CHAPTER 3
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
3.1

INTRODUCTION

The City of Goleta released the Proposed Final EIR for the Marriott Residence Inn/Hollister
Center Project (12-EIR-1; SCH #2007121058) in October 2013 (i.e., Part 1). The project was
introduced to the City of Goleta Planning Commission on October 28, 2013. At the request of
the applicant, the Planning Commission continued the project indefinitely on November 25,
2013, to allow for circulation of the Proposed Final EIR. Although Final EIRs are required to be
circulated for additional public review, the City of Goleta noticed and circulated the Proposed
Final EIR for additional public comment from December 3, 2013 to February 3, 2014. A copy of
each numbered comment letter and a numbered response to each comment are provided in
Chapter 3, Response to Comments, of Part 2 of this document. To avoid confusion, the
comment letters are numbered to begin where the comment numbers on the Revised Draft EIR
left off, starting with Comment Letter No. 9. Table 3-1 summarizes the comments received on
the Proposed Final EIR.
In total, three state agencies, one local agency, and four interested parties/individuals submitted
written comments on the Proposed Final EIR. Table 3-1 provides a comprehensive list of
commenters (separated into these three groups, provided in the order in which they are
responded to below) and comment letter number used to identify the commenter. The complete
text of the comments (presented as the actual comment letters) and the Lead Agency’s
responses are provided in Section 3.2 of this chapter.
TABLE 3-1
PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PROPOSED FINAL EIR
Comment
Letter No.

Commenter

Comment Summary

Scott Morgan
Director
State Clearinghouse
(January 13, 2014)



Dave Singleton
Program Analyst
Native American
Heritage Commission
(December 4, 2013)



State Agencies
9

10











June 2014

Notes agencies that responded during the comment period are
enclosed.
Notes Public Resources Code § 1104(c) states the nature of
comments and responsibility of the agency.
Notes proposed project is in compliance with State
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft documents under
CEQA.
Recommends records search at the appropriate Information
Center and to list known or previously recorded resources in the
Proposed Final EIR.
Recommends preparation of technical report if further
archaeological survey is required.
Recommends site location, Native American human remain
locations, and associated funerary objects remain confidential
and not available to public.
Provides a list of Native American Contacts for consultation.
Recommends the EIR consider environmental justice and
consult with representatives of tribal governments.
Advises mitigation measures should be included to address
accidental discovery of archaeological resources, as well as
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Comment Summary


11

Patricia A. Abel
District Deputy
Department of
Conservation, Division of
Oil, Gas & Geothermal
Resources
(February 7, 2014)










Native American human remains.
Recommends the proposed project avoid resources, or mitigate
if avoidance is not possible.
States that the Division has no jurisdiction or statutory
responsibility for the proposed project because there are no oil or
gas wells on the project site.
Recommends nearby well, Amerades Hess Corp “Perry” 1 well,
be considered in relation to the project location.
Recommends that structures should not be placed in a way that
would impede future access to any potential wells on the project
site.
Notes that the Division does not have any documentation
regarding oil production and related infrastructure on the project
site; however, equipment relating to oilfield operations may be
encountered during excavation.
Provides contact information for questions.

Local Agencies
12

Kamil S. Azoury, P.E.
General Manager/
District Engineer
Goleta Sanitary District
(January 9, 2014)















The Goleta Sanitary District provides wastewater service to the
project site and would provide wastewater service for the
proposed project.
States that the Goleta Sanitary District provides sewer service for
approximately 11,000 customer accounts within the service area,
not 6,000 as stated in Section 4.13 of the Proposed Final EIR.
States that wastewater treatment services are provided to
approximately 85,000 people in the region (Goleta Valley, UCSB,
Santa Barbara Municipal Airport, and unincorporated Santa
Barbara).
Recommends the applicant coordinate with Southern California
Edison on its existing power pole on Hollister, which the Goleta
Sanitary District currently utilizes.
States that the Goleta Sanitary District will review and approve
sewer facilities, including the location of the sewer service
connection point, sampling manholes, and grease interceptor(s).
States that planting trees over existing sewer lines should be
prohibited in the Landscaping Plan or mitigated for. The Vitrified
Clay Pipe sewer line and the District sewer manhole need to be
kept accessible.
Provides contact information.

Interested Parties
13

David Stone, RPA
Cultural Resources
Manager
Dudek
(January 30, 2014)




States that an ethnohistoric study of CA-SBA-58 is unnecessary.
States that CA-SBA-58 is neither a “historic landscape,” “historic
site,” nor an “ethnographic landscape” relative to CEQA and,
therefore, no cultural landscape study is required.

14

Peter N. Brown
Attorney at Law
Brownstein Hyatt Farber
Schreck
(February 3, 2014)



States that the Proposed Final EIR response to comments
regarding ethnohistoric and ethnographic are accurate in Section
4.6 of the EIR.
States that the Proposed Final EIR includes well-supported and
accurate analysis of climate change.
Considers the CEQA analysis of climate change accurate in that
it considers the impact of the project on the environment, not of
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Comment Summary



15

Timothy Thompson
Vice President and
Senior Consultant
Cardno Entrix
(February 3, 2014)



States that the Proposed Final EIR sufficiently and appropriately
analyzes water supply impacts.

16

Marc Chytilo
Law Office of Marc
Chytilo
(February 3, 2014)



Questions the traffic generation factor used in the traffic study
and EIR.
States that it is unusual to change land use categories when
revising a traffic study and the change needs to be justified.
Notes traffic counts at adjacent intersections were not compared
to each other.
Suggests consistency between related-projects list of
development projects and the most up-to-date traffic study.
Notes that mitigation measures are included in either the
Revised Draft EIR or the traffic study, but not both and outlines
mitigation measures.
Suggests providing the cumulative calculation of LOS.
Expresses concerns over the role of the Traffic Engineer for the
City in 2008 for the proposed project and then for the applicant
on follow-up analysis. Requests an independent traffic engineer
review.
Expresses concerns over mitigation that relies on two non-ramp
overcrossing structures that have not yet been constructed.











3.2

the environment on the project.
Suggests that since the proposed project does not cause any
significant impacts when considering emissions of greenhouse
gases, mandatory mitigation would be unlawful.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES OVERVIEW

This section of the Revised Final EIR contains all comments received on the Proposed Final
EIR during the public review period along with the Lead Agency’s responses to these
comments. Reasoned, factual, good-faith responses have been provided to all comments
received, with a particular emphasis on significant environmental issues. Detailed responses
have been provided where a comment raises a specific issue. Where a comment does not raise
a significant environmental issue, the comment is noted, and will be forwarded to the Planning
Commission and City Council for consideration.
The following section contains the original comment letter, which has been bracketed to isolate
the individual comments, preceded by the responses to the comments by comment letter. All
comments are included in the Revised Final EIR, and accordingly are entered into the
administrative record for the proposed project. As part of the record, the comments and
responses will be forwarded to the City’s decision-makers for their consideration of the
proposed project.
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State Agencies
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Comment Letter 9: State Clearinghouse, January 13, 2014
Response to Comment No. 9-1
The comment states that the State Clearinghouse (SCH) submitted the Proposed Final EIR to
selected state agencies for review and comment, in compliance with SCH review requirements
for draft environmental documents and pursuant to CEQA. The SCH also provided a copy of a
letter received from the Native American Heritage Commission (12/4/13).
Responses to the Native American Heritage Commission letter are provided in Comment Letter
10.
The comment also states that the Lead Agency has complied with the SCH review requirements
for draft environmental documents pursuant to CEQA.
The comments have been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
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Comment Letter 10: Native American Heritage Commission, December 4, 2013
Response to Comment No. 10-1
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) advises the Lead Agency to perform a
records search at the appropriate Information Center and list any previously recorded cultural
resources within the area of potential effect (APE) in the EIR.
A records and literature search was conducted at the Central Coast Information Center at the
University of California Santa Barbara. Searches were also conducted at the University of
California, Repository of Archaeological and Ethnographic Collections, and the archive at the
Santa Barbara Museum of Natural History. Additionally, archaeologists who have previously
been involved with archaeological investigations in the area were contacted for further
understanding of the current archaeological state of previously identified resource CA-SBA-58.
Furthermore, a list and summary of previously recorded cultural resources within the APE are
provided in EIR Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, under Impact CUL-3, Archaeological
Resources, and Table 4.4-1.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 10-2
The comment recommends that if an additional archaeological inventory is required, a report
should be prepared detailing the findings of the records search and field survey. This report
should be coordinated with the NAHC and submitted to the planning department. Sensitive
information regarding site locations, Native American human remains, and associated funerary
objects should be included in a confidential addendum and not be accessible to the public. The
comment also advises the City to refer to the list of appropriate Native American Contacts
provided to determine whether the proposed project would or would not potentially have an
impact on cultural resources.
As discussed in EIR Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, under Impact CUL-1, Historic Resources,
the findings of the records search and field survey revealed there are no historic resources
(buildings or other structures) on the project site, and there is no potential for the project to
impact historic resources. Likewise, paleontological research revealed no significant impacts
were
identified
for
paleontological
resources
(Impact
CUL-2,
Paleontological
Resources/Geologic Features). Archaeological resource CA-SBA-58 was identified as an
archaeological site that has potential to yield information that is important to the understanding
of the prehistory of the area. A list and summary of CA-SBA-58 with detailed inventory of the
site, along with an explanation of CA-SBA-58 in relation to the proposed project, are provided in
EIR Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, Table 4.4-1.
Additionally, see Response to Comment No. 1-2 in Chapter 8, Response to Comments, of the
October 2013 Proposed Final EIR (RFEIR Part 1), which outlines City efforts of coordination
with individuals identified on the NAHC-provided Native American contact list, including
issuance of the Notice of Preparation in 2009, notice of fieldwork occurring in in May 2010, an
August 2010 meeting to discuss the Draft Cultural Resources Management Services (CRMS)
report, and a May 2013 meeting to discuss the Revised Draft EIR Cultural Resources section
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and final CRMS report. Interested members of the Native American community (including the
individuals identified on the NAHC contact list) were made aware that there would be continued
opportunities for participation through the completion of the environmental process and
decision-maker hearings. The City of Goleta’s Native American contact list is continuously
updated based on updated contact information provided by the NAHC as well as by members of
the local Chumash Native American community.
Also, see Response to Comment No. 1-5 in Chapter 8, Response to Comments, of the RFEIR
Part 1, which states that culturally sensitive and confidential information is not included in the
EIR or other public documents for the project.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 10-3
The comment recommends the City consider environmental justice concerns and consultation
with tribes for input.
See Responses to Comments No. 1-2 and 1-7 in Chapter 8, Response to Comments, of the
Proposed Final EIR, which identify the pre-project and during-project consultation process
involving the above-mentioned concerns. Additionally, Response to Comment No. 1-2 in
Chapter 8, Response to Comments, of RFEIR Part 1, identifies revisions to EIR Section 4.4.1.3,
Project Site, Native American Consultation, as a result of consultation between the City and the
Chumash community and efforts to address environmental justice concerns in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 10-4
The comment recommends that mitigation should address accidental discovery of
archaeological resources, including how to identify and evaluate such resources. The comment
also suggests a certified archaeological monitor and a knowledgeable Native American monitor
be present for ground-disturbing activities in sensitive areas.
See mitigation measures MM CUL-3a: Phase 3 Archaeological Data Recovery Program and
MM CUL-3b: Construction Monitoring, which address the above concerns in detail regarding
discovery of archaeological resources. Per mitigation measure MM CUL-3a, the permittee would
fund a City-approved archaeologist and a Chumash Native American observer to conduct a preproject Phase 3 Program, which includes a mitigation program and implementation of actions to
take in the occurrence of accidental discovery of archaeological resources. Mitigation measure
MM CUL-3b(c) grants monitors authority to halt any activities impacting previously unidentified
cultural resources and follow through with assessment.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.

June 2014

3-16

City of Goleta Marriott Revised Final EIR Part 2

Chapter 3. Comments and Responses

Response to Comment No. 10-5
The comment recommends that avoidance should be the first consideration for sacred and/or
historical sites. If avoidance is not possible, the mitigation plan should include provisions for the
analysis and disposition of recovered artifacts, in consultation with culturally affiliated Native
Americans.
The City concurs with the primary use of avoidance, followed by a mitigation plan if avoidance is
not possible. See Response to Comment No. 1-8 in Chapter 8, Response to Comments, of the
RFEIR Part 1, which outlines compliance through mitigation measures. Types of mitigation
include:
1. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.
2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.
3. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment.
4. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations
during the life of the action.
5. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.
Furthermore, additional mitigation measures have been identified to address impacts on cultural
resources, and specifically archaeological site CA-SBA-58. These mitigation measures include
requirements to avoid and/or minimize direct impacts of standard construction methods such as
over-excavation and re-compaction. The proposed project would also minimize impacts by
protecting buried resources in place (See Response to Comment No. 1-3 and Section 4.4,
Cultural Resources, of RFEIR Part 1.) Moreover, the proposed project also ensures compliance
with all applicable state and local regulations.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 10-6
The comment recommends the City include provisions for discovery of human remains.
Mitigation Measure MM CUL-3e of Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the EIR details the plan
requirements, timing, and monitoring if the discovery of human remains occurs.
Procedures pursuant to Public Resources Code 5097.98 include:


Stop work in the affected area.



Notify the coroner.



Fence off the area.



Leave all items in the area as is.

Monitoring by the City through site inspection will occur to ensure compliance with mitigation
measure MM CUL-3c and MM CUL-3e and the City will respond to procedures if human
remains are discovered. Also see Response to Comment No. 1-6 in Chapter 8, Response to
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Comments, in the RFEIR Part 1. The language of MM CUL-3e is clarified in Section 2.1.27 of
Chapter 2 of the Revised Final EIR to explicitly reference Government Code § 27491.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
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Comment Letter 11: Department of Conservation Division of Oil, Gas & Geothermal
Resources, February 7, 2014
Response to Comment No. 11-1
The comment notes that the Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (Division) of the
Department of Conservation reviewed the EIR and determined that it does not have jurisdiction
or statutory responsibility for the project. The comment also outlines the Division’s
responsibilities under Public Resources Code § 3106.
Additionally, the comment notes the Division’s records show one well (the Amerada Hess Corp.
“Perry 1”) is close to the project area. The well is 3,603 feet deep and was abandoned and
plugged in 1952 for potential future use as a water well. The comment recommends that the
well location and proximity to the proposed project be determined. If the well is within the
boundaries of the proposed project, the comment states building plans need to account for
future access to the well. The comment recommends that the well should be tested for leakage
and a potential upgrade to the plugging condition circa 1952 should be considered, depending
on the test results.
The location of the identified well (Amerada Hess Corp. “Perry 1”) is not within the boundaries of
the proposed project. According to Appendix AA of this document, Exhibit Map of Estimated
Location of “Perry 1” Well, the well is approximately 0.3 mile southwest of the project site.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 11-2
The comment notes that the Division does not have any documentation of the location of oil
sumps, storage tanks, pipelines, or other infrastructure associated with oil production for the
identified well (Amerada Hess Corp. “Perry 1”). The comment recommends that, despite no
documentation, equipment related to oilfield operations could still be encountered during
excavation of the project site area. The Division provided a contact number for the district office
should the City have any questions.
The proposed project site is not known to be historically associated with oil or gas production
wells or related uses. Therefore, no leaks associated with production wells, sumps, or other oil
production activities are expected on site, nor is old oil and gas production equipment expected
to be encountered on site. Additionally, a Phase I assessment was prepared for the proposed
project, which found no evidence that would suggest abandoned oil infrastructure occur on the
project site (see Appendix L of the RFEIR). Therefore, there is no reasonable expectation of
encountering any abandoned oil infrastructure as a result of construction of the proposed
project.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
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Local Agencies
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Comment Letter 12: Goleta Sanitary District, January 9, 2014
Response to Comment No. 12-1
The comment reaffirms the Goleta Sanitary District’s jurisdiction for wastewater services at the
project site.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 12-2
The comment corrects the number of customers served by the Goleta Sanitary District as
approximately 11,000 customer accounts within the District’s service area as a regional
wastewater treatment plant, and provides wastewater treatment and disposal services for
approximately 85,000 people within the Goleta Valley, UCSB, Santa Barbara Municipal Airport,
and unincorporated Santa Barbara areas.
Section 4.13.1.1, Wastewater, of the EIR is revised as follows:
The Goleta Sanitary District (GSD) currently provides sewer service to approximately
6,000 customers 11,000 customer accounts within the GSD service area and, as a
regional wastewater treatment plant, provides wastewater and disposal services for
approximately 85,000 people within the Goleta Valley, UCSB, Santa Barbara Municipal
Airport, and unincorporated Santa Barbara areas and would provide sewer service to the
project. The proposed project also lies within the service area of the GSD.
GSD uses a “separate” sewer system. In this type of system, the pipes used to transport
the wastewater to the treatment plant carry only wastewater. Santa Barbara County
Flood Control maintains a separate system of storm drains that takes care of the large
volumes of water from rain. Stormwater is discharged directly to creeks without
treatment (GSD 2012).
Response to Comment No. 12-3
The comment states that the GSD currently utilizes an existing Southern California Edison
power pole on Hollister Avenue and installation of any required underground vault, per
mitigation measure MM AES-1h/AES-2h, must be coordinated with Southern California Edison.
The project engineer has confirmed connection for the proposed vault and no changes would be
required that would affect current GSD connections.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 12-4
The comment states that GSD will review and approve the location of the sewer service
connection point and associated sampling manholes and grease interceptor(s) per mitigation
measure MM UTI-1a.
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The project engineer has already begun coordination efforts with GSD on sewer connection,
manholes, and grease interceptors.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 12-5
The comment addresses Figure 2-15, Landscape Plans, which identifies the planting of trees
within the area of an existing GSD 8-inch diameter Vitrified Clay Pipe sewer line and sewer
manhole. The GSD prohibits the planting of any tree directly over the existing sewer line and the
manhole needs to be kept accessible to allow for schedule maintenance activities.
The landscape plan provides flexibility with regard to tree placement. However, trees are not
intended to be planted directly over the sewer line or manholes. Compliance with standard GSD
regulatory process will be required in project conditions of approval. The condition of approval
will prohibit trees from being planted directly over the sewer line (unless the sewer line is
replaced or lined in a manner acceptable to GSD); require that the sewer manholes be
accessible for maintenance; and require that GSD sign off on the final landscape plan before
final City of Goleta DRB review and applicable City of Santa Barbara design review and
approval of the landscape plan for Hollister Avenue.
MM AES-1a/AES-2a is revised to include GSD review and approval of the landscape plan
before City of Goleta and applicable City of Santa Barbara design review, as follows:
MM AES-1a/AES-2a. Receive Preliminary and Final Approval from Design Review
Board
The permittee will must receive preliminary and final approval from the Design Review
Board (DRB). Staff in consultation with the The DRB will must specifically consider and
ensure that the details of the preliminary and final lighting, utility, landscape, and building
plans are consistent with the approved project and conditions of approval affecting these
project features, including but not limited to, mitigation measures MM AES-1b/AES-2b
through AES-3a. To ensure consistency with assumptions regarding loss of mountain
views and compatibility with surrounding development, special attention will must be
given to consistency of final plans with project approval assumptions for grading
plans/finished floor elevations, roof heights, placement of mechanical equipment, colors,
materials, finished floor elevations, and changes to plant species in the landscape plan,
particularly with regard to screening the development but maintaining views of the
mountains.
Plan Requirements and Timing: The review will must include site plan, floor plan,
elevations, grading plan, landscape plan, frontage improvements, and lighting plans
consistent with the DRB Design Review Board submittal requirements. Additional
materials will must be provided as required by the DRB Design Review Board to
complete its review. Preliminary and final approval will must be granted prior to before
the City of Goleta issues any permits for grading or construction issuance of a land use
permit. City of Santa Barbara review and approval is also required for Hollister Avenue
frontage improvements and the new Hollister Avenue medians. In addition, Goleta
Sanitary District (GSD) must sign off on the project landscape plan before City of Goleta
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DRB preliminary review (and applicable City of Santa Barbara design review) to ensure
new tree placement complies with GSD requirements.
Monitoring: City staff will must verify compliance prior to before issuance of a land use
permit the City issues any permits for grading or construction, during field inspection,
and prior to before final inspection the City issues certificates of occupancy.
No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR (October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 12-6
The comment recommends calling GSD with any questions.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
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Interested Parties
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Comment Letter 13: Dudek, January 30, 2014
Response to Comment No. 13-1
This comment agrees with the impact analysis in EIR Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, which
concluded that there is no evidence CA-SBA-58 was occupied during the Ethnohistoric Period
when the Franciscans made their observations of local Chumash villages.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 13-2
This comment agrees with the conclusions in EIR Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, that the
project site does not include features associated with post-prehistoric occupation; that the site is
not used by contemporary Chumash to gather for ceremonies or religious purposes; and that
the site is not listed as a “Sacred Land” by the Native American Heritage Commission.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 13-3
This comment agrees with the conclusions in EIR Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, that the site
has no historic-era component and is not identified as a sacred place.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
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Comment Letter 14: Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP, February 3, 2014
Response to Comment No. 14-1
Comment introduces the firm as representing the applicants for the proposed project and
supports the impact analysis in EIR Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, regarding ethnohistoric
and ethnographic issues. The comment also references an attachment from David Stone (same
as Comment Letter 13 of this chapter), which provides additional comments on the responses
and background supporting the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 14-2
The comment agrees with the conclusions in EIR Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and
states the impacts on climate change are well-supported and accurate, and meet the
requirements under the City’s Initial Study Checklist and CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4. The
comment also states that the City cannot impose mandatory mitigation of impacts associated
with global climate change that are not caused by the project.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 14-3
The comment thanks the City for the opportunity to comment on the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
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Comment Letter 15: Cardno Entrix, February 3, 2014
Response to Comment No. 15-1
The comment identifies that Mr. Thompson (commenter) was retained by R.D. Olson
Development (Applicant) to provide expert technical assistance with regard to the proposed
project. The commenter has reviewed the EIR and offers the following comments regarding the
EIR’s water supply and water quality analysis.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-2
The comment notes that EIR Sections 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and 4.13, Utilities and
Service Systems, analyze potential water supply impacts appropriately based on available
technical reports and planning documents as well as the Santa Barbara County, Case No.
SM57969 (the “Wright Judgment”) application to the Goleta Water District’s groundwater supply.
The information provided in the comment was previously included in the EIR and the comment
agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-3
The comment notes that all water supply sources are identified and summarized in EIR Table
4.13-3, Summary of Current and Projected Water Supplies. The comment notes the local
sources as Lake Cachuma and the Goleta Groundwater Basin, and that imported water supplies
come from the State Water Project. The comment also outlines GWD’s priorities of using these
supplies to maximize supply availability, minimize costs, and ensure reliability of future supplies.
The information provided in the comment was previously included in the EIR and the comment
agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-4
The comment provides additional discussion of GWD’s entitlement of 9,322 acre feet per year
(AFY) of Cachuma water. The comment notes that this information is also provided in the EIR.
The information provided in the comment was previously included in the EIR and the comment
agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
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Response to Comment No. 15-5
The comment provides additional discussion of GWD’s entitlement of 7,000 AFY of State Water,
plus an additional allocation of 450 AFY through the Central Coast Water Authority’s Drought
Buffer. The comment outlines that the Safe Water Supplies Ordinance (SAFE Ordinance) must
be considered when applying applicable requirements for planning.
The information provided in the comment was previously included in the EIR and the comment
agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-6
The comment provides additional discussion of GWD’s entitlement of 2,350 AFY of groundwater
from the Goleta groundwater basin, and the implications of the Wright Judgment, which
establishes the GWD’s ability to store water to ensure that the Goleta groundwater basin is
maintained in a hydrologically balanced condition.
The information provided in the comment was previously included in the EIR and the comment
agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-7
The comment discusses the SAFE Ordinance, which is an operational plan for the GWD and
helps to ensure the availability of sufficient groundwater supplies during a drought by
establishing limitations on GWD’s use of the basin, depending on water levels.
The information provided in the comment was previously included in the EIR and the comment
agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-8
The comment discusses the current conditions of the Goleta groundwater basin. The Goleta
groundwater basin is not in a state of overdraft and, as of May 2011, has experienced the
highest water table recorded. The comment also discusses the GWD groundwater production
wells. The GWD currently has five operational groundwater production wells with an extraction
and treatment capacity of 300 acre feet per month, or 3,600 AFY. The wells are not proposed to
be used for the project’s future demand and are subject to SAFE limitations if demand changes.
The comment substantiates the water supply analysis and agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
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Response to Comment No. 15-9
The comment discusses recycled water that serves GWD non-potable demands. Recycled
water is a constant water source and the GWD may seek utilization of the supply. Currently, the
GWD delivers between 1,000 and 1,150 AFY of recycled water.
The information provided in the comment was previously included in the EIR and the comment
agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-10
The comment notes that the EIR takes into account GWD’s supplies in different hydrologic
conditions of “normal,” single dry,” and “multiple dry” years as well as climate change.
The information provided in the comment was previously included in the EIR and the comment
agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-11
The comment reiterates the EIR discussion of GWD’s projected water demands, specifically the
basis of the 2010 UWMP and the moderate and high estimates. The comment also notes that
while the Final EIR for the Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan includes demand
projections for GWD that are slightly more than the 2010 UWMP’s moderate estimate and
slightly less than the high estimate, it was based on the GWD’s 2005 UWMP. Additionally,
Santa Barbara County has recently projected GWD’s future water demand to be lower than the
2010 UWMP projections.
The comment substantiates the water supply analysis and supports the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-12
The comment outlines the water supply and demand information found in the technical studies
and reports referenced in the EIR. The comment also details how the EIR concluded that GWD
has sufficient supply to accommodate the proposed project.
The comment substantiates the water supply analysis and supports the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
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Response to Comment No. 15-13
The comment outlines the EIR analysis and impacts related to the availability of water supply
and hydrology of the project site. The comment supports the conclusion in the EIR that the
proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts on the availability of water supply and
hydrology.
The information provided in the comment was previously included in the EIR and the comment
agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-14
The comment reiterates that the EIR concludes the proposed project would not substantially
deplete groundwater supplies and the role of the Wright Judgment (see Response to Comment
Nos. 15-6 and 15-7), the SAFE Ordinance, and GWD’s use of groundwater.
The information provided in the comment was previously included in the EIR and the comment
agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-15
The comment summarizes the EIR’s cumulative impacts analysis and the adequacy of GWD’s
project water supplies to serve the City’s full buildout.
The information provided in the comment was previously included in the EIR and the comment
agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-16
The comment outlines and confirms the adequacy of the EIR analysis of water quality impacts.
The information provided in the comment was previously included in the EIR and the comment
agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-17
The comment outlines and confirms the effectiveness of the water quality impact mitigation
measures in the EIR.
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The information provided in the comment was previously included in the EIR and the comment
agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 15-18
The comment confirms that the aquifer beneath the project site is protected by a regional
confining layer, which substantially inhibits percolation of onsite surface water (degraded or not)
into the deeper aquifer.
The comment substantiates the analysis and agrees with the findings in the EIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
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Comment Letter 16: Law Office of Marc Chytilo, February 3, 2014
Response to Comment No. 16-1
The comment questions the traffic generation factor used in the traffic study and EIR. The
comment identifies that the 2008 EIR used the “Hotel” land use category while the current EIR
uses the “All Suites Hotel” land use category. The comment states that it is unusual to change
land use categories when revising a traffic study and the change needs to be justified.
The current 118-room Marriott Residence Inn project has been processed as a new project,
unrelated to the 140-room Marriott Residence Inn project, which was approved in November
2008 and approval of which was rescinded in July 2009. A traffic study was completed in
October 2011 by AllianceJB (Jim Biega, Traffic Engineer) for the 118-room hotel project, under
contract with the City of Goleta. As part of the traffic analysis for the 118-room project, the
assumptions and descriptions of a number of ITE Manual (8th Edition) Land Use Codes
applicable to hotel uses were considered, including Hotel (310), All Suites Hotel (311), Business
Hotel (312), Motel (320), and Resort Hotel (330). After reviewing each of the Land Use Code
descriptions and comparing these to the proposed 118-room, extended stay, Marriott Residence
Inn all-suite hotel project, Public Works and AllianceJB determined that the All Suites Hotel, ITE
Land Use Code 311, most closely matched the proposed project and would provide the best
estimate of project-related traffic. In particular, the All Suites Hotel Land Use Code accounts for
the Marriott Residence Inn’s larger suite room design and presence of kitchen facilities, fewer
hotel services, and lack of an onsite restaurant, retail stores, banquet facilities, or large meeting
room spaces for conventions.
The comments have been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 16-2
The comment addresses the date of traffic counts used in the traffic study.
The City’s traffic experts (Public Works and AllianceJB) determined that the counts used in
FEIR Section 4.12 (including Table 4.12-1) were more conservative than using more recent
count data and, therefore, the traffic impacts in the RFEIR represent a reasonable worst-case
scenario. This conclusion is supported by information provided to the City in a letter from
Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE) dated April 22, 2014 (Appendix Z). The ATE letter
includes updated roadway and intersection traffic data collected by the City of Goleta in 2013,
which was compared to data in Tables 4.12-1 and 4.12-3 of the project EIR. The data shows
that the more recent 2013 volumes in the Storke Road and Los Carneros Road corridors are
lower than the older data used in the RFEIR. In summary, the traffic data used in the RFEIR and
the conclusions regarding impacts to area roadways and intersections represent a reasonable
worst-case analysis, as required by CEQA. The EIR is revised to include the following text and
Tables ATE-1 through ATE-4, summarizing the comparison traffic data in the April 2, 2014 ATE
letter.
Page 4.12-9, following Table 4.12-2, Count Data Comparisons, is revised as follows:
In a letter from Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE) dated April 22, 2014
(included as Appendix Z of the Revised Final EIR), traffic count data from 2013 is
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compared to the older traffic count data used in the RFEIR Part 1, Section 4.12, Tables
4.12-1 and 4.12-3. The data in Tables ATE-1 and ATE-2 of the ATE letter (included
below) confirm that the traffic volumes used in the Marriott project traffic study are
conservative, as the newer 2013 volumes on both the Storke Road and Los Carneros
corridors are lower than the volumes used in the project traffic study.
TABLE ATE-1
ROADWAY VOLUME COMPARISON
Roadway Segment

Marriott Study

2013 City Counts

Los Carneros Rd between Mesa Rd and Hollister Ave

20,237 ADT

15,337 ADT

Los Carneros Rd between Calle Koral and Hwy 101 SB Ramps

24,458 ADT

22,031 ADT

TABLE ATE-2
PM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUME AND LEVEL OF SERVICE COMPARISON
Marriott RDEIR

2013 City Counts

Entering
Volume

Existing
LOS

Entering
Volume

Existing
LOS

Storke Rd/Hollister Ave

4,505

0.739/LOS S

4,400

0.711/LOS C

Los Carneros Rd/Hwy 101 NB Ramps

1,758

0.532/LOS A

1,640

0.524/LOS A

Los Carneros Rd/Hwy 101 SB Ramps

2,660

0.775/LOS C

2,346

0.662/LOS B

Los Carneros Rd/Calle Koral

2,543

0.706/LOS C

2,223

0.624/LOS B

Los Carneros Rd/Hollister Ave

2,956

0.673/LOS B

2,618

0.595/LOS A

Fairview Ave/Hollister Ave

3,533

0.678/LOS B

3,116

0.611/LOS B

Fairview Ave/Hwy 101 NB Ramps

2,964

0.777/LOS S

2,070

0.620/LOS B

Intersection

With regard to cumulative traffic volumes, the traffic model used for the Marriott traffic
study was run on January 5, 2010. The traffic model was based in part, on the City of
Goleta’s December 2009 cumulative projects list. (The ATE letter incorrectly identifies a
2011 traffic model run; however, the letter uses the correct Marriott traffic study traffic
volumes in Tables ATE-3 and ATE-4, included below.) The data in Tables ATE-3 and
ATE-4 of the ATE letter show that cumulative traffic volumes are similar to the most
current 2014 cumulative traffic forecast volumes and would not result in changes to the
conclusions of the traffic study.
TABLE ATE-3
CUMULATIVE ROADWAY VOLUME COMPARISON
Roadway Segment

Marriott Study

2014 Model Run

Los Carneros Rd between Mesa Rd and Hollister Ave

22,411 ADT

22,900 ADT

Los Carneros Rd between Calle Koral and Hwy 101 SB Ramps

34,456 ADT

32,200 ADT
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TABLE ATE-4
PM PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUME AND CUMULATIVE LEVEL OF SERVICE
COMPARISON
Marriott Study

2014 Model Run

Cumulative LOS

Cumulative LOS

ProjectAdded V/C

Impact
(Yes/No)

Los Carneros Rd/Hwy 101 NB Ramps

0.651/LOS B

0.676/LOS B

0.003

No

Los Carneros Rd/Hwy 101 SB Ramps

0.813/LOS D

0.878/LOS D

0.000

No

Los Carneros Rd/Calle Koral

0.883/LOS D

0.888/LOS D

0.003

No

Los Carneros Rd/Hollister Ave

0.810/LOS D

0.726/LOS C

0.002

No

Intersection

Response to Comment No. 16-3
The comment questions why the traffic study did not compare volumes leaving one intersection
and arriving at the next intersection.
In order to track vehicles from one intersection to the next, the same peak hour must be used
(or volumes extrapolated) for all evaluated intersections. However, traffic volumes at the various
study area intersections do not always experience the same peak hour. The project traffic study
used the highest hourly volumes for each location, consistent with a reasonable worst-case
analysis for CEQA purposes. Therefore, traffic data in the RFEIR represent reasonable worstcase traffic volumes.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 16-4
The comment states that the traffic study should provide a list of the cumulative projects
analyzed so a comparison can be made against the list provided in the EIR.
The cumulative analysis in the AllianceJB traffic study relied on data from a January 5, 2010
City of Goleta cumulative traffic model run, which was prepared by Jim Damkowitch of Kittelson
& Associates. The list of development projects and growth rates used in the traffic model are
included in the updated Traffic Evaluations Report, included as Appendix P, which replaces
Appendix P of the Revised Draft EIR and the RFEIR Part 1. The December 2009 City of Goleta
Cumulative Projects List is one of the components considered in the cumulative traffic model to
account for cumulative traffic on area roadways.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 16-5
The comment identifies new striping at the Robin Hill Road intersection southbound approach to
Hollister Avenue, which is not required in the traffic study.
The initial analysis of this intersection, using the Highway Capacity Manual methodology,
identified an impact at this intersection and recommended new striping, resulting in a net
improvement of the LOS at this intersection, compared to existing LOS (using the Highway
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Capacity Manual methodology), even with the added project traffic. The traffic section of the
RFEIR (RFEIR Part 1, page 4-12.4, excerpt below) clarifies that this intersection currently
operates at an acceptable LOS and would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS with the
addition of project traffic.
“Unsignalized stop-controlled intersection LOS was initially calculated for the Robin Hill
Road/Hollister Avenue intersection using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)
unsignalized intersection methodology (which relates the worst-case movement delay in
seconds/vehicle to an LOS); however, a review of actual intersection delay observations
and overall intersection operational conditions at the Robin Hill Road/Hollister Avenue
intersection indicated that the HCM worst-case movement LOS portrayed unrealistically
poor intersection operational conditions. Review of these observations in coordination
with City staff indicated that the overall intersection operational conditions would be
better represented by calculating the overall intersection V/C ratio and relating it to an
overall intersection LOS. The LOS results for the intersections studied are shown in EIR
Tables 4.12-3 and 4.12-5.”
The restriping at the Robin Hill Road approach to the intersection at Hollister Avenue would
improve intersection operations to offset project-related increases in traffic to this intersection.
Restriping is assumed to be part of the project description. Mitigation measure MM TRA-1a is
included in the EIR to ensure implementation of this aspect of the project description to the
satisfaction of Public Works.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 16-6
The comment questions why the bus pocket is identified as a required mitigation measure,
when it is not identified in the traffic study.
The new bus pocket is included on the project improvement plans. The discussion in Section
4.12 of Impact TRA-3, Public Transit/Alternative Modes of Transportation, is therefore revised to
clarify that this improvement is part of the project description. Mitigation measure MM TRA-3a is
included in the EIR to ensure implementation of this aspect of the project description to the
satisfaction of MTD, City of Goleta Public Works, and City of Santa Barbara Public Works (the
latter given bus pocket location within the City of Santa Barbara right-of-way):
Impact TRA-3.

Public Transit/Alternative Modes of Transportation1

The existing MTD bus stop on the project’s frontage at the northwest corner of Hollister
Avenue and La Patera Lane would be enlarged and improved to a bus pocket, as shown
on the project plans. This public transit upgrade is also required to facilitate use of
alternative transportation, accommodating both existing demand and additional demand
generated by the project. The bus pocket would allow continued traffic flow on Hollister
Avenue while bus passengers are being loaded and unloaded at this stop. If the pocket
is not located to adequately allow for safe vehicular and pedestrian use of the nearby
intersection, then safety issues could result. Therefore, until final design elements are
1

See Section 4.12.3.1, Threshold f.
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determined to be acceptable, potential project impacts associated with public transit are
considered to be potentially significant.
MM TRA-3a is revised to include City of Santa Barbara review and approval given the bus
pocket location within the Hollister Avenue right-of-way, as follows:
MM TRA-3a. Construct a Hollister Avenue Bus Pocket
A bus pocket will be constructed on Hollister Avenue in the vicinity of the existing bus
stop. The bus pocket will be constructed to City of Goleta and City of Santa Barbara
standards as determined appropriate by City of Goleta and City of Santa Barbara Public
Works staff.
Plan Requirements and Timing: Bus stop improvements will be shown on project
improvement plans. Bus pocket improvements will be reviewed and approved by
Planning and Environmental Services City of Santa Barbara and City of Goleta Public
Works, and MTD prior to land use permit issuance before the City issues any grading or
construction permits. Improvements will must be installed prior to occupancy clearance
before the City issues certificates of occupancy.
Monitoring: City of Goleta and City of Santa Barbara Public Works staff will site inspect
to ensure installation of the required bus pocket prior to before the City issues
certificates of occupancy clearance.
In addition, as part of the project’s frontage and access improvements, the required
improvements to the bus stop are covered in Mitigation Measure TRA-4a, which requires final
improvement plans to be consistent with preliminary improvement plans, including plans for
frontage improvements, access, and internal circulation. Mitigation measure MM TRA-4a is also
revised to specifically include the bus stop improvement, as follows:
MM TRA-4a. Ensure that Improvement Plans Are Consistent with Preliminary
Improvement Plans
Final project improvement plans will must be consistent with preliminary improvement
plans.
Plan Requirements and Timing: Final plans will must include frontage improvements,
the three new medians in Hollister Avenue, access, bus stop/pocket, new landscaping
along frontage areas and medians, and internal circulation consistent with preliminary
improvement plans. Final plans will must be reviewed and approved by City of Goleta
Public Works, City of Santa Barbara Public Works (as applicable), staff and the County
Fire Department prior to before recordation of the Parcel Map and prior to before the City
issues any permits for grading land use permit issuance and initiation of earthwork for
the above improvements, as applicable.
Monitoring: City staff will must site inspect periodically to ensure compliance with
approved final project improvement plans.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
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Response to Comment No. 16-7
The comment addresses the raised median, its inclusion as a mitigation measure, and City of
Santa Barbara review of Hollister Avenue improvements.
The City of Goleta/City of Santa Barbara boundary is shown on the Revised Draft EIR Figure 218 (Hollister Avenue Plan). The City of Goleta Public Works’ condition letter (August 13, 2013)
requires City of Santa Barbara review of median improvements in Hollister Avenue: “Restriping,
median improvements, and turn pockets as approved by the City of Santa Barbara Public Works
Director and other approving bodies, as necessary.” In addition, mitigation measure MM TRA-4a
is revised to add City of Santa Barbara review and approval of improvement plans. See
Response to Comment 16-6 above for revised mitigation measure MM TRA-4a language.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 16-8
The comment addresses GTIP fees, GTIP projects, and funding of a traffic signal at Hollister
Avenue/Robin Hill Road intersection.
The traffic study concludes that the project would not generate the need for a signal at this
intersection based on anticipated project-generated traffic volumes and the particular roadway
characteristics (e.g., nearby signals at Aero Camino and La Patera create gaps in traffic on
Hollister Avenue at the Robin Hill Road intersection). The traffic study has been amended and
replaces Appendix P of the Proposed Final EIR. The October 2011 AllianceJB report concludes
that the project will not generate significant impacts during the AM or PM peak hours at the
study area intersections. However, there is an inconsistency in the report because Conclusion
#3 of the report recommends both retaining the stop sign controlled intersection at the Robin Hill
Road/Hollister Avenue intersection, and goes on to describe potential installation of a traffic
signal at the Robin Hill Road/Hollister Avenue intersection “at some point under future
cumulative conditions.” The City determined that a signal at this intersection is not currently
required and is not expected to be needed under cumulative conditions, based on traffic
modelling of cumulative traffic volumes. This conclusion would only change if unanticipated
considerable increases in traffic volumes from new development substantially exceeding
General Plan expectations is directed to Robin Hill Road. This level of new development would
be subject to additional traffic studies as part of the development review process, including
identification of necessary mitigation to address project traffic impacts. Therefore, with regard to
the Marriott Residence Inn/Hollister Center project, Public Works advised against inclusion of a
mitigation measure requiring signalization of this intersection and the AllianceJB study has been
revised to correct this inapplicable recommendation.
A list of current GTIP projects is available for review at City of Goleta Planning and
Environmental Review, upon request. The City of Goleta evaluates traffic at City roadways and
intersections as new development occurs at varying paces, at different locations of the City, at
different times, and with differing levels, types, and peak hours of increased traffic volumes.
Although project-generated traffic is not expected to result in any significant impacts to area
roadway segments or intersections in the existing or cumulative setting, the project would
contribute incrementally to increased traffic on the area street network. Therefore, the project is
subject to payment of development impact fees, including GTIP fees, which, combined with
other revenue sources, fund future roadway improvements in the City of Goleta. The City of
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Goleta/City of Santa Barbara boundary is shown on Revised Draft EIR Figure 2-18 (Hollister
Avenue Plan).
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 16-9
The comment states that the traffic study appendices do not include the cumulative calculations.
The cumulative LOS calculation details are included in the updated project traffic study
(Appendix P). No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR (October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1
are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 16-10
The comment states that the traffic study and EIR do not provide figures that illustrate the
turning movement volumes at intersections.
The updated project traffic study (Appendix P) includes the intersection turning movement
volumes in tabular form in the Exhibits and Worksheets section.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 16-11
The comment questions why the City’s former traffic consultant was hired by the applicant.
The City contracted with AllianceJB to prepare traffic studies needed for reviewing the project.
The selection of AllianceJB as the City’s traffic consultant was made based upon its reputation
and experience within the industry. The City’s analysis and evaluation of AllianceJB’s work
product was accomplished independently from the applicant. As with every other aspect of the
RFEIR, the City exercised its own independent judgment regarding the environmental analysis
within the RFEIR.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
Response to Comment No. 16-12
The comment addresses two non-ramp over-crossings identified in the General Plan.
The cumulative traffic model assumptions used for the project traffic evaluation assumed
construction of only the Ellwood area over-crossing, while also incorporating full cumulative
traffic. Therefore, the traffic model assumptions are considered conservative. The need to
implement all roadway improvements identified in the General Plan is triggered by the timing,
pace, and location of development. As development occurs and there are incremental changes
to traffic, the City considers how to prioritize the improvements. In addition to the pace and
location of development and the timing for associated payment of GTIP fees, funds for
constructing the various roadway improvements can also be affected by the availability of
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matching funds, grants, and other funding mechanisms. Based on the project traffic review,
long-term traffic generated by the project is not expected to exceed the City’s project-specific or
cumulative traffic thresholds of significance.
The comment has been noted for the record. No additional changes to the Revised Draft EIR
(October 2013) or RFEIR Part 1 are warranted.
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