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INTRODUCTION
The City of Goleta Neighborhood Services and Public Safety Depart-
ment (the City) engaged Page & Turnbull to prepare a Historic Re-
source Evaluation (HRE) Part 1 and Part 2 for the Goleta Community 
Center site, located at 5679 Hollister Avenue (APN 071-130-009) in 
Goleta, California (Figure 2). The City manages the site and is con-
sidering various options for the three permanent buildings it oversees. 
The intent of the HRE Part 1 was to determine if any of the three build-
ing are historic resources for the purposes of the California Environ-
mental Quality Act (CEQA). If so, the HRE Part 2 is intended analyze 
the potential impacts to historic resources as a result of options under 
consideration by the City. 

In December 2016, Page & Turnbull completed the HRE Part 1 and 
determined only the Main Building, constructed as the Goleta Union 
School in 1927, is considered a historic resource under CEQA (Figure 
1). An HRE Part 2 would be needed to evaluate potential impacts to 
the Main Building if a proposed project was undergoing CEQA review. 
Currently, the City is studying options for the Main Building and no 
specific project has been developed. To assist the City with its deci-
sion making, Page & Turnbull prepared this Potential Impact Study to 
outline historic preservation considerations for the three options, or 
scenarios, identified by the City. 

The three project scenarios are:

□□ Scenario 1 – Voluntary Upgrades, a targeted project to address 
known seismic, fire/life-safety, and disabled access deficiencies;

□□ Scenario 2 – Full Rehabilitation, a comprehensive exterior and 
interior rehabilitation with new building systems for continued 
Community Center use; and

□□ Scenario 3 – Demolition of the Main Building and construction 
of a new Community center, with and without retaining the Main 
Building’s front façade

No project scopes or schematic designs have been developed for the 
three project scenarios. Instead, the City has several reports prepared 
by other consultants in recent years to evaluate existing site condi-
tions and deficiencies, and recommend improvements to the Com-
munity Center property. The reports provided enough information for 
Scenario 1 to understand where potential impacts may occur; more 
detail project plans would be needed to conduct a project-level review 
for an HRE Part 2. Page & Turnbull summarized relevant information 
from the previous seismic, fire and life safety, and disabled access 
reports, identified how they potentially impact character-defining fea-
tures, and listed preservation considerations for when a full project is 
developed. The goal is to help craft a project that would have less than 
significant impacts under CEQA. 

For Scenario 2, information provided by the City was not enough to 
understand where potential impacts may occur. Rather, Page & Turn-
bull outlined how best to develop a comprehensive rehabilitation of 
the Main Building for continued use as a community center. We high-
light best practices and approaches to guide future development of a 
preservation-sensitive rehabilitation project. 

In terms of demolition, we considered full demolition and outlined 
three options for demolition that retain a portion of the front façade. 
All of the demolition options would result in an unavoidable adverse 
impact under CEQA. We discuss mitigation measures common for 
demolitions and offer estimate cost ranges, but none of the mitigation 
measures would reduce the loss of the Main Building to less than 
significant levels. 

Figure 1.  Main Building north facade at main entrance, looking south. 

METHODOLOGY

To develop the Potential Impact Study, Page & Turnbull reviewed the 
following reports provided to us by the City. 

□□ "Facilities Reserve Study," EMG, September 2010
□□ "AHERA Asbestos Survey," Kaselaan and D'Angelo Associates, 

Inc., October 1990
□□ "ASCE 31-03, Tier 1 Evaluation Report," Crosby Group, April 2013
□□ "Building A - Probably Cost for Priority 1 and 2  + ADA Issues, 

 Crosby Group, February 2013
□□ "Fire & Life Safety Assessment," Crosby Group, April 2013
□□ "Accessibility Assessment," Crosby Group, April 2013
□□ "Spatial Layout from Goleta Civic Center Feasibility Study," RNT 

Architects Inc., February 9, 2015
□□ "Feasibility Study Statement of Probable Cost," Cumming, March 

2015
□□ "Construction Cost Evaluation, Conceptual Cost Model,"  Jones & 

Jones, April 2015
□□ "Sewer Assessment," C-Below Subsurface Company, October 

2016
□□ "Hazardous Materials Survey Report," Partner Engineering, 

November 2016
□□ "Property Condition Report," Partner Engineering, December 2016

Page & Turnbull staff conducted two site visits to the Goleta Com-
munity Center in August 2016 to observe and document the existing 
conditions of the building and site. All photographs in this document 
are by Page & Turnbull from August 2016 unless otherwise noted. 

Our review focuses on historic preservation issues only, applying the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards Treatment for Historic Properties 
(SOI Standards) and its Guidelines (SOI Guidelines) to highlight items 
that should be considered when working with a historic property. 

Page & Turnbull did not conduct a code analysis for any of the project 
scenarios, but we noted areas where the California Historic Building 
Code may apply.

The City has stated that the current program at Main Building would 
not change under Scenario 1 or Scenario 2. Therefore Page & Turn-
bull’s discussion assumes continued use as a community center. 
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Figure 2.   Above: Aerial View of the Goleta Community Center Site, which is the unshaded area within the solid outline. Source: Google Maps, 2016, edited by Page & Turnbull. 
Figure 3.  Right: Site Plan of the Goleta Community Center. Source: RNT Architects, adapted by Page & Turnbull.

Note: The above figures are oriented with North up. The Main Building floor plans in the study are oriented with North down to better relate to the building's circulation. 
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HRE PART 1 SUMMARY

Page & Turnbull evaluated the three permanent buildings in the HRE 
Part 1 (Figure 3):

□□ Main Goleta Community Center Building (Main Building or Building 
A), the 1927 reinforced concrete building originally constructed as 
the Goleta Union School;

□□ Head Start Building (Building B), constructed in 1949-50 as ad-
ditional classrooms in the Modern “finger” plan type typical of 
postwar California schools; and

□□ Rainbow School Building (Building C), constructed in 1959 also as 
additional classrooms and in a later mid-century finger plan.

Also on the site but not evaluated are the Boys and Girls Club (Build-
ing D) at the property’s southwest corner; a modular portable building 
(Building C1) near Building C that is used as part of the Rainbow 
School; and the Goleta Union School District’s maintenance facility 
and bus yard that shares the legal parcel with the Goleta Community 
Center.

Of the three buildings evaluated, the HRE Part 1 found only the Main 
Building to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places (National Register) and the California Register of Historical 
Resources (California Register) for its role in the consolidation of Go-
leta’s education system and the growth of the town center as the area 
matured in the early 20th century (Criterion A/1). The building is the 
work of a notable local architect and engineer, Louis N. Crawford and 
originally a good example of Mediterranean Revival architecture, but 
alterations to the building have removed key features that have im-
pacted its ability to meet Criterion C/3 for its architecture. Nonethe-
less, the Main Building has sufficient integrity under Criterion A/1 to be 
eligible for the National Register and California Register. Its Period of 
Significance is from its original completion date in 1927 to 1958, when 
additional schools opened and it was no longer the union school. 

Although the postwar classroom buildings on the property (Buildings 
B and C) are competently designed by Soule and Murphy and their 
successor firm Howell, Arendt, Mosher and Grant, respectively, they 
do not appear to be individually eligible for the National Register or 
California Register under any criteria. In addition, there does not ap-
pear to be a historic district at the site, as only Buildings A and B fall 
within the period of significance for the Goleta Union School.

Overall, only the 1927 original Goleta Union School building (Main 
Building) appears to be eligible for listing in the National Register and 
California Register and as such, is considered a historic resource for 
the purpose of CEQA. 

PROJECT TEAM

CITY OF GOLETA

Neighborhood Services and Public Safety
130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117
805.961.7500
Contact: Claudia Dato

PAGE & TURNBULL

417 S. Hill Street, Suite 211
Los Angeles, CA 90013
213.221.1200
Contact: Flora Chou

PROJECT SITE

Goleta Community Center
5679 Hollister Avenue
Goleta, CA 93117
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HISTORIC INFORMATION

BRIEF HISTORY1

The 1927 Main Building was originally constructed for the Gole-
ta Union School to replace three existing schools with one modern, 
centrally located school building. The original school buildings for the 
areas called Goleta (1869), La Patera (1877), and Cathedral Oaks 
(1876) were typically wood-framed, small-scale schoolhouses that 
served the children of farming families in different parts of Goleta Val-
ley. The distances in the mostly rural region made it impractical for a 
centralized school in either Goleta or La Patera, the two town centers 
that developed in 1869. A bus system established in 1924 provided a 
reliable and fast way to get to and from school. With students com-
muting regularly to the consolidated school, the area around the town 
centers became more prominent and helped to concentrate growth 
toward La Patera as the two towns eventually merged.

The relatively small populations of the three districts placed a high 
importance on education and had desires for their children beyond 
farm work. They ambitiously agreed to combine and tax themselves 
to build a modern, concrete, fire- and earthquake-safe school. Santa 
Maria-based architect Louis N. Crawford was selected to design the 

1  Summarized from Page & Turnbull, “Goleta Community Center Historic  
Resource Evaluation Part 1,” December 16, 2016.

new building. This was among one of Crawford’s earliest schools; he 
also designed schools in Santa Maria, Arroyo Grande, Cambria, Mor-
ro Bay, and other Central California communities. 

Construction on the Mediterranean Revival-style Goleta Union School 
started in late 1926 and was completed by June 1927. The reinforced 
concrete building had red clay tile roofs and a prominent front portico. 
(Figure 4) On the inside, it had eight classrooms, a central auditorium, 
and two open-air patios. The school started with about a hundred stu-
dents in the first through eighth grades. Around 1946, the west patio 
was enclosed with a roof to create a lunch room for the expanding 
student population, which had increased to 250 students and included 
a kindergarten class. 

The school continued to grow and added a classroom building behind 
the Goleta Union School building in 1949-1950 designed by the Santa 
Barbara firm Soule and Murphy. Another modern classroom building 
was added in 1959 on the site, but by that time, new neighborhood 
schools were opening to relieve the overcrowding at Goleta Union. 

The site continued to be an elementary school until it closed at the end 
of the school year in 1975. School enrollment had started to decline 
in the 1970s, and the 1927 building needed to undergo a costly struc-

tural upgrade in order to meet the state’s earthquake standards under 
the Field Act. After it closed, the County of Santa Barbara agreed to 
convert the building into the Goleta Valley Community Center. The 
building underwent a renovation that included removing the red clay 
tile roof and adding the disable access ramp to the front. Volunteers 
helped to clean, paint, and do other improvements. The community 
center opened in 1978 and continues to occupy the building.

HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE

The HRE Part 1 determined that the Main Building at the Goleta Com-
munity Center meets Criterion A/1 (Events) for individual listing in the 
National Register and California Register as Goleta’s first consolidat-
ed school that helped to further develop its town center. 

The Main Building may have been eligible for the National Register and 
the California Register under Criterion C/3 (Architecture) as the work 
of architect Louis N. Crawford and as an example of Mediterranean 
Revival architecture as applied to an institutional building. However, 
alterations to the building have removed key features of the original 
design, such as the red-tile roof, one of two open patios, and original 
wood windows at the east and west facades, so that the building no 
longer has design integrity to be eligible for the National Register or 
California Register under Criterion C/3. The building could potentially 
regain its eligibility under this criterion if its missing or altered features, 
particularly the red-tile roof, was restored per the Secretary of Interi-
or’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 

Restoration of the missing features is not required, as the building 
has sufficient integrity to convey its significance as the Goleta Union 
School under Criterion A/1.

The essential physical features that enable the building to convey its 
historic integrity and should be preserved include: 

□□ Character-defining features, which are those elements or ar-
chitectural components that establish the visual character of the 
property.

□□ Significant spaces, which are rooms or spaces that are important 
to a property because of their size, height, proportion, configura-
tion, and function. 

These are outlined below and in the significance diagram. Figure 4.  Early undated photograph of Goleta Union School. Source: Goleta Historical Society, school files. 
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SIGNIFICANCE DIAGRAM

Significance diagrams are floor plans that catego-
rizes spaces based on their historic significance 
and are identified to retain historic character-defin-
ing features. 

Primary Significance: Areas with the greatest 
and most intact historic features and details that 
characterize the property. The materials are often 
of a high quality and little-to-no alterations have 
occurred. Maintenance and preservation of these 
areas should be the highest priority.

Secondary Significance: Areas that contribute 
to the overall historic character of the property, but 
where some alterations have taken place. Gener-
ally, volumes and space layouts are maintained. 
Remaining historic materials and characteristics 
should be preserved and restored where possible, 
and new construction should be compatible with 
the historic.  

Not Significant: Areas that are non-significant in 
relationship to the rest of the building or have been 
heavily altered to the point where little-to-no histor-
ic materials or features remain. Alterations to these 
areas may be undertaken as long as changes do 
not affect adjoining primary and secondary spaces.

PRIMARY SIGNIFICANCE

LEGEND

SECONDARY SIGNIFICANCE

NOT SIGNIFICANT

20’0’ 40’5’ 10’

Figure 5.  Adapted from Current Floor Plan, Main Building, 2016, RNT Architects.

Crescent DriveN
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CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES AND  
SIGNIFICANT SPACES

The character-defining features and significant spaces of the identi-
fied Main Building include the following:

EXTERIOR:

□□ One-story massing with taller central massing
□□ Exterior bilateral symmetry
□□ H-plan layout with three linear wings and east patio
□□ Front gable at central massing
□□ East and west wings with hipped, cross-gabled, and flat roofs
□□ Overhanging eaves and exposed rafters
□□ Reinforced concrete walls with cement plaster finish 

▪▪ Water table and extended sill lines
▪▪ Decorative arched pattern in cement plaster

□□ Proportioning and rhythm of fenestration patterns
▪▪ Wood windows and frames, including in the east and (original-

ly) west patios
□□ Central monumental portico with: 

▪▪ Columns 
▪▪ Entry bays with multi-light doors and transoms
▪▪ Stepped approach

□□ Two-sided bell tower 
□□ Exterior corridor with arched openings at east patio

INTERIOR:

□□ General organization of classroom spaces in east and west wings 
and auditorium in the central wing

□□ Corridors connecting along the south, east and west 
▪▪ Plastered walls with chair rail 
▪▪ Decorative plaster brackets and archways
▪▪ Multi-light doors and transoms leading to east exterior and 

west (originally exterior) corridors 
▪▪ Arched openings along the west corridor (originally exterior) 

□□ Decorative beams at entry
□□ Decorative concrete door surround in the enclosed dining room 

(originally west patio) 
□□ Wood paneled doors with and without transoms throughout 
□□ Wood floors, where extant 
□□ Auditorium features

▪▪ Exposed ceiling and trusses
▪▪ Arched west corridor 
▪▪ Stage surround
▪▪ Concrete balcony
▪▪ Wood floor 

SITE/LANDSCAPE:

□□ Centered location set back from Hollister Avenue.
□□ Semi-circular driveway 
□□ Landscaped area inscribed by semi-circular driveway at street 

front
□□ Tall flag pole in the landscaped area
□□ Open space flanking the east and west sides of the building

Figure 6.  West façade in east patio, looking west at Auditorium.

Figure 7.  East patio, looking east at arched corridor.
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Figure 8.  North Elevation, Original Drawing, 1927.

Figure 9.  South Elevation, Original Drawing, 1927.
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LEGEND ON NEXT PAGE

West Wing

Note: A one-story addition was added at an 
unknown date. 
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Figure 10.  East Elevation, Original Drawing, 1927. The east and west elevations are similar in composition.
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Note: Replacement windows are different 
configuration, though in the same location.

Figure 11.  Auditorium, looking south. Note exposed ceiling and trusses and deco-
rative stage surround. 

Figure 12.  Entry corridor in front of Auditorium, looking southwest. Note the decora-
tive beams. 

Figure 13.  Decorative concrete door surround in Dining Room. 
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RELEVANT CODES AND STANDARDS

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is state legislation 
(Pub. Res. Code §21000 et seq.), which provides for the development 
and maintenance of a high quality environment for the present-day 
and future through the identification of significant environmental ef-
fects. CEQA applies to “projects” proposed to be undertaken or requir-
ing approval from state or local government agencies. In accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15378, a “Project” is defined as “…
the whole of an action, which has the potential for resulting in either a 
direct change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect 
physical change in the environment” and which involves an activity 
directly undertaken by a public agency, an activity that requires public 
agency assistance or entitlement, or an activity that requires discre-
tionary approval by a public agency. Historic resources are consid-
ered to be part of the environment. In general, the lead agency must 
complete the environmental review process as required by CEQA. 

A building may qualify as a historic resource if it falls within at least 
one of four categories listed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a), 
which are defined as:

1.	 Listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical 
Resources Commission, for listing in the California Register. 

2.	 Included in a local register of historical resources, or identified as 
significant in an historical resource survey meeting the require-
ments of section 5024.1 (g) of the Public Resources Code.

3.	 Meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical 
Resources (Pub. Res. Code SS5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 
4852).

4.	 Determined by the lead agency to be a historic resource, even 
if it is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the 
California Register, not included in a local register of historical re-
sources, or identified in an historical resources survey. 

Properties listed or formally determined eligible for listing in the Na-
tional Register of Historic Place (National Register) are listed auto-
matically in the California Register.   As such, they are considered 
historic resources under CEQA.  As such, they are considered historic 
resources under CEQA. 

THRESHOLD FOR SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

CEQA stipulates that a project with an effect that may cause a sub-
stantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
may have a significant effect on the environment. Substantial adverse 
change is defined as: “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or 
alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 
significance of an historic resource would be materially impaired.” The 
significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when a proj-
ect “demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those phys-
ical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical 
significance” and that justify or account for its inclusion in, or eligibility 
for inclusion in, the California Register.  

Thus, a project may cause a substantial change in a historic resource 
but still not have a significant adverse effect on the environment as 
defined by CEQA as long as the impact of the change on the historic 
resource is determined to be less-than-significant, negligible, neutral 
or even beneficial. Projects that comply with the Secretary of the Interi-
or’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines 
for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Histor-
ic Buildings (the SOI Standards and SOI Guidelines) benefit from a 
regulatory presumption that they would have a less-than-significant 
adverse impact on a historic resource.  

A project would have a significant impact on historic resources if it 
would result in a substantial adverse change in the significant of a 
historic resource. A substantial adverse change in significance occurs 
if the project involves:

□□ Demolition of a significant resource;
□□ Relocation that does not maintain the integrity and significance of 

a significant resource;
□□ Conversion, rehabilitation, or alteration of a significant resource 

which does not conform to the SOI Standards and SOI Guidelines; 
or

□□ Construction that reduces the integrity or significance of important 
resources on the site or in the vicinity.

RELEVANCE TO CURRENT STUDY

The historic preservation considerations in this report reflect best 
practices, but also takes into account CEQA’s threshold for significant 
impacts. Under CEQA, projects that comply with the SOI Standards 
are presumed to have a less than significant adverse impact to histor-
ic resources.

Alternatively, if SOI Standards-compliance cannot be established, 
projects that retain the historic resource’s eligibility for at least the 
California Register may also avoid significant adverse impacts to his-
toric resources. This evaluation is done on a case-by-case basis and 
depends on the historic resource, and how much a proposed project 
will impact its historic character. 

As none of the scenarios provide sufficient detail to perform a proj-
ect-level CEQA review, this study does not evaluate proposed proj-
ects for significant impacts to historic resources under CEQA. How-
ever, it provides: 

□□ Guidance in Scenario 1 to develop a SOI Standards-compliant 
voluntary upgrade project.

□□ Approaches in Scenario 2 to design a full rehabilitation project that 
will be SOI Standards-compliant or at least retain the building’s 
eligibility for the California Register.

□□ Preliminary evaluation in Scenario 3 of demolition options, and 
possible mitigation measures under CEQA. 
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SECRETARY OF INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR THE 
TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Histor-
ic Properties are “a series of concepts about maintaining, repairing, 
and replacing historic materials, as well as designing new additions 
or making alterations,” that promote best practices to help protect his-
toric and cultural resources.1 They provide a framework for making 
decisions about work or changes to a historic property. In addition, 
the SOI Standards are the benchmark by which Federal agencies and 
many local government bodies evaluate rehabilitative work on historic 
properties. The Standards offer four approaches to the treatment of 
historic properties: Preservation, Rehabilitation, Restoration, and Re-
construction. 

The appropriate treatment to use will depend on the project or project 
component. For example, if restoration is proposed for a lost element, 
the Restoration Standard may be used for that component. Typically, 
the Rehabilitation Standards is the most widely used and offer the 
greatest flexibility; it is the SOI Standard referenced in this study. 

Rehabilitation is defined as the act or process of making possible a 
compatible use for a property through repair, alterations, and addi-
tions while preserving those portions or features, which convey its 
historical, cultural, or architectural values.2   

1  “The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards” and “The Treatment of Historic 
Properties,” National Park Service Technical Preservation Services, U.S. De-
partment of the Interior, accessed January 29, 2017, https://www.nps.gov/tps/
standards.htm.

2  “Rehabilitation as a Treatment,” National Park Service Technical Preservation 
Services, U.S. Department of the Interior, accessed January 29, 2017, https://
www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/treatment-rehabilitation.htm.

THE STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION3

1.	 A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new 
use that requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the 
building and its site and environment.

2.	 The historic character of a property shall be retained and pre-
served. The removal of historic materials or alteration of features 
and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

3.	 Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, 
place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical devel-
opment, such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements 
from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.

4.	 Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired 
historic significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved.

5.	 Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or 
examples of craftsmanship that characterize a property shall be 
preserved.

6.	 Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than 
replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires replace-
ment of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old 
in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where 
possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be 
substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.

7.	 Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that 
cause damage to historic materials shall not be used. The sur-
face cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken 
using the gentlest means possible.

8.	 Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be 
protected and preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, miti-
gation measures shall be undertaken.

9.	 New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction 
shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the proper-
ty. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall 
be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural 
features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its 
environment.

10.	New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be un-
dertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential 
form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would 
be unimpaired.

3 	   “Standards for Rehabilitation,” National Park Service Technical Preservation 
Services, U.S. Department of the Interior, accessed January 29, 2017, https://
www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/treatment-rehabilitation.htm.

RELEVANCE TO CURRENT STUDY

Of the 10 Standards for Rehabilitation, Standards 2, 5, 6, 7, and 9 are 
most applicable to the scenarios in this report (bolded). 

In Scenario 1, Standards 2, 5, and 6 are most relevant to maintain the 
Main Building’s historic character and distinctive features and spaces 
when planning voluntary upgrades. Under Standard 2, the upgrades 
should avoid changing the building’s historic character by limiting the 
visibility of the upgrades and changes. Under Standard 5, the charac-
ter-defining features should be retained, and new interventions should 
be additive. The general approach should follow Standard 6 to repair 
or modify where possible before moving to replacement. If historic 
features are replaced, they should be replaced in kind to match the 
feature. 

The SOI Standards do not apply to demolition in Scenario 3.
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GUIDELINES FOR TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

The SOI Standards are supplemented by the Guidelines for Treatment 
of Historic Properties (SOI Guidelines) that offer general design and 
technical recommendations in applying the SOI Standards to a spe-
cific property.  There are Guidelines for each of the four SOI Standard 
treatments that outline a general hierarchical process for the treat-
ment of historic materials and features. For the Rehabilitation Guide-
lines, the hierarchy of treatment pertaining to historic buildings is:  

□□ Priority 1:  Identify, retain, and preserve historic materials and fea-
tures that are important in defining the buildings historic character.

□□ Priority 2:  Protect and maintain historic materials and features 
that are important and must be retained in the process of a 
Rehabilitation Project.

□□ Priority 3:  Repair historic materials and features when warranted 
due to physical deterioration.

□□ Priority 4:  When the level of deterioration or damage of materials 
precludes repair, re-place an entire character-defining feature in 
kind. If using the same kind of material is not technically or eco-
nomically feasible when replacing features deteriorated beyond 
repair, then a compatible substitute material may be considered.

The Rehabilitation Guidelines also offer specific recommended (and 
not recommended) approaches to exterior and interior elements of a 
building, such as storefronts, porches, windows, structural systems, 
significant spaces, and finishes, as well as certain common mate-ri-
als. Guidelines are also offered for mechanical systems, site work, 
and energy efficiency.

CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL BUILDING CODE

Repairs, alterations, and additions need to conform with applicable 
state and municipal codes and standards required by law. All work to 
the building must comply with the California Building Code (CBC) and 
other applicable State codes adopted by the Authority Having Juris-
diction (AHJ). 

Since the Main Building has been determined eligible for the Nation-
al Register and California Register, it qualifies to take advantage of 
the California Historical Building Code (CHBC), Title 24, Part 8 of the 
California Code of Regulations. The CHBC is intended for use by AHJ 
when reviewing code compliance for a qualified historic building to 
ensure its preservation. As stated in the CHBC Section 8-101.2:

The CHBC is intended to provide solutions for the preservation of 
qualified historical buildings or properties, to promote sustainability, to 
provide access for persons with disabilities, to provide a cost-effective 
approach to preservation, and to provide for reasonable safety of the 
occupants or users. The CHBC requires enforcing agencies to accept 
solutions that are reasonably equivalent to the regular code (as de-
fined in Chapter 8-2) when dealing with qualified historical buildings 
or properties. 

Rather than strict compliance with current codes, the CHBC requires 
the AHJ to accept alternative provisions that provide a reasonable 
level of safety to occupants. The CHBC includes the following code 
topics that are typically triggered during the repair and alteration of a 
historic building:

□□ Use and Occupancy (Chapter 8-3)
□□ Fire Protection (Chapter 8-4)
□□ Means of Egress (Chapter 8-5)
□□ Accessibility (Chapter 8-6)
□□ Structural Regulations (Chapter 8-7)
□□ Archaic Materials and Methods of Construction (Chapter 8-8)
□□ Mechanical, Plumbing and Electrical (Chapter 8-9)
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SCENARIO 1: VOLUNTARY UPGRADES
Scenario 1 seeks to address only the recommended seismic; fire and 
life safety; and disabled access deficiencies identified in previous re-
ports. Goleta staff indicated that the building program and use as a 
community center would not change under Scenario 1. As such, there 
are no requirements to correct the identified deficiencies; if the exist-
ing use is maintained, the current conditions can continue. 

Generally, the deficiencies outlined in the previous reports are rela-
tively minor and the Main Building does not appear to have unsafe or 
hazardous conditions that need immediate correction. However, the 
City may choose voluntarily to address certain issues as a matter of 
best practice or to reduce known risks. 

Often upgrades for seismic; fire and life safety; and disabled access 
can be accomplished without significantly impacting a historic build-
ing. The key is to design and construct the project in compliance with 
the SOI Standards and follow the approach hierarchy outlined in the 
SOI Guidelines. With that in mind, Page & Turnbull’s recommenda-
tions for Scenario 1 seek to guide the City in developing a SOI Stan-
dards-compliant project. 

SEISMIC ASSESSMENT

Page & Turnbull reviewed two previous reports to understand seismic 
deficiencies and recommended retrofit strategies:

□□ "ASCE 31-03, Tier 1 Evaluation Report," Crosby Group, April 2013
□□ "Property Condition Report," Partner Engineering, December 2016

In April 2013, Crosby Group completed an ASCE 31-03 Tier 1 Seis-
mic Evaluation. The Crosby Group report identified components that 
currently do not comply with ASCE 31-03 and categorized the defi-
ciencies by priority (Figure 14). Priority 1 items are considered to be 
of greatest risk to life-safety and are limited to deficiencies in the Audi-
torium, including inadequate truss-to-wall connections; non-compliant 
roof diaphragms; and inadequate connection of roof diaphragms to 
walls. Priority 2 items include strengthening roof diaphragms at the 
remainder of the building and improving the connection between dia-
phragms and walls throughout the Main Building; these items are ad-

dressed as part of a full rehabilitation as described in Scenario 2. The 
Crosby Group report provided conceptual-level retrofit details. 

In October 2016, Partner Engineering and Science completed a visual 
screening of the Main Building based on ASCE 41-13, an updated 
version of ASCE 31-03. Partner Engineering’s assessment noted the 
same seismic deficiencies at the Auditorium. It also identified con-
cerns at the barrel-vault framing over the Dining Room (called As-
sembly Room in the Partner Engineering report). The barrel-vault roof 
enclosed an originally open-air patio, similar to the existing East Pa-
tio, and was constructed on a wood cripple wall placed on top of the 
Main Building’s original exterior concrete walls. Based on Partner En-
gineering’s field investigations, it appears that the wood cripple walls 
need to be attached to the concrete walls; the wood cripple walls re-
quire plywood sheathing; and the barrel-vault roof diaphragm requires 
strengthening. As a note, the Partner Engineering report identified a 
crack in the basement foundation wall that is an immediate repair item. 

GENERAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONSIDERATIONS

□□ The previous reports use industry-standard seismic screening 
and evaluation tools to identify potential seismic deficiencies. Both 
reports note that seismic retrofits proposed in undated plans by 
Arendt, Mosher, Grant, Pedersen and Phillips Architects have not 
been completed. 

□□ The recommended seismic strengthening proposed generally 
supplement the existing connections. This is an appropriate ap-
proach that minimizes loss of historic fabric. 

□□ Asphalt shingle roof cladding replaced the original clay tile roof 
and is not considered a character-defining feature, though the 
overall gable roof shape is character-defining.

□□ The barrel vault roof and its cripple walls are not original to the 
building. They may have been constructed circa 1946, when the 
HRE Part 1 identified a roof to enclose the original patio. It is not 
considered a character-defining feature, so further discussion of 
the barrel-vault and cripple walls have been excluded from our 
analysis. If the City chooses to retain and repair the barrel-vault 
roof, the repairs should seek to minimize impacts to the Main 
Building’s concrete walls.

□□ The basement foundation wall is not readily visible and is not con-
sidered a character-defining feature. Its repair would not have an 
impact on the historic status of the building. 

Below are more detailed discussion of the three upgrade components 
to address Crosby Group’s Priority 1 deficiencies. 

STRENGTHEN EXISTING ROOF DIAPHRAGM

A compliant roof diaphragm is a key seismic strengthening provision 
as it helps prevent the exterior walls from falling outward during a seis-
mic event. Retrofit typically includes adding plywood sheathing over 
existing roof sheathing and strengthening the connection between the 
roof and the walls. 

Potential Impacts to Historic Features
The Auditorium’s interior ceiling is exposed 2 inch x 6 inch tongue and 
groove sheathing and trusses that are character-defining and should 
remain visible and unaltered (Figure 15). On the exterior, the Audito-
rium’s gable roof has overhanging eaves and exposed wood rafters 
at the east and west  sides; the east side is visible in the East Patio.

Preservation Considerations
□□ The new plywood should be added from the top or roof side to 

keep the Auditorium’s exposed ceiling visible. The plywood pro-
posed is typically 1/2 inch thick and should not impact the visual 
quality of the gable roof form, exterior eaves or exposed wood 
rafters. 

□□ Nailing of new plywood sheathing from the top should consider the 
spacing of existing structural members and engage the existing 2 
inch x 6 inch rafters below.

□□ Coordinate the roof diaphragm with roof edge details, like drip 
edges and gutters, to minimize the thickness of the roof edge.     
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Figure 14.  Seismic Assessment for Building A, Adapted from Crosby Group, ASCE 31-03 Tier 1 Evaluation Report, Goleta Valley Community Center, report (2013).
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STRENGTHEN CONNECTION OF ROOF TO NORTH AND 
SOUTH EXTERIOR WALLS

Proposed strengthening of connections are supplemental to exist-
ing roof-to-wall connections. Connection of the roof diaphragm to the 
north and south walls will require work at the Auditorium’s exterior 
concrete walls and at the exposed interior framing, including roof pur-
lins and rafters. The Crosby Report shows threaded rods attached to 
new steel strap anchors at both sides of the 4 inch x 10 inch purlins at 
the interior. The strap anchors will extend about 2 feet from the wall. 
At the exterior north and south walls, small holes will be drilled into the 
concrete walls where the threaded rods are tied to a new steel plate 
mounted flush with the exterior concrete wall. The steel plates are 
approximately 3 inch x 8 inch x 3/8 inch thick.

In addition to the new steel straps connected to the 4 inch x 10 inch 
purlins, additional wood blocking and connectors are proposed for the 
two bays immediate adjacent to the north and south walls at the interi-
or. New 2x blocking would be placed between the rafters and clipped 
to the top of the 4x purlin with small metal connectors. A 2x is also 
proposed to run perpendicular to the purlins at the interior face of the 
concrete wall. This 2x will be anchored to the concrete wall and will act 
as additionally nailing for the new plywood roof diaphragm. 

Potential Impacts to Historic Features
As proposed, the strength connections will be minimally visible at both 
the interior and exterior of the Auditorium. At the interior, the strap 
anchors will not be visible from inside the Auditorium. The additional 
wood blocking and connectors will not have a visual impact on the 
interior of the Auditorium.

At the exterior, the steel plates may be slightly visible. It appears 
their proposed locations are below the false rafter tails at the roofline. 
Based on the details provided, the steel plates are small enough, lim-
ited in number, and placed such that they will be minimally visible.

Preservation Considerations
□□ The wood blocking and metal connectors should be finished 

(painted) to match adjacent surfaces.
□□ When drilling into or through the exterior concrete walls, size the 

hole no larger than needed to make the repair. Patch and finish 
holes to match adjacent construction so that the repairs are mini-
mally visible.

□□ Steel plates at the exterior should be painted or stuccoed to match 
the surrounding exterior wall. 

STRENGTHEN CONNECTIONS OF ROOF FRAMING TO EAST 
AND WEST EXTERIOR WALLS

Crosby Group’s schematic level plans indicate supplemental attach-
ment of the wood trusses to the top of the east and west concrete 
walls. The wood trusses are located at 12 to 16 feet on-center. New 
3/8 inch steel plates, anchored through the top of the sill plate into the 
top of the concrete wall, will provide lateral support to the trusses. The 
plate will be welded to the side of the existing steel connectors at the 
base of the truss. 

Strengthening is also required for the framing located between truss-
es. Framing consists of 2 inch x 6 inch rafters attached to existing 4x 
beams located between trusses. The 4x beams are placed on 2x top 
plates that sit on top of the exterior concrete walls. Existing connec-
tions between these members are not adequate to transfer the loads 
of the roof diaphragm into the walls. 

Potential Impacts to Historic Features
The additional connectors proposed for connecting the wood trusses 
to the east and west walls are supplemental and will be hidden from 
view on the interior.

For strengthening of the framing between the trusses, supplemental 
connectors between the rafters and 4x beam and the 4x beam and sill 
plate are small and will not have a visual impact on the character-de-
fining features of the Auditorium. The improved anchorage of the top 
plate to the concrete walls may require removal, salvage and re-in-
stallation of the 4x wood beam in order to gain access to the top plate.    

Preservation Considerations
□□ While removing, salvaging, and reinstalling portions of the 4x 

wood beam would not be considered a significant impact on Main 
Building, alternative concepts for strengthening the sill plate to the 
top of the concrete wall should be explored.

□□ The metal connectors should be finished (painted) to match adja-
cent surfaces

Figure 15.  Auditorium, annotated with key framing elements.
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FIRE & LIFE SAFETY ASSESSMENT

Page & Turnbull reviewed two previous reports to understand fire and 
life safety and recommended upgrades:

□□ "Fire & Life Safety Assessment," Crosby Group, April 2013
□□ "Property Condition Report," Partner Engineering, December 2016	

The Crosby Group report used the California Building Code (CBC) 
current in 2013 to evaluate the Main Building; the Fire Code was not 
used. They assigned occupancy classifications to the building based 
on its use at the time of evaluation. The report determined that the 
building’s 8 to 10 inch concrete walls exceed the required 5 inches 
for a 2-hour fire rating, and no upgrades were needed. Likewise, the 
building’s current exiting – number of exits, locations, widths, and pan-
ic hardware—satisfied CBC requirements and no recommendations 
were included. The report noted that the original wood doors, door 
frames, and windows were not labeled with a fire rating and it is not 
known if they meet the required 1-1/2-hour fire rating for the occu-
pancy classifications. According to the Crosby Group, the doors and 
windows may need to be updated if additions or alterations are made 
to certain spaces. 

The Crosby Group report also noted the building lacked a fire alarm 
system and an automatic fire sprinkler system. 

The Partner Engineering report noted a fire alarm system, but is it not 
clear if the alarm system is in the Main Building; Page & Turnbull did 
not see a fire alarm in the Main Building during the August site visits.

GENERAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONSIDERATIONS

□□ Overall, it appears the Main Building has no fire and life-safety 
deficiencies for its current use. 

□□ Future changes to the building's use may trigger mandatory code 
requirements and upgrades depending on the use and the related 
occupancy classification. 

□□ The CBC has been updated since the Crosby Group report was 
conducted. An updated assessment may be useful. 

□□ The lack of fire rating on original wood doors, frames, and windows 
is not unusual for the time of their construction. They are likely 
solid wood and would retain some fire-resistive properties; they 
can be removed and tested for a fire rating if needed. However, 
Section 8-302.3 of the CHBC allows existing, character-defining 
doors to remain in place when the historic building is provided with 
an automatic fire sprinkler system. 

□□ The fire alarm system and automatic fire sprinkler system are 
not required if there is no change in use and no major alterations 
to the building. They can be installed as a practical first step or 
planned as part of a full building rehabilitation. See Scenario 2 for 
a discussion of installing a fire alarm system and automatic fire 
sprinkler system.

Figure 16.  Wood paneled doors and corridors are character-defining features that 
can be adapted with ADA-compliant hardware. 

ACCESSIBILITY ASSESSMENT

Page & Turnbull reviewed two previous reports to understand disabled 
access and recommended upgrades:

□□ "Accessibility Assessment," Crosby Group, April 2013
□□ "Property Condition Report," Partner Engineering, December 2016

The 2013 Crosby Group report assessed the Goleta Community 
Center for its compliance with Section 1134B of the 2010 California 
Building Code (2010 CBC), which is California’s interpretation of the 
federal Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) to promote a barrier-free 
environment in public facilities. The purpose of ADA is to ensure all 
individuals, including those with special needs, are able to access an 
equivalent amount of public spaces without physical, communication, 
or procedural barriers. Areas that are not considered public spaces, 
such as employee spaces and the balcony in the Auditorium currently 
used for storage, were not assessed. The report observed a limited 
number of deficiencies relating to the Main Building and related site 
features and provides recommended corrections (Figure 17).  

Partner Engineering performed a minimum ASTM Tier II ADA survey 
of the site with a limited visual survey and measurements at key lo-
cations. Its 2016 report included an updated checklist of accessibility 
items that notes the same items as the Crosby Group’s 2013 assess-
ment. It also observed the lack of handrails with proper extensions at 
sections of the main steps to the front entrance and the lack of cane 
protection for the drinking fountain as non-compliant.

Below are more detailed discussions of the proposed upgrades to cor-
rect disabled  access deficiencies identified in the Crosby Group and 
Partner Engineering reports as they relate to the Main Building and 
related site features. 

SITE

The Crosby Group proposed a compliant path-of-travel from the bus 
stop that includes restriping of parking spaces, tactile warning devic-
es, new asphalt for maximum cross slope, and a centered crosswalk 
across the circular drive. Curb cuts aligning with the centered cross-
walk are proposed. 
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Figure 17.  Accessibility Assessment for Building A, Adapted from Crosby Group, Accessibility Assessment, Goleta Valley Community Center & The 
United Boys & Girls Club of Goleta, report (2013).

20: PROVIDE NEW DOOR CLOSER

23: PROVIDE GUARDS AT DRINKING FOUNTAIN 

24: PROVIDE ADA-COMPLIANT COUNTER

25: PROVIDE NEW THRESHOLD

22: NEW DOOR FRAME AND REVERSE SWING

21: NEW DOOR LEVER HARDWARE

36: LOWER THERMOSTAT BOX

LEGEND

Potential Impacts to Historic Features
The circular driveway and landscaped area be-
tween the drive and Hollister Avenue are charac-
ter-defining features of the site. Recent additions 
to the site, such as the gazebo and paved patio, 
are not character-defining. 

Preservation Considerations 
Most of the site modifications would not impact 
character-defining features. However, the pro-
posed curb cut at the sidewalk in front of the main 
entrance may be visually obtrusive. 

□□ A disabled access ramp currently exists to 
the west of the main steps, and can remain in 
place. 

□□ Rather than provide a new centered curb cut 
for the cross walk at the circular drive, consider 
designing the compliant path of travel to use 
the existing curb cut to the west that is closer 
to the disabled access ramp into the building. 
This would require fewer changes to the site.

□□ Alternatively, consider mirroring the existing 
curb cut on the east side of the main entrance to 
maintain symmetry at the front of the building. 
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STAIRS TO MAIN ENTRANCE 

The Crosby Group report recommends contrasting striping at the edg-
es of the main stairs to the Main Building and suggested the City con-
sider replacing of the stair treads in their entirety, though no reason is 
given. The Partner Engineering report observed the lack of handrails 
with proper extensions and sections at steps.

Potential Impacts to Historic Features
The tiled steps at the main entrance are a character-defining feature 
and should be retained. Currently, the step treads are partially protect-
ed by a slip-resistant cover. It does not appear the metal handrails at 
the steps are original to the building. 

Preservation Considerations
□□ Contrast striping can be accomplished on the existing tread cov-

ers without impacting historic features. 
□□ Should the step covers be removed and contrast striping is need-

ed on the tiled steps, consider adhesive tape rather than striping 
that requires drilling into the tile. The tape should be tested to en-
sure there is no permanent staining or damage to the tiles.

□□ The tiled treads should not be replaced unless they cannot be re-
paired. Further assessment by a preservation professional should 
be conducted to determine the treads’ condition. 

□□ Avoid drilling into or otherwise impacting the tiled steps when ret-
rofitting or replacing the existing, non-historic handrails

EXTERIOR AND INTERIOR DOORS

The Crosby Group report observed deficiencies mainly at the origi-
nal wood doors. The weight of 14 mainly entrance/exit doors required 
more pressure to operate and closers were recommended to assist. 
At 17 locations of doors mostly along the corridors, the original knob 
hardware was identified as non-compliant and lever hardware rec-
ommended as replacements. The report also identified the door at 
the men’s restrooms to reverse the door swing and replace the door 
frame. It is unclear if clearance into the space is the driving factor for 
the proposed work at the men’s restroom door.

Potential Impacts to Historic Features 
Most of the Main Building’s doors are character-defining, including 

the multi-light doors found at entrances and the wood paneled doors 
along the corridors leading to classrooms, offices, and other spaces 
(Figure 16). Typically, original wood doors can be easily modified to 
accept new ADA compliant hardware like closers and levers without 
affecting their historic character. 

Preservation Considerations

□□ When installing new door hardware, carefully remove original 
hardware. Prepare door stiles, rails and frames to receive new 
ADA-compliant hardware. Where wood doors require patching, 
provide in-kind, “Dutchmen” repairs. New closers shall be placed 
to avoid impacts on door trim and door frames. 

□□ Durable, high-quality commercial grade hardware should be spec-
ified. The design and finish of new hardware should be compatible 
with existing hardware and finishes. 

□□ Reversing the door swing for the men’s restroom door can be 
done without affecting its historic character. If feasible, retain and 
modify the door frame to accept the new door swing. If not, replace 
the door frame in-kind, matching it in wood material, dimensions, 
profiles, and other details. 

RESTROOMS

The Crosby Group report recommends total redesign of public re-
strooms, with new toilets, urinals and sinks. It also noted that the cur-
rent number of stalls is inadequate per the 2010 CBC, but is not re-
quired to be corrected for an existing building.  

Potential Impacts to Historic Features
The restrooms appeared to have been remodeled previously and are 
considered spaces with little significance, except for the concrete walls 
and wood windows. A redesign would not impact historic features so 
long as it remains within the restroom space and does not affect the 
concrete walls and windows that are considered historic features. 

Preservation Considerations
□□ Maintain the concrete walls and wood windows when redesigning 

the restrooms. 
□□ If expanded restrooms are needed, they should be carefully inte-

grated with the historic fabric of the building. Bump-outs into the 
courtyard and corridors should be avoided. 

OTHER INTERIOR ELEMENTS

The Crosby Group report also identified single instances of the follow-
ing deficiencies: 

□□ Lack of cane guards at the drinking fountain in the corridor
□□ Too tall counter height in Room 7
□□ A non-compliant door threshold in Room 4 
□□ Location of thermostat too high in 1  

Potential Impacts to Historic Features
None of these elements are character-defining features, and correct-
ing the deficiencies should not impact the building’s historic character. 
Nonetheless,  the correction approach should be carefully considered 
as to not affect nearby historic material. 

Preservation Considerations
□□ New equipment and accessories, like the cane guards and ther-

mostat, should be placed in such a way that does not alter historic 
features such as the chair rail and door frames. 

□□ Affected wall finishes and floor should be patched, prepped, and 
painted to match nearby surfaces. Note, original, character-de-
fining wood flooring is in the corridors and may remain in the 
classrooms under the existing carpet. 

□□ The non-compliant door threshold appears to be in the dance 
room that has an added layer of floor finish. It is not known what 
the finish is below the current flooring. 

□□ Consider relocating the drinking fountain from the corridor as part 
of a full building rehabilitation. 
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SCENARIO 2: FULL REHABILITATION
For Scenario 2, Page & Turnbull outlines the improvements that would 
likely be part of a comprehensive rehabilitation of the Main Building 
and provides general guidance and strategies for either developing a 
SOI Standards-compliant rehabilitation or a rehabilitation project that 
retains the Main Building’s historic character. 

In addition to the seismic, life safety and accessibility items noted in 
Scenario 1, a typical comprehensive rehabilitation would likely include:

□□ Mitigation of hazardous materials, including asbestos containing 
materials (ACMs);

□□ Landscape and exterior improvements;  
□□ Remaining structural and seismic deficiencies as required by 

occupancy;
□□ Preservation and routine maintenance of interior and exterior 

character-defining features, including original wood windows and 
doors, decorative plaster, arched openings, and wood rafter tails;

□□ Rehabilitation of interior spaces, including public restrooms, kitch-
en and other improvements dictated by current and future user 
groups;

□□ Mechanical, Electrical, and Plumbing (MEP) systems; Complete 
fire detection, notification and suppression system, including fire 
sprinklers and alarms;

□□ Accessibility and path of travel items as required by the 
rehabilitation. 

□□ Improvements to address energy and water efficiency. 

Below, we highlight best practices and approaches for the above sys-
tems, as well as general considerations in designing a sensitive reha-
bilitation projects. Where available, SOI Guidelines for Rehabilitation 
are noted with u. We also discuss the possible restoration of lost his-
toric features that the City may wish to consider, such as the clay tile 
roof that was originally on the building. Restoration of missing features 
is not required as part of a rehabilitation, but can be considered then 
or at a later time. 
It is worth noting that a SOI Standards-compliant rehabilitation re-
quires the review of detailed plans and project information so that im-
pacts on the historic resource can be evaluated cumulatively. While 

the considerations for Scenario 2 are presented as separate building 
systems, it is necessary to think of a historic building as an integrated 
whole where each system and component contributes to the build-
ing’s historic character. Minor impacts to many different systems could 
have a detrimental impact on the historic character when taken as a 
whole. 

REHABILITATION DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS  

This section describes things to consider when beginning to plan for 
a rehabilitation of a historic building. These are process-oriented rec-
ommendations that help create a solid foundation for a rehabilitation 
project. The SOI Standards for Rehabilitation are the recommended 
framework and treatment because it provides the most flexibility when 
dealing with a historic building.

The first step to developing a SOI Standards-compliant rehabilitation 
project is understanding the historic resource. The significance dia-
grams and list of character-defining features included in this report are 
great tools for understanding the qualities of the building that make 
it historic. These tools identify the degree of change that can be ac-
commodated in different parts of a building while still maintaining its 
historic character. 

Likewise, information on the future building users and their needs is 
valuable. Gathering information from potential users may take the 
form of a formal architectural programming study facilitated by de-
sign professionals or may be completed in an ad-hoc manner led by 
members of the community. The key to any programming exercise is 
to think expansively about future uses so that all the possibilities are 
considered.  

Conceptual level planning may begin with a “fit” test to see if the his-
toric building can accommodate the proposed future uses while main-
taining its historic character. As expressed in SOI Standard for Reha-
bilitation #1:

A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a 
new use that requires minimal change to the defining characteris-
tics of the building and its site and environment.

Not all uses or intensity of uses are appropriate for a historic building. 
Forcing a program on a historic building will not only have an impact 
on historic character but also compromise the needs of the user. How-

ever, historic buildings are often flexible enough to accommodate new 
uses through creative solutions. 

Based on experience planning historic building rehabilitations, the fol-
lowing guidance is relevant to the Main Building:

□□ When planning for future building uses and needs, look for areas 
of the building that are currently underutilized like basements and 
closets.

□□ The Main Building features large open spaces and rooms that are 
easily adaptable to a variety of uses. Maintain existing flexibility 
when planning for potential future uses.

□□ Significant spaces and spatial relationships at the interior of the 
Main Building shall be maintained.

□□ The building was designed around two original courtyards. While 
the west courtyard has been covered with a roof, the east court-
yard is currently underutilized. 

□□ Consider completing a Historic Structure Report that can outline 
treatment recommendations for on-going maintenance, prioritize 
repair projects, and guide future planning and rehabilitation of the 
Main Building.  

u Interior Features -Spaces, Features and Finishes

https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/standguide/rehab/
rehab_spacefeatfinish.htm
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GENERAL REHABILITATION CONSIDERATIONS

□□ Rehabilitation work should avoid impacts on character-defining 
features, significant spaces and historic materials.

□□ Historic buildings often contain tertiary spaces like basements, 
attics, and closets that can be used to conceal mechanical, elec-
trical, and plumbing (MEP) ducts and equipment, fire sprinklers, 
and structural upgrades.  

□□ Minimize impact to historic materials by sensitive location and in-
stallation of penetrations for ducts, wiring, and plumbing chases, 
as well as wall and ceiling air devices. Patch damaged surfaces 
to match historic finishes, including texture and color of historic 
plaster. 

□□ Consider a campus-wide approach to systems, including a central 
plant that could serve the heating and cooling loads for the Main 
Building and the other existing buildings or new construction at 
the site.

□□ The preservation of exterior details and character-defining fea-
tures contributes to the historic feel and overall integrity of the 
Main Building. Exterior character-defining features, including orig-
inal wood windows and doors; exposed eaves and wood rafter 
tails; central portico with concrete columns; and concrete walls 
with plaster finish shall be preserved. Exterior character-defining 
features require, like original wood windows, should be repaired, 
in-kind, rather than replaced.

□□ Utilize the gentlest means possible when working with charac-
ter-defining features and materials. Actions including cleaning and 
removal of surface coatings and hazardous materials should in-
clude small mock-ups to determine a method that does no harm 
to historic fabric. 

RECOMMENDATIONS BY SYSTEMS
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Page & Turnbull reviewed a Hazardous Materials Survey Report pre-
pared by Partner Engineering and Science in November 2016. The 
purpose of the assessment is to identify potentially hazardous materi-
als that could be impacted by renovation or demolition activities. The 
survey was limited to accessible areas only; additional regulated ma-
terials may still be found at inaccessible areas. The survey includes 
both the Main Building and two additional classroom buildings. 

The report includes sampling and analysis of surfaces and materials 
suspected of having asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and lead-
based paint (LBP). The survey also includes visual inspection of addi-
tional regulated hazardous waste materials, including 

□□ Mercury light ballasts, fluorescent lights, mercury light switches, 
and thermostat bulbs,

□□ Radioactive sources such as tritium-containing signage,
□□ Polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-containing equipment, and
□□ Chlorofluorocarbons (CFC)-containing equipment. 

The location and extent of confirmed ACM, LBP, and other regulated 
hazardous waste materials at the Main Building are as follows:

Asbestos-containing material (ACM)
The report distinguishes between friable and non-friable ACMs. Fria-
ble ACMs are damaged and may contain loose asbestos fibers. Fria-
ble material is a greater concern for becoming airborne and impacting 
worker safety. 

Friable

Beige sheet vinyl flooring in the HVAC Closet - 650 SF 

Non-Friable

Beige 12x12 vinyl floor tile plus mastic in the Dining Room – 2,100 SF

Grey roof patch and penetration mastic at the north, south, and east 
roofs – 80 LF

Lead-based paint (LBP)
HUD Guidelines for the Evaluation and Control of Lead-Based Paint 
Hazards in Housing (2012) was used to define the LBP threshold as 
1.0 mg/cm2. Per this standard, 19 of the 132 readings taken for lead-
based paint at the Main Building registered as LBP. Surfaces with 
LBP include interior and exterior walls, windows, doors, and exterior 
overhangs.

Additional Regulated Hazardous Waste Materials
The report does not specify the building or location of additional regu-
lated hazardous waste materials. Based on Page & Turnbull’s under-
standing of the Main Building, it is assumed that the following addition-
al regulated hazardous waste materials are present:

□□ Fluorescent lights containing mercury,
□□ Fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs,
□□ Emergency Signs, containing radioactive sources, and
□□ Thermostats, containing mercury. 

Partner Engineering includes general guidelines for mitigating the 
presence of hazardous materials. Guidelines include managing ACMs 
“in-place” and respiratory protection and personal protective equip-
ment (PPE) for activities that may impact LBP. Partner’s recommen-
dations are consistent with historic preservation best practices and 
the hazardous materials rehabilitation considerations noted below. 
Additional consultation with a certified industrial hygienist during the 
design process is recommended to understand the full course of op-
tions available for mitigating regulated hazardous materials. 

Hazardous Materials Rehabilitation Considerations
□□ From a historic preservation perspective, the presence of ACMs 

and LBP does not prevent the Main Building from being rehabili-
tated. ACMs are not character-defining features and their removal 
would not impact the historic character of the Main Building. 

□□ If the City desires to abate ACMs, it can be completed prior to the 
building rehabilitation or as part of the rehabilitation project.

□□ If hazardous flooring materials like linoleum and vinyl tile are sta-
ble and their fibers not airborne, they may be encapsulated under 
new floor finishes. 

□□ The ACMs identified are easily accessible and removal should not 
be complicated or cost-prohibitive. 

□□  LBP that is stable is often best left encapsulated under later paint 
coatings. An approach to LBP is often associated with the use of a 
space as the concern with lead is from ingestion. 

□□ The additional regulated hazardous waste materials identified in 
the survey can be removed without impacting historic character. 
Walls and ceilings where items are removed shall be patched to 
match the adjacent surfaces, in color texture and material.
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LANDSCAPE AND EXTERIOR IMPROVEMENTS

The Main Building is in a designed landscape that fronts on Hollister 
Avenue. The semi-circular driveway, semi-circular landscaped area at 
the street front, and flagpole within the landscaped area are all consid-
ered character-defining features. The relationship between the Main 
Building and site should be maintained. 

Considerations related to a new disabled access path of travel to the 
main entrance are included with Scenario 1. Other considerations in-
clude:

□□ Existing landscape features that are considered character-defin-
ing should be preserved. 

□□ New construction should not be placed in the landscaped area at 
the front of the building, but rather directed to the sides and rear 
of the building.

Figure 18.  Main Building (left) set back from Hollister Avenue (right) behind semi-circular landscape area and driveway.

u  Site

https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/standguide/rehab/
rehab_site.htm

u  Setting

https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/standguide/rehab/
rehab_setting.htm

u  Special Requirements – New Additions

https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/standguide/rehab/
rehab_newadd.htm

STRUCTURAL AND SEISMIC

Structural and seismic strengthening items in addition to the items 
discussed under Scenario 1 are included with a full rehabilitation of 
the Main Building. A comprehensive structural evaluation and seismic 
analysis is recommended during the design phase once the use and 
reconfiguration of spaces has been considered. Additional structural 
items, besides those discussed below, may be triggered based on 
current code requirements and the future use.

Structural review should consider the provisions of the California His-
torical Building Code. The CHBC permits alternative solutions to the 
regular code when evaluating structural and seismic strengthening, 
including a reduction in seismic forces applied the building. The CHBC 
also includes provisions for the maintenance and repair of “archaic” 
materials. Archaic materials refer to historical methods and materials 
that do not meet current codes or are not codified. Some of these ma-
terials, including wood framing, wood plaster and lath, concrete and 
glazing are found in the Main Building. 

Scenario 2 items include the Priority 2 items identified by the Crosby 
Group in 2013 and items noted by Partner Engineering in 2016. 

□□ Remaining roof diaphragms throughout the building.
□□ Remaining wall-to-roof anchorage connections throughout the 

building. 
□□ Evaluate the reinforcing at existing concrete shear walls to de-

termine if additional strengthening is required. Crosby Group 
notes that these walls are overstressed during earthquake loads, 
but additional analysis using the CHBC and current codes is 
recommended.  

Structural and Seismic Rehabilitation Considerations
□□ Details included in the Crosby Group report indicate that the ret-

rofit repairs are supplemental to the existing connections and will 
have no impact on character-defining features. 

□□ It may be necessary to remove small areas of existing walls and 
ceiling to install the recommended connections. Wall and ceilings 
removed for the installation of the connections should be repaired 
with in-kind materials and finished to match adjacent construc-
tion. There should be no trace of removal after the repairs are 
completed. 
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□□ Strengthening of roof diagrams will involve the placement of new 
plywood on top of existing roof sheathing. Care should be taken 
that nailing of new plywood is consistent with the existing framing 
to avoid impacts to the tongue and groove ceilings where they are 
exposed.

□□ Connections proposed to strengthen the roof to wall connections 
at the trusses at the former class room spaces will be hidden 
above the ceiling and not visible from the occupied spaces.

□□ Connections proposed for the attachment of the rafters and sill 
plate to the top of the wall at the arcade at the east patio are min-
imal and should not be visible from the corridor. Paint exposed 
connections to match adjacent finishes.

□□ Connections proposed for the attachment of the rafters and sill 
plate at interior corridor walls are minimal and will be hidden by 
wall and ceiling finishes. 

u  Interior Features – Structural System

https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/standguide/rehab/
rehab_strucsystems.htm

EXTERIOR WALLS

Exterior walls are reinforced concrete with a painted cement plaster 
finish. The walls feature a water table and extended sills. Deep-set, 
punched window openings articulate the exterior walls. Arched open-
ing at the east patio and the central portico with concrete columns are 
other important character-defining features. The exterior walls appear 
to be in good condition. See Structural and Seismic section for other 
considerations related to the exterior walls.

Exterior Wall Rehabilitation Considerations
□□ Maintain existing wall openings, including window openings and 

arched openings at the east patio. 
□□ Maintain concrete columns and elements of the front portico, in-

cluding the “GOLETA UNION SCHOOL” signage cast into the 
frieze above the columns.

□□ Cement plaster finish shall be maintained. If plaster is removed 
for structural and seismic retrofits, it shall be repaired to match the 
adjacent surface.

□□ If new openings are required, details shall be consistent with the 
existing style of punched openings. New openings will need to 
be reviewed for conformance with the SOI Standards and SOI 
Guidelines. 

u Exterior Features – Entrances and Porches

https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/standguide/rehab/
rehab_entrances.htm

WINDOWS AND DOORS

The building has original wood windows at the front (north) and rear 
(south) facades, as well as in the East Patio, Auditorium, and in the 
Dining Room, that was originally an outdoor patio. They appear to be 
in fair to good condition. These are important character-defining fea-
tures that should be preserved and maintained.

The windows at the east and west façade are vinyl replacement win-
dows installed in 2008. 

Most of the doors in the Main Building are original and character-defin-
ing. In particularly, the main entrance doors at the front (north) façade, 
the corridor doors at the rear (south) façade, and those that lead to 
the existing and former patio should be retained. The paneled wood 
doors with transoms along the interior and exterior corridors are also 
character-defining and should be retained. 

□□ Partner Engineering’s Property Condition Report, dated December 
30, 2016, recommends “consideration should be given to replacing 
wood windows as part of any renovation plan” (page 29). There is 
no reason to replace existing wood windows as they are in good 
condition and can easily be repaired and refinished, using preser-
vation best practices, to extend their service life for many years to 
come. Removing the windows and replacing them with non-wood 
windows has the potential to be a significant impact.

□□ Energy efficiency of the existing wood windows and single-glazing 
can be improved with simple retrofits so that the performance of 
historic wood windows is comparable to that of high performance 
replacement options. 
▪▪ Historic glazing should be maintained. Window films are 

a cost-effective means of improving glazing performance. 
Existing awning at the windows on the north façade are an 
effective means of controlling solar heat gain. 

□□ Preserve the operability of original wood windows and doors. 
Do not block or infill windows with new walls, partitions, or MEP 
equipment. 

□□ Existing wood doors should be repaired rather than replaced. 
Historic wood doors can be modified to accept new egress and 
disabled access hardware. 

Figure 19.  Cleaning and restoring lettering in concrete. Source: Spectra Company.

487



	 GOLETA COMMUNITY CENTER
	 GOLETA, CALIFORNIA

POTENTIAL IMPACT STUDY
PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT

FEBRUARY 2017	 Page & Turnbull25

SC
EN

AR
IO

 2

□□ The original windows and doors are not fire rated, as they precede 
fire rating systems. They can be removed and tested for a rating if 
needed. However, the CHBC offers flexibility to retain non-rated, 
character-defining windows and doors if an automatic fire sprinkler 
system is installed. Since a fire sprinkler system is recommended, 
the Main Building could potentially take advantage of the CHBC to 
retain its historic doors. 

u Exterior Features – Windows

https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/standguide/rehab/
rehab_windows.htm

u Special Requirements – Energy Efficiency

https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/standguide/rehab/
rehab_energyeff.htm

u National Trust for Historic Preservation, Preservation Green Lab

Saving Windows, Saving Money: Evaluating the Energy Performance 
of Window Retrofit and Replacement.  https://savingplaces.org/pres-
ervation-green-lab.htm

Figure 20.  Wood repair and maintenance. 

ROOFS, WOOD EAVES, AND RAFTER TAILS

The Main Building features both sloped and flat roofs, with a dominant 
front gable and monumental portico at the central front entry. Exposed 
wood eaves and rafter tails, typical of Mediterranean style buildings 
from the 1920s, are also important character-defining features. The 
bell tower at the southwest corner of the Auditorium, with intact red 
clay tiles, is an important original element that should be preserved.

Original red clay tiles at the gable and hipped roofs were replaced with 
composite shingles. Flat roofs are covered in rolled roofing. Partner 
Engineering notes that roofing system are more than twenty years old 
and they recommend replacing both the asphalt shingles and rolled 
roofing in the next few years. Their report does not identify any issues 
with the exposed wood roof elements, with exception of recommend-
ing new paint.

Roof System Rehabilitation Considerations
□□ Based on the recent assessment, the existing roof system is near-

ing the end of its service life. The roof systems should be replaced 
soon to prevent moisture-related problems from developing.

□□ Asphalt shingles may continue to be used on the building without 
impacting its integrity. 

□□ Maintenance and repair of the roof systems should include repair 
of roof crickets, gutters, and downspouts. 

Red Clay Tile Roof Restoration Considerations
□□ Restoration of the original red clay tile at the hipped and gabled 

roofs would not be required for a rehabilitation project; if it is de-
sired to restore the red tile roof the SOI Standards and Guidelines 
for Restoration offer guidance on replacement of missing historic 
features. 
▪▪ A key tenant of a restoration is to use available documentation 

to accurately reproduce the missing item. Conjecture shall be 
avoided.

▪▪ The red clay tiles remaining at the bell tower appear to be orig-
inal to the building and should be used, along with available 
photo documentation, to specify replacement tile. Replacement 
tiles shall match the original clay tile in size, scale, material, 
and color and be installed in the same coursing as the original 
tile. 

u  Exterior Features – Roofs

https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/standguide/rehab/
rehab_roofs.htm

Wood Eaves and Rafter Tail Rehabilitation Considerations
□□ The wood eaves and rafter tails are character-defining features 

that should be retained and preserved. 
□□ Exposed tongue and groove decking is also an important charac-

ter-defining feature that should be preserved. 
□□ It is common for exposed wood elements to experience rot and 

decay from environmental conditions. The preference is always to 
repair deteriorated areas using preservation best practices, with 
replacement as a last resort when the entire wood feature is too 
deteriorated to repair. Match original details when making repairs. 

□□ Maintain paint coatings to protect exposed wood features from the 
elements.  

u Exterior Materials – Wood

https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/standguide/rehab/
rehab_wood.htm
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MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL, AND PLUMBING (MEP); FIRE 
ALARM AND FIRE SPRINKLERS

Rehabilitation of the Main Building will involve upgrading the MEP 
systems. The existing MEP systems are dated and do not serve the 
needs of current users. There is currently no air conditioning making 
some of the spaces uncomfortable for more active uses. Installation of 
new systems is typically a major component of rehabilitating a historic 
building. 

Additionally, a fire alarm and automatic fire sprinkler system should 
be installed during the rehabilitation. As noted previously, a fire alarm 
and automatic fire sprinkler system protect the building and improve 
life-safety for occupants. The automatic fire sprinkler system is also 
required to leverage the full benefit of the CHBC, including provisions 
for occupancy separations, fire resistive construction, rated openings, 
and maximum floor area. 

Considerations for the installation of fire alarm and fire sprinklers are 
the same as those of installing a new MEP system.

Figure 21.  Sensitive installation of fire sprinkler and seismic reinforcement in archi-
tecturally significant interior spaces.

Figure 22.  Typical Main Building classroom interior. Finishes can be upgraded and 
new systems installed without significantly altering the space. 

MEP; Fire Alarm and Fire Sprinklers Rehabilitation Considerations
□□ Take a holistic approach to designing and sizing the new system. 

The Main Building was constructed before mechanical heating 
and cooling became the default strategy for conditioning spaces. 
Maintain existing operable windows to provide passive ventilation. 
Consider the building’s inherent qualities like thick concrete walls, 
recessed windows and overhangs that will reduce the heating and 
cooling loads. Integrate the new mechanical system with energy 
conserving upgrades including insulating attic spaces, weath-
er-stripping and shading strategies for original glazing.

□□ Limit new vertical chases, soffits, and dropped ceilings, especially 
in significant and character-defining spaces.

□□ Avoid impacts to historic features, including interior windows and 
transom lights, wood wainscot, and decorative plaster features. 

□□ Consider using exposed ductwork, rather than soffits and dropped 
ceiling, in significant spaces like the Auditorium. Differentiation 
between old and new is often effective when installing new me-
chanical and lighting systems in historic spaces.  

□□ If remaining historic light fixtures remain, they should be identified 
and preserved. It is possible to upgrade historic fixtures with new 
wiring and controls to improve efficiency and usability.

□□ Consider the weight and locations of mechanical equipment to 
avoid overstressing structural elements and interior finishes. 
Mounting equipment at grade is preferable to locating on rooftops.

□□ Located new equipment in locations that do not impact the visual 
character of the building or setting. Locate exterior equipment at 
secondary facades and provide appropriate screening, as needed. 

u Interior Features – Mechanical Systems 

https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/standguide/rehab/
rehab_mechsystems.htm

INTERIOR FINISHES AND FEATURES

A comprehensive building rehabilitation generally includes interior 
changes. Historic features and materials, including, but not limited to, 
plastered walls with chair rail, decorative plaster brackets and arch-
ways, decorative beams, and wood paneled doors should be protect-
ed and maintained during a rehabilitation of the Main Building. 

□□ Interior finishes should not be gutted to install new systems like 
electrical wiring. If removal of interior finishes is required, it should 
be done selectively and the historic material shall be repaired in-
kind to match adjacent finishes.

□□ Surface-mounted conduit and wiring may be done sensitively to 
avoid the need to channel into existing finishes. Select architectur-
al-quality surface mounted conduit and locate to minimize impact 
on the character-defining qualities of the space.

□□ Deteriorated historic interior features shall be repaired rather than 
replaced. 

□□ Maintain the type of historic finish. Painted surfaces shall remain 
painted. A paint analysis study is often helpful to understanding if 
finishes have changed over time. 

u  SOI Guidelines, Interior Features – Spaces/Features/Finishes

https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/standguide/rehab/
rehab_spacefeatfinish.htm
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SCENARIO 3: DEMOLITION
Scenario 3 explores the demolition of the Main Building of the Goleta 
Community Center either in full or as a partial demolition. 

FULL DEMOLITION

The Main Building would be fully demolished and a new building con-
structed in its place.

DEMOLITION WITH FRONT FACADE RETAINED

Most of the Main Building would be demolished except for a certain 
amount of the front façade that would be retained. A new building 
would be built behind and possibly attached to the retained façade. 

As City staff did not indicate which parts of the front façade would be 
retained, Page & Turnbull assumed three possible options:

□□ A:  Retain only the front gable and portico section
□□ B:  Retain the central façade between the east and west wings, 

including the front gable and portico 
□□ C:  Retain the entire front and east and west gables, as well as the 

interior corridor

Figure 23.  Options for Demolition with Portion of Front Facade Retained,  
Adapted from Current Floor Plan, Main Building, 2016, RNT Architects.

Crescent Drive

A: FRONT GABLE AND PORTICO ONLY

B: FRONT FACADE AND PORTICO ONLY

C: FRONT PORTION WITH CORRIDOR

LEGEND

20’0’ 40’5’ 10’ N
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POTENTIAL MITIGATION MEASURES

Historic resource mitigations are typically developed on a case-by-
case basis, providing the opportunity to tailor them to the character-
istics and the significance of the resource and the impacts to it. Com-
mon mitigation measures for demolition consist of documentation of 
the resource, typically to the standards of the Historic American Build-
ings Survey (HABS) and preparation of a salvage plan for significant 
architectural features and materials. Four potential mitigation mea-
sures are outlined below. 

While in some instances these mitigation measures are judged to re-
duce the level of adverse impacts to a less than significant level, they 
often do not alter the loss to community character and collective his-
tory. Section 15126.4(b)(2) of the Public Resources Code is clear in 
this regard: “In some circumstances, documentation of an historical 
resource, by way of historic narrative, photographs or architectural 
drawings, as mitigation for the effects of demolition of the resource will 
not mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on 
the environment would occur.”  

The following mitigation measure are options for Goleta if a demolition 
scenario is pursued. Estimated cost ranges are provided for refer-
ence. Even with the implementation of the mitigation measures, ad-
verse impacts to historic resources will not be mitigated to less than 
significant levels.  

The following mitigation measure is recommended to document the 
Main Building as an example of Mediterranean Revival designed by  
Louis N. Crawford. However, even with the implementation of the mit-
igation measures, adverse impacts to historic resources will not be 
mitigated to less than significant levels.  

Recordation
Prior to issuance of a demolition permit, the Main Building shall be 
documented to the standards of the Historic American Building Survey 
(HABS) program. The documentation shall include:

□□ Written description and narrative report following the most recent 
HABS Guidelines for Historical Reports, Outline Format; 

□□ Large format (4” x 5” or larger negative) photographs following 
the most recent HABS Photography Guidelines. Views shall in-
clude the setting, important site features, all exterior façades, the 
Building’s façades within the mall, detail views of significant exte-
rior architectural features, and interior views of significant spaces 
and features;

□□ A site plan showing the Building location in relationship to the 
shopping mall, setting and surrounding streets; a photo key using 
the site plan shall be included as well;

□□ Duplicates of historic photographic and drawings, if available. 
A qualified professional who meets the requirements of the Secre-
tary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for history, 
architectural history, or historic architecture, shall prepare the docu-
mentation. Upon completion, copies of the documentation materials 
shall be offered and sent to appropriate local archives and reposito-
ries, which may include Santa Barbara Historical Society library, Go-
leta Valley Historical Society, University of California, Santa Barbara, 
Southern California Information Center (or Central Coast), and City of 
Goleta Community Development Department.

Estimated Cost Range: $12,000 to $18,000. 

Interpretive Program
To commemorate the Main Building, and the role it played as the Go-
leta Union School and Goleta Community Center, a publicly accessi-
ble interpretive program could be developed. The interpretive program 
would showcase the building’s construction, and its significance in the 
development of Goleta’s education system and growth of Goleta’s 
town center in the early 20th century. Its conversion into the Goleta 
Community Center in the 1970s could also be part of the interpretation 
program. The interpretive program should include, but not be limit-
ed to, historic and contemporary photographs; narrative text; historic 
news articles and memorabilia; salvaged materials; and maps. 

The interpretative program could be presented as a display at the site 
or in another publicly accessible location. Creative solutions regarding 
medium and format of the interpretive program could also be consid-
ered, such as a website, video, audio tour, or interactive display. The 
interpretative program should be developed with the assistance of a 
qualified architectural historian or historic preservation professional 
who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications 
Standards.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO HISTORIC FEATURES

Demolition of a historic resource under CEQA is considered an un-
avoidable adverse impact that cannot be mitigated to less than signif-
icant levels. The full demolition falls into this category. 

Demolition where only the front façade remained is, in essence, a full 
demolition. While slightly less impactful than full demolition, almost all 
of the character-defining features that make up the historic resource 
that is the Main Building would still be lost. As such, Options A and 
B above would also result in an unavoidable adverse impact under 
CEQA that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels.

A partial demolition where a significant portion of the historic resource 
remains has the potential to avoid significant adverse impacts. This 
can be achieved if the remaining portion has the integrity to be eligi-
ble for listing in the California Register. The adjacent or attached new 
construction would also need to be sufficiently differentiated but still 
compatible with the remaining portion and not overshadow or visually 
dominate what remained. 

Option C most likely would not have the integrity to be eligible for 
the California Register. Much of the Main Building’s character-defin-
ing features would be removed, including its overall massing, H-plan 
layout, most of the east and west wings, the Auditorium, the East Pa-
tio, and all the finishes and fixtures in the removed areas. What re-
mained would no longer be recognizable as a 1920s school building 
and would be unable to convey its significance as the Goleta Union 
School so important to Goleta’s development. Therefore, Option C 
would also result in a significant adverse impact that could not be mit-
igated to less than significant levels.   

Because all the above options would result in essentially the full loss 
of the historic resource and would be considered a significant impact 
under CEQA, an EIR would be needed to consider alternatives and 
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the significant impacts. The 
rehabilitation project outlined in Scenario 2 or Option C could poten-
tially be evaluated as preservation alternative but they would need to 
be developed more fully. Potential mitigation measures are outlined 
below. 
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Ideally, the interpretative program is completed prior to demolition of 
the Main Building. At a minimum, a plan for the interpretative program 
outlining the proposed format, medium, content, and public accessibil-
ity should be approved by the City before the issuance of a demolition 
permit for the building. 
Estimated Cost Range: $50,000-$150,000 depending on display me-
dium.

Salvage

Salvaging character-defining features as a mitigation measure de-
pends on whether the historic resource has distinctive features worth 
salvaging, such as artwork, cravings, signage, etc. The salvaged 
features may be donated, incorporated into the new construction, or 
retained on site as a relic or folly. Some materials may also be incor-
porated into an educational interpretive program as discussed above. 
Like the options that retain a portion of the front façade, salvage al-
lows some distinct parts of the historic resource to survive, but would 
not be enough to mitigate the loss of the resource to less than signif-
icant levels.

For the Main Building, there are few decorative features that would be 
useful to salvage. One option may be to salvage the front gable and 
portico section and reinstall on the site as an architectural folly or a 
piece of art. Another may be to salvage the two-sided bell parapet to 
be part of the interpretative program. 

The estimated cost for salvage would depend on the features salvage, 
and should include cost for storage and re-installation into a perma-
nent location. 

Relocation

Relocation can sometimes retain the historic status of a building if 
it maintains its architectural values and integrity. The National Reg-
ister guidance on moved buildings provides a framework for how to 
maintain a historic resource’s eligible for historic listing. Typically, it 
should retain its orientation, setting, and general environment at the 
new location, as well as all other aspects of integrity, namely design, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.  Historic resources 
significant for their architecture has the most likely success in main-

taining its historic status after relocation. For those significant for their 
association with historic events or persons, the building either has to 
be highly significant or the relocated site is close to the original site. 

For the Main Building, the relocated site would need to be sufficient to 
re-create the circular drive, landscape area, and same spatial relation-
ship the building has to the street. It should also be near the present 
location, as the location is important to the consolidation of Goleta’s 
education system and its early 20th century growth that’s associated 
with the Main Building. Finding a comparable site may be difficult. 

In addition, relocating the Main Building would be technically difficult 
and very expensive. It is a large, heavy building with an open court-
yard. It would need to be cut into pieces, moved, and re-assembled. 
Though buildings and structures larger than the Main Building have 
been moved, we would not recommend relocation as a mitigation 
measure. 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONSIDERATIONS

□□ The Main Building appears to be in fair to good condition with few 
deficiencies. The ones discussed in Scenario 1 can be addressed 
relatively easily and with little impact to the historic building. A full 
rehabilitation under Scenario 2 also seems feasible.  

□□ As the building appears to be in fair to good condition, and the 
deficiencies can be addressed without major changes to the char-
acter-defining features, demolition is not warranted. 

□□ If the City decides to demolish the building, retaining only the 
façade is not recommended. It would not be enough to mitigate 
the impacts to less than significant levels and would be costly 
shored and stabilized what remains while a new building is built 
behind it. Retaining only the façade is not considered best practice 
in historic preservation, and is often discouraged.

□□ Relocation is also not recommended, as finding a comparable re-
location site and moving the Main Building would be difficult and 
costly. 

Figure 24.  Example of interpretive display next to historic doors.

Figure 25.  Architectural component salvage as relic. Source: FoundSF.org.
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Attachment 3G 
Binder of Special Studies 

Seismic Study (ASCE 31-03 Tier 1 Evaluation Report) 
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Project: Goleta Valley CC Job No:

Description: ASCE 31 03 Date: October 2012 Sht:

Seismic Evaluation By: JW Ck: CB

Building A Seismic Dead Loads

Typical Roof/Ceiling

Roofing 2.0 psf

1" Straight Sheath. 2.5 psf

Rafters/framing 3.0 psf

Lath and Plaster 8.0 psf

MEP 1.0 psf

Misc 1.5 psf

Total 18.0 psf

Auditorium/Barrel Vault Roof

Roofing 2.0 psf

Sheathing 2.5 psf

Framing/Trusses 5.5 psf

MEP 1.0 psf

Misc 1.0 psf

Total 12.0 psf

Floating Ground Floor

C t/fi i hi 3 0 fCarpet/finishing 3.0 psf

Subfloor 2.5 psf

Joists/framing 3.0 psf

MEP 1.0 psf

Misc 2.5 psf

Total 9.0 psf

Walls:

10" Concrete Walls

1.5" Stucco Finish 15 psf

10" Concrete 125 psf

Total 140.0 psf

8" Concrete Walls

1.5" Stucco Finish 15 psf

8" Concrete 100 psf

Total 115.0 psf
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Project: Goleta Valley CC Job No:

Description: ASCE 31 03 Date: October 2012 Sht:
Seismic Evaluation By: JW Ck: CB

Building A Seismic Base Shear

VBASE = CSaW = 1.138W

Typ Roof DL = 18.0 psf

Aud/B. Vault DL = 12.0 psf

Floor DL = 9.0 psf

Roof Area = 14937 ft2

Aud/ B. Vault Area = 7395 ft2

Floor Area = 14580 ft2

8" Walls N/S Dirc = 349 kips

10" Walls N/S Dirc = 864 kips

8" Walls E/W Dirc = 530 kips

10" Walls E/W Dirc = 363 kips

Seismic Wt, WN/S = 1702 kips

Seismic Wt, WE/W = 1382 kips

VN/S = 1937 kips

VE/W = 1572 kips
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2010 CBC 1908.1.9 Exemption does not require
ductile failure for anchors designed to resist wall
out-of-plane forces when ASCE 7-05 Eq 12.11-1
is used.
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Attachment 3H 
Binder of Special Studies 

Accessibility Assessment (ADA) Report 
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Attachment 3I 
Binder of Special Studies 

Fire & Life Safety Assessment Report 
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Attachment 4 

CIP Budget Sheet for Community Center Improvements 
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Project Title: GOLETA COMMUNITY CENTER IMPROVEMENTS 9067

Description:

Benefit/Core 
Value:

Purpose and 
Need:

Project Status:

Total Prior 
Actuals

YTD Projected 
FY2016-17

Projected 
FY2017-18

Projected 
FY2018-19

Projected 
FY2019-20

Projected 
FY2020-21

Projected 
FY2021-22 TOTAL

Land Acquisition/ROW -             -                    -              -              -             -             -             -              
Preliminary Eng/Environ -             -                    -              -              -             -             -             -              

-             38,000              760,000      760,000      -             -             -             1,558,000   
-             -                    -              -              -             -             -             -              
-             38,000              760,000      760,000      -             -             -             1,558,000   

Total Prior 
Actuals

YTD Projected 
FY2016-17

Projected 
FY2017-18

Projected 
FY2018-19

Projected 
FY2019-20

Projected 
FY2020-21

Projected 
FY2021-22 TOTAL

-             38,000              -              -              -             -             -             38,000        
TBD -             -                    760,000      760,000      -             -             -             1,520,000   

-             38,000              760,000      760,000      -             -             -             1,558,000   

Total Prior 
Actuals

YTD Projected 
FY2016-17

Projected 
FY2017-18

Projected 
FY2018-19

Projected 
FY2019-20

Projected 
FY2020-21

Projected 
FY2021-22 TOTAL

-             -                    -              175,000      135,000     145,000     70,000       525,000      

-             -                    -              175,000      135,000     145,000     70,000       525,000      

Total Prior 
Actuals

YTD Projected 
FY2016-17

Projected
FY2017-18

Projected 
FY2018-19

Projected 
FY2019-20

Projected 
FY2020-21

Projected 
FY2021-22 TOTAL

-             38,000              -              -              -             -             -             38,000        
TBD -             -                    760,000      935,000      135,000     145,000     70,000       2,045,000   

-             38,000              760,000      935,000      135,000     145,000     70,000       2,083,000   

*Total estimated cost is subject to change pending on actual repairs, and will eventually move into operating.

TOTAL 

Future Operating & 
Maintenance Costs

Construction / CM

TOTAL 

Project Funding 
Sources

TBD

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

Make repairs, improvements and upgrades as identified/needed at the Goleta 
Community Center.

To maintain and improve City-wide facilities.

The City needs to undertake needed repairs; Seismic, ADA and Fire/Life Safety 
upgrades; and perform on-going maintenance and equipment replacement at the 
Goleta Community Center. 

Repairs and construction related to upgrades is expect to begin in FY 17/18;
maintenance activities will be on going.

Project Phases

Fund Title

General Fund

Project Costs (Expenditures)

Sources of Funds (Revenues)

5 Year Appropriation Projections

General Fund

641


	CAR
	DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEM
	Meeting Date: May 2, 2017

	Att 1 - Goleta Community Center Attach 1 PCA Summary
	Att 2 - Goleta Community Center Attach 2 HRE Summary
	Att 3 Cover - Community Center CAR
	Att 3A - Goleta Community Center Attach 3a Air & Water Quality
	Att 3b - Goleta Community Center Attach 3b Sewer
	Att 3C - Goleta Community Center Attach 3c Haz Mat Report
	1.0 INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Property Description
	1.2 Purpose and Scope
	1.3 Methodology

	2.0 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SURVEY
	2.1 Visual Inspection
	2.2 Survey Results

	3.0 CONCLUSION
	4.0 LIMITATIONS
	5.0 SIGNATURES OF PROFESSIONALS

	Att 3d - Goleta Community Center Attach 3d Property Condition Report
	Community Center Property Condition Report minus Appendix 12-30-16.pdf
	Community Center  RCR Appendices 12-30-16.pdf

	Att 3e - Goleta Community Center Attach 3e Historic
	Goleta Community Center Historic Resource Eval Part1_Final 12-16-16.pdf
	Blank Page

	Goleta Community Center HRE-Part 1_Final Appendices.pdf

	Att 3F - Goleta Community Center Attach 3f Potential Impact Study
	Att 3g  - Goleta Community Center Attach 3g Seismi
	Att 3h - Goleta Community Center Attach 3h ADA Assessment
	Att 3i - Goleta Community Center Attach 3i Fire-Life Safety
	Att 4 - Community Center CAR _LR_edits
	Att 4 Cover - Community Center CAR Attach 4 Cover
	Comm center CAR.pdf
	DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEM
	Meeting Date: May 2, 2017




