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Response to Comment No. 5-1
The comment states that the EIR suffers from numerous material flaws and omissions. It states
that the EIR’s conclusions that the project would not result in Class I impacts to cultural, historic,
and aesthetic resources are not supported by substantial evidence and these and other failures
result in an EIR that fails to meet CEQA standards for adequacy.
This comment is general in nature and does not provide specific flaws or omissions in the EIR.
See responses to specific comments below.

Response to Comment No. 5-2
This comment claims the EIR did not meet the CEQA standards of adequacy, quoting from
Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford and Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v.
Regents of the University of California court rulings.
This comment is introductory to more specific comments that follow. See responses to the
subsequent comments.

Response to Comment No. 5-3
This comment states that the Draft EIR did not adequately disclose a significant portion of
probable future development in the immediate vicinity of the project, rendering the cumulative
impact analysis inadequate. It cites the lack of specificity about the University of California
Santa Barbara (UCSB) Vision 2025 Long-Range Development Plan (LRDP) as an example.
The LRDP is a program-level plan for UCSB’s long range development. Therefore, projects
identified in the LRDP are not described at the same level of detail as would be provided for an
individual City of Goleta development plan. Future LRDP projects are described at a more
general level, and the specific uses, square footage, development location, and layout are not
as precisely identified. For example, the precise layout and location of all potential housing units
are not known at this time, nor are the specific types/designs of residential buildings (e.g.,
number of units within each building in a development).
While the LRDP has not yet received final approval from the Coastal Commission, the City's
cumulative traffic model used for this EIR includes planned development projects on UCSBowned properties that were disclosed by UCSB at the time the traffic model was completed.
Section 3.4 of the EIR has been revised to include reference to the LRDP and to the 2010
UCSB LRDP Mitigation Implementation and Settlement Agreement between the City of Goleta,
the County of Santa Barbara, the Regents of the University of California, and UCSB
(“Agreement”). The Agreement includes a Transportation Monitoring Program and Traffic
Mitigation Payments for specific roadway improvements necessitated, in part, by LRDP-related
vehicle trips.
Future review of individual development projects covered by the LRDP will identify more
detailed impact assessment and mitigation, based on the details for specific developments and
more current traffic information available at that time. However, the overall impacts to the local
roadway network and road improvements needed have been identified in the LRDP and the
Agreement.
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Some road improvements and their specific design criteria will require future refinement based
on individual development details. However, the Agreement identifies a number of the traffic
improvements that are necessary to accommodate cumulative traffic forecasts. Some of these
improvements are already under construction and UCSB has already contributed funds toward
these improvements, even though much of the LRDP roadway segments have not yet been
built. These improvements include widening of Los Carneros Road between Mesa Road and
Hollister Avenue to four lanes (two lanes in each direction) and the addition of a third traffic lane
on northbound Los Carneros Road near Calle Koral.
Section 3.4, University of California at Santa Barbara (UCSB) is revised as follows:
Planning efforts associated with the University of California at Santa Barbara are outlined in
the Vision 2015 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) that includes the following:
1)

The LRDP details campus plans to the year 2025.

2)

The LRDP anticipates a growth rate of 1 percent per year in student enrollment or
roughly 250 students per year to a maximum enrollment of 25,000 in 2025.

3)

The LRDP includes the development of housing needed to accommodate all additional
students.

4)

The LRDP, when fully implemented, anticipates providing housing for more than 1,600
faculty and staff members. Currently, the University provides 65 units of faculty housing.

5)

The LRDP reflects the University’s commitment to environmental issues and includes
numerous policies regarding green building, sustainability, coastal protection, and
others.

In response to the City of Goleta and County of Santa Barbara challenges to the adequacy
of the mitigation in the LRDP, the City, County, and UCSB agreed to a settlement
agreement, the “2010 University of California, Santa Barbara Long Range Development
Plan Mitigation Implementation and Settlement Agreement” (included in Appendix S). This
agreement addresses a number of issues, including LRDP-related traffic, impacts of LRDP
traffic on the area roadway network, implementation of required roadway improvements, and
required monitoring to ensure LRDP traffic is adequately monitored and mitigated.
In addition, UCSB also reached an agreement regarding the LRDP with a group called
Sustainable University Now (SUN), a coalition of community groups. This agreement
commits UCSB to mitigation that focuses on transportation, housing, biological resources,
water resources and energy and provides for community group representation on UCSB’s
oversight committees.
The SUN agreement identifies UCSB’s commitments to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Reduce vehicle trips.
Replace UCSB’s car and truck fleet with ultra fuel efficient vehicles.
Build housing for all new students as well as more housing for faculty and staff.
Update water supply and demand analysis and prioritize conservation and reclaimed
water use.
Generally maintain 100-foot buffers between development and sensitive habitat
areas and make lands available for restoration projects.
Monitor and report greenhouse gas emissions and reduce energy demand.
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Appoint SUN representatives to several campus advisory committees.

UCSB’s LRDP has been endorsed by the City of Goleta and Santa Barbara County, has
been adopted by the UC Regents, and is pending before the California Coastal
Commission.
The LRDP, supplemented by additional mitigation and monitoring criteria in the agreements
noted above, accounts for LRDP generated traffic and identifies strategies for reducing vehicle
trips and implementing roadway improvements. The City’s traffic analysis accounts for LRDP
generated traffic as part of the cumulative traffic setting.

Response to Comment No. 5-4
The comment claims that the traffic impacts are understated and do not account for substantial
additional development associated with the LRDP.
See response to Comment 5-3.

Response to Comment No. 5-5
This comment claims that because Marriott has recently opened a hotel nearby, it is likely that
some other hotel will be built on the site, not a Marriott Residence Inn.
According to the applicant (P. Brown letter dated 6/11/13, included in Appendix R2), the nearby
Courtyard by Marriott and the proposed Marriott Residence Inn are two distinct brands that
serve different market segments of patrons. In addition, there are other examples of the same
hotel brands within the same community, including two Motel 6 properties in each of the
Carpinteria, Santa Barbara, and Ventura communities.
The project applicant has filed discretionary permits and is seeking approval to entitle the
development of an extended stay hotel along Hollister Avenue. While the application has been
filed to construct and operate a Marriott Residence Inn, the ultimate operator may be another
hotel chain that is willing and able to meet the project conditions.

Response to Comment No. 5-6
This comment states that the project would block the majority of views toward the mountains
from Hollister Avenue and that the EIR failed to acknowledge the substantial adverse effect on
the scenic vista after mitigation.
The EIR determined that impacts on aesthetics relative to effects on a scenic vista would be
potentially significant, based on analysis, including both still photo and video visual simulations
showing the view from Hollister Avenue with and without the project. Mitigation Measures MM
AES-1a through MM AES-3a are included to reduce potentially significant impacts on scenic
vistas to a level below significance, which is supported in Section 4.1 of the EIR.
No changes to the EIR are necessary in response to this comment.
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Response to Comment No. 5-7
This comment states that the EIR attempts to downplay the project’s impact on scenic vistas
and its contribution to impacts on scenic vistas.
The EIR does not downplay the impacts to scenic vistas. Impacts to scenic vistas would be
potentially significant, and the EIR includes mitigation to reduce potentially significant impacts
on scenic vistas to a level below significance, which is explained in Section 4.1.3.2 of the EIR,
Impact AES-1. The EIR acknowledges that the project would contribute to the overall change in
aesthetic resources of the City as it grows in accordance with the GP/CLUP. This includes the
project’s contribution to the historic trend of reduced scenic views of the Santa Ynez Mountains
from the highly travelled Hollister Avenue, as the Hollister Avenue Scenic Corridor is built out
one vacant parcel at a time.
Also refer to Response to Comment 5-6.

Response to Comment No. 5-8
This comment states that the EIR is misleading because the project would obscure much larger
portions of the scenic vista than stated.
The aesthetics analysis in the EIR is based, in part, on still photo and video visual simulations,
which show the existing and future visual conditions of the scenic vistas from Hollister Avenue
(Figures 4.1-3 through 4.1-13). These simulations were prepared to clearly disclose to the public
and decision-makers the change in views that would result from the project. As stated in the
EIR, development of the Marriott Residence Inn has the potential to result in significant adverse
impacts related to loss of scenic mountain views from the Hollister Avenue Scenic Corridor. As
stated in Section 4.1.3.2, Impact AES-1, views of the mountain would be maintained above the
height of the hotel structure except for in one location, and more distant views from slightly west
and east of the hotel would not be fully obstructed, as determined by a “worst-case” analysis.
Any development on the project site would result in some loss of mountain views from Hollister
Avenue; however, the current project design, including a 151-foot setback from Hollister
Avenue, would maintain some views of the mountains across the project site on both sides of
the new hotel building and, except for the eastbound view from Hollister Avenue, at the
unsignalized Robin Hill Road intersection. The current project design, including the previously
mentioned setback from Hollister Avenue, would maintain approximately two-thirds of the
existing views across the site of the upper portion of the mountains, and would maintain the
general character of the mountain views. Therefore, with incorporation of identified mitigation
measures, impacts to scenic vistas are identified as potentially significant but mitigated to less
than significance. .
Mitigation Measure AES-1c/AES-2c is revised to add language requiring that rooftop equipment
also not alter the visual profile of the building in a manner that degrades or diminishes views of
the mountains from public viewing places.
MM AES-1c/AES-2c is revised as follows:
MM AES-1c/AES-2c. Utility Plan Review
The permittee will submit a composite utility plan for City staff and Design Review Board
preliminary and final review. All external/roof-mounted mechanical equipment (including
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heating, ventilation, and air conditioning condensers, switch boxes, etc.) will be included
on all building plans and will be designed to be integrated into the structure and/or
screened in their entirety from public view. Rooftop equipment will not alter the visual
profile of the building in a manner that degrades or diminishes views of the mountains
from public viewing places.
Plan Requirements and Timing: Detailed plans showing all external/roof-mounted
mechanical equipment will be submitted for review by City staff and the Design Review
Board to ensure compliance with this condition prior to land use permit issuance.
Monitoring: Prior to final inspection, City staff will verify installation of all external/roofmounted mechanical equipment per the approved plans.

Response to Comment No. 5-8
This comment states that the impact discussion for aesthetics is misleading because the project
would obscure a much larger portion of the scenic vista, including broad mountain views from
the Hollister Avenue Scenic Corridor, and because views in all directions would no longer be
available across the project site.
The EIR found that aesthetic impacts would be significant, but that mitigation would reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant, Class II impact. This finding was supported by evidence
in the form of the visual analysis and visual simulations.
Also see response to Comment 5-7.

Response to Comment No. 5-9
This comment states that mitigation would not reduce significant impacts to scenic vistas from
significant to less-than-significant levels. It requests that MM AES-1c be strengthened to require
that rooftop mechanical equipment not alter the visual profile of the building. Even with this
change, the comment asserts that the project-specific and cumulative aesthetic impacts would
be significant.
See response to Comment 5-7 regarding revisions to MM AES-1c.
The EIR found that aesthetic impacts would be significant, but that mitigation would reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant, Class II impact. This finding was supported by evidence
in the form of the visual analysis and visual simulations.

Response to Comment No. 5-10
This comment states that the cumulative impacts discussion was misleading because it diverts
the discussion away from analysis of whether the project would have a substantial adverse
effect on scenic views, which the comment claims it does.
The EIR found that aesthetic impacts would be significant, but that mitigation would reduce
these impacts to a less-than-significant, Class II impact. This finding was supported by evidence
in the form of the visual analysis and visual simulations.
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Response to Comment No. 5-11
This comment claims that the EIR did not identify evidence supporting a conclusion that impacts
to visual resources would not be significant.
See responses to Comments 5-6 through 5-10.

Response to Comment No. 5-12
This comment states that the EIR’s conclusion that the project would not impact historical
resources because there are no post-European-contact historic resources does not consider
whether the project site itself is a significant site, area, or place. The comment cites Comment
Letter 4, referencing Friar Juan Crespi’s identification of “The Good Land.”
Impact CUL-1 in Section 4.4.3.2 of the EIR states that “CA-SBA-58 is eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the CRHR, and local registers of historic
resources…” and also clarifies that the site is an “historical” resource pursuant to CEQA Section
15064.5 as discussed under Impact CUL-3. The project site is described in the EIR as part of “a
large prehistoric Native American village site.”
The quote from Friar Crespi’s diary during the 1769 Portola-Serra Expedition includes the
description of the expedition as the Spaniards encountered the Chumash villages surrounding
the Goleta Slough, including Saxpilil, site CA-SBA-60 at the Fairview Avenue/Hollister Avenue
intersection, and Mescalitan, or the village of Helo, at Mescalitan Island, where the Goleta
Sanitary District Wastewater Treatment plant exists.
There is no archaeological evidence that CA-SBA-58 was occupied as a Chumash village
during the ethnohistoric period when Friar Crespi would have arrived in Goleta; only radiocarbon
dates associated with the late Middle to early Late Period have been collected from the site.
Rogers describes the site as occupied by the “Canalino” people, but this is associated with any
time during the Late Period of Chumash prehistory, from approximately 250 to 1,500 years ago.
This does not preclude the potential for CA-SBA-58 to be associated with occupation
surrounding the Goleta Slough during the ethnohistoric period, but it does indicate that CA-SBA58 was not one of the villages that Friar Crespi described in 1769. In a map of the villages of the
Goleta Slough (Mescalitan) prepared by Pantoja y Arriaga in 1782, the major village of Saxpilil
is identified as the largest in terms of population. CA-SBA-58, nearly a mile to the west and west
of La Patera Lane, was not identified at this time. Ethnohistoric research by Dr. John Johnson
also fails to identify any place name at CA-SBA-58. There have been no confirmed contact
period artifacts identified on site for the 1796 to 1805 period, and there is nothing else of note in
the historical record to make this particular parcel of historical significance in this context.
The City retained archaeological experts (T. Hannahs, N. Farrell, H. Macfarlane), have reviewed
the Snethcamp report (referenced in Section 4.4 of the EIR) and determined that there is no
substantial evidence to support a finding of an association with the Portola-Serra Expedition
resulting in the site being considered a significant historic period resource or historic landscape.
In addition, the Snethcamp report does not tie this association to a conclusion that the site is an
historic resource.
Regardless of Friar Crespi’s precise location when speaking the Good Land quote identified in
the comment, the Good Land description “occurred as members of the expedition first set sight
upon the rich soils, verdant vegetation, and harmonious climate of the narrow coastal plain
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between the Santa Ynez Mountains and the Pacific Ocean.” The quote goes on to refer to the
Good Land as much larger than the project site, encompassing the City of Goleta and nearby
communities. The idea that the Good Land is represented in a meaningful way, by the 3.81
acres of the project parcel, is not established, it is merely stated in the comment. With regard to
identifying the site as an historic resource due to an association with Friar Crespi’s Good Land
proclamation, the Snethcamp report, while mentioning this historic event, does not make the
case that the statement was made on the project site, nor that this quote results in a
determination that this particular association makes this property an historic resource,
landscape, or site.
Section 4.4.3.2 of the EIR is revised as follows to include a discussion of Friar Crespi’s
description identified in this comment, as well as other information indicating a different village
site.
Section 4.4.3.2, Project Impacts, Impact CUL-1, Historic Resources is revised as follows:
There are no post-European contact historic resources such as buildings or other
structures on the project site. Therefore, there would be no potential for the project to
result in any impacts on historic resources.
CA-SBA-58 is eligible for listing on the NRHP, the CRHR, and local registers of historic
resources, and the site has yielded information which is important to the understanding
of the prehistory of the area. Therefore, to the extent that the site is considered a
significant “historical” resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (as an
archaeological resource), this is discussed under Impact CUL-3, Archaeological
Resources, below.
Comments submitted on the Revised Draft EIR suggested that the project site is also a
significant historic site based on the site’s connection with Friar Crespi’s arrival in Goleta
during the 1769 Portola-Serra Expedition, when he encountered the Chumash villages
surrounding the Goleta Slough and identified the area as the “Good Land” in his diary
(see Commenters 4 and 5, including, but not limited to, Comment 4-26, in Chapter 8 of
this Final EIR).
The quote from Friar Crespi’s diary includes the description of the expedition as the
Spaniards encountered the Chumash villages surrounding the Goleta Slough, including
Saxpilil, site CA-SBA-60 at the Fairview Road/Hollister Avenue intersection, and
Mescalitan, or the village of Helo, at Mescalitan Island, where the Goleta Sanitary
District Wastewater Treatment plant is located today. There is evidence that both of
these other villages were occupied during the ethnohistoric period.
There is no archaeological evidence that CA-SBA-58 was occupied as a Chumash
village during the ethnohistoric period when Friar Crespi would have arrived in Goleta;
only radiocarbon dates associated with the late Middle to early Late Period have been
collected from the site. Rogers describes the site as occupied by the “Canalino” people,
but this is associated with any time during the Late Period of Chumash prehistory, from
approximately 250 to 1,500 years ago. This does not preclude the potential for CA-SBA58 to be associated with occupation surrounding the Goleta Slough during the
ethnohistoric period, but it does indicate that CA-SBA-58 was not likely one of villages
that Friar Crespi described in 1769. In a map of the villages of the Goleta Slough
(Mescalitan) prepared by Pantoja y Arriaga in 1782, the major village of Saxpilil is
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identified as the largest in terms of population. CA-SBA-58, nearly a mile to the west and
west of La Patera Lane, was not identified at this time. Ethnohistoric research by Dr.
John Johnson also fails to identify any place name at CA-SBA-58. There have been no
confirmed contact period artifacts identified on site for the 1796 to 1805 period, and
there is nothing else of note in the historical record to make this particular parcel of
historical significance in this context.
The City-retained archaeological experts (T. Hannahs, N. Farrell, H. Macfarlane) have
reviewed the Snethcamp report referenced by Commenter 4. Their determination is that
there is not substantial evidence to support a finding of an association with the PortolaSerra Expedition resulting in the site being considered a significant historic period
resource or historic landscape. In addition, the Snethcamp report does not tie this
association to a conclusion that the site is a historic resource.
Regardless of Friar Crespi’s precise location when speaking the Good Land quote
identified by Commenter 4, the Good Land description “occurred as members of the
expedition first set sight upon the rich soils, verdant vegetation, and harmonious climate
of the narrow coastal plain between the Santa Ynez Mountains and the Pacific Ocean.”
The quote goes on to refer to the Good Land as much larger than the project site,
encompassing the City of Goleta and nearby communities. The idea that the Good Land
is represented in a meaningful way, by the 3.81 acres of the project parcel, is not
established. With regard to identifying the site as a historic resource due to an
association with Friar Crespi’s Good Land proclamation, the Snethcamp report, while
mentioning this historic event, does not make the case that the statement was made on
the project site, nor that this quote results in a determination that this particular
association makes this property a historic resource, landscape, or site.
The archaeological site, CA-SBA-58, is a significant cultural resource that meets the
eligibility criteria for listing on both the NRHP and the CRHR. This is further discussed
under Impact CUL-3.

Response to Comment No. 5-13
This comment states that the EIR does not accurately characterize the portion of CA-SBA-58
that would be impacted by the project, citing Comment 4, which questions the EIR’s descriptions
of site boundaries.
The EIR text referenced in this comment and by Commenter 4 was a discussion of previous
archaeological investigations, including David Banks Rogers’ description of the site as being
approximately 1,200 feet by 300 feet in 1929. Although the general boundaries of the
archaeological site identified by Rogers have been estimated, the specific extent of Locus 1
deposits that are still present on other adjacent parcels has not been evaluated as part of the
current project.
As part of discussions on the similar but larger hotel project approved in 2008, the Native
American community requested that subsurface disturbance, including excavations, be
minimized. Therefore, additional field work as part of the development review process for the
current project request has been limited to borings performed on site in 2010, and the EIR
analysis is based primarily on a review of available information (including past fieldwork and
reports) rather than on extensive new fieldwork.
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Since the time of Rogers’ mapping of the larger archaeological site, there has been
considerable earthwork/grading within the archaeological site, both on the project site and off
site. As discussed in Section 4.4 of the EIR, this is evidenced by a comparison of historic and
more recent topographic maps, roadway plans for Hollister Avenue improvements, and
archaeological and geomorphology reports. Therefore, the original archaeological site
boundaries now include areas of both intact, undisturbed soils (Locus 1) and areas that have
been graded/soil redistributed (Locus 2).
As a result, the estimate for the portion of the remaining archaeological site within the project
site is based on the approximate archaeological site size identified by Rogers, numerous postRogers archaeological investigations described in Section 4.4 of the EIR, and the current project
plan. While precise boundaries of both intact soils and disturbed/redistributed soils cannot be
known, there is agreement among the archaeological experts working on the project (Nancy
Farrell and Todd Hannahs of CRMS, under contract to the City of Goleta; Heather Macfarlane,
under contract to the City of Goleta; and David Stone, under contract to the project applicant)
that approximately 17% of the remaining archaeological site is located on the proposed Marriott
Residence Inn parcel. However, these boundaries may change as a result of new information
gleaned from any future Phase 3 data recovery work, as required by MM CUL-3a. The
approximate boundaries are provided as useful approximations, not exact locations. Exact
boundaries and measurements could only be identified through extensive exploratory fieldwork.
Assumptions for the shape and size of the archaeological site are estimated by the City’s
archaeological experts, based on available and relevant scientific data including, but not limited
to, review of previous archaeological studies, site fieldwork, and current project plans as
identified in Section 4.4 of the EIR. Rogers prepared a site map that illustrates the boundaries
based on the presence of surface artifacts only. He used trenches to explore the richest portions
of the project area, including the cemeteries. Therefore, his map is an estimate. His written
description of CA-SBA-58 is “exceeding 1,200 feet long with an average width of 300 feet.” It is
reasonable to assume that the site may have been greater than 425,000 square feet. The size
of the original site is important because it indicates a village that was likely inhabited over an
extended period of time. For this village, the time period would have been during the Middle
(Hunting) and Late (Canaliño) Periods of Chumash prehistory. With regard to determining the
significance of the archaeological resource, the exact size of this site is not the most important
factor. The remaining intact portions (Locus 1) of CA-SBA-58 are significant cultural resources,
and disturbance of those resources is a potentially significant impact.
Table 4.4-1 has been added to Section 4.4 of the EIR. This table provides a summary of the
assumptions regarding the size of CA-SBA-58, the portion of the archaeological site estimated
to be within the project site, and the estimated areas that would be affected by project
development.
Section 4.4.3.2, Impact CUL-3, Archaeological Resources, is revised to include the following:
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
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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 projectimpacted 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
2
> 360,000 ft

Recorded
2
> 371,750 m

Likely
2
> 425,000 ft

Likely
2
> 39,500 m

2

Approximate Acreage of Locus 1 (Undisturbed) Deposits
within Proposed Marriott Residence Inn Parcel
Approximate Acreage of Locus 1 (Undisturbed) Deposits
covered by Building Footprint (includes proposed pool)
Approximate Acreage of Locus 1 (Undisturbed) Deposits
covered by Pavement/Hardscape Surfaces (includes proposed pool)
3
Approximate Acreage of Locus 2 (Disturbed) Deposits
within Proposed Marriott Residence Inn Parcel
Approximate Acreage of Locus 2 (Disturbed) Deposits
covered by Building Footprint (includes proposed pool)
Approximate Acreage of Locus 2 (Disturbed) Deposits
covered by Pavement/Hardscape Surfaces (includes proposed pool)
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60,880 ft

2

5,658 m

2

21,200 ft

2

1,970 m

2

32,400 ft

2

3,011 m

2

105,084 ft

9,763 m

2

16,000 ft

2

1,487 m

2

45,200 ft

2

4,200 m

2

2

8-195

City of Goleta Marriott FEIR

# of Pilings Expected to Intrude Into Locus 1 (Undisturbed) Intact Soil
CA-SBA-58 Locus 1 (Undisturbed) Intact Soil
Piling Installation 4

Chapter 8. Responses to Comments

143
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, 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.

There is agreement among the City’s and applicant’s archaeological experts that the portions of
the property with intact soils (Locus 1) are considered significant archaeological resources that
are capable yielding information important in prehistory. The areas with disturbed soils (Locus 2)
are not considered significant archaeological resources as defined under State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5, as they cannot “yield information important in prehistory,” since the
spatial relationship of artifacts (horizontal and vertical) has been lost and archaeologists cannot
reconstruct activities that may have been represented from these parts of the site. The Locus 2
areas do, however, have the potential to contain isolated, disturbed human remains, and are
significant because of this potential. In summary, there is agreement that CA-SBA-58 is a
significant cultural resource. Further the EIR, including Table 4.4-1 identifies the importance of
the resource and has quantified project effects based on the best available information.

Response to Comment No. 5-14
The comment claims that the EIR does not require work be stopped or the project be
redesigned if human remains are encountered; therefore, there would be a significant impact
related to potential disturbance of human remains.
The EIR concludes that project construction design would minimize disturbance to intact soils;
however, the EIR also acknowledges the potential to encounter intact soils, isolated artifacts,
and human remains, including outside of the plotted boundaries of the archaeological site.
Mitigation measures to address these potential impacts include required monitoring of all earth
disturbance activities by an archaeologist and Native American observer, protocols to follow in
the event that human remains are encountered, and implementation of a Phase 3 Data
Recovery Program before initiation of project development.
Following discovery of human remains, the NAHC is responsible for identifying the Most Likely
Descendant (MLD) for a project after the NAHC is contacted by the County coroner. Therefore,
the portion of the mitigation measure stating that the observer will satisfy the requirement as
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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.
Section 4.4.5, MM CUL-3e is revised as follows:
MM CUL-3e. Discovery of Human Remains
Procedures will be prepared and followed in the event human remains are discovered.
Plan Requirements and Timing: Prior to any site preparation, ground disturbing,
grading, and/or construction activities, the permittee and construction crew will meet on
site The following actions must be taken immediately upon the discovery of human
remains, consistent with the local Chumash representative(s), identified as the Most
Likely Descendant (MLD) by the State Native American Heritage CommissionThe MLD,
permittee, the Lead Agency, and City-approved archaeologist will discuss procedures
Public Resources Code 5097.98:
•
•
•
•

Stop work in the affected area.
Notify the coroner.
Fence off the area.
Leave all items in the area as is.

In some situations (as determined appropriate by the City, the site archaeologist, and
Native American observer), work may be allowed to continue in another part of the
parcel. City staff shall also be notified of the discovery of human remains. Public
Resources Code 5097.98 also addresses specific timing and other criteria with regard to
MLD recommendations for the disposition of human remains. These procedures will
include those identified by California Public Resources Code 5097.98, State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5, and the City’s Cultural Resource Guidelines. The coroner
will be contacted if human remains are discovered. Satisfactory disposition of the
remains will be agreed upon by all parties so as to limit future disturbance. Procedures
will be reviewed and approved by the City prior to Land Use Permit issuance.
Monitoring: City staff will periodically site inspect monitoring activities and will respond
according to procedures in the event human remains are discovered.
To correct the error in citing MM CUL-3e, Section 4.4.5, MM CUL-3b is revised as follows:
MM CUL-3b. Construction Monitoring
All site preparation, ground disturbing, grading, and/or construction activities (onsite and
Hollister Avenue and South La Patera Lane improvements) will be monitored by a Cityapproved archaeologist and Chumash Native American observer. These monitor(s) will
have the following authorities:
a. The monitors will be on site on a full-time basis during any site preparation, ground
disturbing, and/or grading activities (whether within or outside of the assumed intact
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soil areas). The monitors will remain on site until it is determined through
consultation with the applicant, City staff, and archaeological consultant, and Native
American consultants representative that full-time monitoring is no longer warranted.
At such time, an alternate monitoring schedule will be identified and agreed upon.
b. Project grading, drainage, landscape plans and other plans have been designed to
minimize the potential for impacts to cultural resources. No changes to project plans
involving earth disturbance (e.g., depth of utility trenches, pilings, earthwork for
parking lot, etc.) which could otherwise impact cultural resources shall be approved
prior to review and input by the City approved retained archaeologist and City
approval.
c. The monitors will have the authority to halt any activities impacting known or
previously unidentified cultural resources and to conduct an initial assessment of the
resources.
d. In the event potential human remains (including a single bone fragment of unknown
origin) are uncovered at any time, mitigation requirements established under
Mitigation Measure CUL-3e 4.4-5 below, procedures identified in Public Resources
Code 5097.98 must will be carried out.
e. If an artifact is identified as an isolated find, the artifact(s) will be recovered with the
appropriate location data and the item will be included in the overall inventory for the
site.
f.

If a feature or concentration of artifacts is identified, the monitors will halt activities in
the vicinity of the find, notify the applicant and the City, and prepare a proposal for
the treatment of the find(s). This treatment may range from additional study to
avoidance, depending on the nature of the find(s).

g. The monitors will prepare a comprehensive archaeological technical report
documenting the results of the monitoring program and including an inventory of
recovered artifacts, features, etc.
h. The monitors will prepare the artifact assemblage for curation with an appropriate
curation with the UCSB Repository for Archaeological Collections.
i.

The monitors will file an updated archaeological site survey record with the UCSB
Central Coast Information Center.

Plan Requirements and Timing: The permittee will prepare a Construction Monitoring
Plan for review and approval by the City’s archaeologist and the City. Plan specifications
for the monitoring will be printed on all plans submitted for any site preparation, ground
disturbing, grading, and/or construction activities. The permittee will enter into a contract
with a City-approved archaeologist and Chumash Native American observer and will
fund the required monitoring. The permittee will provide the Construction Monitoring Plan
and signed contract for review and approval by the City prior to Land Use Permit
issuance. The permittee will provide evidence of contract prior to issuance of a Land Use
Permit for any site preparation, ground disturbing, grading, and/or construction activities
the permittee must provide evidence of an effectuated contract for the archaeologist(s)
and Native American observer(s) to cover all required archaeological monitoring
responsibilities, which must be acceptable to the City.
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Monitoring: The City must review contract before Land Use Permit issuance and will
conduct periodic site inspections to verify compliance during any site preparation,
ground disturbing, grading, and/or construction activities.

Response to Comment No. 5-15
This comment states that the EIR lacks substantial evidence to support the absence of
significant impacts in light of known resources and historical significance of the site, citing
Comment 4, which discusses other projects where different approaches were taken in
addressing cultural resources.
Commenter 4 suggests that the two examples of capping of archaeological sites in Santa
Barbara County are not entirely accurate and should not be used as examples.
The City of Goleta Mitigated Negative Declaration 08-MND-002 RV01 for the referenced 151
South Fairview Avenue project includes the following:
“The proposed development will utilize a foundation system that rests on concrete
caissons that extend below recently imported fill soils to ensure seismic stability. The
caissons will penetrate below the fill soils placed in the remediation areas that have been
entirely disturbed, and the northern area of the project site in which buried intact
archaeological resources associated with CA-SBA-60 were recovered (Dudek &
Associates; May, 2010). A total of 12 caissons, each 18” in diameter, would be
excavated within the intact portion of CA-SBA-60 that lies within the project site thereby
impacting 41 square feet or less than 0.5% of the total approximately 8,600 square feet
of intact CA-SBA-60 onsite (Dudek & Associates; May 2010). This use of caissons to
support the structure’s foundation instead of excavated spread footings thereby limiting
potential disturbance of in-place, significant archaeological/cultural resources to
approximately 40 square feet would reduce associated impacts on such resources to the
maximum extent feasible given seismic safety requirements for the proposed structure...
However, as the intact portion of CA-SBA-60 within the northern third of the project site
is considered a significant archaeological/cultural resource, as well as eligible for listing
on the NRHP, disturbance of the northern portion of the project site for construction of
the proposed structure would constitute a potentially significant, archaeological/cultural
resource impact.”
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
intact archaeological site soils that would be affected by the project (more intact soils would be
affected on the Marriott site) and the relative importance of the different village sites (Saxpilil
was a larger village site in terms of population). 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.
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The Duca Residence Remodel project Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (10NGD-0000000030) includes:
“The proposed project would demolish the majority of the existing dwelling, leaving
several walls and most of the existing caisson and grade-beam foundation in place for
reuse. The new house would be constructed in the same footprint using the existing
foundation system, with an approximately 1,500 sq. ft. expansion of the footprint and
new caisson and grade-beam foundation to the northeast of the existing foundation. The
caisson and grade-beam foundation associated with the east wing of the existing house
will be demolished and a new deck will replace a portion of the existing deck and east
wing. A total of 12 new caissons would be excavated installed for the new deck and
house addition. The caissons would measure 0.6 meters (2.0 ft.) in diameter (0.3 meter
or 1.0-ft. radius). The estimated volume of archaeological site material disturbed by
these 12 caissons is 1.31 cubic meters, all of which was removed by controlled
excavation conducted by archaeologists and monitored by Native American observers.”
The previous Duca residence that was allowed to be demolished as well as the renovated,
expanded structure built in its place were both constructed directly above a significant
archaeological site (CA-SBA-13) on pilings that substantially reduced the amount of disturbance
to the cultural resource. The impacts were feasibly mitigated by the implementation of a Phase
3 Data Recovery Program. This approach and strategy are also the same as is proposed for the
Marriott project.
There is agreement among the archaeological experts working on the project (N. Farrell, T.
Hannahs, H. Macfarlane, 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. Any such remains 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.

Response to Comment No. 5-16
The comment states that the EIR must consider avoiding impacts to a culturally and historically
significant site through avoidance by means of an off-site alternative, No-Project Alternative, or
an alternative that preserves the property in open space, per Goleta General Plan Policy OS
8.3.
Chapter 6 of the EIR provides a serious consideration of alternatives to the proposed project.
Prior to beginning preparation of the EIR, the project applicant revised the project in a number of
ways to reduce impacts to cultural resources. These revisions included relocating and reducing
the footprint to minimize impacts to the intact soils on site, changing the project grading and
foundation design to avoid over-excavation and other earth disturbance, and to cover any
underlying resources “in place” under the new development. The applicant has also determined
that they can feasibly redesign the swimming pool in response to Mitigation Measure MM-CUL3h to further avoid intrusion into intact soils.
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Further, General Plan Policy OS 8.5 specifically allows for the type of mitigation identified for the
proposed project, “capping of resources with a soil layer prior to development,” which is also
consistent with the construction design for the 151 South Fairview Avenue project, which is
referenced in Mr. Arredondo’s letter (Comment Letter 4, Comment 4-31) and in Section 4.4 of
the EIR (discussion of projects approved with similar foundation designs).

Response to Comment No. 5-17
The comment states that the EIR fails to require avoidance of the significant resources on the
project site; specifically, that it fails to evaluate hand-excavation of all 143 pilings as a feasible
means of further reducing impacts on cultural resources.
Hand-excavation would not necessarily identify resources that can provide relevant research
information about the life ways of past inhabitants. In addition, hand-excavation can involve
greater earth disturbance to intact soil areas than standard borings.

Response to Comment No. 5-18
The comment states that the EIR fails to evaluate the feasibility of prohibition on further work if
any human remains are encountered.
If human remains are encountered, MM CUL-3e requires that work stop until necessary
protocols are implemented.

Response to Comment No. 5-19
The comment states that the EIR does not discuss moving the pilings in response to the
discovery of buried human remains, and impacts cannot be avoided by proposed mitigation
measures. The comment further states that requirements for hand-excavation were included in
other projects.
In response to meetings in 2008 with local Chumash Native Americans as part of the previous
Marriott project, the applicant agreed to the request to allow for hand-digging in the areas of the
proposed pilings (separate from the Phase 3 work program) to address heritage concerns in the
event human remains are located in these areas. The hand-digging is not required to address
scientific archaeological questions. The separate Phase 3 Data Recovery Program is required in
mitigation for the project. The applicant has indicated that they would relocate pilings from
locations where human remains are encountered during hand-digging if they determine it can be
feasibly accommodated with the building design. However, because it is not definitively known
at this time whether or where human remains may be encountered, particularly within the redeposited soils, the requirement to relocate any pilings where human remains are unexpectedly
found as a required mitigation measure is not considered to be feasible.
City efforts to inform and request input from individuals identified on the NAHC-provided Native
American contact list are identified under the heading of “Native American Consultation” in
Section 4.4 of the EIR, Cultural Resources. The discussion of Native American Consultation has
been supplemented to include past City efforts associated with the prior, similar Marriott
Residence Inn project in 2008, including requests made by the Native American Chumash
community (e.g., applicant agreement to hand-dig in piling areas). City efforts associated with
the current project request that were not described in the Draft EIR have also been added (i.e.,
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR in 2009, additional field work in May 2010, an August 2010
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meeting to discuss the Draft CRMS report, and a May 2013 meeting to discuss the Revised
Draft EIR Cultural Resources section and final CRMS report [see Final EIR Appendix R1]).
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 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 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
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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.

Response to Comment No. 5-20
The comment claims that the City failed to consult with the Native American community as
required and, as a result, failed to avoid and/or mitigate the Project’s cultural impacts.
With regard to Native American involvement, four meetings/consultations with the Native
American community occurred as part of processing the similar Marriott Residence Inn project
for the same project site in 2008.
As part of the current Marriott Residence Inn project, the Native American community was
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 to allow for the most
effective opportunity for comment on the draft report at the August meeting so that such input
could be incorporated into the final report. Besides the applicant, only individuals from the
NAHC contact list were invited to the meeting or provided a copy of the draft report. This
meeting was discussed and scheduled in coordination with Venisse Miller-Forte (then
Chairperson of the Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation), John Ruiz (Chumash Elder), and
Frank Arredondo (Native American and author of Comment 4). See email dated August 2, 2010
included in Appendix R1.
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On January 20, 2010, CRMS sent out a letter to individuals included on the Native American
contact list received from the NAHC, including Mr. Arredondo (Commenter 4). CRMS’s letter
requested that comments be submitted to CRMS in writing. Mr. Arredondo sent an email to
CRMS on March 15, 2010 requesting an update on the progress of the EIR’s cultural resources
analysis for the project. This email did not identify specific comments for CRMS to consider in
preparing their draft report. At that time, CRMS was in the process of doing the extensive
background research of available archaeological reports associated with CA-SBA-58 and the
surrounding area.
In a March 16, 2010 email reply from staff to a March 16, 2010 email from Mr. Arredondo, staff
advised Mr. Arredondo that CRMS would not be responding directly to the request for an
update. However, the email clearly stated that “there will be a thorough opportunity for public
comment on the assumptions, impact assessment, proposed mitigation measures, etc. and I will
make sure that you are provided notice of all such opportunities.” CRMS was still in the process
of reviewing the project details, which were changing. The project was still involved in the City’s
Design Review Board process and was undergoing revision to a smaller, relocated building
footprint with foundation design changes that affected the location and type of sub-surface soil
disturbance.
In August 2010, the City provided notice to individuals on the NAHC contact list regarding an
August 12, 2010 meeting to discuss the draft CRMS report, which covered the project site’s
archaeological resources, potential project impacts to these resources, and recommended
mitigation. The notice also stated that the report would be made available upon request to those
who did not already have the report. The meeting was held with the purpose of providing
opportunity for the Native American community to provide input on the archaeological report
before the report was finalized and incorporated into the EIR for the project. The meeting was
scheduled with input from several Native American individuals who had previously expressed
interest in the project.
See also response to Comment 5-19.

Response to Comment No. 5-21
The commenter states that the EIR failed to analyze the project impacts pursuant to the City’s
ethnic impact assessment threshold. The threshold states:
A project will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will “Disrupt or
adversely affect a prehistoric or historical archaeological site or a property of historical or
cultural significance to a community or ethnic or social group.”
The EIR discusses and acknowledges that the Chumash Native American community considers
CA-SBA-58 to be a prehistoric site significant to their heritage and that it may provide ties to the
lifeways of ancestral Chumash and their predecessors See specifically Chapter 4, Cultural
Resources, Section 4.4.1, Project Site; Section 4.4.3, Impact CUL-3, Archaeological Resources,
as revised (see response to Comment 5-13); and Section 4.4.4, Cumulative Impacts. Section
4.4.4 also emphasizes that the project site is the last remaining undeveloped portion of CASBA-58. The site is not known to have historic (ethnohistoric period) significance. Also see
response to Comment 5-12.
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Response to Comment No. 5-22
The comment claims that the EIR fails to include a complete historical or cultural landscape
analysis, as defined by the U.S. Department of the Interior, and must be revised to identify and
evaluate impacts to the cultural landscape and avoid impacts to that landscape where feasible.
See response to Comment 5-12.

Response to Comment No. 5-23
This comment claims that impacts to Goleta Slough must be demonstrated to be avoided via an
off-site or no build alternative and must evaluate mitigation measures, including prohibitions on
synthetic fertilizers, pesticides, fungicides, and herbicides, to avoid contamination of Goleta
Slough and associated impacts to protected wildlife, particularly during heavy rains, when the
detention basins are rendered inadequate.
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, identify
mitigation that applies at different stages of the project to ensure protection of biological
resources and water quality in the Goleta Slough. These measures include applicant submittal,
City review and approval, and applicant implementation of a Final Landscape Plan, which
includes invasive plant species exclusion, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, a Final
Drainage/Stormwater Quality Protection Plan, and a Maintenance Agreement. These measures
are required by the City’s Storm Water Management Program (SWMP), which was approved by
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. As discussed in the Biological Resources section
(4.3), the purpose of the SWMP is to implement and enforce a program designed to reduce the
discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable (MEP) to protect water quality.
According to the General Permit, the MEP standard is an ever-evolving, flexible, and advancing
concept, which considers technical and economic feasibility. Since knowledge about controlling
urban runoff continues to evolve, so does the mitigation, which constitutes MEP. Public Works
will review the SWMP before initiation of any grading on the project site to ensure that all
applicable measures are incorporated into the SWMP to minimize the discharge of degraded
water from the site to the required maximum extent practical. Mitigation includes incorporation of
required components into project plans before issuance of development permits, as well as
implementation during construction and long-term project operations. Specifically, Mitigation
Measure HYD-2c includes a requirement to develop an integrated pest management program
for landscaped areas of the project, emphasizing the use of biological, physical, and cultural
controls, rather than chemical controls.
The Page property (Alternative 2) would have similar impacts on the Goleta Slough because
stormwater would drain to San Jose Creek, which also drains to the Goleta Slough. The same
mitigation identified for the proposed project would be applicable to Alternative 2 and would
similarly be expected to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. As far as other off-site
alternatives, the majority of commercial properties in the City would similarly drain to either the
Goleta Slough or the Devereux Slough.

Response to Comment No. 5-24
The comment states that the EIR lacks substantial evidence that the impacts to visual resources
are consistent with Goleta General Plan Policy LU 1.8 by emphasizing that the project would
maintain views of the “upper portions” of the mountains, which improperly discounts intact views
of the mountains.
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Section 4.1 of the EIR explains the reasoning for classifying impacts to scenic mountain views
as potentially significant but mitigated to less-than-significant levels. The analysis and
conclusions in Section 4.1 are based in large part on City-contracted still photo and video visual
simulations, which compare views from Hollister Avenue of the existing setting (which includes
partial blocking of mountain views by existing structures and vegetation) and views with project
development. The simulations and a drive-by video were also provided to the City Design
Review Board in their consideration of the project in 2010. Section 4.1.3.2 of the EIR has been
revised, in part, to identify direction provided in General Plan Policy VH 2.2, Preservation of
Scenic Corridors, as follows:
Impact AES-1, Scenic Vistas and Scenic Resources, is revised as follows:
The Development Plan Amendment for Parcel 1 of the project, Hollister Center, would
not result in significant changes to existing views. The visual simulations included as
Figures 4.1-2 to 4.1-14 at the end of this section show how development of the Marriott
Residence Inn would appear. The existing 160,500-square-foot Hollister Center covers
the eastern two-thirds of the project site and comprises Parcel 1 of the subdivision
request. Existing views of the site are of an updated 106,500-square-foot research and
development/office building with sub-optimal landscaping around the building, the
parking lot, and the building’s Hollister Avenue frontage. Changes to the existing
development include new frontage improvements along Hollister Avenue and La Patera
Lane (upgrades to bus stop/pull out, meandering sidewalk, lighting, landscaping,
Hollister Avenue medians, utility undergrounding, and utility installation/relocation).
Additional landscaping is also identified for the parking lot, and some landscaping has
recently been added to the site as part of a separate tenant improvement permit. No
other changes are proposed to the Hollister Center portion of the property. As a result,
the project would not alter views of the Santa Ynez Mountains across this portion of the
property from Hollister Avenue, and impacts to scenic mountain views associated with
changes to the Hollister Center Development Plan are less than significant. General
Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan Policy VH 2.2 addresses preservation of scenic corridors.
The policy states that “the aesthetic qualities of scenic corridors shall be preserved
through retention of the general character of significant natural features; views of ocean,
foothills, and mountainous areas; and open space associated with recreational and
agricultural areas including orchards, prominent vegetation, and historic structures.” The
proposed project would preserve the general character of views of foothills and
mountainous areas, and would be consistent with Policy VH 2.2. (Note: Text moved to
later in this subsection in this Final EIR.)
The western third of the site is identified for the 118-room, 80,945-square-foot Marriott
Residence Inn, which would occupy Parcel 2 of the subdivision request. Existing views
from eastbound Hollister Avenue of the Santa Ynez Mountains across Parcel 2 would be
affected by development of the two- and three-story hotel; however, views of the
ridgeline would not be fully blocked. The hotel site’s Hollister Avenue frontage is limited
to approximately 350 feet. Only when a viewer on Hollister Avenue is directly in front of
the hotel would the mountain views behind the structure be completely obscured (see
Figures 4.1-13 and 4.1-14). Even from this location, Figures 4.1-13 and 4.1-14 show that
some mountain views would remain visible across the hotel site on either side of the new
structure. This is typical of other multi-story development along Hollister Avenue. The
visual simulations in Figures 4.1-13 and 4.1-14 show the change in public views from a
“worst-case” location. Figures 4.1-10 and 4.1-11 show that views from slightly west of
the Hollister Avenue/Robin Hill Road intersection would have substantially less

October 2013

8-206

City of Goleta Marriott FEIR

Chapter 8. Responses to Comments

obstruction views by the hotel structure. Therefore, the greatest loss of views would
occur from the worst-case vantage point, on the south side of Hollister Avenue, opposite
the unsignalized Robin Hill Road intersection, facing the same direction as eastbound
traffic (Figure 4.1-13). More distant views from slightly west and east of the hotel would
not be fully obstructed. While any development on the project site would result in some
loss of mountain views from Hollister Avenue, the current project design, including a
151-foot setback from Hollister Avenue, would maintain some views of the mountains
across the project site on both sides of the new hotel building and, except for the
eastbound view from Hollister Avenue at the unsignalized Robin Hill Road intersection,
views of the mountain would be maintained above the height of the hotel structure as
well.
General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan Policy VH 2.2 provides direction regarding
preservation of scenic corridors. The policy does not require that existing scenic views
be retained, with no changes. Rather, the policy states that “the aesthetic qualities of
scenic corridors shall be preserved through retention of the general character of
significant natural features; views of ocean, foothills, and mountainous areas...” While
the project would alter the existing views toward the Santa Ynez Mountains from
Hollister Avenue, the project would preserve the general character of these views, as
shown in the visual photo simulations included in this section and in the video drive-by
simulation (available for review upon request and via a link on the City’s website).

Response to Comment No. 5-25
The comment claims that the land use consistency discussion related to General Plan (GP)
Policy OS 8.3 provides no evidence that the project protects and preserves cultural resources
from destruction, or that deed restriction, permanent conservation easement, or other methods
of avoidance were considered for CA-SBA-58. The comment states that this is a significant
impact on land use.
The current project has been reduced in size and redesigned after submittal to reduce impacts
to the archaeological site. The revised project would “cap” the archaeological site with protective
fill and utilize a foundation design that spreads the weight of the building over a concrete
foundation supported by 243 pilings. This foundation method is designed to protect any cultural
materials in place, under the building. Required mitigation to redesign the swimming pool to
avoid intrusion into intact CA-SBA-58 soils would further reduce impacts to the archaeological
site, avoiding direct disturbance to more than 97% of the remaining intact portions of the
archaeological site. While the building and parking areas would cover the archaeological site,
the underlying resources would be minimally disturbed and primarily preserved in place in a
manner which maintains the relationship between the artifacts and the archaeological context
for this archaeological site, consistent with GP Policy 8.3 and State CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4(b)(3)(A).
In 1980, the former property owner received approval of a development plan from the County
(79-DP-22) to construct a 46,000-square-foot addition to their existing facilities on the easterly
portion of the site now proposed for the Marriott Residence Inn (see image below from County
of Santa Barbara Final Development Plan, Case No. 79-DP-22, Burroughs Addition, approved
June 1980). Therefore, development was not limited to a portion of the project site. The
approved addition was simply never constructed.
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Response to Comment No. 5-26
The comment states that the contribution of any vehicle trips to roadways and intersections
operating at unacceptable levels must be considered significant; therefore, the project’s
cumulative traffic impacts are significant.
The City has consistently determined that, where project-related traffic would be less than 1% of
cumulative roadway volumes, no significant cumulative impacts would result. (The County of
Santa Barbara has also used this criterion beginning before incorporation of the City of Goleta.)
This impact criterion was developed based on the intersection thresholds of significance that
have been adopted by the City (and the County). Development projects are required to pay
traffic fees based on the project’s projected peak hour vehicle trips. These fees are collected to
ensure that individual projects contribute their fair share contribution to address roadway
impacts resulting from cumulative development.
Also see response to Comment 5-3.

Response to Comment No. 5-27
This comment summarizes the State CEQA Guidelines regarding alternatives analysis required
to be included in the EIR. The comment further claims that, because the EIR did not identify the
impacts as described within the comment letter, the alternatives analysis in the EIR is flawed.
In Chapter 6, the alternatives analysis includes a reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives and a comparison of the impacts of each environmental issue area for each of
these alternatives. The comparative impacts of the alternatives are identified in both text and
table format to facilitate comparison of the impacts of the various alternatives with the proposed
project. Project alternatives were considered that had the potential to reduce significant impacts
associated with the applicant’s proposed project evaluated in the EIR. The range of alternatives
evaluated in the EIR also considered the ability of the alternatives to feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a).
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Response to Comment No. 5-28
This comment makes reference to comments by Frank Arredondo (Commenter 4), citing his
claims of irregularities and inconsistencies in the EIR’s comparison of alternatives.
Commenter 4 stated that the alternatives analysis was inadequate because it did not use the
sensitive receptor methodology in the SBCAPCD’s “Modeling Guidelines for Health Risk
Assessment.” As stated in the response to Comment 4-2, the cited methodology is used only for
performing health risk assessments related to air pollution emissions under certain conditions
(exceeding emission of 10 tons per year or otherwise posing a public health concern) (Santa
Barbara County Air Pollution Control District 2012). The proposed project does not meet the
conditions necessary for a health risk assessment, so no such analysis is required. Commenter
4 also requested that this method be used for other analyses, not just health risk assessment for
air pollution emissions. Such analysis methods are not appropriate for other resources,
particularly for evaluation of the project’s air quality and noise impacts, as the City’s thresholds
for air quality and noise include specific criteria for sensitive receptors/uses. See responses to
Commenter 4’s comments for more information, along with response to Comment 5-27.

Response to Comment No. 5-29
This comment expresses opinions about the applicant’s reasons for seeking to develop the
project site that are not relevant to the CEQA analysis. The comment also rejects the Draft
EIR’s statement that Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, would not provide an
economically viable use of the undeveloped property.
The comment assumes the project site is the entire parcel (before subdivision), and thus
concludes that the existing uses on the parcel constitute an economically viable use on the
parcel. It states that the Draft EIR did not include economic information to show that
Alternative 1 was not economically feasible.
Section 6.4 of the EIR stated that Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, “is not consistent with
the project objectives.” Pursuant to CEQA Section 15126.6, the analysis of the No Project
Alternative should “compare the environmental effects of the property remaining in its existing
state against environmental effects which would occur if the project is approved.” This analysis
does not include an economic or financial analysis of the No Project Alternative.
The EIR concludes that the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed
project. The No Project Alternative analysis provides decision makers with a comparison of the
environmental advantages and disadvantages of the project compared to the project
alternatives. As is typically the case, the No Project Alternative would not meet the project’s
objectives. This includes the project’s primary objective to construct an extended stay hotel on
the project site, consistent with the site’s hotel overlay in the General Plan and the Inland
Zoning Ordinance.

Response to Comment No. 5-30
The comment states that the EIR should have considered a Cultural Resource Preservation
Park alternative to avoid impacts on cultural and visual resources.
CEQA requires a range of alternatives be considered in an EIR to reduce significant impacts.
Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, is similar to the suggested Cultural Resource
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Preservation Park alternative and achieves some of the same objectives. However, a park
alternative would likely involve similar or greater impacts associated with earth disturbance for
landscaping, recreational amenities, tables, utility installation (e.g., to accommodate water and
sewer for restrooms and electricity for lighting), increased potential for vandalism if the site is
not capped, and increased traffic and water quality impacts. Neither the No Project Alternative
nor a park alternative would attain the basic project objectives, including providing extended
stay lodging needs for local businesses and increasing transient occupancy revenues.
Therefore, it is not necessary to consider the Cultural Resource Preservation Park alternative.
Also see response to Comment 5-25 and 5-27.

Response to Comment No. 5-31
This comment states that the analysis of Alternative 2 is inadequate because it does not provide
enough information about the agricultural impacts that would occur at the Alternative 2 site to
compare them to the cultural impacts of the proposed project.
Section 6.2.2.14 of the EIR stated that building the project on the Alternative 2 site would
convert existing cultivated agricultural land to development. Conversion of this property to nonagricultural use is already identified in the General Plan EIR as a significant and unavoidable,
Class I impact. This would result in a significant impact because it would not be consistent with
the City of Goleta GP/CLUP. No additional information about the agricultural use of the site is
necessary to determine this impact.
The EIR cannot weigh impacts on one resource against the impacts on another. The information
in the alternatives analysis will be available for the decision makers to consider the impacts and
determine whether or not to approve the proposed project or one of the alternatives.
Alternative 2 would involve the conversion of an existing, currently cultivated agricultural field
with prime farmland soils. Section 6.2.2.14 is revised to identify that the City’s GP/CLUP Final
EIR acknowledged Class I impacts to agriculture from conversion of agricultural land to other
uses under GP buildout, including conversion of the Page property’s approximately 12 acres of
prime soils. (See Appendix V.)
Section 6.2.2.14 is revised as follows:
Alternative 2 would convert the existing agricultural field to urban development.
Conversion of this agricultural land to development was identified as an unavoidable
adverse impact in the GOTRP EIR. The Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan
(GP/CLUP) Final EIR acknowledged a Class I impact (significant and unavoidable) on
agriculture from conversion of agricultural land to other uses under buildout conditions,
including conversion of the Page property’s approximately 12 acres of prime farmland
(GP/CLUP Final EIR Agricultural impact discussion included in Appendix V). The
proposed project would not convert agricultural land to urban development. Therefore,
Alternative 2 would result in greater impacts on agricultural resources than the proposed
project.
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Response to Comment No. 5-32
This comment disagrees with the EIR’s statements about the ability of Alternative 2 to
accomplish the project objectives.
See response to Comment 5-28 regarding the proposed project’s objective to provide an
economically viable use of the project site. Regarding Objective 5, creating transient occupancy
tax revenues, the EIR supported the statement that Alternative 2 would not meet Objective 5 as
well as the proposed project site. This conclusion was based on Alternative 2’s lesser visibility
and poorer access (not a corner lot and not directly accessible from a primary roadway), and
lack of adjacency to the airport. Regarding Objective 6, undergrounding utility infrastructure in a
view corridor, the EIR is revised to acknowledge that undergrounding of utilities would not be
accomplished but that greater views would be retained without construction of the hotel
buildings. In addition, on July 2, 2013, the Goleta City Council initiated a request to change the
Page site’s zoning from Visitor-serving Commercial. The City Council approved initiation of a
General Plan Amendment for a proposed residential and live/work development on this site.
There has been a lack of interest in the Page site for development of a hotel or hotel conference
center, although the site was designated for this use in the General Plan. A previous hotel
project submitted prior to Goleta cityhood, by the Page family, was eventually withdrawn when it
was clear there was not support for a new Highway 217 ramp near the site, given the distance
of the property from other major roadways.
The EIR discussion of Alternative 2 is revised to identify the lack of direct access to the site from
State Route 217 or Hollister Avenue. The need for direct access to the Page site from either
State Route 217 or Hollister Avenue has been identified as critical to the feasibility of (and
interest in) locating a hotel on this property.
Section 6.4 of the EIR is revised as follows:
With regard to Alternative 2, the Page property is not known or expected to be
associated with cultural/archaeological resources, given its location, soil characteristics,
and both onsite and nearby archaeological investigations to date. In contrast, the project
site at 6300 Hollister Avenue is known to be part of a large Native American site, and the
property has been included as a mapped archaeological site since at least the 1920s
with references to artifacts on the site in the 1800s. Because Alternative 2 would avoid
the significant cumulative impact to cultural resources that would occur with the
proposed project, it is environmentally superior to the proposed project. Alternative 2
could feasibly accomplish most, but not all, of the project objectives. However,
Alternative 2 would not create an economically viable use of the undeveloped portion of
the property along Hollister Avenue (Objective 4). It would not facilitate or accelerate
undergrounding of utility infrastructure in an important view corridor (along Hollister
Avenue) (Objective 6). Also, because the Page property location is not as visible as the
proposed project site, does not have direct access from either State Route 217 or
Hollister Avenue two streets (that is, it is not on a corner lot), and is not located adjacent
to the Santa Barbara Airport, the Page property location is a more challenging location
for a new hotel and therefore it may not ultimately provide additional transient occupancy
tax revenues (Objective 5). Further, the alternative site is not under the control of either
the City or the applicant.
The EIR provided the information necessary for the decision makers to make an informed
decision on the proposed project and the alternatives.
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Response to Comment No. 5-33
This comment requests additional information regarding the impacts and feasibility of
Alternative 2. This comment concludes that the Draft EIR is inadequate and requires revision.
These statements are summaries of the commenter’s previous comments. See previous
responses to comments.
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