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Dear California Housing and Community Development:

THE GOLETA HOUSING ELEMENT PLAN CLAIMS KENWOOD VILLAGE WILL PROVIDE 95 VERY
LOW HUSING UNITS AND 95 LOW HOOUSING UNITS.  THE PROPERTY OWNER AT KENWOOD
VILLAGE DOES NOT SEEM TO INTEND TO INCLUDE VERY LOW AND LOW INCOME HOUSING
ON THE PROPERTY ANY MORE, OR AT LEAST VERY MUCH OF IT, SO THAT WILL BE A VACANCY
OF ABOUT 190 VERY LOW/LOW HOUSING UNITS THE CITY COUNCIL PROMISED IN THEIR
GOLETA HOUSING ELEMENT PLAN

Goleta’s Housing Element Plan for Kenwood Village at 7264 Calle Real is INACCURATELY
classified as 95 very low income units and 95 low income units for a total 190 units.  The City
of Goleta recommended 190 units for the property; 95 very low income and 95 low income.
 However, the property owner has just announced he wants to put 284 units on the property.
 He wants a 214 unit senior living facility called Friendship Manor.  (This would be the second
Friendship Manor in Goleta.)  The property owner also would include an elderly day care.
 Further, the property owner wants to include 70 housing units for his own employees and
maybe for the employees of the new Friendship Manor.  Unfortunately, it is my understanding
Friendship Manor is NOT a very low/low income facility.  In fact, Friendship Manor offers large,
individuals studio apartments with buffet style meals, utilities, a heated swimming pool, 24/7
laundry, a convenience store, a library with Wifi, a Theater, a Conference room and a
Community Kitchen.  In addition, I doubt the 70 employee housing units the property owner
intends for his own employees would be considered very low/low income unless he does not
pay his employees vey well, which would not surprise me.  Even so, 70 employee housing units
does not add up to the 190 very low/low housing units promised in Goleta’s Housing Element
Plan.  (See attached letter from the property owner and the Friendship Manor home page for
the current senior living facility.)

THE GOLETA CITY COUNCIL FULLY INTENDS TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS
ON THE PROPERTY FROM THE RECOMMENDED 190 BACK UP TO 284

Many of the people I have been communicating with are wise to the way this process will
work.  The City Council’s only concern is getting the Housing Element Plan approved.

mailto:aprilreid@live.com
mailto:Tristan.lanza@hcd.ca.gov
mailto:Paul.McDougall@hcd.ca.gov
mailto:anewkirk@cityofgoleta.org
mailto:john.buettner@hcd.ca.gov
mailto:aprilreid@live.com
https://1drv.ms/b/s!AqUWWWv1rNd0ikBc2XWwuPqZJP5x
https://1drv.ms/b/s!AqUWWWv1rNd0ikHiWsCAb0dOGb8E


 However, they do not want to upset their constituents, especially since many people showed
up at the City Council meeting.  So, for example, at Kenwood Village, the maximum number of
housing units, before bonus density, is 284.  The City Council’s plan was/is to lower the
number of housing units to the low end of high density, i.e 190, to try to make them look like
they are accommodating the public while getting their Housing Element Plan passed.  Then,
the City Council knows that the property owner would simply threaten to sue/sue to get the
number of housing units back up to 284.  (And yes, the property owner just threatened this, as
we the public predicted). The last step will be that, once the State approves the lower number
of housing units at 190, the City Council will claim they do not want to be sued, so they will
quickly, voluntarily and secretly increase the number of housing units back up to the originally
proposed 284 probably in a closed session meeting,
As they intended all along.  They will then shrug their shoulders and pretend there was
nothing they could do when, in reality, that was the plan the entire time.  Fortunately,
members of the public saw this charade coming a long time ago!

THERE ARE MANY ISSUES/PROBLEMS WITH THE NEW, ATTACHED LETTER SENT TO THE CITY
BY THE PROPERTY OWNER

The property owner at Kenwood Village is requesting the City Council raise the number of
housing units back up to 284 from 190!!!!!!!!!!!  No one I have spoken to is surprised.   As part
of the 284 units, the property owner wants to have at least 214 plus housing units be part of
Friendship Manor, a seniors congregate living facility.  The remainder of the units, 70, would
be housing for people including his own employees, presumably for the office he has miles
away on David Love Place.  In addition to all that, he wants a senior day care.  Some of the
issues are as follows:  

1.  Regarding traffic, the property owner is now suggesting we have high volume traffic both
coming and going at Kenwood Village at the same time on the small, dangerous Calle Real
road.  We will have employees of Friendship Village, attendees of the senior day care and
visitors of the senior living facility and the houses driving to the property.  Then, we will have
people, including the employees of the property owner driving from Kenwood Village to their
jobs miles away.  How many additional DEATHS/injuries are acceptable at this dangerous, tiny
road?  

2.  The property owner does not mention how to deal with the multiple animals, including
protected animals, on the Baker Lane side of the property, which is on the opposite side of the
property from the protected creek.  Obviously, many animals use this property as their
habitat.  There is NO wildlife corridor, so ALL the land animals are going to DIE.  How many
DEAD animals are acceptable?  By the way, the property owner claims on his Nextdoor page, "
[M]y favorite thing about living in Winchester Canyon is: the wildlife, bobcats and all."  That is
clearly a joke since he is fine with killing off tons of animals!  



3.  The property owner has not even provided the public with the secret drawings/plans he
had drawn up to present to at least one of the City Councilmembers which I mentioned in past
e-mails.  To date, the public has not had the opportunity to view the drawings/plans.  The
property owner also has not disclosed what agreements, if any, he came to with the two City
Councilmembers during the secret meetings that took place during the five months PRIOR to
the first public meeting of the up-zoned housing units in July 2023 wherein the City Council
worked in private without any known input from the public, except for the Kenwood Village
property owner.  

4.  The property owner has repeatedly stated he is not a developer and he does not have a
developer.  Then, after one of the City Councilmembers admitted that the property owner did
have a developer, the property owner is now admitting, "I spoke to a few builders about this
(meaning his plans).  I find it hard to believe the property owner had original plans completed
years ago and he never dealt with a developer until a few weeks ago.  This is absurd.  

5.  The property owner is as shady as I have always thought.  He complains he never had the
chance at the public meetings to disclose his plan to put a senior living facility on Kenwood
Village. He states, "I was hoping to introduce this concept to everyone at the final July 31
meeting as multiple times Council and Planning Commissioners suggested that they 'ask the
property owner' how the different zoning options would affect the project, but, alas, I was
never invited to speak even after it was suggested."  The property owner does NOT need an
invitation to speak.  He clearly knew about the plans before the last meeting or he would not
have stated he hoped the City Council would call on him to discuss the senior living facility.  If
the property owner wanted to introduce the idea, he could have submitted a slip to speak
during the meeting, as he is aware since he has submitted slips multiple times in the past.
 Instead, he did not speak at all during the second and third meetings.  This just shows how
secretive/shady the property owner is that he did not disclose his idea to the public when he
had the chance!!  

6.  The property owner ridiculously claims he "was respectful of the community (with none of
their input) and I feel I can do this again under a design that allows for the 284 units.”  So, the
property owner has no intention of getting any input from the neighbors. (I was born into the
house I live in 55 yers ago.  I am much more familiar with the area than the property owner,
who did not even know about many of the animals, including protected animals, that live on
the property which I see basically every day.)  He clearly thinks he knows better than the
neighbors surrounding Kenwood Village what is the best for the area that he does NOT live in.
 Maybe that was part of the secret conversation he had with two separate City
Councilmembers, one meeting for each Councilmember, that did NOT include the public!  Is
this the person we want to be in charge of building on the property?  Keep in mind, contrary
to his inaccurate statements, he did NOT even mow the entire property, which caused TWO



brushfires, one of which almost burned my house down.  Despite the damage, to this day, he
still has not mowed the entire property on more than just a few times in over a decade and a
half, as evidenced by statements at the City Council meetings by others, including a retired fire
chief or captain and pictures taken throughout the years I have submitted to the City Council
public website.  

BONUS DENSITY/SUPPORTING A HOUSING CAP ON THE PROPERTY OF 190 RATHER THAN THE
ORIGINALLY PROPOSED 284 HOUSING UNITS.

The property owner does not believe that the cap of 190 housing units on Kenwood Village,
down from the original 284 units, is acceptable.  Rich Foster stated the property owner “says
he doubts the cap is supportable so it should be 284. Of course he did not mention that if the
courts tossed the cap, using the Friendship Manor units he could ask for a 50% bonus density
increase,  Do you feel like the Mayor and City Council Members have sold out El Encanto
Heights?”

WATER

As previously stated, Goleta literally just came out of a NINE YEAR drought.  There have been
many very long term droughts in Goleta since we only have one water source.  This includes
fines for people because the lack of water was so drastic.  THERE IS NO ADDITIONAL WATER
FOR MORE HOUSING.  Goleta still has not even given out any new water permits yet.  Even if
Goleta Water District gives out permits soon because we happened to have a few good
months of water, that does not mean there will be sufficient water in the future.  IS THE STATE
GOING TO SUDDENLY PROVIDE GOLETA WITH SUFFICIENT WATER FOR
EVERYTHING,INCLUDING THE ADDITIONAL HOUSING?

WHY IS EVERYTHING ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PROJECT SO SECRETIVE AND SHADY?  MY GUT
CLEARLY SAYS SOMETHING IS VERY WRONG.  I HAVE LEARNED TO TRUST MY GUT.  

April Reid
15 Baker Lane
Goleta, CA. 93117
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