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Response to Comment No. 4-1
This comment provides an introduction to subsequent comments, stating information about the
commenter, his review, and his objection to any lot split of the project site. It also states that the
impact comparison (Table 6-1) does not seem to match the text discussion, without providing
specific information. The comment provides a similar table, with an additional column marked
“Comparison Review Results,” but it is unclear which alternative(s) this column is reflecting.
The specific references to air quality, biological resources, greenhouse gas emissions, noise,
transportation and traffic, and agricultural resources that appear in Comment 4-1 appear to
relate to the comparison between the proposed project and Alternative 2 (Page Property/Key
Site 6). In responding to the comment, the lead agency has re-reviewed both the alternatives
comparison table and the discussion of the Page Property/Key Site 6 as it appears in Chapter 6
of the EIR, and made revisions for the reasons discussed in response to Comments 4-4, 4.5,
and 4-7. Those changes, however, do not change the EIR’s recommended conclusions
regarding the selection or dismissal of alternatives.
See responses to subsequent comments by this commenter for specific responses.

Response to Comment No. 4-2
This comment makes reference to an analysis method using “sensitive receptors,” based on the
SBCAPCD’s “Modeling Guidelines for Health Risk Assessment“ (Modeling Guidelines). The
comment requests that this method be used for other analyses, not just health risk assessment
for air pollution emissions. However, under Modeling Guidelines Section 1.2, Applicability, the
modeling guidelines are only applicable for performing health risk assessments related to air
pollution emissions under certain conditions (e.g., when emissions exceed 10 tons per year or
otherwise pose a public health concern) (Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District
2012). The project does not meet the Modeling Guidelines’ identified conditions necessary for a
health risk assessment.
The EIR uses the term “sensitive receptor” in two types of analysis: air quality and noise.
However, in each case, the definition of sensitive receptor is different than that used in the
health risk assessment methodology. As identified in the City’s Environmental Thresholds and
Guidelines Manual (Thresholds Manual), page 27, with regard to air quality analysis, sensitive
receptors are generally defined as locations where pollutant-sensitive members of the
population may reside or where the presence of air pollutant emissions would affect the use of
the land. For noise, sensitive receptors in the Thresholds Manual (page 131) are tied to land
uses generally regarded as being more sensitive to noise, including residential, guest lodging,
hospitals, nursing homes/long-term medical care facilities, educational facilities, libraries,
churches, and places of assembly. Therefore, because the definition of “sensitive receptor” is
not the same as that used in the methodology for performing a health risk assessment, that
method would not be appropriate for these resources. The assumptions used for sensitive
receptors with regard to air quality and noise impacts in the EIR are consistent with the
Thresholds Manual’s specific criteria for evaluating noise and air quality impacts and these
threshold criteria have been added to the air quality and noise sections of the EIR for
clarification. With regard to educational facilities, the childbirth business located on David Love
Place is not considered an educational facility. It is an office use, which sells childbirth education
materials.
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Response to Comment No. 4-3
This comment lists types of sensitive receptors for health risk assessments and requests that
these receptors be listed in the EIR.
As stated in the response to Comment 4-2, the project does not require a health risk
assessment because it does not meet the conditions required for that analysis. Further, the
evaluation of “sensitive receptors” in noise and air quality contexts is consistent with the criteria
for evaluating sensitive receptors/sensitive uses in the Thresholds Manual.

Response to Comment No. 4-4
This comment states that the sensitive receptor analysis was faulty and that the air quality,
GHG, and noise impacts for Alternative 2 (Page Property) should be “similar,” not greater.
According to the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(d), an EIR “shall include sufficient
information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison
with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant
environmental effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison.”
In Chapter 4, the EIR analyses for air quality, GHG emissions, and noise were performed in
accordance with CEQA and the City’s Thresholds Manual to determine the relative severity of
the project’s impacts.
For the air quality analysis, the analysis considered “sensitive receptors” consistent with the air
quality section of the City’s Thresholds Manual (page 27) (see response to Comment 4-2). The
Alternative 2 site is much closer to residential areas, where children and the elderly may reside.
The Alternative 2 site is adjacent to one residential land use to the east, within 400 feet of a
mobile home park to the west, and within 400 feet of the Willow Creek Condominium
development to the north. The Alternative 2 site is also adjacent to the Goleta Valley Community
Center, which includes regular programs for both children and the elderly. In contrast, the
closest residential use to the project site, Willow Springs, is approximately 1,400 feet to the
west. In addition to the greater distance, Willow Springs residences are “buffered” from project
noise and construction emissions by substantial existing development along Robin Hill Road
and Aero Camino. Therefore, it is more likely that Alternative 2 would affect dust and pollutantsensitive members of the population during construction, as discussed in Section 6.2.2.2 of the
EIR, resulting in greater air quality impacts than the proposed project.
For GHG emissions, the comparative analysis in Section 6.2.2.6 of the Draft EIR found that the
impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to those for the proposed project. However, there was
an error in Table 6-1 stating that the impacts would be greater. This error is corrected in the
Final EIR.
For noise, the comparative analysis in Section 6.2.2.10 of the EIR found that noise-sensitive
receptors (see the response to Comment 4-2) would be exposed to potentially significant noise
levels during construction. This would not occur on the proposed project site because there are
no noise-sensitive land uses within the area that would be affected by construction noise.
Therefore, Alternative 2 would result in greater short-term noise impacts, as discussed in the
text and shown on Table 6-1.
In response to this and other comments, Table 6-1 of the EIR is revised as follows:
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TABLE 6-1
COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOR PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
1

Environmental Effect
Aesthetics and Visual
Resources
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
(project impacts)
Cultural Resources
(cumulative impacts)
Geology and Soils
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions
Hazards and
Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water
Quality
Land Use and Planning
Noise
Public Services
Transportation and
Traffic
Utilities and Service
Systems
Agricultural Resources
1

Impact of Alternatives Compared to the Proposed Project
Alt 3:
Alt 2:
Project Redesign/
Alt 1:
Page Property/
Environmentally
Proposed Project
No Project
Key Site 6
Superior Alternative
II

NA / Less

II / Less

II / Less

III

NA / Less

III / Similar

II

NA / Less

III / Greater
II / Similar or
Greater

II

NA / Less

III / Less

II / Less

I

NA / Less

III / Less

I / Less

II

NA / Less

II / Similar

II / Similar

III

NA / Less

III / Greater Similar

III / Similar

II

NA / Less

II / Less

II / Similar

II

NA / Less

II / Less

II / Similar

II
III
II

NA / Less
NA / Less
NA / Less

II / Less
III / Greater
II / Similar

II / Less
III / Similar
II / Similar

II

NA / Less

II / Greater

II / Similar

II

NA / Less

II / Similar

II / Similar

NA

NA

I / Greater

NA

II / Similar

Impact Comparison:
The first symbol identifies the impact classification (e.g., NA = Not Applicable, Class I = significant and
unavoidable, Class II = potentially significant, but mitigable to less than significant, Class III = adverse, but less
than significant).
Next, there is a comparison to the project even if the classification is the same (e.g., both the proposed project
and the alternative result in a Class II impact, but the alternative has “Less,”, “Similar,” or “More” of an impact
compared to the proposed project).

Response to Comment No. 4-5
This comment states that there is no justification for the alternatives analysis to show greater
impacts to biological resources for Alternative 2 than the proposed project.
Section 6.2.2.3 has been revised to clarify that Alternative 2 would have potentially significant
indirect impacts—related to runoff into Goleta Slough via San Jose Creek and introduction of
invasive species—similar to the proposed project impacts from runoff conveyance under
Hollister Avenue and into Goleta Slough. Alternative 2 would also result in direct impacts to the
Old San Jose Creek riparian corridor related to erosion, sedimentation, and wildlife movement.
Similar to the project, mitigation for Alternative 2 would reduce these impacts to a less-thansignificant level, but the additional impact to the Old San Jose Creek riparian habitat is why
Alternative 2 was found to have impacts that were “similar or greater” than those of the
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proposed project. Table 6-1 is revised in the Final EIR to state “similar or greater” to be
consistent with the text in Section 6.2.2.3.
Section 6.2.2.3 is revised as follows:
The Alternative 2 project site is bounded on the north by Old San Jose Creek. This
riparian area has been subject to degradation due to historic realignment as well as a
high level of adjacent urban development. Alternative 2 is expected to result in similar
biological impacts as those identified in Section 4.3, “Biology,” for the proposed project.
Impacts would, however, be focused on Old San Jose Creek instead of the Goleta
Slough. Potentially significant impacts are associated with erosion and sedimentation
during site preparation activities 1 and long-term impacts on wildlife movement along this
wildlife corridor, and from an increase in impervious surfaces, which would reduce
natural bio-filtration of stormwater runoff from the site and that which may be laden with
oil, grease, and other pollutants. Potentially significant indirect impacts related to runoff
into Goleta Slough via San Jose Creek and introduction of invasive species would occur.
Similar to the proposed project, impacts are expected to be mitigable to less-thansignificant levels with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 4.3
as well as additional mitigation requiring protective fencing along the creek corridor
during grading and construction activities (unless the Ekwill extension is already under
construction or completed). Therefore, biological impacts of Alternative 2 would be
similar to or greater than those identified under the proposed project.
See response to Comment 4-4 for revisions to Table 6-1.

Response to Comment No. 4-6
This comment discusses the transportation and traffic impacts of Alternative 2 and appears to
agree with the “greater” impact for Alternative 2 that was found in the EIR, but only in the short
term until roadway improvements are completed.
Alternative 2 is expected to result in potentially significant impacts at the Hollister
Avenue/Fairview Avenue, Hollister Avenue/Kellogg Avenue, and Hollister Avenue/State Route
217 intersections, both with and without the Ekwill/Fowler project improvements. These impacts
would not occur with the proposed project at 6300 Hollister Avenue. Therefore, Alternative 2
would result in greater impacts to traffic than the proposed project.

Response to Comment No. 4-7
This comment acknowledges that impacts to agricultural land would be greater for Alternative 2
than for the proposed project (because the Alternative 2 site contains agricultural resources and
the proposed project site does not), but claims that mitigation from the City of Goleta General
Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan (GP/CLUP) Final EIR could reduce these impacts to a less-thansignificant level.
Mitigation measures in the GP/CLUP Final EIR referred to in this comment include Policies CE
11.3, 11.4, and 11.8, which discuss compatibility with adjacent agricultural lands, buffers
adjacent to agricultural parcels, and mitigation of impacts of new development on adjacent
1

Depending on specific agricultural practices, continued cultivation may also result in erosion and
sedimentation.

September 2013

8-145

City of Goleta Marriott FEIR

Chapter 8. Responses to Comments

agriculture, respectively. However, Alternative 2 would involve the conversion of an existing,
currently cultivated agricultural field with prime farmland soils. Other mitigation suggested in the
comment includes dedication of other agricultural lands or open space. This mitigation is not
considered feasible because of the difficulty in acquiring and preserving a similarly sized
contiguous acreage of land with prime farmland soils, within the City’s jurisdiction, that is not
already designated for agricultural use. Further, dedication of land outside the City would not be
enforceable by the City. Section 6.2.2.14 is revised to identify that the City’s GP/CLUP Final EIR
acknowledged Class I impacts on agriculture from conversion of agricultural land to other uses
under GP buildout, including conversion of the Page property’s approximately 12 acres of prime
farmland.
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.

Response to Comment No. 4-8
This comment lists several land uses as “sensitive receptors,” including a residential subdivision
1,500 feet west of the site, Highway 101 located 1,750 feet north of the site, a school offering
childbirth and professional training 1,450 feet from the site, and a “company park” 300 feet north
of the site. (The comment does not provide more specific locations for these land uses.) The
comment states that these “sensitive receptors” were not included in the impact assessment,
while Highway 101 was included, but not listed.
The comment does not address what analyses should have considered these land uses in the
CEQA evaluation. Only the air quality and noise analyses use sensitive receptors as a basis for
analysis. Per the City’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (Thresholds Manual),
examples of sensitive receptors for air quality emissions are children, the elderly, or those who
are acutely ill. For noise, the Thresholds Manual defines sensitive receptors as including
schools, residential development, commercial lodging facilities, hospitals, and care facilities.
For air quality and noise analyses, the residential land use identified in the comment is too far
away from the site and buffered by existing structural development, so it would not be
significantly affected by short-term construction emissions or by noise impacts related to
construction or operation of the project. There is a childbirth education business on David Love
Place; however, this location is not a school, but an office. U.S. Highway 101 is not a sensitive
receptor for either air quality or noise analysis. Private open spaces, such as the “company
park” mentioned in the comment, are not usually considered “parks” for the purposes of air
quality or noise analysis. This company open space is not used as a park by children and
families, but by employees of an industrial/research facility. This outside use area for employees
of the business park is adjacent to parking lots, roadways, and other industrial park businesses.
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Because the land use and the population are not considered sensitive receptors, impacts
related to air quality and noise would not be considered significant

Response to Comment No. 4-9
The comment states that the study area for the project’s analysis was not in accordance with
the SBCAPCD’s “Modeling Guidelines for Health Risk Assessment.”
All distances have been measured as a direct line from the edge of the property line closest to a
property considered a sensitive receptor pursuant to the Thresholds Manual. According to the
Thresholds Manual, construction noise is normally expected to result in potentially significant
short-term noise impacts (exposure to noise levels of 65 A-weighted decibels [dBA] or greater)
where noise-sensitive uses are located within 1,600 feet of a proposed development. However,
the presence of structural development between the project site and sensitive receptors to the
west is assumed to reduce the area exposed to significant noise levels.
See responses to Comments 4-2 and 4-8. The analysis in the Draft EIR used methodologies for
evaluating impacts in accordance with CEQA, not a health risk assessment.

Response to Comment No. 4-10
This comment calls for use of a 1,500-foot distance for analysis of impacts of the project and
alternatives, based on the SBCAPCD’s “Modeling Guidelines for Health Risk Assessment.”
See responses to Comments 4-2, 4-4, and 4-8. The analysis in the Draft EIR used
methodologies for evaluating impacts in accordance with CEQA, not a health risk assessment.

Response to Comment No. 4-11
This comment provides quoted text from the SBCAPCD’s “Modeling Guidelines for Health Risk
Assessment.” It states that including the school as a sensitive receptor is necessary to evaluate
the proposed project and the alternatives.
See response to Comment 4-2, which explains why it is not appropriate to use the health risk
assessment methodology in the CEQA document for other types of analysis.
This and other comments did not provide a location or description for the “school” (e.g., duration
of classes, hours of operation) except to say it is 1,450 feet from the proposed project site. At
this distance, and with the intervening buildings, the project’s construction period noise and
emissions would not be expected to significantly affect this use. Also see response to Comment
4-8.

Response to Comment No. 4-12
This comment provides some distances from the Alternative 2 site to Highway 101 and to the
nearest residential property. It claims that the distance to sensitive receptors is approximately
the same for Alternative 2 and the proposed project, so the impacts of Alternative 2 should be
similar for air quality, not greater.
The distance to the nearest residential property for the Alternative 2 site is not 1,479 feet, as
claimed by the comment, but immediately adjacent. There is a residential land use on the south
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side of Kellogg Way, adjacent to the Alternative 2 location, the Willow Creek condominiums are
about 400 feet to the north, and there is a mobile home park approximately 400 feet to the west.
Therefore, the air quality impacts for Alternative 2 would be greater than those of the proposed
project, as stated in Section 6.2.2.2 of the EIR.
Also see response to Comment 4-8.

Response to Comment No. 4-13
The comment provides a series of quotations and some summarized language from the Draft
EIR and states that Table 4-1 should show that GHG emissions for Alternative 2 would be
similar to those of the proposed project.
For GHG emissions, the comparative analysis in Section 6.2.2.6 of the EIR found that the
impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to those of the proposed project. However, there was
an error in Table 6-1 stating that the impacts would be greater. This error is corrected in the
Final EIR.

Response to Comment No. 4-14
This comment provides a series of quotations relating to the noise analysis from the Draft EIR
and states that the project did not use the guidelines for sensitive receptors correctly. It claims
that the alternatives analysis created fictitious sensitive receptors to make Alternative 2 appear
to have more significant impacts. The comment claims that Alternative 2’s impacts should be
similar to those of the proposed project, not greater.
See response to Comment 4-2, 4-4 and 4-8.

Response to Comment No. 4-15
This comment states that the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts with
mitigation for biological resources but questions why Table 6-1 states that this is a Class II
impact. The comment also questions why the biology impacts for Alternative 2 were considered
“greater” than those of the proposed project.
A Class II impact is an impact that is significant but reduced to a less-than-significant level with
mitigation.
Regarding the comparison of impacts related to biological resources, both the proposed project
and Alternative 2 would result in similar indirect impacts offsite, due to the potential for
conveyance of degraded runoff and transport of invasive plant species in runoff water to the
Goleta Slough. However, the proposed project site at 6300 Hollister Avenue does not contain
sensitive biological resources onsite that would be directly impacted by the project, whereas
development of Alternative 2 would result in direct impacts to the Old San Jose Creek riparian
corridor related to erosion, sedimentation, and wildlife movement. Therefore, Alternative 2 would
result in similar indirect biological impacts and greater direct impacts due to the potential to
impact onsite biological resources. See response to Comment 4-5.
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Response to Comment No. 4-16
The comment provides quotations from the transportation and alternatives analysis in the EIR
and states that the impact would be “greater” for Alternative 2, but only in the short term.
The comment correctly states that the impact for Alternative 2 would be greater in the short term
(during construction).
See response to Comment 4-6.

Response to Comment No. 4-17
This comment provides several quotations from the Draft EIR and the City of Goleta GP/CLUP
Final EIR related to agricultural resources. It states that agricultural resources are not
considered “non-renewable resources” and that their loss could be mitigated through
dedications of new agricultural land.
See response to Comment 4-7. In addition, regardless of whether agricultural resources are
considered “non-renewable” resources, the CEQA Findings for the City’s General Plan identify
conversion of this cultivated agricultural land with prime soils to urban development as an
unavoidable significant adverse impact for which overriding considerations were adopted.
Excerpts from the General Plan EIR and the associated City Council Resolution are included in
Appendix V).

Response to Comment No. 4-18
The comment alleges that consultation did not take place with the Chumash community.
The project is not subject to SB 18 “consultation” requirements. However, the City has provided
notice to and invited input from the Native American community, including the opportunity to
comment on the CRMS report in both August 2010 and May 2013, as identified in Section 4.4 of
the EIR.
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
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
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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
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
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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. 4-19
The comment states that CRMS site history and Archaeological Assessment of CA-SBA-58 was
conducted with no consultation or collaboration with the Native American community.
CRMS is the expert cultural resources consulting firm hired by the City of Goleta to consolidate
known information about CA-SBA-58 in relation to the proposed project as well as to observe
several additional soil borings (May 2010).
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 subject comment letter). See email dated
August 10, 2010 included in Appendix R-1.
Also refer to response to Comment 4-18.
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Response to Comment No. 4-20
The comment notes that the August 2010 meeting notice does not refer to Native American
consultation.
Because the project does not involve a Rezone or General Plan Amendment, the meeting was
not held pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 18 requirements for consultation. In addition, there is no
specific requirement that notice of the August 2010 meeting specifically include the terms
“Native Americans” or “consultation.”
The August 10, 2010 meeting was scheduled in coordination (phone calls, email) with Venisse
Miller-Forte, John Ruiz, and Frank Arredondo. City staff is not aware of any confusion or
concern regarding the language used in the meeting notice. Neither City Planning counter staff
nor the staff contact listed on the notice received questions in the form of phone calls, letters, or
email messages regarding confusion or concern that the meeting would be open to the general
public or other individuals who would have access to confidential information regarding cultural
resources associated with the site. The notice identified invitee access to the draft
archaeological report, which is only available to select individuals (property owner,
archaeologists involved in study of the site, and Native Americans), which provided further
clarification that only Native Americans would be in attendance at the meeting.
Also see responses to Comments 4-18 and 4-19.

Response to Comment No. 4-21
The comment asserts that the site description for archaeological site CA-SBA-58 as 1,200 feet
by 300 feet is not accurate because no excavation explorations occurred to determine the exact
locations of the boundary edges.
The EIR text referenced in this comment 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 fieldwork 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. Further archaeological fieldwork, including
excavation, has not been recommended as part of the development review process, unless and
until development proceeds.
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).
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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.
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
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. The disturbance of any human remains whether
in Locus 1 or Locus 2 soils would also be considered a potentially significant impact.
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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
Likely
2
> 425,000 ft

Recorded
2
> 371,750 m
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)
# of Pilings Expected to Intrude Into Locus 1 (Undisturbed) Intact Soil
CA-SBA-58 Locus 1 (Undisturbed) Intact Soil Piling Installation 4

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

143
2
12 to 14 square-inch borings (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.
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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 of 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.

Response to Comment No. 4-22
The comment states that the shape of archaeological site CA-SBA-58 is recorded in an “L”
shape by Rogers and extends beyond the 1,200-foot by 300-foot rectangular calculations
included in the EIR. The comment further asserts that nearly all of the proposed project site is
within the body/vertex of the L-shaped archaeological site.
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.
Also see response to Comment 4-21.

Response to Comment No. 4-23
The comment states that the EIR’s reduction of impacts on cultural resources from 38% in
March 2008 to 1% presently is misleading to the reader. The change to 1% is based on the
calculation of impacts on the project parcel against the possible overall site size, including areas
outside the project boundaries. (See response to Comment 4-21 regarding estimation of the
archaeological site boundaries.)
The commenter points out that the impacts to CA-SBA-58 that would result from the project
appear to be less when the impacted areas of the project are compared to the entirety of the
archaeological site (on site and off site ) than if the project-impacted areas were compared to
the remaining undeveloped portion of CA-SBA-58 within the project boundaries. Table 4.4-1 has
been added to Section 4.4 of the EIR to provide information regarding the total archaeological
site size and the area of intact soils within the project boundaries and within the building
envelope (see response to Comment 4-21). In addition, the project evaluated in the EIR was
designed to limit the overall building footprint and to include a foundation utilizing pilings and
limited vertical soil disturbance, rather than standard foundation designs involving 18 inches of
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surface soil disturbance. This design substantially limits the project’s direct intrusion/impacts to
intact soils.
Also see response to Comment 4-22.

Response to Comment No. 4-24
The comment states that 37% of the parcel contains intact midden, and that 97% of that intact
midden would be impacted by the project.
There are different ways to calculate areas of the site affected by project development. For
example, the table data can be used to quantify the area of site Locus 1 and Locus 2 soils that
would be covered by buildings and hardscapes. The information in Table 4.4-1 provides the
reader with the City- and applicant-retained archaeological experts’ best estimate of undisturbed
and disturbed soil areas within the project site boundaries, as well as the EIR’s basis for
quantifying impacts to intact archaeological site soils (see response to Comment 4-21). All
relevant data regarding the site boundaries including, but not limited to, the 2008 Dudek report
were used to assess the extent of intact and disturbed soils on the project site.
Also see response to Comment 4-23.

Response to Comment No. 4-25
The comment claims that inadequate Native American consultation was conducted due to lack
of local policies related to consultation.
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). 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
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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.
The CRMS report consolidates and summarizes the conclusions of archaeological
investigations at CA-SBA-58 to date. Section 4.4 of the EIR is based largely on the Final CRMS
report (January 14, 2011).
Also refer to response to Comments 4-18 and 4-20.

Response to Comment No. 4-26
This comment challenges the statement that there are no historic resources on the project site,
stating that the site meets the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) Criteria 1 and
2 for designation.
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), who 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
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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, 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 National Register of Historic Places (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 suggest 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
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(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 by Commenter 4. Their determination is that
there is no 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. 4-27
The comment questions the maximum depth of excavation related to the electrical conduit and
fire hydrant improvements and states that the excavation activities associated with the project
would impact intact midden and would not be entirely located within existing and new fill soils.
In addition to a description of new fill soils proposed to be placed along the road frontage,
Section 4.4 of the EIR describes Parcel 1/Parcel 2 Hollister Avenue Frontage Improvements
and Median Improvements. Section 4.4 describes historic placement of 4 to 6 feet of fill in the
frontage improvement area as part of Hollister Avenue construction. All frontage improvements
are proposed and designed to be installed within existing and new fill soils, avoiding intact soils.
Mitigation Measure CUL-3f specifically identifies construction limitations for these frontage
improvements.

Response to Comment No. 4-28
The comment questions the lack of a difference in depth of soil disturbance beneath the building
envelope (4 inches versus 8 inches).
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Only some areas outside of the building envelope and outside of the intact soil areas are
proposed for removal of the upper 18 inches of soil. Earth disturbance in the area under the
building and the plotted archaeological site boundaries (intact soil areas) would be more
restrictive, resulting in the majority of excavation being limited to 8 inches or less. Different
construction requires different levels of excavation, and the focus has been on attempting to
reduce excavation where possible. The sidewalk requires less ground clearing than the parking
lot; therefore, making all the excavations uniform would increase the impact. The EIR concludes
that the 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.

Response to Comment No. 4-29
The comment states that there is intact midden below the surface of the project site and that,
due to an absence of vertical explorations, the extent of the intact midden has not been
accurately disclosed.
The CRMS report does not state that disturbed soils lay below intact midden because it is not
possible to find intact prehistoric soil above modern disturbed soil.
There have been several investigations that involved vertical explorations. Those investigations
are extensively documented in the CRMS report, and summarized in Section 4.4 of the EIR.
There is a finite amount of intact prehistoric deposit that, over the years, has been dug up and
re-deposited in the immediate vicinity. Thus, the amount of intact archaeological deposit has
been shrinking and the amount of re-deposited disturbed soil has been growing. The amount of
re-deposited archaeological deposit now covers a much larger area than the small remaining
amount of intact deposit.
As described in the CRMS report and Section 4.4 of the EIR, there are a number of
investigations that have involved more than acknowledgement of the presence or absence of
resources.
The intact soils on site are remaining undisturbed soils, which are finite. Based on a review of
past archaeological reports and a comparison of historic and current topography (as discussed
in Section 4.4 of the EIR), much, if not all, of the project site has been subject to grading
activities. The grading has involved relocation/dispersal of soil from the project site and from
other properties, including portions of CA-SBA-58 north of the project site.

Response to Comment No. 4-30
The comment states that the parking lot size should be represented as 3,633, not 3,630, square
meters.
Comment noted. The parking lot figure is identified as “approximately 40,000 square feet.” The
EIR identified approximate dimensions, and the difference in how the figures are rounded is not
material to the conclusions reached regarding impacts, mitigation, or residual impacts.
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Response to Comment No. 4-31
The comment 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.
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
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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. 4-32
The comment states that trenching activities described on page 4.4-17 as resulting in a
significant impact to cultural resources was not addressed.
Mitigation Measure CUL-3b specifically addresses this impact, which could result if there are
changes to proposed earth disturbance, including grading and trenching.

Response to Comment No. 4-33
This comment is a reiteration of Comment 4-24, which states that the EIR’s reduction of impacts
on cultural resources from 38% in March 2008 to 1% presently are misleading to the reader.
There are different ways to characterize and quantify the remaining undeveloped portions of
CA-SBA-58.
See responses to Comments 4-21, 4-23, and 4-24.

Response to Comment No. 4-34
This comment states that the Phase 3 Archaeological Data Recovery Program entitles the
archaeologist to carry out its program without limitations, and that it should instead be designed
to be carried out in only the pile locations that are already planned for disturbance.
There are several limitations associated with the Phase 3 Archaeological Data Recovery
Program (Phase 3). These limitations set the minimum requirements for a competent
investigation and to ensure that the Phase 3 parameters are not so restrictive that they prevent
the investigation from doing the best job possible.
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The City’s archaeologists (T. Hannahs, H. Macfarlane) concur that deciding where and how the
excavation will be conducted, without allowing any flexibility to the archaeologist to adapt the
excavation to any new information identified during the Phase 3 investigations, is inappropriate.
Like any researcher, the archaeologist has a strong incentive to conduct the best investigation
within his/her means. Excessive or random archaeological excavations would have no
constructive scientific purpose. While there is no law that states that the excavation locations
must be in any place an archaeologist says they should be, it is logical to allow the
archaeologist to direct the investigation if the goal is to obtain valuable archaeological
information from the site before it is covered by development.

Response to Comment No. 4-35
The comment asserts that Phase 3 excavations should be carried out in the locations of the
pilings to preserve the untouched areas of intact loci.
The referenced excavation would take place in an area already subject to excavation to a depth
of 18 inches by the developer. Therefore, it is unclear why having the archaeologist preexcavate this area would be objectionable if the goal is to identify any potentially significant
areas. The archaeologist will control the location of excavations, which will not necessarily be
limited to the location of the pilings. Also see response to Comment 4-34.

Response to Comment No. 4-36
The comment states that, if the excavation is limited to 18 inches, there should be no need to
excavate further.
In order to mitigate the loss of an archaeological resource, a certain level of archaeological
investigation is required. The minimum amount of excavation has been set forth but, if new
information or important discoveries are made, the research design must have sufficient
flexibility to address such discoveries
Also see response to Comment 4-35.

Response to Comment No. 4-37
The comment states that, per the CRMS report, excavations to 18 inches would result in a
significant impact if they take place in certain portions of the site where significant amounts of
intact midden soils occur within 8 inches of the surface.
The areas where grading is proposed to 18 inches are not in areas of identified intact
archaeological site soils.

Response to Comment No. 4-38
This comment requests that excavations be limited to the areas of the pile locations.
Excavation of the piling locations may not be the appropriate action to obtain the best
archaeological information about the prehistoric village site and its inhabitants. Mitigation
measures MM CUL-3a and MM CUL-3i provide the flexibility for the archaeologist to determine
the appropriate excavation locations.
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See responses to Comments 4-34, 4-35, and 4-36.

Response to Comment No. 4-39
The comment asserts that the Native American community objects to the 10 excavation units
left to the discretion of the archaeologist.
See responses to Comments 4-34 through 4-38.

Response to Comment No. 4-40
The comment suggests that Dudek’s data results from the Supplemental Extended Phase 1
Archaeological Investigation could be extrapolated to determine vertical and horizontal variation
and density of cultural materials within CA-SBA-58 for the whole site by incorporating
measurements into geographic information systems (GIS).
This comment seems to contradict a statement in Comment 4-29, which states, “Because no
vertical explorations have been conducted to determine the depth or volume of intact and redeposited midden...” Comment 4-29 continues, stating that only presence or absence
investigations have taken place during the last two studies and there is no data that can
positively suggest there is more intact midden as opposed to re-deposited material.
Because the site is not uniform, it would not be an accurate representation to take only very
small samples and then use the results of the small sample size to extrapolate assumptions
onto the larger site.
With regard to use of GIS programs, GIS is a mapping tool, which is only as good as the original
data. In the case of CA-SBA-58, the CRMS report and EIR detail why the existing data available
for CA-SBA-58 is not sufficient to equal a Phase 3 Data Recovery Program.

Response to Comment No. 4-41
The comment states that the EIR’s use of 8-inch levels rather than the industry standard of 4inch levels will lead to loss of data.
According to Todd Hannahs of CRMS, the 8-inch level is a minimum level of investigation, not a
maximum. That said, there is no “industry standard.” While a 4-inch level may be appropriate,
the comment does not cite any evidence to show why a tighter level spacing will result in a more
meaningful study.
Whatever firm eventually conducts the investigation can recommend use of a smaller level size,
but they cannot use a larger one.

Response to Comment No. 4-42
The commenter asserts that the Native American community objects to the 10 excavation units
left to the discretion of the archaeologist.
See responses to Comments 4-34 through 4-38.
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Response to Comment No. 4-43
The commenter states that excavating 7 units out of 143 pile locations would equal less than
5% of direct impacts data collected. The commenter further states that this reduced data
collection is contradictory to Dudek’s 2008 recommendations for data collection.
The City’s archaeological experts are in agreement on the proposed mitigation. CRMS reviewed
the Dudek report along with numerous other previous reports. Based on CRMS review of the
available data, their mitigation approach utilizes larger units placed with greater discretion of the
archaeologist. The numbers, volumes, and rationale for the Phase 3 Data Recovery Program
are identified in Section 4.4 of the EIR. City-retained archaeologist Heather Macfarlane has also
reviewed the proposed CRMS Phase 3 Data Recovery program and concurs with the proposed
mitigation approach.

Response to Comment No. 4-44
The comment suggests that each pile location (243 locations) be hand-excavated and screened
prior to any grading activities, and that no other subsurface disturbance should take place in any
other location.
CRMS does not consider there to be a lack of data recovery. The CRMS approach uses larger
units placed with greater discretion of the archaeologist.
The comment concludes that excavation of the pilings will “effectively mitigate the impacts to
less than significant.” However, no actual evidence or professional (archaeologist) concurrence
is presented to support this.
The archaeologist’s primary concern is data of a scientific archaeological nature, and that
concern has been satisfied through the methods and procedures described in the EIR and its
technical appendices.
Also refer to responses to Comments 4-35 and 4-43.

Response to Comment No. 4-45
This comment asserts that the statement on page 4.4-20 regarding the most likely descendant
of any human remains identified with CA-SBA-58 is incorrect and should be revised.
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
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.
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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.

Response to Comment No. 4-46
The comment noted a likely typo in MM CUL-3b and suggests specific edits to the mitigation
measure.
To correct this error, 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
soil areas). The monitors will remain on site until it is determined through
consultation with the applicant, City staff, and archaeological consultant, and Native
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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.
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.
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Response to Comment No. 4-47
The comment states that MM CUL-3b’s description regarding identification of isolates is
misleading, as there can be no definitive determination that any item found is an isolate.
Because there are portions of the project site that are outside of the boundary for intact
materials, the presence of isolated or disturbed (or both) artifacts cannot be ruled out. The
notion that no “definitive determination” can be made is not borne out by archaeological
experience.

Response to Comment No. 4-48
The comment asserts that procedures listed in MM CUL-3e related to the discovery of human
remains are incorrect and should be revised as noted in the comment. The comment further
states that the City does not have the authority to rewrite the MLD assignment process to suit
the needs of the developer or any other party.
See response to Comment 4-46.

Response to Comment No. 4-49
This comment requests that the economic impact of Alternative 2 (Page Property) be compared
to that of Alternative 3 (Project Redesign).
CEQA requires that the alternatives analysis compare the environmental effects of the proposed
project with those of the alternatives. The economic viability of Alternative 2 compared to that of
Alternative 3 is outside of the purview of CEQA.

Response to Comment No. 4-50
This comment states that there are no impacts to scenic views, obstruction of mountain views,
or impacts to cultural resources under Alternative 2, and that the Alternative 2 site’s
compatibility with the surrounding area would increase the overall economic viability of Old
Town Goleta.
The comment is accurate that potentially significant impacts would occur on cultural resources
and aesthetics with the proposed project and that Alternative 2 would avoid impacts. Under
CEQA, economic viability is not evaluated.

Response to Comment No. 4-51
The comment asserts that the statement that Alternative 3 redesign would place the pilings
farthest from the most culturally sensitive portion of the site is factually incorrect.
The redesign layout would not avoid all intact soil areas, but would minimize the impacts to
underlying intact (Locus 1) soils by locating fewer pilings in areas with intact soils.
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Response to Comment No. 4-52
The comment challenges the statement regarding Alternative 3 about the most culturally
sensitive portion of the site, because there are no criteria in the CRMS report to determine
which portions are more or less culturally sensitive.
Section 6.2.3 of the EIR is revised to clarify that the redesign would result in less direct impacts
to intact archaeological soils compared to the proposed project. The archaeological significance
is focused on those areas of the site with intact soils that retain spatial integrity, as location
(both vertically and laterally) is used to allow for investigation that can answer research
questions important to history or prehistory. Disarticulated remains or isolated materials in
disturbed soils may be relocated from within or beyond the project site. Therefore, disturbed soil
areas do not have the same ability to answer important research questions about prehistory or
history. Further, given the nature of disturbed soils, it is not known which portions of the
disturbed soils onsite might contain sensitive materials.
See also response to Comment 4-51.
Section 6.2.3.4 is revised as follows:
Alternative 3 would result in the same types of potentially significant impacts that are
identified in Section 4.4, “Cultural Resources.” However, flipping the building
configuration and redesigning the swimming pool to further reduce sub-surface
disturbance (to primarily new fill soil imported to the site) could slightly reduce the
potential for encountering buried resources during site development. Flipping of the
building would be expected to result in less direct impacts to intact archaeological soils
compared to the proposed project. The archaeological significance is focused on those
areas of the site with intact soils that retain spatial integrity, as location (both vertically
and laterally) is used in investigations to help answer research questions important to
history or prehistory. Disarticulated remains or isolated materials in disturbed soils may
be relocated from within or beyond the project site. Therefore, disturbed soil areas do
not have the same ability to answer important research questions. Further, given the
nature of disturbed soils, it is not known which portions of the disturbed soils on site
might contain sensitive materials. Therefore, impacts on cultural resources would be
slightly less with Alternative 3, but this alternative would still contribute to a significant
cumulative impact on cultural resources.

Response to Comment No. 4-53
The comment states that the Alternative 3 analysis should include redistributed archaeological
resources in its assessment.
This alternative would reduce impacts to intact (Locus 1) soils and also would reduce overall
sub-surface disturbance, including in areas with redistributed (Locus 2) soil areas. However, the
reference to “primarily new fill soil imported to the site” is to new fill soil that would be brought to
the site for construction of the hotel, not historic fill that has been identified as disturbed and
potentially containing cultural material.
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Response to Comment No. 4-54
This comment states that the visual, bulk of scale, and cultural resources impacts should be
weighted higher than other impacts and that the alternatives analysis should evaluate
comparative impacts based on this weighted scale.
An EIR does not determine or evaluate impacts based on a scale, a degree of comparison, or in
terms of “higher” impacts. Rather, impacts are evaluated based on significance thresholds and
determined to either be significant, less than significant with incorporation of mitigation
measures, less than significant, or having no impact. For alternatives analysis purposes, a
significant impact is not “more” significant than another impact. Further, even if one were to
engage in such an analysis, the definition of the Environmentally Superior Alternative would
remain unchanged.

Response to Comment No. 4-55
The comment states that the State CEQA Guidelines do not require the alternatives to meet all
of the project objectives. It also states that the objectives are speculative and can change with
economic parameter.
The comment correctly states the requirements of alternatives analysis under CEQA.
The objectives are those identified and adopted by the City, as the lead agency, in the EIR.
It can be argued that a project submitted at a different time may have different goals. Project
objectives for the purposes of an EIR are based on the present, which typically includes
consideration of the current General Plan along with reasonable development expectations for
the property.

Response to Comment No. 4-56
The comment questions the meaning of the statement that the Alternative 2 site is not as visible
as the proposed project site.
The statement about the visibility of the proposed project site relative to that of the Alternative 2
site reflects the fact that a hotel on Hollister Avenue would be more visible to travelers than one
on a frontage road to State Route 217, which is partially screened by freeway landscaping.
The economic impact of placing a hotel on Hollister Avenue as opposed to placing a hotel along
State Route 217 (regardless of the size of such a hotel) is not an environmental issue.

Response to Comment No. 4-57
This comment states that the distance between the Santa Barbara Airport and either the
proposed project site on Hollister Avenue or the Alternative 2 site is approximately the same.
We assume that the commenter means the distance from the project site to the Airport Terminal
(located at 500 James Fowler Road), as compared to the distance from the Page site from the
Airport Terminal. If so, the route from the Hollister Avenue site to the Airport Terminal is more
direct and closer than the route from the Page site to the Airport Terminal. Regardless, driving
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distance was not a factor considered in the comparative evaluation of the alternatives under
CEQA.

Response to Comment No. 4-58
This comment states that because shuttle buses would be used to take people between the
project site and the airport, the distance from the airport is irrelevant.
Whether or not shuttle buses would be used has not been determined and was not part of the
project description provided by the applicant. It was not considered in the comparative
evaluation of the alternatives under CEQA.

Response to Comment No. 4-59
The comment states that the locations of Marriott Residence Inns in California do not seem to
be dependent on distance from an airport.
The reasons for the applicant to propose their project in a particular location is not a subject for
the CEQA analysis. No changes to the EIR are necessary in response to this comment.

Response to Comment No. 4-60
The comment claims that a hotel on the Alternative 2 site could be larger, with more meeting
room space, and would generate more occupancy tax revenues.
Under Alternative 2, the same size project would be built at the alternative location. However,
tax revenue was not considered in the comparative evaluation of alternatives pursuant to
CEQA.
Section 6.4, Environmentally Superior Alternative, is revised as follows:
Impacts on cultural resources and aesthetics would be substantially lessened with
Alternative 2 or 3. However, only the No Project Alternative has the ability to reduce the
designated “level” of impacts beyond the levels anticipated for the proposed project.
Therefore, the No Project Alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project.
Implementation of the No Project Alternative, however, is not consistent with the project
objectives. Specifically, by not developing an extended stay hotel on Parcel 2, it would
not provide an economically viable use for the remaining undeveloped property along
Hollister Avenue that complements existing nearby development and amenities such as
the Santa Barbara Airport. It would also not create additional transient occupancy tax
revenues associated with an extended stay hotel development. It would also not
facilitate or accelerate the undergrounding of utility infrastructure in an important view
corridor.

Response to Comment No. 4-61
This comment states an opinion to reject the project in favor of Alternative 2, claiming this
alternative would have fewer environmental impacts and would meet most of the project
objectives. The comment states that the project site should be made into a park with an historic
element instead. It states that using the Alternative 2 site would be economically feasible and
would funnel people into Old Town Goleta.
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The comment expresses opinions about the project, a preference for Alternative 2 for economic
reasons, and other uses of the project site. These opinions do not address the environmental
analysis in the EIR. The comment’s claim that Alternative 2 has fewer environmental impacts
than the proposed project is not supported by the CEQA analysis, which found that this
alternative had a few impacts that would be less than those for the proposed project, a few that
would be greater, and a few that would be similar. Alternative 3 was found to be the
environmentally superior alternative, with most of the impacts similar to those for the proposed
project, a few less than for the project, and none that would be greater than those for the
proposed project.

Response to Comment No. 4-62
This comment questions why the project applicant would choose the project site for the hotel
and what role distance from the airport played in this decision.
The reasons for the applicant to propose its project in a particular location is not a subject for
the CEQA analysis.

Response to Comment No. 4-63
The comment claims that the loss of agricultural land (at the Alternative 2 site) would be less
significant than the loss of cultural resources at the proposed project site.
CEQA does not evaluate impacts relative to one another and does not determine in the
alternatives context if one significant impact is more important than another significant impact
for a different resource. Further, even if such an analysis were performed, the environmentally
superior alternative, and the conclusions regarding the relative merits of the alternatives, would
not change.

Response to Comment No. 4-64
The comment provides contact information for the commenter.
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