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Response to Comment No. A.1-1
The commentator has requested that the text under the City of Goleta Environmental
Thresholds Manual should be deleted because it refers to an outdated threshold. The
referenced text has been deleted from FEIR Section 3.9.3.1.
Response to Comment No. A.1-2
The commentator has stated that the City of Goleta thresholds are correctly applied under
Impact 3.9-3. Comment noted.
Response to Comment No. A.1-3
The commentator has observed that using recycled water in new development may not be
feasible. The City appreciates the commentator’s input regarding recycled water infrastructure
and capacity. Use of recycled water under GP/CLUP policy subsections CE 15.2 and 15.3
would be implemented to the extent that recycled water and associated infrastructure is
available.
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Response to Comment No. A.2-1
The commentator correctly observes that the incorrect number of monitoring stations is noted.
The number “19” has been removed and replaced with “17” in the FEIR.
Response to Comment No. A.2-2
The commentator has requested clarification regarding daily thresholds for ROG and NOx.
Comment noted. Text has been added to the FEIR to clarify the definition of significant impacts
to regional air quality.
Response to Comment No. A.2-3
The commentator has requested clarification regarding significance thresholds for constructionrelated emissions. Comment noted. Text has been added to the Final EIR to clarify this issue.
Response to Comment No. A.2-4
The commentator is of the opinion that comparisons between the VMT projections and the CAP
projections are in error. CEQA requires that projects be consistent with the CAP. A consistency
determination plays an important role in local agency project review by linking local planning
and individual projects to the CAP. It fulfills the CEQA goal of informing decision makers of the
environmental efforts of the project under consideration at a stage early enough to ensure that
air quality concerns are fully addressed. It also provides the local agency with ongoing
information as to whether they are contributing to clean air goals contained in the CAP. Only
new or amended general plan elements, specific plans, and major projects need to undergo a
consistency review. This is because the 2004 CAP strategy is based on projections from local
general plans throughout Santa Barbara County. Projects that are consistent with the most
recently adopted regional growth forecasts are considered consistent with the CAP.
The SBCAPCD approach to CEQA analyses of general plans is to emphasize the review of
population growth forecasts rather than produce a detailed evaluation of emissions. From the
SBCAPCD’s perspective, evaluation of VMT and extrapolated emission estimates is not
necessary. SBCAPCD’s Scope and Content of Air Quality Sections in Environmental Document
guide calls for consistency with the forecast used in the most recently adopted CAP, which is
the 2004 CAP. A key principle in the SBCAPCD guidance is that a project is accommodated by
and consistent with the CAP to the extent that it fits within the population forecasts assumed in
the CAP. If the population growth projections included in the 2004 CAP are not exceeded, then
a general plan would generally be considered to be consistent with the 2004 CAP.
In a discussion with SBCAG (Brian Bresolin, Planning Manager, August 8, 2006), it was noted
that the previous 1994 Regional Growth Forecast for the Goleta region, which was used in
preparation of the 2004 CAP, used the projected number of households (at 100% occupancy
rate) to estimate the population forecasts. SBCAG projected the number of households at
approximately 15,422 for the Goleta region at buildout. With 15,422 households, the population
would be at approximately 47,108 at horizon year 2030. The proposed GP/CLUP projects a
buildout of household units at approximately 15,361 with an estimated population of 38,097 for
the year 2030. Because the GP/CLUP buildout households and population forecast is less than
that forecasted by SBCAG, the proposed GP/CLUP plan is considered within the SBCAG
regional growth forecasts and therefore consistent with the 2004 CAP.
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The FEIR reflects all new information applicable to the analysis and discussion in Impact 3.3-1.
Please note that the new information has reduced the impact classification in the FEIR. The
discussion on the VMT analysis has been removed from Impact 3.3-1. The discussion in
Impact 3.3-1 focuses on the proposed GP/CLUP households and population growth forecasts
and determines the consistency with the 2004 CAP. The impact conclusion for Impact 3.3-1 has
changed from Class I (significant and unavoidable impact) to Class III (less-than-significant
impact). Because the impact sections are organized in impact classification sequences from
Class I to Class IV, the impact section for GP/CLUP population growth forecasts has been
renumbered and moved into the Class III section.
Response to Comment No. A.2-5
The commentator has requested clarification regarding the Regional VMT emission estimates in
Table 3.3-7. The purpose of an EIR is to analyze and report the environmental impacts related
to the implementation of a project. The EIR presents the impacts from project construction and
long-term operation in the form of emission rates so that the local and regional effects can be
assessed. However, SBCAPCD suggests that the evaluation of VMT and extrapolated emission
estimates are not necessary.
In discussions with SBCAPCD and SBCAG, it was noted that conducting an emission analysis
using the latest VMT estimates would only show conflicting results between the use of the DEIR
citywide VMT emission estimates and the 2004 CAP emission budget. These organizations
further explained that it would be misleading to extrapolate the both VMT and emission budget
data from the 2004 CAP for the Goleta area and then compare these extrapolated data to the
DEIR emission estimates. Goleta contributes such a small portion of the regional 2004 CAP
emissions that trying to extrapolate the data and compare it to more focused Goleta DEIR
emission estimates is not a fair comparison. Both agencies also noted that VMT emission
estimates are typically used for regional transportation conformity projects, which would not
facilitate the citywide air quality impact assessment.
Because motor vehicles are the largest source of air emissions in the area, consistency can be
assessed by reviewing the SBCAG 2030 Travel Forecast VMT data with respect to the VMT
data from the proposed GP/CLUP. The General Plan would result in 185,346 VMT in the year
2030. Based on a year 2005 VMT of 143,978, this represents an average increase of
1.15 percent per year. The regional VMT forecasts under the 2030 Travel Forecast for Santa
Barbara County show an increase of about 1.96 percent per year. As such, vehicle growth
projected under the GP/CLUP is less than that forecast under the 2030 Travel Forecast for
Santa Barbara County, and the project is therefore consistent.
Although implementation of development consistent with the proposed GP/CLUP will result in
an annual average VMT growth rate of 1.15 percent, which is greater than the rate of population
growth for the Goleta region, the proposed project is consistent with the 2004 CAP and other
regional plan strategies to reduce the number of trips and the length of trips in the region and to
improve the balance between jobs and housing at the subregional level. The 2004 CAP
recognizes that emissions due to trips and mode choices are not only a function of the
transportation system but also relate to the proximity of housing and job-generating land uses
and the proximity of jobs to transportation infrastructure and transit. The proposed GP/CLUP
facilitates the development of housing opportunities close to the regional employment and
transportation centers. Therefore, the proposed project is considered consistent with the goals
and policies of SBCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan and the SBCAPCD’s 2004 CAP.
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The FEIR reflects all new information applicable to the analysis and discussion in Impact 3.3-2.
Please note that the new information has reduced the impact classification in the FEIR. The
discussion on the emission estimates has been removed from Impact 3.3-2. The discussion in
Impact 3.3-2 focuses on the proposed GP/CLUP VMT forecasts and determines the consistency
with the SBCAG’s 2030 Travel Forecast. The impact conclusion for Impact 3.3-2 has changed
from Class I (significant and unavoidable impact) to Class III (less-than-significant impact).
Because the impact sections are organized in impact classification sequences from Class I to
Class IV, the impact section for GP/CLUP population growth forecasts has been renumbered
and moved into the Class III section.
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Response to Comment No. A.3-1
The commentator notes the DEIR list of cumulative projects did not include the approved Citrix
Center project, T-hangars, and other future development envisioned as part of buildout of the
Airport Industrial Specific Plan.
While the land use table used in the City’s traffic model did account for future development in
the areas that encompass the approved Citrix project and T-hangars, it did not include all the
future development associated with the approved Citrix Center development. As such, the City
revised the land use assumptions in the travel model to include the approved Citrix Center
development, and has revised the cumulative project list accordingly. The Industrial Specific
Plan (future planned development) is not included in the cumulative analysis.
Response to Comment No. A.3-2
The commentator states that the Airport Influence Area (AIA) only applies to real estate
disclosures, not the regulatory planning boundary. References to the Airport Influence Area
(AIA) are deleted from FEIR Section 3.7.1.7, Airport Related Hazards.
Response to Comment No. A.3-3
The commentator has correctly observed that the discussion of safety areas is not consistent
with the ALUP. Section 3.7.1.7, “Airport Related Hazards,” is changed to reflect the correct
definition/description of safety areas per the ALUP.
Response to Comment No. A.3-4
The commentator requests that the EIR include a discussion of related Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) regulations. Section 3.7.2, “Regulatory Framework,” is updated to include
references to FAA Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77, “Objects Affecting Navigable
Airspace.”
Response to Comment No. A.3-5
The commentator provides information regarding airport runway construction activities. Sections
3.7.1.7 and 3.7.3.3 (Impact 3.7-5) is updated with respect to references to Runway 7-25 to
indicate that this runway will be “shifted” 800 feet to the west to accommodate the new eastern
Runway Safety Area (RSA). Runway 7-25 will remain 6,052 feet when the modification is
completed and will comply with FAA standards, which specify RSAs of 500 feet wide and
1,000 feet long at both ends. Construction will be completed in 2007.
Response to Comment No. A.3-6
The commentator repeats a request from Comment A.3-2 to delete references to the AIA from
pages 3.10-10 and 3.10-11 as it “bears no relationship whatsoever to the Safety Areas (1, 2 and
3) designated in the ALUP.” References to the AIA have been deleted from pages 3.10-10 and
3.10-11 in the FEIR.
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Response to Comment No. A.3-7
The commentator has requested that the EIR be modified reflect the fact that the airport has no
legal authority to regulate flight paths, aircraft types, or hours of operation. This policy states,
“the City shall also continue to encourage the airport to limit aircraft noise between the hours of
11 p.m. and 7 a.m.” Although the airport does not have regulatory authority to limit hours of
operation of the airport, the airport can advise pilots and operators that the City desires this to
reduce noise impacts to neighbors. Accordingly, the City, as a matter of policy, wants to
continue to encourage the airport to limit hours of operation where feasible.
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Response to Comment No. A.4-1
The commentator acknowledges that the City, as Lead Agency, has complied with the State
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to CEQA.
Comment noted. No other response is required.
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Response to Comment No. A.5-1
The commentator acknowledges the adequacy of the basis from which the GP/CLUP traffic
impact study was generated and adds that Caltrans considers traffic counts taken within 2 years
appropriate for inclusion in traffic studies, consistent with the GP/CLUP traffic count
methodology. The comment is noted.
Response to Comment No. A.5-2
The commentator advises that Caltrans uses LOS Cusp “C/D” for signalized and unsignalized
intersections on the State highway system. City staff recognizes Caltrans thresholds and is
already using the same LOS Cusp C/D threshold.
Response to Comment No. A.5-3
The commentator notes that the Santa Barbara County Congestion Management Agency and
Caltrans agreed to a standard countywide methodology for analyzing intersection LOS
operations within the State’s jurisdiction. The commentator adds that Caltrans promotes the use
of HCM 2000 as its preferred traffic analysis methodology for signalized intersections and
agreed to allow the use the ICU methodology with “Camarillo Inputs” for analysis on the State
highway system for planning purposes. As such, City staff proceeded with the use of the ICU
methodology for the GP/CLUP planning-level analysis. City staff intends to use HCM 2000 for
future project-level operational analyses, consistent with the commentator’s request.
Response to Comment No. A.5-4
The commentator notes that it would be helpful if the EIR traffic study included a table featuring
a breakdown of the 2030 GP/CLUP buildout scenario and the resulting increase in total peak
hour traffic being generated. The commentator also recommends that the table use the ITE
7th Edition Trip Generation Manual to glean these categories of added peak hour trip totals.
Existing and projected peak hour traffic volumes are shown in Figure 3.13-5 of the FEIR. The
trip generation rates used in the traffic model are based on the 7th Edition ITE Trip Generation
Manual.
Response to Comment No. A.5-5
The commentator requests that the HCM 2000 LOS analysis be performed in order to identify
traffic impacts and appropriate mitigation. See response to comment A.5-3.
Response to Comment No. A.5-6
The commentator suggests that the GP-7 scenario (proposed land uses with transportation
improvements) should not reflect the widening of US-101 from 4 to 6 lanes between Fairview
Avenue and Glen Annie Road, suggesting that funding is not identified or programmed for the
improvement. City staff note that the proposed widening of US-101 is not assumed as an
existing condition. It is assumed as a future condition in the traffic model.
Widening of US-101 between Fairview and Storke (PM 22.54 – 24.8) is included in the following
planning documents: (1) 101 In-Motion Final Report; (2) Measure D Renewal – List of Regional
Project; and (3) 2004 Regional Transportation Plan for Santa Barbara County (Project # CT 24).
Given that the 2004 RTP is a financially constrained document (federal requirement), funding for
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this project is consistent with projected revenue funding streams for Santa Barbara County. As
such, City staff determined that the inclusion of this project in the GP/CLUP traffic model is
valid.
Response to Comment No. A.5-7
The commentator states concern regarding the availability of funding for the Cathedral Oaks
Interchange project, a proposed transportation system improvement in the GP/CLUP. City staff
note that the City has entered into a cooperative agreement with Caltrans for the design and
construction of this project. Construction of the project is scheduled to begin in 2010. Funding
for the project is programmed through the State Transportation Improvement Program, Highway
Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program, State Highway Operation & Protection Plan,
and Goleta Transportation Improvement Program.
Response to Comment No. A.5-8
The commentator states that the improvements/mitigation listed in Table 3.13-12 need to be
analyzed using HCM 2000 methods and without the 6-lane widening of US-101 assumed in
place. See responses to comments A.5-3 and A.5-6.
Response to Comment No. A.5-9
The commentator states that the improvements/mitigation listed in Table 3.13-13 need to be
analyzed using HCM 2000 methods and without the 6-lane widening of US-101 assumed in
place. See responses to comments A.5-3 and A.5-6.
The commentator also notes that signal warrant analysis would need to be performed prior to
the installation of a traffic signal on state highways. City staff concurs with this statement and
would expect to complete signal warrant analysis as part of the project-level design. The
comment is noted.
Response to Comment No. A.5-10
The commentator states that the improvements/mitigation listed under Class II Impacts need to
be analyzed using HCM 2000 methods and without the 6-lane widening of US-101 assumed in
place. See responses to comments A.5-3 and A.5-6.
Response to Comment No. A.5-11
The commentator states that the improvements/mitigation listed under Class III Impacts need to
be analyzed using HCM 2000 methods and without the 6-lane widening of US-101 assumed in
place. See responses to comments A.5-3 and A.5-6.
Response to Comment No. A.5-12
The commentator states that the improvements/mitigation listed in Table 15 of the Traffic
Technical Report need to be analyzed using HCM 2000 methods and without the 6-lane
widening of US-101 assumed in place. See responses to comments A.5-3 and A.5-6.
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Response to Comment No. A.5-13
The commentator states that the improvements/mitigation listed for Freeway Mainline
Operations of the Traffic Technical Report need to be analyzed using HCM 2000 methods and
without the 6-lane widening of US-101 assumed in place. See responses to comments A.5-3
and A.5-6.
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Response to Comment No. A.6-1
The commentator expresses her appreciation for the DEIR and expresses support for wetlands
and watershed protection. The commentator specifically requests that two documents be
incorporated in the GP/CLUP by reference: (1) the 2004 Draft County Lands Inventory with
Enhancement Opportunities and 2005 Recommendations Report compiled by the 2nd District
Natural Resources Advisory Committee received by the County Parks Commission in
September 2005 (http://www.countyofsb.org/susanrose/html/nrac.html); and (2) San Jose Creek
Watershed Management Plan, 2005.
The subject documents have not been incorporated into the GP/CLUP by reference because
the scopes of those documents extend beyond that applicable to the Goleta GP/CLUP.
Nonetheless, the City shares the commentator’s commitment to protect wetlands and
watersheds, and has addressed those topics at a suitable level of detail in the planning-level
GP/CLUP.
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Response to Comment No. A.7-1
The commentator alleges that the DEIR does not consider possible adverse impacts to public
viewing locations outside the City’s boundaries due to potential development within the City.
Appropriate text has been added to Section 3.1 of the FEIR regarding the minimal impacts of
the GP/CLUP to public viewing locations and nighttime light and glare.
Response to Comment No. A.7-2
The commentator has correctly observed that Figure 3.2-1 does not contain a pointer to any site
on the map for Future Service Area Site #4. Figure 3.2-1 has been modified to include this
pointer to the site.
Response to Comment No. A.7-3
The commentator has requested that the discussion of impacts and mitigations include
instances where agricultural uses could conflict with adjacent or nearby unincorporated lands.
The text supporting Impact 3.2-2 has been revised to include this discussion.
Response to Comment No. A.7-4
The commentator has requested that the EIR include possible mitigation measures through a
City right-to-farm ordinance. This issue is adequately addressed by GP/CLUP policy subsection
CE 11.3, “Compatibility of New Development with Agriculture,” which includes requirements for
right-to-farm covenants and disclosure notices for any development located adjacent to
agriculture land. No additional mitigation is required.
Response to Comment No. A.7-5
The commentator recommends expansion of a GP/CLUP policy regarding invasive plant
species. No response required.
Response to Comment A.7-6
The commentator may be misinterpreting Impact 3.8-2, “Population Growth Associated with
Implementation of the GP/CLUP Is Anticipated to Result in an Increase in the Population by
24 Percent at Full or Ultimate Buildout,” and the applicability of GP/CLUP Policy LU 11,
“Non-Residential Growth Management,” to mitigate impacts related to residential development
from population growth. As mentioned in the discussion under Impacts 3.8-1 and 3.8-2, the
population growth would not in itself create physical effects to the environment; it could result in
secondary or indirect impacts. The result of the increased population would be an increased
need for housing in addition to jobs. This would lead to the physical impact of residential and
commercial development. The environmental issues associated with increased residential and
nonresidential development include land use compatibility, noise, air quality, traffic, biology,
water resources, hazardous materials, geology/soils, aesthetics, public services,
cultural/archaeological resources, and public utilities. Please see those respective sections of
the EIR for a discussion of indirect environmental impacts and mitigation associated with
construction of residential and nonresidential development within the City.
In addition to the mitigation measures identified in those respective sections of the EIR,
implementation of LU 11, “Non-Residential Growth Management,” would serve to manage
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growth associated with nonresidential development. The intent of this policy/mitigation measure
is to manage the amount and timing of nonresidential development within the City based upon
actual residential construction so as to maintain an appropriate balance between jobs and
housing in the City. This would help reduce future commuter trips from residential locations
outside of the City and County to job locations in Goleta, reduce traffic congestion along US-101
and key intersections in Goleta, reduce deterioration in air quality, and reduce any additional
burden on the City’s public infrastructure and services. This policy/mitigation would also reduce
future residential/population growth compared to a scenario without a growth management
policy. The absence of a growth management policy could result in unrestrained job growth,
which could lead to increased population growth and increased demand on housing.
Response to Comment A.7-7
The commentator has correctly observed that the reference to Table 3.8-9 on page 3.8-18
should be revised to Table 3.8-7. This change will be made in the FEIR.
Response to Comment A.7-8
The commentator has requested clarification of statements made in Impact 3.8-4. The last
sentence of paragraph 2 on page 3.8-18 has been deleted in order to clarify the impact
conclusion.
Response to Comment No. A.7-9
The commentator has correctly observed an inaccuracy in the FEMA reference in Section
3.9.1.3. The FEMA website was checked for accuracy, and the correct citation appears in the
FEIR.
Response to Comment No. A.7-10
The commentator has requested that the EIR include reference to the Flood Control District’s
authority over certain creeks and channels in Goleta. The City appreciates the commentator’s
input regarding the Flood Control District’s review and approval authority. The text in Section
3.9.2.2 has been updated for the FEIR.
Response to Comment No. A.7-11
The commentator has correctly observed that restrictions exist regarding the use of recycled
water in irrigating private residences. The City recognizes that there are legal restrictions on the
use of recycled water for irrigation of private residences. The requirements of policy subsection
CE 15.3 would be implemented “where appropriate” and consistent with state law regarding use
of recycled water, including any restrictions on the use of recycled water for irrigation at private
residences.
Response to Comment No. A.7-12
See response to comment A.7-11.
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Response to Comment No. A.7-13
The commentator states that the first sentence in Impact 3.9-4 should be reworded because it is
not acceptable to alter existing drainage patterns unless the proposed alterations cause no
impact. This is consistent with the intent of the impact discussion, and the impact discussion has
been revised in the FEIR.
Response to Comment No. A.7-14
The commentator has requested that a discussion of the Clean Air Plan and Congestion
Management Plan be included in the EIR. The discussion of the Clean Air Plan has been
included in Section 3.3.2.2 of the FEIR.
Response to Comment No. A.7-15
The commentator suggests splitting Section 3.10, “Land Use and Recreation,” into two sections;
one for land use issues and one for specific recreation issues. CEQA allows lead agencies to
develop standard formats for EIR preparation and allows the EIR to be organized to best fit the
decision-making process for which it is prepared. The current EIR format and organization
reflects the preferences of the City.
Response to Comment No. A.7-16
The commentator has requested that the EIR include discussion of potential adverse noise
impacts from development associated with the GP/CLUP. Text has been added to acknowledge
that development within the City may affect noise sensitive land uses in adjacent unincorporated
areas.
Response to Comment A.7-17
The commentator is requesting that Section 3.12 include a reference for the Santa Barbara
County Flood Control District. This section has been revised to include a reference to the Santa
Barbara County Flood Control District.
Response to Comment A.7-18
The commentator states the opinion that Policy PF 4.2(j) will result in new private septic
systems as a result of buildout unless the policy is modified to allow for the extension of
community sewer in non-urban areas. In response, City staff note that the policy does not
preclude new community sewer as long as the new sewer is constructed through existing or
planned urban areas. City staff also point out that private septic systems are not the only
solution to address wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal.
Response to Comment A.7-19
Refer to response to comment A.17-18.
Response to Comment A.7-20
The commentator states concern that Policy PF 4.2(k) would preclude development in areas
where there is no existing sewer infrastructure. The commentator is directed to the last
sentence of PF 4.2(k) as the policy allows for new septic systems if it is demonstrated that there
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is no feasible alternative. The commentator also notes that the policy does not recognize current
treatment technologies that reduce the impact of onsite dispersal of wastewater on the
environment. The GP/CLUP does not discourage or preclude alternative treatment technologies
and therefore it is unnecessary to list current technologies.
Response to Comment No. A.7-21
The commentator requests that the EIR state that proposed bikeways located along creeks
and/or channels maintained by County Flood Control District will be subject to Flood Control
review and approval and will be subject to execution of a secondary use agreement. The EIR
text in Section 3.13.3.3, Class IV Impacts, has been revised to include bulleted text addressing
the commentator’s request.
Response to Comment A.7-22
The commentator has requested that the EIR indicate that any development within the Future
Service Areas will require more detailed analysis. Comment noted. The EIR text has been
amended to include the recommended language.
Response to Comment No. A.7-23
The commentator has requested the development of a policy-based alternative to the proposed
GP/CLUP focusing on regional issues. CEQA requires that the DEIR identify a reasonable
range of alternatives, but it does not require that the type and extent of environmental impacts
identified for those alternatives be substantially different from each other. The criteria for
alternatives selection identified in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(c) states:
The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.

The alternatives presented in Chapter 5.0 of the EIR adequately fulfill the CEQA requirements
that the analysis evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives. The City does not believe that
analysis of an additional, policy-based alternative is warranted. The final GP/CLUP does
address regional issues in a cooperative manner with other South Coast jurisdictions, including
the County of Santa Barbara
Response to Comment No. A.7-24
The commentator has correctly observed that Alternative 1 is referenced twice. This item has
been corrected in the FEIR.
Response to Comment No. A.7-25
The commentator has pointed out that both physical development alternatives could reduce the
funding available for new recreation facilities. The requested text has been added to the FEIR.
Response to Comment No. A.7-26
The commentator observes that Alternative 2 would not meet the City’s fair share allocation to
provide adequate housing and address regional growth. The criteria for alternatives selection
identified in CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(c) states:
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The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.

Although Alternative 2 would not meet the City’s fair share housing allocation, it does in fact
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project with fewer adverse environmental
impacts than the other alternatives. Thus, it Alternative 2 remains the Environmentally Superior
Alternative.
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Response to Comment No. A.8-1
The commentator advises that the project does not qualify for a filing fee exemption under
14 CCR §753.5(c). Comment noted. No other response is required.
Response to Comment No. A.8-2
The commentator expresses concern about implementation of mitigation measures for ESHAs.
The policies identified in the Conservation Element of the GP/CLUP do not preclude the City
from adopting impact mitigation ratios for all projects in its jurisdiction or from considering the
ratio of mitigation to impacts in its decisions on individual projects. In addition, nothing in the
GP/CLUP policies would allow unmitigated impacts to habitats regulated by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (i.e., wetlands) or California Department of Fish and Game (i.e., riparian
areas and streambeds).
Response to Comment No. A.8-3
See response to comment A.8-2.
Response to Comment No. A.8-4
See response to comment A.8-2.
Response to Comment No. A.8-5
See response to comment A.8-2.
Response to Comment No. A.8-6
See response to comment A.8-2.
Response to Comment No. A.8-7
See response to comment A.8-2.
Response to Comment No. A.8-8
The commentator has requested mitigation measures for the removal of nonnative trees. Under
the City’s GP/CLUP policies and Environmental Thresholds Manual, impacts to nonnative trees
would not be considered potentially significant unless the trees qualify as an ESHA, such as
eucalyptus groves with values for monarch butterflies or raptors. CEQA does not require a
discussion of mitigation measures for impacts that are not potentially significant.
Response to Comment No. A.8-9
See response to comment A.8-8.
Response to Comment No. A.8-10
The commentator has requested that the EIR address impacts to birds and their active nests.
The EIR addresses impacts to nesting birds, including raptors, in terms of potential for direct
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harm and loss or degradation of foraging, nesting, and roosting habitat. Mitigation identified for
potentially significant impacts include CE 1.9h, which requires that “the timing of grading and
construction activities shall be controlled to minimize potential disruption of wildlife during critical
time periods such as nesting or breeding seasons.”
Response to Comment No. A.8-11
See response to comment A.8-10.
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Response to Comment No. A.9-1
The commentator has advised that the GP/CLUP will be discussed at a future meeting. No
additional response is requested.
Response to Comment No. A.9-2
The commentator suggests that inclusion of SMARA Mineral Resource Management Policies
may have been overlooked in the GP/CLUP. Although the discussion of GP/CLUP policies does
indicate that there are no known significant mineral resources in the City (DEIR,
page 3.6-7), text will be added to the “Existing Conditions” discussion of mineral resources.
Response to Comment No. A.9-3
The commentator notes that the contents and findings of CGS Special Report 162 were not
mentioned in Section 3.6 of the GP/CLUP. The commentator suggests that at least one
significant deposit of specialty sand was actively being mined at the Ellwood Ranch Quarry
within the City. A reference to the mineral land classification report will be added to “Existing
Conditions” (see response to comment A.9.2). The Elwood Ranch Quarry is located outside the
City limits (i.e., in the County). No mineral resources are being mined in the City limits. No other
change is needed to the EIR.
Response to Comment No. A.9-4
The commentator suggests that the Parks Sand Pit lies within the City and remains active. The
Parks Sand Pit is also located outside the City limits. No change is needed to the EIR.
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