
Agenda Item C.1
CPMS DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEM

Meeting Date: June 24, 2019

TO: Planning Commissioner Chair and Members 

FROM: Peter Imhof, Planning and Environmental Review Director

CONTACT: Lisa Prasse, Current Planning Manager 

SUBJECT: Historic Preservation Ordinance Discussion – Workshop #3

RECOMMENDATION:

Conduct a workshop and provide feedback related to cultural/Native American and 
archaeological resources associated with Historic Preservation. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION:

Earlier this year both the Planning Commission and the City Council reviewed the Context 
Statement and found it to be acceptable.  The Context Statement is not a comprehensive 
history of the community but instead highlights the trends and patterns critical to the 
understanding of the setting of development within the appropriate historic, social, and 
architectural context and is the basis for the development of the regulations and process.   
Information/materials regarding the Historic Preservation project, including the latest 
version of the Context Statement, is accessible on the City’s website at 
www.historicgoleta.org.  

The City is now moving on to the substance of the project, namely, the development of 
the ordinance.  The topics will include, but may not be limited to: 

1. Identification of eligibility criteria;
2. Development of regulations for historic properties, including archaeological

resources; and
3. Development of a review process to list and delist historic resources and regulate

changes to designated properties; review process will consider whether owner
consent may be required.

On April 22, 2019, HRG (the consultant firm assisting the City) gave an introduction/
overview as to the purpose and typical provisions of a Historic Preservation Ordinance.  On 
May 13, 2019, the Planning Commission conducted a workshop regarding primary 
questions associated with regulating built resources. 
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DISCUSSION 

Before developing a draft ordinance, staff and HRG want to get input on relevant topics 
necessary to shape the contents of the future regulations.   The focus of the June 24th

meeting is to get input on the questions below that will aid in shaping the draft ordinance.
For reference, both ministerial and discretionary permit types can have significant impacts 
on archaeological resources.  Generally only projects seeking a discretionary permit that 
involve soil disturbance are being reviewed for archaeological resources. 

1. What level of Native American consultation should be conducted beyond what is already
mandated by State Law?

The City follows the provisions of both Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) and Senate Bill 18 (SB
18) regarding when and how to engage in consultation with the local Native American
tribes.   SB 18 is applicable when a General Plan Amendment is proposed, and AB 52 is
applicable to all other discretionary projects that are subject to California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) provisions. The City must contact the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) to obtain the current list of recognized Tribes affiliated with the
Goleta area and consultation is to occur between recognized Tribal Groups and the City,
as one government entity with another. Native American groups are given either 90 days
(SB 18) or 30 days (AB 52) to respond to the letters sent by the City offering to consult
on a given project.

   Consultation does not have to begin or end within the designated timeframe and proceeds 
as long as necessary until a resolution is agreed upon or no further progress can be 
made. Only general information gathered through consultation process can be shared 
with the public.  Any information of a sensitive nature must be kept confidential.  
Individuals or other Tribal groups not recognized by NAHC can participate in the project 
review and CEQA process like any interested citizen or group. 

If the City can allow for additional consultation, staff is curious as to the types of ministerial 
projects that might warrant consultation and who should be contacted. 

Copies of the Tribal Cultural Consultation Guidelines developed by the Governor’s Office 
of Planning and Research regarding SB 18 and AB 52 are attached as reference materials 
and can be viewed at the following link:   
http://opr.ca.gov/docs/09_14_05_Updated_Guidelines_922.pdf (SB 18) and
http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised_AB_52_Technical_Advisory_March_2017.pdf
(AB 52).  

2. When is archaeological monitoring required and under what circumstances?

Currently archaeological monitoring occurs whenever there is ground disturbance (e.g.,
grading, utility trenching, foundations, etc.), associated a discretionary project where an
impact on an archaeological resource may occur.   Monitoring occurs with both a
professional archaeologist and a Native American consultant present during all ground
disturbance activities. If a site is located where the presence of archaeological resources
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has not been known to occur, then archaeological monitoring has not been required.  
Monitoring is always required when discretionary development occurs in a known 
archaeological area or where a Phase 1 or Extended Phase 1 archaeological report 
indicates monitoring is warranted.  

Staff is not intending to change the City’s practice of requiring monitoring associated with 
discretionary projects when warranted.  However, one question is what about monitoring 
with a ministerial project subject only to a building permit, such as a sewer line or irrigation 
line replacement, at a single-family home or a commercial property? Requiring monitoring
would mean added costs to a property owner, who might make the repairs without the 
benefit of a permit or feel that a monitor could be an intrusion on his or her property rights 
for a minor/routine improvement. 

3. When is peer review of archaeological reports required?

Not all archaeological reports submitted to the City as part of a discretionary application
package are peer reviewed.  Depending on the type and size of the project, the sensitivity
of the location/context, and the qualifications/reputation of the preparer factor into whether
peer review is sought by the City.  For projects proposed within a known sensitive area,
such as adjacent to the slough/historic slough boundaries or that will be the used as part
of a CEQA analysis, these documents are almost always subject to peer review. Lastly,
when archaeological reports are required as a Mitigation Measure, those are always peer
reviewed before acceptance.  Staff is interested in input regarding this practice.

4. What circumstances/criteria warrant the requirement for archaeological investigations?

The City’s current practice/thresholds for conducting archaeological investigations
with discretionary projects include: projects on known archaeological sites, when
Sacred Lands file indicates potential archaeological resources are associated, and
when Native American consultation indicates a high level of concern.  Are there other
factors that should be used to as a requirement for archaeological investigations?

Lastly, staff has provided the Cultural Resources provisions of the City’s existing CEQA 
Guidelines adopted in 2008 (last revised by the Santa Barbara County in 2002) for 
reference.  A link to the entire CEQA Guidelines is as follows:
https://www.cityofgoleta.org/city-hall/planning-and-environmental-review/ceqa-review/city-
ceqa-guidelines-and-thresholds.  As is evident, the entire document does need to be revised 
and updated and is a future project for the Planning and Environmental Review Department. 
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NEXT STEPS

After the input on these topics, staff will commence developing a draft Historic Preservation 
Ordinance before commencing the formal public hearing process.

Prepared By: Approved By:

__________________________ ___________________
Lisa Prasse Peter Imhof
Current Planning Manager Planning Commission Secretary

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Tribal Consultation Guidelines (SB 18), 
dated November 14, 2005

2. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory AB 52 and Tribal 
Cultural Resources in CEQA, dated June 2017 

3. Native American Heritage Commission State Laws and Code, June 17, 2019 
4. Cultural Resources Section excerpt from County of Santa Barbara Environmental 

Thresholds and Guidelines Manual adopted by Council Resolution 08-04 
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Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
Tribal Consultation Guidelines (SB 18) 

November 14, 2005 
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Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

 Technical Advisory AB 52 and Tribal Cultural Resources in CEQA 
June 2017 
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Native American Heritage Commission State Laws and Code 
June 17, 2019 
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Cultural Resources Section excerpt from County of Santa Barbara 
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual 

adopted on August 19, 2008 by Goleta Council as Resolution No. 08-04 
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