attended public workshops, and are consulted 
occasionally by park staff. The planning team met with representatives 
of the Brotherhood of the Tomol, Santa Barbara Indian Center, and 
United Chumash Council in June 1983 to discuss the alternatives being 
formulated and to learn about their concerns. 

CONSUL TATIONS ABOUT ENDANGERED SPECIES 

I nformal consultations have been initiated with the following agencies: 

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Endangered Species Office 
Sacramento, California 
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California Department of Fish and Game 
Sacramento, California 

GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES 

The following agencies have been consulted about the general planning 
effort and land protection strategies: 

Federal Agencies 

Advisory Council on Historie Preservation 
Department of Commerce 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Department of the I nterior 

Bureau of Land Management 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

Department of the Navy 
Department of Transportation 

Coast Guard 

State Agencies 

California Coastal Commission 
South Central Coast District 

California Department of Fish and Game 
California Department of Transportation 
State Historie Preservation Officer 

Local Agencies 

City of Oxnard 
Planning Department 

City of San Buenaventura 
Department of Community Development 

San Buenaventura County 
Planning Division 

Santa Barbara County 
Resource Management Department 
Comprehensive Planning Division 
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Mar. 5, 1980 
[H.R 3757) 

National Parks 
and Recreation 
Act of 1978, 
amendment. 

Channel Islands 
National Park, 
Calif. 
Est.ablishment. 
16 usc 410fT. 

Channel Islands 
National 
Monument. 
Abolishment. 

16 usc 410fT-l. 

California lands 
or interests, 
exemption. 

APPENDIX A: LEGISLATION 

Public Law 96-199 
96th Congress 

An Act 

To establish the Channel Islands National P~k., and for other purposea. 

Be it enacted by the Scnate and House of Reprcsentative.s of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, 

TITLE I 

Title I applies to other areas of the National Park 
System and has been omitted. 

TITLE Il 

SEc. 201. In order to protect the nationally significant natural, 
scenic, wildlife, marine, ecological, archaeological, cultural, and sci· 
entific values of the Channel Islands in the State of Calif omia, 
including, but not limited to, the following: 

(1) the brown pelican nesting area; 
(2) the undisturbed tide pools providing species diversity 

unique to the eastern Paci.fic coast; 
(3) the pinnipeds which breed and pup almost exclusively on 

the Channel Islands, including the only breeding colony for 
northern fur seals south of Alaska; 

(4) the Eolian landforms and caliche; 
(5) the presumed burial place of Juan Rodriquez Cabrillo; and 
(6) the archaeological evidence of substantial populations of 

Native Americans; 
there is hereby established the Channel Islands National Park, the 
boundaries of which shall include San Miguel and Prince Islands, 
Santa Rosa, Santa Cruz, Anacapa, and Santa Barbars Islands, includ· 
ing the rocks, islets, submerged lands, and waters within one nautical 
mile of each island, as depicted on the map entitled, "Proposed 
Channel Islands National Park" numbered 159-20,008 and oated 
April 1979, which shall be on file and available for public inspection 
in the offices of the Superintendent of the park and the Director of 
the National Park Service, Department ofthe Interior. The Channel 
Islands National Monument is hereby abolished as such, and the 
lands, waters, and interests therein withdrawn or reserved for the 
monument are hereby incorporated within and made a part of the 
new Channel Islands National Park. 

SEc. 202. (a) Within the boundaries of the park as established in 
section 201, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to as 
the "Secretary") is authorized to acquire lands, waters, or interests 
therein (including but not limited to scenic easements) by donation, 
purchase with donated or appropriated funds, transfer from any 
Federal agency, exchange, or otherwi.se. Unless the property is 
wholly or partially donated, the Secretary shall fay to the owner the 
fair market value of the property on the date o its acguisition, less 
the fair market value on that date of any right retained by the owner. 
Any lands, waters, or interests therein owned by the State of 
California or any political subdivision thereof shall not be acquired. 
Notwithstanding any other provision oflaw, Federal property located 
within the boundaries of the park shall with the concurrence of the 
head of the agencl' having custod_y thereof, be transferred to the 
administrative junsdiction of the Secretary for the purposes of the 
park: Provided, That the Secretar>" shall pennit the use of federally 
owned park lands and waters wh1ch (i) have been transferred from 
another Federal agency pursuant to this section or which (ii) were the 
subject of a lease or permit issued by a Federal agency as of the date 
of enactment of this title, for essential national security missions and 
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for navigational aids, subject to such terms and conditions as the 
Secretary deems necessary to protect park resources. 

(b) Notv.ith.standing the acquisition authority cont.ained in subsec­
tion 202(a), any lands, waters, or int.erests therein, which are o·wned 
wholly or in part, by or which hereafter may be owned by, or under 
option to, the National Park Foundation, The Nature Consen·ancy 
(including any lands, waters, or interests therein wruch are desig­
nat.ed as "Nature Consen·ancy Lands" on the map referred to in 
section 201 of this title) or any similar national, nonprofit conserva­
tion organi.z.ation, or an affiliate or subsidiary thereof shall be 
acquired only ·with the consent of the owner thereof: Prouided, That 
the Secretary may acquire such property in accordance with the 
provisions of this Act if he determmes that the property is undergo­
ing or is about to undergo a change in use which is mconsistent with 
the purposes of this title. 

(c) With respect to the privately owned lands on Sant.a Rosa Island, 
the Secretary shall acquire such lands as expeditiously as possible 
after the date of enactment of this title. The acquisition of these lands 
shall take priority over the acquisition of other privately owned lands 
within the par~ 

(dXl) The owner of any private property may, on the date of its 
acquisition and as a condition of such acquisition, retain for himself a 
right of use and occupancy of all or such portion of such property as 
the owner may elect for a definite term of not more than twenty-five 
years, or ending at the death ofthe owner, or his spouse, whichever is 
later. The owner shall elect the term to be reserved. Any such right 
retained pursuant to this subsection with respect to any property 
shall be subject to termination by the Secretary upon his determina­
tion that such property is being used for any purpose which is 
incompatible with the administration of the park or \\'ith the preser­
vation ofthe resources therein, and it shall terminate by operation of 
Jaw upon noti.fication by the Secretary to the holder of the right, of 
such determination and tendering to him the amount equal to the 
fair market value of that portion which remains unexpired. 

(2) In the cas.e of any property acquired by the Secretary pursuant 
to this title with respect to wh1ch a right of use and occupancy was 
not reserved by the former owner pursuant to this subsection, at the 
request of the former owner, the Secretary may enter into a lease 
agreement \\'ith the former ovmer under which the former owner 
may continue any existing use of such property which is compatible 
with the administration of the park and with the preservation of the 
resources therein. 

(3) Any right retained pursuant to this subsection, and any lease 
entered into under paragraph (2), shall be subject to such access and 
other provisions ~ may be required by the Secretary for visitor use 
and resources management. 

SEc. 203. (a) The Secret.ary is directed to develop, in cooperation and 
consultation v.ith the Secretary ofCommerce, the State ofCalifornia, 
and various knowledgeable Federal and private entities, a natural 
resources study report for the park, including, but not limited to, the 
following: 

(1) an inventory of all terrestrial and marine species, indicat­
ing their population dynamics, and probable trends as to future 
numbers and welfare; 

(2) recommendations as to what actions should be considered 
for adoption to better protect the natura] resources of the park. 

Such report shall be submitted within two complete fiscal years from 
the date of enactment of this title to the Committee on Interior and 
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In sular AfTairs of the United States House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the United States 
Senate, and updated revisions of such report shall be similarly 
submitted at subsequent two year intervals to cover a period of ten 
years after the date of enactment of this title. 

(b) The Secretary is authorized and directed to enter into and 
continue cooperative agreements with the Secretary of Commerce 
and the State of California for the enforcement of Federal and State 
laws and regulations on those lands and waters within and adjacent 
to the park which are owned by the State of California. No provision 
of this title shall be deemed to affect the rights andjurisdiction ofthe 
State of Califomia within the park, including, but not limited to, 
authority over submerged lands and waters within the park 
boundaries, and the marine resources therein. 

SEc. 204. (a) Subject to the provisions of section 201 of this title, the 
Secretary shall administer the park in accordance with the provi­
sions of the Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535), as amended and 
supplement.ed (16 U.S.C. 1 et seq.). In the administration of the park, 
the Secretary may utilize such statutory authority available for the 
conservation and management of wildlife and natura) and cultural 
resources as he deems appropriate to carry out the purposes of this 
title. The park shall be administered on a low-intensity, limited-entry 
basis. 

(b) In recognition of the special fragility and sensitivity of the 
park's resources, it is the intent of Congress that the visitor use 
within the park be limited te assure negligible adverse impact on the 
park resources. The Secretary shall establish appropriate visitor 
carrying capacities for the park. 

(cXl) Within three complete fiscal years from the date of enactment 
of this title, the Secretary, in consultation with The Nature Conserv­
ancy and the State of California, shall submit to the Committee on 
Interior and lnsular AfTairs of the United States House of Repre­
sentatives and the Committee on Energy and Natura! Resources of 
the United States Senate, a comprehensive general managment plan 
for the park, pursuant to criteria stat.ed in the provisions of section 
12(b) of the Act of August 18, 1970 (84 Stat. 825), as amended (16 
U.S.C. la-1 et seq.). Such plan shall include alternative consider­
ations for the design and operation of a public transportation system 
connecting the park with the mainland, with such considerations to 
be developed in cooperation with the State of Califomia and the 
Secretary of Transportation. The Secretary shall seek the advice of 
the scientific community in the preparation of said plan, and 
conduct hearings for public comment in Ventura and Santa 
Barbara Counties. 

(2) Those aspects of such a plan which relate to marine mamrnals 
shall be prepared by the Secretary of Commerce, in consultation 
with the Secretary and the State of California. 

SEc. 205. The head of any Federal agency having direct or indirect 
jurisdiction over a proposed Federal or federally assist.ed undertaking 
with respect to the lands and waters within or adjacent or related to 
the park, and the head of any Federal agency having authority to 
license or permit any undertaking with respect to such lands and 
waters, shall, prior to the approval of the expenditure of any Federal 
funds on such undertaking or prior to the issuance of any license or 
permit, as the case may be, afTord the Secretary a reasonable 
opportunity to comment with regard to such undertaking and shall 
give due consideration to any comments made by the Secretary and to 
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the eff ect of such undertaking on the purposes for which the park is 
established. 

SEc. 206. Within three complete fiscal years from the date of 
enactment of this title, the Secret.ary shall review the area within the 
park and shall report to the President, in accordance with subsec­
tions 3 (c) and (d) of the Wilderness Act (78 Stat. 890), his recommen­
dations as to the suitability or nonsuitability of any area within the 
park for designation as wilderness. Any designation of any such areas 
as wilderness shall be accomplished in accordance with said subsec­
tions of the Wildemess Act. 

SEC. 207. Notwithst.anding any other pro\ision of law, no fees shall 
be charged for entrance or ad.mission to the park. 

SEc. 2°08. The Secretary is authori.z.ed to expend Federal fund.s for 
the cooperative management of The Nature Conservancy and other 
private property for research, resources management, a!ld visitor 
protection and use. All fund.s authoriz.ed to be appropriated for the 
purposes of the Channel Islands National Monument are hereby 
transferred to the Channel Islands National Park. Effective October 
1, 1980, there are hereby authorized to be appropriated such further 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this title, but 
not to exceed $500,000 for development. From the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund there is authorized to be appropriated $30,100,000 
for the purposes of land acquisition. For the authorizations made in 
this section, any arnounts authorized hut not appropriated in any 
fJ.SCal year shall remain available for appropriation in succeeding 
fJ.SCal years. 

Approved March 5, 1980. 

LEGJSLATJVE HISTORY: 

HOUSE REPORT No. 96-119 (Comm. on Interior and Insular Affairs). 
SENATE REPORT No. 96-484 (Comm. on Energy and Natura! Resources). 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

Vol. 125 0979): May 7, considered and passed House. 
Vol. 126 ()980): Feb. 18, considered and passed Senate, amended. 
Feb. 20, House concurred in Senat.e amendments. 

WEEKLY COMPILATION OF PRESJDENTIAL DOCUMENTS: 
Vol. 16 ()980): Mar. 5, Presidential statement. 
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APPENDIX B: EXISTING LANDOWNERSHIPS 
AND COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS 

CURRENT OWNERSHIP 

The lands and waters within Channel Islands National Park are under the 
fol lowing ownership: 

U. S. Department of the I nterior - Portions of Anacapa and Santa 
Barbara islands, and islets and rocks within 1 nautical mile around 
all five islands 

State of California - All submerged lands within the park boundary. 

U. S. Navy - San Miguel and Prince islands 

U.S. Coast Guard - Portions of Anacapa and Santa Barbara islands 
(excess Coast Guard lands are in the process of being transferred to 
the National Park Service; reservations for navigational aids will 
remain the property of the Coast Guard) 

Private Ownership - Santa Rosa and Santa Cruz islands 

Total acreage within the established boundary of the park is 
approximately 250,000 acres. Of this amount, 10,600 acres are in federal 
ownership, 125,400 acres are in state ownership, and 114,000 acres are in 
private ownership (see tables 1 and 2 and the Landownership/Jurisdiction 
map). There are approximately 32 different state and federal agencies 
with jurisdiction over Channel Islands National Park resources. 

Table 1: Ownership/Jurisdiction of Fastlands within 
Channel Islands National Park 

(acres) 

Anacapa 
National Park Service 538 
Coast Guard 161 

Subtotal 699 
Santa Barbara 

National Park Service 595 
Coast Guard 57 

Subtotal 652 
San Miguel 

Navy 9,325 

Santa Rosa 
Vail & Vickers 52,794 

Santa Cruz 
Gherini family 6,264 
Nature Conservancy 12,400 
Santa Cruz Island Company 41,981 

Subtotal 60,645 

Total 124, 115 
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Table 2: Summary of Ownership within 
Channel Islands National Park 

(acres) 

National Park Service 
Other Federal Agencies 
Private Owners 
State (submerged lands) 

Total 

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS 

1,133 
9,543 

113,439 
125,400 
249,515 

Memorandum of Ag reement - U. S. Department of the Navy and U. S. 
Department of the I nterior (May 7, 1963, amended October 2ö,'" 1976) 

This memorandum of agreement recognizes the scientific values of San 
Miguel and Prince islands. It enables the Department of the I nterior to 
undertake an inventory of the islands' features; to promulgate and 
enforce regulations for protection of the resources; to provide for visiter 
access, during daylight hours only, through a "controlled reservation 
system"; and to ensure immediate evacuation of persons from the is lands 
when directed by the U.S. Navy. The Department of the Navy agrees to 
al low employees of the Department of the I nterior to manage the i si ands, 
and to assist in the preservation and management of their resources. It 
was agreed that, consistent with the executive order giving the 
administration of these islands to the Department of the Navy, paramount 
use of the islands will continue to be for military purposes, but that if 
such use is no longer required of the islands .in the future, the 
Department of the I nterior will seek to add them to the national park 
system. 

License and Agreement - U. S. Department of the I nterior, National Park 
Service, and U. S. Department of Transportation, U. S. Coast Guard 
(License No. DOT CG11-3075, Agreement No. 11 CGD RL02-70, January 
9, 1975) 

This agreement, which revises an original 1970 agreement, recognizes that 
the Coast Guard administers East Anacapa Island but that it has little 
need for much of the land. Because the Coast Guard wants some of the 
remaining buildings to be maintained, the agreement therefore specifies 
that the National Park Service manage East Anacapa Island as part of 
Channel Islands National Park. The Park Service is to maintain alf the 
facilities except the lighthouse and foghorn building, which the Coast 
Guard will continue to occupy exclusively. 

Memorandum of Understanding - National Marine Fisheries Service 
(Southwest Region) and National Park Service (Western Region), Channel 
Islands National Park (May 26, 1981) 

This memorandum of understanding deals with management and protection 
of the park 1s pinniped populations, and it recognizes the National Park 
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Service's management responsibility for pinnipeds under the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act of 1972. It specifies the respective and mutual 
cooperative ventures both agencies are to take in the management of these 
animals on park i si ands. It addresses the review of each other's plans 
relating to the other's area of responsibility, the use of the NMFS 
research station, the development of the 11 marine mammal 11 section of the 
park's general management plan, cooperation in enforcement of laws, and 
the question of commercial pinniped capture within the park as a whole. 

I nteragency Agreement - National Park Service and National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (July 17, 1981) 

This agreement regarding NPS management of national marine sanctuaries 
under the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration deals with 
both Point Reyes National Seashore and Channel I si ands National Park. 
lnsofar as the Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary is concerned, 
the National Park Service agrees to conduct specific research useful for 
sanctuary management, to provide space in the park headquarters for a 
sanctuary manager, and to develop interpretive displays regarding the 
sanctuary, in exchange for funding from the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration. 

Agreement - National Park Service, Channel Islands National Park, and 
County of Santa Barbara-(March 16, 1981) 

This agreement specifies conditions for mutual fire suppression activities 
on the privately owned park islands within Santa Barbara County, noting 
responsibilities for responding to fires and notifying the other agency of 
actions taken and needed. It also addresses reimbursement of funds, and 
it states that the park, in consultation with the county, should develop 
fire management plans for each is land. 

Cooperative Agreement - Santa Barbara County Sheriff's Department and 
National Park Service, Channel Islands National Park (in draft) 

This agreement would authorize the deputization of law-enforcement 
commissioned rangers at Channel I si ands National Park as Santa Barbara 
County sheriffs to enable them to enfore state and county laws in county 
areas within the park boundary. It discusses return of commissions, 
training, access to information, and !imitation of duties. 

Agreement - National Park Service and Ventura Port District ( February 
28, 1979) 

This agreement supersedes a March 24, 1976, agreement (amended 
September 22, 1977). It is the result of Resolution No. 1719, passed and 
adopted on December 20, 1978, by the Board of Port Commissioners of the 
Port District, which approved a new location, other than the previously 
agreed-upon site, for the monument headquarters. It describes the new 
parcel of land; allows use of a portion of a parking lot to be developed 
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by the Port District for NPS headquarters parking; allows for a 
cooperating association outlet to be operated at the headquarters; agrees 
that the Port District develop pedestrian wal kways for free public access; 
states that the National Park Service construct the headquarters 
according to an agreed-upon plan, and within specified time periods, 
after Port District, City of Ventura, and California Coastal Commission 
approval, and within legislative environmental requirements; specifies an 
amount of money to be paid by the National Park Service to the Port 
District for offsite improvements that had previously been made to the old 
agreed-upon headquarters site; and agrees that the National Park Service 
pay to varying degrees for construction of the parking area, offsite road 
and utility service to the site, and improvements on the site. 

Agreement - National Park Service and the Friends of Channel I si ands 
National Park (date to be determined) 

This agreement recognizes the establishment of the Friends of Channel 
Islands National Park, a nonprofit organization to raise funds, accept 
donations, and provide other services to assist park programs. It allows 
the group to use office space in park facilities, and it stipulates 
conditions and standards for conduct of business and production of 
materials by the organization. It also specifies several other 
miscellaneous operational details, and it emphasizes the distinction between 
the organization and the National Park Service. 
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APPENDIX C: LAND PROTECTION PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 

Land protection recommendations are presented for public and private 
lands in Channel Islands National Park. The recommendations are based 
on an evaluation of protection methods and alternatives previously 
described, their environmental and socioeconomic consequences, legislative 
authority and history, the rights of the private landowners, and careful 
consideration of NPS policies and park management objectives. 

PUBLIC LANDS 

The U. S. Coast Guard has several parce Is on Anacapa and San ta Barbara 
islands, but current management practices pose no threat to park 
resources. Procedures to transfer excess Coast Guard lands have been 
initiated and may be completed by the time this plan is published. The 
Coast Guard will retain reservations for essential navigational aids. 

The U .S. Navy has jurisdiction for San Miguel and Prince islands, and an 
existing memorandum of agreement provides for adequate resource 
protection but only for limited visiter use opportunities. lf public use of 
San Miguel is to be accommodated, opportunities for additional visiter use, 
particularly limited overnight use, are needed. Transfer of these federal 
lands to the National Park Service would ensure the continuation of the 
highest level of resource protection and permit additional visiter use 
opportunities. The U. S. Navy has indicated that it wishes to retain 
lands under its jurisdiction and that it is prepared to make changes to 
the present memorandum of agreement to address mutual cancerns. The 
close working relationship between the U. S. Navy and the National Park 
Service has been in effect since 1963 and should continue. Although 
transfer of U. S. Navy lands would ultimately be in the best interest of 
the National Park Service, such action is not essential at this time. 

The submerged lands and marine resources of the park are of paramount 
cancern in terms of federal protection. Submerged lands within 3 nautical 
miles of the islands are owned by the state of California. Although 
submerged lands within 1 nautical mile of the islands are inside the park 
boundary and submerged lands within 6 miles are within the national 
marine sanctuary (administered by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration), the federal government has virtually no control over 
cultural and biological resources within the 3 miles around the islands 
that are under state jurisdiction. Further data collection is required, but 
the National Park Service believes certain marine resources are currently 
being depleted below levets of sustainable yields. In addition, the Park 
Service has no authority to enforce its rules and regulations in this 
portion of the park, which is currently the mest important visiter use 
area. 

Once research has been conducted to determine long-term resource 
trends, additional federal protection, either through strong er cooperation 
with the state of California or through federal legislation to protect these 
marine resources, may be warranted. As a minimum, the National Park 
Service should seek the designation of state ecological reserves around all 
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the islands so that these resources could be managed to ensure sustained 
species and habitat diversity and so that the salvage or collecting of 
submerged historie and prehistoric artifacts could be prohibited. Other 
protection measures that should be considered include the designation of 
the park waters as state marine preserves (as recommended in the local 
coastal plan for Santa Barbara County) or the transfer of the state lands 
to the state park system. 

PRIVATE LANDS 

The rapid fee acquisition of all private lands within the boundaries of the 
national park is in the best interests of both the National Park Service 
and the private landowners. This would meet the park's long-term 
management objectives and would recognize the wishes of the private 
landowners to resolve land acquisition issues as rapidly as possible. 

NPS fee ownership could be obtained through any of the previously 
discussed acquisition methods. Although direct purchase would be the 
most expeditious means to acquire the properties, all of the methods 
described should be explored to determine the rnost cost-effective method 
of acquisition. The fact that some methods are very time-consuming, 
however, and the fact that Congress called for rapid acquisition should 
be considered. Although appraisals have not been completed, the cost of 
fee acquisition would undoubtedly exceed the current authorized ceiling. 
Phased acquisition, discussed below, would permit parti al acquisition prior 
to the need to request a ceiling increase. 

The option to divide property into 11 acquisition par~els 11 along lines of 
functional utility to the Park Service in the developrnent of the park could 
result in the Park Service paying substantially more for the property 
than anticipated. Thus, a division of property currently in one 
ownership into several parcels for phased acquisition could raise claims 
for 11 severance damage 11 by a landowner when his land was initially 
severed by the acquisition of only a portion of the property. This could 
result in the payment for the portion acquired plus damages to the 
remainder, the total of which could be substantially higher than the 
overall value of the property. 

Another and even more important consideration is the operation of the 
11 scope of the project11 rule, where the acquisition of park lands would be 
done in stages over a period of years. This could require the Park 
Service to pay the enhanced market value of adjoining property when it 
was acquired at a later date, even though the earlier acquisition might 
have caused the increased market value of the property acquired later. 

East Santa Cruz Island 

The acquisition of approximately 6,200 acres on the east end of Santa 
Cruz Island would provide a prirne public recreation area that is close to 
major urban population centers. The proximity to mainland harbors 
permits relatively fast and inexpensive access. Portions of the property 
appear suitable for relatively high visitor use levets, while other areas 
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are more suitable for lower intensity use. The current sheep-ranching 
activities are not compatible with public use, primarily because of limited 
access points and the anticipated concentration of public and 
administrative use in the ranch 1s main operating areas. Furthermore, the 
current ranching practices have reduced many native species to small 
refuge habitats inaccessible to grazing animals, and the remaining lands 
have at times been severely overgrazed. The resultant impacts include 
erosion, the lack of vegetation in some areas, and the absence of new 
growth in overmature forests. The levels of visiter use anticipated at 
this stage of the planning effort do not provide an economically viable 
concession package that might offset some of the acquisition costs. 

Recommended Action. The entire property should be acquired in fee, 
and the right of use and occupancy should not be granted because all of 
the property would be needed for resource management actions and public 
use. An appropriate phaseout period for current ranching operations 
would be negotiated. 

Because PL 96-199 requires that Santa Rosa be acquired prior to the 
expenditure of acquisition funds for east Santa Cruz, the National Park 
Service should seek to obtain interim resource management rights until 
the lands can be acquired. Such rights could be obtained through 
cooperative agreements or through a third-party purchase wherein the 
buyer would hold the property for future purchase by the Park Service 
and would permit the Park Service to manage the lands. The owners 
have indicated that they are not open to cooperative agreements for 
resource management or visiter use, and the high costs to acquire the 
lands may preclude a third-party purchase. Adequate appropriations to 
expeditiously purchase Santa Rosa followed by appropriations to purchase 
east Santa Cruz would, of course, provide the most direct means of 
protecting the land. 

Phased Acguisition Option. lf full acquisition was not immediately 
possible because of funding or other !imitations, east Santa Cruz could be 
acquired in phases. The property has been divided into acquisition 
parcels. The acquisition of parcels in the following order would protect 
both the rights of the landowners and the interests of the National Park 
Service until the acquisition program was completed. These parcels are 
identified on the accompanying map, and general terms are discussed 
below. 

Parcel 1 - Acquire in fee approximately 700 to 800 acres of high 
mountain property plus a \-acre management site in Smugglers Cove; 
acquire a permanent access easement between the shoreline, the 
management site, and the high mountain property; acquire easements 
for research and planning on the entire property and for limited 
visiter use in the Smugglers Cove area; and acquire a temporary 
trail easement from Smugglers Cove to the high mountain property. 
The National Park Service would also obtain permanent water rights 
and the right to preserve, restore, and interpret the historie ranch 
house and related property in Smugglers Cove. The owners would 
retain the right of use and occupancy of the house when essential 
for continuing ranching operations. The owners have indicated that 
easements for research, planning, and visiter use would be granted 
only for a period of two years, renewable at their option. 
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Parcel 2 - Acquire in fee approximately 2,000 acres comprtsmg the 
remaining southern portion of the property, including the permanent 
access easement and the lands south to Sandstone Point, plus an 
easement for access to and use of the airstrip in parcel 3. lf 
sufficient funds were available, development rights should be 
acquired on parcels 3 and 4. The owners could lease back grazing 
rights on parce! 2 if such rights were in the best interest of both 
parties and if terms, including some restrictions on grazing, could 
be agreed upon. 

Parcel 3 - Acquire in fee approximately 1, 400 acres in the eastern 
portion of the property. The owners could lease back grazing 
rights on this parce I subject to mutually agreeable terms. Grazing 
rights on parcel 2 would be terminated with the purchase of parcel 3 
so that NPS resource management and visitor use programs could be 
implemented. 

Parcel 4 - Acquire in fee the remammg ± 2, 100 acres and terminate 
all grazing leases and any remaining incompatible uses. Continued 
use and occupancy would not be granted. 

It should be noted that the owners have stated that phased acquisition of 
parcels 2, 3, and 4 is not acceptable to them. It is their desire that 
after the initial purchase (parcel 1), the remainder of the property be 
acquired as a single parce I as rapidly as possible. 

Santa Rosa I si and 

The fee acquisition of Santa Rosa I si and would prov ide for the long-term 
protection needed to preserve and restore the island 1s resources. In the 
short term, ranching operations could be continued subject to mutually 
agreeable restrictions. As more information was gathered, further 
reductions in grazing would likefy be negotiated. Ultimately, grazing and 
exotic mammals would be eliminated from all but a small portion of the 
is land, where grazing stock would be maintained as part of the 
interpretive theme. 

Recommended Action. The entire property should be acquired in fee. 
The owners, at their option, would be granted the right of use and 
occupancy for continued ranching operations and residential use if 
mutually agreeable terms for resource management and visitor use could 
be negotiated. In the specific situation at Santa Rosa, a leaseback would 
be considered preferable to a reserved right of use and occupany because 
it would provide flexibility for future management needs. Although this 
might not be the most cost-effective approach, that could not be 
determined until appraisals had been completed and negotiations were 
started. A number of options could be considered du ring negotiations. 
For example, the owners might wish to reserve the right to use and 
occupy all or certain ranch structures and to continue hunting club 
operations, yet enter into a leaseback for grazing rights . 

A reserved right of use and occupancy would reduce the initial purchase 
cost, and it would provide the owners with a known period of use at a 

145 



certain cost. A leaseback would not directly reduce the purchase cost 
because funds obtained from the leases would not revert to the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund; they would, however, help offset the cost of 
acquisition over the long term. A leaseback would provide flexibility to 
renegotiate terms, whereas a reserved right of use and occupancy would 
make it more difficult to renegotiate terms. 

It should be noted that park managers consider the operation of a 
commercial hunting club on park lands to be an incompatible use. 
However, this operation provides a significant portion of the ranch 
income, and it could prove costly to acquire this right. Ultimately, it 
would be desirable to terminate hunting and to remove the exotic species. 
The issues are complex, and extensive negotiation would be required. 

Phased Acguisition Option. lf full acquisition was not possible because 
of funding or other !imitations, the property could be acquired in phases. 
Various alternatives and acquisition methods have been discussed with the 
landowners. Although their preference is for the rapid, fee acquisition 
of the entire property, they would be willing to consider phased 
acquisition if terms could be negotiated that would ensure the economic 
viability of their ranching/hunting operations and the completion of 
acquisition within a reasonable period of time. 

The owners of Santa Rosa, however, have expressed a number of 
concerns that could make it difficult to negotiate mutually acceptable 
terms. Primary among these concerns are the following: 

Even low levels of visiter use on a repeated basis in a given area 
would tend to drive cattle from these areas. 

While small areas could be fenced to exclude cattle and exotic 
animals, major exclosures could severely affect the success of 
ranching operations. 

Exclosures, particularly for swine and deer, might not be successful 
in protecting resources, causing the National Park Service to seek 
more restrictions. 

lf phased acquisition took toa long, the National Park Service might 
need to progressively seek more restrictions on ranching operations 
to allow for expanded resource management actions and increased 
visiter use. 

The incompatibility of long-term NPS objectives and continued 
ranching would probably lead to major conflicts. 

The parcels for phased acquisition are identified on the accompanying 
map, and general terms are discussed below. Acreages are approximate 
because the boundaries would probably be modified as a result of NPS 
research and negotiations with the owners. 

Parcel 1 (approximately 7 ,456 acres total) - This parcel contains 
significant resources that have been affected to varying degrees by 
ranching operations or the presence of exotic mammals. A 
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included at Johnsons Lee that could 
for research efforts, a ranger station, 
A major cleanup and renovation effort 
Parce! 1 has been divided into three 

management site would be 
provide an operations base 
and visiter use facilities. 
would first be required. 
subparcels if funds were insufficient to · acquire the entire parcel. 

Parcel 1A (approximately 1, 146 acres) consists of two areas--the 
Johnsons Lee site and a mountaintop area containing a very small 
community of is land oaks. These oaks have been identified as an 
environmentally sensitive habitat area in the local coastal plan. 
They are also listed as a rare and endangered species by the state, 
and NPS scientists have recommended immediate measures to protect 
these stands because they show no signs of reproduction. 

The protection of the oak stands is considered such a high priority 
that the National Park Service should immediately seek a cooperative 
agreement with the landowners to conduct research and to implement 
the necessary measures. Other rights that the Park Service would 
acquire would be an easement for access between Johnsons Lee and 
the mountaintop, ån easement or cooperative agreement for the right 
to conduct nonmanipulative research on the remainder of the island, 
and an easement or cooperative agreement for limited visiter use in 
the Johnsons Lee area, along the coast to the east of Johnsons Lee, 
and along the access route to the oak stands. An .agreement would 
also be sought or rights acquired to permit the National Park Service 
to initiate an islandwide swine reduction program . 

Parce! 1B (approximately 5,228 acres) contains significant resources 
that appear to require active resource management measures to 
en sure their survival, and other resources •that should be the 
subject of intensive research and monitoring. This parcel also 
incl.udes the few remaining stands of Bishop pine and ironwood, 
which may not be reproducing, Torrey pine forests, an extensive 
dune and beach system, a major example of an oak/chaparral 
community, and the only significant wetlands on the is land. Ranching 
operations would be permitted to continue in most of parce! 1 B, but 
exclosures might be constructed in some areas to keep out both 
cattle and exotic mammals. 

During the negotiations for parce! 1B, the owners should determine 
if they wanted to reserve a right of use and occupancy or to enter 
inte a leaseback agreement. Negotiations on these rights for parcel 
1 B would affect subsequent negotiations on other parcels. 

Parcel 1C (approximately 1,082 acres) consists of the area known as 
Carrington pasture on the northeast tip of the i si and. The National 
Park Service would seek the elimination of cattle grazing in this area 
either through a conservation easement or fee acquisition if ranching 
operations would not be seriously affected. The National Park 
Service would initially use this area for research and monitoring to 
evaluate the impacts of exotic animals, primarily deer, in an area 
where there is no competition from cattle. Hunting would be 
permitted in this area if the owners elected to reserve this right and 
if it was essential to maintain an economically viable ranching 
operation. 
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Parcel 2 (approximately 15, 180 acres) - This parcel encompasses the 
major watersheds on the southeastern portion of the is land, which 
includes areas of significant geological, paleontological, archeological, 
and possibly historical value; spectacular scenic vistas are also 
available. Ranching operations would be permitted to continue under 
negotiated terms. The area would be opened to limited visiter use, 
and a temporary ranger station and small campground might be 
established in the old ranch area, where aircraft access would be 
available. These facilities would only be established if an agreement 
could not be reached on the use of existing facilities and the 
development of a campsite in the main ranch area. Backcountry 
camping would be permitted if suitable terms could be negotiated 
with the landowners. Active resource management activities would 
be limited to those compatible with ranching operations. 

Parcel 3 (approximately 20 ,673 acres) - This parcel encompasses the 
northern watersheds and is particularly significant for archeological 
and paleontological resources and the diverse resources of Canada 
Lobos, among others. Both resource management and visiter use 
activities would be limited in this area as long as ranching 
continued. Emphasis would be on research, and some visiter groups 
with particular interests could be allowed into the area. Small 
enclosures may be needed at some research sites, and it might be 
desirable to construct an exclosure around a major portion of Canada 
Lobos. 

Parce! 4 (approximately 9,485 acres) - This parcel, in two parts, 
includes the southwestern watersheds and the main ranch complex. 
lf Carrington pasture was not previously acquired in fee, it would 
be included in this phase to complete acquisition of the island. 
Visiter use and resource management practices at this stage would 
largely depend on the rights retained by the former owners through 
negotiations with the National Park Service. 

The necessity of continuing research is recognized in this phased 
approach to acquisition. Research could lead to a change in priorities for 
acquisition or a change in determination of the compatibility or 
incompatibility of continued ranching operations. 

Pending the completion of this phased acquisition process, the National 
Park Service would seek, through easements or cooperative agreements, 
certain rights in the area of the main ranch complex. These rights could 
include access through the ranch complex, use of the airstrip and pier, 
development of a campground, and possibly the use of some ranch 
structures or the right to take necessary actions to preserve the historie 
integrity of structures and other cultural resources. 

PROTECTION PRIORITIES FOR PRIVATE LANDS 

PL 96-199 specifically provides that Santa Rosa be acquired prior to any 
interests in east Santa Cruz. However, prompt fee acquisition of both 
properties should have high priority: on Santa Rosa so that resource 
protection measures can be initiated, and on east Santa Cruz so that 
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resources can be protected and pub lie use accommodated. The full 
potential of these park lands cannot be realized untif acquisition is 
compfeted. Untif all of these lands or interests in them can be acquired, 
the superintendent shoufd seek, through cooperative agreements or other 
means, the right ta implement resource management actions ta protect 
threatened resources. 

In accordance with PL 96-199, the parcels on Santa Rosa should be 
acquired first and in the order af their identification--parcels 1A, 18, 
1C, 2, 3, and 4, followed by east Santa Cruz parcefs 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

lf it was not necessary to acquire all of Santa Rosa Island before 
acqu1ring parcels on east Santa Cruz, then those areas requ1r1ng 
immediate resource management actions should be acquired first, followed 
by those areas with immediate potential for visitor use. This rationale is 
reflected in the fist below. However, the opportun ity to acquire a lower 
priority parce! should not be denied because af a failure ta reach 
agreement on the acquisition af a higher priority parce!. The following 
priority order should also be used if a third party purchased the private 
lands and held them for later acquisition by the Park Service. 

Approximate 
Parce I Acres 

San ta Rosa Island, parcels 1A and 1B 6,374 
San ta Cruz Island, parce! 1 794.5 
San ta Cruz Island, parcel 2 1,993 
San ta Rosa Island, parce! 1C 1,082 
San ta Rosa Island, parce! 2 15, 180 
San ta Rosa Island, parce! 3 20,673 
San ta Cruz Island, parce! 3 1,435 
San ta Cruz Island, parce! 4 2,093 
San ta Rosa Island, parce! 4 9,485 

As previously discussed, the landowners do not agree with the phased 
acquisition approach, and both parties have stated that rapid, full fee 
acquisition is their preference. Before they agreed to phased acquisition, 
they would require assurances that the acquisition process would not be 
drawn out. Furthermore, they have stated that they would seek terms 
under partial acquisition to protect their interests and these terms would 
probably minimize the potential for NPS resource management and visiter 
use programs. The owners understand that the National Park Service 
cannot guarantee an acquisition schedule, that Congress must appropriate 
funds on an annual basis, and that expenditure of these funds requires 
approval of the Department of the I nterior. It is also recognized that 
funds appropriated in a given year may permit only partial acquisition af 
a particular parce!. Phased acquisition, particularly if extended over a 
long time span, would undoubtedly lead to complex management problems 
and higher acquisition costs . 
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APPENDIX D: MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 

Within the constraints of federal laws and regulations, NPS policies, and 
the organic act establishing the National Park Service, the superintendent 
and staff have prepared three primary objectives for the management of 
Channel Islands National Park. Each primary objective consists of a 
series of goals or subobjectives to direct the staff in achieving the 
primary objective. 

Obtain the maximum level of resource restoration and preservation, 
commensurate with the ieQTSiated purposes of the park. 

lmplement an orderly sequence of research, planning, development, 
monitoring, and management. 

Cooperate with federal, state, and local governmental agencies, and 
with private and community organizations, native American groups, 
and private landowners, to achieve mutually identified resource 
management goals and to promote compatible uses within and adjacent 
to the park. 

Develop an accurate information base to guide resource management 
and visiter use planning. 

Seek rapid, fair, and equitable resolution of land acquisition issues, 
including determination of the rights of use and occupancy to be 
retained by the present owners. 

Pending resolution of land protection funding, seek cooperative 
agreements or acquire sufficient rights to permit the following: 

research to develop baseline data on natura! and cultural 
resources, visiter use, and current management practices 

cooperative assistance (at a landowner 1s request) in resource 
management, law enforcement, and visiter use/interpretation 

an NPS presence on the is lands to assist in research, planning, 
and management 

limited low-entry public use consistent with the park's enabling 
legislation (on an overnight basis if determined appropriate) 
when research has progressed to the point where nonsensitive, 
public use areas can be defined (such use will primarily be for 
the purpases af obtaining further planning data) 

Develop and implement a supplement to the natura! resources 
management plan for the restoratian of natura! habitats and the 
preservation af genetic diversity af thase areas not covered in the 
current plan. 

Develop and implement a supplement to the cultural resources 
management plan for the identification, evaluation, and appropriate 
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preservation of prehistoric and historie sites, structures, and 
settings. 

Based on the above studies and plans, determine appropriate levels 
of visitation (carrying capacities) in relation to the various 
resources, seasons, and types of anticipated uses to be permitted, 
while operating the overall park on a limited-entry/low-intensity use 
basis. 

Based on the above plans and studies, initiate public transportation 
and wilderness suitability studies. 

Amend the 1980 General Management Plan to cover those areas of the 
park not included in the current plan; to document management 
guidelines for carrying capacities, appropriate uses, and interpretive 
themes; to describe the location, scale, and style of any visiter use 
or administrative facilities; to set guidelines for public transportation 
to the park; and to establish management zoning classifications that 
ensure future management of specific areas in accordance with these 
objectives and the legislated mandates for maximum resource 
preservation. 

Provide for visiter use and enjoyment of the park, and foster visiter 
understanding of its unigue natural and cultural resources in a manner 
commensurate with the legislated purposes of the park. 

Provide visitors with information, orientation, and interpretive 
services, as specified in the park's 11 Statement for Interpretation, 11 

which will enhance their safe enjoyment and understanding of the 
park and will promote low impact, nonconsumptive uses. 

Provide visiters with adequate and feasible access so they can 
directly experience the park resources. 

Encourage private enterprise (through cooperative agreements or 
other means) to provide at the lowest possible cost transportation 
and recreational/educational services consistent with identified 
carrying capacities from bases of operation to be located, to the 
extent possible, outside the park. 

Establish, in accordance with the approved General Management Plan 
and Supplement, any necessary administrative and visiter use 
facilities in nonsensitive areas. 

Monitor the effects of visiter use and park management actions and 
modify management policies as may be necessary to mitigate impacts 
and ensure maximum preservation of the natural and cultural 
resources. 

Provide off-site programs to target audiences and the general public 
in order to inform them about the unique values of the park and, 
for those who may not be able to visit the park, to bring the park 
to them. 

153 



Seek, through cooperative and innovative means, to make the park 
reasonably accessible to those special populations who may not be 
able to experience the park by conventional means. 

Ensure long-term management of the park in accordance with the 
approved management plans and legislated mandates. 

Seek adequate funding to implement and continue long-term research 
and monitoring programs. 

Provide the minimum necessary personnel to carry out interpretation, 
resource management, visiter protection and services, law 
enforcement, and maintenance programs. 

Employ innovative approaches to executing optimal staffing plans that 
recognize the knowledge, skit Is, and interests of local persons. 

Seek assistance from the scientific community in conducting research 
programs that directly address park management problems or needs. 

Employ innovative approaches to use community resources and 
expertise to promote the management objectives of the park. 
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APPENDIX E: THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES 
OCCURRING WITHIN CHANNEL ISLANDS NATIONAL PARK 

(U .S. Fish and Wildlife Service, May 1983) 

LISTED SPECIES 

California brown pelican, Pelecanus occidental is 
californicus X X 

Bald -eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
(nested historically on all Channel Islands; 
plans for reintroduction on some af the islands) 

American peregrine fal eon, ~ peregrinus anatum 
(historically nested an all Channel. Islands, 
except San Nicolas; common winter visiter) 

Island night lizard, Klauberina riversiana 
California sea otter, Enhydra lutris nereis 

(historie on all islands) 
San ta Barbara I si and live-forever, Oudleya traskiae 

PROPOSED SPECIES 

None 

CANDIDATE SPECIES 

Concentrated snail, Micrarionta facta 
Slug snail, Binneya notabilis 
Tryon 1s snail, Micrarionta tryoni 
Hoffmann 1s rock-cress, Arabis hoffmannii 
Santa Catalina Island manzanita, Arctostaphylos catalinae 
Trask 1s mil k-vetch, Astragalus traskiae 
White-felted paint-brush, Castilleja hololeuca 
Soft-leaved paint-brush, Castilleja mollis 
Santa Rosa Island live-forever, Dudleya blochmaniae 

subsp. I nsularis 
Candelabra live-forever, Oudleya candelabrum 
Santa Cruz I si and live-forever, Oudleya nesiotica 
Santa Barbara Island buckwheat, Eriogonum giganteum 

var. compactum 
San Miguel Island buckwheat, Eriogonum grande var. 

dunklei 
I si and bedstraw, Galium buxifolium 
Showy gambelia, Galvezia speciosa 
Hoffmann 1s slender-flower gilia, Gilia tenuiflora subsp. 

hoffmannii 
I si and hazardia, Hazardia cana X 
I si and bush-rose, Helianthernum greenei 
Island alum-root, Heuchera maxima X 
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Santa Cruz Island hosackia, Lotus argophyllus subsp. 
n~veus 

Fern-leaved ironwood, Lyonothannus floribundus subsp. 
asplenifolius 

Island barberry, Mahonia (Berberis) pinnata subsp. 
insularis 

Santa Cruz Island bush-malfow, Malocothamnus 
fasciculatus var. nesioticus 

Santa Cruz monkeyflower, Mimulus brandegei 
Short-lobed broomrape, Orobanche parishii subsp. 

brachyloba 
Island phacelia, Phacelia insularis var. insularis 
Torrey pine, Pinus torreyana 
Island oak, Quercus tomentella 
Hoffmann's sanicle, Sanicula hoffmannii 
Island rock-cress, Sibara filifolia 
Island fringepod, Thysanocarpus conchuliferus 

*Possibly extinct. 
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APPENDIX F: FEDERAL CONSISTENCY WITH 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT POLICIES 

In evaluating the consistency of the General Management Plan Supplement 
with coastal zone management policies, both Coastal Zone Management Act 
policies and local plan policies and actions were considered. The portion 
of the local coastal plan relating to the Channel I si ands has not been 
approved (certified) by the California Coastal Commission. Litigation by 
the landowners and Santa Barbara County is pending. It is not believed 
that the issues in dispute will affect the proposed plan for Channel 
Islands National Park. 

Certain inconsistencies exist within the coastal act policies if each policy 
is considered as a separate entity. The full range of policies and goals 
must be evaluated in making a consistency determination. The following 
table uses four ratings to indicate consistency: 

C - Consistent with coastal zone management policies 
I - I nconsistent 
Q - Consistent with qualifications ( when this rating is given, 

generally another policy is cited as the controlling or more 
restrictive policy) 

NA - Not applicable 

Only one inconsistency exists, apparently because of the inadequate 
information base for environmentally sensitive habitat areas on the 
Channel I si ands. This inadequacy is recognized in the local coastal plan 
and the NPS General Management Plan Supplement. It is believed that 
this inconsistency will be resolved through additional resource 
inventories. 

The Ventura County coastal plan does not address Channel I si ands 
National Park. Same cancern has been expressed that visiters to the 
islands will require increased facilities on the mainland, particularly 
campsites. The proposed low-intensity visiter use levels within the park 
should have a minimal impact on facilities within Ventura County. 

The following table discusses applicable state and local coastal zone 
management policies, briefly evaluates NPS proposals, and states the NPS 
view on consistency. 
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FEDERAL CONSISTENCY WITH CALIFORNIA COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT POLICIES 

COASTAL SECTION POLICY 

Public Access 
30210 

30211 

30212 

Recreation and 
Visitor-Serving 
Facilities 

30212.5 

30213 

30214 

30220 

30221 

... 

Maximum access and recreational 
opportunities shall be provided for 
all. 

Development shall not interfere with 
public right of access to the sea. 

Public shoreline access shall be 
provided from nearest roadway. 

Parking areas and facilities shall 
be distributed through the area so 
as to mitigate against the impacts 
of overuse of any single area. 

Low-cost visitor and recreation 
facilities shall be protected and 
encouraged. 

The public access policies shall be 
implemented in a manner that takes 
inte account the need to regulate 
the time, place, and manner of 
public access. 

Coastal areas shall be used for 
water-oriented recreational 
activities that cannot be 
provided inland. 

Suitable oceanfront land shall be 
protected for recreational use 
unless such uses are already 
adequately provided. 

- - - -

EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSAL 

Limited recreational experiences are provided for the general 
public and, to the extent feasible, special populations. Access 
will, however, be limited in some areas (see policy 30214) to 
ensure resource preservation and a quality visitor experience. 

Access to certain shoreline areas may be restricted to protect 
significant resources, but no proposed development will inter­
fere with public access. The renovation of piers will improve 
general access, and the change from private to public ownership 
will significantly increase coastal areas open to public use. 

Access to the park islands will be by boat and, to a les ser 
extent, aircraft. 

Facilities are proposed in currently developed areas, and 
carrying capacities will be established to minimize impacts. Because 
the number of access points is limited by topographic and other 
considerations, some areas will receive heavier use than others. 
Dispersa! of visitors will depend upon their interests and hardiness, 
but will be restricted for some by the lack of on-island 
transportation. lmpacts will be monitored and capacities adjusted 
as needed to mitigate any adverse effects. 

Under current private ownership there are no low-cost visiter 
facilities on east Santa Cruz or San ta Rosa. Camping is 
available on Anacapa and Santa Barbara, and camping is 
proposed on east Santa Cruz, Santa Rosa, and San Miguel. 
Relatively low-cost hostel or bed-and-board facilities were 
considered for future implementation, but were rejected 
as incompatible with limited-entry, low-intensity use concepts. 
Camping will be eliminated on Anacapa when camping facilities 
are developed on east San ta Cruz I si and. 

The plan recognizes that the islands and adjacent waters contain 
many significant and sometimes sensitive resources. The management 
zoning plan for each island prescribes uses appropriate to 
particular habitats, based on such factors as the fragility of 

·resources or the sensitivity to human disturbance. In evaluating 
consistency, section 30214 has been considered the controlling 
policy when there are apparent conflicts with the congressional 
intent to maximize resource preservation while permitting public 
use on a limited-entry, low-intensity basis. 

The emphasis in the plan is on nonconsumptive, recreational 
use of the marine resources and educational/interpretive 
programs. 

All oceanfront land within the park will be protected for public 
recreational use subject to some restrictions for resource 
preservation. 
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COASTAL SECTION POLICY 

30222 The use af private lands suitable 
for visitor-serving commercial 
recreational facilities designed 
ta enhance public opportunities 
for coastal recreation shall have 
priority over private residential, 
general industri al, or general 
commercial development, but not 
over agriculture or coastal­
dependent industry. 

30241 The maximum amount of prime agri­
cultural land shall be maintained 
in production. 

30242 Suitable agricultural land shall 

30411c 

30223 

30224 

30250a 

30250b 

30250c 

not be converted to nonagricultural 
uses. 

Salt water or brackish water aqua­
culture is a coastal-dependent use 
which should be encouraged ta 
augment food supplies. 

Upland areas necessary to support 
coastal recreational uses shall be 
reserved for such uses, where 
feasible. 

lncreased recreational boating use 
of coastal waters shall be encou r­
aged, in accordance with this 
division, by developing dry storage 
areas, increasing public launching 
facilities, providing additional 
berthing space in existing harbors, 
limiting non-water-support facili­
ties, providing harbors of refuge, 
and by providing for new boating 
facilities in natura! harbors, new 
protected water areas, and in areas 
dredged from dry land. 

New development shall be located 
within or near existing develop­
ment with public services. 

Hazardous industrial development 
shall be located away from 
developed areas. 

Visitor-serving facilities that 
cannot feasibly be located in 
existing developed areas shall be 
located in existing isolated 
developments or at selected 
points of attraction for visiters. 

- ·s - - - - -
EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSAL 

No private residential, general industri al, or general commercial 
developments are proposed. All proposed facilities are related ta 
providing visitor services and educational/research opportunities. 
Limited management facilities will be required in suppor·t of these 
public services. 

An inconsistency exists in that the restoration of natural biotic 
associations is given preference over agricultural or coastal­
dependent industry. NPS scientists have determined that current 
ranching practices are severely affecting environmentally sensitive 
habitats on east Santa Cruz and, to a lesser extent, on Santa Rosa. 
Current agricultural uses and feral animals must be eliminated on 
east Santa Cruz to ensure perpetuation of native plant species. On 
Santa Rosa Island, continued agricultural uses could be permitted on 
a reduced basis that would allow fencing of sensitive habitat areas 
(see local plan, action 2). Such actions would prove only partially 
successful as long as feral animals remained on the is land. Although 
options were explored to permit continued ranching on Santa Rosa 
Island, the owners have indicated that a reduced operation would not 
be economically viable. 

Although the proposals may not be consistent with policies to preserve 
agricultural lands, they are consistent with policies 30240a and b 
for the preservation (and restoration) of environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas. Furthermore, the proposals are consistent with a 
basic goal of the Coastal Zone Management Act: "Protect, maintain 
and, where feasible, enhance and restore the overall quality of the 
coastal zone environment and its natura! and man-made resources." 

Aquaculture is not proposed for Channel Islands National Park . 
Any such proposals from the private sector will be evaluated 
on a case-by-case basis for consistency with NPS management 
policies and objectives. 

Both coastal and upland areas will be managed as an integral 
ecosystem, and appropriate facilities and services will be provided 
on a minimal basis to support coastal, marine, and terrestrial 
recreational uses. 

I ncreased, nonconsumptive recreational boating use will be 
encouraged through a variety of programs. However, other than 
repair (or replacement) of same docks, boating facilities such as 
moorings, berthing spaces, and storage areas, are not proposed 
by the National Park Service except for limited management needs. 
Although same anchorages may be closed to protect marine resources, 
they will remain available as harbors of refuge in emergencies or 
severe weather. Construction af new facilities on the seabed are 
prohibited under the national marine sanctuary regulations and any 
facilities such as moorings or berthing spaces will be within state 
jurisdiction. The proposal is consistent with the local coastal plan 
policy 4. 

To the extent feasible, existing facilities will be adapted for 
public and management needs. New facilities, other than primitive 
backcountry facilities, are proposed in existing or previously 
disturbed areas. No public services exist. No hazardous industrial 
development is proposed. 
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COASTAL SECTION POLICY 

Water and Marine 
Resources 

30230 

30231 

30233a 

Marine resources shall be maintained, 
enhanced, and restored. 

Coastal water quality shall be main­
tained, enhanced, and restored. 

Diking, filling, and dredging of 
ocean waters shal I be permitted when 
other alternatives are not available 

EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSAL 

Jurisdiction over the management of marine resources lies with the 
state. The plan proposes the establishment of ecological reserves 
around Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa islands and the adoption of regula­
tions to ensure the preservation of a balanced marine ecosystem. 

None of the proposals will directly affect the quality of coastal 
waters. However, increased boating use may lead to some minor 
and localized deterioration of water quality. This possibility is 
consistent with section 30224, which calls for increased recreational 
boating use. Therefore, same minor, short-term deterioration of 
water quality appears consistent with policy. 

Diking, filling, or dredging are not proposed. Same minor, short­
term disturbance of the seabed may occur during dock rehabilitation 
or reconstruction. 

or when adverse impacts are minimized. 

30233b 

30233c 

30236 

Commercial Fishing 
and Recreational 
Boating 

30234 

Environmentally 
Sensitive 
Habitat Areas 

30240a 

30240b 

Dredging and spoils disposal shall 
avoid significant disruption to 
marine and wildlife habitats. 

Dredging in existing estuaries and 
wetlands shall maintain or enhance 
the wetland or estuary. 

Channelizations, dams, or other sub­
stantial alterations of rivers and 
streams shall incorporate the best 
mitigation measures feasible. 

Facilities serving the commercial 
fishing and recreational boating 
industries shall be protected and, 
where feasible, upgraded. Proposed 
recreational boating facilities 
shall, where feasible, be designed 
and located in such a fashion as 
not to interfere with the needs 
of the commercial fishing 
industry. 

Environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas shall be protected against 
any significant disruption of 
habitat values, and only uses 
dependent on such resources shall 
be allowed within such areas. 

Development in areas adjacent to 
environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas shall be compatible with the 
continuance of such habitat. 

.. , - - - -

Proposed flood mitigation measures are of a minor nature, consisting 
of maintaining existing channels with same modifications to improve 
visual quality. Maintaining an outlet through the beach berm at 
Scorpion Anchorage to mitigate flooding in the lower valley may prove 
difficult and costly. Further analysis will be required before this 
proposal can be implemented. 

No facilities serving the commercial fishing or recreational boating 
industries are affected by the proposals. The proposed establishment 
of state ecological reserves and adoption of regulations could impose 
additional restrictions on commercial and sport fishing. The proposals 
are consistent with actions proposed in the local coastal plan. 

As currently mapped in the local coastal plan, environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas are quite extensive and include most of the 
developed areas on east Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa islands. The 
local coastal plan recognizes the need to update these maps (see 
action 4, section 4. 8. 6 of the local plan). A team of NPS scientists 
has investigated all environmentally sensitive habitat areas where 
current and projected visitor use might occur. It generally was 
found that significant plant species listed for these areas occur 
in limited refuge habitats. Because these habitats could expand 
with the elimination of grazing, the initial proposals call for 
limited development and relatively low use levels. This approach 
will permit resource management specialists to monitor vegetation 
changes and visitor use impacts. lncreased facilities and use levels 
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COASTAL SECTION POLICY 

Developrnent 
30244 

Visual Resources 
30251 

30252 

Hazard Areas 
30253 (1) 

Adverse irnpacts on archeological 
and paleontological resources shall 
be rnitigated. 

Scenic and visual quality shall be 
considered and protected. 

The location and arnount of new 
developrnent should rnaintain and 
enhance public access to the coast 
through provision of transit 
services, cornrnercial facilities 
within or adjoining residential 
developrnent, nonauto circulation, 
adequate parking or public 
transit, and adequate arnounts of 
recreation faci lities. 

The development shall m1n1m1ze 
risks to life and property in 
geologic, flood, and fire hazard 
areas. 

- "S - - - - - - -,,-
EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSAL CONSISTENCY 

will be permitted only if further research indicates such actions 
will not cause significant adverse effects. The primary visitor 
facilities on both islands are proposed in currently designated 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. Because these are also 
the currently developed areas, as well as logical points of access 
(and in the case of east Santa Cruz, the only safe point of access), 
it is logical to continue to use these areas and existing facilities 
rather than develop new facilities in currently undisturbed areas. 
The environmental and financial consequences of attempting to 
duplicate these facilities in another location is prohibitive. 

The National Park Service will make every effort to ensure that 
development in and adjacent to currently designated environrnentally 
sensitive habitat areas will be cornpatible with the continuance of 
such habitat. The Park Service wil I cooperate with San ta Barbara 
County and other agencies to produce a cornprehensive, mapped 
inventory of the species and habitat locations on the two islands. 
Based on recent research, existing areas will be redefined, and a 
number of additional sensitive areas will probably be identified. 

Although the proposals appear inconsistent with section 30240a and, 
to a lesser extent, section 30240b, we are confident that further 
research prior to implementation will permit the provision of 
visiter services and facilities in a manner consistent with these 
policies. 

NPS policies require the protection of archeological and paleontological 
resources. The proposals are based on data obtained by NPS scientists 
and should not have adverse effects on these resources. However, prior 
to the implementation of any actions, site-specific surveys will be 
conducted, and if required, adverse impacts will be mitigated. 

A major emphasis of the plan is to preserve scenic and visual 
quality. The visual character of the islands will change with the 
elimination of grazing, and the change from a pastoral scene to 
native biotic associations rnay be objectionable to same people. It 
is proposed that a portion of San ta Rosa I si and be preserved as 
a pastoral/ranching scene and designated as a historie landscape 
preservation area. 

The proposals will enhance public access to the islands primarily 
through the provision of scheduled water transportation services, 
limited air access, docking facilities, and extensive trail systerns. 
On-island transportation services were considered but are not 
proposed. Facilities, while primitive, will be adequate within the 
limits of carrying capacities. Comrnercial facilities and services 
planned primarily to increase accessibility for a broader spectrum 
of the public, including the disabled, were considered as an 
alternative but are not proposed. The proposals may not be fully 
consistent with the intent of this policy. 

Risks to life and property have been evaluated, and all proposals are 
consistent with this policy. It is recognized that certain hazards 
are associated with boating activities and landings in coastal areas 
and cannot be entirely eliminated. Additional public use (over current 
levels) and vegetation changes rnay increase fire hazards. Open fires 
will be prohibited, and if necessary, areas may be cl osed to pub lie use 
during times of extreme fire hazard. 
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COASTAL SECTION POLICY 

30253 (2) The development shall ensure site 
stability and will not substan­
tially alter natura! landforms. 

30253 (3) The development shall be consistent 
with air pollution control require­
ments. 

30253 (4) The development shall minimize 
energy consumption. 

EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSAL 

All proposed development will be designed to harmonize with the 
natura! landforms. Si te alterations will be mimimal. 

All development will be consistent with air pollution control 
requirements. The National Park Service will seek class I 
designation under the Clean Air Act. Currently, the islands 
under NPS administration are designated as class 11. 

Alternative energy sources and energy-conserving designs for 
facilities will be used to the extent feasible. Fuel consumption 
will -increase same above current levels because public 
transportation will be provided to the is lands. 

FEDERAL CONSISTENCY WITH SANTA BARBARA COUNTY COASTAL ZONE 
MANAGEMENT POLICI ES AND ACTIONS FOR THE CHANNEL ISLANDS 

Policies and Actions 

The following policies and actions are proposed to 
ensure long-term preservation of the natura! 
resources of Santa Cruz and San ta Rosa is lands: 

Policy 1: 

Policy 2: 

Policy 3: 

... 

Agricultural activities should con­
tinue to be carried out in a manner 
consistent with historical practices, 
future technology, and good cultural 
practices, and with the maintenance 
of natura( flora and fauna, preser­
vation of soils and topography, 

-

and protection of the quality of 
surface and subsurface waters. 

Prior to the issuance of a permit 
for any major grading or construc­
tion, the si te to be disturbed 
shall be inspected by both a 
qualified archeologist and biologist, 
to be selected jointly by the 
applicant and the county. lf arche­
ological or environmentally sensi­
tive habitat resources are found, 
measures to mitigate or avoid 
impacts shall be required for 
issuance of a permit. 

lntroduction of any, nonnative 
animal, other than cattle, sheep, 
horses, dags, and domestic fowl, 
or plant species which could be 
detrimental to the ecological 
equilibrium of the islands is 
prohibited. 

- - -

See discussions on state policies 30222, 30241 and 30242. NPS 
scientists have determined that current agricultural uses must be 
discontinued if the restoration of natura! flora and fauna assem­
blages is to be achieved and severe erosion is to be reduced. The 
proposals are consistent with the policy for preservation of resources 
but are inconsistent with the portion of the policy for continued 
agricultural uses. 

All proposals are consistent with NPS policies for the preservation 
of natura! and cultural resources and are therefore consistent with 
this policy. 

NPS management policies are consistent with this policy. 

- .& - - - - -

CONSISTENCY 

c 

c 

c 

Q 

c 

c 

- --- -



-

....... 
C'> 
w 

- -e 
._, - - - -

Policies and Actions 

Policy 4: 

Policy 5: 

Policy 6: 

Policy 7: 

Construction of major facilities 
for commercial and/or recreational 
purposes is prohibited except where 
found not to have significant un­
avoidable adverse impacts. In this 
context, major harbor facilities 
mean development involving con­
struction of breakwaters, permanent 
slips, or related commercial 
support facilities (i.e., gas 
stations, restaurants) for use by 
visiters to the islands. Upgrading 
or expansion of existing pier 
facilities or moorings for agri­
cultural, educational, scientific, 
or low-intensity public recre-
ational purposes may be allowed 
with a conditional use permit. 

Light recreational uses, both 
public and private, may be allowed 
with a conditional use permit 
provided that the kinds, intensity, 
and location of uses are managed to 
avoid impacts to all habitat, arche­
ological, and historical resources. 
The existing hunt clubs and landing 
permit systems which are operated 
by the property owners shall be 
allowed to continue at their 
current levels without permit 
requirements. 

Permitted development shall be 
sited and designed to be sub­
ordinate to the natura I setting. 
Construction of new aboveground 
structures in excess of 1,000 
square feet excluding structures 
for agricultural purposes shall be 
subject to design review by the 
County Board of Architectural 
Review. 

All new oil and gas related 
development, including pipelines, 
shall be subject to the issuance 
of a conditional use permit (CUP). 
Prior to granting of a CUP, the 
county shall make the specific 
finding required by PRC Section 
30260. 

- •• - - - - -
The proposals do not include any major new facilities. Upgrading of 
existing pier facilities for educational, scientific, and low-intensity 
public recreational purposes is proposed. It should be noted that 
recent winter storms have severely damaged some existing pier 
facilities. By the time the proposals can be implemented, totally new 
facilities may be required. 

The proposals for limited-entry, low-intensity public use, which are 
compatible with the preservation of natura! and cultural resources, 
are consistent with this policy. When the National Park Service 
acquires the private lands, existing hunt club operations on Santa 
Rosa Island will be phased out in accordance with NPS policies. 

All new facilities will be designed to harmonize with the natura! 
and/or historie setting. No major structures are proposed, but some 
existing structures are proposed for renovation and adaptive use. 

No new oil and gas related development is proposed by the National 
Park Service. 
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Policies and Actions 

Action 1: 

Action 2: 

Action 3: 

Action 4: 

... 

The county in consultation with 
the Department of Fish and Game, 
the landowners, commercial and 
sport fishing groups, and other 
interested persons shall determine 
whether certain intertidal and 
subtidal areas adjacent to the 
islands qualify for preserve 
status. Such preserves, if 
established, shall not be used 
for commercial or sport fishing. 
Permitted uses shall be limited 
to nonappropriative recreation 
(i.e., diving or photography) 
and scientific research. The 
county shall also work with these 
groups to determine the feasi­
bility of prohibiting all uses, 
including overnight anchoring of 
boats, within and in close 
proximity to marine bird nesting 
sites and pinniped rookeries 
during the time when such uses 
would create disturbances to those 
habitats and the species 
utilizing them. 

Until such time as feral animals 
are eliminated from the islands, 
the county should encourage and 
support efforts by landowners or 
other interested parties to protect 
areas with significant native vege­
tation by fencing or other such 
enclosures. 

The county shall encourage the 
nomination of Santa Rosa and 
Santa Cruz islands to the National 
Register of Historie Places. 

lf funding permits, future work 
should be initiated to produce a 
comprehensive mapped inventory of 
the species and habitat locations 
not included on the Channel I si ands 
Resource Maps as of May 1980. In 
updating these Resource Maps, the 
county shall consider mapping 
inventories performed on the 
Channel Islands by other agencies. 

- - - -

The National Park Service supports this action and will cooperate 
with applicable agencies to establish protective zoning and regulations 
to en sure the sound management of marine resources. 

The National Park Service supports this action and, subject to current 
owners' eon sent, will actively participate in its implementation. 

The National Park Service is in the process of evaluating archeologic 
and historie resources. This effort has been limited by restrictions 
on access to the properties. Upon completion of research and 
documentation and in consultation with the state historie preservation 
officer, appropriate National Register nomination forms will be prepared. 

The National Park Service supports this action and believes that this 
effort will resolve some of the inconsistencies between the proposals 
and policies. No action will be taken to implement the proposals until 
the site-specific resource inventories have been completed and the 
inconsistencies resolved. 

- .s - - - - -

c 

c 

c 

c 

e ·- - - -



I 

•• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
f 
I 

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

BROWN, PATRICIA E. 
1980 "Distribution of Bats of the California Channel lslands. 11 In 

The California Islands, ed. Dennis M. Power, 751-56. Santa 
Barbara: Santa Barbara Museum of Natura I History. 

COLE, D.N., AND R.K. FICHTLER 
1983 "Campsite lmpact on Three Western Wilderness Areas, 11 

Environmental Management 7(3):275-88. 

DIAMOND, J.M. 
1969 11 Avifaunal Equilibria and Species Turnover Rates on the 

Channet Islands of California. 11 Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences 64: 57-73. 

DOBBIN, JAMES, ASSOCIATES, INC. 
1983 Channel Islands National Marine 

(Final Draft). Prepared for 
Commerce,National Oceanic and 
Santuaries Programs Division. 
National Park. 

GILL, AYESGA E. 

Sanctuary Management Plan 
the U. S. Department of 
Atmospheric Administration, 
On file at Channel I st ands 

1980 11 Evolutionary Genetics of California Islands Peromyscus. 11 In 
The California Islands, ed. Dennis M. Power, 719-43. Santa 
Barbara: Santa Barbara Museum of Natura! History. 

GLASSOW, MICHAEL A. 
1983 "The Status of Archaeological Research on Eastern Santa Cruz 

Island, California. 11 Prepared for the National Park Service 
by the Office of Public Archaeology, Social Process Research 
I nstitute, University of California, Santa Barbara. On file at 
Channel Islands National Park. 

GLASSOW, MICHAEL A., LARRY R. WILCOXON, JOHN R. JOHNSON, AND 
GREGORY P. KING 

1983 "The Status of Archaeological Research on Santa Rosa 
I st and. 11 Prepared for the National Park Service by the 
Office of Public Archaeology, Social Process Research 
lnstitute, University of California, Santa Barbara. On file at 
Channel Islands National Park. 

GOLDSTEIN AND T. SWAIN 
1965 "The Inhibition of Enzymes by Tannins, 11 Paytochemistry 

4: 185-92. 

GRINNELL, J., AND A.H. MILLER 
1944 11 The Distribution of the Birds of California. 11 Pacific Coast 

Avifauna 27:1-608. 

165 



HOWELL, A.B. 
1917 "Birds of the Islands Off the Coast of Southern California. 11 

Pacific Coast Avifauna 12:1-127. 

JENSEN, H.A. 
1957 11 A System for Classifying Vegetation in California. 11 

California Fish and Game 33: 199-266. 

JOHNSON, N.K. 
1972 11 0rigin and Differentiation of the Avifauna of the Channel 

Islands, California. 11 Condor 74:295-315. 

JONES, H.L., AND J.M. DIAMOND 
1976 11 Short-Time-Base Studies of Turnover in Breeding Birds of 

the California Channel Islands." Condor 76:526-49. 

JONES, LEE, ROSE STEFAN I, AND PAUL W. COLLINS 
1981 11 Birds of the Channel Islands National Park. 11 On file at 

Channel Islands National Park. 

JONES, PHILIP MILLS 
1956 Archeological lnvestigations on Santa Rosa Island in 1901. 

Edited by R.F. Heizer and A.B. Elsasser. Berkeley: 
University of California Press. 

KINGSBURY I J.M. 
1960 Poisonous Plants of the United States and Canada. Englewood 

Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall. 

KUCHLER, 
1977 

AUGUST WILL 
Map of the natura I vegetation of California. In Terrestrial 
Vegetation of California, ed. M.G. Barbour and Jack Major. 
New York: John Wiley and Sons. 

LAUGHRIN, LYNDAL 
1977 "The Island Fox: A Field Study of lts Behavior and 

diss., University of California at Santa 

1980 

Ecology. 11 Ph. D. 
Barbara. 

"Populations and Status of the I si and Fox. 11 

Islands, ed. Dennis M. Power, 745-49. 
Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History. 

In The California 
Santa Barbara: 

LYNCH, J.F., AND N.K. JOHNSON 
1974 11 Turnover and Equilibria in lnsular Avifaunas, with Special 

Reference to the California Channel I si ands." Condor 
76:370-84. 

McDONNELL, M.J. 
1981 11 Trampling Effects on Coastal Dune Vegetation in the Parker 

River National Wildlife Refuge, Massachusetts, USA. 11 

Biological Conservation 21 :289-301. 

166 

I 

•• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
. 
I 
I 

.. 
I 



I 

•• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
{' 
I 

MYLER, J. L. 
1970 11 The Dirty Animal-Man . 11 

Johnson, pp. 116-41. 
In Eco-Crisis, edited by C.E. 

MUNZ, PHILIP A., AND DAVID D. KECK 
1959 A California Flora. Berkeley: University of California Press. 

ODUM, E. P. 
1971 Fundamentals af Ecology. 3rd. ed. Philadelphia: W.B. 

Saunders Company. 

ORR, P.C., AND R. BERGER 
1966 11 The Fire Areas on Santa Rosa Island, California. 11 

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 56:1409-16. 

PHILBRICK, RALPH N., AND ROBERT HALLER 
1977 11The Southern California lslands. 11 

of California, ed. M.G. Barbour 
New York: John Wiley and Sons. 

POWER, DENNIS M. 

In Terrestrial Vemetation 
and Jack Major, 93-908. 

1972 11 Numbers af Bird Species an the Channel I si ands. 11 Evolution 
26:451-63. 

POWER, DENNIS M., ed. 
1980 The California Islands: Proceedings af ~ Multidisciplinary 

syffiposium. Santa Barbara Museum of Natura! History. 

RUSSELL, GEORGE VERNON, F.A. l.A., AND ASSOCIATES 
1965 A Master Plan for the Gherini Ranch Development, Santa Cruz 

I si and, Santa Barbara County, California. Los Angeles. 

SAN BUENAVENTURA, CITY OF, CALIFORNIA 
1981 Local Coastal Program, Ventura Harbor Segment. 

1982 11 Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan. 11 Draft. 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
1982 Santa Barbara County Coastal Plan. 

1982 Santa Barbara County Coastal Zoning Ordinance. 

SMALL, A. 
1974 The Birds af California. New York: Macmillan Publishing 

Ca. 

SMITH, CLIFTON F. 
1976 A Flora af the Santa Barbara Region, California. Santa 

Barbara: Santa Barbara Museum of Natura! History. 

SONNEMAN, H., D. WEAVER, D. DOERNER, AND F. AVILA 
1969 Geology map of Santa Rosa I si and. Special publication. 

Pacific Sections of American Association of Petroleum 
Geologists and Society of Economic Paleontologists and 
Mineralogists. 

167 



STONIER, TOM 
1970 11 Ecological Upsets: Climate and Erosion." In Eco-Crisis, 

edited by C.E. Johnson, pp. 49-60. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, NATIONAL OCEANIC AND 
ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION 

1980 Final Environmental lmpact Statement on the Proposed Channel 
Islands Marine Sanctuary. Washington, D.C. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
1978 "Management Policies. 11 Washington, D.C. 

1979 Environmental Assessment of Alternatives for Visiter Use/ 
Interpretation/General DeveiOpment, Channellslands Nat'föriäT 
Monument. Denver Service Center. 

1980 General Management Plan, Channel Islands National 
Park--Anacapa, Santa Barbara, and San Miguel Islands. 2 
vols. Vol 1 : Vi sitar U se, Interpretation, and General 
Development; vol 2: Natura! and Cultural Resources 
Management. Denver Service Center-.-

1982 Channel Islands National Park Biennial Natura! Resources 
Study Report. Denver Service Center. 

1982 Land Protection Case Study, Channel Islands National Park . 
Denver Service Center. 

1982 New Tools for Land Protection: An lntroductory Handbock. 
Washington, D. C-.--

1983 "Draft Statement for Management, Channel Islands National 
Park. 11 On file at Channel Islands National Park. 

1983 Draft Land Protection Plan, Channel Islands National Park. 
Denver Service Center. 

1983 "Natura! and Cultural Resources Survey, Santa Rosa and East 
Santa Cruz Islands." On file at Channel Islands National 
Park. 

VENTURA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
1982 Ventura County General Plan, Land Use Element for the 

Caastal Zone. 

WEAVER, 
1969 

WENNER, 
1980 

D.W., D.P. DOERNER, AND B. NOLF 
Geology of the Northern Channel I si ands. Special 
Publication. Pacific Sections of American Association of 
Petroleum Geologists and Society of Economic Paleontologist 
and Mineralogists. 

ADRIAN M., AND DONALD L. JOHNSON 
the California Channel I si ands: 11 Land Vertebrates on 

Sweepstakes or Bridges?" 
Dennis M. Power, 497-530. 
Museum of Natura! History. 

168 

In The California Islands, ed. 
San~Barbara: Santa Barbara 

I 

•• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

.. 
I 



I 

•• I 
I 

> 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 

•• 
I 

PLANNING TEAM AND CONSUL TANTS 

PLANNING TEAM 

Douglas B. Cornell, Jr. 
Senior Plan ner, Denver Service Center 

John Brooks 
Environmental Specialist, Denver Service Center 

Alan H. Robinson 
Environmental Specialist, Denver Service Center 

William H. Ehorn 
Superintendent, Channel I si ands National Park 

Nicholas Whelan 
Management Assistant, Channel I si ands National Park 

Robert Easterling 
Realty Specialist, Western Regional Office 

CONSULTANTS 

Bruce Craig 
Park Historian, Channel Islands National Park 

Gary Davis 
Marine Biologist, Western Regional Office 

Charles Drost 
Research Assistant, Channel Islands National Park 

Gary Fellers 
Research Biologist, Point Reyes National Seashore 

Denny Fenn 
Soil Scientist, Western Regional Office 

Reed McCluskey 
Resource Management Specialist, Channel Islands National Park 

Don Morris 
Archeologist, Western Archeological and Conservation Center 

Carol Pillsbury 
Manager, Channel I si ands National Marine Sanctuary 

Charles van Riper, 111 
Ornithologist, University of California, Davis 

Steve Veirs 
Research Biologist, Redwoods National Park 

169 
U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1984-776-031/4002 REGION NO. 8 



I 

•• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
le 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
. 
I 
I 

•• 
I 

As the Nation's principal conservation agency, the Department of the 
lnterior has basic responsibilities to protect and conserve our land and 
water, energy and minerals, fish and wildlife, parks and recreation 
areas, and to ensure the wise use of all these resources. The 
department also has major responsibility for American Indian reservation 
communities and for people who live in island territories under U .S. 
administration . 

Publication services were provided by the graphics and editorial staffs of 
the Denver Service Center. N PS 2197 
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