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October 9, 2015 
 
 
Chair Janet Wolf 
Board of Supervisors 
County of Santa Barbara 
105 East Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
allen@co.santa-barbara.ca.us 
 
 
 Re: Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan – More Mesa 
 
 
Dear Chair Wolf and Honorable Supervisors: 
 
 On behalf of the More Mesa Preservation Coalition, the Environmental Defense Center 
respectfully requests that the Board of Supervisors require revisions to the Final Environmental 
Impact Report (“EIR”) and California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) Findings for the 
Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan (“EGVCP”) in order to fix an error and accurately reflect 
the potential impacts regarding development at More Mesa. Consistent with the prior EIR for the 
Goleta Community Plan, the Final EIR for the EGVCP must be revised to note that development 
of More Mesa would result in Class I impacts to Biology and Aesthetics. Similarly, the CEQA 
Findings must be revised to find that development of More Mesa would result in Class I impacts 
to Biology and Aesthetics.  
 
 According to the 1992 Goleta Community Plan Final EIR, development at More Mesa 
would result in Class I (significant and unavoidable) impacts to Biology and Aesthetics. (See 
GCP FEIR at VIII-3, Table VIII-1, attached hereto). Even a reduction to 50 units (Alternative A) 
was determined to result in Class I impacts to Biology (GCP FEIR at VIII-28, attached hereto). 
The approved Goleta Community Plan allowed up to 70 units which is retained in the proposed 
EGVCP. Despite the fact that the allowed development in the EGVCP clearly will result in Class 
I impacts to Biology (and possibly to Aesthetics; the GCP EIR did not analyze the impacts 
associated with development of 70 units, finding however that development of 106 clustered 
units would result in a Class I impact and a reduction to 50 units would result in a Class II 
impact), the Final EIR states that development at More Mesa will result in Class II (significant 
but mitigable) impacts to Biology and Aesthetics. 
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 No changes are proposed for More Mesa in the EGVCP (EGVCP FEIR at 4.1-17). 
Nevertheless, the EGVCP FEIR states that all impacts from development at More Mesa would 
be less than significant (Class II), including Impacts to Biology and Aesthetics. (See EGVCP 
Final EIR Table S-1 at S-13, S-19; see also Final EIR at pp. 4.3-23, 4.3-30, 6-18, attached 
hereto.) 
 
 There is no absolutely no evidence in the record that retaining potential 
development of 70 units would result in Class II impacts to Biology and Aesthetics. The 
Goleta Community Plan FEIR found that a reduction to 50 units would still result in Class I 
impacts to Biology. Although a reduction to 30 or 50 units was predicted to result in Class II 
Aesthetic impacts, there has been no analysis of the impacts that would result from development 
of 70 units. Accordingly, there is no evidence in the record to support the conclusion in the 
EGVCP EIR that development at More Mesa would result in Class II (less than significant) 
impacts to Biology and Aesthetics. 
 
 County Planning and Development staff have confirmed that the change from a Class I 
impact to a Class II impact at More Mesa was inadvertent and a mistake. The correction 
requested herein is a technical correction and does not change anything in the EGVCP, which 
does not propose or analyze any changes at More Mesa. We do not believe that this correction 
would require recirculation of the EIR because this is not “new” information as contemplated by 
CEQA, but rather a correction and restatement of the determination in the Goleta Community 
Plan EIR which should be unchanged due to the fact that no changes are proposed to the 
development at More Mesa. Had the EGVCP proposed a change in the development allowed at 
More Mesa that would have necessitated a change to a Class I impact, recirculation may have 
been required but that is simply not the case here. There is no change in the plan, no change in 
the development potential at More Mesa, and no change in the significance of the impacts at that 
site. Hence, this correction does not require recirculation of the EIR. 
 
 On the other hand, retaining the Class II determination and findings would violate 
CEQA’s mandate that agency decisions must be supported by substantial evidence. (Pub. Res. 
Code sections 21168, 21168.5; see also Topanga Association for a Scenic Community v. County 
of Los Angeles (1974) 11 Cal.3d 506.) As stated above, there is no evidence supporting the Class 
II determination and finding. 
 
 Based on the foregoing, the County must revise the Final EIR and CEQA Findings 
as follows: 
 
EGVCP Final EIR Revisions 
 

 Table S-1: revise Table S-1 to state that development at More Mesa will result in Class I, 
not Class II, impacts to Biology and Aesthetics (Final EIR at S-13, S-19); 

 
 Executive Summary: add Class I impacts to Biology and Aesthetics from development at 

More Mesa (Final EIR at pp. S-6, 7); 
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 Aesthetics/Visual Resources: revise the discussion regarding development at More Mesa 

to state that such development would result in Class I impacts to Aesthetics (Final EIR at 
pp. 4.3-23, 4.3-30); and 
 

 Alternatives: revise the discussion regarding development at More Mesa to state that such 
development would result in Class I impacts to Aesthetics/Visual Resources (Final EIR at 
p. 6-18). 

 
CEQA Findings 
 
 The County’s adoption of the CEQA Findings must similarly be revised to state that 
impacts of development at More Mesa under the EGVCP would result in Class I impacts to 
Biology and Aesthetics. 
 
 Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
 
      Sincerely, 

       
      Linda Krop 
      Chief Counsel 
 
Attachments 

GCP Final EIR excerpts 
EGVCP Final EIR excerpts 

 
cc: More Mesa Preservation Coalition 
 
 
 
 
 
 






















