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Response to Comment No. B.1-1
The commentator states support and in some cases rewording of GP/CLUP policies. While
these comments do not pertain to the adequacy of the DEIR, the Audubon Society is directed to
re-read Policies CE 1.10, 2.6, and 3 as their concerns were addressed and policy text revisions
were incorporated in the GP/CLUP during the GP/CLUP public hearing process. The
commentator’s concern with CE 2.3 and 4.4 was reviewed at GP/CLUP public hearings and the
City Council/Planning Agency chose to deny the request for the changes. City staff note that it is
not the EIR’s purpose to revise the text of the General Plan. As discussed in Section 1.0,
“Introduction,” the EIR is intended to evaluate the potential impacts of implementing the
GP/CLUP. As such, no EIR text revisions are necessary.
Response to Comment No. B.1-2
The commentator has requested further analysis for ESHAs in the future service areas.
Biological resources and impacts in the Future Service Areas are addressed in Section 4.4 of
the EIR and are presented at a level consistent with a programmatic-level EIR and in context
with the project description, which does not propose ground disturbance in the Future Service
Areas.
Response to Comment No. B.1-3
The commentator has requested that Table 3.4-1 be revised to reflect updates and corrections
to the distribution to habitat types shown on Figures 3.4-1 and 3.4-2. The maps, tables, and
corresponding text in the FEIR regarding habitat types and ESHAs in the City and Future
Service areas have been revised in response to comments on the DEIR and Draft GP/CLUP as
follows:
1. Figure 4-1 in the GP/CLUP and Figure 3.4-1 and 3.4-2 in the FEIR have been updated and
corrected based on site-specific information provided to the City regarding the following
properties: Bella Vista Park, Dos Pueblos High School, Bishop Ranch, Sandpiper Golf
Course, Lake Los Carneros, Cabrillo Business Park, the Residences at Sandpiper, the
proposed Caltrans Hollister/Cathedral Oaks Interchange Project, Unitarian Church
restoration site, and the vicinity of Del Oro Park.
2. The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) was searched for new records of
special status species and to examine the data for recorded locations of special status
species in the City and Future Service Areas. One record for Santa Barbara honeysuckle
was removed because the CNNDB record did not include a date or verifiable location; one
location of southern tarplant was added to San Jose Creek, and one location of globose
dune beetle was added to the beach below Ellwood Mesa. Figure 4-1 and Figure 3.4-2 now
show the same records for special status species. Figure 3.4-3 was eliminated as an
unnecessary duplication of the ESHA mapping included on Figure 3.4-2. (Figure 4-2 in the
GP/CLUP was eliminated because it duplicated the ESHA mapping on Figure 4-1.)
3. The Service Area boundaries were kept on the FEIR maps but not added to the GP/CLUP
because the CP/CLUP only applied to the lands within the existing City boundaries.

4. In the FEIR, the estimated acreage of habitat types and ESHAs the City and Service Areas
were recalculated based on the revised versions of Figure 3.4-1 and Figure 3.4-2.
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5. Regarding coyote bush scrub, the FEIR has been revised to indicate that this native scrub
habitat is an important component of grassland communities, has component species also
found in coastal sage scrub habitat, and typically occurs in proximity to riparian and wetland
habitats; as such, it is a locally important habitat that qualifies as an ESHA.
Based on clarifications to the GP/CLUP that identify marine and beach and shoreline resources
as ESHAs, all shoreline sand is identified as ESHA in the FEIR (in the DEIR, ESHA sand was
limited to western snowy plover critical habitat).
The descriptions of habitat types in the City have been revised to incorporate the clarifications
and corrections in the comment letter.
Response to Comment No. B.1-4
The commentator has requested that the EIR include impacts to western snowy plovers and
California least terns. The EIR addresses potential impacts to California least terns as well as
western snowy plovers on a program level in terms of impacts to ESHAs, direct harm to listed
species, and impacts to habitats of special-status species.
Response to Comment No. B.1-5
The commentator has requested a policy that makes natural resource protection a high priority.
Comment noted. No change to the EIR is required.
Response to Comment No. B.1-6
The commentator expresses the concern that ESHAs will be degraded from cumulative impacts,
and suggests various restoration and enhancement strategies to be considered as a goal of the
Creek and Watershed Plan. Potential cumulative impacts to biological resources are addressed
in Section 3.4.3.4 of the EIR. As provided for by CEQA, biological studies were performed on a
level commensurate with the GP/CLUP’s program-level environmental analysis; site-specific
analysis in future project-specific CEQA documents may assist in further refining potential
impacts to ESHAs, including cumulative impacts.
Response to Comment No. B.1-7
The commentator requests that the City of Goleta establish policies that aid in the recovery of
listed species. The requested policies have not been incorporated into the GP/CLUP because
the City believes that recovery efforts are more-suitably addressed through future projectspecific CEQA documents, rather than in the planning-level GP/CLUP.
Response to Comment No. B.1-8
The commentator has observed that native grassland is found on other sites, not just an existing
preserve. Text regarding native grasslands has been corrected. Other comments noted; no
response required.
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Response to Comment No. B.1-9
The commentator has requested clarification for the discussion of Impact 3.4-12. The
description of Impact 3.4-12 has been revised to add more details regarding the potential
benefits for ESHAs and special status species from preservation and management activities.
Response to Comment No. B.1-10
The commentator has requested clarification for the effects of cumulative impacts resulting from
the GP/CLUP. FEIR Section 3.4.3.4 has been revised to explain the conclusion that the City’s
contribution to cumulative effects on biological resources is less than significant. The EIR
analysis is based on the assumption that significant impacts from activities under the City’s
jurisdiction would be reduced to less-than-significant levels in accordance with the GP/CLUP
policies and applicable federal and state regulations.
Response to Comment No. B.1-11
The commentator is requesting that the names of creeks, wetlands, and ESHAs be included in
Table 3.10-2; however this is inconsistent with the intent of the table. The intent of the table is to
identify City parks such a mini parks, neighborhood open space, regional open space etc., as
depicted on Figure 3.10-3 (the table references Figure 3.10-3). Creeks/wetlands/ESHAs are not
parks or open spaces as identified in Figure 3.10-3.
Response to Comment No. B.1-12
The commentator states “This Section (3.10) will require modification if the separate coastal and
inland wetland policies are adopted.” This comment is related to the GP/CLUP and is not
specific to the EIR. The commentator is directed to the GP/CLUP Policy CE 3.4, Protection of
Wetlands, for more information regarding wetlands. The GP/CLUP protects wetlands citywide
without differences between the inland and coastal areas.
Response to Comment No. B.1-13
References to the AIA have been deleted from the EIR since the AIA is not a regulatory
planning boundary and is used solely for real estate disclosure purposes. Refer to response to
comment A.3-2.
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Response to Comment No. B.2-1
CEQA Guidelines Section 15203, Adequate Time for Review and Comment, states:
The lead agency shall provide adequate time for other public agencies and members of
the public to review and comment on a draft EIR or negative declaration that it has
prepared.
(a) Public agencies may establish time periods for review in their implementing
procedures and shall notify the public and reviewing agencies of the time for receipt
of comments on EIRs. These time periods shall be consistent with applicable
statutes, the State CEQA Guidelines, and applicable clearinghouse review
procedures.
(b) A review period for an EIR does not require a halt in other planning or evaluation
activities related to a project. Planning should continue in conjunction with
environmental evaluation.

Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15205(d), Review by State Agencies, states:
When an EIR or negative declaration is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review,
the review period set by the lead agency shall be at least as long as the period provided
in the state review system operated by the State Clearinghouse. In the state review
system, the normal review period is 45 days for EIRs and 30 days for negative
declarations. In exceptional circumstances, the State Clearinghouse may set shorter
review periods when requested by the lead agency.

The public review period provided for the Goleta GP/CLUP DEIR is consistent with the CEQA
Guidelines as presented above. The DEIR public review period commenced on May 31, 2006
and closed on July 18, 2006, for a total of 49 days. This exceeds the 45-day requirement
established under CEQA. Copies of the DEIR were made available to the public through
multiple sources: online at the City of Goleta website; in hard copy at City Hall and the local
public library; and on CD. Additional public participation was solicited through a public hearing
(with afternoon and evening sessions) held on June 26, 2006. Related public participation
opportunities are summarized in Section 2.5 of the DEIR. It is anticipated that the
recommended GP/CLUP and Final EIR will be presented to the Planning Agency and City
Council for final approval in September 2006. CEQA does not require that the DEIR identify the
specific dates of future meetings that the lead agency may ultimately choose to hold on the
project.
The sufficiency of DEIR public review was confirmed by the State Clearinghouse in their letter
dated July 14, 2006 (see Comment Letter A.4). In sum, the duration of review and availability of
the DEIR provided sufficient time for public and agency review and comment and do not warrant
extension of the review period.
Response to Comment No. B.2-2
The commentator states the opinion that the DEIR does not fully disclose the impact of the
GP/CLUP because the GP/CLUP was under revision at the time the DEIR was prepared. See
response to comment B.4-11.
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Response to Comment No. B.2-3
CEQA Guidelines Section 15146, Degree of Specificity, states:
The degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity
involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.
(a) An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific
effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or
comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of the construction can be
predicted with greater accuracy.
(b) An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning
ordinance on a local general plan should focus on the secondary effects that can be
expected to follow from the adoption, or amendment, but the EIR need not be as
detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.

Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15147, Technical Detail, states:
The information contained in an EIR shall include summarized technical data, maps, plot
plans, diagrams, and similar relevant information sufficient to permit full assessment of
significant environmental impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public.
Placement of highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the body of the EIR
should be avoided through inclusion of supporting information and analyses as
appendices to the main body of the EIR. Appendices to the EIR may be prepared in
volumes separate from the basic EIR document, but shall be readily available for public
examination and shall be submitted to all clearinghouses which assist in public review.

Finally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15148, Citation, states:
Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon information from many sources, including
engineering project reports and many scientific documents relating to environmental
features. These documents should be cited but not included in the EIR. The EIR shall
cite all documents used in its preparation.

The degree of specificity and technical detail provided in the Goleta GP/CLUP DEIR is
consistent with the CEQA Guidelines as presented above. Sources of technical information
used in the analysis are cited throughout the text as applicable and are summarized by
environmental discipline in Chapter 8, References. In addition, technical appendices are
provided at Appendix B, Water Supply Assessment, and Appendix C, Final Traffic Forecast
Report, for those topics involving highly technical and specialized analysis and data. The
degree of specificity and technical detail provided in the text of the EIR is sufficient for the public
to assess the project’s potential environmental impacts.
The technical data used for the GP/CLUP and EIR are consistent between both documents.
The commentator has not identified specific inconsistencies in the information standards used
for the GP/CLUP and EIR so as to permit a more detailed response.
Response to Comment No. B.2-4
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification, states:
(a) A lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is
added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for
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public review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section,
the term “information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting as
well as additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not
“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect
of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a
feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement.

The FEIR includes the following revisions to the DEIR:
1. refinements to the project description;
2. clarifications to the supporting environmental impact analysis; and
3. minor editorial corrections.
When compared to the DEIR, the Final EIR identifies no new significant environmental impacts,
new alternatives, nor other information that would require recirculation as provided by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5.
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Response to Comment No. B.3-1
See response to comment B.2-1.
Response to Comment No. B.3-2
The commentator states the opinion that the DEIR does not fully disclose the impact of the
GP/CLUP because the GP/CLUP was under revision at the time the DEIR was prepared. See
response to comment B.4-11.
Response to Comment No. B.3-3
See response to comment B.2-3.
Response to Comment No. B.3-4
See response to comment B.2-4.
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