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Response to Comment No. 7-1
This comment recommends revisions to provide greater detail to text on page 2-1.
These suggested changes are editorial in nature and do not change the project description in a
significant way. No changes to the EIR are necessary in response to this comment.

Response to Comment No. 7-2
This comment suggests that more specificity on page 2-2 would be beneficial.
Section 2.3.1, Vesting Tentative Parcel Map, is revised as follows:
As shown on Figure 2-16, the Vesting Tentative Parcel Map would allow division of the
existing 10.71-acre parcel, APN 073-050-020, into two separate, legal parcels: of 6.90
acres (Parcel 1) and 3.81 acres (Parcel 2). Frontage improvements, including a 6-foot
sidewalk and curb/gutter, are required as part of the subdivision on La Patera Lane,
Hollister Avenue, and Robin Hill Road (Figures 2-15, 2-22, and 2-23).

Response to Comment No. 7-3
This comment proposes revisions to text on page 2-2.
Some of these comments are editorial and are not necessary but others offer clarification.
Section 2.3.2, Development Plan, is revised as follows:
A Development Plan is requested for an 80,945-square-foot, 118-room, extended-stay
Marriott Residence Inn hotel on Parcel 2 (Figures 2-5, 2-6, 2-6a). Additional
improvements associated with the Development Plan would include a swimming pool;
122 parking spaces; landscaping; extension, relocation, and under-grounding of utilities;
a new driveway on Hollister Avenue along the new common property line between
Parcel 1 and Parcel 2; relocation of the existing Robin Hill Road driveway to the north;
and infrastructure improvements along Hollister Avenue and Robin Hill Road. These
infrastructure improvements would include upgrades to the existing bus stop/new bus
pull out area on Hollister Avenue, installation of a meandering sidewalk on Hollister
Avenue between the existing short segment near La Patera Lane and Robin Hill Road
and along the Robin Hill Road project frontage, installation of lighting, installation of
landscaping on both sides of the new sidewalk including numerous trees, and installation
of three landscaped medians in the center of Hollister Avenue to improve traffic safety
and circulation and aesthetics. The bus pull-out and the center medians would be
located within the City of Santa Barbara’s jurisdiction. The other frontage improvements
would be located within the jurisdiction of the City of Goleta. Modifications are requested
to the Inland Zoning Ordinance standards for off-street parking area setbacks to allow
encroachments into front yard setbacks for seven parking spaces along Hollister Avenue
and 29 parking spaces and one loading space along Robin Hill Road (§35-262.a) and to
allow encroachment of the trash enclosure into the front yard setback of Robin Hill Road
(§35-233.9.1.a).
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Response to Comment No. 7-4
The comment requests inclusion of greater detail describing architecture and landscaping on
page 2-2.
The development details for the hotel are included in Section 2.3.2.

Response to Comment No. 7-5
The comment suggests reference to “drought-tolerant” trees and shrubs be provided on page 23 and that a reference to Figure 2-15 be added.
The revisions requested in this comment may be too restrictive because they may conflict with
other requirements for street trees and other landscaping.
Section 2.3.2, Development Plan, is revised as follows:
A total of 122 off-street, surface parking spaces are planned on Parcel 2. Parcel 2 would
include landscaping on approximately 57,000 square feet, or 34.3% of the overall site
area. The landscape plan includes drought-tolerant and native, or native in character,
Mediterranean landscaping, and low intensity lighting. The plan includes trees along
project frontages, at entry ways, in parking lots, and throughout the site. It also includes
medium-height screening shrubs, smaller shrubs, groundcover, vines, and biofiltration
plants in onsite bioswales (Figure 2-15).

Response to Comment No. 7-6
This comment suggests revisions to text on page 2-3, claiming inconsistency between the
existing setting and proposed project improvements.
The suggested changes are editorial in nature and would not significantly change the content.
No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-7
This comment recommends revisions to page 2-3 to provide more specificity in the description
of the proposed modifications in the Development Plan.
The suggested changes are editorial in nature and would not significantly change the content.
No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-8
The comment suggests some reorganization of the description of amendments to the
Development Plan for the Hollister Center as described on page 2-3 of the EIR.
The proposed changes would not appreciably change the meaning of the text. No changes to
the EIR are necessary.
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Response to Comment No. 7-9
The comment suggests that the zoning and project site maps (Figures 2-3 and 2-4) be revised
to show that the Hotel Overlays cover the entire hotel site.
Figure 2-3 is revised to indicate that the Hotel Overlay is applicable to the entire parcel.

Response to Comment No. 7-10
The comment suggests that a paragraph be added on page 3-1 that clarifies that the cumulative
project list includes projects that were in process when the Notice of Preparation was issued.
The revisions suggested in this comment are not consistent with CEQA. The cumulative impact
analysis in the EIR includes known projects and long-range plans and programs.

Response to Comment No. 7-11
The commenter requests that the text on page 4.1-1 note that a motorist travelling by the site at
45 miles per hour would see the front elevation for no more than 4 seconds.
While this may be true, because there are other vantage points that would provide a much
longer-duration view of the site (e.g., to pedestrians, bicyclists), it is not appropriate to single out
one mode of transit. In addition, nearly every project viewed from an adjacent major roadway in
the City of Goleta would be visible for only a few seconds. However, this would not effectively
define the project’s aesthetics or its impact on scenic views.
The comment also requests additional language regarding the description of westbound views
of the mountains.
Section 4.1.1, Existing Setting, is revised as follows:
The project is located on the north side of Hollister Avenue, bounded by La Patera Lane
on the east and Robin Hill Road on the west. General Plan Policy VH 2.1 and Figure 6-1,
the Scenic and Visual Resources Map, identify Hollister Avenue west of Fairview
Avenue as a Scenic Corridor. Figure 6-1 of the General Plan identifies scenic corridors
that pass through, or provide visual access to, areas of high scenic value. The Visual
and Historic Resources Element identifies both coastal and mountain views as important
views to be protected and the segment of Hollister Avenue in front of the project site is
identified on Figure 6-1 as “a vantage point for viewing scenic resources in all
directions.” Views of the Santa Ynez Mountains from Hollister Avenue, near the project
site, are most prominent when travelling eastbound (toward the City of Santa Barbara).
Traveling westbound on Hollister Avenue (toward Storke Road), views of the mountains
across the project site are far less perceptible, due to existing structures and vegetation,
as well as the distance of the mountains that are visible within this viewshed. There are
no coastal views at this location due to intervening topography, vegetation, and the
Santa Barbara Municipal Airport.
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Response to Comment No. 7-12
This comment requests revisions to page 4.1-2 to provide the duration during which motorists
on the Los Carneros Road overpass would experience views of the project and to specify that
these views would be background views.
The suggested changes would not significantly change the content. Also see response to
Comment 7-11. No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-13
The comment requests that information about the existing power poles and utility lines be added
to the project site description on page 4.1-2.
Section 4.1.1, Existing Setting, is revised as follows:
Parcel 2 is currently undeveloped with the exception of paved parking in the north end,
as well as some paved areas on the east, near the existing Hollister Center building, and
three existing power poles located along the western half of the project frontage (see
current conditions photos in Figures 4.1-9 and 4.1-12). The majority of Parcel 2 is
undeveloped and the dominant vegetation is nonnative grasses and other weedy
species. There are seven nonnative trees along Robin Hill Road (bottle brush) and five
additional small nonnative trees in the northeast corner of the site. There were
previously a few coyote brush plants along the southern perimeter of the northern paved
area. Currently, this area is comprised of lower growing grasses and forbs.

Response to Comment No. 7-14
This comment recommends that text be added on page 4.1-5 to provide a quantification of the
duration of views experienced by motorists traveling on Hollister Avenue.
See response to Comment 7-11. No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-15
This comment recommends revisions to page 4.1-6 to include discussion of the removal of two
existing power poles and utility lines that currently compromise views of the Santa Ynez
Mountains from Hollister Avenue.
Section 4.1.3.2, Impact AES-1, is revised as follows:
The current project design, including removal of three power poles and provision of a 151foot setback from Hollister Avenue, would maintain approximately two-thirds of the existing
views across the site of the upper portion of the mountains, which would result in less-thansignificant impacts on scenic vistas. However, even minor changes to the height of roof
features and mechanical equipment placement have the potential to alter assumptions
regarding the level at which mountain views would be retained following project
development. Therefore, development of the Marriott Residence Inn has the potential to
result in significant adverse impacts relating to loss of scenic mountain views from the
Hollister Avenue Scenic Corridor.
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Response to Comment No. 7-16
The comment suggests that the rooftop equipment shown in the project design and discussed
on page 4.1-6 would not impact mountain views; therefore, the related mitigation measure
(AES-1c/AES-2c) should not be required.
Project plans sometimes change during the review process and, by including this mitigation,
scrutiny of rooftop equipment would become a condition of approval that would be checked
throughout the review and construction processes.

Response to Comment No. 7-17
The comment suggests additional language on page 4.1-7 describing that the project would be
designed to reduce impacts related to compatibility with the surrounding area.
Section 4.1.3.2, Impact AES-2, is revised as follows:
Development in the surrounding neighborhood includes service commercial, industrial,
and airport related development, a variety of architectural styles, building sizes, and
landscaping. Therefore, project compatibility with the existing neighborhood character
becomes more an issue of good project design rather than consistency with a particular
neighborhood quality or character. The style of existing development in the surrounding
area and along the Hollister Avenue corridor varies. The Marriott Residence Inn would
be one of the larger structures along the corridor, but there are similarly scaled
structures located at various places along Hollister Avenue, as well as directly north of
the site. Although the size, bulk, scale, and to a lesser degree, the semi-residential
appearance of the hotel building would result in the project being a visually prominent
development along this section of Hollister Avenue, the project would not substantially
alter the visual character of the existing commercial and industrial developments in the
project area. In addition, while the project would stand out to some extent because of its
size and semi-residential architecture, it will not be incompatible in this neighborhood in
the same way it would in a neighborhood with structures that are more homogeneous
with regard to size, height, and/or design. A number of features of the project design
would serve to soften the size of the building and to strengthen the quality of the built
environment in the surrounding neighborhood. These features include the substantial
(151-foot) setback from Hollister Avenue, stepping back the highest point of the roofline
from Hollister Avenue, inclusion of frontage improvements (meandering sidewalk along
entire Hollister Avenue and Robin Hill Road frontages, three new landscaped traffic
medians in Hollister Avenue, undergrounding of the two power poles and related utility
lines on Hollister Avenue) that would enhance immediate views of the site from Hollister
Avenue and Robin Hill Road, and the addition of extensive landscaping on both sides of
the new meandering sidewalk, throughout the parking lot, and near the building. The
DRB considered the project architecture, building height, colors, and materials in their
meetings as well as the project’s compatibility with the surrounding built environment.
The current project design incorporates comments received at these meetings with
regard to compatibility, specifically comments addressing architectural features, colors,
and materials.
The remaining requested changes were not made because they do not reflect the EIR analysis
of the project as proposed, with mitigation included to ensure that the project is compatible with
the surrounding area.
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Response to Comment No. 7-18
The comment suggests that a sentence be added to an impact on page 4.1-7, stating that the
project would be designed to reduce light and glare impacts.
As discussed in the response to Comment 7-16, project details, including lighting, sometimes
change during the review process. The EIR analyzes the project as proposed, and includes
mitigation to ensure that visual impacts due to possible design changes are reduced to less than
significant. Therefore, no changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-19
The comment requests text changes relating to cumulative aesthetic impacts on page 4.1-8.
Some of the additional language regarding the project’s aesthetic attributes would be more
appropriate as part of findings for approval. No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-20
The comment suggests that a sentence be added to Section 4.1.5 on page 4.1-8 describing
routine conditions of approval.
This is understood by members of the public familiar with CEQA, the Planning Commission, and
the Council and does not need to be included in the EIR. No changes to the EIR are necessary.
For this particular project, changes to certain project design details have the potential to alter
conclusions, impacts, and compliance with policies in the General Plan such as those related to
viewshed protection.

Response to Comment No. 7-21
The comment suggests that the fact that mitigation measures are often “standard” should be
noted in Section 4.1.6 on page 4.1-11.
See response to Comment 7-20. No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-22
The comment requests that standard air pollution mitigations be identified on page 4.2-13 as
conditions and not mitigations.
For the same reasons noted in response to Comment 7-16, these suggested changes are
included as mitigation measures to ensure compliance and avoid significant impacts. No
changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-23
The comment states that future DRB review is speculative pursuant to CEQA Section 15145.
For the same reasons noted in response to Comment 7-16, conditions relating to the DRB’s
review are provided as mitigation measures to ensure that the final landscape plans would not
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include highly invasive plants and that impacts would be avoided. No changes to the EIR are
necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-24
The comment requests that reference to invasive plants on page 4.3-7 be removed given
revisions suggested in Comment 7-23.
See response to Comment 7-23. No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-25
The comment claims that because the City of Goleta conditions all projects such that
construction is consistent with approved plans, mitigation measure MM BIO-3a is redundant to
the City’s standard conditions and should be removed.
See response to Comment 7-23. No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-26
This comment states that comments on cultural resources are provided under separate cover
(Comment 6).
See responses to Comments 6-1 through 6-25.

Response to Comment No. 7-27
The comment notes that the final building plans would be subject to the City’s standard
conditions of approval and therefore unlikely to deviate substantially from those designed to
address recognized environmental constraints, and the EIR should be revised on page 4.5-6 to
reflect this.
See response to Comment 7-25. No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-28
This comment suggests an additional revision on page 4.5-7 pursuant to the changes
suggested in Comment 7-27.
See responses to Comment 7-25 and 7-27. No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-29
This comment states there is no reasonable potential for the final project engineering, grading,
and construction plans to deviate in any substantial way from that assessed in the EIR, due to
the City’s standard conditions of approval. Therefore, mitigation measure MM GEO-2a is
redundant and should be removed.
Project plans, including the foundation design, are not yet final and have not been subject to
plan check-level review. If revisions are requested as part of plan check review, the project
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plans will still need to be reviewed for compliance with project description assumptions. Also
see response to Comment 7-27. No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-30
The commenter has no comments on Section 4.6.
No response necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-31
This comment recommends revisions to the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments’
Airport Land Use Plan discussion on page 4.7-7.
The suggested changes are not necessary because this information is provided in Section
4.7.2.3. No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-32
This comment suggests the inclusion of details regarding additional measures to ensure
compliance with the City’s Stormwater Management Program Ordinance and impending permit
application under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System for minimizing
contaminant levels in stormwater runoff (EIR page 4.8-8).
Section 4.8.3.2, Project Impacts, Impact HYD-2. Drainage/Water Quality, Offsite, is revised as
follows:
The project design incorporates the use of vegetated bio-swales and a vegetated
detention basin to pretreat surface flows from parking areas as well as to reduce peak
stormwater flows. These drainage features are central to addressing potential point
source pollution runoff from increased impervious surfaces. The drainage design also
incorporates mechanical filters to minimize pollutants in runoff exiting the site. However,
additional BMPs prescribed in the City’s Stormwater Management Program Ordinance
and impending permit application under the NPDES for minimizing contaminant levels in
stormwater runoff would need to be properly incorporated into the final project plans in
order to avoid impacts to the Goleta Slough. Depending upon the details of the final
grading and drainage plan (including erosion control component), the project could result
in significant impacts to the Goleta Slough ecosystem from increased sedimentation and
degraded water quality from site runoff.

Response to Comment No. 7-33
This comment suggests revisions to page 4.8-10 to describe the result of the applicantproposed features to reduce the potential for impacts on drainage.
The suggested changes would not significantly change the content. Also see response to
Comment 7-16 above. No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-34
The commenter has no comments on Section 4.9.
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No response necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-35
This comment notes that discussion of noise impacts from nearby aircraft overflights is included
on page 4.10-5, but no discussion or significance conclusion under the appropriate CEQA
threshold is provided. The comment suggests the addition of aircraft noise discussion under
Impact NOI-1.
Section 4.10.3.2, Impact NOI-2. Airport Issues, is revised as follows:
There are no private airports or airstrips in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore,
impacts associated with private airports/airstrips are not anticipated as a result of this
project. The project site is located within the area of influence of the Santa Barbara
Municipal Airport as defined by the Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use Plan. As
indicated in Figure 4.10-4, the Hollister Center building, in the eastern portion of the
property, is located within the Runway 15-33 Clear Zone for the airport and adjacent to
the Runway 15-33 Approach Zone. The hotel portion of the property (which would
include sensitive receptors for noise) is located just outside of the Airport Approach and
Clear Zones as defined by the Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use Plan. Therefore,
the site is exposed to intermittent noise from nearby aircraft overflights. This intermittent
exposure to small airplane overflight activity would not result in excessive noise levels
when compared to the 65 dBA CNEL range that is considered “conditionally acceptable”
by the City of Goleta’s GP/CLUP. Impacts related to airport noise exposure would be
less than significant.

Response to Comment No. 7-36
This comments recommends the addition of a significance determination under Impact PS-1,
Fire Protection, on page 4.11-4.
The comment does not consider the following paragraph in Section 4.11.3.2, which states that,
while the project would not exceed service guidelines, the Santa Barbara County Fire
Department would require additional fire protection for the project due to the project type. If
these requirements were not included in the final project design, impacts would be considered
potentially significant. Therefore, the suggested text is not appropriate. No changes to the EIR
are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-37
This comment asserts that incorporation of standard conditions of approval that are not specific
to this discretionary project are not mitigation measures required to reduce potentially significant
impacts as defined by City of Goleta thresholds of significance. The comment suggests deletion
of MM PS-1a, and inclusion of discussion noting that the project would be subject to standard
Santa Barbara County Fire Department conditions.
For the reasons articulated in response to Comment 7-16, the mitigation measures are
necessary. No changes to the EIR are necessary.
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Response to Comment No. 7-38
The commenter suggests revisions to Section 4.11.6, Residual Impacts, pursuant to the
revisions suggested in Comment 7-37 above.
For the reasons articulated in response to Comment 7-16, the mitigation measures are
necessary to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. No changes to the EIR are
necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-39
This comment claims that the EIR does not explain how the design for the MTD bus stop
expansion would comply with MTD and City Community Services design standards and
therefore increase the performance of public transit facilities under threshold f.
The suggested changes would not significantly change the content. The proposed sentence
regarding performance and safety of public transit facilities is not appropriate in the impact
discussion section of an EIR. No changes to the EIR are necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-40
This comment recommends revisions to impact TRA-4 discussing that the applicant-proposed
design features would result in less-than-significant impacts on traffic.
The suggested changes would not significantly change the content. No changes to the EIR are
necessary.

Response to Comment No. 7-41
This comment suggests revisions to page 4.12-16 to describe MM TRA-1a as a City of Goleta
condition of approval rather than mitigation.
As discussed in response to Comment 7-16, MM TRA-1a would ensure required intersection
improvements are included in the final plans. No changes to the EIR are required.

Response to Comment No. 7-42
This comment states that the bus pocket described in MM TRA-3a is a design feature proposed
by the applicant, and should not be mitigation required to address significant impacts.
The City’s practice is to have these requirements as mitigation measures.
Section 4.12.5, Mitigation Measures, is revised to change the name of MM TRA-3a as follows:
MM TRA-3a. Construct a Hollister Avenue Bus Pocket

Response to Comment No. 7-43
The commenter has no comments on Section 4.13, Chapter 5, and Chapter 6.
No response necessary.
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