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Response to Comment No. A-5.1
The commentator observes that the proposed GP/CLUP revisions would effectively remove a
limitation on the use of new sites for larger-scale commercial uses, and suggests that this may
potentially increase air quality impacts due to increased regional motor vehicle trips and/or
vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The commentator also suggests that removal of the City of Goleta
Growth Management Ordinance (GGMO) introduces the possibility of additional non-residential
growth, thereby potentially increasing transportation-related air quality emissions (via increases
in average daily trips and/or VMT).
The commentator correctly acknowledges the link among air quality, transportation, and land
use. However, the air quality impact discussion on p. 3.3-28 draws upon the more-detailed
analytical evaluation presented in Section 3.8.3.3 on pages 3.8-13 and 14. The results of this
evaluation provide supporting details regarding the impacts of the proposed GP/CLUP
amendments on the amount, type, and location of non-residential growth, and in turn the
number of vehicle trips, VMT, and air quality impacts associated with that growth. In sum,
because the development potential within the City is limited to a small amount of vacant lands,
GP/CLUP Figure 2-1 is an appropriate growth management tool. The proposed revisions to
Policy LU 11 would have no new or modified impacts to population and housing, nor in turn to
vehicle trips, VMT, and air quality.
Response to Comment No. A-5.2
See Response to Comment No. A-5.1.
Response to Comment No. A-5.3
The commentator correctly highlights the need to clarify the sources of population forecasts
used in the discussion presented for Impact 3.3-2. SBCAG’s 2002 Regional Growth Forecast
(RGF) projected a 2030 population of 34,300 for the City of Goleta. This forecast was used by
the Santa Barbara APCD in its 2007 CAP. In August 2007, after adoption of the City of Goleta
GP/CLUP EIR but prior to issuance of the GP/CLUP Draft SEIR, SBCAG issued its 2005-2040
RGF, which projected a 2030 population of 37,300 for the City of Goleta. Since this represents
the most current population forecast published by SBCAG, and will presumably be relied upon
by the APCD in its 2010 CAP, the City of Goleta believes that it is the most reasonable forecast
to use in determining consistency with the CAP.
In order to clarify the sources of population forecasts used in the discussion presented for
Impact 3.3-2, the third and fourth paragraphs on p. 3.3-26 have been revised as follows:
SBCAG’s 2002 Regional Growth Forecast (RGF), which was used in preparation of the
2007 CAP, projected a population of 34,300 for Goleta in 2030. In August 2007, after
adoption of the City of Goleta GP/CLUP EIR but prior to issuance of the GP/CLUP Draft
SEIR, SBCAG issued its 2005-2040 RGF, which projected a population of 37,300 for the
City of Goleta in 2030. The proposed GP/CLUP projects an estimated population of
38,097 for the year 2030, which is within 2% of SBCAG’s 2005-2040 RGF forecast.
Since the 2005-2040 RGF represents the most current population forecast published by
SBCAG, and will presumably be relied upon by the APCD in its 2010 CAP, the City of
Goleta believes that it is the most reasonable forecast to use in determining consistency
with the CAP. Because the GP/CLUP buildout population forecast of 38,097 is generally
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consistent with that forecasted by SBCAG, the proposed GP/CLUP plan is considered
within the SBCAG regional growth forecasts and therefore consistent with the inprogress CAP (note: the APCD website advises that APCD is currently working on the
2010 CAP). It is anticipated that the proposed GP/CLUP growth projections would not
hinder attainment of State or Federal air quality standards. This impact is considered a
Class III, less than significant, impact.
Response to Comment No. A-5.4
The commentator correctly observes that the Draft SEIR project description indicates that the
City proposes to remove Policy LU 11 and subsections from the GP/CLUP, but does not
propose removal of the actual City of Goleta GGMO No. 03-04 adopted in May 2003. The
reason for this approach is that the GGMO is an “ordinance” of the City referred to in the
GP/CLUP, and is not a part of the GP/CLUP. By definition, the amendments proposed to the
GP/CLUP cannot include revisions to City ordinances, as such actions must be initiated by the
City independent of modifications to the GP/CLUP. In sum, removal of the GMO is not assumed
as part of the Draft SEIR analysis, but is explicitly discussed (see pages 3.8-13 and 14) given its
relevance to the proposed removal of LU 11 from the GP/CLUP.
Response to Comment No. A-5.5
See Response to Comment No. A-5.4. Removal of the GGMO cannot be proposed as an
additional alternative to the project, since the GGMO is an “ordinance” rather than a part of the
GP/CLUP. GP modifications are limited to the removal of Policy LU 11 and LU-IA-2, which is the
Implementing Action addressing update of the GGMO.
Response to Comment No. A-5.6
Requirements associated with the AB 32 Scoping Plan and SB 375 are summarized on pages
3.3-11 and 3.3-15, respectively, of the Draft SEIR. As presented in the Draft SEIR, the proposed
amendments to the GP/CLUP would not result in any new significant increases in VMT, and
therefore would not adversely impact the statewide goals of greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions
identified in the AB 32 Scoping Plan and SB 375.
Response to Comment No. A-5.7
See Response to Comment No. A-5.1. The Class III significance determination for Impact 3.3-2
remains as presented in the Draft SEIR; therefore, Executive Summary Table ES-1 has not
been revised.
Response to Comment No. A-5.8
The revision has been made in the Final EIR, as requested.
Response to Comment No. A-5.9
The revisions to Table 3.3-1 have been made in the Final EIR, as requested.
Response to Comment No. A-5.10
The first paragraph of Section 3.3.1.5 has been revised as follows:
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The County currently violates the State 8-hour ozone and PM10 standards. The County is
in attainment of the federal 8-hour ozone standard. The following sections discuss these
pollutants.
Response to Comment No. A-5.11
The last two sentences of the second paragraph of Section 3.3.1.5 have been revised as
follows:
It was estimated that the State 24-hour PM10 standard was exceeded one day in 2004
and two days in 2007. It was estimated that the Federal 24-hour PM10 standard was
exceeded one day in 2007.
Response to Comment No. A-5.12
The following rows have been added to the Ozone data in Table 3.3-2 in the Final EIR, as
requested:
Ozone (O3)
State standard (8-hr avg. 0.07 ppm)
Days state 8-hr standard exceeded

2001
-3

2002
-0

2003
-3

2004
-5

2005
-0

2006
-0

2007
-1

Response to Comment No. A-5.13
The commentator requested a reference for the statement “…according to the SBAPCD, the
frequency of H2S releases have been reduced dramatically due to the installation of a gas flare
stack and an assortment of other system improvements in 1999 and 2000.”
Chapter 8.0, References, has been updated to include the following reference
3.3.2 Personal Communication
Ellenberger, Ben. Air Quality Engineer II. Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control
District (SBAPCD). June 30, 2008—Phone call and e-mail with Dan Nemechek
(City of Goleta).
Response to Comment No. A-5.14
The last three sentences of the first paragraph in Section 3.3.2.1, Subsection California Energy
Efficiency Standards, have been replaced with the following:
The current standards were adopted by the Commission in October 2005; more stringent
2008 standards were adopted and become effective August 1, 2009.
Response to Comment No. A-5.15
The fifth paragraph in Section 3.3.2.2, Subsection Regional Clean Air Plan, has been revised as
follows:
Table 3.3-4 summarizes the estimated stationary, area-wide, and mobile source daily air
emissions for Santa Barbara County in the year 2008. The County emissions inventory
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is periodically updated for planning purposes to: (1) forecast future emissions
inventories; (2) analyze emission control measures; and (3) use as input data for
regional air quality modeling. CARB’s Almanac Emission Projection Data provides
annual average emissions for the County. The data in Table 3.3-4 show that the largest
contributors to air pollutants are on-road vehicles and other mobile sources such as
aircraft, trains, sea vessels, off-road vehicles, and farm equipment. The mobile source
category account for approximately 18 percent of ROG, 73 percent of CO, 89 percent of
NOX, 87 percent of SOX, and 20 percent of PM10 emitted in the region.
Table 3.3-4 has been revised as follows:
TABLE 3.3-4
ESTIMATE OF AVERAGE DAILY EMISSIONS BY MAJOR SOURCE CATEGORY
FOR SANTA BARBARA COUNTY—YEAR 2008
Source Category
Stationary Sources
Fuel Combustion
Waste Combustion
Cleaning and Surface Coating
Petroleum Production &
Marketing
Industrial Processes
Total Stationary Sources
Areawide Sources
Solvent Evaporation
Miscellaneous Processes
Total Areawide Sources
Mobile Sources
On-road Vehicles
Other Mobile Sources
Total Mobile Sources
Natural Sources
Total Natural Sources
Santa Barbara County Total

ROG

CO

NOX

SOX

PM10

0.5
0.1
5.0

6.5
0.1
—

7.2
0.0
—

0.2
0.0
—

0.4
0.0
—

4.2
0.3
10.0

0.3
0.1
6.9

0.1
0.0
7.3

0.3
3.7
4.2

0.0
0.5
1.0

6.4
4.2
10.6

—
32.0
32.0

—
2.1
2.1

—
0.0
0.0

—
20.7
20.7

9.2
8.5
17.6

93.9
42.7
136.6

15.7
64.8
80.6

0.1
29.3
29.4

0.6
5.0
5.6

61.6
99.8

12.1
187.5

0.4
90.4

0.1
33.7

1.2
28.5

Source: California Air Resources Board Almanac Emission Projection Data 2008

Response to Comment No. A-5.16
The reference on p. 3.3-18 to APCD’s Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in
Environmental Documents has been revised to 2008, as requested.
Response to Comment No. A-5.17
The EMFAC2002 computer model, developed by CARB, was used in the 2006 GP/CLUP EIR to
estimate regional VMT emissions associated with each alternative. At the time of preparation of
the 2006 GP/CLUP EIR, the EMFAC2007 version of the model was not yet available for use by
the City of Goleta.
The air quality analysis presented in the 2009 GP/CLUP Draft SEIR relies upon a qualitative
assessment of potential air quality impacts associated with proposed amendments to the
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GP/CLUP. As discussed in Responses to Comment Nos. A-5.1 and A-5.6, because the
development potential within the City is limited to a small amount of vacant lands, the proposed
revisions to the GP/CLUP (most notably, revisions to Policy LU 11) would have no new or
modified impacts to population and housing, nor in turn to vehicle trips, VMT, and air quality.
Accordingly, quantitative modeling using the EMFAC2002 or EMFAC2007 computer model was
considered unnecessary for the 2009 GP/CLUP Draft SEIR.
To clarify the applicability of the EMFAC computer model to both EIRs, the second sentence of
the first paragraph on p. 3.3-18 has been revised as follows:
The EMFAC2002 computer model, developed by CARB, was used in the 2006
GP/CLUP EIR to estimate regional VMT emissions associated with each alternative. The
air quality analysis presented in the 2009 GP/CLUP Draft SEIR relies upon a qualitative
assessment of potential air quality impacts associated with proposed amendments to the
GP/CLUP.
Response to Comment No. A-5.18
The Draft SEIR air quality significance determinations correctly rely upon the thresholds of
significance presented in the City of Goleta Environmental Thresholds Manual. For clarification,
the third paragraph on p. 3.3-18 has been revised as follows:
The project is deemed to have a significant impact on air quality if emissions (specified
in pounds of pollution emitted per day) of specific pollutants related to either project
construction or operation exceed the significance thresholds established by SBAPCD,
currently at a per day threshold of 25 pounds/day for of ROG and NOX emissions for
motor vehicle trips. Furthermore, per the Manual and due to the fact the Santa Barbara
County is in nonattainment for ozone and the regional nature of this pollutant, if a
project’s (e.g., buildout of the GP/CLUP) total emissions of ozone precursors NOX and
ROG exceed the long-term threshold of 25 pounds/day, then the project’s cumulative
impacts would also be considered significant.
Response to Comment No. A-5.19
The reference in the fifth paragraph on p. 3.3-18 to the 2004 CAP has been revised to 2008, as
requested.
Response to Comment No. A-5.20
The reference in the fifth paragraph on p. 3.3-23 to APCD’s Scope and Content of Air Quality
Sections in Environmental Documents has been revised to June 2008, as requested.
Response to Comment No. A-5.21
The commentator correctly identifies the need to clarify the title of Impact 3.3-2 on page 3.3-25.
The title has been corrected to: “GP/CLUP Growth Projections Are Consistent with the Clean Air
Plan.” See Response to Comment No. A-5.3 for additional details regarding consistency with
the CAP and SBCAG’s 2005-2040 RGF.
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Response to Comment No. A-5.22
See Responses to Comment Nos. A-5.3 and A-5.21.
Response to Comment No. A-5.23
The commentator correctly observes that a portion of the discussion under Impact 3.3-2,
Subsection Plans or Policies That Would Further Reduce Impact 3.3-2, as well as Table 3.3-6,
Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive Land Uses, should be relocated to the analysis for
Impact 3.3-4. The subject text and table (now renumbered as Table 3.3-7) have been relocated
as requested. The discussion for Impact 3.3-4 has been revised as follows:
Impact 3.3-4.

Long-Term Operational Contributions to Air Pollutant Emissions
as a Result of GP/CLUP Buildout

As indicated in the 2006 Final EIR, operational emissions would be created from vehicle
emissions, as well as stationary sources including the use of natural gas, the use of
landscape maintenance equipment, the use of consumer products such as aerosol
sprays, and other emission processes. Various industrial and commercial processes
(e.g., dry cleaning) allowed under the proposed GP/CLUP would also be expected to
release emissions; some of which could be of a hazardous nature. These emissions are
controlled at the local and regional level through permitting and would be subject to
further study and health risk assessment prior to the issuance of any necessary air
quality permits. Because the nature of these emissions cannot be determined at this
time and these emissions are subject to further regulation and permitting, are not
addressed further in this analysis.
Non-vehicular operational emissions resulting from activities associated with new
residential and nonresidential development under the GP/CLUP operations would
incrementally add to total air emissions. Increased operational emissions would be
considered a Class III (adverse but less-than-significant) impact on air quality.
Such potential adverse stationary operational impacts would be regulated and permitted
on a project-by-project basis. No other mitigation is considered feasible to address the
stationary operational air quality impacts.
None of the proposed GP/CLUP amendments are provided in the 2006 Final EIR as
measures to further reduce impacts. Accordingly, the proposed GP/CLUP amendments
would not affect the analysis presented in Section 3.3.3.3 of the 2006 Final EIR for this
impact, and no further discussion need be presented in this Supplemental EIR.
Plans or Policies That Would Further Reduce Impact 3.3-4. Adherence to the
requirements of the State Implementation Plan and the provisions under the County’s
CAP will reduce impacts associated with GP/CLUP buildout. CARB recommends various
techniques to reduce land use-related emissions associated with individual
developments within the GP/CLUP. These include techniques to limit emissions of toxic
air contaminant’s exposure to sensitive land uses. Based on the Land Use Siting
Recommendations in CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health
Perspective, CARB’s advisory recommendations are identified in Table 3.3-7 below.
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TABLE 3.3-7
RECOMMENDATIONS ON SITING NEW SENSITIVE LAND USES
Source Category

Advisory Recommendations

Freeways and HighTraffic Roads
Distribution Centers

Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads
with 100,000+ vehicles per day, or rural roads with 50,000+ vehicles per day.
Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a distribution center (that
accommodates more than 100 trucks per day, more than 40 trucks with operating
transport refrigeration units (TRUs) per day, or where TRU units operations
exceed 300 hours per week).
Take into account the configuration of existing distribution centers and avoid
locating residences and other new sensitive land uses near entry and exit points.
Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a major service and
maintenance rail yard.
Within one mile of a rail yard, consider possible siting limitations and mitigation
approaches.
Avoid siting new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of ports in the most
heavily impact zones. Consult with Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control
District or CARB on the status of pending analysis of health risks.
Avoid siting new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of petroleum
refineries. Consult with Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District to
determine an appropriate separation.
Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a chrome plater.
Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of any dry cleaning operation.
For operation with two or more machines, provide 500 feet. For operations with 3
or more machines, consult with Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control
District.
Do not site new sensitive land uses in the same building with dry cleaning
operations.
Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of a large gas station (defined
as a facility with a throughput of 3.6 million gallons per year or greater). A 50-foot
separation is recommended for typical gas dispensing facilities.

Rail Yards

Ports

Refineries

Chrome Platers
Dry Cleaners using
Perchloroethylene

Gasoline Dispensing
Facilities

The analysis of potential long-term operational emissions for Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3 under
Impact 3.3-4 would be similar to that presented above for Impact 3.3-2.
Response to Comment No. A-5.24
The commentator correctly observes that the subject matter of Impact 3.3-2 relates to
consistency with the 2007 CAP, rather than GHG. The reference to GHG emissions at the end
of the first paragraph on p. 3.3-28 has been revised as follows:
Accordingly, the proposed amendments to Policy LU 11 and LU-IA-2 could affect the
distribution, but likely not the quantity, of air pollutant emissions from land uses within
the City.
Response to Comment No. A-5.25
The commentator observes that the analysis presented under Impact 3.3-2 relates to long-term
air quality impacts and suggests that this discussion be presented in the analysis for
Impact 3.3-4.
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The following sentence has been added to the end of the first paragraph under each alternative
(2a, 2b, and 3) on p. 3.3-28 of the DSEIR to clarify that Impact 3.3-2 addresses consistency with
the CAP. Also see Response to Comment A-5.3:
GP/CLUP population forecasts under this alternative would be similar to those assumed
above for Alternative 1, would be generally consistent with SBCAG’s published 20052040 Regional Growth Forecast, and therefore consistent with the in-progress CAP.
See Response to Comment A-5.23 for revised text to be inserted under Impact 3.3-4.
Response to Comment No. A-5.26
The commentator correctly observes that the subject matter of Alternatives 2b and 3 under
Impact 3.3-2 on p. 3.3-28 relate to the potential for Class III impacts, rather than to Class II
impacts. The first sentence for each of those alternatives has been revised to reference Class III
impacts.
Response to Comment No. A-5.27
The Commentator requests an explanation of why the GHG emissions analysis is presented
qualitatively, rather than quantitatively. As noted under Impact 3.3-7 on page 3.3-31, the study
of climate change analyses continues to evolve. The City of Goleta has not formalized GHG
thresholds within its Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, and has proposed
Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Add a Policy That Requires Development of a Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Plan, to address GHG consistent with current and future federal and state legislation.
The latest guidance provided by the State of California is consistent with the GHG emissions
analysis presented in the Draft SEIR. On April 13, 2009, the State Office of Planning and
Research (OPR) passed off the proposed CEQA Guidelines amendments for GHG analysis to
the Natural Resources Agency. The Agency will initiate a formal rulemaking process to bring
these proposed changes into the CEQA Guidelines, with adoption targeted for January 1, 2010.
Section 15064.4 of the proposed CEQA Guidelines amendments reads as follows:
15064.4 Determining the Significance of Impacts from Greenhouse Gas
Emissions.
This section provides that a lead agency “should make a good-faith effort, based on
available information, to describe, calculate, or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas
emissions resulting from a project.” The lead agency has the discretion to decide
whether to use an appropriate model or methodology to quantify the emissions, or to
relay on a qualitative analysis or performance-based standards.
Given the programmatic nature of the GP/CLUP, existing best practices, and the State’s
proposed guidance discussed above, the City believes that the qualitative approach presented
in the SEIR is the appropriate method for discussing GHG impacts.
Response to Comment No. A-5.28
The commentator correctly observes that the 6th and 7th paragraphs under Alternative 1 on page
3.3-32 relate to proposed amendments to the GP/CLUP. The discussion has been moved to the
discussion under Alternative 2a, as requested.
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Response to Comment No. A-5.29
The GHG Reduction Plan is intended to address City activities, as well as activities and projects
subject to ministerial and/or discretionary approval by the City. The text of Mitigation Measure
AQ-1 on page 3.3-34 of the Draft SEIR has been revised to include the following sentence:
Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Add a Policy that Requires Development of a
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan
Within 24 months of the adoption of the General Plan Amendments, the City of Goleta
will develop a GHG Reduction Plan with implementation to commence 12 months
thereafter. The Plan is intended to address City activities, as well as activities and
projects subject to ministerial and/or discretionary approval by the City.
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Response to Comments Nos. A-6.1 and A-6.2
The commentator is concerned that proposed changes to CE and OS policies will weaken the
protection of wildlife and habitats in the City, and opposes the potential re-evaluation and
declassification of areas already designated as ESHAs in the GP/CLUP. The commentator
recommends that ESHAs designated in the existing GP/CLUP be retained with the assumption
that any area not classified as ESHA would serve as ESHA buffer. Comments are noted.
Regarding the recommendation regarding ESHA buffers, the existing GP/CLUP prescribes
buffers for various ESHA types but does not treat all non-ESHA areas as ESHA buffers.
Alternatives 2a and 2b propose a different way to designate ESHAs but do not alter the
definition of resources that qualify as ESHAs as provided in existing GP/CLUP CE 1.1 and
GP/CLUP Tables 4-1 and 4-2. Because what constitutes an ESHA is not changed by Alternative
2a and 2b, it is reasonable to assume that areas with such resources would be designated as
ESHAs regardless of whether they are currently shown on GP/CLUP Figure 4-1. The
assumption that areas with sensitive resources would not be designated as ESHAs if the
decisions were made based on project-level analyses or an HMP disregards the City’s project
review procedures and CEQA requirements that apply to projects and the City’s decisions.
Response to Comments Nos. A-6.3 through A-6.11
The commentator is concerned that the Citywide Habitat Management Plan (HMP) proposed
under Alternative 2b is not presented in adequate detail, provides recommendations for the
content and CEQA review of the HMP, and recommends that existing policies be retained until
the HMP is completed and approved. The commentator also recommends that the City prepare
the HMP and include it in a revised and recirculated Draft SEIR.
Regarding the recommendations regarding the content and review of the HCP, the comments
are noted. Regarding interim policies prior to completion of the HMP, the SEIR indicates that
retaining existing policies during the planning process would offset the potentially significant
impacts associated with adopting Alternative 2b. Regarding preparation of the HMP at this time
and inclusion of it in a revised recirculated Draft SEIR, the recommended action is not
necessary for the City to consider preparation of an HMP as an alternative way to guide
conservation decisions under the GP/CLUP. Provided that existing policies (or policies under
Alternatives 2a or 3) are kept in place while the HMP is being prepared, selection of Alternative
2b would not result in significant impacts that were not considered in the SEIR. Further, as the
commentator notes, adoption of the HMP would be subject to CEQA review. Selecting
Alternative 2b would not pre-approve or otherwise authorize any impacts to special status
species and habitats that might occur under the HMP.
Response to Comment No. A-6.12
The commentator requests an explanation of why Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3 propose to delete
the requirement for a Coastal Development Permit from subsection b of OS 1.10. The
commentator also expresses concern that the change would increase risks to listed species.
The change is proposed because only some activities require Coastal Development Permits
and the City cannot impose such a requirement on activities that do not require such a permit. It
also should be noted that Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3 do not alter subsection c of OS 1.10, which
covers impacts to special status resources:
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c. Where sensitive habitat resources are present, limited or controlled methods of access
and/or mitigation designed to eliminate or reduce impacts to ESHAs shall be implemented.
Response to Comment No. A-6.13
The commentator is concerned that the proposed modifications to CE 1.2 have the potential to
result in a reduction of ESHA acreage and questions the necessity for the change.
The adopted Subpolicy CE 1.2 provides a list of ESHA that is definitive, without flexibility to alter
the list based on new information such as the identification of new resources or the removal of
recovered resources and related habitats. The proposed amendments are intended to provide
flexibility in the designation of ESHA to address this policy limitation. Alternative 3 builds upon
Alternative 2a but retains the directive that ESHAs shown in Figure 4-1 and listed in Table 4-2
are examples if ESHAs, similar to the adopted policy, but clarifies that it is not an exhaustive
representation of ESHA in the City of Goleta.
The proposed policy modification also has the potential to increase the acreage as the “not
limited to” language expands the ESHA list to other resources that are not currently known,
which would be identified in the site specific survey.
Response to Comment No. A-6.14
The commentator expresses concern that the proposed changes to CE 1.3 appear to conflict
with proposed changes to CE 1.1.
None of the proposed amendment alternatives would alter the definition of ESHA in CE 1.1 and
consequently, areas that meet the definition would be designated ESHAs regardless of whether
the area previously was mapped as ESHA on GP/CLUP Figure 4-1. The change in Subpolicy
CE 1.1(c) is intended to indicate that the City respects and acknowledges ESHA designations
made by other agencies with jurisdiction over the designated area such as the CDFG. This is
not in conflict with CE 1.2.
Response to Comment No. A-6.15
The commentator requested examples of when an area defined as an ESHA by CE 1.1 would
not receive the same protection as ESHA.
The proposed wording change to CE 1.3 in Alternative 2a is intended to indicate that areas not
shown as ESHAs on GP/CLUP Figure 4-1 may qualify as ESHA and would be protected as
ESHA as they are. The wording is not intended to mean that actual ESHAs might not receive
the protections provided under the CE. Note that Alternative 3, the SEIR recommended
alternative, does not propose changes to this subpolicy.
Response to Comment No. A-6.16
The commentator expresses concern that the proposed text modification to CE 8.1 is confusing
and suggests corrections.
The recommended correction will be made to Alternative 2a for Policy CE 8.1 (see Table 2-1,
page 4; and Appendix B, page B1-15), as follows:
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These habitats include, but are not limited to, habitats which support the species listed in
Table 4-1, Potentially Occurring Special Status Species, and habitats listed in Table 4-2,
Summary of Environmentally Sensitive Habitats.
Response to Comment No. A-6.17
The commentator recommends adoption of Alternative 3 for the proposed change to CE 8.4
(raptor nest sites) and recommends against deleting protection of historic nest sites as
proposed under Alternative 2a because of the importance of such sites to raptor populations.
Comments noted. The SEIR acknowledges that historic nest sites can serve an important
function for raptors. As noted, Alternative 3 provides an option for including such sites.
Response to Comments Nos. A-6.18 and A-6.19
The commentator opposes reducing the SPA minimum buffer to 50 feet minimum and is
concerned about the effects of such a change on red-legged frog, southwestern pond turtle, and
two-striped garter snake.
Regarding potential impacts to special status species, Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3 do not alter
GP/CLUP requirements to designate ESHAs and ESHA buffers for such species and their
habitats. Regardless of whether the SPA is a minimum of 50 or 100 feet, any area with the
resources identified in the comments would be designated as an ESHA and would require an
ESHA buffer under the GP/CLUP. Further, the proposed changes do not preclude the City from
requiring a wider SPA based on site species considerations. It also should be noted that there
are a limited number of vacant parcels in the City in locations where an SPA would be required.
The total area of vacant parcels within 100 feet of streams is 19.8 acres. The total area of
vacant parcels within 50 feet of streams is 9.8 acres. In contrast to potential SPAs, there are
approximately 564 acres of ESHA types within the City.
A detailed response to comments on proposed changes to CE 2.2 is provided in Attachment A.
It also should be noted that the City adopted an amended version of CE 2.2 in May 2009 (see
Attachment A).
Response to Comments Nos. A-6.20 and A-6.21
The commentator opposes the proposed changes to CE 3.4 and 3.5 (wetland buffers) under
Alternatives 2a and 3. The commentator notes that allowing a 50 foot minimum width for
wetland buffers is counter to what is known about the transport of nitrogen (a major stressor of
aquatic habitats). The commentator also is concerned that changing “shall” to “should” in CE 3.5
will result in less protection of wetlands.
The SEIR indicates that the proposed changes could result in potentially significant impacts.
However, the proposed changes do not preclude the City from requiring greater than 50 buffers
based on site specific considerations. The changes also do not alter ESHA and ESHA buffer
requirements that apply to areas regardless of whether they are within 50 or 100 feet of the
wetland edge.
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Response to Comment No. A-6.22
The commentator recommends correcting the time period cited in CE-IA-4. The correction will
be made.
Response to Comment No. A-6.23
The commentator contends that there are not adequate sites for wetland restoration within the
City and that the Draft SEIR incorrectly concludes that wetland impacts can be mitigated to a
less than significant level. The commentator also indicates that a request was made in
comments of the 2006 EIR for the GP/CLUP to identify possible mitigation sites.
The existing policies and proposed changes require projects to mitigate impacts to wetlands as
a condition of being approved by the City. While the commentator is correct in noting that
possible mitigation sites are not been identified in the GP/CLUP or alternatives, it does not
follow that the GP/CLUP policies or alternatives would result in unmitigated or unmitigatable
significant impacts to wetlands because such options have not been identified. It also should be
noted that the attachment to the comment letter indicates that in certain circumstances the
California Department of Fish and Game will consider and accept out of kind, offsite mitigation
for wetlands impacts.
Response to Comment No. A-6.24
The commentator contends that, except as noted in the letter, proposed reductions to buffers
under the alternatives are inconsistent with the State Wildlife Action Plan and CE guiding
principle and goal #1: Protect, maintain, and enhance natural ecosystem processes and
functions in Goleta and its environs in order to maintain their natural ecological diversity.
Comments noted. The alternatives propose different measures than the existing GP/CLUP
regarding the minimum width of certain buffers. However, the alternatives do not eliminate
buffer requirements or change the intended function of the buffers as part of the conservation
and protection of resources. Therefore the alternatives are not inconsistent with the statewide
conservation policies and CE guiding principles and goals.
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