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1 Executive Summary

Chapter 1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1.1 INTRODUCTION
This EIR examines an application submitted on May 25, 2012 to amend a project previously approved by
the City in 2008. The latter project (the “Entitled Project”) allows construction of the Rincon Palms Hotel
and Free-Standing Restaurant project on a site at 6868 and 6878 Hollister Avenue. The Entitled Project
was approved after certification of a Mitigated Negative Declaration.
The “Revised Project” proposes to change the Entitled Project. If approved, the Revised Project would
consist of a 149-room hotel and 5,440-square foot conference center, with 169 parking spaces. See
additional discussion in Chapter 2, Project Description.
The Revised Project is located north of Hollister Avenue, between Storke Road and Cortona Drive, and
bounded on the north by an existing research and development/office building. The Entitled Project and
the Revised Project are, for purposes of this document, both located on the “project site.”
This EIR was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources
Code §§ 21000, et seq.; “CEQA”), the regulations established under 14 California Code of Regulations, §§
15000 et seq. (the “CEQA Guidelines”), and the City’s Environmental Guidelines (“Goleta Guidelines”).
CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and the Goleta Guidelines may be collectively referred to as “CEQA.” The
City of Goleta is the lead agency for this EIR per CEQA Guidelines §15367. The City will use this EIR when
considering the Revised Project.
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated for review and comment by the public, agencies, and
organizations as required under CEQA. The Notice of Preparation is provided in Appendix C. A public
hearing to accept scoping comments was held on February 28, 2013. Comments related to the EIR scope
were taken into consideration in the preparation of this EIR.
This Chapter summarizes the Revised Project description and conclusions of the impact analyses
contained in the EIR. Chapter 2.0, Project Description, provides a detailed description of the Revised
Project evaluated in the EIR. Chapter 3.0, Related Projects, describes the assumptions used for the
cumulative impacts analyses. Chapter 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis addresses each issue
identified in the Initial Study as requiring further analysis in the EIR. The impact analysis is presented in
six subsections as described below:


Existing Conditions – This subsection provides information describing the relevant environmental
setting, in context with the existing entitlement, as well as the applicable regulations.



Thresholds of Significance – This subsection identifies the thresholds used to assess the significance
of the Revised Project’s impacts. These are based primarily on applicable criteria from CEQA, the
CEQA Guidelines, and the Goleta Guidelines.
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Project Impacts – This subsection describes the nature and extent to which the Revised Project
would change the existing environment and makes a determination of whether or not these
changes would exceed the thresholds of significance. As noted above, the Entitled Project is already
approved for the Revised Project site; the Entitled Project is the “baseline” against which any
potential impacts associated with the revised project would be compared.



Cumulative Impacts – This subsection identifies the potential for significant effects to occur as a
result of the Revised Project in combination with other development anticipated in the vicinity of
the Revised Project site. Where the potential exists, a determination is made as to whether or not
the Revised Project’s contribution to this impact is cumulatively considerable and therefore
significant.



Mitigation Measures – This subsection identifies mitigation measures for each significant impact
that would occur as a result of the Revised Project. Although not required under CEQA, mitigation
measures are also recommended for impacts that are considered less than significant, in order to
further reduce such impacts.



Residual Impacts – This subsection identifies the levels of significance for the Revised Project
impacts following the implementation of mitigation measures, specifically identifying significant
unavoidable adverse impacts, i.e., impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels.

Chapter 5.0 describes the environmental effects that were found to be less than significant during the
scoping process and were, therefore, not included in the analysis in Chapter 4.0. Chapter 6.0 describes
alternatives to the Revised Project and the extent to which each alternative would reduce or avoid the
environmental impacts associated with the Revised Project. Chapter 7.0 identifies growth-inducing
impacts and significant irreversible environmental changes. Chapter 8 includes the EIR preparers and
references.

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant proposes to revise the Entitled Project approved by the City of Goleta in October 2008.
The Revised Project includes a 149-room hotel and 5,440-square-foot conference center proposed on a
vacant parcel located at the northeast corner of Hollister Avenue and Storke Road.
The proposed revisions include removing the proposed 6,000-square foot freestanding restaurant and
adding a 5,440-square foot conference center to the proposed hotel. Additionally, the room count
would increase from 112 to 149 rooms. There would be an increase of overall hotel floor area from
59,600 square feet to 93,692 square feet; and a decrease in parking from 189 spaces to 169 spaces, all
surface parking, plus a valet parking plan for 11 additional spaces for peak events. Additional amenities
and public improvements include: an outdoor guest swimming pool and spa; outdoor dining terrace
patio with fire pit and service bar; hotel restaurant, full service bar and room service; porte-cochere
hotel entrance; landscaping; an upgrade to the existing bus stop on Hollister Avenue with a new shelter,
lighting, bench, and trash cans; sidewalk, curb and gutter improvements on Hollister Avenue and
Cortona Drive; and pedestrian pathways between the hotel entrance and Hollister Avenue and Cortona
Drive. Project grading would include approximately 5,900 cubic yards of cut and 7,900 cubic yards of fill.
Storm water will be directed to a combination of bioswale, bioretention, and underground detention
areas.
_____________________________________________________________________________________
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The Revised Project site is 3.06 acres in size and is bounded by Hollister Avenue on the south, Storke
Road on the west, Cortona Drive on the east, and research and development and manufacturing on the
north. Figure 2-1 shows the Revised Project Location.
The Revised Project site is consists of a single parcel, legally described as Parcel 5 of Record Map No.
10,212, Unit 1, filed in the Santa Barbara County Recorder’s Office in Book 58, Page 26 of Record Maps.
The property address is 6868 and 6878 Hollister Avenue, and the County Assessor’s Parcel Number for
the parcel is 073-140-004. Figure 2-2 shows an aerial view of the Revised Project site.
The Revised Project site is located in the Inland Area of the City of Goleta. The City’s General
Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan Land Use Map designates the parcel as Office and Institutional with a Hotel
Overlay, and the parcel is zoned Industrial Research Park with a Hotel Overlay (M-RP/H-O) on the City’s
Zoning Map. The parcel is vacant.

1.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The objectives of the Revised Project include:
1) Provide a conference/event facility of sufficient size to accommodate an ideal capacity of
approximately 350 in a contiguous indoor space at the property identified as the preferred hotel
conference center location within the City of Goleta;
2) Maintain a minimum number of hotel guest rooms sufficient to support the financial
requirements of developing and operating the conference facility, resulting in long-term
financial stability for the Revised Project.
3) Maximize the economic benefits to the City of Goleta, local businesses, and organizations with
the generation of transient occupancy and sales taxes.
4) Provide at-grade, on-site parking sufficient to accommodate hotel and conference guests
without over-parking the site for daily use.
5) Provide the local community with up to 200 temporary construction jobs and 50 permanent
hotel operation jobs.

1.4 REQUESTED APPROVAL
The Revised Project requires the following discretionary approval from the City of Goleta:
Revised Development Plan (11-083-DP-RV) to change from the Entitled Project, consisting of a
112-room hotel, 6,000-square foot freestanding restaurant and 189 parking spaces, to the
Revised Project. The Revised Project consists of a 149-room hotel with included 5,440-square
foot conference center and 169 parking spaces.

1.5 CEQA ANALYSIS
The City reviewed the environmental impacts of the Revised Project in accordance with CEQA.

_____________________________________________________________________________________
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This Environmental Impact Report compares the Revised Project with the Entitled Project in accordance
with applicable law.1 Consequently, this EIR uses the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (08-MND-001)
prepared for the Entitled Project as the environmental baseline for the Revised Project. All mitigation
measures required for the Entitled Project were incorporated into the conditions of approval for that
project and would also be required for this Revised Project unless differences between the two projects
result in changes that no longer require mitigation. All mitigation measures from 08-MND-001 are
incorporated by reference into the Revised Project unless otherwise stated in this Environmental Impact
Report.
Because CEQA review of the Entitled Project did not require analysis of Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
emissions, analysis of the Revised Project’s GHG emissions are based on the site’s undeveloped
condition rather than compared to the Entitled Project.

1.6 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
MEASURES
Table 1-1 summarizes the Revised Project’s environmental impacts and the measures identified to
mitigate these impacts. The table also notes the significance of impacts before and after mitigation is
implemented. Impacts are classified as follows:
•

Class 1 – Significant impact that cannot be reduced to a less than significant level with
implementation of mitigation measures.

•

Class II – Significant impact that can be reduced to a less than significant level with
implementation of mitigation measures.

•

Class III – Less than significant impact. Mitigation measures are not required, but may be
recommended.

•

Class IV – Beneficial impact.

The Revised Project would result in impacts that are significant and unavoidable adverse impacts (Class
1) and impacts that are considered less than significant (Class III). The Revised Project would not result in
impacts that can be reduced to less than significant with mitigation (Class II) as shown in Table 1-1.

1

th

See CEQA Guidelines § 15162; Abatti v. Imperial Irr. Dist. (2012) 205 Cal.App.4 650; Benton v. Bd. of
Super. (1991) 226 Cal.App.3d 1467
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Table 1-1
Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Description of Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After
Mitigation

AES 1-1: The permittee applicant must obtain a
recommendation from the Design Review Board
(“DRB”) for Planning Commission approval. The DRB
must specifically consider compatibility with the
area and surroundings, architectural treatments,
placement of mechanical equipment and utility
infrastructure, colors, materials, finish floor
elevations, night lighting, trash enclosures, and
landscape palette during review of all project plans,
including the lighting, utility, landscape, and building
plans. Upon City Council preliminary approval, the
project is remanded to the DRB for preliminary and
final review with the specific authority to reduce the
overall height of the building to maximize mountain
views while meeting basic project objectives. The
project will return to the City Council for final
approval on consent upon DRB approval.
Plan Requirements and Timing: The DRB
preliminary and final review must include site plan,
floor plan, elevations, grading plan, landscape plan,
and lighting plan consistent with the City’s submittal
requirements. The applicant must provide the DRB
with all materials requested by the DRB to complete

Significant and
Unavoidable
(Class I)

Aesthetics
Visual Resources
AES-1: The Revised Project would substantially degrade
the existing visual character and quality from a public
Local Scenic Corridor.
Public views of the Santa Ynez Mountains from the
Hollister Avenue Local Scenic Corridor would be
almost completely disrupted by the Revised Project, as
compared to the Entitled Project. The sense of the
mountains behind the urban area would be largely
lost, as almost none of the mountain range would be
visible behind the building as viewed from the
southern edge of the Hollister Avenue right-of-way.
The almost total loss of mountain views from a public
Local Scenic Corridor, resulting from the Revised
Project would degrade short- and long-range visual
qualities as experienced from the Hollister Avenue
Local Scenic Corridor.

Potentially
Significant
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Rincon Palms Revised Hotel
1-5
Draft EIR
And Conference Center
April 2013

1 Executive Summary
Description of Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After
Mitigation

its review. In particular, the DRB must review the
following items of concern affecting the project to
ensure that the views of the mountains are
protected to the extent feasible while meeting basic
project objectives:
a.
Public scenic vistas and view opportunities:
b.
Size, bulk and scale/massing;
c.
Architectural style and detailing;
d.
Quality of building materials;
e.
Appropriateness of landscaping for
screening and surroundings; and
f.
Lighting/glare spillover.
Monitoring: The Planning and Environmental
Review Director, or designee, must verify
compliance with this mitigation measure by
ensuring conformance with the Revised Project
plans as approved by City Council and the Design
Review Board before the City issues any LUP, during
field inspection, and before final inspection.
AES 1-2: The height of structural development
shown on final plans cannot exceed the mean height
and peak height shown on approved project exhibit
maps. Finished grade must be consistent with the
approved final grading plan. The permittee must
ensure that the Revised Project complies with height
limitations shown on City approved LUP plans during
project construction.
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Description of Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After
Mitigation

Plan Requirements and Timing: During the framing
stage of construction and before roofing begins, the
permittee must submit verification from a licensed
surveyor demonstrating that finished grade and
mean height and peak height from finished floor of
all structures conform to those shown on issued-LUP
plan sets (see grading sheet for identification of
finished floor elevation, elevation sheets for mean
and peak height elevations in order to determine
overall height above sea level).
Monitoring: The Planning and Environmental
Review Director, or designee, must verify
compliance before the City issues a Certificate of
Occupancy.
Impacts on Scenic Resources
AES 2: The Revised Project could impact coastal plain
views from the Storke Road/U.S. 101 Overpass.

Less than
Significant

None required or proposed.

Less than
Significant
(Class III)

From the Storke Road U.S. 101 Overpass, the skyline is
already blocked by the Entitled Project. The coastline
itself is not visible from this location. The skyline along
the coast is defined by a row of trees in the distance,
which the Entitled Project interrupts a small amount in
a few locations. These disruptions are increased by a
very small amount by the Revised Project. The tree
line is still visible above most of the Revised Project.
However, these views would be visible from a limited
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Description of Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After
Mitigation

segment of the overpass and the differences would be
barely discernible to people driving or walking at the
crest of the overpass.
Impact AES-3: The Revised Project would alter views of
the Santa Ynez Mountains from Hollister Avenue.

Potentially
Significant

See Mitigation Measures AES-1 and AES-2 above.

Hollister Avenue is designated in the General Plan as a
Local Scenic Corridor, and views of the Santa Ynez
Mountains from Hollister Avenue are considered
scenic views that warrant protection. Westbound
views of the Santa Ynez Mountains across the property
were diminished by the Entitled Project. However, a
substantial portion of the ridgeline remains visible and
the Final MND for the Entitled Project determined that
the impact on scenic views was less than significant.
The Revised Project blocks almost the entire ridgeline
of the Santa Ynez Mountains within the site area.
Eastbound views of the Santa Ynez Mountains across
the property were diminished by the Entitled Project.
However, the ridgeline of the Santa Ynez Mountains is
only interrupted by a few tower elements. The Revised
Project blocks the entire ridgeline for the full length of
the Revised Project.

Significant and
Unavoidable
(Class I)

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Impact GHG-1: Greenhouse Gas Emissions would
exceed thresholds.

Potentially
significant.

GHG 1-1: The Revised Project must include, without
limitation, the following list of potential design
features. These features must be incorporated into

Less than
Significant
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Description of Impact

The Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions threshold of
1,100 metric tons per year of total GHG emissions
would be exceeded by 197.97 tons.

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

the Revised Project design to ensure consistency with
adopted statewide plans and programs. The Revised
Project
applicant
must
demonstrate
the
incorporation of the following project design features
before the City issues building or occupancy permits
as applicable.

Significance
After
Mitigation
(Class II)

Transportation


Ensure pedestrian connections (e.g., sidewalks or
trails) are provided to the adjacent circulation
network outside the property line (before the City
issues building permits).
Energy Efficiency





Design buildings to be energy efficient, 15
percent above Title 24 requirements (before the
City issues building permits).
Install high efficiency lighting and energy efficient
appliances (before the City issues building
permits).
Water Conservation and Efficiency




Install water-efficient irrigation systems (before
the City issues building permits).
Install low-flow faucets, toilets, and showers
(before the City issues building permits).
Timing: These requirements must be shown on
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Description of Impact

Significance
Before
Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Significance
After
Mitigation

plans before the City issues a Land Use Permit for
any building.
Monitoring: Planning and Environmental Review
Director, or designee, must verify compliance with
this mitigation measure before the City issues a
certificate of occupancy.

This page intentionally left blank.
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1.7 ALTERNATIVES
The following alternatives were selected for analysis in this EIR:
•

Alternative 1:

No Project Alternative

•

Alternative 2

Page Property/Key Site #6

•

Alternative 3:

Reduced Height (5’) Alternative

1.7.1 Alternative 1: No Project Alternative
The No Project Alternative as defined in CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e) is “the existing conditions at the
time of the notice of preparation is published ….as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur
in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with
available infrastructure and community services.” Existing conditions at the Revised Project site are
described in each of the impact analyses in Chapter 4, “Environmental Setting and Impact Analysis.”
In this case, if the Revised Project is not approved, the Entitled Project would be reasonably expected to
occur in the foreseeable future. While the Entitled Project would generate more greenhouse gas
emissions than would the Revised Project, those impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels.
According to the Mitigated Negative declaration, the Entitled Project has a less than significant
aesthetics impact.

1.7.2 Alternative 2: Page Property/Key Site #6
Alternative 2 is an offsite alternative that attempts to reduce impacts on aesthetics. While it reduces
aesthetics impacts to less than significant levels, it also results in geology and soils, hydrology and water,
and noise impacts that do not exist on the Revised Project site. Additionally, this alternative does not
meet all of the applicant’s objectives, nor is it under the control of either the City of Goleta or the
applicant.

1.7.3 Alternative 3: Reduced Height (5’) Alternative (Environmentally Superior
Alternative
Alternative 2 is an alternative that attempts to reduce impacts on aesthetics. This alternative requires
grading down the site so that the Finish Floor elevation of Level 1 is at 41 feet above mean sea level
(amsl), five feet lower than presently proposed. This alternative does improve views of the Santa Ynez
Mountains from the Hollister Avenue/Storke Road intersection. Views from the Hollister
Avenue/Cortona Drive intersection remain completely blocked. Aesthetic impacts remain significant and
unavoidable at both intersections. However, because views from the Hollister Avenue/Storke Road
intersection would improve, this alternative is considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
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1.8 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED
The primary area of controversy is associated with the Revised Project’s impacts on views along the
Hollister corridor.
In September 2012, visual simulations were prepared in order to determine more precisely the Revised
Project’s impacts on visual resources, including the extent to which the Revised Project would alter
scenic views of the Santa Ynez Mountains. Public and Design Review Board (DRB) member comments in
response to the visual simulations resulted in continued DRB discussion and review of the Revised
Project (two regular public DRB meetings). The applicant submitted two modified project designs in
response to comments at the additional meetings, culminating in the current Revised Project.
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Chapter 2
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1 INTRODUCTION
If approved, the Rincon Palms Revised Hotel and Conference Center Project (the “revised Project”)
would develop a 149-room hotel, with a 5,440-square foot conference center, along with related
ancillary uses. The Revised Project would replace the Entitled Project approval. The Entitled Project
includes a 112-room hotel and a 6,000-sqaure foot free-standing restaurant, with ancillary uses. The
project would develop a 3.06 acre site located north of Hollister Avenue; south of a research and
development building, U.S. Highway 101, and the Union Pacific Railroad; west of Cortona Drive; and east
of Storke Road (see Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2). The Entitled Project and the Revised Project are, for
purposes of this document, both located on the “project site.”
This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) reviews the environmental impacts of the Revised Project in
accord with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code §§ 21000, et seq., “CEQA”),
the regulations promulgated thereunder (14 Cal. Code of Regulations §§ 15000, et seq., the “CEQA
Guidelines”), and the City’s Environmental Guidelines (“Goleta Guidelines”).
This EIR compares the Revised Project with the Entitled Project in accordance with applicable law.1
Consequently, this EIR uses the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (08-MND-001) prepared for the
Entitled Project as the environmental baseline for the Revised Project. All mitigation measures required
for the Entitled Project were incorporated into the conditions of approval for that project and would
also be required for this Revised Project unless differences between the two projects result in changes
that no longer require mitigation. All mitigation measures from 08-MND-001 are incorporated by
reference into the Revised Project unless otherwise stated in this EIR. Table 2-1 below compares the
Entitled Project and the Revised Project.

1

th

See CEQA Guidelines § 15162; Abatti v. Imperial Irr. Dist. (2012) 205 Cal.App.4 650; Benton v. Bd. of Super.
(1991) 226 Cal.App.3d 1467.

_____________________________________________________________________________________
Rincon Palms Revised Hotel
2-1
Final EIR
And Conference Center
July 2013

2.0 Project Description
_____________________________________________________________________________________

Table 2-1
Development Statistics Comparison between Entitled Project and Revised Project

Overall Site Area
Building Coverage
Landscape
Hardscape
Permeable
Impermeable

Entitled Project
(07-020-GPA-RZ, -DP)
Square
Percent
footage
133,294
sf
26,400 sf
19.8%
29,372 sf
22.0%
77,086 sf
57.8%
31,580 sf
45,506 sf
Floor Area

Revised Project
Square
footage
133,294 sf

Percent

32,054 sf
29,168 sf
72,072 sf
4,236 sf
67,836 sf

24.0%
21.9%
54.1%

Percentage
Change from
Entitled
0%
17.6%
-0.7%
-6.5%
-86.6%
49.1%

Hotel
Parking Level (garage)/level 0
Ground Floor
Second Floor
Third Floor
Total Hotel

18,900 sf
20,400 sf
20,000 sf
19,200 sf
77,500 sf

11,433 sf
32,054 sf
26,128 sf
24,077 sf
93,692 sf

Free-standing Restaurant

6,000 sf

NA

0.492

0.703

42.9%

189 spaces

169 spaces

-10.6%

FAR
Parking Provided4

-39.5%
57.1%
30.1%
25.4%
20.9%

2.2 PROJECT SITE
2.2.1 Parcels, Land Use Designations, and Zoning
The project site consists of a single parcel, legally described as Parcel 5 of Record Map No. 10,212, Unit
1, filed in the office of the County Recorder of the County of Santa Barbara in Book 58, Page 26 of
Record Maps. The property address is 6868 and 6878 Hollister Avenue. The County Assessor’s Parcel
Number is 073-140-004. The parcel boundaries are depicted in Figure 2-2.
The General Plan/Local Coastal Land Use Plan shows that the project site is located in the Inland Area of
the City of Goleta. The General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan Land Use Map designates the parcel as Office
2

Without garage level (Level 0), because it is entirely underground and including restaurant for Entitled Project.
Including Level Zero for Revised Project because it is not underground. Includes conference facility.
4
Does not include valet parking for either Entitled or Revised Project.
3
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and Institutional, with a Hotel Overlay. The parcel is zoned Professional Institutional (PI) with a Hotel
Overlay (HO).

2.2.2 Existing Land Use, Vegetation, and Topography
The project site is currently vacant and undeveloped. There is a monitoring well that would be relocated
as part of the project.
The site was historically used for agriculture until the 1950s. It was also used as a dump site for excess
materials when the freeway was built in the 1950s and 1960s. As a result, little native vegetation
remains. The site is almost entirely vegetated by non-native grasses and forbs. There are 15
Washingtonia palm trees located around the three street-sides of the parcel. Along the northerly
border, a mix of olive and podocarpus trees is planted in a buffer between the subject parcel and the
parcel to the north. None of the site vegetation, except the palms, is considered visually significant.
The project site is gently sloping from the northeast to the southwest, averaging 40 to 42 feet above
mean sea level, for an overall slope of less than 1% across the property. There is very limited
topographic variation. There are no natural slopes, rock outcrops, or other geological formations.
Although the site does not contain significant scenic features, other than the palm trees, it provides an
existing open visual character in the midst of an otherwise developed urban area. This includes public
views of the Santa Ynez Mountains. These views define the existing visual character of the project site.

Figure 2-1 Project Location
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Figure 2-2 Project Site
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2.2.3 Surrounding Land Uses
The project site is bounded on the north by existing research and development buildings. Beyond them
are railroad corridor and U.S. 101.
Hollister Avenue, a divided four-lane major arterial, defines the south boundary of the project site. On
the south side of Hollister Avenue, there is a mix of retail and commercial buildings, including a fast-food
restaurant, a service station, a mixed retail and office building, and a big box retailer.
The project site is bounded on the east by Cortona Drive. The east side of Cortona Drive is developed
with a research and development/office building.
Storke Road, a divided four-lane major arterial, is on the west boundary of the project site. On the west
side of Storke Road is a recently constructed retail and bank building. North of the new building and its
parking area is a two-story multiple-family affordable residential development.

2.3 OBJECTIVES FOR REVISED PROJECT
The applicant’s objectives for the Revised Project include:
1.

Provide a conference/event facility of sufficient size to accommodate an ideal capacity of
approximately 350 in a contiguous indoor space at the property identified as the preferred hotel
conference center location within the City of Goleta;

2.

Maintain a minimum number of hotel guest rooms, up to 165, sufficient to support the financial
requirements of developing and operating the conference facility, resulting in long-term
financial stability for the project.

3.

Maximize the economic benefits to the City of Goleta, local businesses, and organizations with
the generation of transient occupancy and sales tax.

4.

Provide at-grade, on-site parking sufficient to accommodate hotel and conference guests
without over-parking the site for daily use.

5.

Address visual resource protection by incorporating building setbacks, utilizing landscaping,
berming, screening walls and variation in building elements.

6.

Provide the local community with up 200 temporary construction jobs and 50 permanent hotel
operation jobs.

2.4 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT
As noted, this project is a revised project. The Entitled Project consisted of a 112-room hotel and a 6,000
square foot free-standing restaurant, including two buildings. The Revised Project consists of a 93,692square foot, three -story hotel (four -story at the rear) with and average height of 35 feet and a Floor to
Lot Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.70:



One hundred forty nine (149) guestrooms;
Enclosed conference center/meeting space totaling 5,440 square feet;
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An 11,433 square foot north elevation walk-out level (Level 0) containing guest rooms and
mechanical space;
Outdoor guest swimming pool, spa and deck area;
Outdoor dining terrace patio with fire pit and service bar;
Pre-function/lobby, lounge and library space;
Porte-cochere entrance to the hotel;
Hotel restaurant, full service bar, and room service;
Trash and recycling enclosures with screen walls and roof;
Surface parking and driving aisles for 169 vehicles, plus a valet parking plan for peak events;
28,918 29,168 square feet of landscaping provided along the property perimeter, within the
parking lot, and around the hotel and restaurant;
Significant upgrade to the existing bus stop with a new Courtesy bus-stop with shelter, lighting,
bench, and trash cans located on Hollister Avenue;
Exterior sidewalk, curb and gutter improvements along Hollister Avenue and Cortona Drive; and
Pedestrian pathways with enhanced paving surfaces to safely direct pedestrian traffic from the
hotel and parking lot to and from Hollister Avenue and Cortona Drive.

The primary access to the project would be from the west east on Cortona Drive via a private driveway
that, once onsite, curves to the south and then to the west to the porte cochere entrance. Parking is
provided around the south, east, and north sides of the hotel.
The layout of the project is detailed in Figure 2-3. The major components of the project are described
further below.

2.4.1 Hotel and Conference Center
The Revised Project would feature a conference center/event space of sufficient size to host large
special events with banquet seating for 350 people. The hotel includes 149 guest rooms within a 3-story
structure (4-story north elevation walkout level – Level 0), with an average height of thirty-five feet
(35'). The Revised Project also includes a fitness center, accommodations for internet access within
guest rooms, guest food service, as well as a pool and lounge areas.
The hotel restaurant and bar is intended to primarily serve hotel and conference center guests and
attendees. However, restaurant and bar service would not require patrons to be hotel or conference
center guests.
Architecture
The architectural design of the hotel/conference center reflects the forms and materials of the Art
Deco/Streamline Moderne Style, which are architectural styles included within the Goleta Old Town
Heritage District Guidelines.5 Appropriate colors, vernacular hints of art deco and glass set in aluminum
framing, metal fascias, and plaster sculptural forms would reinforce references to the Streamline
Moderne style. Building elevations are shown in Figure 2-4 and Figure 2-5.

5

The project is not located within the Goleta Old Town Heritage District, but buildings with architectural styles identified within
the Goleta Old Town Heritage District Guidelines can be found throughout the community.
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2.4.2 Parking, Access and Circulation
Parking
The Revised Project provides 169 parking spaces for hotel guests, employees, and conference guests,
including six (6) accessible spaces and approximately twenty-three (23) compact spaces, which exceeds
the 159 parking spaces required by the City Zoning Code. Additional surface parking is provided via a
valet parking program that would meet the peak parking demand during the few events that require
additional parking.
Access and Internal Circulation
Access to the project site would be from the west east, via Cortona Drive, with internal access through
the parking areas around the hotel and conference center building. A private driveway from Cortona
Drive would split both south and north. Going south, the driveway would turn west around the corner of
the hotel, leading to self-parking and the porte cochere entrance to the hotel. Going north, the driveway
would pass parking and turn west around the back of the building, where there would be additional
parking and a rear entrance to Level 0.
There would also be two driveway access points cut through the berm on the adjacent property to the
north to provide delivery and emergency access to the building rear. The project includes an access
easement in favor of the hotel property across the southern drive aisle of the property to the north in
order to allow emergency vehicles and trash and delivery trucks to access the northwest end of the
hotel project site. Those access points would lead to an existing driveway on the adjacent property at
Cortona Drive.

2.4.3 Public Improvements
A variety of public improvements have been incorporated into the Revised Project, including extension
of the reclaimed water line, fire hydrants, sidewalks, bike lane, curb and gutter, and restriping along
Cortona Drive and Hollister Avenue. See Figure 2-6.
Additionally, a bus passenger shelter on Hollister Avenue approximately mid-way between Cortona
Drive and Storke Road would replace the existing bus stop. The location for the proposed shelter has
been indicated on the project Site Plan and its design would be reviewed by City Public Works and MTD
staff for consistency with their design standards.

2.4.4 Grading and Drainage Facilities
Grading necessary to prepare the building pad and parking lot and to excavate for underground
detention totals approximately 5,900 cubic yards of cut and 7,900 cubic yards of fill. The 2,000 cubic
yards of import would primarily be specified structural fill for the related building foundation, pad and
utility trench areas. These estimates are based upon the preliminary grading plans. Storm water flows
would be directed to a combination of bioswale, bioretention, and underground detention areas which
would enable filtration of the water before it reaches the regional drainage systems. See Figure 2-6.
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2.4.5 Landscaping
The landscape plan proposes to retain the 15 existing mature palms at the perimeter of the site,
and further incorporates the use of new palms where appropriate in order to complement the scale
of the architecture. Deciduous and evergreen trees would be located to provide shading in the
summer months and solar heat gain in the winter months. Deciduous broad canopy trees would be
placed throughout the parking areas to provide sufficient shading, and accent trees would be used
at entries and pedestrian linkages. See Figure 2-7.

2.5 REQUESTED APPROVAL
The project is requesting the following approval:
Revised Development Plan (Case No. 11-083-DP-RV): The Revised hotel and conference center (see
Figure 1) is approximately 93,692 square feet in total floor area and designed in a generally rectangular
configuration, oriented toward and parallel to Hollister Avenue. It would be three stories in height from
the front, with a partial fourth story tucked below at the rear. Off-street parking is located at the front,
back and side of the hotel. Site and building amenities include a port-cochere entry, private patios or
balconies for each room, guest swimming pool, and outdoor lounge patio. The main entrance is oriented
toward Hollister Avenue with access from Cortona Drive.
The Revised Project has a Floor-Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.70. The recommended FAR under the Hotel
Overlay designation is 0.50. The Entitled Project has an FAR of 0.49. Because the Floor-Area Ratio (FAR)
exceeds the FAR recommended by the General Plan, it will be necessary for the decision-making body to
make a “Good Cause” finding to approve the project. The General Plan definition of the Good Cause
Finding is outlined below:
General Plan Definition of “Good Cause”:
The good cause finding is a finding of public or community necessity, e.g., a better site or architectural
design that will result in better resource protection, will provide a significant community benefit, and/or
does not create an adverse impact to the community character, aesthetics, or public views. Standards
for analysis include:
a. Conceptual drawings (basic site plan and elevations) of the proposal that meet the standards in the
land use tables for review by the DRB and Planning Commission;
b. At the discretion of the DRB and/or Planning Commission, conceptual plans may be requested for
one (1) other version of the project that comes closer to meeting the standard(s) in the tables;
c. At the discretion of the DRB and/or Planning Commission, story poles and/or visual simulations may
be requested, including those that reflect the proposal that meets the standards; and
d. The use proposed should meet a public or community need or goal, e.g., senior affordable or other
affordable housing, recreational facilities open to the public, non-profit facilities that serve the
public, preservation or restoration of a historic structure or resource, and/or projects that have
negligible impacts and do not require significant use of public and/or natural resources.
The property is zoned PI (Professional Institutional) with a Hotel Overlay. No change is proposed.
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Source: TAAG Architects, February 2013

Figure 2-3

Revised Project Site Plan
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Source: TAAG Architects, December 2012

Figure 2-4

West (facing Storke Road) and South (facing Hollister Avenue) Elevations
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Source: TAAG Architects, February 2013

Figure 2-5

East (facing Cortona Drive) and North Elevations
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Source: Penfield & Smith, December 2012

Figure 2-6

Public Improvements, Grading and Drainage Plan
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Source: The Office of Katie O’Reilly Rogers, December 2012

Figure 2-7

Preliminary Landscape Plan
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Chapter 3
RELATED PROJECTS
Related projects are other projects in the vicinity of the proposed project that may, in combination with
the Revised Project, result in the potential for cumulative impacts. The list of related projects in this EIR
includes all the projects identified on the City of Goleta Planning and Environmental Review Cumulative
Projects List (Major Projects), March 2013. These projects are identified on Table 3.1. A total of 873
residential units, an assisted living facility for 90 residents, 1,228,013 square feet of
commercial/industrial/institutional facilities, and 118 hotel units (not including the project) are pending,
approved, or under construction. Additionally, there are projects at the University of California, Santa
Barbara, the Santa Barbara Municipal Airport and in Santa Barbara County that were considered in this
EIR.
The cumulative impact analysis for each environmental issue addressed in Chapter 4.0 Environmental
Setting and Impact Analysis is based upon this list of related projects, as applicable, as well as growth
anticipated under the City of Goleta General Plan.

Figure 3-1
Cumulative Projects (Major Projects)
Project

Haskell’s Landing
07-102-GP, -TM, -DP

Goleta Valley Cottage
Hospital 07-171-OA, -DP

Location

Land Use

Size /
Description

PROJECTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION
Hollister Avenue
& Las Armas
Residential
101 residential units
Road
351 S. Patterson
at Hollister
Avenue

Cabrillo Business Park
6767 Hollister
08-107-DP AM and 37-SBAvenue
DP

Status

Under
construction

Commercial

Hospital: 93,090 SF
Existing; 152,658 SF
Approved; 59,568 SF net
new

Under
Construction

Mixed Use

Business Park - new
structures total 693,100
SF (R&D, self storage, 1.1
service uses; 241,682 SF
existing; 934,782 SF
total)

Under
construction
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Location

Project

Size /
Description

Land Use

1.2
1.3

Willow Springs II
08-109-GPA, -SPA, -VTM,
-DP, -CUP, -Lot Merger

Camino Vista
e/o Los
Carneros Road

1.5

Comstock Homes (The1.6
Bluffs) 67-SB-TM

7800 block of
Hollister Avenue

Residential

100 residential units

Residential

62 residential units
(SFDs)

Status

1.4

Under
Construction

1.7

Under
Construction/
Approx. 75%
Occupied

1.8
1.9

1.10 Baker, Violet,
Robinson LLA- related
and Daffodil
lots 99-LA-024; 77-SB-LLA
Lanes

Residential

13 units

1.11 Approved; 7
under
construction

APPROVED PROJECTS
1.12 Fairview Commercial 1.13 151 S. Fairview
Center 01-SB-DP; CUP
Avenue

Mixed Use

16,885 SF mixed use
building (9,250 SF retail
1.14 Approved
space, 6,110 SF office
space and 2 units)

1.15 Citrus Village
1.16 04-226-TM, -DP

Residential

10 residential units

7388 Calle Real

1.18 Rancho Mobile Home
Park Subdivision
(Guggenheim)
05-140-TM
1.20 Renco Encoders
07-103-DP

7465 Hollister
Avenue

1.21 26 Coromar
Drive

Residential

Mixed Use

1.17 Approved

Subdivision of a 17.84
acre rental mobile home
park property
1.19 Approved*
(150 existing mobile
homes)
Existing M-RP Bldg
(33,600 SF); Add 8800 SF
1.22 Approved
manuf. Space; Add
10,400 SF office

1.23 Mariposa at Ellwood 1.24 7760 Hollister
Shores 07-217-DP
Ave.

Residential

62,481 SF Assisted Living
1.25 Approved
(90 residents)
1.26

1.27 Schwann Self Storage 1.29 10 S. Kellogg
1.28 07-229-DP
Ave.

Commercial

111,730 SF self-storage
1.30 Approved
facility

Mixed Use

279 residential units
1.33 Approved*
90,054 SF retail

1.31 Westar
1.32 08-143-GPA, -VTM, -DP

Hollister Ave
n/w of Glen
Annie Rd
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Project

Location

Size /
Description

Land Use

1.34 GVCH Medical Office
1.36 5333 Hollister
Building Reconstruction
Avenue
1.35 08-185-DP

Commercial

1.38 Fresh and Easy Market
1.39 5955 Calle Real
11-032-DP
FLIR Addition to Cabrillo
1.41 6769/775
Business Park
Hollister Ave.
12-028-DP AM

Commercial

Commercial

1.43 Camino Real Marketplace
Skating Facilities
1.46 Santa Felicia
1.44 95-DP-026
Drive
1.45 05-118-SCD

Commercial

Status

Medical Office Building
Demo existing 41,224 SF;
1.37 Approved
52,000 SF proposed
10,776 SF net new
3,754 SF net new grocery
market (demo 9,939 SF;
1.40 Approved
new structure is 13,693
SF)
11,827 SF (net new)
office building addition
1.42 Approved
(demo 4,3,48 SF; new
building is 16,175 SF)
46,479 SF ice rink
1.47 Approved
17,000 SF roller rink

PENDING PROJECTS
1.48 Islamic Society of SB
1.49 03-051-RZ; DP; CUP

Los Carneros
and Calle Real

Commercial

6,183 SF building for
religious organization 1.50
& 1 Pending
caretaker unit

1.51 Taylor Parcel Map
03-053-PM

590 N. Kellogg
Avenue

Commercial

3 new parcels

1.52 Pending
1.53 (On Hold)

1.54 Shelby Trust
1.55 05-154-GPA, -RZ, -VTM

7400 Cathedral
Oaks Road

Residential

60 residential units

1.56 Pending

1.57 Sturgeon Building
06-180-RZ; DP

SEC Los
Carneros and
Calle Real

Commercial

6,046 SF retail/medical
1.58 Pending
office
(On Hold)

1.59 Kenwood Village
08-205-GPA, -RZ, -VTM

Calle Real w/o
Calaveras
Avenue

Residential

60 residential units

1.60 Pending

1.61 Marriott Residence Inn
09-075-TPM, -DP and
09-079-DP AM

6300 Hollister
Avenue

Commercial

80,989 SF hotel
(118 rooms)

1.62 Pending
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Project

Location

Land Use

Size /
Description
Approved: 75,580 SF
hotel (102 rooms) and1.64
6,000 SF restaurant
Proposed: 93,822 SF 149
room hotel; 5,440 SF
conf.

Status

1.63 Rincon Palms Hotel and
Restaurant
09-106-DP RV and 07020; 11-083-DP-RV

6868/6878
Hollister Avenue

Hotel &
Conference
Center

Approved;
Revised Project
is Pending and
under review

1.65 Cortona Apartments
1.66 09-140-DP

6830 Cortona
Drive

Residential

176 residential units 1.67 Pending

1.68 McDonalds, USA 10-085CUP, DPAM

6900
Marketplace
Drive

Commercial

Add drive-thru window
1.69 Pending

1.70 Target Store 11-125-GPA

6466 & 6470
Hollister Avenue
& 170 Los
Carneros Way

Commercial

120,690 SF net new
grocery market (demo
1.71 Pending
44, 110 SF; new bldg is
164,800 SF)

1.72 Harvest Hill Ranch
1.73 12-086-RZ, -VTM

880 Cambridge
Road

Residential

Seven lot subdivision
1.74 Pending
with net of 6 homes

1.75 Somera Medical Office
Building 12-091-DP

454 S. Patterson
Avenue

Commercial

20,000 SF net new
1.76 Pending
medical office building

* - Subject to pending legal challenge
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Chapter 4
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.1 AESTHETICS
This section assesses the Revised Project’s aesthetic impacts in terms of visual character and effects on
scenic views. A number of photographs and three visual simulations support this analysis, and they are
included in figures at the end of this section.

4.1.1 Existing Conditions
Entitled Conditions
The Entitled Project (also known as “Project Baseline”) includes a 112-room hotel (three-story with a
maximum height of 34.5 feet, plus architectural projections) and a 6,000-sqaure foot free-standing
restaurant (one-story with a maximum height of 20 feet, plus architectural projections), with ancillary
uses on a 3.06–acre site. The Entitled Project has a building coverage of 19.8%, with a FAR of 0.49. The
Entitled Project hotel is located on the northerly 1/3 of the project site stretching from the eastern to
western setbacks, and the restaurant is located near the southwest corner of the project site. The
Entitled Project has landscape coverage of 22.0%. The landscaping is proposed around the perimeter of
the perimeter of the project site. The Entitled Project required 7,500 cubic yards of cut and 5,350 cubic
yards of fill. The Entitled Project hotel and restaurant both had a finished floor of 42.0 feet. Figure 4.1-1
provides the site plan of the Entitled Project.

Visual Character and Aesthetic Quality of the Project Site and Surrounding Area
The 3.06–acre site is vacant and undeveloped. Figure 4.1-2 provides an aerial view of the project site.
The project site was historically used for agriculture until the 1950s. It was also used as a dump site for
excess materials when the U.S. 101 freeway was built in the 1950s and 1960s. As a result, little native
vegetation remains. The site is almost entirely vegetated by non-native grasses and forbs. There are 15
Washingtonia palm trees located around the three street-sides of the parcel. Along the northerly
border, a mix of olive and podocarpus trees is planted in a buffer between the subject parcel and the
parcel to the north. None of the site vegetation, except the palms, is considered visually significant.
The project site is gently sloping from the northeast (approximately 35 feet above sea level) to the
southwest (approximately 44 feet above sea level) for an overall slope of less than 1% across the
property. There is very limited topographic variation. There are no natural slopes, rock outcrops, or
other geological formations.
Although the site does not contain significant scenic features, other than the palm trees, it provides an
existing open visual character in the midst of an otherwise developed urban area. This includes public
views of the Santa Ynez Mountains. These views define the existing visual character of the project site.
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The project site is an infill site surrounded on all sides by urban development and/or infrastructure. The
visual quality and character of the surrounding area is described below:
North: Office and Research and Development Building, Upper Foothills and Santa Ynez Mountains
The project site is bounded on the north by existing research and development buildings that block
views of the railroad corridor and U.S. 101, as well as the lower portions of the foothills to the north.
Expansive views of the Santa Ynez Mountains exist beyond the existing buildings. The existing two –story
building to the north is approximately 60,000 square feet and is located on a 3.1 acre property. It is set
back approximately 50 to 150 feet from Cortona Drive and approximately 30 to 50 feet from Storke
Road. See Figure 4.1-3.

Figure 4.1-1
Entitled Project Site Plan
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Figure 4.1-2
Aerial View of Project Area
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South: Hollister Avenue, Retail and Commercial Development
Hollister Avenue, a divided four-lane major arterial, defines the southern boundary of the project site.
The top of pavement elevation ranges from 41.5 feet above mean sea level (amsl) at the site’s east
property line to 40.6 feet amsl at the site’s west property line. The paved roadway is approximately 80
feet wide. The total right-of-way is approximately 100 feet and includes the paved street section and
sidewalks on the south side of the street. See Figure 4.1-3.
On the south side of Hollister Avenue are two buildings close to the street, including a fast food
restaurant, set back approximately 20 feet from Hollister Avenue and a gas station, set back
approximately 50 feet from Hollister Avenue. There are also larger buildings set at a further distance
from the street, including a one-story approximately 116,000 square foot big box retailer on a 7.7 acre
parcel, and a two-story approximately 30,000 commercial building on a 2.3 acre parcel.
East: Cortona Drive and Research and Development
Cortona Drive is a 60-foot wide public road easement with a 42-foot wide paved street that is adjacent
to the east property line. North of the parcel it curves around to the east and connects to Castilian Drive.
There is a sidewalk on the east side of the street, but not along the parcel frontage. See Figure 4.2-4.
The Raytheon Company campus is located across Cortona Drive from the parcel to the east. The
Raytheon Company campus includes approximately 130,000 square feet in two buildings on
approximately 8.5 acres. The closest building to Hollister Avenue is set back approximately 50 feet from
Hollister Avenue and the closest building to Cortona Drive is set back approximately 210 feet from
Cortona Drive (nearest the project site).
West: Storke Road, Commercial/Retail Development and Multi-Family Residential
Storke Road is public road with a public right-of-way and paved area of ranging between 100 to 180 feet
along the project site that terminates into Glenn Annie Road at the U.S. 101 interchange north of the
property. There is a sidewalk on the west side of Storke Road, but no sidewalk along the project
frontage. See Figure 4.1-4.
At the northwest corner of Hollister Avenue and Storke Road, across from the project site is a recently
constructed approximately 6,000 square foot retail and bank building. The new retail and bank building
is set back approximately 25 feet from Hollister Avenue and approximately 30 feet from Storke Road.
North of the new building and its parking area is a two-story multiple-family affordable residential
development, which is largely screened from Storke Road by trees and shrubs.
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Source: Jan Hubbell, AICP

Figure 4.1-3 Views from the Site, Looking North (top) and East (bottom)
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Source: Jan Hubbell, AICP

Figure 4.1-4 Views from the Site, Looking South (top) and West (bottom)
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Project Vicinity Terrain Conditions and General Site Visibility
Elevations within the City of Goleta typically descend from interior foothill locations toward the
coastline. The elevations of properties along Hollister Avenue decrease from east to west and from
north to south. There are few elevated viewing locations from which the site is visible. The major
exception is from the Storke/Glen Annie Road/U.S. 101 overpass to the northwest of the project site.
There are short-range views of the site from the surrounding developed areas. These are generally
limited to locations along surrounding streets due to the relatively flat terrain, along with structures,
utilities, and landscaping.

General Plan Designated Scenic Viewpoints and Corridors in the Project Area
Southerly View from the Storke Road/Glenn Annie Road/U.S. 101 Overpass
The crest of the Storke Road/Glenn Annie Road/U.S. 101 overpass provides scenic views in all directions,
including coast and mountain vistas. It is identified in the General Plan as an important “gateway” to the
community, as well as a scenic view to be protected.1 The overpass is the most elevated public street
location in the vicinity of the project site. From the crest, the site is visible from southbound vehicles and
to pedestrians. The project site is not visible north of the crest of the overpass. It is briefly visible on the
southerly descent from the crest. Once clear of the structural development and existing vegetation just
north of the property, views of the site are generally unimpeded. See Figure 4.1-5.
Easterly and Westerly Views from Hollister Avenue
The project site has frontage along Hollister Avenue, a General Plan-designated Local Scenic Corridor.
While drivers are generally focused on the traffic around them, vehicle passengers have a greater
chance to view the site, and pedestrians and cyclists have more time to view of the site from either
direction. The wait at the traffic signal at Hollister Avenue and Storke when the light is red ranges from
45 to 70 seconds, allowing an extended opportunity for many travelers of all types to view the site.
Travelers moving east along Hollister Avenue are often stopped or slowed by the traffic signal at
Hollister Avenue and Storke Road, which results in an extended view of the project site, looking
northeasterly and the Santa Ynez Mountains in the background.
For travelers moving west on Hollister Avenue, westbound views of the Santa Ynez Mountains are
blocked by existing landscaping. However, views through the project site to the northwest open up as
the traveler nears Cortona Drive.

Regulatory Framework
Federal
There are no Federal regulations applicable to this aesthetics analysis.

1

Goleta General Plan, Chapter 6, Visual and Historic Resources Element, Figure 6-1.

_____________________________________________________________________________________
Rincon Palms Revised Hotel
4.1-9
Final EIR
And Conference Center
July 2013

4.1 Aesthetics
_____________________________________________________________________________________

State
There are no State regulations applicable to this this aesthetics analysis.

Local
General Plan Policy
The Visual and Historic Element (Section 6.0) of the General Plan contains the City’s goals and policies
regarding preservation and protection of its visual resources. The Visual and Historic Element’s Guiding
Principles and Goals seek to ensure that new development is designed to preserve and protect
important natural features and scenic resources, while at the same time recognizing that all
development alters the existing environment.2 To achieve a balance between projected future
development and the goal of protecting important visual resources, policies were adopted to guide the
design and review of new development. Among these policies are several that directly impact the
assessment of the aesthetic impacts of the project. The most critical of these policies are summarized
below:
a. Policy VH 1.4

Protection of Mountain and Foothill Views:

Views of mountains and foothills from public areas shall be protected. View protection associated
with development that may affect views of mountains or foothills should be accomplished first
through site selection and then by use of design alternatives that enhance, rather than obstruct or
degrade, such views. Development practices that may be employed to attain this goal include
limitations on the height and size of structures, stepping of building heights away from the public
viewing area, clustering of building sites and structures, and the use of colors and materials that
harmonize with the surrounding landscape.
b. Policy VH 1.5 Protection of Open Space Views
Views of open space, including agricultural lands, from public areas shall be protected. View
protection associated with development should be accomplished first through site selection and
then by use of design alternatives that enhance rather than obstruct or degrade such views.
Development practices that may be employed to attain this goal include limitations on the height
and size of structures, clustering of building sites, shared vehicular access to minimize curb cuts, and
structures, and the use of colors and materials that harmonize with the surrounding landscape
c. Policy VH 2.2

Preservation of Scenic Corridors:

The aesthetic qualities of scenic corridors shall be preserved through retention of the general
character of significant views of the foothills and mountainous areas.
d. Policy VH 2.3

Development Projects Along Scenic Corridors:

Development adjacent to scenic corridors should not degrade or obstruct views of scenic areas. To
achieve this goal appropriate design practices shall be used including the use of landscaping for
screening purposes, limiting the height and sizes of structures, clustering sites and structures,
providing a similar level of architectural detail on all elevations visible from scenic corridors, placing
2

See Goleta General Plan, Section 6.2 for a complete list of Guiding Principles and Goals.
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existing overhead utilities and all new utilities underground, and establishing setbacks along major
roadways to help protect views and create an attractive scenic corridor. On flat sites, step the
heights of buildings so that the height of building elements is lower close to the street and increases
with distance from the street.
e. Policy VH 3.2

Neighborhood Identity

Neighborhood context and scale shall be maintained. New development shall be compatible with
existing architectural styles of adjacent development
f.

Policy VH 3.4

Building Design

The city’s visual character shall be enhanced through development of structures that are
appropriate in scale and orientation and that use high quality, durable materials. Structures shall
incorporate architectural styles, landscaping, and amenities that are compatible with and
complement surrounding development.
j.

Policy VH 4.10

Design Review Streetscape and Frontage Design

A unified streetscape shall be created to improve the interface between pedestrians and vehicles.
Accent planting, textured paving and specimen trees should be used to establish identities at
building entries. Landscaping within the public right-of-way and adjacent development should be
coordinated to provide an integrated street frontage.
Other Policies which may apply to the project include Policy VH 3.1 – Community Design Character;
Policy VH 3.3 – Site Design; Policy 3.5 – Pedestrian Oriented Design; Policy VH 4.9 –Design Review
Landscape Design; Policy VH 4.11 –Design Review Parking Lots; Policy VH 4.12 – Design Review Lighting;
Policy VH 4.14 – Design Review Utilities; and Policy VH 4.16 – Design Review Green Building.

4.1.2 Thresholds of Significance
The City of Goleta’s Environmental Thresholds Guidelines Manual refers to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G
for the evaluation of scenic resources and associated aesthetic impacts. Based on Appendix G, the
project would result in a potentially significant visual impact if it would:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a State scenic highway;
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; or
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in
the area.
e) Have significant visual resources by virtue of surface waters, vegetation, elevation, slope or other
natural or man which are publicly visible.
f)

Have the potential to impact visual resources of the Coastal Zone or other visually important area (i.e.,
mountainous area, public park, urban fringe, or scenic travel corridor).

g) Have the potential to create a significantly adverse aesthetic impact through obstruction of public
views, incompatibility with surrounding structures, or intensity of development, removal of significant
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amounts of vegetation, loss of important open space, substantial alteration of natural character, lack of
adequate landscaping, or extensive grading visible from public areas.
Items a-d are from the Initial Study Checklist; items e-g are from the Thresholds Manual.
As discussed in the Project Description, the Baseline for analysis is the Entitled Project. Thus, this EIR
compares the Revised Project against the Entitled Project.
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Existing Site

Entitled Project (EIR Baseline)

Revised Project

Figure 4.1-5 Project Comparison from Storke Road/U.S. 101 Overpass
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Existing Site

Entitled Project (EIR Baseline)

Revised Project

Figure 4.1-6 Project Comparison from Hollister Avenue/Storke Road Intersection
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Existing Site

Entitled Project (EIR Baseline)

Revised Project

Figure 4.1-7 Project Comparison from Hollister Avenue and Cortona Drive
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4.1.3 Project Impacts
Summary of Revised Project Features
As described in detail in Section 2.0 Project Description, the Revised Project would include a single threeand four-story building with a total of 93,692 square feet. Included within this building would be a
5,440-square foot conference center and 149 hotel rooms, along with ancillary services, including a
restaurant and bar. There would be outdoor areas as well as a two-story porte cochere over the hotel
entrance. The Revised Project’s design was conceptually reviewed by the City’s Design Review Board on
September 25, 2012, November 13, 2012, and December 11, 2012. The Revised Project plans assessed in
this EIR incorporate revisions made in response to Design Review Board comments.
As discussed in Chapter 2, the EIR Baseline is the Entitled Project. Thus, the EIR is evaluating the
difference between the Entitled Project and the Revised Project. Table 4.1-1 compares the two projects.
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Table 4.1-1
Development Statistics Comparison between Entitled Project and Revised Project

Overall Site Area
Building Coverage
Landscape
Hardscape
Total Hotel
Ground Floor Finished Elevation
Overall Height
Setback from Hollister Avenue
Setback from Cortona Drive
Setback from Storke Road
Free-standing Restaurant
FAR

Entitled Project
(07-020-GPA-RZ, -DP)
Square
Percent
footage
133,294 sf
26,400 sf
19.8%
29,372 sf
22.0%
77,086 sf
57.8%
Floor Area
77,500 sf
42 feet amslb
76.5 feet amslb, c
217 feet
36 feet
10 feet

Revised Project
(11-083-DP-RV)
Square
Percent
footage
133,294 sf
32,054 sf
24.0%
29,168 sf
21.9%
72,072 sf
54.1%

6,000 sf

NA

0.49d

0.70e

93,692 sf
46 feet amslb
81 feet amslb, d
157 feet
79 feet
17 feetf

Percentage
Change from
Entitled
0%
17.6%
-0.7%
-6.5%
20.9%
9.5%
5.9%
-27.6%
19.4%
70%

42.9%

a

Parking Level in Entitled Project is entirely below ground; Level 0 in Revised Project is a ”walk-out” level
containing 16 rooms at the rear of the proposed building.
b
Above mean sea level
c
Not including tower elements
d
Without garage level (Level 0), because it is entirely underground and including restaurant for Entitled
Project.
e
Including Level Zero for Revised Project because it is not underground. Includes conference facility.
fg
At closest point.

Finished Grading
Grading to prepare the project site for construction would result in a higher topographic profile than
currently exists, as well as higher than that of the Entitled Project. Generally, the current topography
ranges from approximately 40 to 42 feet above mean sea level (amsl), with a high point of 43.8 feet amsl
where the monitoring well is located. The Finished Floor elevation of the first floor will be 46.0 feet amsl
(a lower level on the north side of the building will have a Finished Floor elevation of 36 feet amsl; the
first floor elevation is used for comparison purposes and because both projects appear to be three
stories from the primary viewpoints along Hollister Avenue). The Entitled Project Finished Floor
elevation for the first floor is 42.0 feet amsl.
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Hotel and Conference Center
The Revised Project hotel and conference center building will be a three- and four-story building
constructed along the northerly half of the property. The location of the building is placed as far to the
north as it can upon the project site, given the constraint of the 50-foot fault setback required from the
North Elwood Fault. The building includes a total of 93,692 square feet. The building covers 24.0 percent
of the site.
The architectural design of the hotel/conference center reflects the forms and materials of the Art
Deco/Streamline Moderne Style, featuring strong horizontal elements, which are architectural styles
included within the Goleta Old Town Heritage District Guidelines.3 Materials include glass set in
aluminum frames, metal fascias, and plaster sculptural forms. The landscape plan retains the existing
mature palm trees and introduces additional palms, as well as deciduous and evergreen trees to provide
shade in the summer and solar heat gain in the winter. Broad canopy trees will be incorporated into the
parking lots.
There will be one row of parking on the north side of the building, adjacent to the neighboring property.
There will also be one row of parking on the east side of the building, adjacent to Cortona Drive. The
remaining parking will be between the building and Hollister Avenue. Vehicle access will be provided
from Cortona Drive, with pedestrian access from both Hollister Avenue and Cortona Drive.

Baseline
While the Entitled Project results in loss of public views, this was determined by the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the Entitled Project to result in a less than significant impact as mitigated and approved.
The comparison, therefore, is based on the incremental change between the Entitled Project and the
Revised Project. Photos of the site without project photo simulations are provided for information
purposes only.
Please see the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Entitled Project for discussion of Light and Glare
impacts, which were determined to be less than significant, as mitigated. All mitigation measures
required for the Entitled Project were incorporated into the Revised Project submittal.

3

The project is not located within the Goleta Old Town Heritage District, but buildings with architectural styles identified within
the Goleta Old Town Heritage District Guidelines can be found throughout the community.
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Visual Resources4
Impact AES 1: The Revised Project would substantially degrade the existing visual character
and quality from a public Local Scenic Corridor.
Significance before Mitigation: Potentially Significant
As described in section 4.1.1, the project site provides an existing open visual character along the
Hollister Avenue Local Scenic Corridor. With the Entitled Project, views of the tops of the Santa Ynez
Mountain Range would remain, maintaining a sense of the mountains behind the urban area (See
Figures 4.1-6 and 4.1-7). With the Revised Project, the sense of the mountains behind the urban area
would be largely lost, as almost none of the mountain range would be visible behind the building. There
are two major factors that contribute to the loss of view:
1. Although the two projects are virtually the same height (34.5 feet for the Entitled Project and 35
feet for the Revised Project, not including tower elements) from the Finished Floor of the first floor,
the first floor elevation of the Entitled Project is 42.0 feet amsl, while the first floor elevation of the
Revised Project is 46.0 feet amsl. The Entitled Project is 4.5 feet lower than the Revised Project.
Therefore, while the Entitled and Revised Projects are approximately the same overall height, the
Revised Project appears 4.5 feet taller and is projected to block more of the mountain views.
2. Because of the greater size of the Revised Project hotel, it takes up more square footage (82,259
93,692 square feet vs. 59,600 77,500 square feet) and is closer to Hollister Avenue. This contributes
to an appearance of greater height, blocking the view of the mountains. The hotel portion of the
Entitled Project is 217 feet from Hollister Avenue; the Revised Project is 157 feet from Hollister
Avenue, 50 feet closer to the street.
See Figures 4.1-6 and 4.1-7 for comparisons at the two viewpoints along the southern edge of the
Hollister Avenue right-of-way that take into account the scenic views/corridor as identified within the
General Plan Visual and Historic Resources Element, Figure 1.
The almost total loss of mountain views from a public Local Scenic Corridor resulting from the Revised
Project would degrade short- and long-range visual qualities as experienced from the Hollister Avenue
Local Scenic Corridor. Therefore, the Revised Project would result in a significant impact on visual
resources.

Impacts on Scenic Views5
Impact AES-2: The Revised Project could impact coastal plain views from the Storke Road/U.S.
101 Overpass.
Significance before Mitigation: Less than Significant
The Goleta General Plan Visual and Historic Resources Element, Figure 1, identifies the crest of the
Storke Road/U.S. 101 overpass as a viewpoint providing a multi-directional scenic vista that is worthy of
protection. The overpass is further identified as a City “gateway.” Views available from the overpass

4

Addresses Thresholds “a” and “c.”
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include the Santa Ynez Mountains to the north and the coastal plain to the south. The Revised Project
would have no effect on northerly mountain views or views to the west and south-west.
The project site has limited visibility looking southeasterly from the overpass, just south of the crest.
Views of the site are constrained by guardrails, vegetation, and the buildings on the properties to the
north of the project site. Currently, the project site offers no impediment of the mid- and long-distance
views of the coastal plain and provides an “open” quality to the viewshed. The Entitled Project blocks
views of the lower part of the coastal tree line, with a couple of points that break the tree line. The
Revised Project intrudes a minimal amount more into the coastal tree line than does the Entitled
Project. However, it still appears lower than the Santa Catalina Residence Hall towers to the west. The
photo-simulations are shown in Figure 4.1-5.
In the baseline condition (the Entitled Project), the simulation depicts a skyline that is already blocked by
the Entitled Project. The coastline is not visible from this location. The skyline is defined by a row of
trees in the distance, which has some interruptions by the Entitled Project. These disruptions are
increased by a very small amount by the Revised Project. The tree line is still visible above most of the
Revised Project. However, as these views would be visible from a limited segment of the overpass and
the differences would be barely discernible to people driving or walking at the crest of the overpass, the
Revised Project’s impact on the southeast viewshed from the overpass is considered less than
significant.

Impact AES-3: The Revised Project would alter views of the Santa Ynez Mountains from
Hollister Avenue.
Significance before Mitigation: Potentially Significant
Hollister Avenue is designated in the General Plan as a Local Scenic Corridor and views of the Santa Ynez
Mountains from Hollister Avenue are considered scenic views that warrant protection. The project site is
visible in eastbound and westbound views, although the mountain views are more available in
eastbound views. Potential view impacts on eastbound northeasterly mountain views and westbound
northwesterly views are described below.
Impacts on Westbound Northwesterly Views from Hollister Avenue
Westbound views of the Santa Ynez Mountains across the property were diminished by the Entitled
Project (See Figure 4.1-6). However, a substantial portion of the ridgeline remains visible and the Final
MND for the Entitled Project determined that the impact on scenic views was less than significant. The
Revised Project blocks almost the entire ridgeline of the Santa Ynez Mountains within the site area. This
blockage is considered to be a significant impact.
Impacts on Eastbound Northeasterly Views from Hollister Avenue
Similar to westbound views, eastbound views of the Santa Ynez Mountains across the property were
diminished by the Entitled Project, as shown in Figure 4.1-7. However, the ridgeline of the Santa Ynez
Mountains is only interrupted by a few tower elements. The Revised Project blocks the entire ridgeline
for the full length of the project. This blockage is considered to be a significant impact.

5

Addresses Thresholds “a,” “c,” “f,” and “g.”
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4.1.4 Cumulative Impacts
As indicated in Section 3.0 Related Projects, there are a number of development projects that are
proposed for sites in the vicinity of Hollister Avenue and Storke Road. As identified in the General Plan
FEIR Long-Term Project Impacts, development in the vicinity of Storke Road and Los Carneros Road in
accordance with the designations of the General Plan could result in significant unavoidable impacts to
mountain views from Hollister Avenue.6 This is considered a significant cumulative impact. The Revised
Project’s impact to mountain views from Hollister Avenue is considered a significant contribution to this
cumulative impact.
The Revised Project, in combination with other development listed in Section 3.0 Related Projects,
would continue the trend toward developing or redeveloping parcels in the project area. These
developments will be visible from public viewing places, including surrounding public roadways. When
considered cumulatively, these projects will visually continue the “filling in” of undeveloped land or
intensifying development and alter the existing visual character and quality from a public Local Scenic
Corridor and reduce views of the mountains in the central portion of the City. These projects, when
considered cumulatively, would also similarly generate aesthetic impacts, which could cause cumulative
degradation of the existing visual quality of the area and surroundings, if architectural treatments,
mechanical equipment, utility infrastructure, night-lighting, trash enclosures, and landscaping are not
properly addressed. This impact is considered potentially significant.
The Revised Project would not significantly contribute to other cumulative impacts as identified in the
General Plan EIR.

4.1.5 Mitigation Measures
Impact AES 1: The Revised Project would substantially degrade the existing visual character
and quality from the public Local Scenic Corridor.
There are no feasible measures that would substantially reduce this impact while also allowing the
Revised Project to be constructed. Nevertheless, the Revised Project must comply with the following
mitigation measures:
AES 1-1:

AES 1-1: The permittee applicant must obtain a recommendation from the Design
Review Board (“DRB”) for Planning Commission approval. The DRB must specifically
consider compatibility with the area and surroundings, architectural treatments,
placement of mechanical equipment and utility infrastructure, colors, materials, finish
floor elevations, night lighting, trash enclosures, and landscape palette during review of
all project plans, including the lighting, utility, landscape, and building plans. Upon City
Council preliminary approval, the project is remanded to the DRB for preliminary and
final review with the specific authority to reduce the overall height of the building to
maximize mountain views while meeting basic project objectives. The project will return
to the City Council for final approval on consent upon DRB approval.
Plan Requirements and Timing: The DRB preliminary and final review must include site
plan, floor plan, elevations, grading plan, landscape plan, and lighting plan consistent
with the City’s submittal requirements. The applicant must provide the DRB with all

6

Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan FEIR, September 2006, page3.1-9.
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materials requested by the DRB to complete its review. In particular, the DRB must
review the following items of concern affecting the project to ensure that the views of
the mountains are protected to the extent feasible while meeting basic project
objectives:
a.

Public scenic vistas and view opportunities:

b.

Size, bulk and scale/massing;

c.

Architectural style and detailing;

d.

Quality of building materials;

e.

Appropriateness of landscaping for screening and surroundings; and

f.

Lighting/glare spillover.

Monitoring: The Planning and Environmental Review Director, or designee, must verify
compliance with this mitigation measure by ensuring conformance with the Revised
Project plans as approved by City Council and the Design Review Board before the City
issues any LUP, during field inspection, and before final inspection.
AES 1-2:

The height of structural development shown on final plans cannot exceed the mean
height and peak height shown on approved project exhibit maps. Finished grade must
be consistent with the approved final grading plan. The applicant must ensure that the
project complies with height limitations shown on City approved LUP plans during
project construction.
Plan Requirements and Timing: During the framing stage of construction and before
roofing begins, the applicant must submit verification from a licensed surveyor
demonstrating that finished grade and mean height and peak height from finished floor
of all structures conform to those shown on issued-LUP plan sets (see grading sheet for
identification of finished floor elevation, elevation sheets for mean and peak height
elevations in order to determine overall height above sea level).
Monitoring: The Planning and Environmental Review Director, or designee, must verify
compliance before the City issues a Certificate of Occupancy.

Impact AES 2: The project could impact coastal plain views from the Glen Annie/Storke Road
Overpass.
This impact would be less than significant, and therefore, mitigation measures are not required.

Impact AES 3: The project would alter views of the Santa Ynez Mountains from Hollister
Avenue.
While there are no feasible measures that would substantially reduce this impact while allowing for
development of the site, the Revised Project must comply with conditions AES 1-1 and AES 1-2.
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4.1.6 Residual Impacts
The Revised Project would result in two significant unavoidable impacts (Class I), requiring City Council
to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations in order to approve the Revised Project:



Impacts on the existing visual character and quality from the public Local Scenic Corridor (AES 1)
and
Impacts on mountain views from Hollister Avenue (AES 3 and the project’s contribution to
cumulative impacts).

As discussed in the 2008 MND for the Entitled Project, all other impacts were determined to be less than
significant with the mitigation measures incorporated in to the MND and incorporated into the Entitled
Project’s conditions of approval.
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4.2 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
This section analyzes the potential environmental effects of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and
climate change from implementation of the Revised Project. Information used to prepare this section
was obtained from various sources and publications. Such sources include the California Attorney
General’s Office (AGO); the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA); the United
Nations and World Meteorological Organization’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC);
the Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP); and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD). The analysis of the Revised Project’s impacts was prepared by RBF Consulting.1

4.2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS
The project site is located at the intersection of Hollister Avenue and Storke Road and is approximately
1.50 miles from the coastline, at an elevation of approximately 40 to 42 feet above mean sea level.

Climate Change Background
Parts of the Earth’s atmosphere act as an insulating “blanket” for the planet. This “blanket” of various
gases traps solar energy, which keeps the global average temperature in a range suitable for life. The
collection of atmospheric gases that comprise this blanket are called “greenhouse gases,” based on the
idea that these gases trap heat like the glass walls of a greenhouse. These gases, mainly water vapor,
carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), ozone (O3), and chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), all
act as effective global insulators, reflecting visible light and infrared radiation back to earth. Most
scientists agree that human activities, such as producing electricity and driving internal combustion
vehicles, have contributed to the elevated concentration of these gases in the atmosphere. As a result,
the Earth’s overall temperature is rising. Warmer global temperatures will lead to changes in rainfall
patterns, smaller polar ice caps, a rise in sea level, and a wide range of impacts on plants, wildlife, and
humans.
The relationship of water vapor and ozone as GHGs is poorly understood. It is unclear how much water
vapor acts as a GHG since water vapor can also produce cloud cover which reflects sunlight away from
Earth and counteracts its effect as a GHG. Also, water vapor tends to increase as the Earth warms, so it is
not well understood whether the increase in water vapor is contributing to or is a result of climate
change. Ozone tends to break down in the presence of solar radiation, but this is not sufficiently
understood by the scientific community to fully evaluate. For these reasons, methodologies approved by
the IPCC, United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) focus on carbon dioxide, nitrous oxide, methane, and chlorofluorocarbons. The following
provides a brief description of each of these GHGs.

Greenhouse Gas Emission Sources
Carbon Dioxide
The production and absorption of carbon dioxide (CO2) occurs through the burning of fossil fuels (e.g.,
oil, natural gas, and coal), solid waste, trees and wood products, and as a result of other chemical
1

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment, Rincon Palms Hotel Project, RBF Consulting, January 2013.
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reactions, such as those required to manufacture cement. Globally, the largest source of human based
CO2 emissions is the combustion of fossil fuels such as coal, oil, and gas in power plants, automobiles,
and industrial facilities. A number of specialized industrial production processes and product uses, such
as mineral or metal production, and the use of petroleum-based products, leads to CO2 emissions.
CO2 is removed from the atmosphere (or sequestered) when it is absorbed by plants as part of the
biological carbon cycle. Natural sources of CO2 occur within the carbon cycle where billions of tons of
atmospheric CO2 are removed by oceans and growing plants and are emitted back into the atmosphere
through natural processes. When in balance, total CO2 emissions and removals from the entire carbon
cycle are roughly equal. Since the Industrial Revolution in the 1700s, most scientists agree that human
activities, including burning of oil, coal, and gas, and deforestation, increased CO2 concentrations in the
atmosphere by 35 percent as of 2005.
Methane
Methane (CH4) is emitted from a variety of both human-related and natural sources. CH4 is emitted
during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil, from livestock and other agricultural
practices, and from the decay of organic waste in municipal solid waste landfills. It is estimated that 60
percent of global CH4 emissions are related to human activities. Natural sources of CH4 include wetlands,
gas hydrates,2 permafrost, termites, oceans, freshwater bodies, non-wetland soils, and wildfires. CH4
emissions levels from a particular source can vary significantly from one country or region to another.
These variances depend on many factors, such as climate, industrial and agricultural production
characteristics, energy types and usage, and waste management practices. For example, temperature
and moisture have a significant effect on the anaerobic digestion process, which is one of the key
biological processes resulting in CH4 emissions from both human and natural sources. Also, the
implementation of technologies to capture and utilize CH4 from sources such as landfills, coalmines, and
manure management systems affects the emissions levels from these sources.
Nitrous Oxide
Concentrations of nitrous oxide (N2O) also began to rise at the beginning of the Industrial Revolution,
reaching 314 parts per billion (ppb) by 1998. Microbial processes in soil and water, including those
reactions that occur in fertilizer containing nitrogen, produce N2O. In addition to agricultural sources,
some industrial processes (fossil fuel-fired power plants, nylon production, nitric acid production, and
vehicle emissions) also contribute to the atmospheric load of N2O.
Chlorofluorocarbons
Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) are not naturally occurring. They were synthesized for use as refrigerants,
aerosol propellants, and cleaning solvents. Since their creation in 1928, the concentrations of CFCs in
the atmosphere have risen. Due to the discovery that they are able to destroy stratospheric ozone, a
global effort to halt their production was undertaken, and levels of the major CFCs are now remaining
static or declining. However, their long atmospheric lifetimes mean that some of the CFCs will remain in
the atmosphere for over 100 years. Since they are also a GHG, along with such other long-lived
synthesized gases as CF4 (carbontetrafluoride) and SF6 (sulfurhexafluoride), they are of concern. Another
set of synthesized compounds called HFCs (hydrofluorocarbons) are also considered GHGs, though they
2

Gas hydrates are crystalline solids that consist of a gas molecule, usually methane, surrounded by a “cage” of
water molecules.
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are less stable in the atmosphere and therefore have a shorter lifetime and less of an impact. CFCs, CF4,
SF6, and HFCs have been banned and are no longer available. Therefore, these GHGs are not included
further in this analysis.
CO2e is a measurement used to account for the fact that different GHGs have different potential to
retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and contribute to the greenhouse effect. This potential,
known as the global warming potential (GWP), is a measure of the heat-trapping ability of a given GHG
over a 100-year period relative to the heat trapping ability of CO2. The GWP of CO2 is, by definition, 1.
The GWP values used in this report are based on the IPCC Second Assessment Report (SAR) and United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) reporting guidelines, and are defined in
Table 4.2-1. Although the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) presents different GWP estimates, the
current inventory standard relies on SAR GWPs to comply with reporting standards and consistency with
regional and national inventories (IPCC 2007). The SAR GWPs are used in CARB’s California inventory and
the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) Scoping Plan estimates.
Table 4.2-1

Lifetimes, Global Warming Potentials, and Abundances of Several Significant Greenhouse
Gases
Gas
CO2 (ppm)
CH4 (ppb)
N2O (ppb)
HFC-23 (ppt)
HFC-134a (ppt)
HFC-152a (ppt)
CF4 (ppt)2
C2F6 (ppt)2
SF6 (ppt)

Global Warming
Potential (100 years)
1
21
310
11,700
1,300
140
6,500
9,200
23,900

Lifetime (years)1

Atmospheric Abundance

50–200
9–15
120
264
14.6
1.5
50,000
10,000
3,200

379
1,774
319
18
35
3.9
74
2.9
5.6

1

Defined as the half-life of the gas.
CF4 and C2F6 are PFCs.
Definitions: ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; ppt = parts per trillion
Sources: IPCC 1996, 2001, 2007.
2

Expressing individual GHG emissions as CO2e converts the heat trapping ability and longevity of the
individual GHGs to a common basis that is equivalent to the effect that would occur if only CO 2 were
being emitted.

Potential Effects of Global Climate Change
Climate change could have a number of adverse effects. Although these effects would have global
consequences, in most cases they would not disproportionately affect any one site or activity. In other
words, many of the effects of climate change are not site-specific. Emission of GHGs would contribute to
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the changes in the global climate, which would in turn, have a number of physical and environmental
effects. A number of general effects are discussed below.
Sea Level Rise and Flooding
The California Climate Change Center predicts that sea level in California would rise between 10.9 to
71.6 centimeters (cm) (0.36 to 2.3 feet) above existing mean sea level (MSL) by 2099 as a result of
climate change.3 When combined with astronomical tides, even a 1-foot increase in MSL would result in
the 100-year event high tide peak occurring at the 10-year event frequency.4 In other words, the
frequency of a current 100-year high tide (about 9.5 feet above current MSL) would occur 10 times more
often if sea levels increase by 1 foot above current MSL.
In the future, precipitation events are predicted to vary in terms of timing, intensity, and volume
according to many climate change models. Extreme storm events may occur with greater frequency.
Changes in rainfall and runoff could affect flows in surface water bodies, causing increased flooding and
runoff to the storm drain system.
Water Quality
Climate change could have adverse effects on water quality, which would in turn affect the beneficial
uses (habitat, water supply, etc.) of surface water bodies and groundwater. The changes in precipitation
discussed above could result in increased sedimentation, higher concentration of pollutants, higher
dissolved oxygen levels, increased temperatures, and an increase in the amount of runoff constituents
reaching surface water bodies. Sea level rise, discussed above, could result in the encroachment of
saline water into freshwater bodies.
Ecosystems and Biodiversity
Climate change could have effects on diverse types of ecosystems, from alpine to deep-sea habitat. As
temperatures and precipitation change, seasonal shifts in vegetation would occur, potentially affecting
the distribution of associated flora and fauna species. As the range of species shifts, habitat
fragmentation could occur, with acute impacts on the distribution of certain sensitive species. The IPCC
states that “20 percent to 30 percent of species assessed may be at risk of extinction from climate
change impacts within this century if global mean temperatures exceed 2 to 3°C (3.6 to 5.4°F) relative to
pre-industrial levels.”5 Shifts in existing biomes6 could also make ecosystems vulnerable to invasive
species encroachment. Wildfires, which are an important control mechanism in many ecosystems, may
become more severe and more frequent, making it difficult for native plant species to repeatedly re-

3

D. Cayan, P. Bromirski, K. Hayhoe, M. Tyree, M. Dettinger, and R. Flick, California Climate Change Center,
Projecting Future Sea Level, A Report from the California Climate Change Center, CEC-500-2005-202-SF, March
2006.
4
J. Medelin, J. Harou, M. Olivares, J. Lund, R. Howitt, S. Tanaka, M. Jenkins, K. Madani, and T. Zhu, California
Climate Change Center, Climate Warming and Water Supply Management in California: White Paper, A Report
from Climate Change Center, CEC-500-2005-195-SF, March 2006.
5
Parry, Martin L., Canziani, Osvaldo F., Palutikof, Jean P., van der Linden, Paul J., and Hanson, Clair E. (eds.),
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Climate Change 2007: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability,
Contribution of Working Group II to the Third Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change, 2007.
6
A biome is a major ecological community classified by the predominant vegetation, and hence animal inhabitants.
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germinate. In general terms, climate change would put a number of stressors on ecosystems, with
potentially catastrophic effects on biodiversity.
Human Health Impacts
Climate change may increase the risk of vector-borne infectious diseases, particularly those found in
tropical areas and spread by insects—malaria, dengue fever, yellow fever, and encephalitis.7 While these
health impacts would largely affect tropical areas in other parts of the world, effects would also be felt
in California. Warming of the atmosphere would be expected to increase smog and particulate pollution,
which could adversely affect individuals with heart and respiratory problems, such as asthma. Extreme
heat events would also be expected to occur with more frequency, and could adversely affect the
elderly, children, and the homeless. Finally, the water supply impacts and seasonal temperature
variations which could occur as a result of climate change could affect the viability of existing
agricultural operations, making the food supply more vulnerable.

Potential Effects of Human Activity on Climate Change
The burning of fossil fuels, such as coal and oil, especially for the generation of electricity and powering
of motor vehicles, has led to substantial increases in CO2 emissions (and thus substantial increases in
atmospheric concentrations). In 1994, atmospheric CO2 concentrations were found to have increased by
nearly 30 percent above pre-industrial (c. 1760) concentrations.
The effect each GHG has on climate change is measured as a combination of the volume of its emissions,
and its global warming potential (GWP), and is expressed as a function of how much warming would be
caused by the same mass of CO2. Thus, GHG emissions are typically measured in terms of pounds or tons
of CO2 equivalents (CO2e), and are often expressed in metric tons of CO2 equivalents (MT CO2e) or
millions of metric tons of CO2 equivalents (MMT CO2e).
Global Emissions
Worldwide emissions of GHGs in 2004 were nearly 30 billion tons of CO2e per year (including both ongoing emissions from industrial and agricultural sources, but excluding emissions from land-use
changes).8
U.S. Emissions
In 2004, the United States emitted 7.1 billion tons of CO2e. Of the four major sectors nationwide—
residential, commercial, industrial, and transportation—transportation accounts for the highest
percentage of GHG emissions (approximately 35 to 40 percent); these emissions are entirely generated
from direct fossil fuel combustion. In 2008, the United States emitted 6.9 billion tons of CO 2e, with
transportation accounting for the highest percentage of GHG emissions, approximately 32 percent.9
7

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Climate Change—Health and Environmental Effects (2008),
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/effects/health.html#climate, Accessed December 13, 2009.
8
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, Sum of Annex I and Non-Annex I Countries Without
Counting Land Use, Land-Use Change, and Forestry (LULUCF), Predefined Queries: GHG total without LULUCF
(Annex I Parties), http://unfccc.int/ghg_emissions_ data/predefined_queries/items/3814.php,Accessed May 2,
2007.
9
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990–
2009, EPA# 430-R-11-005, April 15, 2011.
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State of California Emissions
In 2004, California emitted approximately 483 million tons of CO2e, or about 6 percent of the U.S.
emissions. This large number is due primarily to the sheer size of California compared to other states. By
contrast, California has the fourth lowest per-capita GHG emission rate in the country, due to the
success of its energy-efficiency and renewable energy programs and commitments that have lowered
the state’s GHG emissions rate of growth by more than half of what it would have been otherwise.
Another factor that has reduced California’s fuel use and GHG emissions is its mild climate compared to
that of many other states. In 2008, California’s GHG emissions were approximately 478 MMT CO2e,
generally attributed to reduced travel, and therefore, transportation emissions.10
The California Energy Commission found that transportation is the source of approximately 41 percent
of the state’s GHG emissions, followed by electricity generation (both in-state and out-of-state) at 23
percent, and industrial sources at 20 percent. Agriculture and forestry is the source of approximately 8.3
percent, as is the source categorized as “other,” which includes residential and commercial activities.11
Various aspects of constructing, operating, and eventually discontinuing (demolition and disposal of
waste) the use of industrial, commercial and residential development will result in GHG emissions.
Operational GHG emissions result from energy use associated with heating, lighting, and powering
buildings (typically through natural gas and electricity consumption), pumping and processing water
(which consumes electricity), as well as fuel used for transportation and decomposition of waste
associated with building occupants. New development can also create GHG emissions in its construction
and demolition phases in connection with the use of fuels in construction equipment, creation and
decomposition of building materials, vegetation clearing, and other activities. However, it is noted that
new development does not necessarily create entirely new GHG emissions. Occupants of new buildings
are often relocating and shifting their operational-phase emissions from other locations.

4.2.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK
CEQA requires that lead agencies consider the reasonably foreseeable adverse environmental effects of
projects they are considering for approval. Greenhouse gas emissions have the potential to adversely
affect the environment because they contribute to global climate change. In turn, global climate change
has the potential to result in rising sea levels, which can inundate low lying areas; to affect rain and
snowfall, leading to changes in water supply; and to affect habitat, leading to adverse effects on
biological and other resources. Thus, GHG emissions require consideration in CEQA documents.
Global climate change is addressed through the efforts of various federal, state, regional, and local
government agencies as well as national and international scientific and governmental conventions and
programs. These agencies work jointly and individually to understand and regulate the effects of
greenhouse gas emissions and resulting climate change through legislation, regulations, planning, policymaking, education, and a variety of programs. The significant agencies, conventions, and programs
focused on global climate change are discussed below.

10

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 2008, EPA# 430-R-10-006, April 2010.
11
California Energy Commission, Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to 2004 Final Staff Report, CEC-600-2006-013-SF, December 22, 2006, updated January 23, 2007.
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Federal
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
The USEPA is responsible for implementing federal policy to address global climate change. The federal
government administers a wide array of public-private partnerships to reduce GHG intensity generated
by the United States. These programs focus on energy efficiency, renewable energy, methane and other
non-CO2 gases, agricultural practices, and implementation of technologies to achieve GHG reductions.
Currently, there are no federal regulations that address GHG emissions. However, in Massachusetts v.
Environmental Protection Agency, 579 U.S. 497, 127 Ct. 1438 (2007), the United States Supreme Court
found that the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has statutory authority under the
Clean Air Act to regulate “greenhouse gas” emissions (including CO2 emissions) from new motor
vehicles.

State
California Air Resources Board
The California Air Resources Board (CARB), a part of the California EPA, is responsible for the
coordination and administration of both federal and state air pollution control programs within
California. In this capacity, CARB conducts research, sets state ambient air quality standards, compiles
emission inventories, develops suggested control measures, and provides oversight of local programs.
CARB establishes emissions standards for motor vehicles sold in California, consumer products (such as
hairspray, aerosol paints, and barbecue lighter fluid), and various types of commercial equipment. It also
sets fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions. CARB has primary responsibility for the
development of California’s State Implementation Plan (SIP), for which it works closely with the federal
government and the local air districts.
Executive Order S-3-05
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger announced on June 1, 2005, through Executive Order S-3-05, the
following GHG emission reduction targets:




By 2010, California must reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels
By 2020, California must reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels
By 2050, California must reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels
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Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act Of 2006
In 2006, the California State Legislature adopted AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006. AB 32 focuses on reducing GHGs in California through regulations, reporting, and market
mechanisms to achieve quantifiable reductions in GHG emissions and a cap on reference GHG
emissions. CARB has determined the statewide levels of GHG emissions in 1990 to be 427 MMT CO2e.
CARB has adopted the Climate Change Scoping Plan, which outlines the state’s strategy to achieve the
2020 GHG limit set by AB 32. This Scoping Plan proposes a comprehensive set of actions designed to
reduce overall greenhouse gas emissions in California, improve the environment, reduce dependence on
oil, diversify energy sources, save energy, create new jobs, and enhance public health.
Part of California’s strategy for achieving GHG reductions under AB 32 are the early action greenhouse
gas reduction measures, which include the following: a low carbon fuel standard; reduction of emissions
from non-professional servicing of motor vehicle air conditioning systems; and improved landfill
methane capture.12
Senate Bill 375
Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), which establishes mechanisms for the development of regional targets for
reducing passenger vehicle greenhouse gas emissions, was adopted on September 30, 2008. On
September 23, 2010, CARB adopted the vehicular greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets that had
been developed in consultation with the metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs); the targets
require a 7 to 8 percent reduction by 2020 and between 13 to 16 percent reduction by 2035 for each
MPO. SB 375 recognizes the importance of achieving significant greenhouse gas reductions by working
with cities and counties to change land use patterns and improve transportation alternatives. Through
the SB 375 process, MPOs will work with local jurisdictions in developing sustainable communities
strategies (SCS) designed to integrate development patterns and the transportation network in a way
that reduces greenhouse gas emissions while meeting housing needs and other regional planning
objectives. The MPOs will prepare their first SCS according to their respective regional transportation
plan (RTP) update schedule; to date, no region has adopted an SCS. The first of the RTP updates with SCS
strategies were expected in 2012.
Senate Bill 97
SB 97, enacted in 2007, amends the CEQA statute to clearly establish that GHG emissions and the effects
of GHG emissions are appropriate subjects for CEQA analysis. This bill directed the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) to prepare, develop, and transmit to the California Natural Resources
Agency guidelines for the feasible mitigation of the effects of GHG emissions, as required by CEQA.
Those guidelines provide as follows:


Consistent with Section 15126.4(a), lead agencies shall consider feasible means, supported by
substantial evidence and subject to monitoring or reporting, of mitigating the significant effects
of greenhouse gas emissions. Measures to mitigate the significant effects of greenhouse gas
emissions may include, among others:

12

California Air Resources Board, Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California,
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccea/meetings/042307workshop/early_action_report.pdf, April 20, 2007.
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o
o
o
o
o

Measures in an existing plan or mitigation program for the reduction of emissions that
are required as part of the lead agency’s decision.
Reductions in emissions resulting from a project through implementation of project
features, project design, or other measures.
Off-site measures, including offsets that are not otherwise required, to mitigate a
project’s emissions.
Measures that sequester greenhouse gases.
In the case of adoption of a plan, such as a general plan, long range development plan,
or plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, mitigation may include the
identification of specific measures that may be implemented on a project-by-project
basis. Mitigation may also include the incorporation of specific measures or policies
found in an adopted ordinance or regulation that reduces the cumulative effect of
emissions.

In March 2010, the California Office of Administrative Law promulgated CEQA amendments that provide
regulatory guidance with respect to the analysis and mitigation of the potential effects of GHG
emissions, as found in CEQA Guidelines § 15183.5. To streamline analysis, CEQA provides for analysis
through compliance with a previously adopted plan or mitigation program under special circumstances.
Executive Order S-13-08
Executive Order S-13-08, the Climate Adaptation and Sea Level Rise Planning Directive, provides
direction for how the state should plan for future climate impacts. The first result is the 2009 California
Adaptation Strategy (CAS) report which summarizes the most recent science on climate change impacts
in the state to assess vulnerability. The CAS also outlines possible solutions that can be implemented
within and across state agencies to promote resiliency.
California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24
CCR Title 24, Part 6 (California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings)
(Title 24) was first established in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy
consumption. The standards are updated periodically to increase the baseline energy efficiency
requirements. Although it was not originally intended to reduce GHG emissions, electricity production
by fossil fuels results in GHG emissions and energy efficient buildings require less electricity. Therefore,
increased energy efficiency results in decreased GHG emissions. The 2008 standards are the most recent
version which went into effect in January 1, 2010.
CCR Title 24, Part 11 (California’s Green Building Standard Code) (CALGreen) was adopted in 2010 and
went into effect January 1, 2011. CALGreen is the first statewide mandatory green building code and
significantly raises the minimum environmental standards for construction of new buildings in California.
The Mandatory provisions in CALGreen will reduce the use of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)
emitting materials, strengthen water conservation, and require construction waste recycling. Specific
elements of the CALGreen Code include:


20% mandatory reduction in indoor water use, with voluntary goal standards for 30, 35, and
40% reductions.
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Separate water meters for nonresidential buildings’ indoor and outdoor water use, with a
requirement for moisture-sensing irrigation systems for larger landscape projects.
Requirement for diversion of 50% of construction waste from landfills, increasing voluntarily to
65 and 75% for new homes and 80% for commercial projects.
Mandatory inspections of energy systems (i.e., heat furnace, air conditioner, mechanical
equipment) for nonresidential buildings over 10,000 square feet to ensure that all are working
at their maximum capacity according to their design efficiencies.
Requirement for low-pollutant emitting interior finish materials such as paints, carpet, vinyl
flooring, and particle board.

Regional
Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD)
The Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) is the agency principally responsible for
comprehensive air pollution control in Santa Barbara County. In order to provide GHG emission
guidance to the local jurisdictions, the APCD to date has been developing a proposal to adopt
greenhouse gas thresholds of significance for stationary source projects. A public workshop was held in
February 2011, and the District’s Community Advisory Council received a briefing in May 2011.
Additional review for consideration and adoption of greenhouse gas thresholds is expected, but the
timing of the adoption is unknown.

Local
City of Goleta
On November 2, 2010, the Goleta City Council adopted CALGreen as the Green Building Code of the City,
Chapter 15.12 of Title 15 of the Goleta Municipal Code. That action became effective January 1, 2011.
The Green Building Code of the City mandates new requirements for planning and design, energy
efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, material conservation and resource efficiency,
environmental quality, and installer and special inspector qualifications. Also on November 2, 2010, the
Goleta City Council adopted the Energy Efficiency Standards, Chapter 15.13 of Title 15 of the Goleta
Municipal Code, implementing local building energy efficiency standards for the City that includes a
“reach” goal of an additional 15% reduction in GHGs when compared to the Title 24 California Code of
Regulations 2008 California Building Standards Code. The increased energy efficiency standards apply to
new buildings or structures of any size, including the Revised Project.

4.2.3 THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
As directed by SB 97 and noted above, the California Natural Resources Agency adopted amendments to
the CEQA Guidelines that became effective on March 18, 2010. These new CEQA Guidelines provide
regulatory guidance on the analysis and mitigation of GHG emissions in CEQA documents. According to
the amendments made to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant
impact if it would:
a)

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment.
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b)

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.

The adopted CEQA amendments require a Lead Agency to make a good-faith effort based, to the extent
possible, on scientific and factual data in order to describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project. They give discretion to the Lead Agency whether to:
•
•

Use a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a
project, and which model or methodology to use; and/or
Rely on a qualitative analysis or performance-based standards.

In addition, a Lead Agency should consider the following factors, among others, when assessing the
significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions on the environment:
•
•
•

The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions as
compared to the existing environmental setting;
Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the Lead Agency
determines applies to the project; and
The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of
greenhouse gas emissions.

The amendments call on Lead Agencies to establish significance thresholds for their respective
jurisdictions.
Currently, neither the State of California nor the City of Goleta has established CEQA significance
thresholds for GHG emissions. Indeed, many regulatory agencies are sorting through suggested
thresholds and/or making project-by-project analyses. This approach is consistent with that suggested
by CAPCOA in its technical advisory entitled “CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change
Through the California Environmental Quality Act Review (CAPCOA; 2008):
…In the absence of regulatory standards for GHG emissions or other specific data to clearly
define what constitutes a ‘significant project’, individual lead agencies may undertake a projectby-project analysis, consistent with available guidance and current CEQA practice.
In June 2010, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) became the first regulatory
agency in the nation to approve guidelines that establish thresholds of significance for GHG emissions
(BAAQMD; 2010). These thresholds are summarized in Table 4.2-2. Note that in 2012, a superior court
judgment determined that the BAAQMD GHG emissions thresholds of significance were not properly
adopted under CEQA and cannot be readopted until compliance with CEQA occurs.13 The matter is on
appeal.

13 California Building Industry Assoc. v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, (March 5, 2012) Alameda Super. Ct. Case No. RG10-548693, rev. granted August 2, 2012
A136212.

.
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Table 4.2-2
Bay Area Air Quality Management District GHG Thresholds of Significance
GHG Emission Source Category
Other than Stationary Sources

Operational Emissions
1,100 MT CO2e/yr
OR
4.6 MT CO2e/SP*/yr (residents + employees)
10,000 MT CO2e/yr

Stationary Sources1
*SP = Service Population
1
Stationary sources include stationary combustion sources (industrial-type sources) regulated by the
SBCAPCD.
The BAAQMD threshold is a promulgated CEQA threshold that underwent full public review and
comment. It applies to a nine-county portion of northern California consisting of Alameda, Contra Costa,
Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, the western portion of Solano, and the southern
portion of Sonoma counties. It extends from the urban core surrounding the San Francisco Bay to the
pastoral and rural areas of Napa, Marin, Solano, and Sonoma counties. The BAAQMD GHG threshold
applies to a very diverse population and land use.
The BAAQMD GHG significance threshold has a strong regulatory and technical underpinning. It is based
on substantial data, is intended as a regulatory threshold, and applies in some areas of the BAAQMD
jurisdiction that resemble some land use patterns in the Goleta area. The climatic regime in the GoletaSanta Barbara area that governs energy demand for space heating and cooling is also very comparable
to that occurring in the BAAQMD. Additionally, in June 2010, the Santa Barbara County Planning and
Development Department produced a memorandum “Support for Use of Bay Area Air Quality
Management District Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards,”14 providing evidentiary support for reliance
on the proposed BAAQMD standards as interim thresholds of significance in Santa Barbara County
(SBCPD; 2010). The memorandum notes that certain counties in the Bay Area are similar to Santa
Barbara County in terms of population growth, land use patterns, General Plan policies, and average
commute patterns and times.
Accordingly, given that the City of Goleta does not have established thresholds of significance for GHG
emissions, and as the City is located in Santa Barbara County, the rationale for applicability of the
BAAQMD thresholds would generally apply. Therefore, the City has applied the following two thresholds
of significance to the project. Would the project:
1) Exceed the daily significance threshold adopted by the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District, i.e., of 1,100 MT CO2e/yr, for operational GHG emissions and/or result in significant
GHG emissions based on a qualitative analysis.
2) Employ reasonable and feasible means to minimize GHG emissions from a qualitative
standpoint, in a manner that is consistent with the goals and objectives of AB 32.
14

Santa Barbara County Planning & Development Department, Support for Use of Bay Area Air Quality
Management District Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards. Interim GHG Emissions – Evidentiary Support, June 10,
2010.
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It is also noted that the use of the BAAQMD threshold does not imply that it is a threshold that the City
of Goleta has formally adopted or should adopt, as a GHG significance threshold for all present or future
project analyses.

4.2.4 PROJECT IMPACTS
Impact GHG-1: Greenhouse Gas Emissions would exceed thresholds.
The project’s “business as usual” GHG emissions have been calculated for the Revised Project. “Business
as usual” refers to emissions that would be expected to occur in the absence of GHG reduction
measures. These emissions include operation of the project and forecast trip generation, as well as the
GHG emissions from project construction. The CalEEMod computer model was used to calculate direct
and indirect project-related emissions. Table 4.2-3 presents the estimated CO2, N2O, and CH4 emissions
of the Revised Project. Please note that, because CEQA review of the Entitled Project did not require
analysis of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions, analysis of the Revised Project’s GHG emissions are based
on the site’s undeveloped condition rather than compared to the Entitled Project. However, total
emissions generated by the Entitled Project have been included for informational purposes (detailed
analysis of the Entitled Project’s GHG emissions can be found starting on Page 42 in Appendix B.
Construction. Project construction activities would generate approximately 995.01 MTCO2eq.
Construction GHG emissions are typically summed and amortized over the lifetime of the project
(assumed to be 30 years), then added to the operational emissions. Construction GHG emissions have
been amortized, and would result in 33.17 MTCO2e/yr.
Mobile Source. The CalEEMod model relies upon project specific land use data to calculate mobile
source emissions. The proposed project would directly result in 636.83 MTCO2e/yr of mobile sourcegenerated GHG emissions.
Energy Consumption. Energy Consumption emissions were calculated using the CalEEMod model and
project-specific land use data. Electricity would be provided to the project site via Southern California
Edison. The project would indirectly result in 482.17 MTCO2e/yr due to energy consumption.
Water Demand. The project’s water supply would be provided by groundwater and imported sources.
The estimated water demand for the proposed project is approximately 4.20 million gallons of water per
year. Emissions from indirect energy impacts due to water supply would result in 8.74 MTCO2e/yr.
Solid Waste. The project is anticipated to generate approximately 82 tons of solid waste per year. Solid
waste associated with operations of the proposed project would result in 37.11 MTCO2e/yr.
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Table 4.2-3
Business as Usual Greenhouse Gas Emissions
CO2
Source
REVISED PROJECT GHG EMISSIONS
Mobile Source
Energy
Water Demand
Waste
Construction (amortized over
30 years)
3
Total Revised Project Emissions

CH4

N2O

Metric
1
Tons/yr

Metric
1
Tons/y r

Metric
Tons of
2
CO2eq

Metric
1
Tons/yr

Metric
Tons of
2
CO2e

Total
Metric
Tons of
3
CO2e

635.98
479.20
7.71
16.56

0.04
0.02
0.00
0.98

0.84
0.40
0.19
20.54

0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00

0.02
2.57
0.84
0.01

636.83
482.17
8.74
37.11

33.05

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.00

33.12

GHG Significance Threshold
GHG Significance Threshold Exceeded?

1,197.97 MTCO2e/yr

1,100
Yes

Source: Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Assessment: Rincon Palms Hotel Project, prepared by RBF Consulting, December 2012
Notes:
1. Emissions calculated using CalEEMod computer model
2. CO2 Equivalent values calculated using the U.S. EPA website, Greenhouse Gas Equivalencies Calculator.
3. Totals may be slightly off due to rounding.
Refer to Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Assessment, Appendix A, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Data, for detailed modeling
input/output data.

Total Project-Related Sources of Greenhouse Gases. As shown in Table 4.2-2, the total amount of
project-related “business as usual” GHG emissions from all sources combined would total 1,198.02
MTCO2e/year. Therefore, the total proposed project-related unmitigated operational GHG emissions
would exceed the 1,100 MTCO2e/year threshold utilized by the City, resulting in a significant greenhouse
gas emissions impact. The Entitled Project would generate 1,254.59 MTCO2e/year, 56.62 MTCO2e/year
more than the Revised Project.

4.2-2 Consistency with the goals and objectives of AB 32
The objective of emissions reductions under AB 32 is to reduce California’s GHG emissions back to 1990
levels by 2020. One aspect of emissions reductions required under AB 32 is reductions in energy usage
in buildings. To achieve this goal, it is estimated that it will be necessary to reduce grid-based electricity
usage in buildings by 20% in the year 2015 (CBSC 2010). To determine whether that goal has been met,
the first step is to identify what emissions would exist under a business as usual (BAU) scenario. The
current 2009 Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standard (LEED 2009 for New
Construction and Major Renovation Rating System) uses the Title 24 (2005) standard as the BAU building
performance for new projects in California.
The Title 24 (2008) building standard superseded the Title 24 (2005) building standard with an effective
date of January 1, 2010. The Title 24 (2008) standard provides newer, more stringent energy
consumption requirements than the Title 24 (2005) standard. Since energy use reductions are directly
related to GHG emissions reductions from fossil fuel combustion, a given energy efficiency reduction at
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a source is directly proportional to the reduction in GHG emissions associated with that source. The
energy efficiency improvements of the 2008 standard over the 2005 standard from the CEC report are
presented in Table 4.6-5 for non- residential heating, cooling, and lighting. There is an overall reduction
in energy use of 4.9% due to implementation of the Title 24 (2008) building standard in non-residential
building construction. However, this reduction is heavily weighted by industrial building construction
that includes industrial fans, refrigeration equipment, and other equipment for which the Title 24 (2008)
building standard requires minimal improvements. A more appropriate comparison is with the energy
use reductions for that subset of uses consisting of heating, cooling, and lighting. The 2008 standard
requires significant reductions in non-residential energy use for heating, cooling, and lighting over the
baseline Title 24 (2005) building standard. Specifically, the 2008 standard results in an estimated 37%
energy reduction in heating, an 8% reduction in cooling, and a 12% reduction in lighting energy
consumption. Overall, a weighted average reduction for these three energy uses results in an average
11.3% reduction on a statewide basis (see Table 4.2-4).
Table 4.6-4 details the overall energy reduction caused by the transition to the Title 24 (2008) California
Building Standards Code, and the implementation of CALGreen.
TABLE 4.2-4
Estimation of Statewide Reductions in Energy Use for Non-Residential* Construction from Heating,
Cooling, and Lighting due to Implementation of California Title 24 (2008) Building Standard from the
Baseline Title 24 (2005) Building Standard
Energy Use
Source

Statewide 2005
Baseline Energy
Use (GW**) (%)

Statewide 2008
Energy Use
(GW) (%)

Energy Savings
2005 – 2008
(GW)

Reduction
from Baseline

Weighted
Fraction,
Reduction from
Baseline (%)***

Heating
33 (2.6%)
21 (1.9%)
12
37.2%
Cooling
392 (31.4%)
360 (32.5%)
32
8.3%
11.3%
Lights
822 (65.9%)
726 (65.6%)
96
11.7%
Totals
1,247 (100.0%)
1,107 (100.0%)
140
* Industrial energy uses are not included in this table.
** GW = gigawatt
*** Reduction from baseline is weighted by the fraction of each energy use in 2005 baseline
SOURCE: California Energy Commission, Impact Analysis – 2008 Update to the California Energy Efficiency
Standards for Residential and Non-Residential Buildings, Architectural Energy Corporation, Table 2, November 7,
2007.

4.2.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
The analysis of a project’s greenhouse gas emissions is calibrated to ensure that the project-level
impacts are not “cumulatively considerable.” Therefore, the determination that the project exceeds the
threshold, resulting in a potentially significant project-level impact necessarily means that there is a
significant contribution to a cumulative impact on account of the project. See Section 4.2.4.

4.2.6 MITIGATION MEASURES
The Revised Project already proposed to incorporate several design features that are consistent with the
California Attorney General’s recommended mitigation measures to reduce GHG emissions. These
include energy efficiency, water conservation and efficiency, and solid waste measures, as well as land
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use measures. Most of these measures are met due to the requirements of the CALGreen standards,
installation of water-efficient landscaping and irrigation systems, and recycling both during construction
and operations. The land use measures are met based on the project’s location on an underused infill
site located near jobs and transit. Additional land use measures are met by enhancing the existing
transit stop, by providing enhanced pedestrian access to and through the site, and by planting trees
throughout the site.
All new residential and commercial buildings must comply with California Building Standards Code Title
24 (2008) and Goleta Municipal Code (GMC) Title 15.
Table 4.2-5 shows how much GHG emissions are reduced as a result of the inclusion of the Attorney
General’s recommended mitigation measures.

Table 4.2-5
Reduced Greenhouse Gas Emissions

GHG
Source

Revised Project
Business as Usual
GHG Emissions
(Metric Tons of
1
CO2e/yr)

Mobile

636.83

Energy

484.58

Water

8.74

Waste
37.11
Construction
33.12
Total Reduced GHG Emissions

Project Design Feature Applied in
CalEEMod
Increase
transit
accessibility
(project located next to a bus
stop
Improve pedestrian network
)project includes walkways onsite connecting to off-site
sidewalk system)
Improve Walkability Design (34
intersections/square mile)
Increase density (50 jobs)
Install high efficiency lighting
Install energy efficient appliances
Exceed Title 24 by 15 percent
Install low flow bathroom faucets
Install low flow toilets
Install low flow showers
Use water efficient irrigation
systems
N/A
N/A

Resulting
Reduction in GHG
Emissions (Metric
Tons of CO2e/yr)

Reduced GHG
Emissions
(Metric Tons of
1
CO2e/yr)

-71.03

565.80

-95.62

388.96

-1.69

7.05

-168.34

37.11
33.12
1,032.04

Source: Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Assessment, prepared by RBF Consulting, December 2012
Note:
1. Emissions calculated using CalEEMod computer model.
Refer to Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Assessment, Appendix A, Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Data, for detailed input/output data.
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GHG 1-1:

The proposed project must include, without limitation, the following list of potential
design features. These features must be incorporated into the project design to ensure
consistency with adopted statewide plans and programs. The project applicant must
demonstrate the incorporation of the following project design features prior to the
issuance of building or occupancy permits as applicable.
Transportation


Ensure pedestrian connections (i.e., sidewalks or trails) are provided to the
adjacent circulation network outside the property line (prior to building permit
issuance).

Energy Efficiency



Design buildings to be energy efficient, 15 percent above Title 24 requirements
(prior to building permit issuance).
Install high efficiency lighting and energy efficient appliances (prior building
permit issuance).

Water Conservation and Efficiency



Install water-efficient irrigation systems (prior to building permit issuance).
Install low-flow faucets, toilets, and showers (prior to building permit issuance).

Timing: These requirements must be shown on plans before the City issues a Land Use
Permit for any building.
Monitoring: Planning and Environmental Review Director, or designee, must verify
compliance with this mitigation measure before the City issues a certificate of
occupancy.

4.2.7 Residual Impacts
Implementation of existing regulations, as well as Mitigation Measure GHG 1-1, would reduce the
Revised Project’s residual impacts and the Revised Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related
to greenhouse gas emissions to less than significant (Class II).
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Chapter 5
IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT
The Scoping Document/Initial Study prepared by the City of Goleta concludes that the proposed Revised
Project would not result in the potential for significant impacts related to a number of issues. The
following summarizes the substantiation for these conclusions as provided in the Scoping
Document/Initial Study and the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the Entitled Project.
Agriculture and Forest Resources. According to the MND prepared for the Entitled Project, the proposed
project would not convert any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
as mapped by the California Resources Agency. There are no agriculturally zoned properties or
properties under a Williamson contract in the vicinity of the project site. The Revised Project would not
result in any environmental changes that would involve the conversion of any farmland to nonagricultural uses and therefore the project would have no impact on agricultural re-sources in the area.
Air Quality. As discussed in the Scoping Document/Initial Study for the Revised Project, all long-term air
quality impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than those generated for the Entitled
Project. All short-term, construction-related, air quality mitigation measures were incorporated into the
Entitled Project approval and, therefore, apply to the Revised Project. The Entitled and Revised Projects
generate no Long-Term air quality impacts.
Biological Resources. There are no candidate, sensitive, or special status or habitats on the project site.
All mitigation measures related to stormwater runoff impacts on biological resources were incorporated
into the Entitled Project approval and, therefore, apply to the Revised Project.
Cultural Resources. Although the project site is adjacent to or in the vicinity of several archaeological
sites, Phase I and Extended Phase I (including trenching) studies determined that there were no
important and/or significant archaeological resources on the project site. A mitigation measure
requiring grading to halt if resources are found, followed by appropriate notification, analysis, and
mitigation was included in the Entitled project approval and, therefore, applies to the Revised Project.
Geology and Soils. With the incorporation of all mitigation measures from the Final MND for the Entitled
Project, geology and soils impacts are reduced to less than significant levels. All these measures also
apply to the Revised Project.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. With the incorporation of all mitigation measures from the Final MND
for the Entitled Project, hazards and hazardous materials impacts are reduced to less than significant
levels. All these measures also apply to the Revised Project.
Hydrology and Water Quality. With the incorporation of all mitigation measures from the Final MND for
the Entitled Project, hydrology and water quality impacts are reduced to less than significant levels. All
these measures also apply to the Revised Project.
Land Use and Planning. With the incorporation of all mitigation measures from the Final MND for the
Entitled Project, land use and planning impacts are reduced to less than significant levels. All these
measures also apply to the Revised Project.
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Mineral Resources. No known mineral resources have been identified on the project site. The Revised
Project would not result in the loss of availability of any known mineral resource or identified resource
recovery site.
Noise. With the incorporation of all mitigation measures from the Final MND for the Entitled Project,
noise impacts are reduced to less than significant levels. All these measures also apply to the Revised
Project.
Population and Housing. Neither the Entitled Project nor the Revised Project would increase citywide
population or have any substantial effect on the workforce size. No housing units or residents would be
displaced.
Public Services. With the incorporation of all mitigation measures from the Final MND for the Entitled
Project, public services impacts related to Fire Services are reduced to less than significant levels. These
measures also apply to the Revised Project, except to the degree that emergency access to the project
has been revised.
Recreation. Neither the Entitled Project nor the Revised Project would result in significant impacts on
recreation. Any minimal impacts would be further mitigated by payment of park and recreation
development impact fees.
Transportation and Traffic. As discussed in the Scoping Document/Initial Study for the Revised Project,
long-term transportation and traffic impacts resulting from the Revised Project would be less than those
generated for the Entitled Project. All transportation and traffic short-term and long-term mitigation
measures were incorporated into the Entitled Project approval and, therefore, apply to the Revised
Project. Because the Revised Project results in fewer trips, its traffic development impact fees will be
proportionately less.
Utilities and Service Systems. With the incorporation of all mitigation measures from the Final MND for
the Entitled Project, utilities and service system impacts related to Fire Services are reduced to less than
significant levels. These measures also apply to the Revised Project.
Given the above, potential impacts related to these issues were determined to be less than significant
and are not further discussed in the EIR.
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Chapter 6
ALTERNATIVES
6.1 INTRODUCTION
CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 provides a framework for formulating and analyzing alternatives in an EIR. It
states:
“An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”
Selection and discussion of alternatives is intended to foster meaningful public participation and
informed decision-making. The CEQA Guidelines also require the analysis of a “No Project” alternative,
and the identification of the “environmentally superior alternative.” If the environmentally superior
alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior
alternative among the other alternatives.1

Reasonable Range of Alternatives
The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by the “rule of reason,” which requires an EIR to
set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. While there is no rule for the
number of alternatives that must be discussed, as mentioned above, the EIR must consider a range of
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation, but
need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Furthermore, an EIR need not consider an
alternative with an unlikely or speculative potential for implementation or an alternative that would
result in effects that cannot be reasonably ascertained.

Feasibility
An EIR is not required to include alternatives that are not feasible. The term “feasible” is defined in
CEQA Guidelines §15364 as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.”
CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f)(1) provides additional factors that may be taken into account when
addressing the feasibility of alternatives. These factors include site suitability, economic viability,
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations,
jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise
have access to potential alternative sites.

1

CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(2).
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Level of Analysis
The analysis of environmental effects of project alternatives need not be as thorough or detailed as the
analysis of the project itself. Rather, the CEQA Guidelines state that the EIR must include “sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the
approved project.”

Alternatives
While several alternatives were considered, three alternatives were selected for analysis in this EIR:
•
•
•

Alternative 1:
Alternative 2:
Alternative 3:

No Project Alternative
Page Property/Key Site #6
Reduced Height (5’) Alternative

Each of these is described further below in Sections 6.4, 6.5, and 6.6.

6.2 SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THIS EIR
As described above, the primary purpose of the alternatives analysis is to identify changes to the
Revised Project that would reduce or avoid significant impacts of the Revised Project as proposed. As
described in Chapter 4, “Environmental Setting and Impact Analysis,” the Revised Project results in the
following significant unavoidable impacts and potentially significant impacts that can be mitigated to
less than significant levels.

6.2.1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources
The Revised Project would result in significant unavoidable impacts on visual resources and the loss of
scenic mountain views due to the construction of the Revised Hotel and Conference Center and
associated improvements (Class I).

6.2.2 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The Revised Project would result in a potentially significant, but mitigable, greenhouse gas emissions
impact if measures to reduce energy and water use are not carried out.

6.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED AS INFEASIBLE
The CEQA Guidelines require EIRs to identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency,
but were rejected as infeasible and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s
determination. CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 (c) states:
“The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency
but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons
underlying the lead agency's determination. ... Among the factors that may be used to
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most
of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant
environmental impacts.”
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Several alternatives were considered by the City, but ultimately rejected as infeasible based on the
criteria established under CEQA. These alternatives are described below.
Lowered Conference Center
One option that was considered was an alternative design. In particular, this Alternative explores if the
conference facility could be lowered into the site enough that two stories of hotel rooms could be put
on top of it instead of the current one-story of rooms. Thirteen rooms could be relocated from the
eastern end of the hotel’s third story to the top of the conference center. The Alternative would result in
lowering the height of the eastern portion of the hotel by about 10 feet, which would improve views at
the eastern end of the building from both the Hollister Avenue/Storke Road and Hollister
Avenue/Cortona Drive intersections. However, northern views of the mountain ridgeline on the western
side of the property would still be blocked. The feasibility of this design option is also questionable as it
would require substantially more grading than the Revised Project. It would also be difficult to provide
the required exiting for the conference center. The objectives for the Revised Project would not be met
due to the difficulty in meeting conference facility exiting requirements. Providing the conference
facility is a major objective of the Revised Project.
Hotel Tower
A second alternative would place the project in a six-to-seven story tower, with a height of 65 to 75 feet,
on one side of the project site. The tower could be placed on either the western or eastern end of the
site. The building footprint would be from 12,000 to 15,000 square feet, with a 60’ by 200’ or 250’
dimension. Surface parking would be provided on the remainder of the site. This alternative would
completely block the northern views of the mountain ridgeline on the part of the project site where the
building would be placed, but would maintain the northern mountain ridgeline views on the majority of
the site. However, while this alternative might preserve the majority of the northerly mountain ridgeline
views and reduce view corridor and scenic resources impacts along Hollister Avenue, it would create a
significant unavoidable impact on southerly views of the Pacific Ocean and Island views as viewed from
the Storke Road/U.S. Highway 101 interchange. Neither the Entitled Project nor the Revised Project
interrupt this view, which is protected by General Plan policies. Additionally, it would be difficult to
support the “good cause” finding necessary to approve a project that would likely be twice the General
Plan-recommended height limit.
Reduced Height (10’)
A third alternative is to grade the project site down 10 feet, thus lowering the height of the entire
building. This would result in the Finish Floor Elevation of the first floor (Level 1) being at 36 feet above
mean sea level (amsl) instead of the currently proposed 46 feet amsl. Level 0, the rear walk-out level,
which only has access from the rear parking lot, would most likely be eliminated, resulting in the loss of
16 hotel rooms. It would be difficult to provide access to the rear rooms because the Finish Floor
elevation would be at 26 feet amsl, which would be about eight to 10 feet below current grade.
Retaining walls would be required along the rear property line, approximately 30 to 40 feet from the
building, as well as a sloping ramp to provide access to the rooms. Emergency access to the rear of the
hotel would not meet County Fire Department requirements because the lowered grade would make it
very difficult to provide either a turn-around or access to the adjacent property. Photo simulations of
this alternative, along with the Reduced Height (5’) Alternative (discussed in Section 6.5 below), are in
Figure 6-1 and Figure 6-2.
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The likely loss of the 16 rooms would reduce the number of hotel rooms from 149 to 133 rooms. This
third alternative would require more grading and the resulting Finish Floor elevation of 36 feet amsl
would be lower than the surrounding roads. This would result in all of the onsite drainage being directed
toward the building, which is prohibited by the California Building Code as adopted by the GMC. To
avoid such drainage, the building would require a design using water resistant materials and techniques
to avoid flooding. To direct the drainage away from the building would be expensive, as would the
substantially increased amount of grading required. Given the increased construction costs and the loss
of rooms, this alternative appears to be infeasible and it would not meet the project objectives.

6.4 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
The No Project Alternative is defined in CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e) as “the existing conditions at the
time of the notice of preparation is published ….as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur
in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with
available infrastructure and community services.” In this case, if the Revised Project is not approved,
the site could be constructed in the foreseeable future with the Entitled Project.
The Entitled Project consists of a 112-room hotel and a free-standing 6,000-square foot restaurant. As
indicated in the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) adopted at the time the Entitled Project was
approved in October 2008, all potential environmental impacts were mitigated to less than significant
levels. The MND did not analyze greenhouse gas emissions impacts as that analysis was not required at
that time. As part of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions analysis performed by RBF
Consulting for the Revised Project,2 the Entitled and Revised Projects were compared. The Entitled
Project would generate 56.57 MTCO2e/year more than the Revised Project, primarily due to the greater
traffic generated by the free-standing restaurant included in the Entitled Project. Following the
mitigation measures outlined by this EIR, greenhouse gas emissions could be mitigated to less than
significant levels.

6.5 ALTERNATIVE 2: PAGE PROPERTY/KEY SITE #6 ALTERNATIVE
The 11.38-acre Page Property/Key Site 6 alternative location (APN 071-130-23) is located west of Ward
Memorial Boulevard (Highway 217) and the San Jose Creek channel and immediately City of Goleta west
of the intersection of Kellogg Way and Kellogg Avenue. The property is also known as the “Page”
property and as “Key Site 6” in the Goleta Old Town Revitalization Plan (GOTRP). The site has a land use
designation and zoning of Visitor Serving Commercial. Alternative 2 includes development of a 149room hotel and conference center on all or part of this property, with associated parking, landscaping,
and walking paths/trails connecting the hotel with the Goleta Valley Community Center and Hollister
Avenue commercial corridor to the north. The Ekwill/Fowler extension project, currently under separate
City review, involves (in part) extension of Ekwill Street along the northern boundary of this property
parallel to Old San Jose Creek along with related improvements, including a bike path and pedestrian
access. Previous plans to extend Ekwill Street placed this roadway extension across the southern, rather
than the northern, portion of the property.

2

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment Rincon Palms Project, RBF Consulting, January 2013
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Entitled Project (Project Baseline)

Revised Project

Reduced Height (10’) Alternative

Reduced Height (5’) Alternative

Source: Ron Stevens, Interacta, 3D, March 2013

Figure 6-1

Comparison of Entitled and Revised Projects to Reduced Height Alternatives at Hollister Avenue and Storke Road
Yellow line on Reduced Height Alternatives outlines the Revised Project.
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Entitled Project (EIR Baseline)

Revised Project

Reduced Height (10’) Alternative

Reduced Height (5’) Alternative

Source: Ron Stevens, Interacta, 3D, March 2013

Figure 6-2

Comparison of Entitled and Revised Projects to Reduced Height Alternatives at Hollister Avenue and Cortona Drive
Yellow line on Reduced Height Alternatives outlines the Revised Project.
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In 2010, the City commissioned REVPAR International (REVPAR), a specialist in hotel and conference
center markets and economics, to prepare a hotel/conference center study. The purpose of this study
was to better understand and address the potential market for additional conference center, meeting,
and banquet space in the region, especially as it relates to the City. The REVPAR study concluded that
the Page site is an acceptable location; however, it does not have easy access or good visibility. The
project site is considered by the REVPAR study to be the preferred location for a hotel/conference
center.
Alternative 2 would convert an existing, undeveloped, agricultural field to a 149-room hotel with
conference center with associated parking lot and related paths and landscaping. Given the larger size of
the property, the overall height of the structure could be reduced by constructing a two-story rather
than a three-story hotel. The Page Site is less prominent from public views than is the 6868 Hollister
Avenue project site, although development under Alternative 2 would be visible from Kellogg Avenue,
Highway 217 (briefly), the Goleta Valley Community Center to the north, and from public viewing areas
along the Old San Jose Creek corridor. Potentially significant impacts on visual resources would be
associated with the change in existing views from undeveloped/agricultural land to a fairly large twostory hotel and conference center with associated parking. This alternative project would be visible from
public viewing areas. However, there are no General Plan-designated scenic views or view corridors in
the project vicinity, and development on this site would not obstruct scenic views of the Santa Ynez
Mountains or the coast. In addition, the parcel is large enough to allow ample landscaping along the
property perimeter and throughout the parking areas. Aesthetics impacts that have already been
mitigated through the Entitled Project, especially increased night-lighting, have not been evaluated for
this site, but would likely be mitigable to less than significant levels (Class II). Given the site’s less
prominent location, the lack of public view obstruction of the mountains and the coast, and the larger
site acreage that would allow for lower overall building heights, Alternative 2 impacts on visual
resources would be less than for the Revised Project.
Greenhouse gas emissions impacts would be similar to those at the Revised Project site.
Alternative 2 would potentially result in impacts that do not apply to the Revised Project site. These
include:
•

Agricultural Impacts due to the site currently being used for agriculture and its conversion to
development was identified as an unavoidable adverse impact in the GOTRP EIR. The proposed
project would not convert agricultural land to urban development. Therefore, Alternative 2
would result in greater impacts on agricultural resources than the proposed project.

•

Biological Impacts due to the site’s location next to Old San Jose Creek. There would be
potentially significant short-term impacts related to erosion and sedimentation during site
preparation activities. Additionally, there would be potentially significant long-term impacts on
wildlife movement along this wildlife corridor, and from an increase in impervious surfaces,,
which would reduce natural bio-filtration of stormwater runoff from the site that would likely be
polluted by oil, grease, and other pollutants. These impacts are expected to be mitigable to less
than significant levels, but would result in additional mitigation measures not included in the
Revised Project.

•

Geology and Soils Impacts due to the site’s location in a flood plain. Substantial fill would likely
be required and the site is subject to liquefaction. Additional studies would be required to
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determine the best construction methods necessary to mitigate potential impacts. Development
on this alternative site would result in greater geology and soils impacts than would occur on
the Revised Project site.
•

Noise Impacts due to the site’s location near sensitive receptors. Impacts would likely be
significant during project construction, which would be greater than those expected at the
Revised Project site. However, long-term significant noise impacts are not expected.

The Applicant’s agent has submitted a letter from the owner of the Page site that clearly indicates that
this site is not available to the project applicant. This site is no longer considered a feasible alternative.
Additionally, a reasonably foreseeable future project, identified as the City Ventures Project, is under
consideration by the City of Goleta.

6.6 ALTERNATIVE 3: REDUCED HEIGHT (5’) ALTERNATIVE
The Reduced Height (5’) Alternative would grade the site down 5 feet, thus lowering the height of the
entire building by 5 feet. This would result in the Finish Floor Elevation of the first floor being at 41 feet
instead of the currently proposed 46 feet. This is close to the Finish Floor elevation of the Entitled
Project, which is at 42 feet. This would also lower the Finish Floor elevation of Level 0 to 31 feet, three
to five feet below the current grade at the northerly property line, which might result in some of the
same issues raised for the Reduced Height (10’) Alternative discussed above. It might be possible to
retain the emergency access while losing one or two rooms at either end of Level 0, resulting in a loss of
two to four rooms. Grading required for this alternative would be less than that required for the Entitled
Project, but more than required for the Revised Project. Construction-generated greenhouse gas
emissions would be slightly greater than for the Revised Project. However, using the mitigation
measures outlined in this EIR, greenhouse gas emissions would be reduced to less than significant levels.
Figure 6.1 and Figure 6.2 show the difference in views that result from the Entitled Project, Revised
Project and by reducing overall project height by ten and five feet, respectively. The view impacts at the
Hollister Avenue/Storke Road location in the Reduced Height (5’) Alternative would be similar to those
of the Entitled Project. There would be some mountain views over the top of the building and the sense
that the mountains are there would remain. However, views at the Hollister Avenue/Cortona Drive
intersection would remain completely blocked, with no improvement in views.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions were evaluated for the Reduced Height (5’) Alternative, and it was found
that this Alternative would generate up to 56.57 MTCO2e/year more than would the Revised Project,
primarily due to the increased grading required for Alternative 3. Following the mitigation measures
outlined by this EIR, greenhouse gas emissions could be mitigated to less than significant levels.
While this alternative is environmentally superior to the Revised Project, aesthetics impacts would
remain significant and unavoidable.

6.7 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE
In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of a proposed project and the alternatives,
CEQA Guidelines require that an “environmentally superior” alternative be selected and the reasons for
such a selection disclosed. In general, the environmentally superior alternative is the alternative that
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would be expected to generate the least amount of adverse impacts. In this case, Alternative 1 (No
Project Alternative) would result in the least amount of impacts.
When the Environmentally Superior Alternative is the “No Project” Alternative, the CEQA Guidelines
require that another alternative be selected as the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
With regard to Alternative 2, project development on the Page property would avoid the significant
unavoidable impact on visual and scenic resources that would occur with the Revised Project, which
makes it environmentally superior to the Revised Project. Alternative 2 could feasibly accomplish most,
but not all, of the applicant’s objectives. However, it would not maximize the economic benefits to the
City of Goleta and local businesses (Objective 3). While the Page Site is large enough to support a hotel
and conference center, the REVPAR Study concluded that access to the site “will be cumbersome and
indirect since there is no exit to the site from CA-217.” This strongly affects potential use of the site. The
REVPAR Study concluded that the best uses of the Page Site would be for multi-family residential
development or for office/research and development space. Additionally, the alternative site is not
under the control of either the City or the applicant. In a letter to the project applicant (See Chapter 8,
Response to Comments), the owner of the Page Site has stated that the property is not available to the
project applicant because a project for the Page Site is currently under consideration.
Alternative 3, the Reduced Height (5’) Alternative, would meet all of the applicant objectives. Although
Alternative 3 still results in significant unavoidable aesthetic impacts, it does reduce the impact
somewhat and would, therefore, be considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
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Chapter 7
OTHER CEQA CONCERNS
7.1 GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS
Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR discuss the growth inducing impact of
the proposed project, including “ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the
surrounding environment." For the reasons described below, the proposed project is not expected to
result in substantial growth inducing effects, and therefore, would not result in significant
environmental impacts associated with growth inducement.
The increase in population associated with the 149-room room hotel and conference center represents
a nominal increase in both the number of employees within the City (0.1%)1 and the population of the
City, if transient hotel guests are equated with City residents (0.7%).2 Urban services, including municipal
water and sewer services and utilities (e.g., gas, electric, cable, phone) are already available to the site.
The property is surrounded by existing urban development and the property has access rights to two
public roadways (Hollister Avenue and Cortona Drive). Relocation and installation of utilities and
infrastructure on site would not increase the potential for development of other nearby properties.

7.2 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(c) requires that an EIR discuss irreversible environmental changes
resulting from the project. The project would modify the existing project site through the addition of
structural development and associated infrastructure. The project would also generate waste that
would be disposed of at the local landfill. Development of the site with the project is considered a longterm commitment. Therefore, these changes are considered significant and irreversible.
Development of the project would also result in the use of non-renewable resources during construction
and operation. Construction would require the consumption of natural resources and renewable and
non-renewable materials, including building materials (e.g., wood and metal) and fossil fuels (e.g.,
gasoline, diesel fuel, and natural gas). Once operational, the project would require consumption of
natural resources and renewable and non-renewable materials such as electricity, natural gas, potable
water, and fossil fuels for building systems, such as heating, air conditioning, and lighting. Currently,
these resources are readily available, and are expected to remain available in the foreseeable future.
Therefore, the commitment of these resources to the project is not considered significant.

1

The GP/CLUP EIR estimates that the number of jobs within the Goleta Valley in 2004 was 39,375 and that the City
of Goleta accounted for 50% of those jobs, or 19,688 jobs (Section 3.8, Population and Housing, City of Goleta
General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan EIR, September, 2006).
2

The GP/CLUP EIR notes that the City’s population in 2005 was 30,679 residents (Section 3.8, Population and
Housing, City of Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan EIR, September, 2006).
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Chapter 8
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR
This section provides written responses to all comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (Draft EIR) during the public review period from April 18, 2013 through June 3, 2013.Comments
were received in the form of letters. No testimony occurred at the public hearing on the Draft EIR (held
on May 16, 2013). The first letter is from a public agency. The second letter is from the applicant team.
1. Eric Gage, Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District, May 17, 2013
2. Laurel Perez, Suzanne Elledge Planning & Permitting Services, May 31, 2013
Each of these letters, including numbered comments corresponding to the responses below, is provided
at the end of this section.
Opportunity for public comment on the Draft EIR was provided at the Public Hearing held on May 16,
2013. Jennifer Carmen, Environmental Hearing Officer, presided over the hearing and offered an
opportunity for public comments. No public comments were received at the hearing.

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS
This section provides a response to each comment received on the April 2013 Draft EIR. Each comment
letter is reproduced with comment numbering added, followed by corresponding itemized responses to
each comment.

8.1 Eric Gage, Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD), May
17, 2013
1.

Thank you for notifying the City that you have no comments.

8.2 Laurel Perez, AICP, Suzanne Elledge Planning & Permitting Services, May
31, 2013
2-1

Comment noted. A change has been made to add “the” to the first sentence as requested. The
other requested changes have not been made. The fact that the Entitled Project also disrupts
mountain views, although to a lesser extent, is discussed in Chapter 4.1.

2-2

Comment noted. A change has been made to accurately describe the location from which the
photos were taken and the impacts analyzed.

2-3

Comment noted. The mitigation measure has been revised to further refine the Design Review
Board’s review post EIR certification and project entitlement.

2-4

Comment noted. See Response to Comment 2-3.

2-5

Comment noted. This change has been made.
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2-6

Comment noted. See Response to Comment 2-2 and related changes.

2-7

See Response to Comments 2-17 through 2-21 below.

2-8

Comment noted. This change has been made.

2-9

Comment noted. This change has been made.

2-10

Comment noted. This change has been made.

2-11

Comment noted. Language has been added indicating that the site is an infill site.

2-12

At three acres, the parcel is large enough to be considered an open space. However, that does
not mean that the loss of the open space in and of itself would be considered significant. As the
writer correctly notes, this is an infill site. As an infill site, with minimal landscaping, and
surrounded by existing and varied industrial, research park, retail, and office development in an
urban area, the site does not contain substantial or especially scenic open space. The changes in
topography and cut and fill activities for site preparation are not expected to result
inconsistency with Policy VH 1.5. No impact discussion related to this policy is required.
However, there will be additional discussion as part of the staff reports to the Planning
Commission and City Council. No changes are included in the Final EIR.

2-13

Comment noted. This change has been made.

2-14

Comment noted. This change has been made.

2-15

See Responses to Comments 2-3 and 2-4.

2-16

Because the Entitled Project was not subject to Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions analysis, the
City Attorney has determined that analysis of GHG emissions for the Revised Project must be
compared to the undeveloped site condition. Clarifications have been added to pages 1-4 and
4.2-13. Additionally, for informational purposes only, GHG emissions generated by the Entitled
Project have been added to the EIR. See page 4.2.14.

2-17

Information regarding the infeasibility of using Key Site #6/Page Property for the proposed
project has been added to the EIR. See pages 6-10 and 6-11. Additional information regarding
the REVPAR study has been included in the EIR. See page 6-9.

2-18

Comment noted. Agricultural impacts have been added to those considered for Alternative 2.

2-19

As indicated in the Alternative 3 discussion, it is expected that there would be a loss of two to
four rooms on Level 0 to accommodate the necessary ramps. Cost increases would be expected
as a result of additional grading when compared to the Revised Project. However, CEQA
Guidelines §15126.6(b) states:
“The discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its
location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant
effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree
the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.” [Emphasis
added]
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Since the applicant has not provided information on the actual costs of implementing
Alternative 3, it is not clear that cost increases would rise to a level that would result in it being
infeasible to construct the alternative project. The City believes that the Reduced Height
Alternative is correctly designated as the Environmentally Superior alternative.
2-20

Construction air emissions for the project are sufficiently below the thresholds that a six-fold
increase in emissions would be required to result in significant impacts. Grading would increase
about four-fold with Alternative 3. Construction traffic is not considered in determining traffic
impacts. Therefore, Alternative 3 does not result in new significant impacts not considered in
the Draft EIR.

2-21

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) does require that the alternatives substantially lessen one
or more of the significant impacts. However, it does not say that the impacts must be reduced
to a less than significant level. Alternative 3 does reduce the aesthetics impact at the Hollister
Avenue/Storke Road intersection to essentially match that of the Entitled Project, even if it does
not do so at the Hollister Avenue/Cortona Drive intersection. Given that two viewpoints were
analyzed and the impacts at one of the viewpoints would be reduced to match those of the
Entitled Project, this would be considered a substantial reduction in the impact.
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Chapter 8
EIR PREPARERS AND REFERENCES
8.1 PREPARERS OF THE EIR
Lead Agency
This document was prepared under the direction and approval of the City of Goleta. Private consultants
prepared the document for the City, and the City by its approval accepts the document as its own.
City of Goleta
130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, California 93117
Contact: Jan Hubbell, Contract Planner
EIR Preparation
Jan Hubbell, AICP, Contract Planner
Ron Stevens, Interacta, Inc.
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