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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
The DEIR for the Village at Los Carneros was circulated for public review and comment
commencing on Thursday, December 5, 2013 and ending on February 3, 2014.
A public meeting to receive comments on the DEIR was held on Thursday, January 23, 2014 at
5:00 p.m. at the City of Goleta Council Chambers, Goleta City Hall, 130 Cremona Drive, Suite
B, Goleta, CA 93117.
At the onset of the public review period copies of the DEIR were distributed to public agencies
through the State of California, Office of Planning and Research. Copies of the DEIR were also
made available for public review during normal business hours at the City of Goleta Planning
and Environmental Review Department, located at 130 Cremona Drive, Suite B, Goleta, CA
93117 and the City of Goleta Public Library. Further, a copy of the DEIR (12-EIR-002, SCH#
2011111001) was made available on the City’s website www.cityofgoleta.com. Copies of all
technical appendices were also made available at the City of Goleta Planning and
Environmental Review Department and on the City’s website.

2.1

Commenters

In total, three government agencies and six community groups/individuals/private entities
presented oral and/or written comments on the DEIR. In addition, the Applicant provided
comments on both mitigation measures and on the DEIR text through its engineer, Penfield and
Smith. Table 2-1 contains a comprehensive list of commenters. All comments were received in
written form. No comments were presented at the DEIR hearing. A reference code (i.e.,
comment letter number) is provided and is used to identify the commenter. A complete set of
comment letters received and the Lead Agency’s responses is provided in Section 2.4 of this
Chapter.
Table 2-1
List of Commenters
Commenter

Written Comment
Date
Public Agencies
X
January 29, 2014

Reference Number

State of California
Department of
Conservation
Santa Barbara
X
January 28, 2014
County Air Pollution
Control District
California
X
February 3, 2014
Department of Fish
and Wildlife
Quasi-Public and Private Organizations and Individuals
Santa Barbara
X
January 31, 2014
Audubon Society
Goleta Slough
X
February 3, 2014
Management
Committee

1
2
8

3
4
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Commenter
The Goodland
Coalition
Santa Barbara
Urban Creeks
Council
Serra Hoagland

Written Comment
X

Date
January 17, 2014

Reference Number
5

X

January 31, 2014

6

X
February 3, 2014
Applicant/Penfield & Smith
X
February 3, 2014

7

Penfield & Smith on
behalf of Comstock
Homes - Applicant
Penfield & Smith on
behalf of Comstock
Homes - Applicant

2.2

X

February 3, 2014
(attachment)

(DEIR Comments)
(Mitigation Measure
Comments)

Comments and Responses Overview

This section of the FEIR contains all comments received on the DEIR during the public review
period together with the Lead Agency’s responses to these comments. Reasoned, factual,
good faith responses have been provided to all comments received, with an emphasis on
significant environmental issues raised by the commenters. Detailed responses have been
provided where a comment raises a specific issue. Where necessary, comments are supported
by memoranda prepared by environmental consultants in their area of specialization, which
update or provide clarification of certain information presented in the original technical studies
that supported the DEIR. A general response is provided where a particular comment is
general in nature. If a comment does not raise a significant environmental issue, the comment
is noted but no response is provided. The responses to comments provide explanation or
amplification of information contained in the DEIR. To the extent that new or additional
information is required to respond to the comment, that additional information is specifically
provided. Comments received from the Applicant were reviewed between City staff and the
Applicant and any revisions to the DEIR required were submitted as City revisions to the DEIR
and not covered in this response to comments.
Two types of responses are provided in the FEIR: topical responses and individual responses.
These are located in Sections C and D of this Chapter, respectively. Topical responses address
broad issue areas that have been raised in multiple public comments. Individual responses are
provided to address each written comment, although in some cases an individual response may
refer to a topical response or a prior individual response.

2.3

Topical Responses

Topical responses address broad issue areas that have been noted in multiple public
comments. With respect to the Village at Los Carneros DEIR the topical response addresses
the following issues:
1.
The DEIR’s adequacy in demonstrating the Project’s consistency with Criteria 1 of
General Plan Policy CE 2.2, which permits a reduction in the width of the SPA upland buffer
from 100 feet to a minimum of 25 feet in width based on a site-specific analysis of two criteria:
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1a. There is no feasible alternative siting for development that would avoid the SPA buffer
reduction.
1b. There would be no adverse effect on the streamside vegetation or the biotic quality of the
stream.
2. The adequacy of the proposed SPA, inclusive of the ESHA stream corridor and the upland
buffer as proposed, to serve as an effective wildlife movement corridor with a narrower than
100-foot upland SPA buffer along approximately half of the total length of the segment of
Tecolotito Creek that traverses the Project site.
Items 1 and 2 are directly related to one another. However, the comment letters received on this
subject address more than one General Plan Conservation Element policy and therefore, the
topical response to Issue 1 addresses the application of the criteria contained in one specific
policy. To the extent that the response deals specifically with biological issues, a memorandum
from the Project’s biologist supports it.
Topical Response No. 1
A Stream Protection Area (SPA) includes both the entirety of the creek or stream (ESHA) as
measured from top of bank to top of bank plus an upland buffer area that may, if adequately
supported, range from 25 feet in width to 100 feet in width. The proposed Project would
maintain at a minimum a 50-foot ESHA/SPA upland buffer between the top of the eastern bank
of Tecolotito Creek and the residential development for a distance of approximately 775 linear
feet in Lots 6 and 7. The total linear footage of Tecolotito Creek as it traverses the Project site
is approximately 1,400 linear feet. Therefore, the reduction in the SPA upland buffer associated
with Tecolotito Creek would occur along approximately 50 percent of the creek’s length through
the site. The balance of the length of the creek would have an SPA upland buffer that ranges in
width from 119 feet (at the southwest corner of Lot 6) to 785 feet (at the north property line of
Lot 7). On Lot 7 an unnamed tributary to Tecolotito Creek flows diagonally across the Lot from
the outlet of a culvert under the Union Pacific Railroad and U.S. 101 to a confluence with
Tecolotito Creek located approximately 178 feet north of the proposed location of the Tecolotito
Creek bridge. The tributary meets the City’s one-parameter wetland criteria and is therefore
also considered an ESHA. In general, the upland SPA buffers match the width of the Flood
Control floodway easement for the 100-year storm.
Among the Guiding Principles and Goals of the General Plan’s Land Use Plan is the
maintenance of a balanced community with an appropriate mix of residences, workplaces, and
services; to maintain a balance of housing types, densities, sizes; and to ensure creation and
maintenance of quality, livable residential environments. Policy LU 8 established the Central
Hollister Residential Development Area, where the Project is located. The Objective of this new
residential area, as stated in the General Plan, is to promote coordinated planning and
development of designated medium density residential sites in the Central Hollister	
   area in order
to create a quality, livable environment with appropriate design and amenities for future
residents of this new residential neighborhood. The Plan area included 24 vacant parcels of
land totaling 68.25 acres, located largely within the North Willow Springs and Raytheon Specific
Plan areas. These parcels, which include the Project site, “collectively include a large portion of
the residential development capacity defined by this [General] Plan.” The land addressed by
the Central Hollister Residential Development Area Plan is also intended to accommodate a
substantial portion of the future production of affordable housing units in the City. The
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provisions of the Area Plan require that new development facilitated by Plan accommodate the
following:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Ensure that the various uses are blended in a manner so that each use is compatible
with the others on an individual site, as well as uses on adjacent sites.
Ensure that any future residential development will not threaten the continued viability of
the existing business park uses.
Require that design and location of internal roadways and circulation be integrated with
external circulation in a manner that improves overall safety and traffic flow.
Provide for appropriate internal street, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation systems.
Provide an adequate supply of parking within each development, with consideration of
shared (or joint) parking between uses where peak parking demand is in the daytime
and uses where peak demand is typically in the evening hours.
Require that any future housing development create a living environment that is
attractive, with high-quality architectural and landscape design.
Provide for a mix of unit sizes (number of bedrooms) in residential projects.
Ensure that future development will include ample open space, recreational facilities,
and other amenities for employees and residents of the new housing.

The Project site is highly constrained by the following:
•
•

•
•

Its proximity to the UPRR/US 101 transportation corridor and resulting noise, vibration,
and related impacts;
The large flood plain area on the western side of the site, which varies from 50 feet as
measured from the top of the Tecolotito Creek eastern bank to over 700 feet in width
along the north boundary of the site, where the flood plain associated with the unnamed
tributary is combined with the Tecolotito Creek flood plain area;
The related presence of two ESHAs;
The presence of an area of the site that cannot be developed due to the potential
presence of cultural resources.

These constraints reduce the developable area of the Project site and make it more difficult to
achieve the housing mix and density desired pursuant to the City’s Land Use Policies.
The site is also located adjacent to key City viewpoints, requiring conformance with Aesthetic
requirements, including architectural requirements for variations in unit height (and limits
thereto), roofline variation, and variation in building mass and size.
The combination of the listed constraints and design requirements together with in the goals and
objectives of the Central Hollister Residential Development Area Plan make it difficult to achieve
an alternative site plan that provides a 100-foot wide upland buffer as part of the ESHA/SPA
along the entire length of Tecolotito Creek. The site’s density of 15.5 du/ac is on the low end of
the City’s minimum target density of 15 - 20 du/ac. A minimum 100 foot wide upland buffer
along the entire length of the creek would reduce the number of units that could be built by as
much as 30 percent below the current unit count. Such a reduction would violate both the Land
Use and the Housing Element policies of the City’s GP/CLUP.
The Tecolotito Creek SPA would include the creek channel, wetland and riparian vegetation
related to the creek hydrology, and the adjacent upland buffer area. With development of the
proposed Project, the SPA would be at least 110 feet in width, as the width of the marsh and
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riparian willow habitat averages 60 feet (measured as 30 feet on either side of the stream
channel) and the upland buffer would be a minimum of 50 feet wide. The SPA upland buffer
would be substantially wider than 50 feet in the northwestern and southwest portions of the site.
The primary functions of a SPA include: 1) providing shade to regulate the water temperature to
maintain freshwater marsh and aquatic habitats; 2) providing leaves, twigs, branches, and other
natural organic debris to provide cover, oxygen, and natural nutrients to the riparian and marsh
habitats in the creek and on its banks; 3) stream bank stabilization; 4) providing wildlife habitat;
and 5) preserving water quality by trapping and removing sediment, nutrients applied to
landscape within adjacent development, and other pollutants such as trash.
A number of factors are used to determine how wide an SPA should be. Those factors have to
do with the basic functions of the protected stream and the availability of other means to
address protection of some of a stream’s key functions. For example, if a primary ecological
function of the stream is to provide fresh water to a marsh or slough (as is the case with
Tecolotito Creek), then water quality is a primary concern. One of the functions of an SPA,
particularly the large Zone 3 area that would comprise approximately 50 percent of the total
upland buffer, is preserving water quality by capturing pesticides, nutrients, trash and debris
before these can enter the stream by planting the Zone with native grassland vegetation.
Detention/infiltration basins, bioswales, enclosed trash containers, and restrictions on the types
of herbicides and pesticides that can be used on landscape within the development itself can
also be employed to perform this function, eliminating the need for a Zone 3 grassland
component of an SPA and permitting a reduction in the SPA upland buffer width.
General guidelines for determining the width of the upland buffer of a SPA are provided by
many sources including the U.S. Forest Service, the University of California Division of
Agriculture and Natural Resources, the State Water Quality Control Board, the USGS, and the
adopted ordinances and guidelines of various counties and municipalities. The California Forest
Practice Act requires maintenance of riparian vegetation in buffer strips that the State calls
watercourse protection zones. California defines four classes of watercourses on the basis of
the watercourse’s use, the watercourse class, and the steepness or slope of the adjacent land
draining to the watercourse. Class II watercourses are perennial streams that contain aquatic
life but are not sources of domestic water supply and do not provide significant habitat for fish.1
Tecolotito Creek is a Class II watercourse. For Class II watercourses, watercourse protection
zones range from 50 to 100 feet in width. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers provides design
recommendations for watercourse protection zones, which include 10 to 30 feet of riparian
vegetation for input of organic matter; 30 to 60 feet for stream stabilization; 15 to 100 feet for the
protection of water quality; and a minimum of 100 feet for the provision of wildlife habitat.2
Shading to regulate water temperature could be achieved at widths comparable to those
recommended for inputs of organic matter (i.e., 10 to 30 feet). Based on these general
guidelines, a minimum 110-foot wide Tecolotito Creek SPA, including a 50-foot wide SPA
upland mixed riparian buffer, would be sufficient to ensure provision of all five of the abovementioned primary functions.
The most effective upland SPA buffers contain three zones of plantings: Zone 1, consisting of
trees; Zone 2, combining trees with a combination of shrubs; and Zone 3, which is best planted
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University of California, Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources, Forest Stewardship Series 10-Riparian
Vegetation, Publication 8240, 2007.
US Army Engineer Research and Development Center, Design Recommendations for Riparian Corridors and
Buffer Strips, 2000.
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with native grasses and forbs.3 The trees and shrubs in Zones 1 and 2 provide perennial, deep
reaching root systems to hold the soil and absorb nutrients. Forbs and grasses of Zone 3
provide a high density of stems to slow surface runoff, trap sediment, and absorb nutrients and
other pollutants. In this case, Zone 1 functions are performed by the existing dense willow
riparian habitat on the banks of the creek within the ESHA, while Zones 2 and 3 are equivalent
to the minimum 50-foot ESHA/SPA upland buffer.
Per the previously cited US Army Corps of Engineers design guidelines, Zone 1 begins at the
stream edge, should have a width of 15 to 25 feet or more, and performs the primary functions
of shade and the input of detritus and woody debris. Vegetation in this zone also helps reduce
flood effects, stabilize stream banks, and remove some sediments and nutrients. All of these
functions are provided by the existing dense riparian willow habitat on the creek banks, which
extends approximately 60 feet from bank to bank. The function of the willow habitat is not
appreciably influenced by the width of the upland buffer. Zone 2 would extend from Zone 1 (or
the top of the ESHA bank) a minimum of 10 feet or more depending on objectives, stream type,
soil type, or topography. Its primary purpose is to remove sediments, nutrients and other
pollutants. This zone, in combination with Zone 1, also provides most of the enhanced habitat
benefits. Adjacent upland habitats	
   would filter pollutants. Zone 3 primarily provides water quality
benefits, is most commonly vegetated with grasses and forbs, and should be at least 15 feet
wide when used in combination with Zones 1 and 2, or at least 35 feet when used alone. The
Project’s minimum 50-foot upland buffer exceeds this distance, providing assurance that the
upland buffer will be adequate to filter pollutants, especially given the nearly flat terrain of the
buffer and because no significant sources of non-point source pollutants are expected.
In addition, the proposed Project’s on-site storm water drainage system includes permanent
water quality BMPs such as bio-swales, catch basin filters, and two subsurface
retention/infiltration basins, to capture and filter potentially occurring pollutants from developed
areas. The presence of these on-site BMPs make it unnecessary for the upland SPA to filter
and remove potentially occurring pollutants from developed areas. Mitigation measure Bio 22(a): ESHA/SPA Upland Buffer Plan would require restoration of the upland buffer to native
habitats in a manner to prevent degradation of the ecological functions and ensure the biological
integrity and preservation of the creek and riparian habitats as well as to provide suitable habitat
for a variety of common wildlife species. To protect streamside vegetation and the biotic quality
of the stream, the use of fertilizers, pesticides, or herbicides in the upland buffer would be
avoided or minimized.
The reduced ESHA/SPA upland buffer meets the basic requirements of an SPA in terms of both
its water quality and habitat functions when onsite water quality BMPs are factored in. With the
water quality BMPs and the relevant mitigation measures included in the Biological Resources
and Hydrology and Water Quality Sections of the EIR, the impacts of the Project on the
streamside vegetation and the biotic quality of Tecolotito Creek would be reduced to a less than
significant level even with a reduction in a portion of the upland SPA buffer.
Based on the above, the reduction of the overall SPA upland buffer from the maximum 100 foot
width to a partial reduction of the upland buffer to 50 feet in width along approximately 50
percent of the buffer length meets both criteria established by General Plan Policy CR 2.2 and is
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therefore consistent with the City’s General Plan and adequate to provide the functions for
which it is designed.

	
  

Topical Response No. 2
Tecolotito Creek is identified as an important primary linkage/corridor that connects open space
habitats north and south of the 101 Highway. Most species that would use the corridor are
either “passage species” or “corridor dwellers.” Passage species pass through the corridor in a
short time period. Large herbivores and medium-to-large carnivores and omnivores are
typically passage species. The corridor should at least provide suitable conditions for the
animal to use the corridor.
In contrast to passage species, “corridor dwellers” need several days to several generations to
pass through a corridor. Most reptiles, amphibians, small mammals, and birds with limited
dispersal ability are often corridor dwellers. These species must be able to live in the corridor
for extended periods, so the corridor must provide most or all of the species’ life-history
requirements.
The 110-foot total minimum width of the 60-foot wide Tecolotito Creek ESHA and the minimum
50-foot ESHA/SPA upland buffer would be narrower than recommended widths for some habitat
linkages and wildlife movement corridors providing these functions for large mammals.
However, the largest mammals known to travel through the Tecolotito Creek corridor are the fox
and badger, as noted in Section 4.3 (Biology). Development of the proposed Project, with its
minimum 50-foot upland SPA zone and 60-foot wide ESHA/SPA, would continue to provide an
opportunity for movement of passage species and many corridor dwellers between the open
space habitats to the north and south of the 101 Freeway, such as the Bishop Ranch and the
Goleta Slough. As designed, the Project: 1) would not create a barrier or impediment to wildlife
movement along Tecolotito Creek; 2) would mitigate to a less than significant level any potential
indirect edge-effects on wildlife movement (although the edge impacts created by the business
park on the west side of the creek are beyond the control of the Project and will continue to
impact the creek); and 3) would restore approximately 3.9 acres of native habitat within the
ESHA/SPA upland buffer and add an open space park at the Project site, which would also
provide habitat for resident small mammals, reptiles, and birds within the corridor.
A proposed bridge is the only Project-specific improvement that could potentially impede
movement along Tecolotito Creek. Two mitigation measures in the EIR would ensure that the
bridge would not impede wildlife movement. Mitigation measure Bio 2-1(f) would ensure that
the pilings and structural support features of the bridge would not be constructed on or within
the creek bed and banks, thus ensuring that the bridge would not require construction of wing
walls or riprap within the creek bed or banks. Mitigation measure Bio 4-1 would ensure that the
bridge would be designed to provide sufficient height to allow the passage of large mammals.
Potential indirect edge-effects that could result from the close proximity of the proposed
residential development to Tecolotito Creek would be human and pet encroachment, excessive
noise, or light trespass and glare. These would be reduced on the Project (east) side of the
creek by implementation of mitigation measures Bio 3-1(a) through Bio 3-1(d). These require
ranch-style post and rail fencing to discourage entry into ESHAs upland buffers; signage to
inform the public of the sensitive status of ESHAs; prohibiting uses that would produce
excessive outdoor noise; and the minimized use of low intensity fixtures that are shielded and
directed away from ESHAs. One commenter indicated that the corridor currently experiences,
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“a lot of wildlife activity.” If this is the case, that activity is occurring despite the close proximity of
development along its entire western margin with less than 10 feet of “buffering” between the
top of the creek bank and both buildings and parking lots. This demonstrates the ability of
wildlife species currently using the creek to tolerate a significant degree of disturbance from
edge effects from surrounding development.
The ESHA/SPA upland buffer adjacent to Tecolotito Creek, the ESHA upland buffer adjacent to
the unnamed tributary, and much of the proposed open space park in the northwestern portion
of the site would be restored with native plant species with consideration for the provision of
habitat for a range of common wildlife species, including amphibians, reptiles, birds, and small
mammals, including prey species for the special-status white-tailed kite. This restoration of the
ESHA/SPA upland buffers and restoring wildlife habitat would be required by mitigation
measure Bio 2-2(a). The estimated acreage of restored native habitat including the buffers and
the open space park (less those areas at the park to be planted with turf) would be
approximately 3.9 acres, which is a large enough area to sustain populations of corridor
dwellers, including common resident reptiles, birds, and small mammals, based on documented
home ranges and population densities observed in coastal areas of California (and elsewhere).
Small populations of California voles and other white-tailed kite prey species would be
vulnerable to temporary extirpation due to normal dramatic fluctuations in population size, but in
this case the restored upland habitats at the site could be repopulated by individuals from within
the corridor itself or from the Goleta Slough or Bishop Ranch via Tecolotito Creek.
The 3.9 acres of restored native habitat would represent a fragment of native upland habitat that
could act as both a source and a sink for common reptiles, birds, and small mammals moving
through the corridor. The standard 100-foot minimum SPA upland buffer set forth in General
Plan policy CE 2.2 would result in an estimated increase of 1.7 acres of additional restored
native habitat when compared to the proposed minimum 50-foot SPA upland buffer, which,
although desirable from a conservation planning standpoint, would not substantially improve the
functional value of the corridor when compared to the 3.9 acres of habitat that would be
provided by the proposed Project.
On this basis the Project would not restrict or prevent the movement of wildlife through the
corridor and would continue to provide an opportunity for movement of passage species and
many corridor dwelling species.

2.4

Individual Responses

Letter No. 1 – State of California Department of Conservation
Response to Comment 1.1: The Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources reviewed the
DEIR. The Division is mandated to supervise the drilling, operation, maintenance and
abandonment of oil and gas wells. This information is acknowledged
Response to Comment 1.2: The Division has a record of one oil well drilled within or in close
proximity to the Los Carneros Project as shown on a map attached to their comment letter. The
well is identified as “Bishop 1” and was drilled in 1954 and capped the same year. The location
is given as 800 feet north and 2150 feet east of the southwest corner of the projected Section 7,
Township 4N, Range 28W, San Bernardino B&M.
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The legal description was provided to the Project’s civil engineer and to the Project’s
Environmental Site Assessment Consultant for review and plotting.
Response to Comment 1.3: The Division recommends that the oil well’s potential location
within the Los Carneros Project be determined relative to proposed building footprints and
building activity. Once located and exposed, and assuming that the well is determined to be
located on the Project site, the oil well should be tested and no structures should be built on the
oil well site.
The Applicant’s civil engineer, Penfield and Smith, plotted the location of the Bishop 1 oil well
using the legal description provided and determined that it is north of the U.S. Highway 101
ROW and not on the Project site, which is south of that ROW. Penfield and Smith’s plotting
work was independently reviewed and verified by the City’s consultant, Citadel Environmental
Services, which verified that the well was located approximately 600 feet north of the site.
Citadel spoke to Ms. Pat Abel, District Deputy for the local DOGGR office, regarding the former
oil well. Ms. Abel was satisfied that the proposed Project would not impact the former oil well.
A copy of the letter from Citadel, describing its review is included as an attachment to the letter
of response from the City of Goleta to the Department of Conservation, together with the map
locating the map, prepared by Penfield and Smith.
Response to Comment 1.4: The Division states that it has no documentation of the location of
oil sumps, storage tanks, pipelines, or other infrastructure associated with oil production on the
site; however, should the well be located on the site such additional infrastructure may be
encountered during excavation.
An Environmental Site Assessment was prepared by Citadel Environmental for the Project site
and no evidence of sumps, storage tanks, pipelines or other infrastructure associated with oil
production was located during site survey. The potential on-site location of the oil well, based
on the Department’s hand drawn map, has been subject to extensive grading since 1956,
including the reduction of the site’s elevation by a minimum of 10 feet in connection with the
construction of the U.S. 101 freeway and subsequently for removal and recompaction to form a
building pad for an industrial building. Neither activity produced any evidence of such
infrastructure on the Project site. It is concluded, based on the above information, that such
infrastructure would not be present.
Letter No. 2 – Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (SBAPCD)
Response to Comment 2.1: The SBAPCD consistently recommends that sensitive land uses
such as residences be located 500 feet from the freeway. Materials cited by the District indicate
that there is a demonstrated correlation between proximity to high-traffic roads and respiratory
illness. If, after consideration of the health concerns and other alternatives, new development is
still planned within 500 feet of a high traffic roadway or freeway, the District recommends that
design features be incorporated to minimize resident exposure to roadway related pollutants.
Section 4.2 (Air Quality) of the DEIR includes an analysis of Impact 3, “Would the residents of
the Project in the vicinity of the U.S. Highway 101 transportation corridor be exposed to diesel
particular matter emitted by trains and truck or (CEQA Appendix G) expose sensitive receptors
to substantial concentrations of air pollutants?”
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A health risk assessment (HRA) was prepared for the Project site by SAIC. The cited DEIR
Section discusses the APCD’s concerns regarding placement of residential units in close
proximity to the transportation corridor. EMFAC2011 was used to calculate average on-road
Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM) emissions, which is projected through 2035. The USEPA
AERSCREEN computer model was used to calculate maximum DPM exposure for freight and
passenger trains on the adjacent UPRR ROW.
The SBAPCD significance threshold for cancer risk is 10 in a million. The worst-case 4.2 in a
million is considered less-than-significant. The SCAPCD Chronic Hazard Index (CHI) threshold
is 1.0 µg/m3. The calculated hazard index for this Project is 0.003 µg/m3. Based on the hazard
index, diesel risk exposure for residents of this Project, regardless of the location of their
residence on the Project site is less than significant.
The recommended avoidance measures for this Project (observing a 500-foot building setback
from the edge of the UPRR/U.S. 101 ROW) is not considered feasible as it would significantly
reduce the ability to develop housing on this site, located in an area of the County where new
housing is badly needed based on all local and regional research and projections. Further, the
City’s policies, including establishing the Central Hollister Residential Development Area, and its
housing production goals contained in its Housing Element could not be met if a 500-foot
setback from the transportation corridor were observed.
The Project is required to implement the most reasonably feasible mitigation measure available:
installation of upgraded air filtration systems in all residential units with windows or air
conditioning system intakes located within 500 feet of the most southerly edge of the UPRR and
U.S. 101 corridor ROW (i.e., from the north property line). With this mitigation the health risk
posed by the Project’s proximity to the UPRR/U.S. 101 transportation corridor would remain less
than significant level but would benefit from additional protection offered by these mechanical
systems. Mitigation Measure AQ 3-1 requires installation of ventilation systems rated at
MERV13 or better for enhanced particulate removal efficiency. These systems must be
provided on all residential units and common indoor facilities at the Project site with windows or
air conditioning intake located within 500 feet of the north property line (i.e., the outside edge of
the UPRR/U.S. 101 transportation corridor ROW) regardless of the presence of intervening
structures. The residents of these units must also be provided with information regarding filter
maintenance/replacement.
For apartment units the building owners have the financial
responsibility for the maintenance of these filtration units. For condominium ownership units the
HOA has the financial responsibility for the maintenance of these filtration units. Formal
disclosures of all risks associated with exposure to diesel particulate matter emitted by trains
and trucks are required. In addition, mitigation measures required to reduce noise impacts
include non-opening double glazed non-opening windows for buildings in proximity to the
transportation corridor, which will also reduce emissions impacts.
Response to Comment 2.2: The first sentence on the above noted page was corrected to add
Ventura County to the counties under the jurisdiction of the South Central Coast Air Basin.
Response to Comment 2.3: The Commenter asks which thresholds will be used to determine
significance of an impact for Air Quality
This EIR utilizes the CEQA Appendix G threshold impacts and the APCD Operational Impacts
Thresholds. The City of Goleta has established a threshold for implementation of standard
emission and dust control techniques for all construction. These are used to provide mitigation
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measures. As regarding the use of APCD Operation Impacts Thresholds, the DEIR has been
revised to clarify the issue raised by the APCD and now states:
“The following significance thresholds have been established by the Santa Barbara County
APCD.4 Since the City of Goleta’s thresholds are dependent of adopted APCD, these APCD
thresholds are considered appropriate for use as a guideline for the impact analysis in the
City of Goleta. On this basis, the Project would result in a significant impact, either
individually or cumulatively, if it would:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Emit 240 pounds per day or more of ROG and NOx from all sources;
Emit 25 pounds per day or more of unmitigated ROG from motor vehicle trips only;
Emit 25 pounds per day or more of unmitigated NOx from motor vehicle trips only;
Emit 80 pounds per day or more of PM10;
Cause or contribute to a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality
standard (except ozone);
Exceed the SBCAPCD health risk public notification thresholds adopted by the
SBCAPCD Board (10 excess cancer cases in a million for cancer risk and a Hazard
Index of more than 1.0 for non-cancer risk); or
Be inconsistent with federal or State air quality plans for Santa Barbara County.”

The APCD’s thresholds of significance are reflected in the analysis of impacts as revised in the
Air Quality Section.
Response to Comment 2.4: The commenter corrected a statement in the Air Quality Section
related to the document that establishes the SBCAPCD significance thresholds.
The requested correction was made in the stated Thresholds of Significance and the EIR was
revised to state that the significance thresholds were adopted by the SBCAPCD Board and
codified in the Environmental Review Guidelines for the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution
Control District. Reference to SBCAPCD Rule 345 for fugitive dust associated with the
construction phase of the Project was also added to the DEIR.
Response to Comment 2.5: The commenter points out an inconsistency in the conclusions
reached regarding the significance of impacts based on the build out year of the Project and
requests that CalEEMod model runs be redone based on the currently assumed build-out year
of the Project
The requested new CalEEMod model runs were redone as requested by the APCD, using the
CalEEMod2013.2.2 model, and the results, based on a start of construction in 2014/15 and a
completion of construction and occupancy in 2018, have been incorporated into the Project
analysis. The results of the analysis are incorporated into the text and tables of the EIR in
Section 4.2.3 Project Impacts, under Impact AQ 1 (Construction Generated Air Pollutant
Emissions). Tables 4.2-5 and 4.2-6 were also revised pursuant to the District’s request
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SBCAPCD, Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental Documents, Adopted 2011.
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Response to Comment 2.6: The commenter requests that total Project emissions should be
compared to both mobile source significance thresholds and all sources and either added to
Table 4.2-7 or otherwise provided in the document.
Impact AQ 2, Operational Impacts, has been modified to address both mobile and area point
and non-point source emissions. Additional model runs were completed based on current
construction information utilizing CalEEMod2013.2.2 and Table 4.2-7 was replaced with a new,
updated table providing the information requested.
Table 4.2-7
Project Operations - Mobile and Area Source Emissions
Emissions (lbs./day)
Year 2018
Area Sources
Mobile Sources
Energy Sources
Total
APCD Threshold
Mobile Sources
APCD Threshold
All Operational
Sources

ROG
22.6
9.8
0.2
32.6

NOx
0.4
24.3
1.8
26.5

CO
38.6
107.3
0.8
146.7

SO2
0.0
0.2
0.0
0.2

PM10
0.2
17.2
0.1
17.6

PM2.5
0.2
4.8
0.1
5.1

CO2e
70.5
1,8585.1
2,286.7
20,942.3

25

25

N/A

N/A

NA

N/A

N/A

240

240

N/A

N/A

80

N/A

N/A

CalEEMod Air Quality Model; Output in Appendix D.

Additional Micro-scale Impact Analysis was also added and information provided in Tables 4.28, -9, and -10
Response to Comment 2.7: The source for Table 4.2-8 has been cited per the commenter’s
request as CalEEMod Air Quality Model: Output in Appendix D.
Response to Comment 2.8: The updated CalEEMod2013.2.2 model runs and a response
letter from the Air Quality consultant regarding the revision in the operational year to 2018 has
been added to Appendix B as an update.
Response to Comment 2.9: Other suggested comments listed by the APCD have each been
added to the Section as requested. Each of these is included in the Project’s mitigation
measures AQ 1-1, AQ 1-2, AQ 2-1(i) and (j) and in the text of the document.
Letter No. 3 – Santa Barbara Audubon Society, Inc.
Response to Comment 3-1: Please see topical response Bio-1, which addresses the
infeasibility of maintaining the standard 100-foot ESHA/SPA upland buffer pursuant to General
Plan Policy CE 2.2.
Response to Comment 3-2: The commenter states that the DEIR inadequately characterizes
white-tailed kite and other raptor occupancy in the Project area and on the Project site, based
on observations of white-tailed kites and other raptors by Kite Watch volunteers in 2012 and
2013. These observations are accepted as credible, were previously unknown to the preparers
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of this EIR, and demonstrate that Cooper’s hawks, red-tailed hawks, and red-shouldered hawks
have been observed along Tecolotito Creek and that white-tailed kites have perched, roosted,
and attempted to nest unsuccessfully near the northwest corner of the Project site. The existing
conditions discussion in this EIR was updated to include this additional information and the EIR
was revised to find that the Project site, and particularly the tall eucalyptus trees in the
northwest corner of the site and trees along Tecolotito Creek, provide potential nesting habitat
for the white-tailed kite. However, as stated in the DEIR, the quality of this nesting habitat is
significantly reduced by its proximity to existing development, noise, and human activities that
would remain present even if the subject Project were not constructed.
The commenter states that Project impacts to raptor nesting amount to Class I impacts. In
regards to the attempt by white-tailed kites to nest at the site, the commenter describes bird
behaviors that indicate nest construction but does not describe behaviors or other observations
that would indicate egg incubation or the presence of nestlings at a nest. It is therefore
presumed, based on the information provided, that the nest, although initiated, was never active
and therefore does not meet the City’s ESHA criteria as a currently active or historical nest, as
outlined in General Plan Conservation Element policy CE 8.1(e). Also, based on site surveys,
there are no known active or historical raptor nests at the site. Therefore, Project	
   impacts to
raptor nesting remain less than significant, as stated in the DEIR.
Response to Comment 3-3: See Topical Response 2, which addresses the Project’s impacts
to wildlife movement.
Response to Comment 3-4: The commenter states that the bridge over Tecolotito Creek is an
impediment that exacerbates challenges to wildlife movement. However, mitigation measures
require that the height of the new bridge match the height of the Los Carneros bridge and
requirements that the bridge height be independently verified as adequate to allow the passage
of large mammals by the City’s selected biologist before the City issues permits for bridge
construction, address this issue.
Also see Topical Responses 2, which address the Project’s impacts to wildlife movement and
response to Comment 3-2 regarding impacts to raptors.
Letter No. 4 – Goleta Slough Management Committee
Response to Comment 4-1:
buffer be clarified.

The commenter requests that the width of the proposed SPA

An SPA as defined by the City includes both the creek bed and its banks, and any upland buffer
employed to provide watercourse protection. The proposed ESHA/SPA would include a
minimum 50 foot upland buffer as part of the SPA. The width was corrected based on additional
measurements made available following publication of the DEIR, which stated that the minimum
upland buffer width, when measured from the top of the bank of Tecolotito Creek, would be 35
to 40-foot wide. The EIR also notes that the upland buffer area of the Tecolotito Creek SPA
increases in width north of the Tecolotito Creek bridge and south of the Podium Flats and that
the 50-foot wide upland SPA effects only half of the total length of the segment of Tecolotito
Creek that traverses the Project site. In some areas in the northwestern portion of the Project
site the Tecolotito Creek ESHA/SPA upland buffer would substantially exceed the 100-foot SPA
upland buffer standard.
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The commenter states: “Impact BIO-1-2 in the Executive Summary (p. 1-31 in the Executive
Summary), and in the corresponding discussion in the Biological Resources Section, states that
Tecolotito Creek is an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) but it is not identified as a
SPA.” Also, the commenter states: “Impact BIO-2-1 (Executive Summary p. 1-37) describes the
bridge’s dimensions but neglects to mention that the creek is designated a Streamside
Protection Area as well as an ESHA.”
The following statement under the Project Impacts heading of the Biological Resources section
identifies Tecolotito Creek as part of an SPA: “GP/CLUP Policy CE 2.2 establishes a
Streamside Protection Area (SPA) for Tecolotito Creek, which includes the creek channel,
wetlands, and/or riparian vegetation related to the creek hydrology, and an adjacent upland
buffer area.” Also, all impacts in the Biological Resources section mention that Tecolotito Creek
is part of an SPA, provided that the SPA designation is relevant to the particular impact
discussion.
The commenter states that “Land Use and Planning Section (at p. 4.9-7) talks about the “buffer,”
but never indicates its width.”
The width of the SPA upland buffer is provided in the Land Use section on page 4.9-29.
The commenter states, “It appears that the mitigation for impact BIO-2.1 (also Executive
Summary p. 1-37) is the Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality Control Board and
CDFW permit approvals. If this assumption is correct, and the DEIR is not clear, that would be
speculative and not appropriate as mitigation, resulting in a Class I impact.”
The mitigation for impacts to ACOE and CDFW jurisdictional areas include mitigation measures
Bio 2-1(a) through Bio 2-1(f). Permits from these agencies will be necessary and will contain
conditions that may not be present in the EIR. CEQA Guidelines § 15041 states that when a
public agency (such as the ACOE and the CDFW) acts as a Responsible Agency for a project,
that Agency may require changes in a project to reduce or avoid the effects of that part of the
project which the Agency will be called on to carry out or approve. Making allowance for the
exercise of regulatory responsibility of a Responsible Agency as part of a mitigation measure is
not speculative but is a common action on the part of a Lead Agency where additional
conditioning could occur outside of the Lead Agency’s control.
Response to Comment 4-2: See Topical Response 1, which addresses the infeasibility of
maintaining the standard 100-foot ESHA/SPA upland buffer established by General Plan policy
CE 2.2 over the entire length of the Tecolotito Creek segment that traverses the Project site.
Response to Comment 4-3: The commenter states that the biological resources impact
analysis understates the impacts to Tecolotito Creek that would result from construction of the
bridge, as the 0.09 acre impact identified does not include the bridge supports and the like that
would be necessary to support the bridge’s superstructure.
This is not the case. To ensure that bridge will not directly interfere with the habitats of
Tecolotito Creek, mitigation measure Bio 2-1(f) prohibits the construction of support features of
the bridge on or within the creek bed and banks, eliminating any potential impacts to the creek
that might occur as a result of the construction of wing walls or riprap within the creek bed or
banks. Bio 2-1(f) further requires that the structural supports for the bridge be designed to avoid
the 100-year flood plain, if possible.
	
  
Village at Los Carneros Project
SCH# 2011111001

2 - 14

Final Environmental Impact Report
June 2, 2014

2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

	
  
Response to Comment 4-4: The commenter states that allowing development to encroach into
riparian buffers increases the risk of flood damage to buildings and development areas and
reduces the resiliency of the system to such hazards, while decreasing their value to the plant
and animal communities that depend on them.
The Project would be developed outside of the 100-year flood plain of Tecolotito Creek and
beyond the flood plain of the unnamed tributary as well in Lot 7, as required by Chapter 15.10
Floodplain Management (15.10.160 (Standards of Construction) of the City of Goleta Municipal
Code. Further, the Project does not encroach into any riparian buffer. As proposed, the
Project would have no impact on the resiliency of the Tecolotito Creek hydraulic or ecological
systems to hazards associated with construction within a flood plain.
See topical response Bio-2, which addresses the suitability of a reduced buffer with respect to
impacts to the streamside vegetation and biotic quality of Tecolotito Creek.
Letter No. 5 – Goodland Coalition
Response to Comments 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5:
See Topical Response 1, which
addresses the infeasibility of maintaining the standard 100-foot ESHA/SPA upland buffer
established by General Plan Policy CE 2.2 along the entirety of the Tecolotito Creek segment
that traverses the Project site.
Letter No. 6 – Santa Barbara Urban Creeks Council
Response to Comment 6-1: The commenter states that reduction of the SPA upland buffer
would seriously compromise the protection of the Tecolotito Creek ESHA.
See Topical Response 1, which addresses the suitability of a reduced buffer with respect to
impacts to the streamside vegetation, the biotic quality, and ecological function of Tecolotito
Creek.
Response to Comment 6-2: See Topical Response 2, which addresses the Project’s impacts
to wildlife movement. The DEIR included a section on the creek’s use as a wildlife movement
corridor and further stated that maintaining connectivity between open space habitats to the
north of the 101 Freeway and the Goleta Slough was an important ecological function of
Tecolotito Creek. The mitigation measure that provides for the height of the Tecolotito Creek
bridge was designed to prevent any potential impediment to that movement as the height of the
balance of the bridges over the creek, including the height of the 101 Freeway underpass has
been cited as one of the primary reasons for the value of Tecolotito Creek as a movement
corridor.

	
  
Response to Comment 6-3: The Project would comply with General Plan policy CE 1.9 (e).
Mitigation measure Bio 3-1(d) would require minimizing exterior night lighting and restricts
exterior lighting in the development area to low intensity fixtures that are shielded and directed
away from ESHAs and upland SPA buffers. Interior lighting may be perceivable as glow from a
distance through windows by animals during nighttime hours, but the interior lighting is not
anticipated to result in any light spillover or glare within the Tecolotito Creek ESHA or any
significant light spillover or glare within the upland buffer. It is also reasonable to expect that
most interior lighting would typically be turned off during late night and early morning hours.
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The Project would reduce potentially significant noise impacts on special-status species in
adjacent ESHAs, as required by General Plan policy CE 1.9 (f), by prohibiting uses that would
produce excess noise within 50-feet of ESHA/SPAs, including the ESHA/SPA upland buffer.
Loud social activities on balconies during nighttime hours would likely be infrequent. Also,
social activities on the balconies would typically not occur during late night or early morning
hours.
It should be noted that the creek is already impacted by edge conditions similar to those
outlined above from the business park located on the creek’s west bank where noise from
loading, parking, and other outdoor business activity, parking lot lighting, and other related
activity occur within less than 10 feet of buffering from the top of the creek bank. Those
conditions will continue to impact the creek regardless of what steps are taken to reduce
impacts created by the Village at Los Carneros Project on the creek’s east bank.
Response to Comment 6-4: The EIR was revised to eliminate any issues associated with dead
wood removal on native habitats. The Fire Protection District will not require fuel modification
that will conflict with local policies protecting biological resources, specifically the ESHA and
Creeks and Riparian policies of the Goleta City’s General Plan Conservation Element. Mitigation
measure Bio 2-2(a) in the EIR was revised to require that removal of dead wood from the
upland SPA buffer be avoided except in the case of abnormal and significant die-off of
vegetation. The mitigation measure was also revised to require that the deadwood must be
broken up (and in part mulched) and carefully spread in SPA areas where it was removed, in a
manner that would not disturb existing native vegetation.
Response to Comment 6-5: The EIR was revised to mention that the lack of a SPA upland
buffer west of Tecolotito Creek highlights the importance of maintaining an appropriate upland
buffer between Tecolotito Creek and the Project.

	
  
Response to Comment 6-6: The flood control access road is an existing dirt path that would
remain unpaved and is an allowable use within an SPA. The EIR notes that the ESHA/SPA
upland buffer includes a 12-foot wide flood control access road and further notes that the road’s
location makes the creation of additional riparian area immediately adjacent to the creek
impossible. The EIR does note, however, that the riparian habitat function need to support for
the creek’s aquatic habitat is carried out by the riparian vegetation present on the steep creek
banks and therefore would be unimpaired by the dirt maintenance road. The dirt path was
considered when evaluating the significance of impacts of a reduced buffer, as well as the
significance of Project impacts on wildlife movement. For more information, see Topical
Responses 1 and 2.
Response to Comment 6-7: See Topical Responses 1 and 2, as well as response to Comment
6-3.
Response to Comment 6-8: Tecolotito Creek was realigned from its original location to its
current location along Lots 6 and 7 of the Project by the Santa Barbara County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District. At that time, the District reinforced the creek’s banks. Its
present or future condition is not under the control of the City or the Applicant. Permission for
the realignment was granted by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and subject to
permitting by the ACOE and CDFW, as is permission for periodic maintenance of the creek to
ensure its continued function for flood control. Given that the original alignment of the creek is
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now covered with parking lots and buildings over most of its length between U.S. 101 and the
Goleta Slough there is no feasible opportunity to restore the creek to its natural condition.
Although restoration of the creek to its natural condition is impractical, the Project would
maintain the creek and riparian habitat in its current condition, except for the permanent impacts
that would occur where the proposed bridge over Tecolotito Creek would shade out the habitats
below the bridge. The bridge is an allowed improvement within the ESHA/SPA, pursuant to the
City’s General Plan, as discussed under the Project Impacts heading in the Biological
Resources Section of the EIR. The EIR includes mitigation to ensure that the bridge
infrastructure would not be placed in the channel or on the creek’s banks and that all temporary
impacts to riparian habitats would be fully restored after installation of the bridge or fully
mitigated for. The Project would also be consistent with General Plan Policy standards CE 2.5
(a) through (e).
Letter No. 7 – Serra Hoagland
Response to Comments 7-1 through 7-4:
Project’s impacts to wildlife movement.

See Topical Response 2, which addresses the

Response to Comment 7-5: City staff consulted with the local Chumash tribe both by letter at
the beginning of the CEQA review process and in a meeting at City Hall subsequent to the
publication of the DEIR. Issues raised at that meeting were responded to by additional
research. As a result of this additional work, the Cultural Resources section of the EIR has
been expanded with additional information that clarifies the source of cultural resources and
past survey activity. The additional research did not, however, change the conclusion of the
analysis of Project impacts on cultural resources, which had already been considered and
avoided during the Project design phase and is reflected in the site plan.
Letter No. 8 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Response to Comment 8-1: The commenter provides a project description consistent with the
EIR Project Description, notes that the western edge of the Project would border Tecolotito
Creek and states that the creek supplies fresh water to the CDFW Goleta Slough Ecological
Reserve. The commenter describes the 50-foot wide SPA upland buffer segment and notes
that it is less than the 100-foot wide upland buffer standard of the City’s General Plan. The
commenter identifies the proposed mitigation for the reduced upland buffer, including the
requirement that the Director of Planning and Environmental Review approve the plan for the
SPA upland buffer.
The commenter’s statements are acknowledged as accurate pursuant to the EIR.
Response to Comment 8-2: The commenter requests that the City include the CDFW in the
approval process for the proposed plan in mitigation measure BIO 2-1 and in BIO 1-1.
The EIR has been modified to respond to the commenter’s requests. The City Director of
Planning and Environmental Review will consult with the appropriate federal and State resource
agencies, inclusive of the CDFW, on those plans dealing with the mitigation of temporary and
permanent impacts to Tecolotito Creek and the review and approval of the related upland buffer.

	
  
Village at Los Carneros Project
SCH# 2011111001

2 - 17

Final Environmental Impact Report
June 2, 2014

January 31, 2014

Kathy Allen, Senior Planner
City of Goleta
130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117
Dear Ms. Allen:
Santa Barbara Audubon Society (SBAS) is a chapter of the National Audubon Society. SBAS
has about 1100 members in the Santa Barbara area. The mission of SBAS is to help conserve
and restore the earth's natural ecosystems and improve its biological diversity, principally in the
Santa Barbara area, and to connect people with birds and nature through education, sciencebased projects and advocacy. As a local organization dedicated to the conservation of
biodiversity, SBAS would like to advocate for revisions to the proposed Village at Los Carneros
development project.
Upon review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) it is apparent that measures to
protect the environmentally sensitive Stream Protected Area (SPA) of the Tecolotito Creek are
inadequate. The proposed setback from the creek involves a setback ranging from 30-40 feet.
Goleta’s General Plan policy CE 2.2 requires that “The SPA upland buffer shall be 100 feet
outward on both sides of the creek, measured from the top of the bank or the outer limit of
wetlands and/or riparian vegetation, whichever is greater.” The policy also states that the 100
foot buffer may be reduced (but not to less than 25 feet) based on a site-specific evaluation
showing that “(1) there is no feasible alternative siting for development that will avoid the SPA
upland buffer; and (2) the project’s impacts will not have significant adverse effects on
streamside vegetation or the biotic quality of the stream.” To date, the applicant has not provided
substantial evidence that verifies the infeasibility of the project. Therefore, the DEIR is
inadequate in its protection of the SPA.

2

The City’s DEIR has stated that increasing the proposed development setbacks to 100 feet would
defeat the purpose of the project. Reducing the setback to 100 feet would reduce the number of
units that the developer could build. According to the DEIR, these are the objectives of the
development:
2.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The objectives of the Project are to:
1) Provide a mixed use residential development consisting of 465 homes, including 321
units of ownership housing to address the local and regional housing deficit.
2) Provide 70 affordable rental apartments (included within the total of 465 homes) to
help address the local affordable housing deficit.
3) Provide 74 market-rate rental apartments to address the rental shortage in the local and
regional community.
4) Provide residential housing opportunities within walking distance of existing, adjacent
office and research park development to encourage pedestrian and bicycle commuting.
5) Provide a common recreation center including a pool and recreation building for use
by the residents.
6) Provide a neighborhood park with a combination of passive and active uses for use to
the Project residents and the general public and a public Class I bikeway and pedestrian
mall through the Project site.
7) Make minor modifications to the lot lines and zoning between the residential and
business park components of the Project site to facilitate proposed development.
8) Reconfigure existing parking and landscaping for the existing business park
development to accommodate residential project access roads.
9) Repeal the obsolete Raytheon Specific Plan.

3

Creek setbacks of at least 100 feet are required by Goleta’s General Plan policy CE 2.2, as noted
above. Adjusting the creek setback to 100 feet, which is the project’s alternative 2, would at
most affect two of the nine objectives. According to CEQA (California Environmental Quality
Act) the EIR must propose alternatives that “would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project,”
(section 15126.6). Rejecting alternative 2 then, on the basis that reducing creek setbacks to 100
feet would reduce the number of proposed homes, is not compliant with CEQA policy. If
producing fewer units than originally proposed makes the project economically infeasible for any
reason, then according to Policy CE 2.2, the city must require the developer to provide
supporting evidence in the administrative record.
In addition, SBAS has concerns with projects that could adversely affect local bird species. In
this specific project, we are concerned with the project’s growth-induced traffic and biological
impacts.
Mark Holmgren1, a locally recognized expert on the White-tailed Kite2, has observed kites for
decades in the Goleta Valley. Mr. Holmgren organized the Kite Watch (hereafter KW), which is
a citizen-science monitoring organization that focuses on the nesting areas in the Goleta Valley
used by White-tailed Kites. When there are enough volunteers available, it also documents
breeding season and non-breeding season roosts, winter use areas, and movement corridors used
by kites. Kite Watch has been allied with SBAS since 2010. Incidentally, KW also gathers
information on other raptor species.
The Village at Los Carneros property was not considered one of the principle nesting areas for
kites for many years. Near Los Carneros Road, in the early 1990’s, KW observed the roosting
and nesting of kites at the Los Carneros Wetland (now Willow Springs Condominiums). This
area was illegally graded at a time when kites were roosting there. The development of Willow
Springs eliminated all meaningful raptor use of that area. In the late 1980s and 1990s we also
observed kite nesting on the former Delco property (now occupied by the Cabrillo Business
Park). However, in 2012, prompted by observations of kites crossing Highway 101, KW

1
2

Please see Mr. Holmgren’s Curriculum Vitae in the appendix.
The White-tailed Kite is a fully protected special-status raptor species.

4

initiated direct observations of kites using the Village at Los Carneros site (which we referred to
as Raytheon).
We first observed perching of kites near the northwest corner of the Village at Los Carneros site
(in the vicinity of 34.43555 -119.86110) beginning on 17 February 2012 and through the 2013
nesting season (last observation was 17 August). In 2013 and to the present, kite numbers are
reduced due to low reproduction in 2013 and the ongoing drought, which as the DEIR correctly
notes, particularly affects kites.
On 15 March 2012, we observed four White-tailed Kites going to roost at dusk along Tecolotito
Creek (at approx. 34.43473 -119.86144). On 2 April, we observed a kite delivering nest
materials to a nest structure in a Eucalyptus tree and one member of the pair again roosted in the
Tecolotito riparian area. Subsequent observations in April and May indicated that nest was not
successful. But kites continued to favor perching in those Eucalyptus trees near the NW corner
of the Village at Los Carneros site though the summer of 2012.
We also observed Cooper's Hawks, Red-tailed Hawks, and Red-shouldered Hawks along
Tecolotito Creek in spring and summer 2012. This information demonstrates that the DEIR
inadequately characterizes White-tailed Kite and other raptor occupancy in the project area. The
project area is nesting habitat for White-tailed Kites. The Eucalyptus is known to support Redtailed Hawks and White-tailed Kites nesting or intending to nest in them.
We concur with statements in the DEIR concerning the capacity of Tecolotito Creek as a
corridor for mammals alleviating some of the effects of fragmentation between open spaces in
Goleta north and south of the railroad/Highway 101 barrier. The Tecolotito Creek corridor is
critical for gene flow and re-colonization among small mammal populations north and south of
Highway 101. The width of the creek corridor and the buffer, which is where passage of small
mammals occurs, not only should be protected but should be expanded and managed in a manner
that sustains a small mammal populations. SBAS believes that a 100 foot buffer on each side of
the riparian edge is the minimum acceptable design for this project. Anything smaller than 100
feet has the potential to limit the movement of California Vole populations, thereby further
fragmenting the vole populations in North and South Goleta. The importance of this corridor’s
effectiveness extends beyond those populations adjacent to the highway and the railroad tracks
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(Village at Los Carneros and Bishop Ranch). The Tecolotito Creek corridor is vital to
maintaining healthy vole population on both sides of the railroad/Highway 101 barrier. The
success of White-tailed Kites is highly dependent on having a sufficient vole population, as the
DEIR correctly notes.
For these reason, SBAS believes that impacts of the Village at Los Carneros Project to raptor
nesting and animal passage through the Tecolotito Creek corridor amount to Class I impacts.
The bridge over Tecolotito Creek is an impediment that further exacerbates the challenges to
animal movements. The DEIR is inadequate in that it does not sufficiently identify or mitigate
these impacts.
In conclusion, the developer has not provided sufficient evidence justifying the reduced creek
setback. The proposed objective of 465 units, under CEQA guidelines, should be considered an
untenable part of the developer’s objectives unless they provide evidence to the contrary.
Otherwise, the DEIR is inadequate. SBAS supports Alternative 2, which includes the 100 foot
buffer zone required by the Goleta General Plan and which protects Tecolotito Creek. If the city
is to be in compliance with General Plan policy CE 2.2 it must require a 100 foot setback from
the creek, require evidence supporting the necessity of a reduced setback, or deny the proposed
project until it is in compliance with city policy. As the DEIR stands, it is inadequate.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment in this important project.
Yours truly,

Kevin Lamb
Member
SBAS Conservation/Science Committee

Mark Holmgren
Member
SBAS Conservation/Science Committee
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Stephen J. Ferry
Co-President
Santa Barbara Audubon Society
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APPENDIX
CURRICULUM VITAE
of
MARK ALAN HOLMGREN
(Retired)
P.O. Box 13862
Santa Barbara, California 93105
(805) 680-4045 mobile
maholmgren@yahoo.com
EDUCATION

University of Kansas, Lawrence. 3 years graduate studies 1981-1984.
University of Colorado, Boulder. B.A. 1979.

POSITIONS

1995- 2010
1987-1994
1984-1987
1981-1984
1980

Associate Director and Vertebrate Collections
Curator, UCSB Center for Biodiversity and Ecological
Restoration
Museum Scientist, UCSB Vertebrate Museum
Staff Research Associate, UCSB Biological Sciences,
Vertebrate Museum and Human Anatomy Lab
Teaching Assistant, Human Anatomy, University of
Kansas
Museum Intern, Section of Birds, Carnegie Museum
of Natural History, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

PUBLICATIONS
1. “Trends in Riparian Bird Abundance on Vandenberg Air Force
Base, California”. N. Seavy, M. Holmgren, M. Ball, G. Geupel.
submitted Sept 2011 to Journal of Field Ornithology
2. The distribution and abundance of Southwestern Willow
Flycatchers on the lower Santa Ynez River, California. 2003. C.
Farmer, S. Rothstein, and M. Holmgren. Studies in Avian
Biology 26: 30-35.
3. Sexual dichromatism in the plumage of juvenile Brown-headed
Cowbirds. Summer 2000. Farmer, C., and M. A. Holmgren.
Journal of Field Ornithology 71: 429-436.
4. “A Plan for the Preservation and Stewardship of San Marcos
Foothills” with M. Kelly, T. Stone. San Marcos Foothills
Coalition, Santa Barbara, July 2001.
5. "Changes in Habitats and Bird Populations in Santa Barbara
County" in The Status and Distribution of the Birds of Santa
Barbara County, California. P.E. Lehman author, May 1994.
6. (Editor of) “The Status and Distribution of the Birds of Santa
Barbara County, California”. P.E. Lehman author. May 1994.
Fundraising, publication.
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CONTRACT REPORTS AND ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS
UCSB Campus Wetlands Management Plan, Part II, Vertebrate
Resources of West and Storke Campuses (with
Lawrence E. Hunt and Eric Schultz), UCSB Vertebrate
Museum Environmental Report No. 1, draft report 1988.
Biological Evaluation of a Toro Canyon Oak Woodland. Prepared for
the Division Environmental Review, County of Santa Barbara,
California (with K. Rindlaub). 1988.
Vertebrate Resources in the Carpinteria Ocean Bluffs vicinity.
Prepared for the City of Carpinteria, California. 1988.
An Assessment of Biological Resources of Bobcat Springs with
Emphasis on Birds of Prey. Prepared for Division of
Environmental Review, County of Santa Barbara, California.
1990.
The Abundance and Distribution of Belding’s Savannah Sparrow in
Goleta Slough, Santa Barbara County, California. with K.
Burnell. November 1992.
Holmgren, M., Z. Labinger, and J. Greaves. Proposed Riparian
Mitigation Sites along the Santa Clara River, Ventura County,
California. [Draft] Report Prepared for the California
Department of Transportation, Los Angeles. 1993.
Historical and Current Status of Snowy Plovers in the Coal Oil
Point Reserve Vicinity, Goleta, California, (with Krista Fahy)
for the UC Natural Reserve System. 1993.
The Abundance and Distribution of Belding's Savannah Sparrows
at Goleta Slough, Santa Barbara County, California. with D.
Kisner. August 1994.
Carpinteria Bluffs Biological Resources and Environmentally
Sensitive Habitats. 1997. Gevirtz, E., M. Holmgren, and R.
Philbrick. Prepared for the City of Carpinteria, Santa Barbara
County, California. Condor Environmental Planning Services,
Santa Barbara.
Distribution and Habitat Associations of Six Bird Species of Special
Concern on Vandenberg Air Force Base, Santa Barbara
County, California. 1999. Holmgren, M.A. and P.W. Collins.
University of California at Santa Barbara Museum of
Systematics and Ecology Environmental Report No. 7.
Initiation of a Long-term Ecological Monitoring Project: Avian Point
Counts and Habitat Assessment in Riparian Communities in
1998 at Vandenberg Air Force Base, California. 2000. Gallo, J.,
J. Scheeter, M. Holmgren, and S. Rothstein. University of
California Santa Barbara, Museum of Systematics and
Ecology, Environmental Report No. 13.
Distribution and Abundance of Southwestern Willow Flycatchers
on Vandenberg Air Force Base and the Lower Santa Ynez
River, 1995-2003. 2003. Farmer, C., M. A. Holmgren, and S. I.
Rothstein. Ecology, Evolution, and Marine Biology,
University of California, Santa Barbara, California.
County Lands Inventory with Enhancement Opportunities 2005.
Natural Resources Advisory Committee, Second Supervisorial
District of Santa Barbara County, California. Principal coauthor, with R.L. Couch.
Land Management Plan for Burton Mesa Ecological Reserve. with E.
Gevirtz, M. Carroll, K. Burton, P. Collins, L. Spanne, and A.
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Nelson. 2005. Prep. for The Resources Agency, Calif.
Department of Fish and Game. Condor Environmental
Planning Services, Inc., Santa Barbara.
OTHER ACTIVITIES
Endangered Species and Sensitive Ecosystem monitoring and
surveying. Least Bell's Vireo productivity and Brownheaded Cowbird removal on the Santa Clara River, Ventura
County, California. 1990-1993. Experience also with Willow
Flycatcher, Bald Eagle, California Least Tern, Belding's
Savannah Sparrow, Snowy Plover; monitoring on Lake
Cachuma, Goleta riparian systems, wintering waterfowl in the
Goleta Valley, many others.
Status and Problems of Willow Flycatcher Management on the
Santa Ynez River, Santa Barbara County, California. Invited
speaker for The Willow Flycatcher Workshop, San Diego
Natural History Museum. 17 November 1995.
Advisor to municipalities, counties, agencies and conservancy
groups on variety of issues including endangered or sensitive
vertebrate species, riparian restoration and enhancement, fire
abatement techniques, hydrological impacts to vertebrate
habitats.
Founding member of Natural Resources Advisory Committee
(NRAC) for Santa Barbara County 2nd District Supervisor
Susan Rose. 2000-2006.
Ecological Restoration Design. Coordinate designs for vertebrate
objectives in Center for Biodiversity and Ecological
Restoration projects; monitor restoration results for vertebrate
performance. Conducted 14-year riparian restoration effort on
local Goleta creek.
Ecological Monitoring. Designed and execute long-term vertebrate
monitoring programs on UCSB Campus restoration projects.
Long-term riparian bird monitoring study for Vandenberg
AFB, 1998 to 2005.
White-tailed Kites. Archivist for roosting and breeding records for
the Goleta and Santa Barbara areas since 1987.
Designed and Coordinated intensive community volunteer
program monitoring breeding and roosting of the Goleta
population of kites, 1998. Prepared ‘White-tailed Kites Near
Orcutt in September 1999’, a study for the County of Santa
Barbara.
President (and Board Officer) and founding member of the San
Marcos Foothills Coalition, an open space preservation
effort, since 1998.

Jan 2014
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Curriculum Vitae
Kevin Lamb
DOB: 3/14/1990
(805) 450-5048
kvieiralamb@gmail.com
Mailing Address:
734 Elkus Walk apt. 107
Goleta CA 93117

Academia:
SBCC:
Associate in Liberal Arts in Sciences emph. Math and Science
Fall 2008-Spring 2009, Fall 2011-Spring 2012
Final GPA: 3.30
UCSB:
B.S. Biological Sciences
Fall 2012 – Spring 2014 (anticipated)
Research Interests:
My research interests lie in the field of ecology. I am fascinated by trophic interactions, how
species have evolved co-dependence, and I want to further understand the variables that
control these complex systems. I want to pursue research that will advance the knowledge of
how we can anticipate the consequences of changes in biological systems and how they will
affect each trophic level. This will help to create models that can be applied to an array of
species, ultimately with applications in conservation biology.
Research Experience:
National Audubon Society – Santa Barbara Chapter:
White-tailed Kite Project Intern
February 2012 – September 2013
- Performed weekly bird observation and took rigorous notes on behavior, habitat, and
populations of White-tailed kites.
- Notes were made available for use in local conservation efforts.
Marine Science Institute – Parasitology Lab
Undergraduate Assistant
October 2013 – Present
- Perform routine Lab maintenance such as lab organization, preparing chemical solutions, and
maintaining equipment.
- Sort through sediment samples to collect and classify invertebrate organisms by taxa.
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- Collect Cerithidea californica snails from the Carpinteria Salt Marsh monthly, prepare and
assist in dissections, and record parasite information.
Independent Research
Primary Investigator
- Organize archived White-tailed Kite population data into graphs and tables that can be used in
the conservation of county land.
- Establish information about the decline and current state of White-tailed Kites in Santa
Barbara.
- Network with local conservation activists to disseminate the data and the information it
represents.
Presentations:
Santa Barbara Chapter of the National Audubon Society
January 2014
- At the conservation science board meeting, I presented my most up to date findings on Whitetailed Kite populations in Santa Barbara County.
Teaching Experience:
LDS Missionary Service in Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil
August 2009 – August 2011
- Plan and teach at least two one hour lessons each day
- Teach and train other missionaries on how to be more effective teachers in weekly training
meetings
Boy Scout Merit Badge Counselor:
Environmental Science
Oceanography
October 2013 – Present
- Teach local Boy Scouts about oceanography and environmental science
- Help Scouts meet the merit badge requirements through meaningful lessons and experiments
Teaching Assistant
EEMB 148 – Stream Ecology
Spring Quarter 2014
- Plan and teach discussion section for Stream Ecology
- Help students learn to use JMP statistical software and Microsoft Excel to draw meaningful
conclusions from biological data sets.
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Scholarships and Fellowships:
2013:
A.F. Nunes Trust Scholarship, $2500
Lawrence and Lillian Smith Endowed Scholarship, $3400
2014: (anticipated)
NSF GRFP, $30,000 yearly stipend, $12,000 tuition grant, 3 year duration
Awards and Honors:
Eagle Scout
March 2008
Veterans of Foreign Wars Eagle Scout Recognition
March 2008
SBCC President’s Honor Roll
December 2008, June 2009, December 2011
Community service and Volunteer Activities:
Eagle Scout Project
March 2008
- Planned and built extra storage space for the Goleta Valley Boys and Girls Club
LDS Missionary Service in Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil
August 2009 – August 2011
- Built houses
- Helped people achieve goals to stop smoking and/or drinking
Santa Barbara Audubon Society Conservation Science Committee
- Research local conservation issues
- Advocate for protection of local environmental resources by writing letters to local decision
makers on behalf of the Audubon Society.
Recent Professional Experience:
Integrative Medicine Center of Santa Barbara
Medical Assistant
October 2012 – October 2013
- Took blood pressure, heart rate, temperature, height, and weight of patients.
- Answered phones, scheduled appointments, corresponded with insurance companies and
suppliers.
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- Maintained numerous excel databases of medical information and maintained electronic health
records up to date.
The Devereux Foundation
Supported Living Staff
September 2011 – April 2012
- Supported mentally disabled adults in routine daily activities.
- Supported and taught mentally disabled adults in their goals to become self-sufficient, e.g.
taking the bus, washing clothes, holding a steady job.
- Administered medication to mentally disabled adults.
Software Proficiencies:
JMP 10 Statistical Software
Microsoft Office (Word, Excel, Power Point, Outlook)
Google Docs, Calendar, and Mail
Acme Mapper 2.0
R-Commander Statistical Software

From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

George Relles <grelles@cox.net>
The Goodland Coalition's Comments on the Villages At Los Carneros DEIR
January 17, 2014 10:26:33 AM PST
Kathy Allen <kallen@cityofgoleta.org>
1 Attachment, 33.5 KB

Dear Ms. Allen,
Attached please find comments on the Villages At Los Carneros DEIR. I
am submitting these comments in behalf of The Goodland Coalition.
I look forward to the responses to our comments. Also, I would
appreciate your keeping us apprised of any other developments,
meetings and hearings on this project.
Thank you for your work on this project.
Submitted by George Relles
Convener of The Goodland Coalition
484 Valdez Avenue
Goleta, CA 93117
683-4829
TGC_Villages…oc (33.5 KB)

The Village at Los Carneros DEIR is found here:
http://www.cityofgoleta.org/index.aspx?page=1177
HEARING DATE AND TIME: Thursday, January 23, 2014 at 5:00 P.M.
PLACE: Goleta City Hall, Council Chambers
130 Cremona Drive, Suite B Goleta, California 93117
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: The public review period begins on Thursday,
December 5, 2013 and ends on Monday, February 3, 2014 at 5:00 P.M. All
letters should be addressed and mailed to Ms. Kathy Allen, Senior Planner,
City of Goleta, 130 Cremona Drive, Suite B, Goleta, CA 93117 or emailed to
kallen@cityofgoleta.org. All comments must be received no later than
Monday, February 3, 2014 at 5:00 P.M. Please limit comments to
environmental issues.
INTRODUCTION
Goleta’s General Plan Policy CE 2.2 provides that “setbacks can be reduced to
as small as 25’ but only if (1) maintaining the 100-foot setback is infeasible and
(2) there is no significant impact to the creek habitat.” The Draft EIR for the
465-unit Village at Los Carneros Project lacks any evidence that the 100-foot
Tecolotito Creek setback is infeasible and therefore, under General Plan Policy
CE 2.2, the City must require a 100-foot creek setback. The Draft EIR is
flawed for failing to disclose that the project is inconsistent with Policy CE 2.2,
and for failing to disclose a significant impact from this inconsistency.
1. The Draft EIR lacks substantial evidence that including a 100-foot
creek setback is infeasible
The Draft EIR’s simple, unsupported statement that maintaining the 100-foot
stream setback “would reduce the available developable area of the project site
below the minimum density required for Medium Density Residentialdesignated property and defeat the purpose of the site’s intended use” doesn’t
make the project infeasible. This bare assertion is an insufficient basis for the
City of Goleta to allow an exception to its General Plan. In order to approve a
smaller creek setback for this project, the City of Goleta must receive from the
developer substantial and credible evidence that the 100-foot creek setback
makes the project infeasible.
The Draft EIR does not appear to contain any information indicating that a
100-foot creek setback is infeasible. There is no specific evidence that the
developer would receive less revenue and/or profit with the required 100-foot
setback, let alone evidence that the project would be financially infeasible. In
order for the City of Goleta to approve the smaller 35 to 40-foot creek setback
proposed by the developer, it is the City of Goleta’s right and duty under state
law to require the developer to provide information showing that a 100-foot
setback renders the project infeasible.
And even if evidence were to be made available that reducing the number of
units, developing smaller units, or making other modifications would somewhat

reduce the developer’s revenue or profit, merely showing SOME reduction in
revenue or profit is insufficient to support a finding of infeasibility. Rather, for
the project to be financially infeasible, the reduced profitability would need to
be sufficiently severe to render it impractical to proceed with the project.
2. The project’s creek setback is much smaller than the 100-foot setback
required by the General Plan
Without substantial evidence that a 100-foot setback is infeasible, the 35 to
40-foot Tecolotito Creek setback is inconsistent with the General Plan
Conservation Element Policy CE-2.2. This policy requires minimum 100-foot
creek setbacks measured from the top of bank or edge of riparian canopy,
whichever is further. The Draft EIR should have disclosed this conflict, and
moreover should have disclosed that Impact LU 1 is a significant impact.
3. The DEIR contains no evidence or analysis that on such a large parcel
it is infeasible to reconfigure or redesign the project in a way that would
maintain the 100-foot setback
The project area is comprises over 40 acres. With such a large area, there is no
evidence that the project could not proceed and still maintain the 100-foot
setback. Mere inconvenience for the developer to reconfigure or redesign the
project in a way that maintains the 100-foot setback does not rise to the level
of “infeasibility” that justifies an exception to Goleta’s General Plan.
An exception can only be approved if the project site is physically constrained
in such a way that it is impossible to develop the site in compliance with the
General Plan. For a project on a lot of this size, it is unlikely that this finding
can be made.
4. It is preferable to pursue an Environmentally Superior Alternative that
is in the DEIR, rather than reducing setbacks
The DEIR contains an analysis of Alternative 2 (Reduced Density) which
maintains the 100-foot creek setback. This alternative is identified as the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” and is preferable to the one that
reduces setbacks.
Goleta’s General Plan is an expression of Goleta residents’ desires. It explicitly
seeks to adhere to 100-foot setbacks from environmentally sensitive areas such
as creeks and an exception should be considered only when there is no feasible
environmentally preferable alternative. Alternative 2, identified as the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative,” is preferable to the one that reduces
setbacks. This is yet another reason that no exception to Goleta’s 100-foot
setback requirement should be made.
CONCLUSION
100-foot creek setbacks are required pursuant to General Plan Policy CE 2.2
unless the development can meet the feasibility criteria required for an
exception. Findings of consistency with Goleta’s General Plan must be based
on substantial evidence, in this case, evidence of infeasibility of the 100-foot
setback. Such substantial evidence and analysis are lacking in this Draft EIR,

and the Draft EIR should have disclosed a significant impact associated with
the project’s inconsistency with Policy CE 2.2. Exceptions to Goleta’s General
Plan requirements of a 100-foot creek setback must be justified, or denied.
Instead, Alternative 2 should be pursued because it is the Environmentally
Preferred alternative that allows the project to go forward and retain the 100foot setbacks in Goleta’s General Plan.

SANTA BARBARA URBAN CREEKS COUNCIL
P.O. Box 1467, Santa Barbara, CA 93102

(805) 962-8260

sbucc@silcom.com

January 31, 2014

Ms Kathy Allen, Senior Planner
City of Goleta
130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117

Re: Village at Los Carneros Project Inadequacies of Draft EIR
Dear Kathy Allen,
Santa Barbara Urban Creeks Council, SBUCC is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization that has represented
more than 3,000 members over 24 years in protecting our watersheds, creeks, wildlife habitats and
important natural resources on the South Coast of Santa Barbara County. We were pleased when the City
of Goleta, upon incorporation, implemented sound creek protections in a General Plan written with guidance
from many experts in watershed and environmental science. Before cityhood, development had squeezed,
filled, concreted and otherwise degraded much of Goleta’s riparian resources.
Unfortunately the proposed Village at Los Carneros does not meet the requirements of Goleta’s General
Plan and SBUCC must submit the following comments on this Draft EIR.

CE 1.6 City’s Obligation to Protect ESHA
Tecolotito Creek is an ESHA. Pursuant to CE 1.6 it “shall be protected against significant disruption
of habitat values” and a setback is required “to prevent any degradation of the ecological functions
provided by the habitat area.” The City would seriously compromise this protection by reducing
SPA from the required 100 feet.

CE 1.9 (a) Wildlife Corridor Protection
Tecolotito Creek is an important migration pathway protected by CE 1.9 (a). The DEIR does not
adequately describe the extent of the Tecolotito Creek wildlife corridor, which connects the foothills

not only to Goleta Slough but the whole wetland system from Devereux to More Mesa. (See
attached: ASSESSING HABITAT LINKAGES IN COASTAL OPEN SPACES)
Nor does the DEIR address the fact that other creeks feeding this wetland system have already been
severely degraded by concrete channelization making Tecolotito all the more critical.

CE 1.9 (e), (f) Light & Noise Impact
The DEIR does not adequately describe the impact to wildlife caused by light, CE 1.9 (e), and
noise, CE 1.9 (f), from a three story, 40 foot high, multi family dwelling immediately adjacent the
proposed 35-40 foot wide Tecolotito Creek buffer. Windows and balconies on all 3 floors face the
creek. (DEIR page 2-25, Rear (West) Elevation) Night time light from the windows and noise form
social activity on the balconies will cause a significant impact to the permanent and transitory animals
of Tecolotito Creek.

CE 1.9 (g) Dead Wood Removal
Another example of the need to have housing space separate from the riparian space is the fact that
the fire department would prefer defensible spaces around the structures. Because the buildings are
right next to the creek setback, the fire department recommends removal of dead wood from the
buffer as discussed in section Bio 1-2. The significant negative impact of dead wood removal
addressed in CE 1.9 (g) is not adequately described in the DEIR. (see
http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/nr/wildlife/decaid/pages/Ecosystem-Processes.html )

CE 2.2 (a) No Existing Streamside Protection Area on Western Boundary
The DEIR does not adequately discuss the fact that Tecolotito Creek is already impacted by
development and has no SPA on its west bank making the full required 100 foot setback on the east
side of Tecolotito Creek even more necessary. Goleta’s General Plan Policy CE 2.2 (a) requires
100 foot setbacks on both sides of a creek.

CE 2.2 (a) Value of Buffer Reduced by Access Road
The DEIR does not adequately describe the fact that habitat and migration value of the proposed
narrow 35-40 foot setback is further reduced by the flood control access road. This further
weakens the CE 2.2 (a) intent that “The SPA upland buffer shall be 100 feet outward on both sides
of the creek, measured from the top of the bank or the outer limit of wetlands and/or riparian
vegetation, whichever is greater.”

CE 2.2 (a) Inadequate Evidence for Reduced Buffer
Under CE 2.2 (a), The City may allow buffer to less than 100 feet wide only if (1) there is no
feasible alternative siting AND (2) the project’s impacts will not have significant adverse effects.
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Regarding condition (1), for this 43 acre project the DEIR does not give adequate evidence, other
than state it so, that the additional 60 feet width required to go from a 35–40 to 100 foot setback
(3% of 43 acres) is infeasible.
Regarding condition (2), the 3 story condos adjacent Tecolotito Creek would have significant
adverse impacts on permanent and migratory animals, an impact not fully described in the DEIR.

CE 2.5 Riparian Areas Restoration
The DEIR completely omits discussion of General Plan policy CE 2.5, which states “Creek banks,
creek channels, and associated riparian areas shall be maintained or restored to their natural
condition wherever such conditions or opportunities exist”. The opportunity exists on this 43 acre
project and Tecolotito Creek needs restoration to it natural condition.
And it would be much less expensive for the City to have restoration done as a part of this project
than at a later date.
The DEIR should describe what this creek would naturally be, if there had been no human impact
over the past hundred years. Tecolotito Creeks has un-naturally been straightened and reduced in
width by development along its west bank.
The DEIR does not describe the degraded state of other creeks within the boundaries of the City of
Goleta. Tecolotito Creek is last chance to have a healthy, minimally impacted watershed. Nearby,
El Encanto, Los Carneros and San Jose Creeks all have long chain link fenced concrete channels
which significantly impact these creeks’ environmental value.

SBUCC recognizes the City’s desire to provide housing, but we ask that the City also recognize the
important value of the Tecolotito Watershed and the permanent consequences of this project.
The City of Goleta is required to protect our natural environment as well as fulfill regional housing needs.
And in order to enforce the environmental protections of the General Plan, it may come down to reducing the
number of housing units in this project.
But, SBUCC reminds the City there will be chances in the future to add more housing to Goleta, but there
will be no more chances to add another creek.
Please implement full 100 foot buffer along Tecolotito Creek.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment,

Rick Frickmann, Board Member
Santa Barbara Urban Creek Council
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From: Serra Hoagland <serrahoagland@gmail.com>
Date: February 3, 2014 3:19:20 PM PST
To: Kathy Allen <kallen@cityofgoleta.org>
Cc: Lisa Stratton <stratton@ccber.ucsb.edu>, Lisa Stratton
<stratton@eri.ucsb.edu>, "rfrickmann@cox.net" <rfrickmann@cox.net>,
"Meghan Walla-Murphy" <phoksumdo.mwm@gmail.com>
Subject: Village at Los Carneros proposed development site serves as a
primary wildlife corridor
Ms. Kathy Allen,
Please reconsider the Village at Los Carneros proposed development and the
DEIR that calls for 35-40 foot setbacks rather than the minimum 100 foot
setbacks listed in the Goleta General Plan.
As an Alumni of UC Santa Barbara's Bren School of Environmental Science &
Management I spent a great deal of time working on a Wildlife Linkages study in
Goleta. We monitored major roads and highways for roadkill and assessed
wildlife linkages (underpasses, pipe and box culverts, bridges, etc.) and museum
data to identify primary corridors that maintain wildlife diversity in the Goleta
area. The area proposed for development serves as an important corridor for
maintaining habitat connectivity in the Goleta region. This area proposed for
development connects open spaces within the Goleta area such as Coal Oil
Point Reserve, Goleta Slough and More Mesa to larger patches of open space in
the foothills that allow wildlife to persist in the region. If the development
proceeds with current standards of 35-40 feet creek setbacks the linkage
identified in the attached poster (#1) could potentially become useless. This
would cause major consequences for the health and ecological function of the
beautiful open spaces listed above that Goleta residents cherish. A creek corridor
of the size proposed in the DEIR will not be sufficient to allow for wildlife passing.
It is likely that wildlife will be prevented from moving in/out of the Goleta Slough if
the development proceeds as planned.
I brought Matt Kettman from the Santa Barbara Independent to the linkage
immediately southwest of the site proposed for development. This area currently
serves as a useful linkage that allows wildlife movement, which is why I wanted
to show Matt this area. It is also a perfect site to show young students and it
served as a great place for several field trips hosted by CCBER at UC Santa
Barbara for "wildlife tracking". Workshop participants and others who saw the site
were able to see how "active" the site is and were also able to practice their
wildlife track identification skills. The amount of wildlife activity in this corridor is
phenomenal and can be used as a teaching tool to show the value of wildlife
corridors to people in our community. By implementing the housing project this
site would no longer serve this purpose.
You can see the Santa Barbara Independent article published about our work at
the following webpage: http://www.independent.com/news/2011/dec/01/where-

ASSESSING HABITAT LINKAGES IN COASTAL OPEN SPACES
Serra Hoagland*, J. Wilson, B. Dormae, S. Richman, A. Jensen, L. Stratton
* Primary Author MESM UC Santa Barbara/EFETAC serrahoagland@gmail.com
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Several linkages and areas need to be designated as essential
corridors for wildlife species in order to enhance habitat
connectivity on a landscape scale. These areas need to be managed
appropriately and should be monitored to maintain or enhance
habitat connectivity if biological conservation is the goal.
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TOP FINDING #1: Landscape-scale primary corridors

The Goleta and Santa Barbara community recently committed to
protecting over 652 acres of nearly contiguous coastal open space
which is adjacent to other large open space areas such as the
Goleta Slough, UCSB open space areas and More Mesa. These
areas may support functioning biological communities, however, the
long term viability of those communities may be threatened by road
barriers and broken habitat linkages. We evaluated historic and
current incidences of roadkill and the quality of the connections
across roads and other barriers to assess the connectivity of
existing protected areas and to preserve current wildlife populations
by recommending corridor improvement where necessary.
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The area under investigation lies between the Santa Ynez Mountain
range and the coast – from More Mesa to Ellwood Mesa south of HWY 101.
The study region is approximately 7,000 acres -- 31% of which is open space.
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• Vertebrate collections from the Cheadle Center for Biological and
Ecological Restoration (CCBER) at UC Santa Barbara (UCSB)
• Vertebrate collections from the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural
History (SBMNH)
• Personal records from Paul Collins – vertebrate curator at SBMNH
• Roadkill data from Santa Barbara Animal Control
• Roadkill data from weekly roadkill patrol routes
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LINKAGE DATA

0

We determined the location of existing linkages and recorded general physical
characteristics, habitat information and any evidence of wildlife use for each
linkage. We assessed a total of 55 crossings that were within or just outside of our
study region and found that large mammals were most impacted by barriers.
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We monitored primary roads for roadkill over an eight week period and discovered several roadkill
hotspots. These sections of road experienced more than 0.25 roadkill incidences per week on average.
The roadkill patrol routes are shown in various colors and the purple circle indicates the region
with the highest rates of roadkills within our study region (0.875 roadkills/week).
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Large carnivores and various indicator species found within
our study region highlight important corridors, habitat linkages
and other areas of special concern. As evident from our research
and other previous studies, large carnivores are most susceptible
to habitat fragmentation -- making these observations even
more valuable for future research.
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We would like to continue roadkill patrols and
possibly deploy camera stations or track plates
in certain culverts and bridges to monitor wildlife
activity. We would also like to perform a
Circuitscape (www.circuitscape.org) analysis to
model habitat connectivity of our region using
circuit theory. We would also like to increase
the involvement of local community members
and utilize citizen scientists to help monitor
roadkill incidences and wildlife use of important
corridors.
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do-all-bobcats-go/
You can also listen to a short podcast about our work online as well:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qZm7c24TKJ0
Furthermore, please reassure me that you have contacted the local Chumash
tribe who are the original land stewards of the Goleta area and may have
significant cultural and spiritual ties to this site. I believe a formal consultation
should occur and at minimum a listening session should occur that documents
the tribes concerns since this development is proposed on one of the few
remaining natural areas of their ancestral lands.
As a Native American and one who values local wildlife as well as the leadership
of the local community I trust that you will consider the immense value of this
area as a wildlife corridor.
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding the importance of this site
as a wildlife corridor.

Thank you,
Serra
-Serra Hoagland
PhD Student, Northern Arizona University
Southwest Forest Science Complex
2500 S. Pine Knoll Drive
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
Office: (928) 556-2190
Cell: (530) 957-0591
serrahoagland@gmail.com
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DESCRIPTION

Hollister Los Carneros
Mesa Road
Ellwood Mesa Connection
HWY 217 near Goleta Slough

This linkage allows movement for all species we
considered and connects habitat at a landscape scale
Suitable habitat exists in this region and this area is a
prime corridor for wildlife movement
This area connects suitable habitat just north and
west of our study region and likely facilitates large
scale movements
This area is likely a corridor for connecting open
space in the eastern section of our study region to
other suitable habitat
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Several linkages and areas need to be designated as essential
corridors for wildlife species in order to enhance habitat
connectivity on a landscape scale. These areas need to be managed
appropriately and should be monitored to maintain or enhance
habitat connectivity if biological conservation is the goal.
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TOP FINDING #1: Landscape-scale primary corridors

The Goleta and Santa Barbara community recently committed to
protecting over 652 acres of nearly contiguous coastal open space
which is adjacent to other large open space areas such as the
Goleta Slough, UCSB open space areas and More Mesa. These
areas may support functioning biological communities, however, the
long term viability of those communities may be threatened by road
barriers and broken habitat linkages. We evaluated historic and
current incidences of roadkill and the quality of the connections
across roads and other barriers to assess the connectivity of
existing protected areas and to preserve current wildlife populations
by recommending corridor improvement where necessary.
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The area under investigation lies between the Santa Ynez Mountain
range and the coast – from More Mesa to Ellwood Mesa south of HWY 101.
The study region is approximately 7,000 acres -- 31% of which is open space.
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• Vertebrate collections from the Cheadle Center for Biological and
Ecological Restoration (CCBER) at UC Santa Barbara (UCSB)
• Vertebrate collections from the Santa Barbara Museum of Natural
History (SBMNH)
• Personal records from Paul Collins – vertebrate curator at SBMNH
• Roadkill data from Santa Barbara Animal Control
• Roadkill data from weekly roadkill patrol routes
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LINKAGE DATA

0

We determined the location of existing linkages and recorded general physical
characteristics, habitat information and any evidence of wildlife use for each
linkage. We assessed a total of 55 crossings that were within or just outside of our
study region and found that large mammals were most impacted by barriers.
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We monitored primary roads for roadkill over an eight week period and discovered several roadkill
hotspots. These sections of road experienced more than 0.25 roadkill incidences per week on average.
The roadkill patrol routes are shown in various colors and the purple circle indicates the region
with the highest rates of roadkills within our study region (0.875 roadkills/week).
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We would like to continue roadkill patrols and
possibly deploy camera stations or track plates
in certain culverts and bridges to monitor wildlife
activity. We would also like to perform a
Circuitscape (www.circuitscape.org) analysis to
model habitat connectivity of our region using
circuit theory. We would also like to increase
the involvement of local community members
and utilize citizen scientists to help monitor
roadkill incidences and wildlife use of important
corridors.
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Large carnivores and various indicator species found within
our study region highlight important corridors, habitat linkages
and other areas of special concern. As evident from our research
and other previous studies, large carnivores are most susceptible
to habitat fragmentation -- making these observations even
more valuable for future research.
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January 31, 2014

Kathy Allen, Senior Planner
City of Goleta
130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117
Dear Ms. Allen:
Santa Barbara Audubon Society (SBAS) is a chapter of the National Audubon Society. SBAS
has about 1100 members in the Santa Barbara area. The mission of SBAS is to help conserve
and restore the earth's natural ecosystems and improve its biological diversity, principally in the
Santa Barbara area, and to connect people with birds and nature through education, sciencebased projects and advocacy. As a local organization dedicated to the conservation of
biodiversity, SBAS would like to advocate for revisions to the proposed Village at Los Carneros
development project.
Upon review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) it is apparent that measures to
protect the environmentally sensitive Stream Protected Area (SPA) of the Tecolotito Creek are
inadequate. The proposed setback from the creek involves a setback ranging from 30-40 feet.
Goleta’s General Plan policy CE 2.2 requires that “The SPA upland buffer shall be 100 feet
outward on both sides of the creek, measured from the top of the bank or the outer limit of
wetlands and/or riparian vegetation, whichever is greater.” The policy also states that the 100
foot buffer may be reduced (but not to less than 25 feet) based on a site-specific evaluation
showing that “(1) there is no feasible alternative siting for development that will avoid the SPA
upland buffer; and (2) the project’s impacts will not have significant adverse effects on
streamside vegetation or the biotic quality of the stream.” To date, the applicant has not provided
substantial evidence that verifies the infeasibility of the project. Therefore, the DEIR is
inadequate in its protection of the SPA.
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The City’s DEIR has stated that increasing the proposed development setbacks to 100 feet would
defeat the purpose of the project. Reducing the setback to 100 feet would reduce the number of
units that the developer could build. According to the DEIR, these are the objectives of the
development:
2.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The objectives of the Project are to:
1) Provide a mixed use residential development consisting of 465 homes, including 321
units of ownership housing to address the local and regional housing deficit.
2) Provide 70 affordable rental apartments (included within the total of 465 homes) to
help address the local affordable housing deficit.
3) Provide 74 market-rate rental apartments to address the rental shortage in the local and
regional community.
4) Provide residential housing opportunities within walking distance of existing, adjacent
office and research park development to encourage pedestrian and bicycle commuting.
5) Provide a common recreation center including a pool and recreation building for use
by the residents.
6) Provide a neighborhood park with a combination of passive and active uses for use to
the Project residents and the general public and a public Class I bikeway and pedestrian
mall through the Project site.
7) Make minor modifications to the lot lines and zoning between the residential and
business park components of the Project site to facilitate proposed development.
8) Reconfigure existing parking and landscaping for the existing business park
development to accommodate residential project access roads.
9) Repeal the obsolete Raytheon Specific Plan.
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Creek setbacks of at least 100 feet are required by Goleta’s General Plan policy CE 2.2, as noted
above. Adjusting the creek setback to 100 feet, which is the project’s alternative 2, would at
most affect two of the nine objectives. According to CEQA (California Environmental Quality
Act) the EIR must propose alternatives that “would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project,”

3-1

(section 15126.6). Rejecting alternative 2 then, on the basis that reducing creek setbacks to 100
feet would reduce the number of proposed homes, is not compliant with CEQA policy. If
producing fewer units than originally proposed makes the project economically infeasible for any
reason, then according to Policy CE 2.2, the city must require the developer to provide
supporting evidence in the administrative record.
In addition, SBAS has concerns with projects that could adversely affect local bird species. In
this specific project, we are concerned with the project’s growth-induced traffic and biological
impacts.
Mark Holmgren1, a locally recognized expert on the White-tailed Kite2, has observed kites for
decades in the Goleta Valley. Mr. Holmgren organized the Kite Watch (hereafter KW), which is
a citizen-science monitoring organization that focuses on the nesting areas in the Goleta Valley
used by White-tailed Kites. When there are enough volunteers available, it also documents
breeding season and non-breeding season roosts, winter use areas, and movement corridors used
by kites. Kite Watch has been allied with SBAS since 2010. Incidentally, KW also gathers
information on other raptor species.
The Village at Los Carneros property was not considered one of the principle nesting areas for
kites for many years. Near Los Carneros Road, in the early 1990’s, KW observed the roosting
and nesting of kites at the Los Carneros Wetland (now Willow Springs Condominiums). This
area was illegally graded at a time when kites were roosting there. The development of Willow
Springs eliminated all meaningful raptor use of that area. In the late 1980s and 1990s we also
observed kite nesting on the former Delco property (now occupied by the Cabrillo Business
Park). However, in 2012, prompted by observations of kites crossing Highway 101, KW
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Please see Mr. Holmgren’s Curriculum Vitae in the appendix.
The White-tailed Kite is a fully protected special-status raptor species.
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initiated direct observations of kites using the Village at Los Carneros site (which we referred to
as Raytheon).
We first observed perching of kites near the northwest corner of the Village at Los Carneros site
(in the vicinity of 34.43555 -119.86110) beginning on 17 February 2012 and through the 2013
nesting season (last observation was 17 August). In 2013 and to the present, kite numbers are
reduced due to low reproduction in 2013 and the ongoing drought, which as the DEIR correctly
notes, particularly affects kites.
On 15 March 2012, we observed four White-tailed Kites going to roost at dusk along Tecolotito
Creek (at approx. 34.43473 -119.86144). On 2 April, we observed a kite delivering nest
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materials to a nest structure in a Eucalyptus tree and one member of the pair again roosted in the
Tecolotito riparian area. Subsequent observations in April and May indicated that nest was not
successful. But kites continued to favor perching in those Eucalyptus trees near the NW corner
of the Village at Los Carneros site though the summer of 2012.
We also observed Cooper's Hawks, Red-tailed Hawks, and Red-shouldered Hawks along
Tecolotito Creek in spring and summer 2012. This information demonstrates that the DEIR
inadequately characterizes White-tailed Kite and other raptor occupancy in the project area. The
project area is nesting habitat for White-tailed Kites. The Eucalyptus is known to support Redtailed Hawks and White-tailed Kites nesting or intending to nest in them.
We concur with statements in the DEIR concerning the capacity of Tecolotito Creek as a
corridor for mammals alleviating some of the effects of fragmentation between open spaces in
Goleta north and south of the railroad/Highway 101 barrier. The Tecolotito Creek corridor is
critical for gene flow and re-colonization among small mammal populations north and south of
Highway 101. The width of the creek corridor and the buffer, which is where passage of small
mammals occurs, not only should be protected but should be expanded and managed in a manner
that sustains a small mammal populations. SBAS believes that a 100 foot buffer on each side of
the riparian edge is the minimum acceptable design for this project. Anything smaller than 100
feet has the potential to limit the movement of California Vole populations, thereby further
fragmenting the vole populations in North and South Goleta. The importance of this corridor’s
effectiveness extends beyond those populations adjacent to the highway and the railroad tracks
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(Village at Los Carneros and Bishop Ranch). The Tecolotito Creek corridor is vital to
maintaining healthy vole population on both sides of the railroad/Highway 101 barrier. The
success of White-tailed Kites is highly dependent on having a sufficient vole population, as the
DEIR correctly notes.
For these reason, SBAS believes that impacts of the Village at Los Carneros Project to raptor
nesting and animal passage through the Tecolotito Creek corridor amount to Class I impacts.
The bridge over Tecolotito Creek is an impediment that further exacerbates the challenges to
animal movements. The DEIR is inadequate in that it does not sufficiently identify or mitigate
these impacts.
In conclusion, the developer has not provided sufficient evidence justifying the reduced creek
setback. The proposed objective of 465 units, under CEQA guidelines, should be considered an
untenable part of the developer’s objectives unless they provide evidence to the contrary.
Otherwise, the DEIR is inadequate. SBAS supports Alternative 2, which includes the 100 foot
buffer zone required by the Goleta General Plan and which protects Tecolotito Creek. If the city
is to be in compliance with General Plan policy CE 2.2 it must require a 100 foot setback from
the creek, require evidence supporting the necessity of a reduced setback, or deny the proposed
project until it is in compliance with city policy. As the DEIR stands, it is inadequate.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment in this important project.
Yours truly,

Kevin Lamb
Member
SBAS Conservation/Science Committee

Mark Holmgren
Member
SBAS Conservation/Science Committee
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Stephen J. Ferry
Co-President
Santa Barbara Audubon Society
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APPENDIX
CURRICULUM VITAE
of
MARK ALAN HOLMGREN
(Retired)
P.O. Box 13862
Santa Barbara, California 93105
(805) 680-4045 mobile
maholmgren@yahoo.com
EDUCATION

University of Kansas, Lawrence. 3 years graduate studies 1981-1984.
University of Colorado, Boulder. B.A. 1979.

POSITIONS

1995- 2010
1987-1994
1984-1987
1981-1984
1980

Associate Director and Vertebrate Collections
Curator, UCSB Center for Biodiversity and Ecological
Restoration
Museum Scientist, UCSB Vertebrate Museum
Staff Research Associate, UCSB Biological Sciences,
Vertebrate Museum and Human Anatomy Lab
Teaching Assistant, Human Anatomy, University of
Kansas
Museum Intern, Section of Birds, Carnegie Museum
of Natural History, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

PUBLICATIONS
1. “Trends in Riparian Bird Abundance on Vandenberg Air Force
Base, California”. N. Seavy, M. Holmgren, M. Ball, G. Geupel.
submitted Sept 2011 to Journal of Field Ornithology
2. The distribution and abundance of Southwestern Willow
Flycatchers on the lower Santa Ynez River, California. 2003. C.
Farmer, S. Rothstein, and M. Holmgren. Studies in Avian
Biology 26: 30-35.
3. Sexual dichromatism in the plumage of juvenile Brown-headed
Cowbirds. Summer 2000. Farmer, C., and M. A. Holmgren.
Journal of Field Ornithology 71: 429-436.
4. “A Plan for the Preservation and Stewardship of San Marcos
Foothills” with M. Kelly, T. Stone. San Marcos Foothills
Coalition, Santa Barbara, July 2001.
5. "Changes in Habitats and Bird Populations in Santa Barbara
County" in The Status and Distribution of the Birds of Santa
Barbara County, California. P.E. Lehman author, May 1994.
6. (Editor of) “The Status and Distribution of the Birds of Santa
Barbara County, California”. P.E. Lehman author. May 1994.
Fundraising, publication.
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CONTRACT REPORTS AND ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS
UCSB Campus Wetlands Management Plan, Part II, Vertebrate
Resources of West and Storke Campuses (with
Lawrence E. Hunt and Eric Schultz), UCSB Vertebrate
Museum Environmental Report No. 1, draft report 1988.
Biological Evaluation of a Toro Canyon Oak Woodland. Prepared for
the Division Environmental Review, County of Santa Barbara,
California (with K. Rindlaub). 1988.
Vertebrate Resources in the Carpinteria Ocean Bluffs vicinity.
Prepared for the City of Carpinteria, California. 1988.
An Assessment of Biological Resources of Bobcat Springs with
Emphasis on Birds of Prey. Prepared for Division of
Environmental Review, County of Santa Barbara, California.
1990.
The Abundance and Distribution of Belding’s Savannah Sparrow in
Goleta Slough, Santa Barbara County, California. with K.
Burnell. November 1992.
Holmgren, M., Z. Labinger, and J. Greaves. Proposed Riparian
Mitigation Sites along the Santa Clara River, Ventura County,
California. [Draft] Report Prepared for the California
Department of Transportation, Los Angeles. 1993.
Historical and Current Status of Snowy Plovers in the Coal Oil
Point Reserve Vicinity, Goleta, California, (with Krista Fahy)
for the UC Natural Reserve System. 1993.
The Abundance and Distribution of Belding's Savannah Sparrows
at Goleta Slough, Santa Barbara County, California. with D.
Kisner. August 1994.
Carpinteria Bluffs Biological Resources and Environmentally
Sensitive Habitats. 1997. Gevirtz, E., M. Holmgren, and R.
Philbrick. Prepared for the City of Carpinteria, Santa Barbara
County, California. Condor Environmental Planning Services,
Santa Barbara.
Distribution and Habitat Associations of Six Bird Species of Special
Concern on Vandenberg Air Force Base, Santa Barbara
County, California. 1999. Holmgren, M.A. and P.W. Collins.
University of California at Santa Barbara Museum of
Systematics and Ecology Environmental Report No. 7.
Initiation of a Long-term Ecological Monitoring Project: Avian Point
Counts and Habitat Assessment in Riparian Communities in
1998 at Vandenberg Air Force Base, California. 2000. Gallo, J.,
J. Scheeter, M. Holmgren, and S. Rothstein. University of
California Santa Barbara, Museum of Systematics and
Ecology, Environmental Report No. 13.
Distribution and Abundance of Southwestern Willow Flycatchers
on Vandenberg Air Force Base and the Lower Santa Ynez
River, 1995-2003. 2003. Farmer, C., M. A. Holmgren, and S. I.
Rothstein. Ecology, Evolution, and Marine Biology,
University of California, Santa Barbara, California.
County Lands Inventory with Enhancement Opportunities 2005.
Natural Resources Advisory Committee, Second Supervisorial
District of Santa Barbara County, California. Principal coauthor, with R.L. Couch.
Land Management Plan for Burton Mesa Ecological Reserve. with E.
Gevirtz, M. Carroll, K. Burton, P. Collins, L. Spanne, and A.
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Nelson. 2005. Prep. for The Resources Agency, Calif.
Department of Fish and Game. Condor Environmental
Planning Services, Inc., Santa Barbara.
OTHER ACTIVITIES
Endangered Species and Sensitive Ecosystem monitoring and
surveying. Least Bell's Vireo productivity and Brownheaded Cowbird removal on the Santa Clara River, Ventura
County, California. 1990-1993. Experience also with Willow
Flycatcher, Bald Eagle, California Least Tern, Belding's
Savannah Sparrow, Snowy Plover; monitoring on Lake
Cachuma, Goleta riparian systems, wintering waterfowl in the
Goleta Valley, many others.
Status and Problems of Willow Flycatcher Management on the
Santa Ynez River, Santa Barbara County, California. Invited
speaker for The Willow Flycatcher Workshop, San Diego
Natural History Museum. 17 November 1995.
Advisor to municipalities, counties, agencies and conservancy
groups on variety of issues including endangered or sensitive
vertebrate species, riparian restoration and enhancement, fire
abatement techniques, hydrological impacts to vertebrate
habitats.
Founding member of Natural Resources Advisory Committee
(NRAC) for Santa Barbara County 2nd District Supervisor
Susan Rose. 2000-2006.
Ecological Restoration Design. Coordinate designs for vertebrate
objectives in Center for Biodiversity and Ecological
Restoration projects; monitor restoration results for vertebrate
performance. Conducted 14-year riparian restoration effort on
local Goleta creek.
Ecological Monitoring. Designed and execute long-term vertebrate
monitoring programs on UCSB Campus restoration projects.
Long-term riparian bird monitoring study for Vandenberg
AFB, 1998 to 2005.
White-tailed Kites. Archivist for roosting and breeding records for
the Goleta and Santa Barbara areas since 1987.
Designed and Coordinated intensive community volunteer
program monitoring breeding and roosting of the Goleta
population of kites, 1998. Prepared ‘White-tailed Kites Near
Orcutt in September 1999’, a study for the County of Santa
Barbara.
President (and Board Officer) and founding member of the San
Marcos Foothills Coalition, an open space preservation
effort, since 1998.

Jan 2014
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Curriculum Vitae
Kevin Lamb
DOB: 3/14/1990
(805) 450-5048
kvieiralamb@gmail.com
Mailing Address:
734 Elkus Walk apt. 107
Goleta CA 93117

Academia:
SBCC:
Associate in Liberal Arts in Sciences emph. Math and Science
Fall 2008-Spring 2009, Fall 2011-Spring 2012
Final GPA: 3.30
UCSB:
B.S. Biological Sciences
Fall 2012 – Spring 2014 (anticipated)
Research Interests:
My research interests lie in the field of ecology. I am fascinated by trophic interactions, how
species have evolved co-dependence, and I want to further understand the variables that
control these complex systems. I want to pursue research that will advance the knowledge of
how we can anticipate the consequences of changes in biological systems and how they will
affect each trophic level. This will help to create models that can be applied to an array of
species, ultimately with applications in conservation biology.
Research Experience:
National Audubon Society – Santa Barbara Chapter:
White-tailed Kite Project Intern
February 2012 – September 2013
- Performed weekly bird observation and took rigorous notes on behavior, habitat, and
populations of White-tailed kites.
- Notes were made available for use in local conservation efforts.
Marine Science Institute – Parasitology Lab
Undergraduate Assistant
October 2013 – Present
- Perform routine Lab maintenance such as lab organization, preparing chemical solutions, and
maintaining equipment.
- Sort through sediment samples to collect and classify invertebrate organisms by taxa.
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- Collect Cerithidea californica snails from the Carpinteria Salt Marsh monthly, prepare and
assist in dissections, and record parasite information.
Independent Research
Primary Investigator
- Organize archived White-tailed Kite population data into graphs and tables that can be used in
the conservation of county land.
- Establish information about the decline and current state of White-tailed Kites in Santa
Barbara.
- Network with local conservation activists to disseminate the data and the information it
represents.
Presentations:
Santa Barbara Chapter of the National Audubon Society
January 2014
- At the conservation science board meeting, I presented my most up to date findings on Whitetailed Kite populations in Santa Barbara County.
Teaching Experience:
LDS Missionary Service in Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil
August 2009 – August 2011
- Plan and teach at least two one hour lessons each day
- Teach and train other missionaries on how to be more effective teachers in weekly training
meetings
Boy Scout Merit Badge Counselor:
Environmental Science
Oceanography
October 2013 – Present
- Teach local Boy Scouts about oceanography and environmental science
- Help Scouts meet the merit badge requirements through meaningful lessons and experiments
Teaching Assistant
EEMB 148 – Stream Ecology
Spring Quarter 2014
- Plan and teach discussion section for Stream Ecology
- Help students learn to use JMP statistical software and Microsoft Excel to draw meaningful
conclusions from biological data sets.

12

Scholarships and Fellowships:
2013:
A.F. Nunes Trust Scholarship, $2500
Lawrence and Lillian Smith Endowed Scholarship, $3400
2014: (anticipated)
NSF GRFP, $30,000 yearly stipend, $12,000 tuition grant, 3 year duration
Awards and Honors:
Eagle Scout
March 2008
Veterans of Foreign Wars Eagle Scout Recognition
March 2008
SBCC President’s Honor Roll
December 2008, June 2009, December 2011
Community service and Volunteer Activities:
Eagle Scout Project
March 2008
- Planned and built extra storage space for the Goleta Valley Boys and Girls Club
LDS Missionary Service in Rio Grande do Sul, Brazil
August 2009 – August 2011
- Built houses
- Helped people achieve goals to stop smoking and/or drinking
Santa Barbara Audubon Society Conservation Science Committee
- Research local conservation issues
- Advocate for protection of local environmental resources by writing letters to local decision
makers on behalf of the Audubon Society.
Recent Professional Experience:
Integrative Medicine Center of Santa Barbara
Medical Assistant
October 2012 – October 2013
- Took blood pressure, heart rate, temperature, height, and weight of patients.
- Answered phones, scheduled appointments, corresponded with insurance companies and
suppliers.
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- Maintained numerous excel databases of medical information and maintained electronic health
records up to date.
The Devereux Foundation
Supported Living Staff
September 2011 – April 2012
- Supported mentally disabled adults in routine daily activities.
- Supported and taught mentally disabled adults in their goals to become self-sufficient, e.g.
taking the bus, washing clothes, holding a steady job.
- Administered medication to mentally disabled adults.
Software Proficiencies:
JMP 10 Statistical Software
Microsoft Office (Word, Excel, Power Point, Outlook)
Google Docs, Calendar, and Mail
Acme Mapper 2.0
R-Commander Statistical Software
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From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

George Relles <grelles@cox.net>
The Goodland Coalition's Comments on the Villages At Los Carneros DEIR
January 17, 2014 10:26:33 AM PST
Kathy Allen <kallen@cityofgoleta.org>
1 Attachment, 33.5 KB

Dear Ms. Allen,
Attached please find comments on the Villages At Los Carneros DEIR. I
am submitting these comments in behalf of The Goodland Coalition.
I look forward to the responses to our comments. Also, I would
appreciate your keeping us apprised of any other developments,
meetings and hearings on this project.
Thank you for your work on this project.
Submitted by George Relles
Convener of The Goodland Coalition
484 Valdez Avenue
Goleta, CA 93117
683-4829
TGC_Villages…oc (33.5 KB)
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The Village at Los Carneros DEIR is found here:
http://www.cityofgoleta.org/index.aspx?page=1177
HEARING DATE AND TIME: Thursday, January 23, 2014 at 5:00 P.M.
PLACE: Goleta City Hall, Council Chambers
130 Cremona Drive, Suite B Goleta, California 93117
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: The public review period begins on Thursday,
December 5, 2013 and ends on Monday, February 3, 2014 at 5:00 P.M. All
letters should be addressed and mailed to Ms. Kathy Allen, Senior Planner,
City of Goleta, 130 Cremona Drive, Suite B, Goleta, CA 93117 or emailed to
kallen@cityofgoleta.org. All comments must be received no later than
Monday, February 3, 2014 at 5:00 P.M. Please limit comments to
environmental issues.
INTRODUCTION
Goleta’s General Plan Policy CE 2.2 provides that “setbacks can be reduced to
as small as 25’ but only if (1) maintaining the 100-foot setback is infeasible and
(2) there is no significant impact to the creek habitat.” The Draft EIR for the
465-unit Village at Los Carneros Project lacks any evidence that the 100-foot
Tecolotito Creek setback is infeasible and therefore, under General Plan Policy
CE 2.2, the City must require a 100-foot creek setback. The Draft EIR is
flawed for failing to disclose that the project is inconsistent with Policy CE 2.2,
and for failing to disclose a significant impact from this inconsistency.
1. The Draft EIR lacks substantial evidence that including a 100-foot
creek setback is infeasible
The Draft EIR’s simple, unsupported statement that maintaining the 100-foot
stream setback “would reduce the available developable area of the project site
below the minimum density required for Medium Density Residentialdesignated property and defeat the purpose of the site’s intended use” doesn’t
make the project infeasible. This bare assertion is an insufficient basis for the
City of Goleta to allow an exception to its General Plan. In order to approve a
smaller creek setback for this project, the City of Goleta must receive from the
developer substantial and credible evidence that the 100-foot creek setback
makes the project infeasible.
The Draft EIR does not appear to contain any information indicating that a
100-foot creek setback is infeasible. There is no specific evidence that the
developer would receive less revenue and/or profit with the required 100-foot
setback, let alone evidence that the project would be financially infeasible. In
order for the City of Goleta to approve the smaller 35 to 40-foot creek setback
proposed by the developer, it is the City of Goleta’s right and duty under state
law to require the developer to provide information showing that a 100-foot
setback renders the project infeasible.
And even if evidence were to be made available that reducing the number of
units, developing smaller units, or making other modifications would somewhat
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reduce the developer’s revenue or profit, merely showing SOME reduction in
revenue or profit is insufficient to support a finding of infeasibility. Rather, for
the project to be financially infeasible, the reduced profitability would need to
be sufficiently severe to render it impractical to proceed with the project.
2. The project’s creek setback is much smaller than the 100-foot setback
required by the General Plan
Without substantial evidence that a 100-foot setback is infeasible, the 35 to
40-foot Tecolotito Creek setback is inconsistent with the General Plan
Conservation Element Policy CE-2.2. This policy requires minimum 100-foot
creek setbacks measured from the top of bank or edge of riparian canopy,
whichever is further. The Draft EIR should have disclosed this conflict, and
moreover should have disclosed that Impact LU 1 is a significant impact.
3. The DEIR contains no evidence or analysis that on such a large parcel
it is infeasible to reconfigure or redesign the project in a way that would
maintain the 100-foot setback
The project area is comprises over 40 acres. With such a large area, there is no
evidence that the project could not proceed and still maintain the 100-foot
setback. Mere inconvenience for the developer to reconfigure or redesign the
project in a way that maintains the 100-foot setback does not rise to the level
of “infeasibility” that justifies an exception to Goleta’s General Plan.
An exception can only be approved if the project site is physically constrained
in such a way that it is impossible to develop the site in compliance with the
General Plan. For a project on a lot of this size, it is unlikely that this finding
can be made.
4. It is preferable to pursue an Environmentally Superior Alternative that
is in the DEIR, rather than reducing setbacks
The DEIR contains an analysis of Alternative 2 (Reduced Density) which
maintains the 100-foot creek setback. This alternative is identified as the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” and is preferable to the one that
reduces setbacks.
Goleta’s General Plan is an expression of Goleta residents’ desires. It explicitly
seeks to adhere to 100-foot setbacks from environmentally sensitive areas such
as creeks and an exception should be considered only when there is no feasible
environmentally preferable alternative. Alternative 2, identified as the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative,” is preferable to the one that reduces
setbacks. This is yet another reason that no exception to Goleta’s 100-foot
setback requirement should be made.
CONCLUSION
100-foot creek setbacks are required pursuant to General Plan Policy CE 2.2
unless the development can meet the feasibility criteria required for an
exception. Findings of consistency with Goleta’s General Plan must be based
on substantial evidence, in this case, evidence of infeasibility of the 100-foot
setback. Such substantial evidence and analysis are lacking in this Draft EIR,
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and the Draft EIR should have disclosed a significant impact associated with
the project’s inconsistency with Policy CE 2.2. Exceptions to Goleta’s General
Plan requirements of a 100-foot creek setback must be justified, or denied.
Instead, Alternative 2 should be pursued because it is the Environmentally
Preferred alternative that allows the project to go forward and retain the 100foot setbacks in Goleta’s General Plan.
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SANTA BARBARA URBAN CREEKS COUNCIL
P.O. Box 1467, Santa Barbara, CA 93102

(805) 962-8260

sbucc@silcom.com

January 31, 2014

Ms Kathy Allen, Senior Planner
City of Goleta
130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117

Re: Village at Los Carneros Project Inadequacies of Draft EIR
Dear Kathy Allen,
Santa Barbara Urban Creeks Council, SBUCC is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization that has represented
more than 3,000 members over 24 years in protecting our watersheds, creeks, wildlife habitats and
important natural resources on the South Coast of Santa Barbara County. We were pleased when the City
of Goleta, upon incorporation, implemented sound creek protections in a General Plan written with guidance
from many experts in watershed and environmental science. Before cityhood, development had squeezed,
filled, concreted and otherwise degraded much of Goleta’s riparian resources.
Unfortunately the proposed Village at Los Carneros does not meet the requirements of Goleta’s General
Plan and SBUCC must submit the following comments on this Draft EIR.
CE 1.6 City’s Obligation to Protect ESHA
Tecolotito Creek is an ESHA. Pursuant to CE 1.6 it “shall be protected against significant disruption
of habitat values” and a setback is required “to prevent any degradation of the ecological functions
provided by the habitat area.” The City would seriously compromise this protection by reducing
SPA from the required 100 feet.
CE 1.9 (a) Wildlife Corridor Protection
Tecolotito Creek is an important migration pathway protected by CE 1.9 (a). The DEIR does not
adequately describe the extent of the Tecolotito Creek wildlife corridor, which connects the foothills
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not only to Goleta Slough but the whole wetland system from Devereux to More Mesa. (See

attached: ASSESSING HABITAT LINKAGES IN COASTAL OPEN SPACES)

Nor does the DEIR address the fact that other creeks feeding this wetland system have already been
severely degraded by concrete channelization making Tecolotito all the more critical.

6-2

CE 1.9 (e), (f) Light & Noise Impact
The DEIR does not adequately describe the impact to wildlife caused by light, CE 1.9 (e), and
noise, CE 1.9 (f), from a three story, 40 foot high, multi family dwelling immediately adjacent the
proposed 35-40 foot wide Tecolotito Creek buffer. Windows and balconies on all 3 floors face the
creek. (DEIR page 2-25, Rear (West) Elevation) Night time light from the windows and noise form
social activity on the balconies will cause a significant impact to the permanent and transitory animals
of Tecolotito Creek.
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CE 1.9 (g) Dead Wood Removal
Another example of the need to have housing space separate from the riparian space is the fact that
the fire department would prefer defensible spaces around the structures. Because the buildings are
right next to the creek setback, the fire department recommends removal of dead wood from the
buffer as discussed in section Bio 1-2. The significant negative impact of dead wood removal
addressed in CE 1.9 (g) is not adequately described in the DEIR. (see
http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/nr/wildlife/decaid/pages/Ecosystem-Processes.html )
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CE 2.2 (a) No Existing Streamside Protection Area on Western Boundary
The DEIR does not adequately discuss the fact that Tecolotito Creek is already impacted by
development and has no SPA on its west bank making the full required 100 foot setback on the east
side of Tecolotito Creek even more necessary. Goleta’s General Plan Policy CE 2.2 (a) requires
100 foot setbacks on both sides of a creek.
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CE 2.2 (a) Value of Buffer Reduced by Access Road
The DEIR does not adequately describe the fact that habitat and migration value of the proposed
narrow 35-40 foot setback is further reduced by the flood control access road. This further
weakens the CE 2.2 (a) intent that “The SPA upland buffer shall be 100 feet outward on both sides
of the creek, measured from the top of the bank or the outer limit of wetlands and/or riparian
vegetation, whichever is greater.”
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CE 2.2 (a) Inadequate Evidence for Reduced Buffer
Under CE 2.2 (a), The City may allow buffer to less than 100 feet wide only if (1) there is no
feasible alternative siting AND (2) the project’s impacts will not have significant adverse effects.
2
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Regarding condition (1), for this 43 acre project the DEIR does not give adequate evidence, other
than state it so, that the additional 60 feet width required to go from a 35–40 to 100 foot setback
(3% of 43 acres) is infeasible.
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Regarding condition (2), the 3 story condos adjacent Tecolotito Creek would have significant
adverse impacts on permanent and migratory animals, an impact not fully described in the DEIR.
CE 2.5 Riparian Areas Restoration
The DEIR completely omits discussion of General Plan policy CE 2.5, which states “Creek banks,
creek channels, and associated riparian areas shall be maintained or restored to their natural
condition wherever such conditions or opportunities exist”. The opportunity exists on this 43 acre
project and Tecolotito Creek needs restoration to it natural condition.
And it would be much less expensive for the City to have restoration done as a part of this project
than at a later date.
The DEIR should describe what this creek would naturally be, if there had been no human impact
over the past hundred years. Tecolotito Creeks has un-naturally been straightened and reduced in
width by development along its west bank.
The DEIR does not describe the degraded state of other creeks within the boundaries of the City of
Goleta. Tecolotito Creek is last chance to have a healthy, minimally impacted watershed. Nearby,
El Encanto, Los Carneros and San Jose Creeks all have long chain link fenced concrete channels
which significantly impact these creeks’ environmental value.
SBUCC recognizes the City’s desire to provide housing, but we ask that the City also recognize the
important value of the Tecolotito Watershed and the permanent consequences of this project.
The City of Goleta is required to protect our natural environment as well as fulfill regional housing needs.
And in order to enforce the environmental protections of the General Plan, it may come down to reducing the
number of housing units in this project.
But, SBUCC reminds the City there will be chances in the future to add more housing to Goleta, but there
will be no more chances to add another creek.
Please implement full 100 foot buffer along Tecolotito Creek.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment,

Rick Frickmann, Board Member
Santa Barbara Urban Creek Council
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From: Serra Hoagland <serrahoagland@gmail.com>
Date: February 3, 2014 3:19:20 PM PST
To: Kathy Allen <kallen@cityofgoleta.org>
Cc: Lisa Stratton <stratton@ccber.ucsb.edu>, Lisa Stratton
<stratton@eri.ucsb.edu>, "rfrickmann@cox.net" <rfrickmann@cox.net>,
"Meghan Walla-Murphy" <phoksumdo.mwm@gmail.com>
Subject: Village at Los Carneros proposed development site serves as a
primary wildlife corridor
Ms. Kathy Allen,
Please reconsider the Village at Los Carneros proposed development and the
DEIR that calls for 35-40 foot setbacks rather than the minimum 100 foot
setbacks listed in the Goleta General Plan.
As an Alumni of UC Santa Barbara's Bren School of Environmental Science &
Management I spent a great deal of time working on a Wildlife Linkages study in
Goleta. We monitored major roads and highways for roadkill and assessed
wildlife linkages (underpasses, pipe and box culverts, bridges, etc.) and museum
data to identify primary corridors that maintain wildlife diversity in the Goleta
area. The area proposed for development serves as an important corridor for
maintaining habitat connectivity in the Goleta region. This area proposed for
development connects open spaces within the Goleta area such as Coal Oil
Point Reserve, Goleta Slough and More Mesa to larger patches of open space in
the foothills that allow wildlife to persist in the region. If the development
proceeds with current standards of 35-40 feet creek setbacks the linkage
identiﬁed in the attached poster (#1) could potentially become useless. This
would cause major consequences for the health and ecological function of the
beautiful open spaces listed above that Goleta residents cherish. A creek corridor
of the size proposed in the DEIR will not be sufﬁcient to allow for wildlife passing.
It is likely that wildlife will be prevented from moving in/out of the Goleta Slough if
the development proceeds as planned.
I brought Matt Kettman from the Santa Barbara Independent to the linkage
immediately southwest of the site proposed for development. This area currently
serves as a useful linkage that allows wildlife movement, which is why I wanted
to show Matt this area. It is also a perfect site to show young students and it
served as a great place for several ﬁeld trips hosted by CCBER at UC Santa
Barbara for "wildlife tracking". Workshop participants and others who saw the site
were able to see how "active" the site is and were also able to practice their
wildlife track identiﬁcation skills. The amount of wildlife activity in this corridor is
phenomenal and can be used as a teaching tool to show the value of wildlife
corridors to people in our community. By implementing the housing project this
site would no longer serve this purpose.
You can see the Santa Barbara Independent article published about our work at
the following webpage: http://www.independent.com/news/2011/dec/01/where-
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do-all-bobcats-go/
You can also listen to a short podcast about our work online as well:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qZm7c24TKJ0
Furthermore, please reassure me that you have contacted the local Chumash
tribe who are the original land stewards of the Goleta area and may have
signiﬁcant cultural and spiritual ties to this site. I believe a formal consultation
should occur and at minimum a listening session should occur that documents
the tribes concerns since this development is proposed on one of the few
remaining natural areas of their ancestral lands.
As a Native American and one who values local wildlife as well as the leadership
of the local community I trust that you will consider the immense value of this
area as a wildlife corridor.
Please contact me if you have any questions regarding the importance of this site
as a wildlife corridor.
Thank you,
Serra
-Serra Hoagland
PhD Student, Northern Arizona University
Southwest Forest Science Complex
2500 S. Pine Knoll Drive
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
Ofﬁce: (928) 556-2190
Cell: (530) 957-0591
serrahoagland@gmail.com
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