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Response to Comment No. 6-1
The comment suggests revisions to the text on page 1-6 of the EIR, suggesting that the current
text does not accurately reflect the conclusions of the Draft EIR relative to Impact CUL-4.
Table 1-1 has been revised to reflect the revisions in the Final EIR. Cultural Resources (Section
4.4) of Table 1-1 is revised as follows:
Impact

Proposed Mitigation

CLASS I IMPACTS: Impacts that would be potentially significant and unavoidable
Cultural Resources (Section 4.4)
CUL-4. Cumulative impact. The impacts to cultural
resources from past, current, and anticipated future
developments on archaeological site CA-SBA-58 and
other cultural resources in the region (i.e., the Goleta
Slough area) are considered significant and adverse.
Agriculture and development have impacted the
integrity of CA-SBA-58, such that only approximately
17% of the original site area (located within the project
site) is considered intact and previously undisturbed.
Other archaeological sites in the project area,
particularly those near the current Goleta Slough, have
been similarly impacted by new development. These
historic development activities represent a significant
cumulative impact on CA-SBA-58 archaeological
resources, to which the current project contributes. The
proposed project design would limit direct disturbances
to a small percentage of this remaining intact CA-SBA58 area, primarily limited to installation of caissons. Use
of the caissons to support the slab foundation greatly
reduces direct disturbance to intact archaeological soils
when compared to a standard foundation design
involving over-excavation and re-compaction soil
disturbances. As a result of the proposed foundation
design, the potential disturbance of intact
archaeological site soils is greatly reduced. See Table
4.4-1 for various ways to quantify disturbance. While
there are various assumptions that can be used to
quantify the percentage of the archaeological site that
would be subject to disturbance (as identified in Table
4.4-1), it is clear that the great majority of CA-SBA-58
within the project boundaries will be capped with fill
material and preserved in place. Taking into account
the required redesign of the swimming pool to avoid
intact soils, disturbance to remaining intact soils areas
of the project site would impact less than 2% of intact
soils. In addition to direct impacts, future access for
further archaeological investigation will be substantially
reduced due to site development. Even if the
development is removed at some point, this is unlikely
for the foreseeable future. Capping of archaeological
sites to preserve such sites “in place” has been used
for several decades. While available information
indicates underlying resources would not be impacted
by the development due to the identified construction
design, there are no similar identical situations (e.g., 3story, ~80,000 square foot structure removal, after ~ 50
years, with similar construction techniques) to
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Partial Mitigation: See mitigation measures for
Cultural Resources under Class II Impacts. In
particular, the Phase 3 mitigation requirements are
designed to obtain a reasonable and representative
amount of information from the site. This information
can be used to provide information based on today’s
research methodologies, and those curated materials
from the Phase 3 Program will be available for future
analysis, based on possible new methodologies and
technologies in archaeological research in the future.
The proposed mitigation, including the Phase 3
Program, will reduce the project specific impact to
less-than-significant levels. However, the impacts of
numerous past grading and development activities,
within the larger archaeological site and other
archaeological sites in the project vicinity, along with
this project site’s distinction as the last undeveloped
portion of the larger CA-SBA-58 archaeological site,
would result in a residual significant cumulative
impact.
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Proposed Mitigation

definitively know how development and
demolition would ultimately affect underlying resources.
Similarly, even if research activities under the hotel
building are possible while the building is in place, the
likelihood that such research activities would be
allowed to occur is considered substantially less likely
than if the site remains undeveloped.
The project-specific cultural resource impacts have
been mitigated to less-than-significant levels, including
impacts associated with frontage improvements, hotel
development, soil exposure and potential vandalism
during construction, revisions to plans, loss of access
for research purposes, and impacts if the soils engineer
could determine trenching depths without regard to
archaeological impacts. Although minimized by the
project design, the project’s contribution to cumulative
impacts on cultural resources is considered significant,
given the sensitive nature of CA-SBA-58 and the
substantial destruction that has already occurred
(preceding and unrelated to this project) to this site and
other nearby village sites in the vicinity of the Goleta
Slough.
The project adds to the cumulative effect associated
with loss of access to cultural resources at the larger
archaeological site and historic loss of access to
cultural resource sites throughout the Goleta area; its
contribution is considered a significant impact.

Response to Comment No. 6-2
The comment claims that the statement on page 1-36 of the EIR regarding the effectiveness of
proposed mitigation measures to reduce project-specific impacts on cultural resources is not
sufficiently precise to convey the conclusions identified in Section 4.4.6.1 and suggests
revisions.
Section 1.0 of the EIR, Executive Summary, adequately reflects Section 4.4, Cultural
Resources.

Response to Comment No. 6-3
The comment requests the addition of Dudek’s Marriott Residences Project Cultural Resources
Supplemental Impact Assessment Data (November 19, 2012) to the reference materials listed
on page 1-37.
The reference to Dudek’s November 19, 2012 report has been added to Section 1.8, Reference
Materials.
Section 1.8 of the EIR is revised to add the following to the key documents that are incorporated
by reference:
14.
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Dudek, Marriott Residences Project Cultural Resources Supplemental Impact
Assessment Data (November 21, 2010)
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Response to Comment No. 6-4
This comment recommends revisions to page 4.4-6 of the EIR to include updated estimates of
the CA-SBA-58 site are from Dudek’s project report.
The updated estimates of the CA-SBA-58 area from the Dudek November 19, 2012 report have
been included in Section 4.4.1.3 of the EIR.
Section 4.4.1.3, is revised to include the following paragraph at the end of the “Previous
Archaeological Investigations” discussion:
The original CA-SBA-58, as recorded by D.B. Rogers in the 1920s, is estimated to be
33,445 square meters, or 359,900 square feet. The results of the most recent Extended
Phase 1 investigations at the site (Dudek 2008) determined that the area of intact
archaeological site deposits that have not been disturbed by previous development in
the project area vicinity is 5,658 square meters, or approximately 60,880 square feet,
although precise boundaries and area estimates can only be identified by extensive
exploratory field work. For purposes of this EIR, it is reasonable to estimate that only
17% of the original CA-SBA-58 site area is undisturbed.

Response to Comment No. 6-5
This comment recommends a revision to page 4.4-6 of the EIR to remove the word “historic” in
the description of CA-SBA-58, because the site should be represented as a permanent village
that was occupied during the Middle and Later Periods of Chumash prehistory.
In response to this and other comments, Section 4.4.1.3, Project Site, Native American
Consultation, is revised as follows:
The Chumash Native American community considers CA-SBA-58 to be a large and
permanent prehistoric village site, occupied during the Middle and Late Periods of
Chumash prehistory, which is significant to their heritage. Further, the Chumash Native
American community is concerned for sites and places that provide or may provide ties
to the lifeways of the ancestral Chumash and their predecessors, including village sites
such as the project site, at the edges of the former boundaries of the current Goleta
Slough.
During processing of the original Marriott Residence Inn and Hollister Center Project in
2007–2008, a “meet and confer” process was conducted between staff, the applicant,
and interested members of the Chumash Native American community. Four meet and
confer discussions were held (May 5, 2008; May 19, 2008; June 18, 2008; and August 6,
2008). According to the letter from former City of Goleta Planning Director Steve Chase
to Katy Sanchez of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) dated October 7,
2008 (included in Appendix R1), more than 12 hours of discussion occurred during these
meetings and at least another 40 hours of various discussions took place between the
parties in other meetings and phone conversations in support of these discussions. The
earlier Marriott Residence Inn project would have been located on the same property,
although it would have included a larger building with different site preparation/grading
details and greater disturbance to the archaeological site. The revisions that have been
incorporated into the current project design are, in part, a result of input from the 2008
meetings with the Chumash Native American community. The applicant also
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incorporated the required hand-digging of all piling locations not included in the Phase 3
data recovery excavations in response to comments received at these meetings. (This
requirement is further included as required mitigation to ensure implementation of this
aspect of the project description.)
The current project includes dividing a single 10.71-acre parcel into two smaller
parcels—one that includes an existing building and one that is vacant, but is envisioned
for development of a hotel. The current request does not involve an amendment to the
City’s General Plan or a change in the property‘s zoning. In July 2009, the project
applicant requested that the City rescind its 2008 project approval and proceed with
preparation of an EIR for a similar project. A Notice of Preparation of an EIR and an EIR
Scoping document were prepared, and these documents were provided to the NAHC.
(The current project described in this Final EIR has been revised since July 2009.)
On January 20, 2010, CRMS sent a letter to individuals included on the Native American
contact list, which CRMS received from the NAHC. This letter requested that comments
be submitted to CRMS in writing. (See letter and related emails between F. Arredondo
and N. Campbell in Appendix R1.)
The City informed the local Native American community when additional borings were
performed on the project site on April 26 and May 28, 2010 (correspondence dated April
23 and May 22, 2010 included in Appendix R1).
In addition, notification was provided regarding a consultation with CRMS to discuss
draft findings following their review of previous cultural resources reports as well as field
work related to the project site (correspondence included in Appendix R1). Members of
the Chumash Native American community were provided the Draft CRMS report prior to
a noticed August 12, 2010 meeting, which was scheduled for the purpose of explaining
the preliminary conclusions of the Draft CRMS report and to obtain comments from the
Native American community about the draft report. Staff scheduled this meeting to
accommodate the schedules of several Native Americans who had been involved in
previous project discussions. The purpose of providing the draft report before the
meeting was to allow individuals to review the preliminary analyses themselves, prior to
receiving CRMS’s summary of the report at the meeting. The intent was further to allow
for the most effective opportunity for discussion and comment on the draft report at the
August meeting before the report was finalized and incorporated into Section 4.4 of the
EIR, Cultural Resources. Other than the applicant, only individuals from the NAHC
contact list were invited to the meeting or provided with a copy of the draft report. This
meeting was discussed and scheduled in coordination with members of the Native
American community. (See emails included in Appendix R1.)
The consultation was held at the City of Goleta office on August 12, 2010. The Native
American Contact List provided with the Native American Heritage Commission’s
(NAHC’s) NOP comment letter was used to notify interested members of the Chumash
Native American community of the above field work and consultation. Frank Arredondo
was the only Native American in attendance at the August 12, 2010, meeting. At the
meeting, CRMS archaeologists presented their draft report, followed by comment and
discussion. Staff also explained that there would be continued opportunities for
participation by interested members of the Native American community will occur
through completion of the environmental process and decision maker hearings.
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Response to Comment No. 6-6
This comment suggests revisions to page 4.4-7 of the EIR to delete Section 4.4.2.1, Federal
Regulatory Framework, as there is no federal nexus for the project.
Section 4.4.2.1 is revised as follows:
The project is a privately funded development, located on private lands and does not
involve federal funding or federal permits. Therefore, federal regulations that address
historic and archaeological resources are not applicable to the proposed project. federal
regulatory authority regarding cultural resources rests in Public Law 91-190, the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969; Public Law 93-921, Preservation of Historic
and Archaeological Data, amending Public Law 96-523; and the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended by Public Law 94-43.
The Antiquities Act of 1906 (Public Law 59-209) and the Archaeological Resources
Protection Act (Public Law 96-9) set forth the basic principle that the federal government,
acting for all the people, should work for the protection, preservation, and public
availability of the nation’s historic and prehistoric resources. The NHPA has increased
the responsibilities of the federal government regarding preservation of important and
significant cultural resources from federal, federally assisted, or federally licensed
activities. This mandate to preserve these resources is consistent with other essential
considerations of national policy and applies to both public and private lands.
According to federal law, pursuant to the NHPA, archaeological resources are significant
if they are eligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP; Title
36 CFR 60.4). To determine site significance through application of NRHP criteria,
several levels of potential significance that reflect different (although not necessarily
mutually exclusive) values must be considered. The criteria are as follows:
The quality of significance in American history, architecture,
archaeology, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings,
structures, and objects of state and local importance that possess
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, association, and:
a. that are associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or
b. that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our
past; or
c. that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or
method of construction, or that represent the work of a master,
or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may
lack individual distinction; or
d. that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information
important in prehistory or history.

October 2013

8-240

City of Goleta Marriott FEIR

Chapter 8. Responses to Comments

Response to Comment No. 6-7
This comment recommends revisions to pages 4.4-7 and 4.4-8 to include discussion of Public
Resource Code 21083.2 and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5 (b)(3) and 15126.4 (b)(3).
Section 4.4.2.2 of the EIR has been revised to incorporate discussion of PRC Section 21083.2
and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5 (b)(3) and 15126.4 (b)(3).
Section 4.4.2.2 is revised as follows:
At the state level, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and its implementing
guidelines (CEQA Guidelines), Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 5020.1(k),
5024.1(g), and 21083.2, and Section 4852 of Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulations are the most relevant laws and regulations regarding the protection of
cultural resources. Consideration of the significance of an “important archaeological
resource” is guided by State CEQA Guidelines 15064.5 and 15126.4, and the draft
criteria regarding resource eligibility to the California Register of Historic Resources
(CRHR). Generally under CEQA, an historic resource includes built-environment historic
and prehistoric archaeological resources. These are considered significant if the
resource meets the following criteria:
a. The resource is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to
the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage.
b. The resource is associated with lives of persons important in our past.
c. The resource embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or
possesses high artistic values.
d. The resource has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.
CEQA Guideline 15064.5 also assigns special importance to human remains and
specifies procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered. These
procedures are detailed in Section 5097.98.
Impacts on “unique archaeological resources” and “unique paleontological resources”
are also considered under CEQA, as described under PRC 21083.2. A unique
archaeological resource implies an archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it
can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to the current body of
knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets one of the following criteria:
a. The archaeological artifact, object, or site contains information needed to answer
important scientific questions, and there is a demonstrable public interest in that
information.
b. The archaeological artifact, object, or site has a special and particular quality, such
as being the oldest of its type or the best available example of its type.
c. The archaeological artifact, object, or site is directly associated with a scientifically
recognized important prehistoric event or person.
Potential impacts to identified cultural resources need only be considered if the resource
is an “important” or “unique archaeological resource” under the provisions of CEQA
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Guidelines 15064.5 and 15126.4 and the eligibility criteria. If a resource cannot be
avoided, then the resource must be examined pursuant to Public Resource Code
21083.2 and CEQA Guidelines 15064.5 and 15126.4 and pursuant to the eligibility
criteria as an “important” or “unique archaeological resource.”
Pursuant to Public Resource Code Section 21083.2.b Archaeological Resources,:
Determination of Effect of Project; EIR or Negative Declaration; Mitigation Measures (b):
“if it can be demonstrated that a project will cause damage to a unique archeological
resource, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts to be made to permit any or all
of these resources to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. Examples of
that treatment, in no order of preference2, may include, but are not limited to, any of the
following:
(1) Planning construction to avoid archaeological sites.
(2) Deeding archaeological sites into permanent conservation easements.
(3) Capping or covering archaeological sites with a layer of soil before building on the
sites.
(4) Planning parks, greenspace, or other open space to incorporate archaeological sites.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (b)(3):
A lead agency shall identify potentially feasible measures to mitigate significant adverse
changes in the significance of an historical resource. The lead agency shall ensure that
any adopted measures to mitigate or avoid significant adverse changes are fully
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other measures.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 (b)(3)(A)3:
Preservation in place is the preferred manner of mitigating impacts to archaeological
sites. Preservation in place maintains the relationship between artifacts and the
archaeological context. Preservation may also avoid conflict with religious or cultural
values of groups associated with the site.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 (b)(3):
(B) Preservation in place may be accomplished by, but is not limited to, the following:
1. Planning construction to avoid archaeological sites.
2. Incorporation of sites within parks, greenspace, or other open space.
3. Covering the archaeological sites with a layer of chemically stable soil before
building tennis courts, parking lots, or similar facilities on the site.
4. Deeding the site into a permanent conservation easement.
(C) When data recovery through excavation is the only feasible mitigation, a data
recovery plan, which makes provisions for adequately recovering the scientifically
consequential information from and about the historical resource, shall be prepared
and adopted prior to any excavation being undertaken.
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A non-unique archaeological resource is an archaeological artifact, object, or site that
does not meet the above criteria. Impacts to non-unique archaeological resources and
resources that do not qualify for listing on the CRHR receive no further consideration
under CEQA. Similarly, a non-unique paleontological resource is given no further
consideration other than the simple recording of its existence by the CEQA lead agency.
Footnotes 2 and 3, referenced above, are also added as follows:
2

PRC 21083.2 identifies the example of capping archaeological sites with soil before
building on the sites as an acceptable method of preserving archaeological resources in
place. This section also specifically notes that there is “no order of preference” for the
listed options for preserving such resources.
3

CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(b)(3)(B) identifies preservation in place as the preferred
method of mitigating archaeological impacts as this maintains the relationship between
artifacts and the archaeological context.

Response to Comment No. 6-8
This comment suggests restating the facts produced during Dudek’s Extended Phase I
Archaeological Investigation (2008) regarding the undisturbed extent of CA-SBA-58.
The statement regarding the results of the Dudek 2008 Extended Phase 1 investigation has
been added to Impact CUL-3 in Section 4.4 of the EIR as well as referenced in new Table 4.4-1,
which quantifies the archaeological site and impacted areas.
Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3, Archaeological Resources, is revised as follows:
The project site contains a significant archaeological resource that was once part of one
of the largest prehistoric archaeological sites in the Santa Barbara region. This site,
designated CA-SBA-58, is a large prehistoric Native American village site that has been
affected by a variety of manmade and natural impacts over the years. Today it is but a
small remnant of its original size. The current owners of the parcel were not responsible
for the past destruction of the resource, and they have attempted to reduce the potential
impact that their project would have on the resource by repeatedly redesigning their
project. The extensive destruction of the larger archaeological site has increased the
significance and importance of the remaining intact portions of CA-SBA-58.
The development of a hotel on Parcel 2 would occur in an area that has been known
since 1979 to contain intact portions of CA-SBA-58. Based on the artifact assemblage
thus far recovered, the archaeological site appears to be a large habitation site with
possibly multiple occupations over time. This resource was identified as “highly
significant from a scientific point of view” (Bixler et al. 1979). More recent excavations
have increased the extent of the known intact deposit (Dudek 2008). The results of the
most recent Extended Phase 1 investigations at the site (Dudek 2008) determined that
the area of intact archaeological site deposits that have not been disturbed by previous
development in the project area vicinity is approximately 60,880 square feet (5,658
square meters), although precise boundaries and area estimates can only be identified
by extensive exploratory field work. For purposes of this EIR, it is reasonable to estimate
that only 17% of the original CA-SBA-58 site area is undisturbed. Also see Table 4.4-1
regarding data that can be used to quantify the extent of CA-SBA-58 and project-
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impacted areas. Table 4.4-1 provides data that can be used to calculate and quantify the
project’s effects on archaeological site areas in a variety of ways (e.g., based on the
entire recorded site, the remaining undisturbed acreage, etc.).
CA-SBA-58 is a significant cultural resource that is potentially eligible for listing on the
NRHP. It is also eligible for listing on both the CRHR and local registers of historic
resources. The intact deposit also satisfies the significance requirements of CEQA. In
addition to intact soils, the redeposited midden soils, while less significant as an
archaeological resource, may contain temporally diagnostic artifacts that would better
refine the chronology of CA-SBA-58. The fact that artifacts from these levels are no
longer in situ reduces much of their ability to provide information, but the presence of
some artifacts (i.e., trade beads or other protohistoric items) could help answer basic
questions about this archaeological site.
Table 4.4-1 quantifies approximate acreages associated with CA-SBA-58 and expected
project-related disturbance to CA-SBA-58, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Size of the original recorded archaeological site (on and off site).
Undisturbed (Locus 1) deposits within proposed Marriott parcel.
Locus 1 deposits covered by building and pool.
Locus 1 deposits covered by paving, hardscape, and pool.
Disturbed (Locus 2) deposits within proposed Marriott parcel.
Locus 2 deposits covered by building and pool.
Locus 2 deposits covered by paving, hardscapes, and pool.
Number of pilings (caissons) expected to intrude into Locus 1 deposits.
Locus 1 deposits disturbed by piling installations.
TABLE 4.4-1
CA-SBA-58 IN RELATION TO PROJECT
Acreage of Recorded Site
1
Based on Rogers (1929)

Recorded

Recorded
> 360,000 ft

2

> 371,750 m

Likely
2
> 39,500 m

Likely
> 425,000 ft
Approximate Acreage of Locus 1 (Undisturbed) Deposits
within Proposed Marriott Residence Inn Parcel

2

2

2

60,880 ft

2

5,658 m

2

Approximate Acreage of Locus 1 (Undisturbed) Deposits
covered by Building Footprint (includes proposed pool)

21,200 ft

2

1,970 m

2

Approximate Acreage of Locus 1 (Undisturbed) Deposits
covered by Pavement/Hardscape Surfaces (includes proposed pool)

32,400 ft

2

3,011 m

2

3

Approximate Acreage of Locus 2 (Disturbed) Deposits
within Proposed Marriott Residence Inn Parcel

105,084 ft

9,763 m

2

Approximate Acreage of Locus 2 (Disturbed) Deposits
covered by Building Footprint (includes proposed pool)

16,000 ft

2

1,487 m

2

Approximate Acreage of Locus 2 (Disturbed) Deposits
covered by Pavement/Hardscape Surfaces (includes proposed pool)

45,200 ft

2

4,200 m

2

# of Pilings Expected to Intrude Into Locus 1 (Undisturbed) Intact Soil
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Recorded

Recorded
> 360,000 ft

2

Likely
> 425,000 ft
CA-SBA-58 Locus 1 (Undisturbed) Intact Soil
Piling Installation 4

2

> 371,750 m

2

Likely
2
> 39,500 m

12 to 14 square-inch borings
2
(18 m )

1

Rogers’ map is an estimate, with a textual description of the site exceeding 1,200 feet long and having an average width of
300 feet. It is reasonable to assume the site was over 425,000 ft2 (39,500 m2). The original site size is important, as it indicates the
village was likely inhabited over an extended period. Rogers assumed occupation during the Middle (Hunting) and Late (Canaliño)
Periods of Chumash prehistory. Exact site size is not critical to the assessment of cultural resource significance. Remaining Locus 1
CA-SBA-58 areas are significant cultural resources. Disturbance of those resources is a significant impact.
2

There is agreement among the archaeological experts working on the project (N. Farrell, T. Hannahs, and H. Macfarlane: City of
Goleta; D. Stone: Project Applicant) that Locus 1 deposits have not been previously disturbed and retain their integrity. These are
the only cultural resources considered significant “historic resources” as defined by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (3)(d),
as they “have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.” Therefore, the EIR discussion of
significant resources focuses on the significant Locus 1 archaeological deposits that represent “historical resources” as defined
under State CEQA Guidelines criteria.
3

There is agreement among the archaeological experts working on the project (N. Farrell, T. Hannahs, H. Macfarlane, and
D. Stone) that Locus 2 deposits are previously disturbed and have lost their “integrity,” their horizontal and vertical spatial
relationships, such that archaeologists cannot reconstruct activities that may have been represented at these parts of the site.
Locus 2 disturbed (redistributed) deposits may contain isolated, disarticulated human remains and are significant because of this
potential, are considered sensitive, and have substantial heritage value to the Native American community. The impact associated
with the potential to disturb such remains is addressed by hand-excavation of all pilings not excavated as part of the Phase 3
Program.
4

Installation assumes 14-square-inch borings to a depth of over 30 feet. Locus 1 deposits are assumed to comprise less than 10%
of this depth.
Data for this table was reviewed by David Stone (Dudek) and Todd Hannahs (CRMS) and was calculated by Penfield and Smith
Engineers, based on the results of the Dudek Extended Phase 1 investigations.

Response to Comment No. 6-9
This comment claims that the statement on page 4.4-11 regarding the single piece of shell is
incorrect and suggests revisions, as substantial evidence does not support an assumption that
intact resources currently exist within the CA-SBA-58 boundary.
Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3, Archaeological Resources, is revised as follows:
One fragment of shell fish, which could potentially be associated with a prehistoric CASBA-58 deposit, was recovered. The shell fragment was not identified in intact soils.
Rather the soils were mixed, containing modern trash, including concrete. The presence
of modern trash indicates the soils were re-deposited in the last 40 years. The soils are
assumed to have been re-deposited during construction, landscaping, and/or placement
of existing utilities (i.e., Verizon fiber optic cable conduit, transformers, and access vault,
Southern California Edison conduit, and Southern California Gas line conduit). According
to the Dudek Extended Phase I study along La Patera Lane (April 2012), The the single
piece of shell found within disturbed soils therefore is not associated with intact,
potentially significant CA-SBA-58 deposits located 40 meters to the west that were
recorded by D.B. Rogers on the ground surface in the 1920s as close as located 130
feet (40 meters) to the west.
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Response to Comment No. 6-10
This comment recommends that the EIR should be revised on page 4.4-11 to include a
discussion of the City of Goleta Planning and Environmental Services and Community
Development staff permit review process to provide the full disclosure of how final plans are
analyzed prior to their approval.
The existing language identifies the potential impacts to archaeological resources if project
plans change, providing the nexus to condition the project to retain construction methods/design
that avoid impacts to intact soils.
In response to this and other comments, Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3, Parcel 1 South La
Patera Road Sidewalk is revised as follows:
One fragment of shell fish, which could potentially be associated with a prehistoric CASBA-58 deposit, was recovered. The shell fragment was not identified in intact soils.
Rather the soils were mixed, containing modern trash, including concrete. The presence
of modern trash indicates the soils were re-deposited in the last 40 years. The soils are
assumed to have been re-deposited during construction, landscaping, and/or placement
of existing utilities (i.e., Verizon fiber optic cable conduit, transformers, and access vault,
Southern California Edison conduit, and Southern California Gas line conduit). According
to the Dudek Extended Phase I study along La Patera Lane (April 2012), The the single
piece of shell found within disturbed soils therefore is not associated with intact,
potentially significant CA-SBA-58 deposits located 40 meters to the west that were
recorded by D.B. Rogers on the ground surface in the 1920s as close as located 130
feet (40 meters) to the west.
The report and peer review found that the review of historic research indicates a low
potential for intact soils within this portion of South La Patera Lane along the Parcel 1
frontage. The potential to intrude into intact soils is also reduced by incorporating a
sidewalk design, which minimizes the depth of earth disturbance. However, given the
extent of previous soil disturbance from nearby archaeologically sensitive areas,
potentially significant impacts could still occur if final construction plans are not
consistent with the assumed depth or alignment of disturbance for sidewalk installation
and if unanticipated intact soils are encountered or if fill soils contain unknown relocated
re-deposited potentially significant, sensitive cultural resources or human remains.
Further it is unlikely that site construction workers would recognize materials such as
bone fragments as a potentially sensitive and significant cultural resource. Therefore, the
potential impact from the South La Patera Road Sidewalk is considered potentially
significant.

Response to Comment No. 6-11
This comment recommends that the EIR should be revised on page 4.4-13 to include a
discussion of the City of Goleta Planning and Environmental Services and Community
Development staff permit review process to provide the full disclosure of how final plans are
analyzed prior to their approval.
Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3, Parcel 1/Parcel 2 Hollister Avenue Frontage Improvements and
Hollister Avenue Median Improvements, is revised as follows:
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The review of historic research indicates a low potential for intact soils within the area of
the Hollister Avenue improvements. However, potentially significant impacts could occur
if final construction plans are not consistent with the above construction limitations,
particularly with regard to assumed depth for improvement installations and/or if
unanticipated intact soils that contain cultural resources are encountered during ground
disturbances associated with Hollister Avenue improvements. Therefore, the potential
impact from the frontage improvements and median are considered potentially
significant.

Response to Comment No. 6-12
This comment suggests revisions to page 4.4-13
project impacts provided in Dudek’s Marriott
Supplemental Impact Assessment Data to provide
potential impacts on intact, previously undisturbed
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.

to include the quantitative assessment of
Residences Project Cultural Resources
an accurate understanding of the project’s
significant cultural resources as defined in

Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3, Archaeological Resources is revised to address the general
comment including adding reference to Table 4.4-1, which quantifies the intact archaeological
site boundaries and impacted areas. See response to Comment 6-8.

Response to Comment No. 6-13
This comment recommends revisions to page 4.4-14 to clearly describe the extent to which the
proposed project would achieve preservation of intact CA-SBA-58 deposits to the maximum
extent feasible by employing capping of the site with geotextiles as opposed to scarification and
recompaction.
Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3, Parcel 2: Hotel and Associated Improvements. a. Grading and
Construction is revised as follows:
a. Grading and Construction. The current grading/construction plans have been crafted to
minimize the potential for direct impacts on CA-SBA-58. Project implementation includes
removal of the upper 18 inches (46 centimeters [cm]) of soil that would be limited to
those areas outside of the building envelope and outside the plotted archaeological site
boundaries, including the parking lot. Ground disturbance in the area beneath the
building envelope as well as the entire area within the plotted archaeological site
boundaries would be limited to grubbing and clearing of vegetation, organics, and
existing paving. The soil that is removed would be replaced and mechanically
compacted. This method will keep the majority of excavation to 8 inches or less. These
areas would then be covered in geotextiles or geogrids and capped with a layer of clean
fill soil up to a depth of 4.5 feet. This approach would avoid the necessity of ripping the
base soils or otherwise disturbing them beyond the depth necessary to remove the
organics in the upper levels. This approach substantially reduces the amount of
disturbance that would occur to intact CA-SBA-58 site soils compared to a conventional
engineering foundation approach that would require scarification and re-compaction of
the top 24 to 36 inches of soils (see Appendix G). The proposed soil preparation and
foundation design therefore wouldis intended to minimize impacts to cultural resources
by reducing disturbances by between 16 to 28 vertical inches. but would still result in
Impacts to the significant portions of CA-SBA-58 would still result, but would be
minimized as described below.
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Response to Comment No. 6-14
This comment recommends revisions to page 4.4-14 to provide context for the percentage of
intact CA-SBA-58 areas that would be impacted by the proposed project relative to the total
area of remaining intact site.
Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3, Parcel 2: Hotel and Associated Improvements, a. Slab
Foundation is revised as follows:
Slab Foundation: The hotel building would be supported by a 10-inch thick concrete
structural slab foundation, which would in turn be supported by 12-inch square pilings
hydraulically driven into the ground to a minimum depth of approximately 60 feet. This
slab foundation would rest completely above the archaeological site ground surface. Fill
soils would be placed on top of the existing ground surface, providing a cap between the
building foundation and the underlying CA-SBA-58 site deposit.
The sequence for implementation includes clearing and grubbing to remove vegetation
and loose soils to a 4-inch depth. Geotextile fabric would be placed on top of the existing
cleared ground surface. Imported, non-cultural soils would be placed on top of the
geotextile fabric and would be compacted. The 12-inch square concrete piles would be
hydraulically driven into the compacted fill soil and existing ground underneath. This
would be followed by construction of 36-inch concrete pile caps on top of the pilings and
placement of concrete grade beams, which will rest on top and fit into the concrete caps.
The concrete foundation would then be supported by the concrete pile and pile cap
(Dudek 2010).
Construction of this slab foundation includes 243 12-inch square pilings. Of these, 143
caissons are inside the plotted archaeological site boundaries of CA-SBA-58 intact
midden soils. Although the building and parking lot would cover most of the
archaeological site, the underlying area would be capped and essentially preserved
beneath the new development. Installation of the foundation caissons would directly
impact approximately 143 square feet or 13.28 square meters) of intact midden soils.
Though the direct disturbance to intact soils would be limited, this is considered a
potentially significant impact.

Response to Comment No. 6-15
This comment recommends revisions to page 4.4-14 to describe the percentage of undisturbed
CA-SBA-58 area that would be impacted by the swimming pool excavation.
Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3, Parcel 2: Hotel and Associated Improvements, a. Swimming
Pool is revised as follows:
Swimming Pool: The hotel includes a swimming pool that would be constructed within
the interior courtyard area. The area under the swimming pool would be excavated to a
depth of approximately 3 feet, which would remove intact midden soils at this location
entirely. This would directly impact approximately 2% of intact midden soils (1,241
SFsquare feet/115.28 m2 square meters of 60,880 square feet/5,658 square meters
intact midden soils. Though limited, this is considered a potentially significant impact.
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Response to Comment No. 6-16
This comment recommends revisions to page 4.4-14 to describe the percentage of undisturbed
CA-SBA-58 area that would be impacted by the sewer line excavation.
Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3, Parcel 2: Hotel and Associated Improvements, a. Utilities is
revised as follows:
Utilities: The majority of the project utilities that would be placed within the compacted fill
soils are directionally drilled at a depth sufficient to avoid intact midden soils. However,
there would be some excavations resulting from the construction of sewer lines, as well
as a backhoe trench at the extreme southwest edge of the plotted archaeological site
boundaries. The easternmost sewer line would pass within the boundaries of CA-SBA58. In order to minimize the impact on the archaeological site, the sewer line would be
placed using directional drilling at a depth below the plotted maximum depth of cultural
deposits based on the 1979 and 2008 excavations (Bixler et al. 1979; Dudek 2008). This
method would require two large excavations to tie the directionally drilled portion into the
rest of the sewer line, which would involve a 30- by 10-foot excavation at the northern
end of the directional bore and a 10- by 10-foot excavation at the southern end of the
directional bore. Testing conducted on April 26, May 3, and May 28, 2010, indicated that
while the northern excavation would not impact intact cultural materials, the southern
excavation would impact a layer of intact midden soils. This deposit may be an isolated
pocket, but three separate cores produced intact midden. It appears that the south edge
of the archaeological site may extend all the way to Hollister Avenue. This would directly
impact approximately 100 square feet (9.29 square meters) of intact midden soils,
representing a very small percentage (less than 1%) of the remaining undisturbed CASBA-58 cultural deposit. Though very limited, this and is considered a potentially
significant impact.
There would also be a 3-meter-deep southern excavation for connection of the
directionally drilled portion of the sewer line to the other portions of the line outside the
archaeological site boundaries. This excavation would be 100 square feet (9.29 square
meters). Although it is possible that this excavation would ultimately be placed so that
intact deposits would be avoided, such avoidance cannot be demonstrated at this time.
Though extremely limited, Tthis is therefore considered a potentially significant impact.
The total potentially significant direct impact on CA-SBA-58 is 1,584 square feet (147.14
square meters).

Response to Comment No. 6-17
This comment recommends that the EIR should be revised on page 4.4-15 to include a
discussion of the City of Goleta Planning and Environmental Services and Community
Development staff permit review process to provide the full disclosure of how final plans are
analyzed prior to their approval.
Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3, Parcel 2: Hotel and Associated Improvements, b. Landscaping
is revised as follows:
b. Landscaping. Project landscaping would be provided along project frontages, at
entry ways, in parking lots, and in various locations throughout the site. Plant
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material includes trees, shrubs, groundcovers, vines, and biofiltration plants in onsite
bioswales. This plant material is intended to be installed within engineered fill soils,
as per the preliminary landscape plan. A final landscape plan, however, is not yet
available so final details regarding installation depths and root zone depths are not
yet known. Pending City staff/DRB confirmation that the final landscape plan details
conform with the EIR assumptions and are consistent with approved plans regarding
maximum planting depths for new landscaping to avoid intact archaeological site
soils, these impacts are considered potentially significant.

Response to Comment No. 6-18
This comment advises that quantitative data be provided regarding the potential to impact
unknown buried human remains, given that: 1) no human remains have been identified in
systematic archaeological excavations undertaken within the project area; 2) there is only the
potential for isolated burials in intact cultural deposits, and isolated human remains in redeposited soils; 3) the proposed project would avoid 97.5 percent of intact CA-SBA-58 cultural
deposits; and 4) the location of proposed project impacts, including the absence of substantial
area exposures and primarily evenly distributed 12-inch pilings, substantially reduces the
likelihood of encountering human remains.
Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3, Parcel 2: Hotel and Associated Improvements, d. Potential for
Disturbance of Human Remains is revised as follows:
d. Potential for Disturbance of Human Remains. Rogers identified and mapped two
cemeteries within CA-SBA-58 (Rogers 1929). Both a southern cemetery and
northern cemetery were mapped outside of the project site. Rogers also made the
following comments with regard to burials:
In scattered, isolated localities, I found a few undisturbed burials with
their accompaniments (Rogers 1929).

Therefore, “scattered” and “isolated localities” can be interpreted to indicate the
presence of burials outside of the two concentrated cemeteries. Additionally, the
repeated discovery of human remains (Davis 1959; CA-SBA-58 Site Record 1963;
Kornfeld et al. 1979; Benson 1982) at various times within the larger boundaries of
the archaeological site indicates that the potential to impact human remains is
relatively high. While to date, as far as can be determined, no human remains have
been recovered from the project site, there remains a high probability that the
project could potentially impact human remains within intact as well as re-deposited
midden soils that are the result of past grading. Because the project is expected to
result in minimal disturbance to intact soils, it is more likely that any human remains
would be encountered in re-deposited soils from CA-SBA-58, which cover much of
the property. In addition, the area of re-deposited CA-SBA-58 midden is
considerably larger than the mapped portion of the intact midden soils. Therefore,
Though substantially reduced by the project design, the project has the potential to
significantly impact unknown buried human remains.
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Response to Comment No. 6-19
This comment recommends revisions to pages 4.4-16 and 4.4-17 to provide the basis for
determining the extent of impacts on CA-SBA-58 from the use of the protective fill soils and
floating foundation.
In response to this and other comments, Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3, Parcel 2: Hotel and
Associated Improvements, e. Loss of Future Access is revised as follows:
e. Loss of Future Access. The loss of access to the largest remaining collection of intact
CA-SBA-58 deposit represents a significant impact on cultural resources. This refers
specifically to that portion beneath the hotel building. The portion of the archaeological
site below the hotel building is approximately 22,000 square feet (2,025 square meters).
According to the project engineer, the construction design maintains the ability to
accommodate access for future research below the building, with the building remaining
in place, without compromising the integrity of the building foundation. Property owner
approval would still be required for any future access for this purpose, just as property
owner approval would be required for such access today on the undeveloped site.
Access to the portion of the archaeological site beneath the parking lot, while difficult,
would theoretically remain accessible, in the event the building is abandoned or the
parking lot is no longer in use. The parking lot portion of the archaeological site amounts
to approximately 40,000 square feet (3,630 square meters).
Although considerable effort is being expended to avoid impacting the intact soils and to
preserve them by capping, the ultimate impact on cultural deposits resulting from the
emplacement of multi-story buildings and eventual removal is not well understood. The
presence of an impenetrable surface as well as a multi-story structure over the
preserved portion of CA-SBA-58 has the potential to affect the long-term preservation of
the cultural resource. Although there is a body of work on the efficacy of capping
archaeological resources with sterile fill over geo-textile fabrics, these have largely been
areas devoted to open space without significant alteration of the environmental context
of the archaeological site. There are few examples of archaeological sites that have
been adequately preserved where the humidity, seasonal effects, high groundwater, and
general environment of the buried deposit have been modified. This makes predictions
about the long-term effects of these approaches on the preservation of the resource less
reliable. There are even fewer examples of archaeological sites that have been capped
and later investigated after the demolition and removal of a multi-story building).
In order to provide additional data regarding capping of archaeological sites, the
applicant provided information regarding approved and built developments, which
incorporated capping into the project design (Dudek, November 2012).
The following text is from the Dudek November 19, 2012 submittal and provides
information regarding the use of the geotextile fabric and protective fill soils for “capping”
the site and a “floating” foundation:
The placement of geotextile fabric ensures that soils placed on top of the
archaeological deposit can be compacted to ensure their stability in place. The
geotextile fabric disperses the force of compaction horizontally over the fabric such
that the resulting impact on materials underneath the grid is less than significant
(Mathewson 1994a; Mathewson, Gonzales, and Eblen 1992; Mooney & Associates;
Nickens 2000; Thorne 1989, 1991). Mathewson (1994a) completed experimentation

October 2013

8-251

City of Goleta Marriott FEIR

Chapter 8. Responses to Comments

related to compaction of archaeological site materials covered by protective fill and
the geotextile fabric, and determined that “placing a geogrid (an open lattice
composed of a composite material designed to interlock with and reinforce subgrade
soils) commonly used in highway construction and six inches of stress-absorbing fill
will match or reduce the existing amount of stress on the sites.
The archaeological site soils are effectively sealed from the adverse effects of
surface water erosion that presently impact the CA-SBA-58 ground surface.
Therefore, erosional impacts to the cultural resource from storm water runoff would
be reduced compared to existing conditions.
The studies of intentional archaeological site burial identified above identify a
potential impact on certain classes of cultural resources that can be accelerated by
alternating cycles of wet and dry moisture levels (Mathewson 1994a). These artifact
classes include shellfish and animal bone, important cultural components present at
CA-SBA-58.
Importantly, CA-SBA-58 is located within the 100-year flood plain associated with the
Goleta Slough basin (see Appendix B: Marriott Residences Project Site Existing
Flood Plan Surfaces). As a result, the project site has been subject to cycles of
extensive wet and dry moisture levels.
The Proposed Grading Plan includes the placement of fill on top of the
archaeological site surface up to the base of the foundations, with the soils sloping
away from the building (see Appendix A – Confidential: Archaeological Site Map,
Proposed Project and Alternative Project Site Plans, and Cross Sections). All
drainage and storm runoff would be conducted away from the archaeological site
areas to the drainage inlet in the southwest corner of site. Existing low points on site
that collect and pond storm runoff would be eliminated. All irrigation within the fill soils
would be minimized by drip irrigation and timers, resulting in percolation within
proposed landscaping root zone...
Standard engineering practices including shoring of any excavation trenches that
extend over 5 feet deep would ensure that excavated trench walls would not collapse
during construction. Soils on site are loam and fine sandy loams to 24 inches below
surface, followed by clays and sandy clay loam (USDA 1982). These soils are not
prone to collapse, as the loam component when compacted and dry, as is found in
the project site, solidifies and hardens. In addition to the erosion impacts identified
above, the present natural forces of erosion affecting CA-SBA-58 resulting from
storm water runoff and rodent burrowing that have acted to cause continuous
degradation of the site would be arrested by placement of the geotextile fabric and
fill. Therefore, the proposed project’s impacts on the existing natural forces of erosion
and bioturbation would serve to substantially reduce the incidence of natural erosion
affecting CA-SBA-58.

These all have the potential to result in significant impacts on the capped deposit.
On the South Coast of Santa Barbara County, there are a number of examples of
developments which have been approved over archaeologically sensitive sites, with
incorporation of fill soils to “cap” and protect any underlying resources.
The City of Goleta recently approved two development projects, Willow Springs II and
Cabrillo Business Park, that included this method of capping the site before placing
structural development over archaeologically sensitive areas. While these developments
similarly involve capping to protect the potential archaeological resources under the
proposed development, construction of these two projects would involve little or no
intrusion below the capping layer into intact soils.
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There are two additional projects with approved construction over capped archaeological
sites. These two projects are similar to the subject project, as their construction involves
intrusion of foundation pilings into intact soils.
In the City of Goleta, the 9,000-square foot, two-story Fairview Commercial Project was
approved in 2011 at 151 South Fairview Avenue. These improvements will be located on
top of CA-SBA-60, the ethnohistoric Chumash village of Saxpilil. This prehistoric
archaeological site is considered to be the largest and most influential of the Chumash
villages that surrounded the Goleta Slough. The village site has several cemeteries
recorded outside the proposed project area and has been determined eligible for listing
on the NRHP. The proposed development incorporates the use of geotextile fabric and
non-cultural fill placed on top of the archaeological site area. In addition, the structure
will be supported by 18-inch-diameter caissons, the same foundation design proposed
for the Marriott project. Cultural resources impacts identified in the City’s Mitigated
Negative Declaration (08-MND-002 RV01) were determined to be feasibly mitigated to
less than significant. The foundation design approved by the City for the 151 South
Fairview Road project was proposed to preserve significant cultural resources
associated with one of the largest village sites surrounding the Goleta Slough, Saxpilil,
by preserving the resources underneath the structure. Impacts to the significant
archaeological resource were substantially avoided by the use of pilings to support the
raised foundation. The 151 South Fairview project was also required to implement a
Phase 3 Data Recovery mitigation program to collect information from the small portion
of the significant archaeological site that would be subject to unavoidable impacts.
Differences between 151 South Fairview and the Marriott project include the amount of
area affecting intact archaeological site soils (more intact soils affected on the Marriott
site) and the relative importance of the different village sites (Saxpilil was a larger village
site in terms of population and is known to have been occupied into the ethnohistoric
period). However, both sites are considered significant historical/archaeological
resources and both projects propose the same strategy and approach with regard to
foundation design to minimize impacts to intact archaeological site soils under the
proposed developments.
The second example is the Duca Residence and Remodel on Padaro Road between
Summerland and Carpinteria. The County of Santa Barbara approved a complete
demolition and subsequent rebuild of a 5,000 square foot single family residence on CASBA-13, the Chumash village of kolok. Like other Chumash villages, a cemetery was
recorded in the immediate proximity of the residential remodel. The structure was
originally constructed in 1974 using caissons, like the Marriott Residence Inn’s
foundation design, supporting the house above the archaeological deposit. Additions to
the house were approved in 1983 using additional caissons. Excavations undertaken for
the most recent rebuild project occurred in 17 proposed caisson locations. The condition
of cultural materials including shellfish and bone recovered from areas under the house
and fill areas determined that the previous development on top of the archaeological site
had not resulted in deterioration of these resources. The CA-SBA-13 deposit had been
effectively preserved by avoiding development on top of the resource (D. Stone, Dudek,
November 2012). Cultural resources impacts identified in the County Mitigated Negative
Declaration (10NGD-00000-00030) for the Duca project were determined to be feasibly
mitigated to less than significant.
The information provided in the Dudek 2012 submittal supports the conclusion that the
proposed foundation design can preserve underlying resources in place. Capping of

October 2013

8-253

City of Goleta Marriott FEIR

Chapter 8. Responses to Comments

archaeological sites is increasingly being used for developments with archaeological
sites. However, there are limited examples where this construction design has been
used with a similarly sized structure and similar underlying soil conditions, where the
building has been removed after many decades and then thoroughly evaluated with
regard to the effects on underlying archaeological resources.
Although the construction design of the proposed Marriott Residence Inn is expected to
substantially minimize impacts to underlying resources, the archaeological site will
essentially be inaccessible for research purposes for the foreseeable future. CA-SBA-58
has yet to be adequately characterized. The loss of access to these resources by future
researchers represents a potentially significant impact if a representative sample is not
recovered from the site, for at least three reasons. First, the direct and indirect impacts
to CA-SBA-58 require the collection of a sufficient quantity of data in order to adequately
characterize the nature of the deposit as part of the mitigation. Second, the preservation
strategy is not well studied has not been used extensively and therefore collection of
information about the nature and extent of the cultural deposit prior to capping would
allow for a meaningful assessment of its success or failure when the deposit is studied at
some future date (e.g., determining effective methods to use for demolition). Third, this
project would greatly restrict access to the last undeveloped portion of CA-SBA-58 and
will make any future study of the archaeological resource much more difficult.
Comments received on the Revised Draft EIR, including comment letter 4, identify
concern with allowing the archaeologist(s) flexibility in the design and areas excavated
as part of the required Phase 3 data recovery program mitigation. Archaeologists
recognize that excavations intended to collect data to address research questions
involve disturbance to cultural resources, which can be a destructive process, given that
each archaeological site is a non-renewable resource. Future recovery techniques and
research questions are likely to evolve such that additional information could be gained
from the same resources that would be exhausted through current excavation. Such
improvements in recovery techniques and analysis could increase the amount of
scientific information gleaned from archaeological sites, while at the same time
addressing the Native American community’s desire to preserve and avoid disturbance
to these resources. However, based on currently available methods, archaeologists with
expertise in data recovery field work are best able to determine the specific locations,
depths, intervals, samples, screening methods, etc., for field work excavations, which
will provide a reasonable and representative sample to be obtained from the site before
it is inaccessible for research (at least for the foreseeable future, given proposed
construction). The goal of the data recovery program is to obtain scientific archaeological
information from CA-SBA-58 before the site is substantially inaccessible due to
proposed development.
Current Chumash archaeological research conducted by archaeologists at the University
of Santa Barbara and other research institutions is focused on the Channel Islands,
including Santa Cruz, Santa Rosa, San Miguel, Anacapa, and San Clemente. The
reasons for this are simple. Archaeological sites on these remote island environments
have been spared destruction associated with urban development, such that the full
range of prehistoric occupation is accessible. This is in stark contrast to CA-SBA-58, the
remaining portion of which is substantially disturbed by cuts and fills.
Therefore, to the extent that much of the site will become less accessible for future
research, this will potentially reduce the amount and type of information that can
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obtained and learned from such future investigations., Although the potential for
meaningful research excavations at CA-SBA-58 is limited because of the site’s prior
disturbance, the site still contains intact archaeological soils with the potential to yield
important information about prehistory. Therefore, substantial loss of access to the site
as a result of the project would be a potentially significant impact.
Potentially significant impacts may result from erosion associated with soils exposed
during construction and archaeological mitigation activities which may impact intact
cultural resources. The collapse of unsupported trench walls, accidental severing of
waterlines or other utilities may cause erosion or require unanticipated excavation to
effect repairs. As identified earlier in this section, the November 2012 Dudek report
identifies standard engineering practices, such as shoring of excavation trenches to
support trench walls and to avoid collapse. In addition, the November 2012 report
describes the site soils as comprising loam and fine sandy loams to 24 inches below
surface, followed by clays and sandy clay loam, soils with characteristics that are less
prone to collapse. Review of the final grading plans and the Phase 3 research design, as
well as onsite monitoring of all earth work, will be necessary to ensure implementation of
erosion control and archaeological mitigation during construction. Impacts from site
earthwork would result in potentially significant impacts to intact cultural resources,
subject to review and approval of the final grading and utility plans as well as the final
Phase 3 research program details.
Potentially significant impacts may also result from an open construction site with a large
and varied workforce as well as any exposed archaeological excavations as this may
encourage unauthorized artifact collection or vandalism by construction workers and
other site visitors.
If the grading and drainage plan, as well as the landscaping installation, utilities and
other infrastructure improvements are revised due to conditions in the field or for any
other reason, additional potentially significant impacts to cultural resources may result,
particularly if City staff does not receive input from an archaeological expert regarding
whether such changes have the potential to result in archaeological impacts and
whether there are ways to avoid these impacts.
The current grading plan allows the soils engineer to determine the required depth for
trenches at his discretion. Many of the project details have been designed to avoid
cultural resources, including limitations on trenching depths. If the soils engineer were to
have the discretion to change the required depth for trenches, this may result in
significant impacts to cultural resources.

Response to Comment No. 6-20
This comment recommends that the EIR should be revised on page 4.4-17 to include a
discussion of the City of Goleta Planning and Environmental Services and Community
Development staff permit review process to provide the full disclosure of how final plans are
analyzed prior to their approval.
See response to Comment 6-19.
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Response to Comment No. 6-21
This comment recommends revisions to page 4.4-18 to provide an understanding of how past
related projects’ cumulative effects on CA-SBA-58 are related to the quantitatively small projectspecific contribution.
In response to this and other comments, Section 4.4.4, Cumulative Impacts, Impact CUL-4,
Archaeological Resources is revised as follows:
Prehistoric archaeological sites are non-renewable resources that have been destroyed
at a high rate statewide and locally. Significant sites in Santa Barbara County have been
destroyed by development. The archaeological resources available for study today
represent only a fraction of the cultural resources in this area described by Rogers in
1929. At that time, Rogers found that development and relic hunting had already
adversely impacted many archaeological sites in the County. The spatial integrity of
resources varies as a result of historic and recent earthwork. Such earthwork, onsite and
in the project area, has involved, but is not limited to, agricultural activities, placement of
fill material from properties to the north, development on surrounding properties,
development of the adjacent Hollister Center building, construction and maintenance of
Hollister Avenue, La Patera Lane and Robin Hill Road, and installation of various utilities
and service mains within and alongside these same roadways. The history of CA-SBA58 shows that a number of previous investigations were incomplete and did not result in
obtaining optimum cultural resources information from the site. Agriculture and
development have also impacted the integrity of this archaeological deposit, which is
currently such that only approximately 17% of the original site area is considered intact
and previously undisturbed. Additionally, the only known extensive area of intact midden
associated with CA-SBA-58 is located within the bounds of the current project site. Other
archaeological sites in the project area, particularly those near the current Goleta
Slough, have similarly been greatly impacted by past development and agricultural
activities and are likely to be impacted by new development. Previous development
activities represent a significant cumulative impact on CA-SBA-58 archaeological
resources. The proposed project design would greatly limit direct disturbances to this
remaining intact CA-SBA-58 area by avoiding direct disturbance to most of the
remaining Locus 1, intact soil areas. This is a statistically small contribution to this
historical cumulative impact on CA-SBA-58, and on regional cultural resources (i.e.,
throughout the Goleta Slough area).
In addition, project-specific cultural resource impacts have been mitigated to less-thansignificant levels, including impacts associated with frontage improvements, hotel
development, soil exposure and potential vandalism during construction, revisions to
plans, loss of access for research purposes, and impacts if the soils engineer could
determine trenching depths without regard to archaeological impacts.
Although minimized by the project design, the project’s contribution to this cumulative
impact on cultural resources is considered significant, given the sensitive nature of CASBA-58 and the substantial destruction that has already occurred to this site and other
nearby village sites in the vicinity of the Goleta Slough,
As stated earlier, the Chumash Native American community considers CA-SBA-58 a
prehistoric site significant to their heritage, which may provide ties to the lifeways of the
ancestral Chumash and their predecessors. Past disturbances have resulted in
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substantial degradation to CA-SBA-58 and, although the proposed project would place a
protective soil cap over the site, development on the last remaining undeveloped portion
of CA-SBA-58 also contributes to the cumulative loss of prehistoric sites important to the
Chumash Native American community. Given the sensitive nature of both intact and redeposited CA-SBA-58 areas to the Chumash Native American community, the project’s
contribution is considered significant.
Covering of this last undeveloped area within the archaeological site would result in a
related reduction in accessibility of the site for future archaeological research. The
cumulative impacts to cultural resources in the project area from past, current, and
anticipated future developments are considered significant and adverse, even though
the project would avoid direct impacts to over 97% of the remaining intact CA-SBA-58
area, which would be preserved by capping the site as part of the development process.
The project adds to this cumulative effect on cultural resources, and its contribution is
considered a significant cumulative impact.

Response to Comment No. 6-22
This comment advises that use of Native American remains to address archaeological research
questions is contingent upon the concurrence of the MLD identified by the NAHC, as stated in
Public Resources Section 5097.98, and that this should be integrated into the discussion on
page 4.4-20 of the EIR.
In response to this and other comments, MM CUL-3a is revised as follows:
MM CUL-3a. Phase 3 Archaeological Data Recovery Program
The permittee will fund a City-approved archaeologist and Chumash Native American
observer to conduct a pre-project Phase 3 Data Recovery Archaeological Mitigation
Program (Phase 3 Program) directed at those portions of CA-SBA-58 that will be
impacted by the project in order to recover, analyze, and document a representative
sample of the deposits, pursuant to City Cultural Resource Guidelines.
Before issuance of any Land Use Permits for grading or before recordation of the final
parcel map (whichever occurs first), the following is required:
a. The permittee shall fund preparation of the Phase 3 Program Research Design,
covering all components of the Phase 3 Program. The Research Design shall be
prepared by a City-approved archaeologist and shall be reviewed and approved by
the City and City-retained archaeologist.
b. The permittee shall submit a contract for implementation of the Phase 3 Program
between the permittee and a City-approved archaeologist and Chumash Native
American observer (including a detailed scope of work) for review and approval by
the City and City-retained archaeologist. The contract shall also be executed before
issuance of Land Use Permits for grading or before recordation of the final parcel
map, whichever occurs first. The Chumash Native American observer must maintain
daily notes and documentation necessary and provide the observation notes and
documentation to the archaeologist for inclusion in the Phase 3 Program Report.
c. The permittee shall submit a bond and related documents covering all costs of the
Phase 3 work components (and shall include a contingency to cover unanticipated
finds and associated analysis) for review and approval by the City. The permittee
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shall ensure execution of the approved bond before Land Use Permits for grading
are issued.
d. Following completion of all necessary field work, the permittee shall submit a
preliminary report, prepared by the archaeologist, summarizing the initial conclusions
of all required field work. The preliminary report shall be reviewed and approved by
the City and City-retained archaeologist before issuance of Land Use Permits for
grading to ensure that no additional fieldwork is recommended before project grading
is initiated, based on this review of the preliminary report.
Upon completion of all Phase 3 tasks, a Phase 3 Program Report documenting all
aspects of the Phase 3 Program shall be reviewed and approved by the City and Cityretained archaeologist. The Final Phase 3 Report shall be approved before issuance of
any Certificate of Occupancy. Pursuant to City Cultural Resource Guidelines, the final
report, archaeological collections, field notes, and other standard documentation will be
permanently curated at the UCSB Repository for Archaeological Collections.
Plan Requirements: Except where specific circumstances require a smaller excavation,
the minimum size for an archaeological excavation will be 1- by 1-meter units. These
units will be expanded as needed to expose and record features or to clarify the
stratigraphy. The Research Design will address:
Site Function: Based on the artifact assemblage thus far recovered, the archaeological
site appears to be a large habitation site with possibly multiple occupations over time.
The most common artifacts are various species of shell fish processed at this location
but bone, chipped and ground stone artifacts, beads and mortuary items have all been
recovered from this site. Consequently, CA–SBA-58 has the potential to address a
variety of research questions.
Cultural Chronology: Temporal placement of archaeological sites and components is
integral to the comparative analysis of assemblages to measure culture change.
Archaeological measures of chronology such as projectile point typologies, obsidian
hydration and sourcing studies, and/or dating of organic carbons will be used to identify
the age of occupation at CA-SBA-58.
a. Questions to be addressed:
i.

What is the period(s) of occupation at site CA-SBA-58?

ii. Is this a temporally multi-component site?
iii. Is there any evidence to confirm or dismiss Rogers’ contention that this site was
occupied during the historic period?
b. Data requirements:
i.

Temporally diagnostic artifacts (shell beads and projectile points).

ii. Obsidian tools or flakes large enough to provide material for hydration studies.
iii. Materials within a well-defined context that are suitable for obtaining radiocarbon
dates.
Settlement Organization: An important research domain is the understanding of how the
immediate vicinity was used within a broader settlement system in terms of economic
organization and degree and type of mobility.
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a. Questions to be addressed:
i.

Did these subsistence strategies change over time, and if so, how?

ii. How does this site fit into the local environment?
iii. Can we identify the likely location where local resources, lithic, caloric, and
others, were obtained?
iv. How does this site fit into the overall picture of the region?
b. Data requirements:
i.

Faunal and floral remains that can be analyzed with respect to season.

ii. Faunal and floral remains that can be analyzed with respect to location.
iii. Artifact assemblage that can be correlated with specific activities.
Subsistence: Data pertaining to changes in subsistence patterns through time can be
related to several important regional research questions that are appropriate for the
construction of regional research designs. Direct evidence of subsistence activities
(faunal and floral materials and residues), in conjunction with indirect evidence such as
tools, provide the basis for analysis of diet (e.g., relative importance of vegetal vs. faunal
products), processing activities, procurement technologies, and season(s) of occupation.
These data lend themselves to the interpretation, in part, of site function and economic
organization. Identification of subsistence activities can be used to assess established
models of economic organization for this and surrounding regions.
a. Questions to be addressed:
i.

What was the dietary strategy employed at CA-SBA-58?

ii. How did it change over time, both seasonally and longer term?
iii. Can these changes be correlated with either population or environmental
pressures?
b. Data requirements:
i.

Faunal and/or floral remains that can be identified and quantified by
environmental and seasonal availability.

ii. Food procurement and processing tools.
Cultural Affiliation: Genetic data can be related to several important research questions.
This information would provide direct evidence of the extent and nature of contacts and
marriage between various groups. This data could provide greater insight into the level
of integration and intermarriage between various groups within the Chumash as well as
groups outside the Chumash cultural dominion. Questions about sex identification
demographics, paleo-pathology, kinship relationships, and social organization could be
potentially addressed by collecting human DNA from CA-SBA-58.
a. Questions to be addressed:
i.

What was the extent of marriage among the Chumash?

ii. What was the extent of marriage to cultural groups outside of the Chumash
cultural grouping?
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iii. Can changes in marriage practices be correlated with either population or
environmental pressures?
b. Data requirements:
i.

Human remains from either intact or redeposited soils from CA-SBA-58. These
materials should may be collected after consultation with the appropriate
representatives of the Chumash Native American community.

Excavation Methodology: In order to better define the areas of intact cultural deposits,
the archaeologist will employ grading equipment to remove the fill and redeposited
midden soil in those areas that will be excavated to a depth of 18 inches (46
centimeters) to the east and south of the currently defined archaeological site
boundaries (CRMS 2011: Figure 7). This grading will be done in appropriate increments
so that when intact midden is encountered grading can be halted. This grading will not
go deeper than the depths that will result from construction, exclusive of the maximum
depth of the pilings. If significant areas of intact midden are discovered during this
activity, the data recovery portion of the archaeological mitigation will be expanded to
incorporate these areas of intact cultural deposits.
a. A series of ten 10.8-square-foot (1-square-meter) units will be initially located so as
to best establish the horizontal and vertical variation and density of cultural materials
within the intact CA-SBA-58 midden. Excavation units within the intact midden will be
excavated by hand, in 8-inch (20-centimeter) levels. Excavated soil will be waterscreened in the field through 1/8-inch wire mesh. Within this collected material,
however, 25% of the excavated soil will be screened through 1/16-inch mesh to allow
for more specific analyses of food remains and to recover very small artifacts, as
discussed below. Column samples will be taken from no less than five of the most
productive units.
b. An additional ten excavation units will be excavated, with at least two units placed
within the pool area and one unit within the southern excavation pit on the eastern
sewer line, if intact cultural deposits are encountered. The remaining seven units will
be placed beneath the footprint of the building to mitigate the loss of access to CASBA-58 as well as provide baseline data needed to assess the efficacy of the
archaeological site preservation strategy. Any other units needed to more fully
expose any features or other significant sources of data encountered during the
course of this Phase 3 data recovery will be in addition to, not at the expense of,
these 20 excavation units.
c. A Chumash Native American representative will be retained as an observer during all
Phase 3 field excavations. The observer will satisfy the requirement as a most likely
descendant of any human remains identified within CA-SBA-58, as required by the
City of Goleta Cultural Resource Guidelines Native American Heritage Commission.
Plan Requirements and Timing: The permittee shall submit the Phase 3 Program
Research Design prepared pursuant to City Cultural Resources Guidelines, a copy of a
contract between the permittee and a City-approved archaeologist and Chumash Native
American observer for implementation of all components of the Phase 3 Program, and a
bond to the City for completion of all Phase 3 Program components and requirements
approved by City and City-retained archaeologist before a Land Use Permit for grading
is issued. The bond may be returned upon City determination of completion of all
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contract requirements. All field work associated with the Phase 3 Program and a
Preliminary Report, summarizing the findings of the field work, shall be completed before
issuance of Land Use Permits for Grading or before recordation of the Final Parcel Map,
whichever occurs first. The subsequent Final Phase 3 Report shall be reviewed and
approved by the City and City-retained archaeologist (funded by the permittee) and all
curation requirements met before issuance of any Certificate of Occupancy. In no case
All curation requirements shall the bond be released prior to completion be met within 60
days following City approval of curation and all other the final Phase 3 components
Report.
Monitoring: City staff and the City-retained archaeologist shall approve the Phase 3
Program contract before issuance of a Land Use Permit for grading or Final Parcel Map
recordation (whichever occurs first) and shall periodically inspect the site to verify
completion of the Phase 3 field work, including presence of the City-approved
archaeologist and Chumash Native American observer. The City-retained archaeologist
shall review and approve the Phase 3 component submittals. The permittee shall
provide the City with a letter from the UCSB Repository for Archaeological Collections
indicating that all required materials have been accepted for curation before release of
the bond.

Response to Comment No. 6-23
This comment states that text in Mitigation Measure MM CUL-3a (misidentified in comment as
MM CUL-31) specifying that the MLD be retained as the field observer is incorrect, as there is
no requirement that the field observer also be the MLD as identified by the NAHC.
The NAHC is responsible for identifying the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) for a project after
the NAHC is contacted by the County coroner, following discovery of human remains.
Therefore, the second sentence in the mitigation measure stating that the observer will satisfy
the requirement as MLD is deleted because the NAHC (not the City) determines who the MLD
will be. In addition, while the NAHC does not recommend that the Native American observer
also be the MLD for a project, there are no regulations that prohibit one individual from having
the roles of both observer and MLD (Dave Singleton, NAHC, personal communication April 17,
2013). Section 4.4 of the EIR includes additional discussion regarding having the same
individuals act as observer and MLD.
See response to Comment 6-22 for revisions to MM CUL-3a.

Response to Comment No. 6-24
This comment identifies a minor typographical error in the text on page 4.4-26.
Section 4.4.6.1 is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measures CUL-3b through CUL-3d require specific monitoring personnel,
input regarding earth work activities and requirements, implementation of a preconstruction meeting with site workers to explain responsibilities and development
limitations relating to cultural resource measures, soil testing to ensure proper pH of fill
soils that could impact underlying resources, and procedures to follow in the event that
human remains are encountered.
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Response to Comment No. 6-25
This comment recommends revisions to page 4.4-27 to include a quantitative expression of
cumulative impacts on CA-SBA-58 and the proposed project-specific contribution to this impact
to illustrate the extent to which significant cultural resources would be avoided and preserved.
Table 4.4-1 has been added to Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3 for quantification of the
archaeological site area and area that would be affected by direct project impacts. (See
response to Comment 6-8.)
Section 4.4.6.2 is revised as follows:
With regard to cumulative impacts, the project site is associated with the last remaining
undeveloped portion of larger CA-SBA-58. Given the extent to which cultural resources
associated with CA-SBA-58 have been lost or impacted by past agricultural and
development activities, nearly any project on the project site would result in covering
much of the remaining archaeological site with fill soil to address drainage requirements,
structural development and more paved areas. This project would similarly result in
either mid-term to long-term loss of access to the site for archaeological research
purposes. In addition, of the many prehistoric villages that once ringed the general area
of the current Goleta Slough, few sites remain accessible, undeveloped, and/or include
intact soils valuable for future research activities that can provide important information
about the prehistory of the area. The project site is one of the few remaining sites near
the slough and the last remaining portion of CA-SBA-58 with the potential to yield
important information about the prehistory of the area from future research. The project
design is expected to result in direct disturbances to only a small percentage of the
remaining intact soils within CA-SBA-58 and the identified data recovery program will
provide a reasonable and representative sample of site materials to address important
research questions. However, given the sensitive nature of CA-SBA-58, the project’s
contribution to this cumulative impact, although minimized by project design, is
consideredably to this significant cumulative impact to cultural resources.
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