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MEMORANDUM 

 
 
TO: Santa Barbara County Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Matt Schneider, Deputy Director 
 Long Range Planning Division 
 
DATE: July 14, 2015 
 
RE: Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan 
 County Planning Commission Hearing of July 22, 2015 
 Case Nos. 14GPA-00000-00018, 14GPA-00000-00019, 11ORD-00000-00015, 

13ORD-00000-00011, 11RZN-00000-00002, and 15RZN-00000-00004 
 
 
On June 17, 2015, the County Planning Commission held a hearing to consider making 
recommendations to the Board of Supervisors for the adoption of the Eastern Goleta Valley 
Community Plan (EGVCP).  This memorandum responds to questions and provides additional 
information and clarifications requested by the Planning Commission at that hearing. 
 
1. Property Owner Requested Changes 
 
On June 17, 2015, the Planning Commission received testimony from property owners and/or 
their agents regarding four sites, requesting the consideration of alternative land use and zoning 
designations and a revision to policy language that would affect development of a specific site.  
The following responds to the Planning Commission’s requests for additional information to 
address each of these requests. 
 
MTD – Housing Opportunity Site 1 (APN 059-140-004, -005, -006) 
The EGVCP proposes to change the land use designation of 10.2 acres of the 17-acre site from 
Agriculture to Residential-20, 20 units per acre, and apply the Design Residential zone, DR-20.  
The remaining 6.8 acres would remain Agriculture with AG-I-5 zoning.  On June 17, 2015, the 
owner, MTD, requested that the remaining 6.8 acres be designated Residential and zoned 5-E-1.  
The proposed change would not result in an increase in land use density or increase the number 
of residential units that could be developed on the site.  AG-I-5 allows one residential unit per 5 
acres, as does 5-E-1. 
 
Following consultation with MTD staff, County staff suggests an alternative residential zone, 
Design Residential (DR-0.2), as these 6.8 acres would be located between the 10.2 acres to be 
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zoned DR-20, and a 1.4-acre parcel also zoned DR-20 and owned by MTD.  DR-0.2 allows one 
residential unit per 5 acres but may allow for greater design flexibility should MTD decide to 
develop all of the parcels at one time.  The proposal to convert the remaining 6.8 acres from an 
agricultural use to a residential use can be supported for the following reasons: 
 

1. The property has not been farmed for approximately 15 years.   
 

2. The draft plan forwarded by the Planning Commission to the Board of Supervisors for 
initiation proposed to convert the entire site from agriculture to residential and designate 
all 17 acres as Planned Residential Development with a maximum of 204 units (PRD-
204).  The “split” zoning was proposed at the Board of Supervisors hearing to be 
consistent with County Housing Element Program 1.3 in response to comments received 
from the State Department of Housing and Community Development. 
 

3. The Draft Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) analyzed the impacts to agricultural 
resources that would result from conversion of the entire 17-acre site to residential uses 
and concluded that impacts would be less than significant (Class III).  Of note, under an 
evaluation of the existing site for agricultural viability using the County’s weighted point 
system (Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual), the site received a score of 
52 points, below the County’s 60-point screening threshold (FEIR page 4.4-37 and 
Appendix E).  The weighted point system provides an initial assessment of the potential 
for a project to impact agricultural resources.  It assigns relative values to particular 
physical characteristics of a site’s agricultural productivity (e.g., soil type, water supply).  
Where the points total 60 or more, a site is considered potentially physically viable for 
agriculture and more analysis is required to determine the level of impact.  When the 
points total below 60 points, as in this case, a site is not considered viable for agriculture 
and a project’s impact is considered less than significant (Class III). 
 

4. The EIR also analyzed the potential impacts to biological resources resulting from 
conversion of the entire site to residential uses.  The EIR concluded that impacts would 
be significant and unavoidable (Class I) due to the potential for impacts to various 
identified resources and a lack of any specific development proposal and design (FEIR p. 
4.6-54, -57, -60, -61, -66, -69, -73, and -75).  Changing the land use from Agriculture to 
Residential for the remaining 6.8 acres would not change this conclusion as each 
designation would allow only one residential unit for the 6.8 acres.   
 

5. Existing surrounding uses include a multifamily apartment complex and a vacant parcel 
to the west (zoned DR-20), multifamily residential development to the north (zoned DR-7 
and DR-12.3), and County administrative buildings to the east (zoned Recreation but with 
a land use designation of Institutional/Government Facility).  The surrounding uses 
combined with the designation of two-thirds of the MTD site as DR-20 further limits the 
potential for a viable agricultural operation on the remaining 6.8 acres.   
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After reviewing these options, Steve Maas, Manager of Government Relations and Compliance 
at MTD contacted Planning and Development (P&D) and indicated a preliminary preference for 
the DR-0.2 zoning (personal communication June 26, 2015).  Therefore, staff recommends the 
remaining 6.8 acres be zoned DR-0.2 with a corresponding Residential land use designation. 
 
Tatum – Housing Opportunity Site 2 (APN 065-040-026) 
The agent for the property owner requested that Policy LUR-EGV-2.5 be revised to provide 
greater flexibility for locating future development on the site than would be provided by the 
proposed zoning boundaries.  The agent submitted suggested language.  Staff reviewed the 
language and recognizes that a more flexible boundary could facilitate better site design and 
protection of onsite biological resources.  Staff recommends the following revisions to the policy 
below: 
 

Policy LUR-EGV-2.5:  MTD and Tatum/School District: The MTD properties 
(APNs 059-140-004, -005, -006), located at 4678 Calle Real/149 North San 
Antonio Road, and the Tatum/Santa Barbara School District property (APN 065-
040-026), located at 4750 Hollister Avenue shall receive land use designations 
appropriate for Residential Neighborhood Development provided residential land 
uses are consistent with this Plan.  The boundaries of these designations and 
associated zone districts may be modified as part of a General Plan Amendment, 
Rezone, and Development Plan application provided the total acreage associated 
with the designations does not change and the modification furthers the objectives 
of this policy.  A Development Plan for these properties, respectively, shall: … 

 
This policy change would also affect the MTD site, which would benefit as much from the 
change as would the Tatum site. 
 
Anderson – Housing Opportunity Site 8 (APN 061-110-014) 
Jim Slaught, agent for the owner, Cynthia Anderson, objected to the proposed combination of 
Mixed Use and DR-20 for the 1.71-acre Anderson property on State Street.  Staff reviewed these 
comments and additional information presented to P&D in a Pre-Application (14PRE-00000-
00010) filed in November 2014 and met with Mr. Slaught on June 25, 2015.  Constraints to 
development exist on the site, of which staff and the Goleta Valley Planning Advisory 
Committee (GVPAC) were likely unaware when developing the proposed “split” land use and 
zoning designations for the site.  These include soil contamination, property encroachments, and 
a sewer line and easement that bisect the property.  Based on this information staff recommends 
that the entire property be zoned Mixed Use, eliminating the “split” zoning and the proposed DR-
20 zone of the southern 0.71 acre.  The agent indicated that removal of the DR-20 zone is 
preferred.  Rezoning the entire site Mixed Use would reduce the potential residential buildout on 
this site by 14 units.  Potential environmental impacts as a result of the change would be 
negligible as the reduced potential residential buildout would balance potential increases in 
commercial square footage under the Mixed Use zone.  
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Sulzbach (APN 077-030-004) 
The Sulzbach property is a 46.77-acre parcel currently located within the Holiday Hill Existing 
Developed Rural Neighborhood (EDRN) and zoned AG-I-5 (5-acre minimum lot size).  The 
EGVCP proposes to remove the Sulzbach property from the EDRN and rezone it AG-II-40.  The 
purpose of the change is to strengthen the Rural Area boundary and enhance protection of 
agricultural resources by reducing the possibility of parcelization of a productive agricultural site. 
 
At the June 17 hearing, the owner requested that the property remain within the EDRN and retain 
the current AG-I-5 zoning.  The Planning Commission discussed conceptual support for the 
request, and continued further discussion to provide the public with an opportunity to comment 
on the request.  The Planning Commission directed staff to provide the boundaries and acreages 
of the surrounding properties.  The attached map provides the requested information (Attachment 
A).   
 
The owner’s request does not warrant additional environmental review at this time because the 
request would retain the current zoning adopted as part of the 1993 Goleta Community Plan.  The 
EIR analyzes the potential environmental effects of EGVCP-proposed changes in density, land 
use, and/or zoning.  The EIR is a program environmental document that analyzes the potential 
environmental effects of the proposed community plan, including overall buildout under the plan.  
As a result, it generally analyzes effects on a regional rather than a parcel-by-parcel level.  
Exceptions include the housing opportunity sites.  Maintaining the existing land use density and 
zoning designation on the Sulzbach property does not fall within this scale of development and, 
therefore, does not currently require site-specific analysis.  
  
At approximately 47 acres in size, the Sulzbach property could be subdivided under the current 
land use density (A-I-5) and zoning (AG-I-5) (5-acre minimum lot size) to create 9 lots.  Any 
proposal to subdivide the property would require additional environmental review to analyze site-
specific effects that were not analyzed in the EGVCP EIR.  Land Use Development Policy 2 of 
the Land Use Element states:   
 

The densities specified in the Land Use Plan are maximums and may be reduced 
if it is determined that such reduction is warranted by conditions specifically 
applicable to a site, such as topography, geologic or flood hazards, habitat areas, 
or steep slopes. … 

 
Thus, there is no guarantee of approval of a subdivision at the maximum density.  Ultimately, a 
lower density and fewer lots could result based on analysis of a specific subdivision proposal and 
its associated environmental analysis of site-specific conditions, including agricultural, 
biological, cultural, visual, or other environmental resources.   
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2. Questions and Clarifications 
 
At the hearing on June 17, 2015, the Planning Commission requested additional information to 
clarify various policies and development standards, including potential revisions to certain 
policies. 
 
Creek/Riparian Habitat Setback (Buffer) for Urban Area 
In response to a request from the Environmental Defense Center (EDC) and the Urban Creeks 
Council (UCC), the Planning Commission directed staff to study the potential for increasing the 
setback from creeks and riparian habitats (i.e., riparian Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH)) 
in the Urban Area to a setback similar to that of the City of Goleta (100 feet from top-of-bank or 
edge of riparian habitat, allowing an increase or decrease on a case-by-case basis).   
 
Currently, EGVCP Policy ECO-EGV-5.5 proposes a 50-foot minimum buffer (i.e., setback) 
within the Urban Area and EDRNs measured from top-of-bank or edge of riparian vegetation, 
whichever is further.  This policy continues the existing 50-foot setback within the Urban Area.  
EGVCP DevStd ECO-EGV-5D allows adjustment of the minimum setback upward or downward 
on a case-by-case basis and states that the setback shall not preclude reasonable use of a parcel.  
The policy includes several criteria for consideration when deciding whether to adjust the 
setback.  The 50-foot setback from creeks and riparian habitat is the County’s standard setback 
within the Urban Area of Coastal Zone and in Urban Areas and EDRNs throughout the County 
where community plans have been adopted.  The development standard allowing flexibility in 
adjusting the width of setback is also typically applied throughout the County. 
 
Staff reviewed the City of Goleta’s creek setback policy (Attachment B) and consulted with 
Anne Wells, Advance Planning Manager at the City of Goleta regarding implementation of the 
policy (June 26, 2015, personal communication).  Although the policy sets the standard setback 
at 100 feet, it allows adjustments on a case-by-case basis.  Since Goleta’s General Plan was 
adopted, only one of seven projects involving creek setbacks was approved with a setback of 100 
feet or greater.  The setback for one project was established as a range from 50 feet to 360 feet, 
three setbacks were established at 50 feet, one setback was established at 25 feet, and one project 
encroached into the setback as it was a roadway extension with no feasible alternative location.   
 
The City of Santa Barbara Environmental Resources Element Action ER21.1 recommends a 
minimum setback for new structures of 25 feet from top-of-bank.  The City’s Zoning Ordinance 
establishes a minimum setback of 25 feet from top-of-bank along Mission Creek; setbacks from 
other creeks are determined on a case-by-case basis.   
 
Within the County’s jurisdiction in the Eastern Goleta Valley, land use densities adjacent to 
creeks and riparian ESH are high and parcels are small.  There are few parcels adjacent to a creek 
with development or redevelopment potential where an increased setback could potentially 
reduce impacts to creeks, water quality, or jurisdictional wetlands.  Most parcels abutting creeks 
in the Urban Area are developed with single-family residential subdivisions with most lots 
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ranging in size from 7,000 to 20,000 square feet.  Larger parcels (e.g., one-acre) are located in the 
urban foothills.  Four parcels are agricultural parcels within the urban South Patterson 
Agricultural Block.   
 
Approximately 1,000 existing parcels in the Urban Area are affected by the current 50-foot 
setback.  If the creek setback in the Urban Area is increased to 100 feet, approximately 500 
additional properties would be affected.  Most of these parcels are developed with single family 
residences.  At 50 feet, the current creek setback typically affects the rear yards of existing 
residences.  Thus, the majority of existing residences are conforming structures (i.e., they 
conform to ESH setbacks).  At 100 feet, the setback would affect a significantly larger area of 
these parcels, creating nonconforming residential structures.  In some cases, an increase of the 
creek setback to 100 feet would affect parcels on the opposite side of a roadway located between 
the creek and the residential parcel.   
 
Based on the existing development patterns in the Urban Area, the proposed increased setback 
would provide negligible additional protection of creeks and riparian habitats, or reduce impacts 
to jurisdictional wetlands and waters (Impact BIO-4).  The primary result of the change would be 
additional time during application review of dwelling additions and rebuilds to address 
nonconforming structure regulations and to determine how much to adjust the setback to allow 
reasonable use.  Therefore, staff does not recommend the proposed change to Urban Area 
creek/ESH setbacks. 
 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Mapping 
In response to a request from the EDC, the Planning Commission directed staff to study: 
 

• The feasibility of adding a disclaimer to the ESH/Riparian Corridor (RC) Overlay Map. 
• The EDC’s proposed language for updating the ESH/RC Overlay Map. 

 
Regarding the first request, EGVCP Policy ECO-EGV-5.4, as revised by Mitigation Measure 
MM-BIO-1, identifies 15 biological resources and habitats as Environmentally Sensitive Habitats 
and states they shall be designated on the ESH/RC Overlay Map.  The policy also includes the 
following disclaimer: 
 

… Note:  The scale of the overlay map precludes complete accuracy in the 
mapping of habitat areas.  In some cases, the precise location of habitat areas is 
not known and is therefore not mapped.  In addition, the migration of species or 
the discovery of new habitats may result in the designation of new areas, or site-
specific reviews may indicate different habitat designations. … 

 
The purpose of the disclaimer is to notify applicants and staff that not all habitats can be 
accurately mapped, which is why the EGVCP includes policies referencing the identification of 
habitat during site-specific surveys and requires ESH protection whenever the habitat is 
identified.  Although future efforts to update the ESH map may result in better information given 
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new technological advances, unless a biologist maps the precise boundaries of a habitat based on 
field work, no ESH mapping effort can provide 100% accuracy and site-specific assessments will 
be required.  Boundaries can change over time due to changing conditions (such as rainfall 
amounts), which render mapping imprecise and transitory. 
 
Therefore, staff recommends adding a disclaimer to the ESH/RC Overlay Map (Figure 22 of the 
EGVCP as well as the official ESH/RC Overlay Map that will be adopted with the General Plan 
and Zoning Map Amendments).  Staff proposes the following language: 
 

The extent of ESH and RC habitats depicted on the map is approximate and based 
on known resources at the time of adoption of the map.  In some cases, the precise 
location of habitat areas is not known (e.g., isolated wetlands, vernal pools, 
native grasslands) and is therefore not mapped.  In addition, chaparral, which 
covers most of the Rural Area that is not in agricultural production, and other 
identified ESHs may not be shown on this map.  Before removing vegetation or 
beginning any activity that requires a permit, including removal of chaparral or 
other ESHs, which might require a permit absent any proposed development, 
please consult the EGVCP and Planning and Development staff and/or have an 
onsite survey completed by a qualified biologist. 

 
Regarding the second request, staff does not recommend setting a specific deadline for 
completing ESH mapping given funding and staffing constraints that must be addressed by the 
Board of Supervisors.  However, staff recommends that Program ECO-EGV-5C be revised as 
follows to take advantage of opportunities to complete mapping: 
 

Program ECO-EGV-5C:  The County shall periodically review and update the 
extent of the ESH/RC overlays Overlay Map as needed to incorporate any and all 
new data. and include all habitats identified by Policy ECO-EGV-5.4 to the 
maximum extent feasible.  The County shall pursue grants and other funding 
opportunities and collaborate with third parties, such as UCSB, California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the Land Trust of Santa Barbara County, to 
coordinate habitat mapping efforts and maximize funding opportunities.  This is 
Periodic updates are important since the scale of the overlay maps precludes 
complete accuracy in the mapping of habitat areas and, in some cases, the precise 
location and extent of ESH/RC areas are not known until new data becomes 
available.  In addition, the migration of species or discovery of habitats may 
result in the designation of additional areas. 

 
Trails  
The Planning Commission directed staff to review the proposed EGVCP trails policies and 
actions in concert with past letters from the Santa Barbara County Trails Council (Trails Council) 
to the GVPAC (2009 and 2011, Attachment C) and consider whether any suggestions within 
these letters could be incorporated.  The Planning Commission also directed staff to return with 
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revised language for Action PRT-EGV-5B to address the development of incentives for trail 
acquisition.  Staff recommends the following revisions to Action PRT-TGV-5B to address this 
request.   
 

Action PRT-EGV-5B:  The County shall Rreview, address, and revise the Goleta 
Trails Implementation Study.  In addition to any revisions necessary to update 
information contained in the current document, the revised implementation study 
shall investigate additional opportunities to add proposed trail corridors to the 
PRT map.  The revised implementation study shall study and recommend to the 
Board of Supervisors incentives to encourage property owners to dedicate trail 
easements as determined to be feasible.  The study shall consider opportunities to 
develop incentives appropriate for various project types, including General Plan 
Amendments, Rezones, Conditional Use Permits and subdivisions.  Incentives may 
include but are not limited to:  tax reductions, benefit assessment districts, 
priority processing of applications, Development Impact Mitigation Fee 
discounts, and where appropriate, limited increases in development where 
consistent with resource protection and applicable general plan policies (e.g., 
additional parcels or residential units). 

 
The 2011 Trails Council letter recognizes that several suggestions of its 2009 letter were 
incorporated into the plan.  For example, the PRT map (Figure 16, formerly Figure 25) has been 
updated providing better information regarding existing and proposed trails, parks, and open 
space, along with road and creek names for better orientation.  The EGVCP also added a policy 
specifically protecting the visual character and aesthetics of existing and proposed trails (Policy 
PRT-EGV-6.4) to complement Policy VIS-EGV-1.5 which requires high quality design of 
projects when they would be highly visible from public places, including trails.   
 
Staff also recommends that the following existing policies be revised to enhance opportunities 
for trail planning, acquisition, and protection.  The proposed changes are derived from 
suggestions of the 2011 Trails Council letter and would clarify policy direction for future efforts 
to acquire and protect trail easements. 
 

Policy PRT-EGV-5.2:  The County shall foster and support efforts of private 
community trail organizations in the planning, design, construction and 
maintenance of trails in Eastern Goleta Valley, and/or efforts to establish a 
Goleta Trails Foundation.  County support may include, but is not limited to:  
coordinating volunteer efforts, acting as liaison between volunteer groups and 
County Parks Division, providinge information of and/or coordinating grant 
opportunities, facilitating required permits, and facilitatinge communication 
between their organization and othervarious trail organizations. 
 
Policy PRT-EGV-5.3:   The County Parks Division, or and any group pursuing 
implementation of the trail system, shall refer to the PRT policies of this EGVCP, 
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Figure 16, the PRT maps, the EGVCP EIR, and the Goleta Trails Implementation 
Study, together with its trail siting and design guidelines, to generally guide trail 
siting, acquisition, and implementation. 
 
Policy PRT-EGV-5.10:  The County shall actively pursue acquisition of public 
trails through exactions as part of development agreements and permitting, 
through negotiation with property owners for purchase or other transaction, 
through exchange for surplus County property as available, and/or through 
acceptance of gifts and other voluntary dedications of easements, and/or through 
the use of incentives as developed through the revised Goleta Trails 
Implementation Study. 

 
Water Resources 
The Planning Commission requested additional information regarding water resources, including 
whether there would be adequate water supply for the proposed Mixed Use zone.  Throughout 
the EGVCP planning process, P&D has coordinated with the local water providers, the Goleta 
Water District (GWD) and the La Cumbre Mutual Water Company (LCMWC).   
 
Although the GWD has indicated that it has the water supply to serve buildout of the EGVCP, 
the Draft FEIR identifies a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact to water supply due to 
uncertainties in supply during unprecedented multiple dry years.  Notice of Availability of the 
public review period of the DEIR was provided to both providers but P&D received comments 
only from the GWD.  The GWD did not identify flaws in the analysis or recommend mitigation.   
 
The EGVCP includes many policies to minimize water use with future development.  New 
developments under the provisions of the EGVCP will not occur all at once and Policy WAT-
EGV-1.3 requires a determination by the water providers that sufficient long-term water is 
available to serve the proposed development.  Although the Mixed Use zone proposed for the 
Hollister Avenue-State Street commercial corridor would allow more residential uses than would 
be allowed under the General Commercial and Retail Commercial zones, the Mixed Use zone 
allows flexibility of use.  Development in this area would occur over many years and the final 
uses and densities would depend upon the types of developments proposed, approved and 
constructed.  As required by Policy WAT-EGV-1.3, to be approved and constructed, each 
individual project would require a determination before approval that adequate water is available 
to serve the project.  Thus, approved development under the Mixed Use zone would have 
adequate water supply. 
 
More Mesa Subsequent Environmental Review 
In response to a request from Valerie Olson, the Planning Commission directed staff to review 
the information presented in the Draft FEIR regarding More Mesa.  Specifically, the Planning 
Commission asked whether the More Mesa discussion could be deleted from the Draft FEIR and 
if future development on the site would rely solely on the analysis of the FEIR.   
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First, the Draft FEIR mentions More Mesa at least 44 times.  More Mesa is a component of the 
EGVCP, which includes a policy and development standards to guide future development of the 
site, protect biological and visual resources, and provide coastal access.  It is a substantive part of 
the EGVCP project description and inclusion of More Mesa in the FEIR is appropriate.  
Therefore, staff does not recommend deleting from the Draft FEIR any references to More Mesa.   
 
Second, the Draft FEIR analyzed the impacts of proposed land use density and zoning changes 
and the theoretical buildout of the plan.  Site-specific analyses were conducted only for the 
housing opportunity sites and were not completed for property where the land use and zoning 
designations would remain unchanged.  Regarding More Mesa, the EGVCP does not propose any 
changes:  the land use and zoning designations, policy, and development standards were carried 
over from the 1993 Goleta Community Plan.  Thus, the analysis focused on the theoretical 
buildout under the current land use designations, policy and development standards.  For More 
Mesa, more detailed environmental review would be required when a specific development 
proposal is submitted. 
 
Section 1.5 of the Draft FEIR explains the process and approach for using a program EIR with a 
community plan (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168).  It also summarizes how the program EIR 
may be used with later activities.  Any future subdivision and development at More Mesa would 
require environmental review to analyze any environmental impacts that would result from a 
specific development proposal.  A more detailed impact analysis in the EGVCP program EIR 
would be speculative without a specific development proposal.  Therefore, future development at 
More Mesa could not rely solely on the FEIR for the EGVCP.   
 
Secondary Access and Chaparral Protection 
The Planning Commission raised a concern regarding possible conflicts between policies that 
promote fire access roads and the protection of chaparral, which would be designated ESH with 
adoption of the EGVCP.  This question appears to address two provisions regarding access for 
fire protection.   
 
First, Policy FIRE-EGV-2.3 states secondary access shall be a consideration in the location and 
design of development and requires it for discretionary development unless waived by the 
County Fire Department.  Implementation of community plans often require the balancing of 
policies.  As with most policies, this policy would be addressed on a case-by-case basis.  
Whether any habitat issues would arise depends upon the location of proposed development and 
any proposed access.  The first step would involve study of a proposal and its site to determine if 
a location could be found that would not require secondary access.  If the secondary access is 
required, the development, including access, would be reviewed to reduce impacts on chaparral 
ESH.  Mitigation measures, including habitat restoration, may also be required as the final step in 
the process.   
 
Second, Policy FIRE-EGV-2.4 states that additional rural fire access routes that increase 
accessibility to rural areas in the event of wildfire should be considered.  This policy, along with 
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Policy FIRE-EGV-2.5, provides direction to the County to consider the development of 
reasonable fire access roads to improve response to wildfires.  As with individual development 
projects, any effort undertaken by the County to develop fire access roads would need to study 
the location and design of such roads in a manner that would minimize impacts to chaparral ESH 
and mitigate impacts, if necessary. 
 
Well-Drilling Noise 
The Planning Commission requested information on existing noise regulations that apply to 
drilling of new wells.  It also asked whether any new regulations are warranted.  The drilling of 
water wells is exempt from Land Use Permits in the Inland Area of the County if the well would 
serve only one domestic, commercial, industrial, or recreational connection (County LUDC 
Subsection 35.20.040.B.2.k).  Wells for agricultural water systems are also exempt if located in 
zones that do not require a Development Plan.  When an activity is exempt, P&D does not have 
the ability to apply noise reducing or other conditions of approval. 
 
Separate from P&D permit requirements, the Environmental Health Services Division (EHS) of 
the Public Health Department requires a ministerial permit for the siting and construction (i.e., 
drilling) of all wells.  However, the State regulations do not allow EHS discretion to apply 
conditions of approval such as measures to reduce noise generated by the construction of a well.  
 
However, the drilling of wells in the Inland Area that would serve more than one connection and 
any well within the Coastal Zone require permits (LUDC Subsection 35.23.030-Tables 2-7, 2-8 
and 2-9, and Article II Section 35-169.2.1).  Therefore, when approving a permit for a well, P&D 
may apply a standard condition to mitigate the noise effects of the drilling operation on 
surrounding properties.  The standard condition, Noise-04 Equipment Shielding-Construction, 
requires the shielding of stationary construction equipment that generates noise exceeding 65 
dBA at the project boundaries.  This condition would be applied consistent with EGVCP DevStd 
N-EGV-1E.  Therefore, staff does not recommend any changes to the EGVCP.  
 
Outdoor Lighting Regulations 
Development standard VIS-EGV-1O directs the County to revise the LUDC and Article II such 
that the outdoor lighting regulations, currently applicable to the Santa Ynez Valley, Mission 
Canyon, and Summerland plan areas, would apply to the EGVCP plan area.  These outdoor 
lighting regulations would not supersede the development standards of the EGVCP.  Rather, they 
would provide complementary protection of the night sky, including prohibitions of certain light 
fixtures and limitations on light usage between 9:00 p.m. and sunrise.  Thus, they are consistent 
with and complement the EGVCP’s development standards VIS-EGV-1H through -1N.  A 
project with outdoor lighting must comply with the standards of both the EGVCP and the 
outdoor lighting regulations of the zoning ordinances. 
 
Cavaletto Rural Property (APN 067-010-011, -012 and 069-020-007) 
The Planning Commission asked staff to provide an exhibit depicting the location of the 
Cavaletto rural property (Attachment D).  The Cavaletto family owns three adjacent parcels 
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totaling approximately 90 acres in the Rural Area.  They are located north of Cathedral Oaks 
Road and just northeast of North Patterson Avenue.   
 
3. Minor Edits and Errata 
 
Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
Under Section 3.0 of the Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations, the findings 
erroneously refer to the MMRP as being found in Chapter 8 of the EIR.  The MMRP is found in 
Chapter 10 of the EIR.  In addition, minor edits are proposed to the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations to reflect the recommended change of land use and zoning for the Anderson 
property (housing opportunity site 8).  The revised findings are included as Attachment E to this 
staff memo.   
 
Draft Final Environmental Impact Report 
Staff has identified typographic errors and other errata since release of the Draft FEIR.  These 
errata are included as Attachment F of this staff memo.  Staff also noted that the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) attached to the staff report for the June 17, 2015 
hearing was not updated to reflect staff’s recommendation for Alternative E.  The MMRP has 
been revised to reflect Alternative E (Attachment G of this staff memo).  Finally, should the 
Planning Commission recommend any or all of the changes to the EGVCP discussed in this 
memo, staff will prepare a revision letter to the Draft FEIR to address the recommended changes 
to the EGVCP.  The revision letter will be added to the Draft FEIR when it is forwarded to the 
Board of Supervisors with the Planning Commission’s recommendation. 
 
Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan 
The Planning Commission requested several minor edits and additions to the Cultural Resources 
(history and archaeology) and Visual Resources chapters of the EGVCP.  It also directed staff to 
add the four historic resources tables from Section 4.8 of the EIR into a new appendix to the 
EGVCP.  In addition, staff recommends adding language to DevStd FIRE-EGV-1C to refer to the 
California Invasive Plant Council’s listing of invasive non-native species when identifying non-
native plant species for removal.  The additional language is consistent with a revision made to 
the Draft FEIR following a comment from the County Fire Department.  The proposed edits are 
included as Attachment H of this staff memo.   
 
Resolutions and Ordinance Amendments 
Staff corrected several typographic errors in the adopting resolutions and ordinance amendments.  
The corrections have been included in Attachments I and I-1 through I-6 of this memo. 
 
4. Recommendation and Procedures 
 
Follow the procedures outlined below and recommend that the Board of Supervisors approve 
Case Nos. 14GPA-00000-00018, 14GPA-00000-00019, 11ORD-00000-00015, 13ORD-00000-
00011, 11RZN-00000-00002, and 15RZN-00000-00004, based upon the project's consistency 
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with the Comprehensive Plan, including the Local Coastal Program, and based on the ability to 
make the required findings, including CEQA findings.  The County Planning Commission's 
motion should include the following: 
 
1. Make the findings for approval in Attachment E of the staff memo dated July 14, 2015, 

including CEQA findings, and recommend that the Board of Supervisors make the 
appropriate findings for approval of the proposed general plan amendments, ordinance 
amendments, and zoning map amendments. 
 

2. Recommend that the Board of Supervisors certify the Eastern Goleta Valley Community 
Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (County Environmental Document No. 14EIR-
00000-00005, State Clearinghouse No. 2012091048) (Attachment C of the staff report 
dated June 10, 2015), including Draft FEIR Errata (Attachment F of the staff memo dated 
July 14, 2015) and the EIR Revision Letter to be drafted by staff, and adopt the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment G of the staff memo dated July 14, 2015). 
 

3. Approve and adopt a Resolution (Attachment I of the staff memo dated July 14, 2015) to 
recommend that the Board of Supervisors adopt the Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan 
as revised by the Planning Commission on July 22, 2015 by taking the following actions: 
 
A. Approve and adopt a Resolution amending the text and maps of the Land Use 

Element (Case No. 14GPA-00000-00019) of the Santa Barbara County 
Comprehensive Plan (Attachment I-1), including revised land use designations as 
revised by the Planning Commission on July 22, 2015; 

 
B. Approve and adopt an Ordinance amending the zoning regulations of the County 

Land Use and Development Code (Case No. 11ORD-00000-00015), Section 35-1 of 
Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code (Attachment I-2); 

 
C. Approve and adopt an Ordinance amending and adding new zones and overlay zones 

to the County Zoning Map (Case No. 11RZN-00000-00002) of the County Land Use 
and Development Code (Attachment I-3), including revised zoning designations as 
revised by the Planning Commission on July 22, 2015; 
 

D. Approve and adopt a Resolution amending the text and maps of the Coastal Land Use 
Plan (Case No. 14GPA-00000-00018) of the Santa Barbara County Local Coastal 
Program (Attachment I-4); 
 

E. Approve and adopt an Ordinance amending the zoning regulations of the Article II 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance (Case No. 13ORD-00000-00011) of Chapter 35, Zoning, 
of the Santa Barbara County Code (Attachment I-5); and 
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F. Approve and adopt an Ordinance amending the Article II Coastal Zoning Ordinance 
of Chapter 35, Zoning, of the Santa Barbara County Code by amending the existing 
Goleta Community Plan Zoning South map, the Goleta Community Plan Zoning 
Overlay map, and the Goleta Community Plan Environmentally Sensitive Habitat and 
Riparian Corridor Land Use and Zoning Overlays South map and adopting the new 
Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan Zoning map, the Eastern Goleta Valley 
Community Plan Zoning Overlay map, and the Eastern Goleta Valley Community 
Plan Environmentally Sensitive Habitat and Riparian Corridor Land Use and Zoning 
Overlays map (Case No. 15RZN-00000-00004) (Attachment I-6). 

 
Refer back to staff if the County Planning Commission takes other than the recommended action 
for appropriate findings. 
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5. Attachments 
 
A. Sulzbach Property and Vicinity Map 
B. City of Goleta Creek Setback Policy 
C. Letters from the Santa Barbara Trails Council to GVPAC dated August, 19, 2009 and July 3, 

2011 
D. Cavaletto Property 
E. Findings (including CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations) 
F. Draft FEIR Errata 
G. Revised Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
H. EGVCP Minor Edits 
I. Planning Commission Resolution 

I-1. Board of Supervisors Resolution Amending the Land Use Element (Case No. 14GPA-
00000-00019) 

I-2. Board of Supervisors Ordinance Amending the County Land Use and Development 
Code (Case No. 11ORD-00000-00015) 

I-3. Board of Supervisors Ordinance Amending the County Zoning Map (Case No. 11RZN-
00000-00002) 

I-4. Board of Supervisors Resolution Amending the Coastal Land Use Element (Case No. 
14GPA-00000-00018) 

I-5. Board of Supervisors Ordinance Amending the Article II Coastal Zoning Ordinance 
(Case No. 13ORD-00000-00011) 

I-6. Board of Supervisors Ordinance Amending the Goleta Community Plan Zoning South 
map, the Goleta Community Plan Zoning Overlay map, and the Goleta Community 
Plan Environmentally Sensitive Habitat and Riparian Corridor Land Use and Zoning 
Overlays South map and adopting the Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan Zoning 
map, the Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan Zoning Overlay map, and the Eastern 
Goleta Valley Community Plan Environmentally Sensitive Habitat and Riparian 
Corridor Land Use and Zoning Overlays map (Case No. 15RZN-00000-00004) 
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ATTACHMENT D – Cavaletto Property 
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ATTACHMENT E 

Findings for Approval and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan  

 
Case Nos. 14GPA-00000-00018, 14GPA-00000-00019, 11ORD-00000-00015, 

13ORD-00000-00011, 11RZN-00000-00002, and 15RZN-00000-00004 
14EIR-00000-00005 

 
1.0 CEQA FINDINGS 
 
1.1 FINDINGS PURSUANT TO PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION 21081 AND 

THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT GUIDELINES 
SECTIONS 15090 AND 15091: 

 
1.1.1 CONSIDERATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) (14EIR-00000-00005) was presented 
to the Planning Commission and all voting members of the Planning Commission have 
reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR and its appendices 
prior to approving the project.  In addition, all voting members of the Planning 
Commission have reviewed and considered testimony and additional information 
presented at or prior to its public hearings.  The Final EIR reflects the independent 
judgment and analysis of the Planning Commission and is adequate for this project. 

 
1.1.2 FULL DISCLOSURE 
 

The Planning Commission finds and certifies that the Final EIR (14EIR-00000-00005) 
and its appendices constitute a complete, accurate, adequate and good faith effort at full 
disclosure under CEQA.  The Planning Commission further finds and certifies that the 
Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA. 

 
1.1.3 LOCATION OF RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 
 

The documents and other materials which constitute the record of proceedings upon 
which this decision is based are in the custody of the Clerk of the Planning Commission 
located at 105 East Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101. 
 

1.1.4 FINDINGS THAT A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT IS AVOIDED 
 

Agricultural Resources 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified one significant project-specific impact related to the 
direct conversion of prime agricultural land to non-agricultural use on housing 
opportunity site 6 (HOS 6), the South Patterson Triangle (Impact AG-1). 
 
Mitigation:  The selection and approval of Alternative E, the environmentally superior 
alternative, will eliminate the Class I impact to agricultural resources.  Alternative E 
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would be the same as the EGVCP except that the land use designation and zoning of 
HOS 6 would remain Agriculture.  Thus, future development will be reduced from 48 
single-family residential units to one single-family residence, a net buildout reduction of 
47 units.  The remainder of the EGVCP will remain the same, including the revisions to 
the Urban/Rural boundary, addition of the Mixed Use zone, and all of the policies and 
development standards.  The Final EIR identified mitigation (MM LU-1) to add a policy 
and two development standards to the EGVCP requiring additional measures and review 
for HOS 6 for consistency with the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan and review by 
the Airport Land Use Commission, as the site is located within the Santa Barbara Airport 
approach zone.  With selection and approval of Alternative E, the site will continue to be 
designated and used for agriculture, as it is today, and this mitigation will not be 
necessary. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that there is no other feasible mitigation for 
the direct and permanent loss of prime agricultural soils that would result from the 
conversion of HOS 6 to a non-agricultural use.  The Planning Commission finds that 
adoption of the EGVCP as revised by incorporation of the environmentally superior 
alternative (Alternative E) eliminates the Class I impact to agricultural resources. 
 

1.1.5 FINDINGS THAT CERTAIN UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS ARE MITIGATED TO 
THE MAXIMUM EXTENT FEASIBLE  

 
The Final EIR (14EIR-00000-00005) and its appendices for the Eastern Goleta Valley 
Community Plan (EGVCP) identify 35 environmental impacts which cannot be fully 
mitigated and are therefore considered unavoidable (Class I).  Those impact areas are:  
Transportation and Circulation; Aesthetics/Visual Resources; Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Biological Resources; Cultural Resources; Public Services 
and Facilities-Water Supply; and Parks, Recreation, and Trails.  To the extent the impacts 
remain significant and unavoidable, such impacts are acceptable when weighed against 
the overriding social, economic, legal, technical, and other considerations set forth in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations included herein.  For each of these Class I 
impacts identified by the Final EIR, feasible changes or alterations have been required in, 
or incorporated into, the project which mitigate to the maximum extent feasible the 
environmental effects, as discussed below. 
 
Transportation and Circulation 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR determined that the EGVCP would contribute additional vehicle 
trips that would result in seven significant and unavoidable impacts:  (1) the Hollister 
Avenue two-lane segments west of Nogal Drive and east of Modoc Road would exceed 
acceptable volume capacity standards (Impact TC-1); (2) the Highway 101 southbound 
ramp/Turnpike Road intersection would exceed the acceptable LOS D operating standard 
during the morning peak hour (Impact TC-2); (3) development of housing opportunity 
site 2 would significantly increase traffic volume contributing to cumulative impact to the 
Hollister Avenue two-lane segment west of Nogal Drive (Impact TC-10); (4) 
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development of housing opportunity site 7 would significantly increase traffic volume 
causing a project site-specific impact to the Hollister Avenue two-lane segment west of 
Nogal Drive (Impact TC-19); (5) development of housing opportunity site 7 would 
significantly increase traffic volume contributing to the cumulative impacts to the 
Hollister Avenue two-lane segment west of Nogal Drive and east of Modoc Road (Impact 
TC-20); (6) development of housing opportunity site 8 would significantly increase 
traffic volume causing a project site-specific impact to the Hollister Avenue two-lane 
segment west of Nogal Drive (Impact TC-21); and (7) development of housing 
opportunity site 8 would significantly increase traffic volume contributing to the 
cumulative impacts to the Hollister Avenue two-lane segment west of Nogal Drive and 
east of Modoc Road (Impact TC-22).  The Final EIR also identified significant 
cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation associated with the impacted 
roadway segment and intersection identified in project-specific Impacts TC-1 and TC-2 
when considered with cumulative development of projects located within the cities of 
Goleta and Santa Barbara. 
 
Mitigation:  Beyond the programmatic mitigation policies and development standards 
included in the EGVCP, which improve coordination between land use and transportation 
planning and promote alternative modes of transportation, the Final EIR identifies two 
measures to mitigate the identified Class I impacts.  MM TC-1 proposes widening the 
two-lane segment of Hollister Avenue to four lanes, which will require the replacement 
of the railroad bridge over Hollister Avenue.  MM TC-1 will mitigate Impacts TC-1, TC-
10, TC-19, TC-20, TC-21, TC-22, and cumulative impacts to less than significant levels.  
The County Public Works Department has completed a Project Study Report and is 
moving forward with developing 65% engineering plans and an Environmental Impact 
Report for the Hollister Avenue-State Street Improvement Project, which will fulfill this 
mitigation measure.  However, due to uncertainties regarding funding and timing of the 
improvements, the impact is considered significant and unavoidable.  No other feasible 
mitigation measures are known which will further reduce impacts. 
 
MM TC-2 proposes several options for addressing the impact to the Highway 101 
southbound ramp/Turnpike Road intersection (Impact TC-2 and cumulative impacts to 
the intersection).  MM TC-2 identifies several intersection improvements, any of which 
would reduce impacts at this intersection.  All of the options discussed will mitigate the 
impact to less than significant levels.  However, the intersection is a facility operated by 
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and any improvements will 
require review, approval, and funding by Caltrans.  Due to uncertainties regarding 
funding and timing of the identified improvements, the impact is considered significant 
and unavoidable.  No other feasible mitigation measures are known that would further 
reduce impacts. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified in the Final EIR and adopted here, which lessen the significant environmental 
effects identified in the Final EIR to the maximum extent feasible.  Nonetheless, the 
project’s contribution to transportation and circulation impacts will remain significant 
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and unavoidable due to uncertainties in timing and funding of the needed improvements.  
In addition, as discussed further under Finding 1.1.7, the mitigation identified in MM TC-
2 that could avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts is within the responsibility 
and jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and not the 
County.  The Planning Commission finds that residual significant impacts are acceptable 
due to the overriding considerations discussed within the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. 
 
Aesthetics/Visual Resources 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified a cumulatively considerable contribution to visual 
character impacts as a result of the amount of development allowed under the EGVCP. 
 
Mitigation:  Beyond the existing policies in the Land Use Element and Coastal Land Use 
Plan of the Comprehensive Plan, the EGVCP includes a number of proposed policies and 
standards that will help preserve the visual character of the area.  Required review and 
approval of project designs by the Board of Architectural Review will, in many cases, 
help ensure visually and aesthetically compatible development.  Combined these policies 
will reduce cumulative impacts but not to a less than significant level.  The potential for 
residual cumulative impacts on visual resources are considered significant and 
unavoidable because of the inability to completely address the scale, number, and 
location of all the potential development. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that the policies and development standards in 
the EGVCP lessen the significant environmental effects identified in the Final EIR to the 
maximum extent feasible but that no additional feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified to reduce the impacts to less than significant levels.  Thus, residual impacts to 
aesthetics/visual resources remain significant and unavoidable.  Therefore, the Planning 
Commission finds the EGVCP’s residual impacts are acceptable due to the overriding 
considerations discussed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
 
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified significant project-specific and cumulative impacts 
related to operational air quality criteria pollutant emissions associated with buildout of 
the Plan overall and with buildout of housing opportunity site 7 in particular (Impact AQ-
2).  Cumulative air quality impacts were also identified for construction emissions. 
 
Mitigation:  Beyond the programmatic mitigation policies and development standards 
included in the EGVCP, the Final EIR identifies one mitigation measure (MM AQ-1) that 
addresses operational criteria pollutant emissions, which creates two new development 
standards to promote alternative modes of transportation and reduce vehicle trips and 
total vehicle miles traveled.  This mitigation measure was incorporated into the EGVCP.  
No other feasible mitigation measures are known which will further reduce impacts.  
However, the reductions obtained with this mitigation cannot be precisely defined.  
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Therefore, impacts to air quality will not be fully mitigated and will remain significant 
and unavoidable. 
 
For cumulative impacts, no additional feasible mitigation measures were identified to 
reduce cumulative impacts below a level of significance.  Construction and operational 
air quality impacts occurring in areas outside the Plan area are added to impacts expected 
within the Plan area.  The combined effect of cumulative development is anticipated to 
result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts to air quality. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified in the Final EIR and adopted into the EGVCP which lessen the significant 
environmental effects identified in the Final EIR to the maximum extent feasible.  
However, even with these mitigation measures, impacts to air quality will remain 
significant and unavoidable.  Therefore, the Planning Commission finds the EGVCP’s 
residual impacts to air quality are acceptable due to the overriding considerations 
discussed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
 
Biological Resources 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified significant project specific and cumulative impacts 
related to environmentally sensitive vegetation communities and habitat (Impact BIO-1), 
sensitive (i.e., special status) plant species and habitat (Impact BIO-2), sensitive (i.e., 
special status) animal species and habitat (Impact BIO-3), jurisdictional wetlands and 
waters (Impact BIO-4), and wildlife movement corridors (Impact BIO-5). 
 
Mitigation:  Beyond the programmatic mitigation policies and development standards 
included in the EGVCP, the Final EIR recommends four mitigation measures (MM BIO-
1, MM BIO-2, MM BIO-3, and MM BIO-4), which amend one Plan policy and create 
several new development standards. 
 
Impacts to environmentally sensitive vegetation communities and habitat (Impact BIO-1) 
are reduced by MM-BIO-1, which requires the following changes and additions to the 
EGVCP:  (1) adds four new plant communities to the list of environmentally sensitive 
habitats (ESH) and clarifies what is meant by some vegetation types; (2) creates a new 
development standard for the Urban and Mountainous Areas and EDRNs directing 
County staff to determine presence of sensitive biological resources prior to approval of 
Land Use or Coastal Development Permits and determine whether a project will impact 
sensitive resources; (3) creates a new development standard for rural agricultural zones 
directing County staff to determine the presence/absence of sensitive biological resources 
prior to approval of Land Use or Coastal Development Permits and determine whether a 
project will impact sensitive resources; and (4) requires an amendment to the ESH-GOL 
provisions of the County Land Use Development Code to require a permit for the 
removal of 5,000 square feet or more of sensitive vegetation in the absence of other 
development proposals.  These mitigation measures were incorporated into the EGVCP.  
No other feasible mitigation measures are known which will further reduce impacts.  



Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan 
Hearing Date:  July 22, 2015 
Attachment E:  Findings for Approval and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
Page 6 
 

Under a reasonable worst-case scenario of full Plan area buildout, impacts to sensitive 
plant species and habitat will not be fully mitigated and will remain significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
Impacts to special status plant species and habitats (Impact BIO-2) are reduced as 
follows:  (1) MM BIO-1 requires changes and additions to the EGVCP as discussed 
above; and (2) MM BIO-2 creates a new development standard that requires surveys for 
sensitive plant species when potentially suitable habitat is present on a project site.  These 
mitigation measures were incorporated into the EGVCP.  No other feasible mitigation 
measures are known which will further reduce impacts.  Under a reasonable worst-case 
scenario of full Plan area buildout, impacts to special status plant species and habitats 
will not be fully mitigated and will remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
Impacts to special status animal species and habitats (Impact BIO-3) are reduced as 
follows:  (1) MM BIO-1 requires changes and additions to the EGVCP as discussed 
above; and (2) MM BIO-3 creates several new development standards that require 
surveys for sensitive animal species when potentially suitable habitat or critical habitat is 
present on a project site.  The development standards under this mitigation also identify 
specific mitigation measures to protect identified species and direction regarding when to 
consult federal and/or state agencies.  These mitigation measures were incorporated into 
the EGVCP.  No other feasible mitigation measures are known which will further reduce 
impacts.  Under a reasonable worst-case scenario of full Plan area buildout, impacts to 
special status animal species and habitats will not be fully mitigated and will remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
Impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and waters (Impact BIO-4) are reduced as follows:  (1) 
MM BIO-1 requires changes and additions to the EGVCP as discussed above; and (2) 
MM BIO-4 creates four new development standards that require formal wetland 
delineations, wetland and project design to prevent net loss of wetland functions and 
values, evidence of compliance with federal and state permit requirements, and salvaged 
soil and other materials from vernal pools to be used for pool restoration.  These 
mitigation measures were incorporated into the EGVCP.  No other feasible mitigation 
measures are known which will further reduce impacts.  Under a reasonable worst-case 
scenario of full Plan area buildout, impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and waters will not 
be fully mitigated and will remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
Impacts to wildlife movement corridors (Impact BIO-5) are reduced by MM BIO-1, 
which requires changes and additions to the EGVCP as discussed above.  These 
mitigation measures were incorporated into the EGVCP.  No other feasible mitigation 
measures are known which will further reduce impacts.  Under a reasonable worst-case 
scenario of full Plan area buildout, impacts to wildlife movement corridors will not be 
fully mitigated and will remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
For cumulative impacts, no additional feasible mitigation measures were identified to 
reduce cumulative impacts below a level of significance.  Biological resources impacts 
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occurring in areas outside the Plan area are added to impacts expected in the Plan area.  
The combined effect of cumulative development is anticipated to result in significant and 
unavoidable cumulative impacts to biological resources. 
 
Findings: The Planning Commission finds that feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified in the Final EIR and adopted into the EGVCP which lessen the significant 
environmental effects identified in the Final EIR to the maximum extent feasible.  
However, even with mitigation measures, impacts to biological resources will remain 
significant and unavoidable.  Therefore, the Planning Commission finds the EGVCP’s 
residual impacts to biological resources are acceptable due to the overriding 
considerations discussed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
 
Cultural Resources 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified significant project-specific and cumulative impacts 
related to the potential for future development to impact unknown buried prehistoric 
archaeological resources and historical resources (Impact CR-1). 
 
Mitigation:  Beyond the existing policies in the Land Use Element and Coastal Land Use 
Plan of the Comprehensive Plan, and the programmatic mitigation policies and 
development standards included in the EGVCP, the Final EIR identifies one mitigation 
measure (MM CR-1) which will revise policies and development standards of the 
EGVCP and add a new objective, policy, and action to specifically address potential 
impacts to ethnic resources.  These measures were incorporated in the final EGVCP.  The 
potential for residual project-specific and cumulative impacts on subsurface 
archaeological resources and historic resources are considered significant and 
unavoidable because of the inability to completely avoid impacts on all archaeological 
sites and historic buildings and structures through project redesign or specifications. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified in the Final EIR and adopted into the EGVCP which lessen the significant 
environmental effects identified in the Final EIR to the maximum extent feasible.  
However, even with mitigation measures, residual impacts to unknown prehistoric and 
archaeological resources and historic resources remain significant and unavoidable.  
Therefore, the Planning Commission finds the EGVCP’s residual impacts to cultural 
resources are acceptable due to the overriding considerations discussed in the Statement 
of Overriding Considerations. 
 
Public Services and Facilities – Water Supply 
 
Impacts:  Although project-specific impacts associated with buildout of the Plan were 
found to be less than significant (Class III), the Final EIR identified a significant 
cumulative impact related to overall regional water supply associated with other growth 
in the region. 
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Mitigation:  In addition to existing policies in the Conservation Element (Groundwater 
Resources section) of the Comprehensive Plan, the EGVCP includes 12 programmatic 
mitigation policies promoting the protection of an adequate water supply and the 
conservation of water resources.  No other feasible mitigation measures are known that 
will reduce the cumulative impact to water supply below a level of significance.  Due to 
the uncertainties associated with water deliveries and unprecedented multiple dry years, 
the cumulative impact of Plan area buildout to water supply will not be fully mitigated 
and will remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that no feasible mitigation measures have 
been identified in the Final EIR or are know that reduce the project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts to water supply; therefore, impacts to water supply will remain 
significant and unavoidable.  However, the Planning Commission finds the EGVCP’s 
residual impacts to water supply are acceptable due to the overriding considerations 
discussed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 
 
Parks, Recreation, and Trails 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified significant project-specific and cumulative impacts 
related to adverse physical environmental effects resulting from the construction of 
additional, or expansion of existing, recreational facilities (Impact PR-2).  The adverse 
effects resulting from this development include potential effects to agricultural, biological 
and cultural resources. 
 
Mitigation:  The EGVCP includes a number of programmatic policies and development 
standards that reduce the environmental effects of constructing new or expanding existing 
parks, trails, and other recreational facilities.  In addition, Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the 
Final EIR include other mitigation measures to mitigate buildout of the Plan, which will 
also mitigate impacts related to the construction or expansion of parks, trails, and other 
recreational facilities.  Combined these measures will reduce project-specific and 
cumulative impacts but not to a less than significant level.  Site designs and specific park, 
recreation, and trail projects are not proposed at this time, and it is unknown whether 
feasible on-site or off-site mitigation opportunities will be available at the time such 
projects are proposed.  No other feasible mitigation measures are known which will 
further reduce impacts below a level of significance.  Therefore, adverse impacts 
resulting from construction or expansion of recreational facilities will not be fully 
mitigated and will remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified in the Final EIR and adopted into the EGVCP which lessen the significant 
environmental effects identified in the Final EIR to the maximum extent feasible.  
However, even with mitigation measures, impacts resulting from construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities will remain significant and unavoidable.  Therefore, 
the Planning Commission finds the EGVCP’s residual impacts of parks, recreation, and 



Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan 
Hearing Date:  July 22, 2015 
Attachment E:  Findings for Approval and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
Page 9 
 

trails are acceptable due to the overriding considerations discussed in the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. 
 

1.1.6 FINDINGS THAT CERTAIN IMPACTS ARE MITIGATED TO 
INSIGNIFICANCE BY MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The Final EIR (14EIR-00000-00005) identified several subject areas for which the 
project is considered to cause or contribute to significant, but mitigable environmental 
impacts (Class II).  For each of these Class II impacts identified by the Final EIR, feasible 
changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid 
or mitigate to the maximum extent feasible the environmental effects, as discussed below. 
 
Land Use and Planning 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified potentially significant but mitigable project-specific 
impacts resulting from Plan buildout and rezones associated with:  (1) land use 
compatibility (Impact LU-1); (2) construction-related compatibility impacts (Impact LU-
2); and (3) with respect to housing opportunity site 6 the proposed high residential 
density could potentially conflict with the density limits of the Draft Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) (one component of Impact LU-3). 
 
Mitigation:  Beyond the existing policies in the Land Use Element and Coastal Land Use 
Plan of the Comprehensive Plan, the EGVCP incorporates numerous programmatic 
policies and development standards that mitigate potentially significant impacts 
associated with land use compatibility impacts.  In addition, the Final EIR identified 
mitigation MM LU-1 to address the potential conflict with the Draft ALUCP that would 
result from rezoning housing opportunity site 6.  However, with selection and approval of 
Alternative E, the site will continue to be designated and used for agriculture, as it is 
today, and mitigation MM LU-1 will not be necessary. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that the programmatic policies and 
development standards of the EGVCP will reduce impacts to a level of insignificance.  
Future development under the EGVCP must comply with these policies and development 
standards. 
 
Aesthetics/Visual Resources 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified potentially significant but mitigable project-specific 
impacts resulting from Plan rezones and buildout that could potentially change the visual 
character of the urban and coastal areas and housing opportunity sites (Impact VIS-1); 
mitigable project-specific and cumulative impacts to public scenic views, routes and 
gateways in the urban and coastal areas and housing opportunity sites (Impact VIS-2); 
and mitigable project-specific and cumulative impacts from increased light and glare 
(Impact VIS-3). 
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Mitigation:  Beyond the existing policies in the Land Use Element and Coastal Land Use 
Plan of the Comprehensive Plan, and the Ridgeline and Hillside Development Guidelines 
in the Land Use and Development Code and Coastal Zoning Ordinance, the EGVCP 
incorporates numerous programmatic policies and development standards that mitigate 
potentially significant impacts to aesthetic/visual resources.  In addition, the Final EIR 
identifies one measure to further mitigate potentially significant impacts. MM VIS-1 adds 
an additional development standard to the EGVCP directing the County to apply the 
outdoor lighting standards for the Santa Ynez Valley Community Plan area to the Eastern 
Goleta Valley Community Plan area.  This measure was incorporated in the final 
EGVCP.  The impacts will be less than significant with implementation of these 
mitigation measures. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that MM VIS-1 mitigates or avoids significant 
effects on aesthetics/visual resources to a level of insignificance.  Future development 
under the EGVCP shall comply with the above noted mitigation measures. 
 
Agricultural Resources 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified potentially significant but mitigable project-specific 
impacts as a result of potential land use incompatibility at the agricultural interface 
(Impact AG-2).  The Final EIR also identified potentially significant but mitigable 
cumulative impacts. 
 
Mitigation:  Beyond the existing policies in the Land Use Element and Coastal Land Use 
Plan of the Comprehensive Plan, the EGVCP includes programmatic policies and 
development standards that mitigate buildout under the plan to a level of insignificance.  
The impacts to agricultural resources will be less than significant with implementation of 
the EGVCP programmatic measures. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that the programmatic policies and 
development standards of the EGVCP will reduce impacts to a level of insignificance.  
Future development under the EGVCP shall comply with these policies and development 
standards. 
 
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified potentially significant but mitigable project-specific 
air quality impacts due to:  (1) short-term construction activity, which would generate 
criteria pollutants (Impact AQ-2); (2) air contaminants associated with US Highway 101 
and other land uses (Impact AQ-3); and (3) nuisance odors (Impact AQ-4). 
 
Mitigation:  Standard conditions included in the County’s Conditions of Approval and 
Mitigation Measures (revised November 2014) to reduce construction-related emissions 
will apply to construction activity associated with Plan area buildout.  These include 
measures to limit fugitive dust (PM10).  In addition, the EGVCP incorporates a number of 
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programmatic policies and development standards that mitigate potentially significant 
impacts.  The Final EIR identifies two measures to further mitigate potentially significant 
impacts to air quality to less than significant levels.  MM AQ-2 mitigates exposure of 
stationary sensitive receptors to air contaminants associated with other land uses and U.S. 
Highway 101 by adding two development standards to the EGVCP.  One requires 
ventilation systems meeting identified minimum standards on residential development 
within 500 feet of Highway 101.  The other requires air quality disclosure statements, 
also for residential development within 500 feet of Highway 101.  MM AQ-3 adds two 
development standards to the EGVCP that prohibit wood-burning fireplaces and require 
the development and submittal of an Odor Abatement Plan.  These measures were 
incorporated in the final EGVCP.  The impacts will be less than significant with 
implementation of these mitigation measures. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that MM AQ-2 and MM AQ-3 mitigate or 
avoid significant effects on air quality to a level of insignificance.  Future development 
under the EGVCP shall comply with the above noted mitigation measure. 
 
Biological Resources 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified potentially significant but mitigable project-specific 
impacts to:  (1) sensitive vegetation communities with implementation of the applicable 
EGVCP plan policies, programs, and standards (Impact BIO-1); (2) sensitive plant 
species with implementation of the applicable EGVCP plan policies, programs, and 
standards (Impact BIO-2); (3) sensitive wildlife species with implementation of the 
applicable EGVCP plan policies, programs, and standards (Impact BIO-3); (4) 
jurisdictional wetlands and waters with implementation of the applicable EGVCP plan 
policies, programs, and standards (Impact BIO-4); and (5) wildlife movement corridors 
with implementation of the applicable EGVCP plan policies, programs, and standards 
(Impact BIO-5). 
 
Mitigation:  Numerous policies and development standards of the EGVCP addressing 
biological resources avoid or lessen potential impacts on biological resources to a level of 
insignificance.  In addition, the Final EIR identified two mitigations measures (MM BIO-
1 and MM BIO-2) that will further reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than 
significant level.  These measures were incorporated in the final EGVCP. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that MM BIO-1 and MM BIO-2 avoid or 
lessen the identified significant effects on biological resources to a level of 
insignificance.  Future development under the EGVCP shall comply with the above noted 
mitigation measures. 
 
Flooding and Water Resources 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified potentially significant but mitigable project-specific 
and cumulative impacts from Plan area buildout due to:  (1) potentially exposing some 
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properties to flood hazards (Impact WR-1); (2) increases in impervious surfaces that 
could locally increase runoff and result in localized drainage problems (Impact WR-2); 
and (3) storm water quality impacts (Impact WR-3). 
 
Mitigation:  Beyond the existing policies in the Land Use Element and Coastal Land Use 
Plan of the Comprehensive Plan, the EGVCP includes programmatic policies and 
development standards that mitigate flooding and water resources impacts to a level of 
insignificance. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that the programmatic policies and 
development standards of the EGVCP will reduce impacts to a level of insignificance.  
Future development under the EGVCP shall comply with these policies and development 
standards. 
 
Cultural Resources 
 
Impacts: The Final EIR identified potentially significant but mitigable impacts to 
prehistoric resources on all housing opportunity sites and potentially significant but 
mitigable impacts to historic resources on housing opportunity sites 3, 7, and 8 (Impact 
CR-1). 
 
Mitigation:  In addition to programmatic policies in the EGVCP, the Final EIR identified 
MM CR-1 which will revise policies and development standards of the EGVCP and add a 
new objective, policy, and action to specifically address potential impacts to ethnic 
resources.  These policies were incorporated in the final EGVCP. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that MM CR-1 will reduce impacts on 
cultural resources to a level of insignificance.  Future development under the EGVCP 
shall comply with the above noted mitigation measures. 
 
Public Facilities – Wildland Fire 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified a potentially significant but mitigable project-specific 
impact due to buildout within the Rural Area (designated as a High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone) which would expose people and property to significant risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving wildland fires (Impact SERV-2). 
 
Mitigation:  The EGVCP includes programmatic policies and development standards that 
mitigate impacts associated with wildland fires to a level of insignificance.  The impacts 
to public facilities will be less than significant with implementation of the EGVCP 
programmatic measures. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that the programmatic policies and 
development standards of the EGVCP will reduce impacts to a level of insignificance.  
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Future development under the EGVCP shall comply with these policies and development 
standards. 
 
Noise 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified potentially significant but mitigable project-specific 
and cumulative impacts from:  (1) placing residences near noise sources including 
highways, airports, and commercial uses that may generate y noise in excess of County 
thresholds (Impact NOS-1); and (2) exposure of existing sensitive receptors to 
construction-generated noise (Impact NOS-3). 
 
Mitigation:  In addition to programmatic policies in the EGVCP, the Final EIR identified 
two mitigation measures to further reduce potentially significant impacts to less than 
significant levels.  MM NOS-1 adds development standards to the EGVCP to require site 
specific exterior acoustical studies to minimize exposure of residents to noise above 
County thresholds and to ensure that projects will not create stationary noise sources that 
will impact nearby sensitive receptors.  MM NOS-2 adds development standards to the 
EGVCP to limit construction-generated noise.  These policies were incorporated in the 
final EGVCP. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that MM NOS-1 and MM NOS-2 and the 
programmatic policies and development standards of the EGVCP will reduce noise 
impacts to a level of insignificance.  Future development under the EGVCP shall comply 
with these policies and development standards. 
 
Geologic Hazards and Soils 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified potentially significant but mitigable project-specific 
and cumulative impacts from:  (1) exposure of structures to seismic hazards (Impact 
GEO-1); (2) soil erosion as a result of excessive grading (Impact GEO-2); and (3) 
unstable earth conditions such as landslides, expansive soils, and radon gas (Impact 
GEO-3). 
 
Mitigation:  In addition to policies in the Seismic Safety and Safety Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan and provisions in the County of Santa Barbara Building Code, the 
EGVCP includes programmatic policies and development standards that mitigate 
buildout under the EGVCP to a level of insignificance. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that the programmatic policies and 
development standards of the EGVCP will reduce impacts to a level of insignificance.  
Future development under the EGVCP shall comply with these policies and development 
standards. 
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Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset 
 
Impacts:  The Final EIR identified a potentially significant but mitigable project-specific 
impact associated with locating new residential development on housing opportunity sites 
5, 6, 7 and 8, which have the potential for exposure to residual pesticides or herbicides 
from past agricultural practices or other hazardous materials on or adjacent to the site due 
to other past uses (Impact HAZ-1). 
 
Mitigation:  In addition to policies in the Hazardous Waste Element and the Seismic 
Safety and Safety Element of the Comprehensive Plan, the EGVCP includes a 
programmatic development standard to further mitigate impacts associated with 
hazardous materials to a level of insignificance. 
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that implementation of the programmatic 
policies and development standards of the EGVCP will reduce impacts from hazardous 
materials/risk of upset to a level of insignificance.  Future development under the 
EGVCP shall comply with these policies and development standards. 
 

1.1.7 FINDINGS THAT MITIGATION OF CERTAIN IMPACTS IS WITHIN THE 
RESPONSIBILITY AND JURISDICTION OF ANOTHER PUBLIC AGENCY  
 
Findings:  The Planning Commission finds that changes or alterations to the project that 
could avoid or substantially lessen the following significant environmental impacts are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) and not the County.  Such changes can and should be adopted by the California 
Department of Transportation.   
 
Impact:  The Final EIR determined that the EGVCP would contribute additional vehicle 
trips that would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to the Highway 101 
southbound ramp/Turnpike Road intersection:  the Level of Service (LOS) would exceed 
the acceptable LOS D operating standard during the morning peak hour (Impact TC-2).  
The Final EIR also identified significant cumulative impacts on transportation and 
circulation associated with this impacted intersection when considered with cumulative 
development of projects located within the cities of Goleta and Santa Barbara. 
 
Mitigation:  MM TC-2 identifies several intersection improvements for addressing the 
impact to the Highway 101 southbound ramp/Turnpike Road intersection, any of which 
would reduce impacts at this intersection.  All of the options will mitigate the impact to 
less than significant levels.  However, the intersection is a facility operated by Caltrans 
and any improvements will require review, approval, and funding by Caltrans.  Due to 
uncertainties regarding funding and timing of the identified improvements, the impact is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 
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1.1.8 FINDINGS THAT IDENTIFIED PROJECT ALTERNATIVES ARE NOT 

FEASIBLE 
 

The Final EIR (14EIR-00000-00005) evaluated a no project alternative, a reduced growth 
alternative, and five housing opportunity site alternatives that consider reduced 
residential densities and two alternative housing opportunity sites as methods of reducing 
or eliminating potentially significant environmental impacts.  The Planning Commission 
finds that six of the identified alternatives are infeasible for the reasons stated. 
 
1. No Project Alternative 
 
The No Project Alternative assumes that the existing 1993 Goleta Community Plan 
(GCP) is not updated and implementation of the 1993 policies and development standards 
would continue unchanged.  The projected buildout under the 1993 GCP would result in 
less residential, commercial, and mixed residential/commercial development.  No 
housing opportunity sites would be created nor would the Mixed Use zone be created for 
the Hollister Avenue – State Street commercial corridor.  None of the policies, 
development standards, and actions of the EGVCP would be implemented and LUDC 
amendments would not be adopted. 
 
The No Project Alternative would result in greater impacts on the following resources 
relative to the EGVCP, primarily due to the absence of new policies and development 
standards provided in the EGVCP that would provide additional resource protection than 
provided by the 1993 GCP: 
 

• Land Use Compatibility 
• Transportation and Circulation regarding bicycle facilities policies, programs and 

standards 
• Aesthetics/Visual Resources 
• Agricultural Resources 
• Air Quality:  Criteria Pollutants, Odors, Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Biological Resources 
• Flooding and Water Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Public Services:  Emergency Response Plans and Wildland Fire  
• Geologic Hazards and Soils 
• Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset 
 

The No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts on the following resources 
relative to the EGVCP: 
 

• Land Use Plan Consistency 
• Air Quality:  Plan Consistency 
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• Public Resources:  Fire Protection, Law Enforcement, Library, Schools, Solid 
Waste, Water and Wastewater Facilities, Water Supplies, Wastewater Capacity 

• Noise 
 

The No Project Alterative would result in reduced impacts on the following resources 
relative to the EGVCP because less development would occur under this alternative:  
 
• Land Use Construction-Related Compatibility 
• Transportation and Circulation especially as the impacts related to development of 

housing opportunity sites 
• Parks, Recreation, and Trails 
 
The No Project Alternative fails to achieve several of the basic objectives of the project.  
It would not encourage an appropriate mix of commercial and residential infill or 
revitalize the Hollister Avenue – State Street commercial corridor with the adoption of 
the Mixed Use zone.  It would not provide greater protection and enhancement of habitat 
areas and watersheds through new and enhanced policies and development standards 
protecting biological resources and the rezone of significant acreage in the rural 
mountains and foothills from outdated Ordinance 661 zones to Mountainous Area.  It 
would not protect visual resources, cultural resources, or agricultural lands to the 
maximum extent feasible.  Finally, the No Project Alternative would not ensure the 
transportation system is well-planned, with multi-modal access and well-designed urban 
areas that use land efficiently and maximize attractive and interconnected open spaces.  
Therefore, the Planning Commission finds that the project (as adopted incorporating 
Alternative E) is preferable to the No Project Alternative. 
 
2. Reduced Growth Alternative 
 
The Reduced Growth Alternative is similar in most respects to the EGVCP, and includes 
the revisions to the Urban/Rural boundary, addition of the Mixed Use zone, and all of the 
new policies and development standards.  The difference is that the Reduced Growth 
Alternative would reduce the residential land use densities on all of the housing 
opportunity sites while maintaining commercial zoning on housing opportunity sites 5 
and 7.  The Reduced Growth Alternative would result in 522 fewer residential units and 
approximately 318,000 square feet of additional commercial development. 
 
The Reduced Growth Alternative would reduce residential buildout.  Thus, it would 
primarily result in similar impacts on the following resources relative to the EGVCP: 
 
• Land Use:  Plan Consistency 
• Aesthetics/Visual Resources:  Public Scenic Views, Light and Glare 
• Air Quality:  Plan Consistency, Odors, Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Biological Resources 
• Flooding and Water Resources 
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• Cultural Resources 
• Public Services 
• Noise 
• Geologic Hazards and Soils 
• Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset 
• Parks, Recreation, and Trails 
 
However, transportation and circulation impacts to roadway segments and intersections 
would remain Class I and would be somewhat greater, primarily due to increased 
commercial buildout. 
 
The Reduced Buildout Alterative would result in reduced impacts relative to the EGVCP 
on the following resources: 
 

• Land Use Compatibility and Construction-Related Compatibility 
• Aesthetics/Visual Resources:  Visual Character Changes 
• Agricultural Resources 
• Air Quality:  Sensitive Receptors 
 

Although the Reduced Growth Alternative primarily results in similar environmental 
impacts and reduces some impacts relative to the project, the reduction would not be 
substantial enough to eliminate Class I impacts.  Furthermore, Class I transportation 
impacts would be slightly greater with this alternative. 
 
The Planning Commission finds that the Reduced Growth Alternative, by reducing 
allowable residential densities on housing opportunity sites and eliminating the Mixed 
Use zone, does not meet two basic objectives of the EGVCP.  First, it does not provide 
appropriately designated land uses that encourage a variety of housing types and 
opportunities, including compatible affordable housing.  Second, it does not revitalize the 
Hollister Avenue – State Street commercial corridor into a vibrant pedestrian oriented 
area with a mix of residential, commercial, and retail uses.  Therefore, the Planning 
Commission finds that the project (as adopted incorporating Alternative E) is preferable 
to the Reduced Growth Alternative. 
 
3. Alternative A:  Housing Site A (Giorgi South Hollister) with Reduced Growth 
 
Alternative A is similar in most respects to the EGVCP, and includes the revisions to the 
Urban/Rural boundary, addition of the Mixed Use zone, and all of the new policies and 
development standards.  The difference is that Alternative A would reduce residential 
density on housing opportunity sites 1 and 2; development would be limited to three 
single-family dwellings and 75 single-family dwellings, respectively.  The alternative 
would add a new housing opportunity site A at the Giorgi South Hollister parcel.  
Alternative A would locate increased residential density on the northern portion of site A, 
with up to 276 multifamily residential units and five single-family dwellings.  Alternative 
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A would result in 129 fewer residential units compared to the project and the same 
amount of commercial development.  Site A is 65 acres in size and in agricultural use 
(orchards).  It is estimated that at least 14 acres would be converted from agricultural use 
to residential through this alternative. 
 
Alternative A would result in greater impacts on the following resources relative to the 
EGVCP primarily due to the location of high density residential development on an 
actively farmed agricultural property, a site that adjoins and is visible from Hollister 
Avenue: 
 

• Aesthetics/Visual Resources:  Visual Character Changes and Public Scenic 
Views, Routes & Gateways 

• Agricultural Resources 
 

Alternative A would result in similar impacts on the following resources relative to the 
EGVCP: 
 

• Land Use Compatibility 
• Land Use Construction-Related Compatibility 
• Land Use Plan Consistency 
• Aesthetics/Visual Resources:  Increased Light and Glare 
• Air Quality 
• Flooding and Water Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Public Services 
• Noise 
• Geologic Hazards and Soils 
• Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset 
• Parks, Recreation, and Trails 

 
Alterative A would result in reduced impacts on the following resources relative to the 
EGVCP because less development would occur under this alternative: 
 

• Transportation and Circulation 
• Biological Resources 

 
Alternative A primarily results in similar environmental impacts and reduces some 
impacts to transportation and biological resources relative to the project by changing the 
location of future high density residential development from housing opportunity sites 1 
and 2 to housing opportunity site A.  However, the reduction would not be substantial 
enough to eliminate Class I impacts.  In addition, site A, on Hollister Avenue, is more 
visible to the public, and development on this site would have greater visual impacts.  
Furthermore, a new Class I impact would result due to the permanent conversion of 
approximately 14 acres of actively-farmed prime soils with this alternative.  Combined 
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with development of housing opportunity site 6, Alternative A would result in additional 
impacts to agricultural resources by increasing the conversion of urban agricultural lands.  
Therefore, the Planning Commission finds that the project (as adopted incorporating 
Alternative E) is preferable to Alternative A. 
 
4. Alternative B:  Housing Site B (Hodges/San Marcos Growers Parcel 1) with 

Reduced Growth 
 
Alternative B is similar to the EGVCP, and includes the revisions to the Urban/Rural 
boundary, addition of the Mixed Use zone, and all of the new policies and development 
standards.  The difference is that Alternative B would reduce residential density on 
housing opportunity sites 1 and 2; development would be limited to three single-family 
dwellings and 75 single-family dwellings, respectively.  The alternative would add a new 
housing opportunity site B at the Hodges/San Marcos Growers Parcel 1.  Alternative B 
would locate increased residential density on site B, with up to 276 multifamily 
residential units and two single-family dwellings.  Alternative B would result in 131 
fewer residential units compared to the project and the same amount of commercial 
development.  Site B is 27 acres in size and in agricultural use (nursery and row crops).  
It is estimated that one-half to three-quarters of the site would be converted from 
agricultural use to residential as a part of this alternative. 
 
Alternative B would result in greater impacts on the following resources relative to the 
EGVCP primarily due to the location of high density residential development on an 
actively farmed agricultural property that adjoins and is highly visible from Hollister 
Avenue: 
 

• Aesthetics/Visual Resources:  Visual Character Changes and Public Scenic 
Views, Routes & Gateways 

• Agricultural Resources 
 

Alternative B would result in similar impacts on the following resources relative to the 
EGVCP: 
 

• Land Use Construction-Related Compatibility 
• Land Use Plan Consistency 
• Aesthetics/Visual Resources:  Increased Light and Glare 
• Air Quality:  Plan Consistency, Sensitive Receptors, Odors, GHG Emissions 
• Biological Resources 
• Flooding and Water Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Public Services 
• Noise 
• Geologic Hazards and Soils 
• Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset 
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• Parks, Recreation, and Trails 
 

Alterative B would result in reduced impacts on the following resources relative to the 
EGVCP because less development would occur under this alternative: 

 
• Land Use Compatibility 
• Transportation and Circulation 
• Air Quality:  Criteria Pollutants 

 
Alternative B primarily results in similar environmental impacts and reduces some 
impacts to transportation, land use compatibility, and air quality to the project by 
changing the location of future high density residential development from housing 
opportunity sites 1 and 2 to housing opportunity site B.  However, the reduction would 
not be substantial enough to eliminate Class I impacts.  In addition, site B, on Hollister 
Avenue, is more visible to the public, and development on this site would have greater 
visual impacts.  Furthermore, a new Class I impact would result due to the permanent 
conversion of this actively-farmed property.  Approximately 14 to 20 acres of the 27-acre 
site, which includes prime soils, would be needed to support the residential density 
proposed by this alternative.  Combined with development of housing opportunity site 6, 
Alternative B would result in additional impacts to agricultural resources by increasing 
the conversion of urban agricultural lands.  Therefore, the Planning Commission finds 
that the project (as adopted incorporating Alternative E) is preferable to Alternative B. 
 
5. Alternative C:  Housing Site A (Giorgi South Hollister) with Site 2 (Tatum/Santa 

Barbara High School) 
 
Alternative C is similar to the EGVCP, and includes the revisions to the Urban/Rural 
boundary, addition of the Mixed Use zone, and all of the new policies and development 
standards.  The difference is that Alternative C would reduce residential density on 
housing opportunity sites 1 and 2 and add housing opportunity site A.  Development on 
housing opportunity site 1 would be reduced from 204 multifamily units to three single-
family dwellings.  Development on housing opportunity site 2 would be reduced from 
276 multifamily dwelling units to 204 multifamily units.  Alternative C would add a new 
housing opportunity site A at the Giorgi/South Hollister parcel with up to 276 
multifamily residential units and five single-family dwellings.  Alternative C would result 
in a net increase of one additional residential unit compared to the project and the same 
amount of commercial development.  Site A is 65 acres in size and in agricultural use 
(orchards).  It is estimated that approximately 14 acres of the site would be converted 
from agricultural use to residential as a part of this alternative. 
 
Alternative C would result in greater impacts on the following resources relative to the 
EGVCP primarily due to high density residential development on an actively farmed 
agricultural property that adjoins and is highly visible from Hollister Avenue: 
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• Aesthetics/Visual Resources:  Visual Character Changes and Public Scenic 
Views, Routes and Gateways 

• Agricultural Resources 
 

Alternative C would result in similar impacts on the following resources relative to the 
EGVCP: 
 

• Land Use Compatibility 
• Land Use Construction-Related Compatibility 
• Land Use Plan Consistency 
• Transportation and Circulation:  Plan Wide Roadways, Specific Roadway, 

Specific Intersections, 20-Year Buildout Roadway, 20-Year Buildout 
Intersections 

• Aesthetics/Visual Resources:  Increased Light and Glare 
• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources:  Wildlife Movement Corridors, Adopted Conservation 

Plans 
• Flooding and Water Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Public Services 
• Noise 
• Geologic Hazards and Soils 
• Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset 
• Parks, Recreation, and Trails 

 
Alterative C would result in reduced impacts on the following resources relative to the 
EGVCP because less development would occur under this alternative: 

 
• Transportation and Circulation:  Plan Wide Intersections 
• Biological Resources:  Sensitive Vegetation Communities, Sensitive Plant and 

Wildlife Species, Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters 
 
Alternative C primarily results in similar environmental impacts overall and reduces 
some impacts to transportation and biological resources relative to the project by 
changing the location of future high density residential development from housing 
opportunity site 1 to housing opportunity site A.  However, the reduction would not be 
substantial enough to eliminate Class I impacts.  In addition, site A, on Hollister Avenue, 
is more visible to the public, and development on this site would have greater visual 
impacts.  Furthermore, a new Class I impact would result due to the permanent 
conversion of approximately 14 acres of actively-farmed prime soils with this alternative.  
Combined with development of housing opportunity site 6, Alternative C would result in 
additional impacts to agricultural resources by increasing the conversion of urban 
agricultural lands.  Therefore, the Planning Commission finds that the project (as adopted 
incorporating Alternative E) is preferable to Alternative C. 
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6. Alternative D:  Housing Site B (Hodges/San Marcos Growers Parcel 1) with 
MTD 

 
Alternative D is similar to the EGVCP, and includes the revisions to the Urban/Rural 
boundary, addition of the Mixed Use zone, and all of the new policies and development 
standards.  The difference is that Alternative D would reduce residential density on 
housing opportunity site 2.  Development on housing opportunity site 1 would remain the 
same as with the Plan (204 multifamily units and one single family dwelling unit).  
Development on housing opportunity site 2 would be reduced from 276 multifamily 
dwelling units to 75 single-family dwelling units.  The alternative would add new 
housing opportunity site B at Hodges/San Marcos Growers Parcel 1, shifting the planned 
residential density from site 2.  Alternative D would allow up to 276 multifamily 
residential units and two single family dwellings on site B.  Alternative D would result in 
71 additional residential units compared to the project and the same amount of 
commercial development.  Site B is 27 acres in size and in agricultural use (nursery and 
row crops).  It is estimated that one-half to three-quarters of the site would be converted 
from agricultural use to residential as a part of this alternative. 
 
Alternative D would result in greater impacts on the following resources relative to the 
EGVCP primarily due to the location of high density residential development on an 
actively farmed agricultural property that adjoins and is highly visible from Hollister 
Avenue: 
 

• Aesthetics/Visual Resources:  Visual Character Changes and Public Scenic 
Views, Routes & Gateways 

• Transportation and Circulation:  Plan Wide Roadways, Specific Roadway, 
Specific Intersections, 20-Year Buildout Roadway, 20-Year Buildout 
Intersections  

• Agricultural Resources:  Direct Conversion of Prime Agricultural Land 
 

Alternative D would result in similar impacts on the following resources relative to the 
EGVCP: 
 

• Land Use Compatibility 
• Land Use Construction-Related Compatibility 
• Land Use Plan Consistency 
• Aesthetics/Visual Resources:  Increased Light and Glare 
• Air Quality 
• Biological Resources 
• Flooding and Water Resources 
• Cultural Resources 
• Public Services 
• Noise 
• Geologic Hazards and Soils 
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• Hazardous Materials/Risk of Upset 
• Parks, Recreation, and Trails 

 
Alternative D primarily results in similar environmental impacts overall.  However, site 
B, on Hollister Avenue, is more visible to the public, and development on this site would 
have greater visual impacts than the project.  Furthermore, a new Class I impact would 
result due to the permanent conversion of this actively-farmed property.  Approximately 
14 to 20 acres of the 27-acre site, which includes prime soils, would be needed to support 
the residential density proposed by this alternative.  Combined with development of 
housing opportunity site 6, Alternative D would result in additional impacts to 
agricultural resources by increasing the conversion of urban agricultural lands.  
Therefore, the Planning Commission finds that the project (as adopted incorporating 
Alternative E) is preferable to Alternative D. 

 
2.0 STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan (EGVCP), incorporated herein by reference, 
contains a set of goals, policies, development standards, and actions that apply to the Eastern 
Goleta Valley Plan area.  The EGVCP is part of, and consistent with, the County Comprehensive 
Plan, including the Coastal Land Use Plan.  However, the EGVCP is tailored to a smaller 
geographical area and generally provides greater environmental and other benefits to the Eastern 
Goleta Valley Plan area as compared to the County Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The Final EIR (14EIR-00000-00005) for the EGVCP, incorporating Alternative E, states that the 
project will have unavoidable adverse environmental effects on Aesthetics/Visual Resources, Air 
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Parks, 
Recreation, and Trails, Public Services and Facilities, and Transportation and Circulation.  The 
Planning Commission has balanced “the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits, 
including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits” of the project against these effects 
and makes the following Statement of Overriding Considerations, which warrants approval of 
the project notwithstanding that all identified adverse environmental effects are not fully avoided 
or substantially lessened. [CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(a)]  The Planning Commission finds 
that the benefits of the “proposed project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental 
effects,” and therefore, “the adverse environmental effects may be considered ‘acceptable.’”  
[CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(a)] 
 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081(b) and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15043, 
15092, and 15093, any unavoidable adverse environmental effects of the project (the EGVCP 
incorporating Alternative E) are acceptable due to the following environmental benefits and 
overriding considerations: 
 

A. The EGVCP provides for necessary and orderly development to accommodate population 
growth within the planning horizon consistent with the goals and policies of the County of 
Santa Barbara Comprehensive Plan (Government Code Section 65060.1). 
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B. The EGVCP provides for orderly economic and population growth within a reasonable time 
horizon in an area that has adequate public services (i.e., water, sewer, roads) in accordance 
with Land Use Element Land Use Development Policy 4 and Coastal Land Use Plan Policy 
2-6, protects agriculture (Agricultural Element Goal 1), provides for needed recreation and 
opens space areas, including public trails, protects natural resources, preserves the area’s 
character and scenic views, and balances the needs of future residents with the needs of 
existing residents. 
 

C. The EGVCP has the potential to limit adverse impacts and contribute to the long-term 
protection of the Eastern Goleta Valley’s environment by facilitating affordable housing on 
housing opportunity sites which will reduce vehicle miles traveled, by reducing potential 
impacts in the foothills through the application of the Environmentally Sensitive Habitat and 
Riparian Corridor Overlays and the Mountainous-Goleta zone district, by preserving viable 
agriculture in both Urban and Rural Areas, and by focusing additional growth in the Eastern 
Goleta Valley Community Plan area on those areas most suitable to accommodate it. 
 

D. The EGVCP includes numerous policies, development standards, and actions that avoid or 
minimize significant environmental effects of actions proposed or allowed under the 
EGVCP (e.g., rezones, high-density residential development). Thus, the EGVCP is "self-
mitigating" to a large degree. 
 

E. The EGVCP provides for affordable housing by designating five housing opportunity sites 
with high residential land use densities (20 units per acre) to encourage infill development.  
Combined, the EGVCP allows for the development of up to 549 multifamily residential 
units, which will contribute to the stock of affordable housing (Housing Element Policy 1.1 
and Programs 1.3 and 1.15). 
 

F. The EGVCP plans for sustainable communities that provide varied housing opportunities 
and multimodal transportation capabilities by rezoning the Hollister Avenue – State Street 
commercial corridor to a Mixed Use zone that will create attractive and diverse areas that 
include a mix of housing, shopping, workplace, and entertainment uses; foster a variety of 
small, entrepreneurial, and flexible residential-based businesses; and provide flexibility and 
connectivity in the arrangement and location of residential, commercial, and/or industrial 
development that is accessible, attractive, and inviting to pedestrians (Housing Element 
Program 1.16).  The Mixed Use zone will accommodate up to 163 multifamily residential 
units. 
 

G. The EGVCP provides for a more orderly and stable Urban/Rural boundary to delineate the 
Rural Area, with active productive agriculture, mountainous areas, and generally larger 
parcels, from the Urban Area with more intensive residential and commercial development 
on smaller parcels, in accordance with Land Use Element Land Use Development Policy 3. 
 

H. The EGVCP protects valuable, actively-farmed, prime and non-prime agricultural lands by 
establishing larger minimum parcel sizes in the Rural Area, strengthening the Urban/Rural 
boundary, and adopting policies and development standards to ensure continued viability of 
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local food systems and further protect existing urban agricultural lands from encroachment 
of nonagricultural uses consistent with Agricultural Element Policies I.F and III.B. 

 
I. The EGVCP protects important biological resources of the various habitats found within the 

Plan area, and preserves the value of these lands for their important biologic, hydrologic, 
and aesthetic qualities in accordance with the Conservation Element, Preservation of Natural 
Systems. 

 
J. The EGVCP policies protect and preserve historical, archaeological, and tribal cultural 

resources to the maximum extent feasible in accordance with the Land Use Element 
Historical and Archaeological Sites Policies 1 through 5; the Conservation Element 
Archaeological Sites, Conclusions, and Recommendations; the Coastal Land Use Plan 
Policies 10-1 through 10-5; and recent State law (Assembly Bill 52). 

 
K. The EGVCP protects coastal bluffs, hillsides, watersheds, and creeks with development 

standards for grading and required erosion control measures, management of stormwater 
runoff with Low Impact Development measures, and development prohibitions on extreme 
slopes in accordance with Coastal Land Use Plan Policies 3-1 through 3-7, 3-13 through 3-
19, and 9-41; and Land Use Element Hillside and Watershed Protection Policies 1 through 
7, and Streams and Creeks Policy 1.  These environmental benefits outweigh potential 
effects on other biological and cultural resources. 

 
L. The EGVCP provides for an adequate circulation system of streets, existing and planned 

bikeways, and other alternative modes of transportation, including public transit, which 
strives to achieve a balance between land use and roadway and intersection capacity in 
accordance with Circulation Element Policy B.  Furthermore, the EGVCP encourages 
alternative modes of transportation and multimodal transportation improvements in 
accordance with Circulation Element Policy C and the state’s Update to the General Plan 
Guidelines:  Complete Streets and the Circulation Element, and should, therefore, help 
reduce future significant impacts. 
 

M. The EGVCP incorporates the environmentally superior alternative (Alternative E).  The 
other alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR, including the No Project Alternative, would 
either result in environmental impacts of greater severity than those of the adopted Plan 
or have been found to be incapable of meeting most objectives of the Plan. 

 
N. The EGVCP provides clarity for future developers and land use regulators.  The plan’s clear 

and updated policies and development standards will streamline the project-review process 
for individual applications for future development by providing a framework that will 
reduce the amount of future project-specific review, environmental review, time, 
uncertainty, and cost in the permit process. 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL REPORTING AND MONITORING PROGRAM 
 
Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(d) require the 
County to adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes to the project that it has 
adopted or made a condition of approval in order to avoid or mitigate to the maximum extend 
feasible the environmental effects.  Chapter 10 of the Final EIR includes a mitigation monitoring 
and reporting program designed to ensure compliance with adopted mitigation measures during 
project implementation, including specifications for each adopted mitigation measure that 
identify the action required and the monitoring that must occur.  The mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program of the Final EIR is also included as Attachment F of the staff memo to the 
Planning Commission dated July 14, 2015, and is hereby adopted as the monitoring and 
reporting program for this project. 
 
4.0 ADMINISTRATIVE FINDINGS  
 
4.1 AMENDMENTS TO THE DEVELOPMENT CODE AND ZONING MAP 
 
Findings required for all amendments to the County Land Use and Development Code and 
the County Zoning Map.  In compliance with Section 35.104.060 of the County Land Use and 
Development Code (LUDC), prior to the approval or conditional approval of an application for 
an Amendment to the Development Code or Zoning Map, the review authority shall first make 
all of the following findings: 
 
4.1.1 The request is in the interests of the general community welfare.  

As it pertains to the Eastern Goleta Valley, the 1993 Goleta Community Plan does not 
fully address current community concerns.  The EGVCP strengthens the Urban/Rural 
boundary, allows continued infill and transit-oriented development, identifies housing 
opportunity sites for affordable housing, protects urban and rural agriculture and 
mountainous areas, protects sensitive biological and cultural resources, and avoids and 
mitigates adverse effects where feasible.  In doing so, the project respects service, 
resource, and infrastructure capacities while accommodating development to a degree 
and in a manner which provides the greatest community welfare without compromising 
community values, environmental quality, or the public health and safety.  Overall, the 
EGVCP, the LUDC amendments, and revisions to the zoning maps, which would create a 
new Mixed Use zone and enhance protection of sensitive biological resources and 
aesthetics, are in the interests of the general community welfare. 

 
4.1.2 The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the requirements of State 

planning and zoning laws, and this Development Code. 

As discussed in Attachment F of the staff report to the Planning Commission, dated June 
10, 2015, herein incorporated by reference, the project is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and the LUDC.  The EGVCP is broad and comprehensive in scope, 
covering, updating, and refining topics addressed by the 1993 Goleta Community Plan, 
including but not limited to those in the Land Use, Energy, Circulation, Environmental 
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Resources Management, Seismic Safety and Safety, Scenic Highways, Conservation, 
Noise, Housing, Agricultural, and Open Space elements of the Comprehensive Plan.  
Adoption of the EGVCP and associated amendments to the County LUDC and zoning 
maps will provide more effective State planning and zoning laws by providing a clearer 
and more efficient permit process that will benefit the public.  The LUDC is amended to 
be consistent with the EGVCP, and the proposed project is consistent with the remaining 
portions of the LUDC that would not be revised by the LUDC ordinance amendment.  In 
the future, individual projects developed in compliance with the EGVCP will also be 
assessed for consistency with all applicable requirements of the LUDC.  Therefore, the 
EGVCP is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, State planning and zoning laws and 
the County LUDC. 

 
4.1.3 The request is consistent with good zoning and planning practices. 

The EGVCP incorporates many contemporary and sustainable zoning and planning 
practices into the Plan and the LUDC amendments.  For example, the project includes a 
new Mixed Use zone and enhances protection of sensitive biological, cultural and 
aesthetic/visual resources.  The bulk of future growth is accommodated by existing 
commercial land use and zoning, the new Mixed Use zone along the Hollister Avenue – 
State Street commercial corridor, and the increased residential density land use and 
zoning for the housing opportunity sites.  The LUDC amendments incorporate other 
successful regulations used elsewhere in the unincorporated Santa Barbara County, such 
as revised ESH permit requirements comparable to the existing LUDC regulations for the 
unincorporated Toro Canyon Plan and Montecito Community Plan areas, and outdoor 
lighting regulations comparable to those adopted for the Santa Ynez Valley, Mission 
Canyon, and Summerland community plans.  Therefore, the project is consistent with 
good zoning and planning practices.   

4.2 AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE II, LCP, OR ZONING MAP AMENDMENT 
(REZONE) FINDINGS 

 
Findings required for All Amendments to the Article II Zoning Ordinance, the Local 
Coastal Program, and the County Zoning Map.  In compliance with Section 35-180.6 of the 
Article II Zoning Ordinance, prior to the approval or conditional approval of an application for 
an Amendment to the Article II Zoning Ordinance, the Local Coastal Program or the County 
Zoning Map, the review authority shall first make all of the following findings: 
 
4.2.1 The request is in the interests of the general community welfare. 

As it pertains to the Eastern Goleta Valley, the 1993 Goleta Community Plan does not 
fully address current community concerns.  The EGVCP strengthens the Urban/Rural 
boundary, allows for continued infill residential development, protects urban and rural 
agriculture, protects sensitive biological and cultural resources, and avoids and mitigates 
adverse effects where determined to be feasible.  In doing so, the project respects service, 
resource, and infrastructure capacities while accommodating development to a degree 
and in a manner which provides the greatest community welfare without compromising 
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community values, environmental quality, or the public health and safety.  The zoning 
changes that will increase residential development density do not occur within the 
Coastal Zone.  Overall, the EGVCP, the Article II amendments, and revisions to the 
zoning maps are in the interests of the general community welfare. 

 
4.2.2 The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the Coastal Land Use Plan, 

the requirements of the State planning and zoning laws, and this Article. 

As discussed in Attachment F of the staff report to the Planning Commission, dated June 
10, 2015, herein incorporated by reference, the project is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan, the Coastal Land Use Plan, and the Article II Coastal Zoning 
Ordinance.  The EGVCP is broad and comprehensive in scope, covering, updating, and 
refining topics addressed by the previously certified 1993 Goleta Community Plan, 
including but not limited to those in the Coastal Land Use Plan and the Energy, 
Circulation, Environmental Resources Management, Seismic Safety and Safety, Scenic 
Highways, Conservation, Noise, Housing, Agricultural, and Open Space elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Adoption of the EGVCP and associated amendments to the Article 
II Coastal Zoning Ordinance, and zoning maps will provide more effective State planning 
and zoning laws by providing a clearer and more efficient permit process that will benefit 
both the public and County staff.  The Article II Coastal Zoning Ordinance is amended to 
be consistent with the EGVCP, and the proposed project is consistent with the remaining 
portions of Article II that would not be revised by the Article II Coastal Zoning 
Ordinance Amendment.  In the future, individual projects developed in compliance with 
the EGVCP will also be assessed for consistency with all applicable requirements of 
Article II.  Therefore, the EGVCP is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, including 
the Coastal Land Use Plan, State planning and zoning laws and Article II. 

 
4.2.3 The request is consistent with good zoning and planning practices. 

The EGVCP incorporates many contemporary and sustainable zoning and planning 
practices into the Plan, and the Article II amendments include successful regulations used 
elsewhere in the unincorporated Santa Barbara County.  For example, residential design 
guidelines were adopted by the Planning Commission in 2006 but have not been certified 
by the Coastal Commission and incorporated into Article II.  The Article II amendments 
include the regulations needed to allow future residential development within the Coastal 
Zone of the Eastern Goleta Valley to move forward consistently with residential 
development throughout the rest of the Eastern Goleta Valley.  The Article II 
amendments also include outdoor lighting regulations comparable to those adopted for 
the Santa Ynez Valley, Mission Canyon, and Summerland community plans.  Therefore, 
the project is consistent with zoning and planning practices. 
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4.3 GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT FINDINGS 
 

Government Code Section 65358 requires a general plan amendment to be in the 
public interest. 

The comprehensive plan amendment is in the public interest for the following reasons.  
The EGVCP is a planning and growth management plan that addresses future 
development in the EGVCP area.  It proposes new goals, policies, development 
standards, and actions to provide a range of housing types and opportunities, including 
compatible affordable housing, protect urban and rural agricultural resources, improve 
multimodal circulation, protect biological resources and water quality, and preserve 
community character.  The primary intent of the EGVCP is to articulate the community’s 
expressed desire to preserve neighborhood character and charm and to protect and 
enhance the quality of life enjoyed by residents and visitors.  Overall, it is in the public 
interest to address future development in the EGVCP area by adopting the goals, policies, 
development standards, and actions of the EGVCP. 
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ATTACHMENT F 

 

Errata to the Draft Final Environmental Impact Report for the Eastern Goleta Valley 
Community Plan (14EIR-00000-00005, State Clearinghouse Number 2012091048 

 
The following errata and edits are incorporated into the Draft Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR) for the Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan (EGVCP). 
 
Location of Erratum Correction 
Page 3-4, 2nd paragraph, lines 6 and 7 … the Magnolia Center at the intersection of 

on Hollister and Magnolia a Avenues near the 
intersection with Walnut Lane (west of the 
Plan update boundary). 

Page 4.4-15, 1st paragraph under Section 
4.4.1.3 

The first paragraph is deleted because the 
discussion of overdrafted groundwater basins 
is not relevant to the Goleta basin, which is not 
in a state of overdraft.  Section 4.9.7 provides a 
description of water supplies in the Goleta 
Valley. 

Page 4.9-23, 2nd sentence from bottom of page HESD CESD includes the following 
elementary schools: … 

Page 4.9-24, 15th row of Table 4.9-2 CSD CESD 
Page 4.9-48, last line The water districts that would serve the 

cumulative project areas (surrounding cities 
and the unincorporated area) are required to 
prepare and adopted UWMPs … 

Page 9-136, Response to Comment 57-7, 13th 
line 

These buildings are located approximately 
1,000 feet east west of the Tatum/Santa 
Barbara … 
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10.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program 

(This chapter was added after the Public Draft Final EIR, but is not underlined as new text.)  

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that a reporting or monitoring program be 

adopted for the conditions of project approval that are necessary to mitigate or avoid significant effects 

on the environment (Public Resources Code 21081.6). The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

(MMRP) is designed to ensure compliance with adopted mitigation measures during project 

implementation. For each mitigation measure recommended in the Environmental Impact Report, 

specifications are made herein that identify the action required and the monitoring that must occur. In 

addition, a responsible agency is identified for verifying compliance with individual conditions of 

approval contained in the MMRP.  

Several of the mitigation measures recommend revisions to the draft Community Plan and would be 

implemented by incorporation into the final Community Plan. Other mitigation measures—those that 

would not be implemented by changes to the Community Plan—would be monitored by County of Santa 

Barbara (County) staff for implementation, often on a project by project basis. These on-going 

mitigation measures are listed in the following table.  

The following list shall be used as a checklist to determine compliance with required mitigation 

measures for the Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan and projects under the Community Plan. The 

numbering of the mitigation measures pertains to the associated impact discussion, so numbered 

mitigation measures in the list may skip numbers if the impact was not found to be significant for the 

particular site or if the mitigation measures were to be implemented by changes to the Community Plan. 

Where mitigation is recommended, rather than required, this is indicated in parentheses following the 

measure.  
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Applicable Mitigation Measure 
Plan Requirements 

and Timing 
Monitoring 

Compliance Verification 

Initial Date Comments 

      

      

Transportation and Circulation      

MM TC-1: Impacts on Plan-wide Roadways 

The Goleta Transportation Improvement Program 

(GTIP) has identified improvements to widen the two-

lane sections of Hollister Avenue and State Street to 

four lanes. The following text outlines the programmed 

improvements contained in the GTIP. These 

programmed improvements are also included in the 

County of Santa Barbara 2014-2019 Capital 

Improvement Program. 

Hollister Avenue – State Street Improvement Project 

(Railroad Bridge). This project involves constructing a 

new bridge for the railroad tracks over Hollister 

Avenue/State Street (Hollister Avenue becomes State 

Street at the railroad bridge) to accommodate the 

proposed roadway widening from two to four lanes. 

The project would include acquisition of right-of-way, 

removal of the old Union Pacific Railroad bridge, 

earthwork, drainage, construction of the new railroad 

structure, and railroad traffic control.  

Hollister Avenue – State Street Improvement Project 

(Roadway). This project involves widening the two-

lane section of Hollister Avenue to four-lanes from San 

Antonio Road to State Route (SR) 154. Widening this 

segment of Hollister Avenue and State Street from two 

lanes to four lanes is required to provide the additional 

capacity to accommodate the projected traffic 

volumes. The project would include right-of-way 

acquisition, earthwork, pavement, drainage, curb and 

gutter, median, sidewalk, and lane striping.  

MM TC-2: Impact on Intersections 

Three improvement options were identified for the 

U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) southbound 

ramps/Turnpike Road intersection. The County Public 

Works Department, in coordination with California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans), shall develop 

improvement plans for one of the three identified 

improvement options, described below.  

The improvement option ultimately constructed at this 

location would be subject to Caltrans approval. The 

first step in the Caltrans design process is to prepare a 

Project Study Report, which would explore alternatives 

required to accommodate the future traffic forecasts. 

Then, the identified improvements would require 

project approval by Caltrans (including environmental 

review). Finally, funding would need to be acquired, 

and the improvement project could proceed to 

contract bids and construction. It is anticipated that the 

improvement for this intersection would be included in 

the GTIP to cover a portion of the construction costs. 

Option 1 includes widening the Turnpike Road freeway 

overcrossing structure to provide the additional width 

required to implement dual left-turn lanes on the 

southbound approach (approach currently contains 

one left-turn lane). The existing freeway bridge is 88 

Hollister Avenue – 

State Street 

Improvement Project: 

If full construction 

funding is secured, the 

estimated completion 

date for construction 

of the bridge, 

roadway, and other 

improvements is 

2025–2030. 

 

County Public Works 
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Applicable Mitigation Measure 
Plan Requirements 

and Timing 
Monitoring 

Compliance Verification 

Initial Date Comments 

feet wide, and a minimum of 96 feet would be required 

to accommodate the additional lane and maintain the 

existing Class II bike lanes on Turnpike Road. It is likely 

that Caltrans would also require the installation of 

ramp metering on the U.S. 101 southbound on-ramp as 

part of this improvement option.  

Option 2 includes widening the Turnpike Road bridge 

overcrossing of the Union Pacific Railroad to provide a 

separate right-turn lane on the northbound approach 

to the U.S. 101 southbound on-ramp. The existing 

railroad bridge is 85 feet wide and would need to be 

widened by 5 to 8 feet in order to accommodate the 

additional right-turn lane and maintain the existing 

Class II bike lanes on Turnpike Road. Some additional 

widening of the east side of Turnpike Road would also 

be required to implement the northbound right-run 

lane south of the railroad bridge. It is likely that 

Caltrans would also require the installation of ramp 

metering on the U.S. 101 southbound on-ramp as part 

of this improvement option.  

Option 3 includes widening the U.S. 101 southbound 

off-ramp at Turnpike Road to provide three lanes (two 

left-turn lanes and a right-turn lane). The off-ramp 

currently contains two lanes and is 32 feet wide. A 

minimum of 44 feet would be required to 

accommodate the additional lane on the off-ramp and 

meet Caltrans standards (12 feet of widening).  
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Aesthetics/Visual Resources      

MM VIS-1: Impacts from Increased Light and Glare 

In order to reduce light and glare impacts associated 

with buildout of the Plan update, the following 

Development Standard shall be added to the Plan 

update: 

DevStd VIS-EGV-1O: Adopt for the Plan area the 

outdoor lighting regulations cited in LUDC Section 

35.30.120 C – Outdoor Lighting, Mission Canyon, Santa 

Ynez Valley, and Summerland Community Plan areas. 

This revision would be 

included as a new 

action and 

development 

standard in the Final 

Plan Update. 

Planning and 

Development staff 

   

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions      

MM AQ-1: Operational Emissions of Criteria 

Pollutants 

DevStd AQ-EGV-1C: The County shall implement those 

land use patterns and transportation programs which 

will serve to reduce vehicle trips and total vehicle miles 

traveled. This includes, but is not limited to the 

following: 

•  Include design features to encourage alternate 

transportation modes. 

•  For pedestrians: sidewalks; safe street and 

parking lot crossings; shade trees; off street 

breezeways, alleys, and over crossings; placement 

of parking lots and building entrances to favor 

pedestrians rather than cars; shower and locker 

facilities. 

•  For transit riders: all of the above plus safe, 

sheltered transit stops with convenient access to 

building entrances. 

•  For bicyclists: theft proof and well-lighted bicycle 

storage facilities with convenient access to 

building entrance; on-site bikeways between 

buildings or uses; shower and locker facilities. 

• For carpools and vanpools: preferential parking. 

•  Provide incentives, such as fee reduction, for transit 

service enhancements to serve the project (express 

bus service, bike racks on buses). 

•  Bikeway improvements. 

•  Pedestrian improvements serving the project 

(addition of sidewalks, pedestrian crossings). 

DevStd AQ-EGV-1D: To reduce overall trip generation 

and associated air contaminant emissions, future 

commercial tenants requiring more than fifty 

employees shall be required to work with Traffic 

Solutions, a division of Santa Barbara County 

Association of Governments (SBCAG), to establish and 

maintain an employee trip reduction program. Traffic 

Solutions aims to reduce traffic congestion, air 

pollution, and vehicle miles driven in the County partly 

by promoting cooperation between businesses, 

government agencies, and community groups and 

individuals and to expand commuter program 

participation (Traffic Solutions 2007). Traffic Solutions 

provides free employee trip reduction services for 

employers, including employee surveys, employee 

education, automated commuter matching, and 

This revision would be 

included as a new 

action and 

development 

standard in the Final 

Plan Update. 

Planning and 

Development staff 
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regional transit solutions. The employee trip reduction 

program implemented by future tenants should be 

informed by consultation with Traffic Solutions and 

should include the following elements: 

•  Install bicycle racks and/or bicycle lockers at a ratio 

of one bicycle parking space for every ten car 

parking spaces for customers and employees; 

•  Post carpool, vanpool, and transit information in 

employee break/lunch areas; 

•  Employ or appoint an Employee Transportation 

Coordinator; 

•  Implement a Transportation Choices Program. 

Project applicants should work with the 

Transportation Choices Coalition partners for free 

consulting services on how to start and maintain a 

program. Contact Traffic Solutions; 

•  Provide for shuttle/mini bus service; 

•  Provide incentives to employees to carpool/ 

vanpool, take public transportation, tele-commute, 

walk, bike, etc.; 

•  Implement compressed work schedules; 

•  Implement telecommuting program; 

•  Implement a lunchtime shuttle to reduce single 

occupant vehicle trips; 

•  Include teleconferencing capabilities, such as web 

cams or satellite linkage, which will allow employees 

to attend meetings remotely without requiring them 

to travel out of the area; 

•  Provide on-site eating, refrigeration, and food-

vending facilities to reduce employee lunchtime 

trips; 

•  Provide preferential carpool and vanpool parking 

spaces; 

•  Provide shower and locker facilities to encourage 

employees to bike and/or walk to work (typically 

one shower and three lockers per every 25 

employees). 

• Provide off-site improvements to offset contaminant 

emissions, including: retrofitting existing homes and 

businesses with energy-efficient devices, replacing 

transit or school buses, contributing to alternative 

fueling infrastructure, and/or improving park and 

ride lots. 

MM AQ-2 Exposure to Diesel Particulate Matter 

DevStd AQ-EGV-2A: Development that provides 

housing or care facilities shall establish adequate 

buffers from sources of air pollution. Future projects 

shall be designed to minimize exposure to roadway-

related pollutants, and exposure shall be mitigated to 

the maximum extent feasible. Design features may 

include but not be limited to maximizing the distance 

between the roadway and sensitive receptors, locating 

air intake at the non-roadway facing sides of buildings, 

and ensuring that windows nearest to the roadway do 

not open. Mitigation measures may include installing 

mechanical ventilation systems with fresh air filtration 

This revision would be 

included as a new 

action and 

development 

standard in the Final 

Plan Update. 

Planning and 

Development staff 
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and constructing a physical barrier between the 

roadway source and receptors of pollutants (e.g., 

sound wall or vegetative planting). 

DevStd AQ-EGV-2B: Ventilation Systems: Ventilation 

systems that are rated at Minimum Efficiency 

Reporting Value of “MERV13” or better for enhanced 

particulate removal efficiency shall be provided on all 

residential units located within 500 feet of U.S. 101. 

The residents of these units shall also be provided 

information regarding filter maintenance/replacement. 

The County Permit Compliance staff shall ensure that 

the afore-mentioned requirements are included on 

plans submitted for approval of any Land Use and 

Building permits and shall verify compliance onsite 

prior to occupancy clearance. Staff shall also review the 

future Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CCRs) 

for inclusion of guidelines pertaining to the proper 

maintenance/replacement of filters. 

DevStd AQ-EGV-2C: Air Quality Disclosure Statement: 

Future project applicants of residential developments 

within 500 feet of U.S. 101 shall provide an Air Quality 

Disclosure Statement to potential buyers of units, 

summarizing the results of technical studies that reflect 

a health concern resulting from exposure of children to 

air quality emissions generated within 500 feet of the 

freeway. The future project applicant shall provide this 

disclosure statement as part of the project CCRs to 

County Counsel and Planning & Development to verify 

the disclosure statement is fair and adequate. The 

disclosure shall be reviewed and approved prior to any 

Land Use and Building permits. The County Permit 

Compliance staff shall verify that the Air Quality 

Disclosure Statement has been incorporated into the 

CCRs prior to sale of homes. Planning & Development 

shall review and approve the statement for objectivity, 

balance, and completeness. 

MM AQ-3: Odors 

DevStd AQ-EGV-2D: An Odor Abatement Plan (OAP) 

shall be submitted as part of a permit application for 

projects anticipating significant odors. The Santa 

Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD) 

inspectors are required to respond to public nuisance 

under the SBCAPCD Rule 303, and may review the OAP 

for adequacy in mitigating potential nuisance odor 

impacts from a project. OAPs should include the 

following elements: 

a) Name and telephone number of contact person(s) at 

the facility responsible for logging in and responding to 

odor complaints.  

b) Policy and procedure describing the actions to be 

taken when an odor complaint is received, including 

the training provided to the staff on how to respond.  

c) Description of potential odor sources at the facility.  

d) Description of potential methods for reducing odors, 

including minimizing idling of delivery and service 

trucks and buses, process changes, facility 

modifications and/or feasible add-on air pollution 

control equipment.  

This revision would be 

included as a new 

action and 

development 

standard in the Final 

Plan Update. 

Planning and 

Development staff 
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e) Contingency measures to curtail emissions in the 

event of a public nuisance complaint.  

DevStd AQ-EGV-2E: Wood-burning Fireplaces: No 

wood-burning fireplaces shall be included in the design 

of future development. Only natural gas fireplaces shall 

be permitted. 

Biological Resources      

MM BIO-1: Impacts on Sensitive Vegetation 

Communities 

Policy ECO-EGV-5.4: ESH and RC Habitat Types: The 

following specific biological resources and habitats in 

the urban, inner-rural, Existing Developed Rural 

Neighborhoods (EDRNs) and Mountainous Areas shall 

be considered environmentally sensitive and 

designated on the Eastern Goleta Valley Community 

Plan Environmentally Sensitive habitat (ESH)/Riparian 

Corridor map (Plan update Figure 23 or where 

determined to exist during a site survey) based on the 

criteria of Policy ECO-EGV-5.2 and shall be protected 

and preserved through provisions of the 

Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH) Overlay. 

Riparian habitats, including riparian woodlands and 

wetlands, shall be protected and preserved through 

the provisions of the Riparian Corridor (RC) Overlay. 

(Note: The scale of the overlay map precludes 

complete accuracy in the mapping of habitat areas. In 

some cases, the precise location of habitat areas is not 

known and is therefore not mapped. In addition, the 

migration of species or the discovery of new habitats 

may result in the designation of new areas, or site-

specific reviews may indicate different habitat 

designations.) 

•Riparian woodlands and riparian corridors (including 

but not limited to willow, riparian mixed hardwood, 

California sycamore, and riparian mixed shrub 

alliances), 

• Monarch butterfly roosts, 

• Sensitive native flora, 

• Coastal sage scrub (including but not limited to 

California sagebrush and soft scrub – mixed 

chaparral alliances),  

• Coastal bluff scrub, 

• Chaparral (specifically the following four rare types: 

chamise, lower montane mixed chaparral, 

ceanothus chaparral, and soft scrub – mixed 

chaparral alliances), 

• Oak woodlands (including but not limited to coast 

live oak and coastal mixed hardwood alliances), 

• Bigcone Douglas-fir alliance, 

• Vernal pools, 

• Native grasslands (including but not limited to 

perennial grasses and forbs alliance), 

• Wetlands (including but not limited to tule-cattail 

alliance), 

• Dunes, 

This revision would be 

included as a new 

action and 

development 

standard in the Final 

Plan Update. 

Planning and 

Development staff 
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• Raptor/turkey vulture roosts, 

• Critical wildlife habitat, and 

• Wildlife corridors. 

DevStd ECO-EGV-5H: In the Urban Area, EDRNs, and 

Mountainous Areas, prior to approval of Coastal 

Development or Land Use Permits for projects, County 

staff shall determine whether sensitive biological 

resources may be present on the subject property by 

consulting this Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the 

California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), and/or 

other P&D references and by conducting a site visit. If 

sensitive biological resources may be present on the 

property or within 500 feet, the applicant shall provide 

a biological resources report from a qualified biologist 

that determines whether or not the project would 

impact sensitive biological resources. This report shall 

update ESH Overlay boundaries to reflect the current 

extent of sensitive species or habitat areas according to 

Plan update Policies ECO-EGV-5.2 and -5.4, and identify 

the need for and include the results of further species-

specific focused survey, protocol surveys, or a formal 

wetland delineation. Mitigation to reduce impacts shall 

be included as appropriate. 

DevStd ECO-EGV-5I: For rural agricultural-zoned land, 

prior to approval of Land Use Permits for projects, 

County staff shall determine whether sensitive 

biological resources may be present on the subject 

property by consulting this EIR, the CNDDB, and/or 

other P&D references and by conducting a site visit. If 

sensitive biological resources may be present on the 

property or within 500 feet, the applicant shall provide 

a biological resources report from a qualified biologist 

that determines whether or not the project would 

impact sensitive biological resources. This report shall 

identify the need for and include the results of further 

species-specific focused or protocol surveys or a formal 

wetland delineation. Mitigation to reduce impacts shall 

be included as appropriate. 

LUDC amendment: The ESH-GOL provisions of the Land 

Use and Development Code (LUDC) shall be amended 

to revise the permit requirements of ESH-GOL to 

require Land Use Permits for the removal of 

environmentally sensitive habitat whether or not 

development is proposed, subject to the following 

criteria: 5,000 square feet of vegetation removal, a 

significant removal of vegetation along 50 linear feet of 

creek bank, vegetation removal that when added to 

previous removals would total more than the 

thresholds mentioned above, grading of more than 50 

cubic yards of cut or fill, and tree removal subject to 

additional criteria listed under the current ESH-GOL 

provisions.   
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MM BIO-2: Impacts on Sensitive Plant Species 

DevStd ECO-EGV-2A: If potentially suitable habitat 

exists for sensitive plant species, prior to any grading or 

vegetation clearing for future projects in the Plan area, 

focused rare plant surveys shall be conducted during 

the appropriate time of year to optimize detection of 

potentially occurring rare plants. Focused surveys shall 

be conducted in accordance with the County’s 

Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual 

(County of Santa Barbara 2008 and any subsequent 

revisions) and applicable resource agency survey 

protocols to determine the potential for impacts 

resulting from the project on these species. 

This revision would be 

included as a new 

action and 

development 

standard in the Final 

Plan Update. 

Planning and 

Development staff 

   

MM BIO-3: Impacts on Sensitive Wildlife Species  

DevStd ECO-EGV-2B: Where appropriate and feasible, 

as determined by County staff, if potentially suitable 

habitat or critical habitat exists for sensitive wildlife 

species on or adjacent to a project site, prior to any 

grading or vegetation clearing for future projects in the 

Plan area, focused presence/absence surveys shall be 

conducted in accordance with the County’s 

Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual 

(County of Santa Barbara 2008 and any subsequent 

revisions) to determine the potential for impacts 

resulting from the project on these species.  

DevStd ECO-EGV-2C: If sensitive species, suitable 

nesting habitat, or other sensitive areas are found on 

or adjacent to a project site in the Plan area and have 

potential to be impacted by implementation of the 

project, the following avoidance and mitigation 

measures would apply: 

• Fairy Shrimp: Direct impacts to vernal pool habitat 

and species may require permits from U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers (USACE), Regional Water Quality 

Control Board (RWQCB), and California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (also discussed under 

Impact BIO-4). Mitigation shall be determined at the 

project level and be developed in consultation with 

the County and resource agencies.  

• Nesting Avian Species: If project activities are 

proposed during the general avian breeding season 

of January 15 to September 15, the project biologist 

shall conduct a pre-construction survey for active 

nests within 100 feet of the development area for 

species protected by Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

(MBTA), and 300 feet for federally listed, state 

listed, or raptor species, and submit a letter report 

to County prior to the preconstruction meeting. If 

active nests are detected, the report shall include 

mitigation measures including, but not limited to, 1) 

Worker environmental awareness training, 2) 

Biological monitoring during construction activities, 

and 3) Appropriate avoidance buffers and/or nesting 

season avoidance. If no nesting birds are detected 

during the pre-construction survey, no mitigation is 

required. Pre-construction clearance surveys shall 

be completed as required to comply with the 

Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), MBTA, Bald 

and Golden Eagle Protection Act, California Fish and 

This revision would be 

included as a new 

action and 

development 

standard in the Final 

Plan Update. 

Planning and 

Development staff 
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Game Code, and/or County Regulations.  

• When determined appropriate and feasible by 

County staff, a qualified biologist possessing a valid 

Endangered Species Act Section 10(a)(1)(a) Recovery 

Permit shall conduct presence/absence surveys for 

federally listed species in areas that support suitable 

habitat for those species. When deemed necessary 

by County staff, surveys for federally listed species 

shall be conducted prior to the commencement of 

any construction. If federally listed species are 

present on or adjacent to a project site, then the 

following conditions must be met: 

1) No clearing, grubbing, grading, or other 

construction activities shall occur within suitable 

habitat for federally listed avian species during 

their respective breeding seasons. Areas 

restricted from such activities shall be staked or 

fenced under the supervision of a qualified 

biologist. Federally listed species that may occur 

within the Plan area include southwestern 

willow flycatcher and least Bell’s vireo; and 

2) During the breeding seasons for federally listed 

species, no construction activities shall occur 

within any portion of the site where 

construction activities would result in indirect 

impacts resulting from noise, lighting, or other 

construction-related activity. Prior to the 

commencement of construction activities during 

the breeding season, areas restricted from 

construction activities shall be staked or fenced 

under the supervision of a qualified biologist; or 

3) Prior to commencement of the breeding season 

and construction activities, attenuation 

measures (e.g., berms, walls, directed and 

shielded lighting) may be implemented to 

reduce potential impacts from noise or lighting. 

If noise attenuation techniques implemented 

are determined to be inadequate by a qualified 

biologist, then the associated construction 

activities shall cease until such time that 

adequate noise/lighting attenuation is achieved 

or until the end of the breeding season; or 

4) If an active nest for a federally listed species is 

located within any portion of the site where 

construction activities would result in indirect 

impacts, a qualified biologist will monitor the 

active nest(s) daily until (1) project activities are 

no longer in the vicinity of the nest or (2) the 

fledglings become independent of their nest. If 

the nest monitor determines that project 

activities are disturbing or disrupting the nesting 

activities, the monitor will make practicable 

recommendations to reduce the noise or 

disturbance in the vicinity. This may include 

recommendations such as (1) turning off vehicle 

engines and other equipment whenever 

possible to reduce noise and (2) working in 

other areas until the young have fledged. If no 

construction activity can continue without 

disturbing nesting activities, the biologist may 
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stop work until young are independent of their 

nests. 

 If federally listed species are not detected 

during the focused survey, the qualified 

biologist shall submit substantial evidence to the 

County, which demonstrates whether or not 

mitigation measures such as noise walls are 

necessary during the breeding season as 

follows: If this evidence indicates the potential is 

high for a federally listed species to be present 

based on historical records or site conditions, 

then conditions (2) or (3) shall be adhered to as 

specified above; and (2) If this evidence 

concludes that no impacts to federally listed 

species are anticipated, no further mitigation 

measures are necessary. 

• Burrowing Owls: When determined appropriate and 

feasible by County staff, prior to issuance of 

construction permits for future projects in the Plan 

area, a habitat assessment shall be conducted to 

determine whether or not occupancy surveys are 

needed. Should burrowing owl habitat or sign be 

encountered on or within 500 feet of a project site, 

breeding season surveys would be conducted. If 

occupancy is determined, site-specific avoidance 

and mitigation measures would be developed in 

accordance with the protocol established in the Staff 

Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (State of 

California 2012). Measures to avoid and minimize 

impacts to burrowing owl may include take 

avoidance (pre-construction) surveys, site 

surveillance, and the use of buffers, screens, or 

other measures to minimize impacts during project 

activities.  

• California Red-legged Frog: When determined 

appropriate and feasible by County staff, prior to 

issuance of construction permits for future projects 

on rural parcels proposed for development that are 

located within the species’ range or within 1.2 miles 

of known occurrences or potential breeding habitat 

for this species, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) protocol habitat assessments for California 

red-legged frog shall be conducted by qualified 

biologists. This includes agricultural conversion of 

rangeland if that requires a Land Use Permit for 

grading. Projects which are proposed on parcels that 

are completely surrounded by development on all 

sides (e.g., urban parcels) are generally not subject 

to this survey requirement based on the assumption 

that these urban areas are not suitable habitat for 

California red-legged frog. Habitat assessments and 

field surveys shall be conducted in accordance with 

current USFWS guidelines (USFWS 2005 at the time 

of this report preparation). 

MM BIO-4: Impacts on Jurisdictional Wetlands and 

Waters 

DevStd ECO-EGV-6L: If potentially jurisdictional 

wetlands or waters are found on or adjacent to a 

project site in the Plan area and have potential to be 

impacted by implementation of the project, a formal 

This revision would be 

included as a new 

action and 

development 

standard in the Final 

Plan Update. 

Planning and 

Development staff 
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wetlands delineation of the project site shall be 

completed following the methods outlined in the 

USACE’s 1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual and the 

Regional Supplement to the USACE Delineation Manual 

for the Arid West Region (USACE 2008). A 

determination of the presence/absence and 

boundaries of any Waters of the U.S. and Waters of the 

State shall also be completed following the appropriate 

USACE guidance documents for determining Ordinary 

High Water Mark boundaries. The limits of any riparian 

habitats on-site under the sole jurisdiction of CDFW 

shall also be delineated, as well as any special aquatic 

sites that may not be within the USACE jurisdiction 

under the Clean Water Act (CWA) or meet federal 

jurisdictional criteria but are regulated by FESA, 

California Endangered Species Act (CESA), RWQCB, 

and/or California Coastal Commission (CCC). In the 

Coastal Zone, jurisdictional waters and ESH areas as 

defined by CCC will also be delineated.  

DevStd Eco-EGV-6M: Mitigation for unavoidable 

impacts to wetlands and waters shall be based on the 

impacted type of wetland and project design. 

Mitigation should prevent any net loss of wetland 

functions and values of the impacted wetland. The Plan 

update policies require mitigation of impacts to 

sensitive biological resources at a minimum 2:1 

replacement ratio. However, the resource agencies 

may require higher mitigation ratios depending on the 

type and quality of resource impacted. Mitigation 

ratios for impacts to wetlands and riparian habitat are 

typically around 2:1 or 3:1 but can be as high as 8:1 for 

especially rare or valuable wetland types such as vernal 

pools. 

DevStd ECO-EGV-6N: Prior to the commencement of 

any construction-related activities on-site for projects 

impacting wetland habitat (including earthwork and 

fencing) the applicant shall provide evidence of the 

following to the County: (1) Compliance with USACE 

CWA Section 404 nationwide permit; (2) Compliance 

with the RWQCB’s CWA Section 401 Water Quality 

Certification; and (3) Compliance with the CDFW’s 

California Fish and Game Code Section 1601/1603 

Streambed Alteration Agreement. 

DevStd ECO-EGV-6O: Mitigation for projects impacting 

vernal pools shall include salvage of soil that supports 

sensitive species from vernal pools to be impacted, 

introduction of salvaged material into restored vernal 

pool habitat where appropriate (e.g., same vernal pool 

series), and maintenance of salvaged material pending 

successful restoration of the vernal pools. Salvaged 

material shall not be introduced to existing vernal 

pools containing the same species outside the vernal 

pool series absent consultation with and endorsement 

by vernal pool species experts not associated with the 

project (e.g., independent expert). The mitigation sites 

shall include preservation of the entire watershed and 

a buffer based on functions and values; however, if 

such an analysis is not conducted, there shall be a 

default of a 100-foot buffer from the watershed. 

Restoration of vernal pools should only be conducted 

within an area that has been known to historically 



Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan EIR 10.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

County of Santa Barbara 10-13 

Applicable Mitigation Measure 
Plan Requirements 

and Timing 
Monitoring 

Compliance Verification 

Initial Date Comments 

support vernal pools. Identification and 

implementation of restoration in such “vernal pool 

preserve(s)” should occur in coordination with the 

County and wildlife agencies. 

Cultural Resources      

MM CR-1: Impacts on Historic and Archaeological 

Resources 

Objective HA-EGV-1: Protect and preserve significant 

archaeological, historic, and tribal cultural resources in 

the Plan area. 

Policy HA-EGV-1.1: Known and discovered significant 

historic, archeological, and tribal cultural resources 

shall be protected from immitigable disturbance or 

destruction. 

DevStd HA-EGV-1A: Any significant archaeological site 

and 50-foot buffer area shall be temporarily fenced 

with chain link or other structurally sound material in 

the event of proposed construction within 100 feet of a 

sensitive area. 

DevStd HA-EGV-1B: A Phase 1 archaeological 

investigation and report shall be performed when 

identified as necessary by the Director of P&D using 

the best available resources. The content, format, and 

length of the Phase 1 report shall be commensurate 

with the size of the project and the findings of the 

investigation. If it is not possible to avoid impacts to 

archaeological resources through project redesign, 

then the proponent shall fund a Phase 2 investigation 

and report to determine the significance of the 

resource prior to approval of any permit for 

development. All feasible recommendations resulting 

from the Phase 1 and, if required, Phase 2 investigation 

and report, including project redesign and/or 

additional archaeological analyses (Phase 3) shall be 

incorporated into any permit approved for 

development. 

Policy HA-EGV-1.2: Development resulting in increased 

building size or demolition of buildings/structures 

included in the list of historic resources, or 

buildings/structures over 50 years of age and evaluated 

as important at the local, state or national level, shall 

be reviewed for consistency with historic resource 

preservation policies by P&D. 

DevStd HA-EGV-1C: A Phase 1 and, if required, Phase 2 

historic built environment investigation and report 

shall be performed when identified as necessary by the 

Director of P&D. The investigation shall include areas of 

projects that could result in direct or indirect impacts 

to historic-age buildings, structures, or districts or 

could change the integrity of the setting for such 

resources on adjacent parcels. The content, format, 

and length of the Phase 1 and, if required, Phase 2 

historic report shall be commensurate with the size of 

the project and the findings of the investigation. All 

feasible recommendations resulting from the Phase 1 

and, if required, Phase 2 historic built environment 

investigation and report, including project redesign 

and/or recommended mitigation, shall be incorporated 

This revision would be 

included as a new 

action and 

development 

standard in the Final 

Plan Update. 

Planning and 

Development staff 
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10-14 County of Santa Barbara 

Applicable Mitigation Measure 
Plan Requirements 

and Timing 
Monitoring 

Compliance Verification 

Initial Date Comments 

into any permit approved for development. 

DevStd HA-EGV-1D: No permits shall be issued for any 

development or activity that would adversely affect 

integrity, including historic setting, of officially 

designated Historic Landmarks and Places of Historic 

Merit, historic resources eligible for the California 

Register of Historical Resources, or identified historic 

districts unless a professional evaluation of the 

proposal has been performed pursuant to the County’s 

most current regulations governing archaeological and 

historical projects. All such professional studies shall be 

reviewed and approved by P&D and all feasible 

mitigation measures shall be incorporated into any 

permit approved for development. 

Policy HA-EGV-1.3: To the greatest extent feasible, 

significant historic and/or cultural landscapes shall be 

preserved, including those emblematic of Native 

American tribes, early pioneers, ranch and agricultural 

operations, and the development of the community 

over the long term. 

OBJECTIVE HA-EGV-2: Protect and preserve significant 

tribal cultural resources in the Plan area. 

Policy HA-EGV-2.1: Significant tribal cultural resources 

of concern to the Chumash Indians should be protected 

and preserved to the maximum extent feasible. 

Action HA-EGV-2A: The County, Chumash 

representatives, and community should work together 

to ensure appropriate tribal access to significant tribal 

cultural resources while respecting the rights and 

privileges of private property owners. 

Noise      

MM NOS-1: Noise Exposure Attenuation 

DevStd N-EGV-1B (Exterior Noise) – Prior to the 

issuance of building permits, site-specific exterior noise 

analyses shall be submitted to the P&D Department to 

demonstrate that the project would result in 

residential receptors being exposed to exterior noise 

levels that would exceed the County’s noise standard 

of 65 dB(A) Ldn. An acoustical study shall be required 

as part of the review of future residential development 

proposals. Noise reduction measures, including but not 

limited to building noise barriers, increased building 

setbacks, or other relevant noise attenuation 

measures, may be used to achieve the noise 

compatibility standards. Exact noise mitigation 

measures and their effectiveness shall be determined 

by the site-specific exterior noise analyses. 

DevStd N-EGV-1C (Stationary Noise) – Prior to the 

issuance of building permits, site-specific on-site noise 

analyses shall be submitted to the P&D Department, 

demonstrating that the project would not expose 

residential receptors to on-site generated noise 

exceeding the County’s noise standard of 65 A-

weighted decibels (dB(A) Leq). The acoustical study shall 

demonstrate that project design features such as truck 

idling limitations, sound barriers for external 

equipment, and other noise reduction measures will 

adequately reduce noise to below County standards.  

This revision would be 

included as a new 

action and 

development 

standard in the Final 

Plan Update. 

Planning and 

Development staff 
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County of Santa Barbara 10-15 

Applicable Mitigation Measure 
Plan Requirements 

and Timing 
Monitoring 

Compliance Verification 

Initial Date Comments 

Project design features may include, but are not limited 

to, the following: 

Truck Idling Limitations. The owners or operators of 

commercial uses on mixed-use development sites shall 

post a sign at each loading area that states that the 

idling time for delivery truck engines shall be limited to 

no more than three minutes. 

Sound Barriers for External Equipment. External noise-

generating equipment associated with commercial uses 

(e.g., heating, ventilating, and air conditioning units) 

that are located in mixed-use developments and/or 

adjacent to residential uses shall be shielded or 

enclosed with solid sound barriers. 

Disclosure of Potential Nuisance. Upon the transfer of 

residential property on mixed-use sites, the transferor 

shall deliver to the prospective transferee a written 

disclosure statement that shall make prospective home 

buyers or renters aware that, although potential 

impacts or conflicts between commercial and 

residential uses (e.g., noise) may be lessened by proper 

site design and maintenance, some level of 

incompatibility between the two uses would remain. 

MM NOS-2: Construction Noise 

DevStd N-EGV-1D: Construction activities within 1,600 

feet of sensitive receptors for any project that requires 

a Land Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, or 

Zoning Clearance shall be limited to the hours between 

8:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M., Monday through Friday. 

DevStd N-EGV-1E: Stationary construction equipment 

that could generate noise exceeding 65 dB(A) at 

project site boundaries shall be shielded to County 

P&D’s satisfaction and shall be located a minimum of 

200 feet from sensitive receptors. 

This revision would be 

included as a new 

action and 

development 

standard in the Final 

Plan Update. 

Planning and 

Development staff 

   

Geologic Hazards and Soils      

MM GEO-1: Radon Gas 

Policy GEO-EGV-3.2: Development proposed on Rincon 

Formation soils or within state-mapped elevated radon 

hazard zones shall be avoided to the extent feasible; if 

infeasible, development shall be subject to an 

evaluation of conformance to Environmental 

Protection Agency radon gas exposure standards. For 

any sites exposed to radon gas levels exceeding 

acceptable health standards, incorporation of 

construction techniques, which reduce the interior 

radon gas concentrations to acceptable levels, shall be 

required." 

This revision would be 

included as a new 

action and 

development 

standard in the Final 

Plan Update. 

Planning and 

Development staff 

   

 



ATTACHMENT H 

Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan 
Minor Edits 

 
Several minor edits and additions to the Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan are proposed to 
a Fire Protection development standard, to the introductory discussion of the Cultural Resources 
(history and archaeology) and Visual Resources chapters, and the addition of a third appendix to 
incorporate tables from the EIR regarding historic resources.  The edits are presented below with 
strikethrough text for deletions and underline text for additions.   
 
DevStd FIRE-EGV-1C: Within high fire hazard areas, vegetation management practices 

within Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESH)/Riparian Corridor 
(RC) overlay and setback areas should be limited to the following 
activities to balance environmental resources preservation against 
wildfire protection: 

• Removal of non-native trees or immature native trees 

• Removal of surface debris 

• Removal of invasive non-native plants as defined and listed 
in the California Invasive Plant Council’s “California 
Invasive Plant Inventory 

• Removal of vegetation in non-riparian oak woodland or 
forest within the minimum defensible space area from 
structures as required by the County Fire Department 

• Selective limb removal of mature trees away from 
structures within minimum defensible space area as 
required by the County Fire Department 

• Thinning, pruning or mowing of vegetation (except trees) to 
no less than that required to meet fuel modification criteria 
(in no case less than 4 inch stubble) and leaving the roots 
intact 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan 
Hearing Date:  July 22, 2015 
Attachment H:  EGVCP Minor Edits 
Page 2 
 

D.  HISTORY AND ARCHAEOL OGYCULTURAL RESOURCES  

Cultural resources include but are not limited to buildings, structures, and districts, prehistoric 
and historic archaeological sites, historical landscapes, and traditional cultural properties. Such 
resources are valued as symbols of our shared history and group identity, as memorials to 
historical events and individuals, and for their scientific, aesthetic, and economic importance. 
These resources amplify the local population’s sense and enjoyment of the community and 
provide a measure of the physical quality of life in the community. 

Thematic Context  
The Plan area includes cultural resources associated with many thematic periods. These include 
native prehistory from as early as 13,000 years ago; Santa Barbara Mission from 1760 to 1840; 
Ranching from 1840 to 1870; Agricultural Development from 1860 to 1950; Commercial and 
Industrial Development from 1920 to 1964; and Suburban Development from 1920 to 1964.  

Santa Barbara County lies within the ethnographic territory of the Chumash, one of the most 
populous and socially complex native groups in California. The Chumash homeland 
encompasses the coastal and inland areas from present-day San Luis Obispo 250-miles south to 
Malibu Canyon, and includes the Santa Barbara Channel Islands. Early Spanish expeditions to 
the Santa Barbara Channel area encountered villages along the Santa Barbara-Goleta area coast, 
including villages in the Goleta Slough area that had at least 2,000 residents, over 100 houses, 
and more than 16 plank canoes. 

The arrival of European settlers brought the Chumash culture to the brink of extinction in the late 
eighteenth century. The introduction of domestic plants and animals and wild grasses caused 
irreversible changes to the local environment. Native Californians had limited resistance to 
European diseases, which caused significant population reduction among the Chumash. 
Nonetheless, many people of Chumash ancestry still live in the region today and strive to retain 
and regain their cultural traditions.  

Spanish occupation of the area began with the establishment of the Santa Barbara Presidio in 
1782 and Mission Santa Barbara in 1786. Pueblo Santa Barbara grew around the presidio as a 
collection of scattered adobe buildings. The mission drew from the Native American population 
for labor and as the mission prospered, the Goleta Valley was utilized for ranching and 
agriculture.  

In 1821, Mexico gained independence from Spain. The Mexican government continued the 
Spanish policy of colonizing California and in 1833, enacted the Secularization Act. This gave 
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the governor the power to grant large areas of former mission lands to private citizens. As a 
result, lands divided into large tracts, or ranchos, were ceded to private citizens through grants 
from the Mexican government. Land grants in the Plan area include Los Dos Pueblos, La Goleta, 
and Las Positas y La Calera. Cattle ranching was the primary occupation on the ranchos.  

With the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo in 1848, California formally became an 
American territory, and two years later, California joined the Union as the 31st state. While much 
of Northern California was occupied with gold mining, rancho owners made a fortune selling 
cattle to beef dealers to supply the miners. Their success continued until severe droughts in 
1863–1864 brought devastation and starvation to the herds. The loss of income ultimately 
resulted in many rancho owners losing their land.  

Beginning in 1860, former rancho and mission lands in the Goleta Valley were subdivided and 
sold as large farmsteads or estates. Until after World War II, farming played a significant role in 
the local economy. Early farms focused on vegetable crops while post World War I farms 
successfully converted to orchard crops such as walnuts, avocados, and lemons. Although 
farming still contributes to the Goleta Valley economy, much of the farmland has been converted 
into commercial and residential properties.  

The primary east west road through the area was Hollister Avenue. This thoroughfare appears to 
have served travelers by horse, carriage, or automobile for over 100 years. Small commercial 
establishments catering to the needs of travelers, such as motels, restaurants, and gas stations, 
were constructed near the crossing of Hollister Avenue and the Southern Pacific Railroad line 
from as early as 1927. Farm supply stores and small grocery stores were also built in this area to 
serve the local farmers.  

Residential tracts in the Plan area developed in two very distinct periods:  1924–1934 and 1958– 
1963. The subdivisions during the 1924–1934 period include the La Cumbre Estates and the 
Santa Barbara Estates located south of Hollister Avenue and the Rancho Sueno located north of 
U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) and west of St. Vincent’s School. While the La Cumbre and Santa 
Barbara estates were large, expensive lots generally purchased by the wealthy, the Rancho Sueno 
subdivision appears to be the first middle class residential development in the area. Many of the 
homes in the Rancho Sueno neighborhood were constructed between 1930 and 1940 and appear 
to remain in the neighborhood today. The second development period occurred following the 
completion of the realigned section of U.S. 101 in Goleta in 1948 and the widened U.S. 101 in 
Santa Barbara in 1956. The new highway improved transportation between the Goleta Valley 
and the City of Santa Barbara facilitating an easy commute for those wishing to live outside of 
the city.  
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Other external factors such as limits to sprawl and an increase in real estate prices in Santa 
Barbara may have influenced the growth shift to the Plan area. From 1955 to 1964, 96 residential 
subdivisions were created on each side of U.S. 101 within the Plan area.  

Protection of Known and ‘Yet-to-be Discovered’ Resources 
Today there are more than 121 archaeological sites and 378 cultural resources surveys recorded 
within the Plan area. The recorded cultural resources vary widely in their nature and time of use 
or occupation, including prehistoric Native American sites dating from 9,000 years ago to the 
time of European contact; and historic sites associated with the settlement and development of 
the Goleta Valley. Despite extensive development in and around these sites, many retain a high 
degree of research potential and thus retain their significance under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). The distribution of mapped prehistoric sites is concentrated in areas along 
and above drainages, including creek intersections, bluffs, knolls, and ridges. This information is 
important to keep in mind when planning work in the Plan area.  

To be eligible for designation as a Historic Landmark or Place of Historic Merit, a building or 
site must be located within the unincorporated area of Santa Barbara County and meet one or 
more of the following criteria:  

• It exemplifies or reflects a special element of the county's history. 

• It is identified with a significant historical person or event. 

• It demonstrates a distinctive style, type, period or method of construction/craftsmanship. 

• It represents the work of a notable builder, designer or architect. 

• It contributes to the significance of an historic area. 
• It has unique physical characteristics representing an established and familiar visual 

feature. 
• It embodies elements of architecture or craftsmanship that represent significant 

achievement or innovation. 

• It reflects significant geographical patterns associated with different eras of settlement 
and growth. 

• It is one of the few remaining examples of its type possessing distinguishing architectural 
or historical characteristics. 

Eastern Goleta Valley is home to sixfour historic landmarks and two places of historic merit as 
designated by the Santa Barbara County Historical Landmark Advisory Commission:  

1. Historical Landmark #10: Hope House, 399 Nogal Drive, Santa Barbara 
2. Historic Landmark #19: San Marcos Barn and Spring House, 1520 San Marcos Pass 

Road, Santa Barbara 
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3. Historic Landmark #25: San Jose Winery, 5320 Vineyard Road, Goleta 
4. Historic Landmark #44: Irvine-Richard Property, 5048 Lara Lane, Units A and B, Santa 

Barbara 
5. Historic Landmark #48: Bryce Beach House, Cabana and Funicular, 1553 Roble Drive, 

Santa Barbara 
6. Historic Landmark #49: Rich Beach Cabana, 4353 Marina Drive, Santa Barbara 
7. Place of Historic Merit: Lane Family Farmhouse, 5050 Hollister Avenue, Santa Barbara 
8. Place of Historic Merit: Main/Begg House, 5001 Hollister Avenue, Santa Barbara 

 
Eastern Goleta Valley also contains the Chumash Painted Cave State Historic Park, a valuable 
historical and archeological resource in the County. These important resources are protected by 
their designations as historic resources. Additionally, while not registered as historic landmarks, 
the More Ranch House and the adobe structure located with the San Marcos Agricultural Area 
are known colloquially as historic resources. As new resources are either discovered or become 
categorically registered as historical or archeological resources, land use and development 
decisions should prioritize the preservation and conservation of these resources under this Plan. 
Tables found in Appendix III identify existing and potential historical resources within the plan 
area.  

Land Use and Development Policies and Implementation Strategies 

THE HISTORIC AND ARCHEOLOGICAL FEATURES OF EASTERN GOLETA 
VALLEY ARE PRESERVED. 

OBJECTIVE HA-EGV-1: Protect and preserve significant cultural, archaeological, and 
historical built environment, and tribal cultural resources in the Plan areaEastern Goleta Valley. 
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Table 4: General Locations of Public Scenic Resources 
TYPE OF VIEW Location 

MOUNTAIN VIEWS In the vicinity of State Street at State Route 154 
Hollister Avenue from Auhay Drive to South San Marcos Road 
Cathedral Oaks Road at State Route 154 
Cathedral Oaks Road from La Patera Lane to Los Carneros Road 
North Fairview Avenue to its terminus 
Northern portion of North San Marcos Road (from the Urban 
Boundary or Twin Ridge EDRN?) to its intersection with State 
Route 154 
 
 
 

ISLAND/OCEAN AND 

COASTAL VIEWS 
State Route 154  from Painted Cave Road to intersection with 
State Street 
Goleta Beach 
Coastline, Beach, and Bluffs 

360 VIEWS  
Goleta Beach 
Northerly portion of San Antonio Creek Road to its intersection 
with State Route 154 
More Mesa 
San Marcos Preserve and Open Space 
Northerly portion of North San Marcos Road to its intersection 
with State Route 154  

GATEWAY State Street at State Route 154 

LOCAL SCENIC ROUTES North San Marcos Road from Cathedral Oaks Road to State 
Route 154 
State Route 154 from Camino Cielo Road (ridgeline) to State 
Street  
H 
Turnpike Road from Hollister Avenue to Cathedral Oaks Road 
North Fairview Avenue to its terminus 

Figure 25 
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APPENDIX III: CULTURAL RESOUCES TABLES 

The following tables are from the Goleta Valley Community Plan Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR). Table 4.8–1 lists designated and previously identified County Landmarks 
and Places of Historic Merit. Tables 4.8–2, 4.8–3, and 4.8–4 inventory potentially significant 
agricultural properties, potentially significant commercial properties on a portion of Hollister 
Avenue, and historic period residential subdivisions within the Plan area.  

 
Table 4.8-1: Santa Barbara County Landmarks and Places of Historic Merit  

 
Address  

 
Name 

Construction 
Date 

 
Description  

 
Status  

399 Nogal Drive Hope House 1875 Italianate house associated 
with significant architect 
Peter Barber; Agricultural 
Association 

SBCL #10, NRHP 
Listed 

4505 Via Bendita Lutah Riggs Cottage & 
Hexagonal Barn 

1949 Associated with a significant 
architect Lutah Riggs 

SBCPHM eligible 
based on survey 
evaluation 

4635 Via Roblada Stanford Farms 1930 Spanish Colonial Revival, 
Associated with a significant 
architect G. Kaufmann 

SBCL eligible based 
on survey evaluation 

4151 Creciente Drive Risa del Mar 1929 Spanish Colonial Revival; 
associated with significant 
architects Edwards, Plunkett 
and Howell 

SBCPHM eligible 
based on survey 
evaluation 

5320 Vineyard Road San Jose Winery 1804 Winery Building for SB 
Mission 

SBCL #25, NRHP 
eligible 

1520 San Marcos 
Pass Road 

San Marcos Spring 
House 

1879 Single-room masonry 
building 

SBCL #19 

5048 Via Lara Lane Irvine-Richard 
Property 

1905 House, 1915 
Barn 

Craftsman dwelling; 
agricultural association 

SBCL #44 

4191 Mariposa Drive Harmer House 1928 Spanish Colonial Revival SBCPHM eligible 
based on survey 
evaluation 

1520 Roble Drive Rusack Residence 1930 Spanish Colonial Revival, 
associated with significant 
architect Reginald Johnson 

SBCPHM eligible 
based on survey 
evaluation 

1553 Roble Drive Bryce Beach House, 
Cabaña and Funicular 

1926 House, 1931 
Cabaña 

California Dream, 
associated with 2 significant 
architects 

SBCL #48 

4353 Marina Drive Rich Beach Cabaña 1956 California Dream SBCL #49 

5050 Hollister Avenue Lane Family 
Farmhouse 

1864 House and Barn, Agricultural 
association 

SBCPHM 

5001 Hollister Avenue Main/Begg House Circa 1915 Craftsman Bungalow SBCPHM 
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Table 4.8-2 Potentially Significant Historic Period Agricultural Properties in the Plan Area  

Address  Name Construction Date  Description  Status  

 
5070 Cathedral Oaks 

Road 

 
Community 

Covenant Church 

 
 

Circa 1880; 1910 

Craftsman dwelling; 
Mansard roof barn; 
board and batten 

shed 

 
Not formally 
evaluated 

 
1122 N Patterson 

Avenue 

 
Lillard–Catlett 

House 

 
1873 

Colonial Revival 
dwelling; shed and 

dwelling; bunkhouse 

 
Not formally 
evaluated 

1168 N. San Marcos 
Road 

 
Indian Orchard 

 
Circa 1900 

 
Farmhouse Not formally 

evaluated 

 
825 La Josa Road  

 
Circa 1910 

 
Farmhouse, barn 

Not formally 
evaluated 

 
6040 Franklin Canyon 

Road 

 
Raintree Ranch 

 
Circa 1920 

Spanish Colonial 
Revival dwellings, 

barn 

 
Not formally 
evaluated 

 

 
6400 Cathedral Oaks 

 

 
La Patera Rancho 

 

 
1900–1920 

Ranch Complex 
office, machine shop, 

equipment sheds, 
garages, worker 

housing 

Not formally 
evaluated; 

property includes 
relocated 
buildings 
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Table 4.8-3: Potentially Significant Historic Period Commercial Properties on 
Hollister Avenue between South San Antonio Road and U.S. 101  

Address  Construction Date  Development Type  

4455 Hollister Avenue 1941 Hotel/Motel 

4447 Hollister Avenue 1963 Commercial 

4437 Hollister Avenue 1964 Commercial 

135 N. Nogal Drive 1964 Commercial 

4441 Hollister Avenue 1964 Commercial 

4444 Hollister Avenue 1947 Commercial 

4410 Hollister Avenue 1954 Commercial 

4417 Hollister Avenue 1962 Commercial 

4425 Hollister Avenue 1964 Commercial 

4321 State Street 1948 Commercial 

4267 State Street 1958 Commercial 

4235 State Street 1959 Commercial 

4223 State Street 1959 Commercial 

4203 State Street 1940 Commercial 

4197 State Street 1927 Hotel/Motel 

4283 State Street 1948 Commercial 

4241 State Street 1946 Auto Repair/Old Gas Station 

4257 State Street 1942 Commercial Residential 

4135 State Street 1920 Commercial 

4119 State Street 1946 Commercial 

4111 State Street 1946 Hotel/Motel 

4069 State Street 1959 Gas Station 

4159 State Street 1959 Manufacturing 

4123 State Street 1962 Commercial 
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Table 4.8-4: Historic Period Residential Subdivisions in the Plan Area  

 
Subdivision Name  

 
Location  

Recorded 
Date 

Recorded 
Book/Page  

+Los Verdes Tract No. 1 N/Calle Real; E/Turnpike Road 1955 015/382-383 

Ratel Tract W/Fairview Avenue; N/N. Patterson 
Avenue 

1955 040/001-002 

El Cerrito Tract N/Foothill Road; E/Cieneguitas Road 1956 040/003-004 

Los Verdes Tract No. 2 N/Calle Real; E/Turnpike Road 1956 040/039-040 

More's Landing S/Shoreline Drive; W/Anderson Lane 1956 040/005 

Beguhl Tract No. 2 S/Shoreline Drive on Austin Road 1957 040/076 

Foothill Knolls S/Foothill Road; E/Hope Avenue 1957 040/056 

Los Verdes Tract No. 3 N/Calle Real; E/Turnpike Road 1957 040/077-078 

Walnut Park, Unit 1 N/Hollister Avenue; E/Maria Ygnacio 
Creek 

1957 040/087-088 

Anderson Tract S/Shoreline Drive; W/Orchid Drive 1958 045/012 

Cathedral Oaks Tract N/Calle Real; W/Turnpike Road 1958 045/007-008 

Goleta Sunshine Homes S/Hollister Avenue; W/Walnut Lane 1958 045/043 

Harlan Tract S/Shoreline Drive; W/Orchid Drive 1958 045/060 

Ladera Vista Tract N/Cathedral Oaks Road; W/San Antonio 
Creek Road 

1958 045/063-064 

SB Cinderella Estates S/Hollister Avenue; W/Walnut Lane 1958 045/009 

Villa Esperanza N/Modoc Road; E/Nogal Lane 1958 50/020-021 

Walnut Park, Unit 2 N/Hollister Avenue; E/Maria Ygnacio 
Creek 

1958 045/005-006 

Goleta Sunshine Homes, Unit 2 E/Walnut Lane at San Lorenzo Drive 1959 051/015-017 

Tract No. 10,010 W/Walnut Lane at San Vicente Drive 1959 051/064-065 

Tract No. 10,016 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Puente Drive 1959 052/021-022 

Tract No. 10,018 S/Shoreline Drive; E/Orchid Drive 1959 051/037 

Tract No. 10,019 N/Foothill Road; E/Cieneguitas Road 1959 050/036-037 

Tract No. 10,040 S/Hollister Avenue; E/Walnut Lane 1959 051/025-027 

Tract No. 10,043 N/Foothill Road; W/La Vista Road 1959 052/072-074 

Tract No. 10,044, Unit 1 N/Calle Real; W/Turnpike Road 1959 052/007-009 

Tract No. 10,047, Unit 1 N/Cathedral Oaks Road; E/San Antonio 
Creek Road 

1959 053/026-027 

Tract No. 10,070, Unit 1 N/San Antonio Creek; E/San Marcos 
Road 

1959 053/015-016 

Tract No. 10,086 N/Cathedral Oaks Road W/San Marcos 
Road 

1959 054/028-030 

Tract No. 10,026 N/N Patterson Avenue; E/Fairview 
Avenue 

1959 051/058-059 

Tract No. 10,029 S/Hollister Avenue; E/Turnpike Road 1960 053/046-047 
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Table 4.8-4: Historic Period Residential Subdivisions in the Plan Area  

 
Subdivision Name  

 
Location  

Recorded 
Date 

Recorded 
Book/Page  

Tract No. 10,029 S/Hollister Avenue; E/Turnpike Road 1960 053/044-045 

Tract No. 10,029 S/Hollister Avenue; E/Turnpike Road 1960 053/050-051 

Tract No. 10,029 S/Hollister Avenue; E/Turnpike Road 1960 053/048-049 

Tract No. 10,044, Unit 2 N/Calle Real; W/Turnpike Road 1960 054/081-082 

Tract No. 10,070, Unit 2 N/San Antonio Creek; E/San Marcos 
Road 

1960 053/059-060 

Tract No. 10,079 N/Modoc Road; E/Nogal Lane 1960 053/034-035 

Tract No. 10,090 N/La Paloma Avenue; W/Via Chaparral 1960 052/090 

Tract No. 10,092 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Walnut Lane 1960 053/030-031 

Tract No. 10,107 S/Via Chaparral; W/San Antonio Creek 
Road 

1960 054/005-007 

Tract No. 10,128 S/Via Chaparral; E/San Antonio Creek 
Road 

1960 054/016-017 

Tract No. 10,134 S/Hollister Avenue; E/Turnpike Road 1960 054/068-070 

Tract No. 10,134 S/Hollister Avenue; E/Turnpike Road 1960 054/066-067 

Tract No. 10,134 S/Hollister Avenue; E/Turnpike Road 1960 054/064-065 

Tract No. 10,134 S/Hollister Avenue; E/Turnpike Road 1960 054/062-063 

Tract No. 10,037 N/Cathedral Oaks Road at Twinridge 
Road 

1960 054/011-012 

Tract No. 10,113 N. Hollister Avenue; W/San Antonio 
Road 

1960 054/008 

Tract No. 10,114 N. Hollister Avenue; W/San Antonio 
Road 

1960 054/001-003 

Tract No. 10,112 N/Calle Real; W/Turnpike Road 1961 055/028-029 

Tract No. 10,115, Unit 1 E/Cambridge Avenue at Cathedral Oaks 
Road 

1961 057/040-045 

Tract No. 10,145 N/Patterson Avenue; E/Spur Valley Road 1961 057/027-037 

Tract No. 10,150 S/Hollister Avenue; E/Walnut Lane 1961 056/055-056 

Tract No. 10,154, Unit 1 W/Patterson Road; N/Calle Real 1961 056/037-038 
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Table 4.8-4: Historic Period Residential Subdivisions in the Plan Area  

 
Subdivision Name  

 
Location  

Recorded 
Date 

Recorded 
Book/Page  

Tract No. 10,162 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Turnpike Road 1961 055/083-084 

Tract No. 10,162 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Turnpike Road 1961 056/072-073 

Tract No. 10,162 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Turnpike Road 1961 056/070-071 

Tract No. 10,162 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Turnpike Road 1961 056/068-069 

Tract No. 10,162 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Turnpike Road 1961 056/066-067 

Tract No. 10,162 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Turnpike Road 1961 056/064-065 

Tract No. 10,172, Unit 1 S/Hollister Avenue; W/San Marcos Road 1961 055/091-093 

Tract No. 10,194, Unit 1 N/Hollister Avenue; W/San Marcos Road 1961 057/075-077 

Tract No. 10,194, Unit 2 N/Hollister Avenue; W/Santa Paula 
Avenue 

1961 059/021-022 

Tract No. 10,194, Unit 3 N/Hollister Avenue; W/San Marcos Road 1961 059/023-024 

Tract No. 10,154, Unit 2 W/Patterson Road; N/Calle Real 1962 059/065-068 

Tract No. 10,163 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Turnpike Road 1962 058/010-011 

Tract No. 10,163 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Turnpike Road 1962 058/018-019 

Tract No. 10,163 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Turnpike Road 1962 058/016-017 

Tract No. 10,163 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Turnpike Road 1962 058/014-015 

Tract No. 10,163 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Turnpike Road 1962 058/012-013 

Tract No. 10,193 W/Walnut Lane at San Lorenzo Drive 1962 057/080-081 

Tract No. 10,197 W/Patterson Road; N/Calle Real 1962 057/096-098 

Tract No. 10,206 N/Cathedral Oaks Road; E/San Marcos 
Road 

1962 070/019-023 

Tract No. 10,211 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Puente Drive 1962 058/088-089 

Tract No. 10,214 N/Cathedral Oaks Road; E/San Antonio 
Creek 

1962 058/022-024 

Tract No. 10,236 N/San Antonio Creek; W/San Marcos 
Road 

1962 059/099-100 
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Table 4.8-4: Historic Period Residential Subdivisions in the Plan Area  

 
Subdivision Name  

 
Location  

Recorded 
Date 

Recorded 
Book/Page  

Tract No. 10,253 N/Foothill Road; W/Cieneguitas Creek 1962 070/071-073 

Tract No. 10,265 S/Hollister Avenue; W/S. San Marcos 
Road 

1962 070/017-018 

Tract No. 10,156 S/Hollister Avenue; W/Turnpike Road 1963 071/044-046 

Tract No. 10,245, Unit 1 W/Kellogg Avenue both sides Cathedral 
Oaks Road 

1963 070/058-065 

Tract No. 10,251 S/ SP Railroad Tracks; E/Maria Ygnacia 
Creek 

1963 070/066-068 

Tract No. 10,256 N/Cathedral Oaks Road; E/Camino Del 
Rio 

1963 070/088-093 

Tract No. 10,260 N/Cathedral Oaks Road; W/ Patterson 
Avenue 

1963 071/098-100 

Tract No. 10,266 N/Calle Real; E/Maria Ygnacio Creek 1963 070/42-043 

Tract No. 10,269, Unit 1 N/Cathedral Oaks Road; E/San Marcos 
Road 

1963 071/007-011 

Tract No. 10,331 N/Foothill Road; W/Cieneguitas Road 1963 072/027-028 

Tract No. 10,272 N/N Patterson Avenue; E/Fairview 
Avenue 

1963 072/014-015 

Tract No. 10,316 S/N Patterson Avenue; E/Cambridge 
Drive 

1964 072/047-051 

Tract No. 10,245, Unit 2 N/Cathedral Oaks Road; E/Cambridge 
Drive 

1964 072/069-074 

Tract No. 10,318 S/Cathedral Oaks Road; E/Turnpike 
Road 

1964 072/087-092 

Tract No. 10,367 S/Cathedral Oaks Road; E/Turnpike 
Road 

1964 073/027-034 

Tract No. 10,305 N/Cathedral Oaks Road; E/San Antonio 
Creek Road 

1964 072/036-037 

Tract No. 10,293 N/Calle Real; E/N. San Marcos Road 1964 072/059-060 

Tract No. 10,326 N/Calle Real; E/N. San Marcos Road 1964 072/082-084 

Tract No. 10,311 N/San Simeon Drive; W/Turnpike Road 1964 072/054-055 

Tract No. 10,257 N/San Simeon Drive; W/S. San Marcos 
Road 

1964 072/052-053 

Tract No. 10,278 N/Hollister Avenue; W/S. San Marcos 
Road 

1964 072/098-100 

Tract No. 10,237 W/Walnut Lane at Kaiser Avenue 1964 073/048-049 
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