
  
 

 

March 25, 2005 

To: Whom It May Concern 

Subject: Notice of Preparation of the Proposed City of Goleta 
 Draft General Plan / Coastal Land Use Plan Program EIR

The City of Goleta, as Lead Agency, is preparing a program-level Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to address the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the development of a General Plan and Coastal 
Land Use Plan (LUP) for the recently incorporated City of Goleta. The 
subject of this letter is to provide responsible and trustee agencies with the 
EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP) and to solicit guidance from those 
agencies as to the scope and content of the environmental information to 
be included in the Draft EIR. Pursuant to California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) (CEQA Sections 15082, 15103, and 15375), a NOP is required 
prior to the release of a Draft EIR. 
 
Respondents to this NOP are encouraged to provide the views of your 
organization as to the scope and content of the environmental information 
that is germane to your organization’s area of interest. The City of Goleta 
will use responses to this NOP to identify important issues and focus the 
scope and content of the draft EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Section 15063, an 
Initial Study has not been prepared for this project because the City of 
Goleta has determined that a comprehensive, program-type EIR is 
required. 
 
This NOP provides information regarding the comment period, contact 
information, scoping meeting details, the project location, a description of 
the project, and a summary of the probable environmental effects 
associated with implementing the Draft General Plan / LUP. 
 
1. COMMENT PERIOD, CONTACT INFORMATION, AND SCOPING 

MEETING 
 
Due to the time limits mandated by state law, your response must be sent 
at the earliest possible date but no later than 30 days after receipt of this 
notice. The deadline for receipt of comments on the NOP is 5:00 p.m. on 
Tuesday, April 26, 2005. Comments including the contact person in your 
organization must be sent to the City of Goleta via U.S. Mail or e-mail as 
follows: 
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 Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Project Manager 
 City of Goleta 
 130 Cremona Drive, Suite B 
 Goleta, CA 93117 
 Phone: (805) 961-7557; Fax: (805) 685-2635 
 E-mail: awells@cityofgoleta.org 

 
The Preliminary Draft General Plan / LUP is available for review at the above location and 
has been posted on the website (www.cityofgoleta.org). The City determined that it will hold 
a public scoping meeting. Oral and/or written comments may be provided at the EIR 
Scoping Meeting scheduled from 7:00 p.m. to 9:30 p.m. on Thursday, April 14, 2005, at the 
Goleta City Hall, 130 Cremona Drive, Goleta, CA 93117. 
 
2. PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The project location includes the entire territory within the geographic area of the 
incorporated City limits, including a population of approximately 30,000. As of January 1, 
2005 this area included approximately 7.9 square miles, comprising a total of 5,075 acres. In 
developing the Draft General Plan / LUP, the City studied an area of approximately 95 
square miles where future development might impact the City or where City plans and 
policies might have affects outside the City boundaries. 
 
The map on the following page shows the City and its environs. The City is located in 
southern Santa Barbara County, California west of the City of Santa Barbara between the 
foothills of the Santa Ynez Mountains and the Pacific Ocean. The area is generally referred 
to as the “Goleta Valley.” The City is bisected by Highway 101 which extends in an east-
west alignment across the City. State Route 217 connects Highway 101 with UCSB to the 
south. 
 
Portions of the City are bordered by the University of California at Santa Barbara and by the 
City of Santa Barbara, including the Santa Barbara Airport. The southern portions of the City 
are within the California Coastal Zone subject to the jurisdiction of the California Coastal 
Commission.  
 
3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The draft EIR will analyze a Draft General Plan / LUP, which will be a modification of the 
Discussion Draft General Plan issued in January 2005. The fundamental goals of the Draft 
General Plan / LUP are to (1) ensure a high quality environment by protecting and 
conserving the community’s cultural, historical natural and environmental assets, values and 
resources; (2) provide a sustainable economy that is not dependent on growth; (3) ensure 
economic opportunities for current and future residents; and (4) provide sufficient housing 
opportunities to meet current and future regionally-defined housing needs. 
 
The Draft General Plan / LUP contains several elements including (1) Land Use and 
Development, (2) Open Space, Coastal Access, and Recreation, (3) Conservation of 
Marine, Land, and Air Resources, (4) Safety, (5) Scenic and Historical Resources, (6) 
Transportation, (7) Public Facilities, (8) Neighborhoods, (9) Housing, and (10) Noise. These 
elements and related proposed policies are summarized below. 
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Land Use and Development 
 
The draft Land Use and Development Element proposes a planned land use pattern and 
long-range policies to govern development within the City of Goleta. These land use policies 
are intended to preserve and enhance the quality of the community through appropriate use 
of the land that provides continuity with past and present uses. Land use patterns presented 
in this element would remain primarily residential and open, with the majority of non-
residential development concentrated along the primary transportation corridor—east and 
west along Hollister Avenue and Highway 101. 
 
The Draft General Plan / LUP land use designations guide the general distribution, location, 
and extent of land uses. Designations fall under the following categories: residential, 
commercial, employment and economic activity, open space and resource areas, and public 
uses. Specific measures for density and building intensity, such as units per acre and floor 
area ratios, are established for the appropriate land use designations. Highlights of the draft 
Land Use and Development Element include: 
 

• The planned land use designations generally corresponds to the existing 
development densities in established residential areas. 

• This element includes policies that seek to ensure that new development and 
expansions in residential areas are compatible with existing character and protect 
privacy and solar access for neighboring residences. 

• A mixed use zone is proposed in the central Hollister area (between Hollister and 
Highway 101 and between Los Carneros Road and Storke) to combine new housing 
opportunity with existing office and manufacturing uses. Commercial development to 
serve the new housing would also be permitted here. 

• Bishop Ranch, in the central part of the City, is proposed to be retained in an 
agricultural land use designation. 

• Existing open space areas would be protected by special land use designations. 

• Large regional commercial uses would be limited to the existing areas for such uses 
south of Hollister Avenue near Storke Road. 

 
Open Space, Coastal Access, and Recreation 
 
The draft Open Space, Coastal Access, and Recreation Element, in conjunction with the 
Conservation Element, would concentrate on the protection and enhancement of open 
space, coastal access, and recreation resources to ensure a quality living environment for 
current and future residents of the City of Goleta. The purpose of the Open Space, Coastal 
Access, and Recreation Element is to set local planning policies for the use of open land 
and water. Highlights of this element include: 
 

• Potential specific policies related to the protection and management of existing mini 
or pocket parks, neighborhood parks, neighborhood open space, community parks, 
regional open space, and special use parks are provided in this element. 

• Potential policies related to standards for new parks or recreational services are also 
provided and set a recreation service standard. 
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• Potential policies establish the requirement for all new development to contribute to 
open space and recreation mitigation for any reduction in service level. 

• Potential policies are provided to conserve and promote the City’s agricultural 
heritage by designating, reserving and protecting the City’s agricultural resources as 
open space for current and future generations. Agriculture land conversion is 
discouraged in the Draft General Plan / LUP. 

• Potential historical and archeological open space policies are provided and ensure 
that identified historic and cultural properties and sites are recognized and protected 
as open spaces. 

 
Conservation of Marine, Land, and Air Resources 
 
The draft Conservation of Marine, Land, and Air Resources Element (Conservation Element) 
addresses the protection of the natural environment. It focuses on environmentally sensitive 
habitats, streams and riparian areas, wetlands, monarch butterfly habitats, terrestrial plant 
and animal habitats, marine habitats, beach and shoreline resources, special status species, 
trees, watershed management, and water quality. Policies are proposed that would set or 
guide standards with the goal of providing the maximum feasible protection of natural and 
biological resources. Highlights of the draft Conservation Element include: 
 

• Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA’s) such as wetlands, riparian 
vegetation, existing or potential monarch butterfly habitat, significant native 
grasslands, and oak woodlands, are protected. 

• Potential policies protect rare native trees, regardless of size, and removal must be 
avoided. 

• Fish bearing streams would be protected via policies that require new culverts to be 
oversized and have gravel bottoms which maintain the channel's width and grade.  

• Fish and wildlife resources would be protected via policies that require all 
development activities to be located, designed, constructed and managed to avoid 
disturbance to these resources. Light and glare from new development would be 
controlled and directed away from wildlife habitats. Noise levels from new 
development or intensification of existing activities should not exceed a 60 Ldn 
exterior noise level. Construction noise levels would be allowed to exceed 60 Ldn 
under certain circumstances. 

• Surface water quality would be protected via policies the require developments to 
use site-design techniques that allow recharge of ground water and reduce harmful 
run-off and pollution. 

 
Safety 
 
The draft Safety Element would address the features or characteristics of the physical 
environment existing in or near the City of Goleta that represent a potential hazard to the 
community’s citizens, sites, structures, public facilities, and infrastructure. The Safety 
Element establishes policies to minimize the danger to residents, workers, and visitors, while 
identifying actions needed to manage crisis situations such as earthquakes, fires, and 
floods. Additionally, the Safety Element contains specific policies and programs to regulate 
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existing and proposed development in hazard-prone areas. Highlights of these draft policies 
include: 
 

• New development would be located away from active and potentially active faults to 
reduce damage from fault rupture.  

• Development on areas prone to erosion and landslide hazards would be prohibited. 

• Additional armoring (installation of bulkheads, rip-rap or other hard surfaces) along 
coastal shores or bluffs would be prohibited. Existing armoring could be maintained 
but only to the minimum necessary to serve the purpose of the shore protection. 

• Development within areas designated as the 100-year flood plain that would obstruct 
flood flow (such as construction in the designated floodway), displace water onto 
other property or be subject to flood damage would be prohibited. Development that 
would create or worsen drainage problems would be prohibited. 

• New developments would be required to be designed and constructed to minimize 
fire hazards. “Defensible space” would be required around structures. No 
development would be allowed to occur on land determined to be contaminated until 
remediation has been completed between all parties involved. 

 
Scenic and Historical Resources 
 
The draft Scenic and Historical Resources Element addresses the protection of visual 
quality and historical resources. It focuses on ocean and island views, mountain and foothill 
views, scenic highways, community character, and historic/archeological sites. Potential 
policies are provided that would set or guide standards with the goal of providing the 
feasible protection of these resources. Highlights of the draft Scenic and Historical 
Resources Element include: 
 

• Potential policies set design standards for building exteriors, landscaping, signage, 
and lighting with the goal of ensuring a quality visual environment. Billboards and 
large signs would be prohibited. 

• Potential policies set design standards for building exteriors, landscaping, signage, 
and lighting with the goal of ensuring a quality visual environment. Billboards and 
large signs would be prohibited. 

• Historic and archeological preservation policies would ensure that historic properties 
and sites are protected from incompatible land uses or transportation facilities, and 
protected from detrimental exterior noise levels. 

 
Transportation 
 
The draft Transportation Element would guide the continued development and improvement 
of the transportation system to support land uses proposed in the Land Use and 
Development Element. The purpose of the Transportation Element is to provide a safe, 
efficient, and adequate transportation system for the City. The Transportation Element 
identifies the general network of streets in the City and addresses future facility needs for all 
modes of transportation. Highlights of the draft Transportation Element include: 
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• Potential policies in the Transportation Element designate street classifications and 
design standards for all new major arterials, minor arterials, minor collectors, and 
local streets. The street classification is linked to anticipated traffic levels. 
Streetscape design standard policies are also provided in this element. These 
standards reflect and support the character of adjacent development and the 
transportation and land use goals of the City. 

• Potential policies set a traffic level of service (LOS) standard “C” for intersection 
operation. The LOS ranges are based on the capacity of the intersection and the 
volume of traffic using the intersection, or the volume to capacity ratio (V/C). Policies 
related to V/C ratio limits for corresponding LOS ranges are provided in the 
Transportation Element. The focus of the LOS standards and V/C ratios are to 
ensure adequate LOS and to discourage new uses that reduce intersection LOS to 
inappropriate levels or require unacceptable expansion of these facilities. New 
development would be required to address the V/C ratio and limits. Required 
mitigation would be imposed if the planned development or redevelopment exceeds 
the V/C ratio standards. 

• Potential policies are provided to ensure adequate provision of pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, adequate parking, alternate transportation services, and utility 
corridor facilities. 

 
Planned or anticipated projects described in the Transportation Element would include (1) 
major reconstruction of at least one Highway 101 interchange by 2025; (2) a new 
Ekwill/Fowler interchange on State Route 217 to be built by 2025; (3) addition of two non-
interchange overpasses connecting Calle Real and Hollister; and (4) major redesign and 
reconstruction of Hollister Corridor from State Route 217/Old Town through to Storke Road. 
 
Public Facilities 
 
Public facilities such as domestic water service, sanitary sewer service, storm water 
management facilities, streets, fire services, schools, and parks, are the framework that 
supports development. The draft Public Facilities Element would guide the financing, 
planning, and coordination of these facilities and would provide an effective strategy to 
balance land use with public facility development within the fiscal capacity of the City of 
Goleta. Highlights of the draft Public Facilities Element include: 
 

• All new public facilities, including utilities, utility buildings, signage and other 
development components would be designed in a manner that makes them 
aesthetically compatible with surrounding lands. Siting and design, landscape 
buffers, architectural elements and other appropriate design solutions would be 
required, as appropriate. 

• A new fire station would be located to serve the western area of the City. 
• Methods of financing capital facilities and assuring that those needed are provided 

concurrent with development. 
 



Page 8 
 

 

Neighborhoods 
 
The draft Neighborhoods Element would ensure that future land uses are consistent with the 
planned overall character of different areas of the City and with the character of uses in 
adjacent areas. Highlights of the draft Neighborhoods Element include: 
 

• Land uses would be managed and all approvals of development permits would be 
consistent with the policies governing each of these planning areas. 

 
Housing 
 
The draft Housing Element addresses the City of Goleta’s housing needs through a required 
planning period ending July 2008, and beyond. The Housing Element contains policies that 
address the existing and projected housing needs of all economic segments of the 
community. Highlights of the draft Housing Element include: 
 

• The Housing Element includes policies specific to providing affordable housing, 
providing housing options for special need groups, preserving the character and 
quality of neighborhoods, and providing adequate capacity to meet the City’s housing 
needs as defined in the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). 

• Vacant sites within the residential use designation would accommodate 2,699 units. 
The City of Goleta sets the objective of 2,388 units for housing production during the 
January 1, 2001 to July 30, 2008 time period, consistent with the RHNA 
requirements. 

• The location of housing opportunity sites are consistent with the land use 
designations as presented in the Land Use Element with higher density housing 
focused south of Highway 101 along the Hollister Avenue corridor and with lower 
density housing focused north of the Highway 101 corridor and in western Goleta in 
smaller, scattered locations. 

 
Noise 
 
The City of Goleta is affected by several different sources of noise, including automobile 
traffic from Highway 101 and other major highways, air traffic, operations at the Santa 
Barbara Airport,  commercial activity, and periodic nuisances such as construction, loud 
parties, and other events. Although noise is a normal part of the developed environment, 
controlling noise sources can make a substantial improvement in the quality of life for City of 
Goleta residents. The objective of the draft Noise Element would be to minimize exposure of 
residents, workers, and visitors to excessive noise levels, while accommodating land use 
modifications described in the Land Use and Development Element. The Draft General Plan 
/ LUP would set forth policies to maintain this objective. Highlights of these draft policies 
include: 
 

• Potential policies set standards for maximum acceptable noise levels. 

• The City would limit the use of motorized landscaping equipment, parking lot 
sweepers, and other high-noise equipment on commercial properties if their activity 
would result in noise that adversely affects residential zones. 
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• The City would require commercial and/or industrial uses abutting residential zones 
to limit deliveries and trash pickups from 7:00 A.M. to 7:00 P.M. Monday through 
Saturday, unless there are substantial transportation or other benefits for different 
times. 

• The City would enforce the California Noise Insulation Standards for future 
development and redevelopment to ensure an acceptable interior noise level of 45 
dBA Ldn in habitable rooms. 

 
4. PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 
A preliminary list of potential environmental impacts that would be associated with the Draft 
General Plan / LUP, if implemented as written, is presented below using the topic areas from 
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. The proposed project is the implementation of the Draft 
General Plan / LUP. The EIR will evaluate potential plan measures in relation to what is 
existing on the ground, or the existing setting. The Santa Barbara County Environmental 
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (County of Santa Barbara, 2002) has been adopted by 
the City of Goleta and will be used for conducting CEQA analysis. The term “buildout” is 
used to describe plan implementation and refers to the development of the land to its full 
potential, as presented in the Draft General Plan / LUP and summarized in Section 3 of this 
NOP. Environmental impacts associated with buildout and a summary of the mitigation 
strategy are described below by topic area. The mitigation strategy uses protective Draft 
General Plan / LUP policies that are intended to reduce potential impacts. 
 
Aesthetic and Visual Resources 
 
The Draft General Plan / LUP would accommodate a total of 2,699 new units with the 
objective of building 2,388 units, allowing for mixed uses and second floor additions. Such 
buildout could if not appropriately controlled, impair or obstruct public scenic view corridors 
and scenic vistas, change the visual character of the area, cause glare or night lighting 
affecting adjoining areas, and/or create visual compatibility issues with proposed structures. 
 
Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to or potentially impacting aesthetic and visual 
resources are included in the Land Use, Open Space and Recreation, and Conservation 
Elements. Many policies in the Draft General Plan / LUP would protect aesthetic and visual 
resources and set standards for building exterior features and landscaping, sign limitations, 
and viewshed protection. The protective policies would be utilized as mitigation measures in 
the Draft EIR wherever possible. In the event that these policies do not adequately mitigate 
an impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and presented in the draft EIR. 
 
Agricultural and Farmland 
 
Approximately 360 acres would be protected for agricultural uses in the Draft General Plan / 
LUP. However, two areas currently in orchards, but zoned residential, would be designated 
for single family residential in the Draft General Plan / LUP, allowing for some loss of 
agricultural lands. Impacts associated with this conversion, potential loss of prime soils, and 
potential loss of land and crop potential will be evaluated in the draft EIR. The compatibility 
of the designated agricultural lands with adjacent land uses will also be evaluated in the 
draft EIR. 
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Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to or potentially impacting agricultural and farmland 
resources are included in the Land Use, Open Space and Recreation, and Conservation 
Elements. These policies are intended to protect designated agricultural and farmland 
resources. These protective policies, such as policies discouraging the conversion of 
designated agricultural lands, will be utilized as mitigation measures in the draft EIR. In the 
event that these policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will 
be identified and presented in the draft EIR. 
 
Air Quality 
 
The Draft General Plan / LUP would allow for new development and new or reconstructed 
transportation routes, potentially generating short-term air quality impacts from construction 
activities (e.g., grading and other activities that require heavy equipment operations and/or 
generate increased truck traffic). In addition, long-term air quality impacts from increased 
vehicular traffic and other emission sources associated with the buildout of the draft plan 
could create an impact. 
 
Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to or potentially impacting air quality are included 
in the Transportation and Conservation Elements. Proposed policies are provided to 
minimize development impacts on air quality. Such policies include requiring developers to 
address and mitigate short and long term air quality impacts and setting not-to-exceed air 
quality standards for individual and cumulative projects, including indirect effects such as 
traffic generation. Impacts will be evaluated and proposed protective policies will be utilized 
as mitigation measures in the draft EIR wherever possible. In the event that these policies 
do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and 
presented in the draft EIR. 
 
Biological Resources 
 
Draft General Plan / LUP buildout could, if not appropriately controlled, adversely impact 
some habitats, displace wildlife species, degrade aquatic habitat and associated wetlands, 
and restrict wildlife movement. Indirect impacts from plan buildout such as light and glare, 
noise, and storm water runoff could further displace wildlife species, degrade aquatic habitat 
quality, and impact fish resources. 
 
Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to or potentially impacting biological resources are 
included in the Land Use, Open Space and Recreation, and Conservation Elements. These 
policies are intended to protect rare trees, grasslands, wildlife habitat corridors, fish and 
wildlife habitat, wetlands, special status species, and hydrologic function. In summary, 
policies in the Draft General Plan / LUP are intended to protect biological resources but the 
need for urban development creates some impacts to these resources. Mitigating policies in 
the Draft General Plan / LUP attempt to address these impacts and create the requirement 
for developers to offset the losses through habitat replacement etc. These protective policies 
will be utilized as mitigation measures in the draft EIR wherever possible. If Draft General 
Plan / LUP policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will be 
identified and presented in the draft EIR. 
 
Cultural Resources 
 
The City of Goleta includes many archaeological sites and historic structures dating from 
prehistory to the pre-World War II era. Some of these sites and structures could, if not 
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appropriately sited, be subject to loss or a change in historical context due to development. 
Protective archaeological and historic resources policies are provided in the Scenic and 
Visual Resources Element. For example, historic and cultural properties would be protected 
as part of a Draft General Plan / LUP policy requirement. Protective policies presented in the 
Draft General Plan / LUP will be utilized as mitigation measures in the draft EIR where 
impacts are identified. If Draft General Plan / LUP policies do not adequately mitigate an 
impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and presented in the draft EIR. 
 
Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources 
 
Draft General Plan / LUP buildout could expose new development to geologic hazards. 
However, policies would be established in the Open Space and Recreation and Safety 
Elements to guide new development away from these potential hazards. Policies address 
hazards associated with seismic ground shaking, seismic related ground rupture, 
liquefaction or seismic settlement, expansive soils, and flooding due to tsunami. These 
protective policies will be utilized as mitigation measures in the draft EIR where impacts are 
identified. If Draft General Plan / LUP policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new 
mitigation measures will be identified and presented in the draft EIR. 
 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
Potential impacts associated with Draft General Plan / LUP buildout could include short-term 
construction related impacts due to the use, transport and/or exposure to hazardous waste 
or materials, risks associated with new development in the vicinity of hazards, safety 
hazards from development near the Santa Barbara Airport, impaired emergency response 
due to increased growth, and increased threat of wildland fires due to increased 
urbanization adjacent to existing open space areas. 
 
Potential policies related to hazards and hazardous materials are provided in the Safety 
Element of the Draft General Plan / LUP. The intention of these proposed policies is to 
improve emergency response, update information systems, conduct risk assessment, and 
improve crime prevention programs. These policies will be utilized as mitigation measures in 
the draft EIR where impacts are identified. If Draft General Plan / LUP policies do not 
adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and presented in 
the draft EIR. 
 
Population and Housing 
 
Draft General Plan / LUP buildout would result in an increase in the number of residential 
dwelling units consistent with RHNA requirements, thus inducing substantial population 
growth in the City. Potential policies intended to reduce impacts to the existing population 
while accommodating planned growth are included in the Housing Element of the Draft 
General Plan / LUP. These mitigating policies in the Draft General Plan / LUP address some 
of these impacts and will be utilized as EIR mitigation measures wherever possible. If Draft 
General Plan / LUP policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures 
will be identified and presented in the draft EIR. 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Draft General Plan / LUP buildout would create additional sources of polluted runoff, could 
degrade water quality, and could increase the risk of localized flooding. Potential policies 
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related to hydrology and water quality resources are included in the Land Use, Open Space 
and Recreation, Conservation, and Safety Elements. These policies are intended to protect 
hydrologic function and improve water quality and will be utilized as mitigation measures in 
the draft EIR where impacts are identified. If Draft General Plan / LUP policies do not 
adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and presented in 
the draft EIR. 
 
Land Use and Recreation 
 
Draft General Plan / LUP buildout could create land use conflicts between different uses or 
lead to greater wear and tear of recreational facilities due to impacts related to the 
placement of new development. Potential Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to land 
use and recreation are included in the Land Use, Circulation, Open Space and Recreation, 
and Conservation Elements. These policies would guide the placement of new development 
and new parks, and set standards for existing development and recreation resources. The 
draft EIR will evaluate impacts associated with land use and recreation resources, including 
an evaluation of the proposed policies designed to protect these resources. If General Plan 
policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and 
presented in the draft EIR. 
 
Noise 
 
Draft General Plan / LUP buildout would increase noise exposure, potentially increasing 
noise at existing noise sensitive land uses, causing short-term construction disturbance to 
nearby neighborhoods, causing long-term cumulative increase in project area ambient noise 
levels as a result of residential uses and traffic, and exposing new residences to noise levels 
that exceed standards. 
 
Potential Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to noise are included in the Noise 
Element. The intent of these policies would be to minimize noise exposure. For example, 
policies would establish noise exposure limits for land use designations and encourage 
noise compatible land uses. The draft EIR will evaluate noise impacts associated with Draft 
General Plan / LUP buildout, including an evaluation of the policies designed to protect 
these resources. If Draft General Plan / LUP policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, 
new mitigation measures will be identified and presented in the draft EIR. 
 
Public Services and Utilities 
 
Demands for public services in the City of Goleta are anticipated to rise consistently with 
increases in population. Existing facilities and levels of service for police and fire protection, 
water supply, wastewater discharge, solid waste, electric and gas utilities, schools, and 
libraries will be analyzed under the Draft General Plan / LUP buildout scenario in the draft 
EIR. Potential impacts could include increased demand for services and related 
environmental effects. 
 
Potential Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to public services and utilities are 
included in the Circulation, Open Space and Recreation, Safety, and Public Facilities 
Elements. These policies are intended to mitigate and plan for increased service demands. 
The draft EIR will evaluate public services and utility impacts associated with Draft General 
Plan / LUP buildout and mitigating policies will be provided. If Draft General Plan / LUP 
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policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and 
presented in the draft EIR. 
 
Transportation and Circulation 
 
New development associated with the Draft General Plan / LUP General Plan buildout 
would increase population and create additional demands on the transportation system. The 
draft EIR will evaluate impacts associated with increased traffic loading on local roads and 
intersections in relation to existing traffic load and street system capacity and increased 
traffic volumes resulting in degradation of LOS at intersections as a result of buildout. Other 
potential impacts such as increased public parking demand and potential parking capacity 
shortage and increased demand for alternative modes of transportation (i.e., transit, bicycle, 
and pedestrian paths) will also be evaluated.  
 
Potential transportation and circulation policies in the Draft General Plan / LUP are provided 
in the Transportation Element. Many of these policies would address the plan for improving 
the transportation system and address issues related to: 1) improving and maintaining 
transportation infrastructure; 2) protecting residential neighborhoods from traffic; 3) 
facilitating improved circulation in Old Town; and 4) developing alternate forms of 
transportation. The draft EIR will evaluate transportation and circulation impacts associated 
with Draft General Plan / LUP buildout and mitigating policies will be provided. If Draft 
General Plan / LUP policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures 
will be identified and presented in the draft EIR. 
 

********************************************************** 
 
The City of Goleta looks forward to receiving your comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Kenneth M. Curtis 
Director of Planning & Environmental Services 
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CITY OF GOLETA – GP/CLUP EIR 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON EIR NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

 
 
NOP Commentator / Information Requested 
 

Where Addressed in EIR 

Federal, State, and Regional Agencies  
California Department of Conservation 
 Agricultural setting of the project Section 3.2.1 
 Project impacts on agricultural land Section 3.2.3 
 Williamson Act lands Sections 3.2.1.3 and 3.2.2.1; 

Figure 3.2-2 
 Mitigation measures and alternatives Section 3.2.3; Chapter 5.0 
California Department of Fish and Game 
 Biological resources Section 3.4 
California State Lands Commission 
 Sovereign lands Section 3.10 
 General Plan designations and zoning ordinance Section 3.10.2 
Goleta Sanitary District 
 Wastewater treatment  Sections 3.12.1.4 and 3.12.3.3 
Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District 
 Air quality setting Section 3.3.1 
 Air quality analysis Section 3.3.3 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
 Land use and development Section 3.10.2.2 
 Safety/hazards and hazardous materials Section 3.7.1.7 
 Noise - airport noise Section 3.11.1.2 
 Circulation -CMP intersections Section 3.13.1.1; Table 3.13-3 
Organizations  
Environmental Defense Center 
 Agricultural zoning of Bishop Ranch Section 3.2.1.3 
 Housing units planned for Goleta Section 3.8.1.4 
 Commercial development Section 3.8.1.2 
 Consistency with General Plan and Local Coastal Plan Section 3.10.2.1 
Goleta Housing Leadership Council 
 Jobs-Housing balance Section 3.8.1.2 
 Land use and development standards Section 3.10.3 
 Social and economic impacts Not required by CEQA 
 Transportation and circulation Section 3.13.3 
Goleta Valley Beautiful 
 Urban Forest policies (GP/CLUP request) See GP/CLUP.  N/A to EIR. 
Hatch & Parent 
 Project description Section 2.0 
 Feasibility of mitigation Section 3.13 
 Economic/social impacts of the General Plan Not required by CEQA 
Hill & Trager LLP 
 Fee: new water supply charge Section 3.9 
 Urban Water Management Plan Section 3.9 
League of Women Voters 
 Traffic congestion and air quality Sections 3.3 and 3.13 
 Hazards and Hazardous Materials - Venoco Section 3.7.1.2 
 Seismic action and flooding Sections 3.6.3.3 and 3.9.1.3 
 Agricultural protection Section 3.2.1.2 
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NOP Commentator / Information Requested 
 

Where Addressed in EIR 

Livable Streets Coalition 
 Alternative transportation modes Section 3.13.1 
Price Postal & Parma LLP 
 Housing development potential Sections 2.4.9 and 3.8.1.4 
 Community Housing Needs Section 3.8 
 Alternative development scenarios Section 5.2 
 Housing development - Shelby property Sections 3.8 and 3.10 
 Agricultural viability Section 3.2.1.3 
 Affordable housing - Shelby property Sections 3.8.1.3 and 3.8.3 
Santa Barbara Audubon Society 
 Special-status species Section 3.4.1.5 
 Environmentally sensitive habitats Section 3.4.1.4 
 Habitat buffers Section 3.4.1.2 
 Riparian habitats Section 3.4.1.2 
 Native and non-native grasslands Section 3.4.1.2 
 Invasive plant and animal species Section 3.4 
 Restoration Section 3.4 
 Connectivity Section 3.4.1.6 
Individuals  
Cecilia Brown 
 Land use development Section 3.10 
 Open space, coastal access, and recreation Section 3.10.3 
 Conservation of marine, land, and air resources Sections 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.10 
 Regional traffic Section 3.13 
 Transportation - parking Section 3.13 
 Scenic and historic resources Sections 3.1 and 3.5 
 Neighborhoods Sections 3.8 and 3.10 
 Noise - gas powered lawn blowers Section 3.11.1.2 
 Air Quality - mitigation Section 3.3.3.5 
 Hazardous Materials- Pesticides and herbicides Section 3.7 
Kathy Gebhardt 
 Agriculture & farmland Section 3.2 
 Aesthetic & visual resources - Hollister Section 3.1.1.3 
 Air quality - idling vehicles Section 3.3 
 Biological resources - creek setbacks Section 3.4 
 Hazards - SB Airport tanks and Venoco Oil Facilities Sections 3.7.1.2 and 3.7.1.7 
 Noise – Construction development Section 3.11 
 Hydrology - Goleta Water District resources Section 3.9.1.5 
 Transportation/Circulation - intersection LOS Section 3.13.1.1 
Deanne Plaister 
 Agriculture - Bishop Ranch Sections 3.2.1.3 and 3.10 
Public Scoping Meeting Comments  
Tom Modugno 
 Open space preservation / Bishop Ranch Section 3.10 
 Old Town redevelopment Section 3.10 
 Housing affordability Section 3.8.1.3 
Urban McClellan (The Bishop Ranch) 
 Housing – alternative locations Chapter 5.0 
 Agriculture – economic viability Not required by CEQA 
 Agriculture – land use Section 3.2 
 Housing – ability to meet current and future needs Section 3.8 
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NOP Commentator / Information Requested 
 

Where Addressed in EIR 

Sandy Lejeune 
 Agriculture - Bishop Ranch Sections 3.2.1.3 and 3.10 
 Water supply and use Sections 3.9 and 3.12 
Connie Hannah (League of Women Voters) 
 Cumulative air and traffic impacts Sections 3.3 and 3.13 
 Impacts from Venoco Section 3.7 
 Protection of agricultural land Section 3.2 
 Protection of natural resources / geotechnical hazards  Section 3.6 
 Housing / RHNA requirements Section 3.8 
Ken Knight 
 Urban Forest policies (GP/CLUP request) See GP/CLUP.  N/A to EIR. 
Ed Easton 
 Alternatives Chapter 5.0 
 Surrounding development outside City Chapter 4.0 
 Public transportation Section 3.13 
 Agriculture – Bishop Ranch Sections 3.2.1.3 and 3.10 
 Oil production / home prices Not required by CEQA 
Ann Ostrowsky 
 Agriculture Section 3.2 
 Water Supply Section 3.9 
 Population-related impacts Section 3.8 
 Public transportation Section 3.13 
 Economic cost of SBCAG requirements Not required by CEQA 
 Electricity supply Section 3.12 
Maria Gordon 
 Water supply Section 3.9 
 Development at City margins Chapter 4.0 
 Infill development Section 3.10 
 Housing Section 3.8 
 Public transit Section 3.13 
 Open space preservation Section 3.10 
 Traffic Section 3.13 
 Green building and climate-neutral practices Not required by CEQA 
 Pedestrian uses Sections 3.10 and  3.13 
 Sustainability Not required by CEQA 
Barbara Massey 
 Use of culverts Not required by CEQA 
 Construction noise Section 3.11 
 Viewsheds Section 3.1 
 Impacts from Venoco Section 3.7 
 Agriculture preservation – Bishop Ranch Section 3.2 
Kathy Gebhardt 
 Water supply Section 3.9 
 Pollution from trains and automobiles Section 3.3 
 Air quality and noise Sections 3.3 and 3.11 
 Off-shore tankers Section 3.7 
 Housing along Hollister Avenue Sections 3.8 and 3.10 
 Preservation - Bishop Ranch Section 3.2 
 
 



Date Affliation Name

Letter A Comments: Federal, State and Regional Agencies

April 25, 2005 California Department of Conservation Dennis O'Bryant

April 26, 2005 California Department of Fish and Game Morgan Wehtje

April 25, 2005 California State Lands Commision Stephen Jenkins

April 26, 2005 Goleta Sanitary District Kamil Azoury

April 26, 2005 Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control Board Bobbie Bratz

April 25, 2005 Santa Barbara County Association of Government Willian Yim

May 11, 2005 Santa Barbara County Executive Office Michael Brown

Letter B Comments: Organizations

April 25, 2005 Environmental Defense Center Linda Krop / Brian Trautwein

April 26, 2005 Goleta Housing Leadership Council Jennifer McGovern

April 21, 2005 Goleta Valley Beautiful Executive Committee

April 26, 2005 Hatch & Parent Peter Brown

April 25, 2005 Hill & Trager LLP Russell Ruiz

April 26, 2005 League of Women Voters Connie Hannah

April 18, 2005 Livable Streets Coalition Eva Inbar

April 26, 2005 Price Postal & Parma LLP Chip Wullbrandt

April 25, 2005 Santa Barbara Audubon Society Darlene Chirman

Letter C Comments: Individuals

April 25, 2005 Cecilia Brown

April 21, 2005 Kathy Gebhardt

April 13, 2005 Deane Plaister

May 4, 2005 Maria Gordon

May 25, 2005 Kenneth Palley

Meeting D Comments: Public Scoping Meeting Comments

April 14, 2005 Tom Modugno

April 14, 2005 The Bishop Ranch Urban McClellan
April 14, 2005 Sandy Lejeune

April 14, 2005 League of Women Voters Connie Hannah
April 14, 2005 Ken Knight
April 14, 2005 Ed Easton
April 14, 2005 Ann Ostrowsky
April 14, 2005 Maria Gordon
April 14, 2005 Barbara Massey
April 14, 2005 Kathy Gebhardt

Updated 6-10-05

City of Goleta General Plan / Coastal Land Use Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Public Scoping Meeting (April 14, 2005) - Summary of Comments and Comment Letters







































































































































_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 CITY OF GOLETA GENERAL PLAN / COASTAL LAND USE PLAN 
April 14, 2005            DRAFT EIR – PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING MINUTES              Page 1  

 
 
 

 

CITY OF GOLETA, CALIFORNIA 
 

M I N U T E S  
 

C i t y  o f  G o l e t a  G e n e r a l  P l a n / C o a s t a l  L a n d  U s e  P l a n  
D r a f t  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  R e p o r t  

P u b l i c  S c o p i n g  M e e t i n g  
 

A p r i l  1 4 ,  2 0 0 5  
 

7 : 0 0  p . m .  
Goleta City Hall 

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B 
Goleta, California 

 
 
1. Introductions and Purpose of Meeting. 
 

The meeting was called to order at 7:07 p.m. by Kenneth Curtis, Director of 
Planning and Environmental Services. 
 
Staff members present:  Kenneth Curtis, Director of Planning and 
Environmental Services; Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Manager; Charles 
Jones, EIR consultant, Jones & Stokes; and Linda Gregory, Recording Clerk.  

  
Introductions were made by staff members who were present.   
 
Documents: “General Plan / Local Coastal Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Public Scoping Meeting, April 14, 2005 (PowerPoint); and Notice To Whom It 
May Concern, Subject:  Notice of Preparation of the Proposed City of Goleta 
Draft General Plan / Coastal Land Use Plan Program EIR, from Kenneth 
Curtis, Director of Planning and Environmental Services, dated March 25, 
2005. 
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Kenneth Curtis, Director of Planning and Environmental Services, stated that 
the City of Goleta, as Lead Agency, is preparing a program-level Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to address the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the development of a General Plan and Coastal Land 
Use Plan (LUP) for the City of Goleta.  He said that the EIR Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) has been distributed to responsible and trustee agencies 
and that the NOP is required prior to the release of a Draft EIR.  Mr. Curtis 
stated that the purpose of this meeting is to allow interested persons an 
opportunity to comment on the scope and content of environmental issues, 
information and analyses to be reviewed in the Draft EIR. 
 
Mr. Curtis provided a brief summary of the Draft General Plan / Coastal Land 
Use Plan project that will be analyzed in the Draft EIR.  He stated that the 
deadline for receipt of comments on the NOP is April 26, 2005, at 5:00 p.m.   
 

2. Environmental Review Process and Schedule for the EIR. 
 

Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Manager, briefly summarized the California 
Environmental Quality Agency (CEQA) requirements for the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Page 8, PowerPoint report).  She also briefly 
summarized some of the potential environmental issues that have been 
identified by staff in environmental resources areas that include agricultural 
and farmland; biological resources; cultural resources; aesthetic and visual 
resources; air quality; hazards and hazardous materials; noise; geology, soils 
and mineral resources; hydrology and water quality; transportation and 
circulation; population and housing; land use and recreation; and public 
services and utilities (Pages 9-14, PowerPoint report).  She stated that other 
potential environmental issues may be added upon review of public 
comments.   
 
Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Manager, reviewed the proposed schedule for 
the Environmental Review process as follows.   
 

April 2005:  Environmental impact scoping and public/agency input. 
     April-July 2005:  Environmental review process with assistance from 

Jones & Stokes, EIR consultants. 
July 2005:  Issue a Draft Environmental Impact Report with a 45-day 

review   period. 
  July-September 2005:  Public review of Draft EIR. 
November 2005:  Respond to comments and issue recommended Final 

EIR. 
December 2005:  City Council Certification of Final EIR. 
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3. Comments by Interested Person on Potential Environmental Impacts 
and Issues to Address in EIR. 

 
Tom Modugno, 1060 May Court, Santa Barbara:  Mr. Modugno congratulated  
the City Council for standing up for what they believe in and what they feel is 
good for the new City of Goleta, and doing what they were elected to do.  Mr. 
Modugno commented as follows:  He is a life-long resident of Goleta.  He 
does not think a big development on Bishop Ranch is good. Fixing up when 
things get run down is better instead of tearing down.  He is concerned that 
thousands of cheaply-made houses are not good and would contribute to 
more cars in an area that is already congested, and would also pollute the air.  
No matter how many houses are built, Goleta will never be as affordable as 
Lompoc and Ventura.  Goleta is one of the most beautiful places to live in the 
world and the demand to live here will always be high.  It is all about supply 
and demand.  Supply will never meet demand unless we make Goleta a less-
desirable place to live which he does not support.  Once the property is 
changed from zoned agriculture there is no turning back.  Goleta has a long 
future ahead.  He is in no hurry to pave over the last of the open space.  The 
best thing we can leave our children are options.  Bishop Ranch should 
remain a wide open option.  
 
Urban McClellan, The Bishop Ranch, commented:  1)  The draft EIR should 
have an alternative location for the housing that is currently proposed along 
the Hollister corridor, that would take 1,000 of the units currently proposed 
there and place them at an alternative location on the Bishop Ranch thereby 
providing 1,000 units as an alternate location and 2,000 units along the 
Hollister corridor.  2)  The agriculture designation should be analyzed under 
its maximum intrusive capacity and not as open space.  As an example, he 
thinks the draft EIR should look at agriculture and water resources and 
compare water usage under full agriculture vs. another use.  For example, he 
believes that the Bishop Ranch with 1,000 residential units vs. full 
development of agriculture would utilize less water.  3)  Regarding agriculture, 
the draft EIR should address the economic viability of agriculture in an urban 
area and within the County urban limit line, and without subsidized water.  4)  
The draft EIR should differentiate the impacts of converting agriculturally-
designated land under active agriculture vs. land that is not being farmed and 
is open space because he thinks impacts are different.  5)  Regarding 
housing, the draft EIR should analyze whether the plan would meet its own 
stated goal to provide sufficient housing opportunity to meet current and 
future needs.  He believes the current plan with a proper analysis will not 
meet today’s current needs let alone future housing needs and that there is 
no projection of future housing needs in the Draft General Plan. 
 
Sandy Lejeune, 4563 Atascadero Drive, Santa Barbara, encouraged the City 
Council and staff to hold fast to the intention to preserve agriculture land, 
especially the Bishop Ranch.  Mr. Lejeune commented:  He has farmed for 



_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 CITY OF GOLETA GENERAL PLAN / COASTAL LAND USE PLAN 
April 14, 2005            DRAFT EIR – PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING MINUTES              Page 4  

nine years at Fairview Gardens and knows the value of local agriculture to the 
community.  There are questions that need to be addressed regarding the 
importance of local agriculture.  Concern that resources are dwindling.  Fossil 
fuels are becoming more expensive and there is no good plan for 
replacement.  It will be more expensive to ship food from longer distances 
and it is not healthy to eat food shipped from long distances.  It is better for a 
community to take care of its own needs as much as possible and the 
opportunity exists here in Goleta because there is open land that is zoned 
and can be used for agriculture.  The draft EIR should study how water has 
been used in traditional agriculture and also how water is being used locally 
and in small-scale uses.  He recommended studying and seriously 
considering what other communities have done with large pieces of land that 
were zoned and preserved for agriculture such as the Intervale project in 
Vermont (a large agricultural land that was bought, preserved and now 
provides opportunities for farmers to rent land and grow crops for income and 
to provide food for the community in a safe, sustainable way.)  Also, consider 
low-flow irrigation and sprinklers to help conserve water which are used by 
Fairview Gardens.  He invited visitors to view Fairview Gardens. 
 
Connie Hannah, 5796 Encina Road, #3, Goleta, representing the League of 
Women Voters, stated that the League is impressed with the environmental 
protection policies in the Draft General Plan and noted that many of the 
issues of concern on the South Coast are addressed in the plan.  She 
commented: 1)  The EIR should focus firmly on the cumulative affects of 
additional traffic and the accompanying air quality problems.  The most 
severe impacts from build-out will be in the area of traffic congestion and air 
quality.  Development outside the City’s boundaries will cause additional 
traffic impacts which the City cannot control. Because Highway 101 runs 
through the middle of the City, the City should work closely with the Air 
Pollution Control District and the State to secure additional controls of truck 
and vehicle emissions.  Facilities for children and sensitive adults should not 
be located near the freeways.  2)  Regarding the Safety Element, she said 
that the League believes an oil separation plant near a residential area is a 
public safety hazard and that it was expected the Venoco plant would have 
been phased-out by now.  The entire hazardous system depends on the 
future of the Venoco facility and it needs to be thoroughly analyzed in the EIR.  
3)  The League supports the protection of agriculture land.  Last year, Lester 
Brown, president of World Watch, told an audience at UCSB that all 
agriculture land available needs to be retained because he foresees that 
international transport of food and goods will become a serious problem in the 
near future and he thinks local government will need to supply its own food.  
4)  Recommend very strong policies to protect ocean bluffs, creekbeds and 
shorelines which are difficult to enforce.  Appreciate that coastal bluff erosion, 
seismic and tsunamis are included in the draft EIR.  5)  Concern regarding 
what would happen in the future if the State continues to require mandatory 
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housing build-out because the total build-out  in the draft general plan is 2,700 
which essentially meets RHNA numbers for the next five years. 
 
Ken Knight, 69 Calaveras Avenue, Goleta, stated that he is a certified 
planner, certified arborist and certified urban forester.  Mr. Knight commented:  
There are many good environmental issues addressed in the draft general 
plan particularly in the protection of native trees, butterfly habitats and some 
riparian corridors.  He thinks policies are inadequate or missing in regard to 
the Goleta urban forest which includes all public and private trees in the City 
(approximately 90% of trees are on private lane; 10% on public land).  The 
policies should provide a comprehensive vision for a future urban forest that 
would result from the cumulative impact of the individual policies throughout 
the plan.  There is a lack of adequate data regarding the urban forest 
including an inventory and assessment of the existing urban forest, a 
definition of standards and measurement, assessment of the benefits as well 
as the cost, and general guidelines for addressing strategies for managing an 
urban forest.  Concern that individual polices pertaining to trees are mostly 
permissive rather than mandatory.  Particularly noteworthy is the requirement 
that viewshed protection is mandatory while most trees are permissive in 
terms of the protection provided.  He thinks that these viewshed policies have 
been used to delay, avoid  and stop the planting of trees in public areas.  He 
thinks that the view of trees within the City should be considered as a 
viewshed, and that trees in public right-of-ways should be exempt from 
viewshed ordinances as in the City of Santa Barbara.  He encouraged the 
City to expand the study of the urban forest to include all public trees, not just 
natives, and to look to other cities, such as Sacramento and surrounding 
area, for their leadership in addressing urban forest issues. 
 
Ed Easton, 110 S. Kellogg Avenue, Goleta, commented:  1)  He strongly 
supports the inclusion of the Coastal Zone Development Standard as an 
alternative.  2)  The impacts from outside the City’s borders, such as UCSB, 
should be considered and at the very least identified.  Also consider the City’s 
affect outside of its borders.  3)  Regarding transportation that would serve 
the build-out, he thinks bus transportation would not work until it is better than 
using an automobile.  Consider making it possible to live in Goleta without 
owning a car.  4)  Bishop Ranch should keep its current agriculture 
designation.  He stated that the Bishop Ranch project has not yet been 
reviewed by the City.  5)  The current projections for oil production and single-
family home prices are not predictable and things are changing rapidly.   
 
Ann Ostrowsky, 291 Salisbury Avenue, Goleta, said she supports comments 
made by Connie Hannah on behalf of the League of Women Voters.  Mrs. 
Ostrowsky commented:  1)  She thinks it is necessary to have agriculture in 
the area, such as Fairview Gardens, particularly if trucks are not shipping.   
Consider a program that designates land for individuals to use to raise their 
own food.  Concern that imported foods do not meet standards. 2)  She 
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pointed out that water used for agriculture can be reclaimed and does not 
need to be treated by the sewer department.  3)  Concern that building more 
houses will bring more people and cars which will impact traffic, air quality 
and require police and other additional services.  4)  Problems regarding 
busses include not being on time, limited routes and less options.  5)  
Concern that agencies such as SBCAG may set mandated requirements that 
have associated costs to the City.  6)  Consider potential drains on the 
electricity supply.  New projects and developments should require solar 
panels and battery-operated backup . 
 
Maria Gordon, 2615 Murrell Road, Santa Barbara, commented:  1)  Consider 
housing alternatives that are a bigger picture rather than the State’s 
mandates which she thinks are on a shorter term.  2)  Evaluate all possible 
mechanisms to support housing such as subsidies, tax incentives and 
promoting partnerships.  3) Consider higher densities to accommodate 
housing, possibly by infill, and garage conversions.  4)  Conserve Bishop 
Ranch and take any necessary actions.  6)  Recommended light rail 
transportation to UCSB along Highway 217 to lessen impacts.  7)  Consider 
what the water supply can tolerate regarding expansions.  8)  Mandate green 
building provisions wherever possible.  9)  Incorporate impacts of 
developments adjacent to the City such as airport expansion and commercial 
buildings.  10)  Encourage climate neutral practices.  11)  Support creation of 
a sustainable long-term self-sustaining community. 
 
Barbara Massey, 7912 Winchester Circle, Goleta, commented:  1)  Regarding 
the NOD, Conservation of Marine, Land, and Air Resources Element, Page 5, 
third bullet, she thinks culverts should not be used and that the policy should 
require a solution that is more natural.  2)  Regarding the NOD, Page 5, fourth 
bullet, last sentence, she does not think construction noise levels should be 
allowed to exceed 60 Ldn under any circumstances.  3)  She supports 
keeping an unobstructed viewshed.  4)  All impacts from Venoco on adjacent 
residential and hotel land need to be seriously considered.  5)  Agriculture 
land should be retained and protected, especially Bishop Ranch. 
 
Kathy Gebhardt, Goleta, commented:  1)  More detail is needed regarding 
water.  She is concerned regarding the water district’s plans and promises.   
2)  Consider pollution from trains and locomotives, particularly around houses 
and schools.  3)  Schools should be afforded special protection regarding 
noise and air quality issues.  She knows of a report that children in school are 
distracted by noise.   4)  Concern regarding impacts from off-shore tankers.  
5)  She has mixed-emotions regarding high-density housing proposed along 
Hollister because of potential problems with the number of people.  6)  Bishop 
Ranch should be preserved to meet the needs in the future. 
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4. Closing Questions and Responses. 
 

Kenneth Curtis, Director of Planning and Environmental Services, responded 
to questions from the audience and reviewed the schedule for the 
environmental review process.  He stated that there are continuing 
opportunities for interested parties to comment on the draft EIR and the Draft 
General Plan as indicated in the proposed schedule.    
 
Mr. Curtis stated that the Housing Element of the Draft General Plan was sent 
to the State HCD for a 90-day review that will end on May 1, 2005, and that 
comments from the State could potentially affect the Housing Element and 
possibly other elements.   
 
Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Project Manager, stated that all residents of 
the City were sent notices in December 2004 regarding the January 2005 
workshops for the discussion draft General Plan.  She said that responsible 
and trustee agencies and interested persons were sent a notice of the 
preparation of the Draft EIR and information regarding the comment period 
and contact information.   
 

5. Adjournment:  8:30 p.m. 
 
 




