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March 25, 2005
To: Whom It May Concern

Subject: Notice of Preparation of the Proposed City of Goleta
Draft General Plan / Coastal Land Use Plan Program EIR

The City of Goleta, as Lead Agency, is preparing a program-level Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to address the potential environmental
impacts associated with the development of a General Plan and Coastal
Land Use Plan (LUP) for the recently incorporated City of Goleta. The
subject of this letter is to provide responsible and trustee agencies with the
EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP) and to solicit guidance from those
agencies as to the scope and content of the environmental information to
be included in the Draft EIR. Pursuant to California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) (CEQA Sections 15082, 15103, and 15375), a NOP is required
prior to the release of a Draft EIR.

Respondents to this NOP are encouraged to provide the views of your
organization as to the scope and content of the environmental information
that is germane to your organization’s area of interest. The City of Goleta
will use responses to this NOP to identify important issues and focus the
scope and content of the draft EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Section 15063, an
Initial Study has not been prepared for this project because the City of
Goleta has determined that a comprehensive, program-type EIR is
required.

This NOP provides information regarding the comment period, contact
information, scoping meeting details, the project location, a description of
the project, and a summary of the probable environmental effects
associated with implementing the Draft General Plan / LUP.

1. COMMENT PERIOD, CONTACT INFORMATION, AND SCOPING
MEETING

Due to the time limits mandated by state law, your response must be sent
at the earliest possible date but no later than 30 days after receipt of this
notice. The deadline for receipt of comments on the NOP is 5:00 p.m. on
Tuesday, April 26, 2005. Comments including the contact person in your
organization must be sent to the City of Goleta via U.S. Mail or e-mail as
follows:
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Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Project Manager
City of Goleta

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B

Goleta, CA 93117

Phone: (805) 961-7557; Fax: (805) 685-2635
E-mail: awells@cityofgoleta.org

The Preliminary Draft General Plan / LUP is available for review at the above location and
has been posted on the website (www.cityofgoleta.org). The City determined that it will hold
a public scoping meeting. Oral and/or written comments may be provided at the EIR
Scoping Meeting scheduled from 7:00 p.m. to 9:30 p.m. on Thursday, April 14, 2005, at the
Goleta City Hall, 130 Cremona Drive, Goleta, CA 93117.

2. PROJECT LOCATION

The project location includes the entire territory within the geographic area of the
incorporated City limits, including a population of approximately 30,000. As of January 1,
2005 this area included approximately 7.9 square miles, comprising a total of 5,075 acres. In
developing the Draft General Plan / LUP, the City studied an area of approximately 95
square miles where future development might impact the City or where City plans and
policies might have affects outside the City boundaries.

The map on the following page shows the City and its environs. The City is located in
southern Santa Barbara County, California west of the City of Santa Barbara between the
foothills of the Santa Ynez Mountains and the Pacific Ocean. The area is generally referred
to as the “Goleta Valley.” The City is bisected by Highway 101 which extends in an east-
west alignment across the City. State Route 217 connects Highway 101 with UCSB to the
south.

Portions of the City are bordered by the University of California at Santa Barbara and by the
City of Santa Barbara, including the Santa Barbara Airport. The southern portions of the City
are within the California Coastal Zone subiject to the jurisdiction of the California Coastal
Commission.

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The draft EIR will analyze a Draft General Plan / LUP, which will be a modification of the
Discussion Draft General Plan issued in January 2005. The fundamental goals of the Draft
General Plan / LUP are to (1) ensure a high quality environment by protecting and
conserving the community’s cultural, historical natural and environmental assets, values and
resources; (2) provide a sustainable economy that is not dependent on growth; (3) ensure
economic opportunities for current and future residents; and (4) provide sufficient housing
opportunities to meet current and future regionally-defined housing needs.

The Draft General Plan / LUP contains several elements including (1) Land Use and
Development, (2) Open Space, Coastal Access, and Recreation, (3) Conservation of
Marine, Land, and Air Resources, (4) Safety, (5) Scenic and Historical Resources, (6)
Transportation, (7) Public Facilities, (8) Neighborhoods, (9) Housing, and (10) Noise. These
elements and related proposed policies are summarized below.
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Land Use and Development

The draft Land Use and Development Element proposes a planned land use pattern and
long-range policies to govern development within the City of Goleta. These land use policies
are intended to preserve and enhance the quality of the community through appropriate use
of the land that provides continuity with past and present uses. Land use patterns presented
in this element would remain primarily residential and open, with the majority of non-
residential development concentrated along the primary transportation corridor—east and
west along Hollister Avenue and Highway 101.

The Draft General Plan / LUP land use designations guide the general distribution, location,
and extent of land uses. Designations fall under the following categories: residential,
commercial, employment and economic activity, open space and resource areas, and public
uses. Specific measures for density and building intensity, such as units per acre and floor
area ratios, are established for the appropriate land use designations. Highlights of the draft
Land Use and Development Element include:

e The planned land use designations generally corresponds to the existing
development densities in established residential areas.

e This element includes policies that seek to ensure that new development and
expansions in residential areas are compatible with existing character and protect
privacy and solar access for neighboring residences.

¢ A mixed use zone is proposed in the central Hollister area (between Hollister and
Highway 101 and between Los Carneros Road and Storke) to combine new housing
opportunity with existing office and manufacturing uses. Commercial development to
serve the new housing would also be permitted here.

e Bishop Ranch, in the central part of the City, is proposed to be retained in an
agricultural land use designation.

e Existing open space areas would be protected by special land use designations.

e Large regional commercial uses would be limited to the existing areas for such uses
south of Hollister Avenue near Storke Road.

Open Space, Coastal Access, and Recreation

The draft Open Space, Coastal Access, and Recreation Element, in conjunction with the
Conservation Element, would concentrate on the protection and enhancement of open
space, coastal access, and recreation resources to ensure a quality living environment for
current and future residents of the City of Goleta. The purpose of the Open Space, Coastal
Access, and Recreation Element is to set local planning policies for the use of open land
and water. Highlights of this element include:

e Potential specific policies related to the protection and management of existing mini
or pocket parks, neighborhood parks, neighborhood open space, community parks,
regional open space, and special use parks are provided in this element.

e Potential policies related to standards for new parks or recreational services are also
provided and set a recreation service standard.
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¢ Potential policies establish the requirement for all new development to contribute to
open space and recreation mitigation for any reduction in service level.

o Potential policies are provided to conserve and promote the City’s agricultural
heritage by designating, reserving and protecting the City’s agricultural resources as
open space for current and future generations. Agriculture land conversion is
discouraged in the Draft General Plan / LUP.

o Potential historical and archeological open space policies are provided and ensure
that identified historic and cultural properties and sites are recognized and protected
as open spaces.

Conservation of Marine, Land, and Air Resources

The draft Conservation of Marine, Land, and Air Resources Element (Conservation Element)
addresses the protection of the natural environment. It focuses on environmentally sensitive
habitats, streams and riparian areas, wetlands, monarch butterfly habitats, terrestrial plant
and animal habitats, marine habitats, beach and shoreline resources, special status species,
trees, watershed management, and water quality. Policies are proposed that would set or
guide standards with the goal of providing the maximum feasible protection of natural and
biological resources. Highlights of the draft Conservation Element include:

o Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA'’s) such as wetlands, riparian
vegetation, existing or potential monarch butterfly habitat, significant native
grasslands, and oak woodlands, are protected.

o Potential policies protect rare native trees, regardless of size, and removal must be
avoided.

o Fish bearing streams would be protected via policies that require new culverts to be
oversized and have gravel bottoms which maintain the channel's width and grade.

e Fish and wildlife resources would be protected via policies that require all
development activities to be located, designed, constructed and managed to avoid
disturbance to these resources. Light and glare from new development would be
controlled and directed away from wildlife habitats. Noise levels from new
development or intensification of existing activities should not exceed a 60 Ldn
exterior noise level. Construction noise levels would be allowed to exceed 60 Ldn
under certain circumstances.

o Surface water quality would be protected via policies the require developments to
use site-design techniques that allow recharge of ground water and reduce harmful
run-off and pollution.

Safety

The draft Safety Element would address the features or characteristics of the physical
environment existing in or near the City of Goleta that represent a potential hazard to the
community’s citizens, sites, structures, public facilities, and infrastructure. The Safety
Element establishes policies to minimize the danger to residents, workers, and visitors, while
identifying actions needed to manage crisis situations such as earthquakes, fires, and
floods. Additionally, the Safety Element contains specific policies and programs to regulate
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existing and proposed development in hazard-prone areas. Highlights of these draft policies
include:

¢ New development would be located away from active and potentially active faults to
reduce damage from fault rupture.

o Development on areas prone to erosion and landslide hazards would be prohibited.

¢ Additional armoring (installation of bulkheads, rip-rap or other hard surfaces) along
coastal shores or bluffs would be prohibited. Existing armoring could be maintained
but only to the minimum necessary to serve the purpose of the shore protection.

o Development within areas designated as the 100-year flood plain that would obstruct
flood flow (such as construction in the designated floodway), displace water onto
other property or be subject to flood damage would be prohibited. Development that
would create or worsen drainage problems would be prohibited.

o New developments would be required to be designed and constructed to minimize
fire hazards. “Defensible space” would be required around structures. No
development would be allowed to occur on land determined to be contaminated until
remediation has been completed between all parties involved.

Scenic and Historical Resources

The draft Scenic and Historical Resources Element addresses the protection of visual
quality and historical resources. It focuses on ocean and island views, mountain and foothill
views, scenic highways, community character, and historic/archeological sites. Potential
policies are provided that would set or guide standards with the goal of providing the
feasible protection of these resources. Highlights of the draft Scenic and Historical
Resources Element include:

o Potential policies set design standards for building exteriors, landscaping, signage,
and lighting with the goal of ensuring a quality visual environment. Billboards and
large signs would be prohibited.

o Potential policies set design standards for building exteriors, landscaping, signage,
and lighting with the goal of ensuring a quality visual environment. Billboards and
large signs would be prohibited.

e Historic and archeological preservation policies would ensure that historic properties
and sites are protected from incompatible land uses or transportation facilities, and
protected from detrimental exterior noise levels.

Transportation

The draft Transportation Element would guide the continued development and improvement
of the transportation system to support land uses proposed in the Land Use and
Development Element. The purpose of the Transportation Element is to provide a safe,
efficient, and adequate transportation system for the City. The Transportation Element
identifies the general network of streets in the City and addresses future facility needs for all
modes of transportation. Highlights of the draft Transportation Element include:

CITY OF
( iO LET/A\ 130 Cremona Drive, Suite B, Goleta, CA 93117  »805.961.7500 £ 805.685.2635 www.cityofgoleta.org



Page 7

e Potential policies in the Transportation Element designate street classifications and
design standards for all new major arterials, minor arterials, minor collectors, and
local streets. The street classification is linked to anticipated traffic levels.
Streetscape design standard policies are also provided in this element. These
standards reflect and support the character of adjacent development and the
transportation and land use goals of the City.

e Potential policies set a traffic level of service (LOS) standard “C” for intersection
operation. The LOS ranges are based on the capacity of the intersection and the
volume of traffic using the intersection, or the volume to capacity ratio (V/C). Policies
related to V/C ratio limits for corresponding LOS ranges are provided in the
Transportation Element. The focus of the LOS standards and V/C ratios are to
ensure adequate LOS and to discourage new uses that reduce intersection LOS to
inappropriate levels or require unacceptable expansion of these facilities. New
development would be required to address the V/C ratio and limits. Required
mitigation would be imposed if the planned development or redevelopment exceeds
the V/C ratio standards.

e Potential policies are provided to ensure adequate provision of pedestrian and
bicycle facilities, adequate parking, alternate transportation services, and utility
corridor facilities.

Planned or anticipated projects described in the Transportation Element would include (1)
major reconstruction of at least one Highway 101 interchange by 2025; (2) a new
Ekwill/Fowler interchange on State Route 217 to be built by 2025; (3) addition of two non-
interchange overpasses connecting Calle Real and Hollister; and (4) major redesign and
reconstruction of Hollister Corridor from State Route 217/0ld Town through to Storke Road.

Public Facilities

Public facilities such as domestic water service, sanitary sewer service, storm water
management facilities, streets, fire services, schools, and parks, are the framework that
supports development. The draft Public Facilities Element would guide the financing,
planning, and coordination of these facilities and would provide an effective strategy to
balance land use with public facility development within the fiscal capacity of the City of
Goleta. Highlights of the draft Public Facilities Element include:

¢ All new public facilities, including utilities, utility buildings, signage and other
development components would be designed in a manner that makes them
aesthetically compatible with surrounding lands. Siting and design, landscape
buffers, architectural elements and other appropriate design solutions would be
required, as appropriate.

¢ A new fire station would be located to serve the western area of the City.

¢ Methods of financing capital facilities and assuring that those needed are provided
concurrent with development.
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Neighborhoods

The draft Neighborhoods Element would ensure that future land uses are consistent with the
planned overall character of different areas of the City and with the character of uses in
adjacent areas. Highlights of the draft Neighborhoods Element include:

e Land uses would be managed and all approvals of development permits would be
consistent with the policies governing each of these planning areas.

Housing

The draft Housing Element addresses the City of Goleta’s housing needs through a required
planning period ending July 2008, and beyond. The Housing Element contains policies that
address the existing and projected housing needs of all economic segments of the
community. Highlights of the draft Housing Element include:

¢ The Housing Element includes policies specific to providing affordable housing,
providing housing options for special need groups, preserving the character and
quality of neighborhoods, and providing adequate capacity to meet the City’s housing
needs as defined in the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA).

¢ Vacant sites within the residential use designation would accommodate 2,699 units.
The City of Goleta sets the objective of 2,388 units for housing production during the
January 1, 2001 to July 30, 2008 time period, consistent with the RHNA
requirements.

e The location of housing opportunity sites are consistent with the land use
designations as presented in the Land Use Element with higher density housing
focused south of Highway 101 along the Hollister Avenue corridor and with lower
density housing focused north of the Highway 101 corridor and in western Goleta in
smaller, scattered locations.

Noise

The City of Goleta is affected by several different sources of noise, including automobile
traffic from Highway 101 and other major highways, air traffic, operations at the Santa
Barbara Airport, commercial activity, and periodic nuisances such as construction, loud
parties, and other events. Although noise is a normal part of the developed environment,
controlling noise sources can make a substantial improvement in the quality of life for City of
Goleta residents. The objective of the draft Noise Element would be to minimize exposure of
residents, workers, and visitors to excessive noise levels, while accommodating land use
modifications described in the Land Use and Development Element. The Draft General Plan
/ LUP would set forth policies to maintain this objective. Highlights of these draft policies
include:

o Potential policies set standards for maximum acceptable noise levels.

e The City would limit the use of motorized landscaping equipment, parking lot
sweepers, and other high-noise equipment on commercial properties if their activity
would result in noise that adversely affects residential zones.
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e The City would require commercial and/or industrial uses abutting residential zones
to limit deliveries and trash pickups from 7:00 A.M. to 7:00 P.M. Monday through
Saturday, unless there are substantial transportation or other benefits for different
times.

e The City would enforce the California Noise Insulation Standards for future
development and redevelopment to ensure an acceptable interior noise level of 45
dBA Lg, in habitable rooms.

4. PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

A preliminary list of potential environmental impacts that would be associated with the Draft
General Plan / LUP, if implemented as written, is presented below using the topic areas from
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. The proposed project is the implementation of the Draft
General Plan / LUP. The EIR will evaluate potential plan measures in relation to what is
existing on the ground, or the existing setting. The Santa Barbara County Environmental
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (County of Santa Barbara, 2002) has been adopted by
the City of Goleta and will be used for conducting CEQA analysis. The term “buildout” is
used to describe plan implementation and refers to the development of the land to its full
potential, as presented in the Draft General Plan / LUP and summarized in Section 3 of this
NOP. Environmental impacts associated with buildout and a summary of the mitigation
strategy are described below by topic area. The mitigation strategy uses protective Draft
General Plan / LUP policies that are intended to reduce potential impacts.

Aesthetic and Visual Resources

The Draft General Plan / LUP would accommodate a total of 2,699 new units with the
objective of building 2,388 units, allowing for mixed uses and second floor additions. Such
buildout could if not appropriately controlled, impair or obstruct public scenic view corridors
and scenic vistas, change the visual character of the area, cause glare or night lighting
affecting adjoining areas, and/or create visual compatibility issues with proposed structures.

Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to or potentially impacting aesthetic and visual
resources are included in the Land Use, Open Space and Recreation, and Conservation
Elements. Many policies in the Draft General Plan / LUP would protect aesthetic and visual
resources and set standards for building exterior features and landscaping, sign limitations,
and viewshed protection. The protective policies would be utilized as mitigation measures in
the Draft EIR wherever possible. In the event that these policies do not adequately mitigate
an impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and presented in the draft EIR.

Agricultural and Farmland

Approximately 360 acres would be protected for agricultural uses in the Draft General Plan /
LUP. However, two areas currently in orchards, but zoned residential, would be designated
for single family residential in the Draft General Plan / LUP, allowing for some loss of
agricultural lands. Impacts associated with this conversion, potential loss of prime soils, and
potential loss of land and crop potential will be evaluated in the draft EIR. The compatibility
of the designated agricultural lands with adjacent land uses will also be evaluated in the
draft EIR.
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Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to or potentially impacting agricultural and farmland
resources are included in the Land Use, Open Space and Recreation, and Conservation
Elements. These policies are intended to protect designated agricultural and farmland
resources. These protective policies, such as policies discouraging the conversion of
designated agricultural lands, will be utilized as mitigation measures in the draft EIR. In the
event that these policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will
be identified and presented in the draft EIR.

Air Quality

The Draft General Plan / LUP would allow for new development and new or reconstructed
transportation routes, potentially generating short-term air quality impacts from construction
activities (e.g., grading and other activities that require heavy equipment operations and/or
generate increased truck traffic). In addition, long-term air quality impacts from increased
vehicular traffic and other emission sources associated with the buildout of the draft plan
could create an impact.

Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to or potentially impacting air quality are included
in the Transportation and Conservation Elements. Proposed policies are provided to
minimize development impacts on air quality. Such policies include requiring developers to
address and mitigate short and long term air quality impacts and setting not-to-exceed air
quality standards for individual and cumulative projects, including indirect effects such as
traffic generation. Impacts will be evaluated and proposed protective policies will be utilized
as mitigation measures in the draft EIR wherever possible. In the event that these policies
do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and
presented in the draft EIR.

Biological Resources

Draft General Plan / LUP buildout could, if not appropriately controlled, adversely impact
some habitats, displace wildlife species, degrade aquatic habitat and associated wetlands,
and restrict wildlife movement. Indirect impacts from plan buildout such as light and glare,
noise, and storm water runoff could further displace wildlife species, degrade aquatic habitat
quality, and impact fish resources.

Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to or potentially impacting biological resources are
included in the Land Use, Open Space and Recreation, and Conservation Elements. These
policies are intended to protect rare trees, grasslands, wildlife habitat corridors, fish and
wildlife habitat, wetlands, special status species, and hydrologic function. In summary,
policies in the Draft General Plan / LUP are intended to protect biological resources but the
need for urban development creates some impacts to these resources. Mitigating policies in
the Draft General Plan / LUP attempt to address these impacts and create the requirement
for developers to offset the losses through habitat replacement etc. These protective policies
will be utilized as mitigation measures in the draft EIR wherever possible. If Draft General
Plan / LUP policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will be
identified and presented in the draft EIR.

Cultural Resources

The City of Goleta includes many archaeological sites and historic structures dating from
prehistory to the pre-World War Il era. Some of these sites and structures could, if not
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appropriately sited, be subject to loss or a change in historical context due to development.
Protective archaeological and historic resources policies are provided in the Scenic and
Visual Resources Element. For example, historic and cultural properties would be protected
as part of a Draft General Plan / LUP policy requirement. Protective policies presented in the
Draft General Plan / LUP will be utilized as mitigation measures in the draft EIR where
impacts are identified. If Draft General Plan / LUP policies do not adequately mitigate an
impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and presented in the draft EIR.

Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources

Draft General Plan / LUP buildout could expose new development to geologic hazards.
However, policies would be established in the Open Space and Recreation and Safety
Elements to guide new development away from these potential hazards. Policies address
hazards associated with seismic ground shaking, seismic related ground rupture,
liquefaction or seismic settlement, expansive soils, and flooding due to tsunami. These
protective policies will be utilized as mitigation measures in the draft EIR where impacts are
identified. If Draft General Plan / LUP policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new
mitigation measures will be identified and presented in the draft EIR.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Potential impacts associated with Draft General Plan / LUP buildout could include short-term
construction related impacts due to the use, transport and/or exposure to hazardous waste
or materials, risks associated with new development in the vicinity of hazards, safety
hazards from development near the Santa Barbara Airport, impaired emergency response
due to increased growth, and increased threat of wildland fires due to increased
urbanization adjacent to existing open space areas.

Potential policies related to hazards and hazardous materials are provided in the Safety
Element of the Draft General Plan / LUP. The intention of these proposed policies is to
improve emergency response, update information systems, conduct risk assessment, and
improve crime prevention programs. These policies will be utilized as mitigation measures in
the draft EIR where impacts are identified. If Draft General Plan / LUP policies do not
adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and presented in
the draft EIR.

Population and Housing

Draft General Plan / LUP buildout would result in an increase in the number of residential
dwelling units consistent with RHNA requirements, thus inducing substantial population
growth in the City. Potential policies intended to reduce impacts to the existing population
while accommodating planned growth are included in the Housing Element of the Draft
General Plan / LUP. These mitigating policies in the Draft General Plan / LUP address some
of these impacts and will be utilized as EIR mitigation measures wherever possible. If Draft
General Plan / LUP policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures
will be identified and presented in the draft EIR.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Draft General Plan / LUP buildout would create additional sources of polluted runoff, could
degrade water quality, and could increase the risk of localized flooding. Potential policies

CITY OF
( iO LET/A\ 130 Cremona Drive, Suite B, Goleta, CA 93117  »805.961.7500 £ 805.685.2635 www.cityofgoleta.org



Page 12

related to hydrology and water quality resources are included in the Land Use, Open Space
and Recreation, Conservation, and Safety Elements. These policies are intended to protect
hydrologic function and improve water quality and will be utilized as mitigation measures in
the draft EIR where impacts are identified. If Draft General Plan / LUP policies do not
adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and presented in
the draft EIR.

Land Use and Recreation

Draft General Plan / LUP buildout could create land use conflicts between different uses or
lead to greater wear and tear of recreational facilities due to impacts related to the
placement of new development. Potential Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to land
use and recreation are included in the Land Use, Circulation, Open Space and Recreation,
and Conservation Elements. These policies would guide the placement of new development
and new parks, and set standards for existing development and recreation resources. The
draft EIR will evaluate impacts associated with land use and recreation resources, including
an evaluation of the proposed policies designed to protect these resources. If General Plan
policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and
presented in the draft EIR.

Noise

Draft General Plan / LUP buildout would increase noise exposure, potentially increasing
noise at existing noise sensitive land uses, causing short-term construction disturbance to
nearby neighborhoods, causing long-term cumulative increase in project area ambient noise
levels as a result of residential uses and traffic, and exposing new residences to noise levels
that exceed standards.

Potential Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to noise are included in the Noise
Element. The intent of these policies would be to minimize noise exposure. For example,
policies would establish noise exposure limits for land use designations and encourage
noise compatible land uses. The draft EIR will evaluate noise impacts associated with Draft
General Plan / LUP buildout, including an evaluation of the policies designed to protect
these resources. If Draft General Plan / LUP policies do not adequately mitigate an impact,
new mitigation measures will be identified and presented in the draft EIR.

Public Services and Utilities

Demands for public services in the City of Goleta are anticipated to rise consistently with
increases in population. Existing facilities and levels of service for police and fire protection,
water supply, wastewater discharge, solid waste, electric and gas utilities, schools, and
libraries will be analyzed under the Draft General Plan / LUP buildout scenario in the draft
EIR. Potential impacts could include increased demand for services and related
environmental effects.

Potential Draft General Plan / LUP policies related to public services and utilities are
included in the Circulation, Open Space and Recreation, Safety, and Public Facilities
Elements. These policies are intended to mitigate and plan for increased service demands.
The draft EIR will evaluate public services and utility impacts associated with Draft General
Plan / LUP buildout and mitigating policies will be provided. If Draft General Plan / LUP
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policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures will be identified and
presented in the draft EIR.

Transportation and Circulation

New development associated with the Draft General Plan / LUP General Plan buildout
would increase population and create additional demands on the transportation system. The
draft EIR will evaluate impacts associated with increased traffic loading on local roads and
intersections in relation to existing traffic load and street system capacity and increased
traffic volumes resulting in degradation of LOS at intersections as a result of buildout. Other
potential impacts such as increased public parking demand and potential parking capacity
shortage and increased demand for alternative modes of transportation (i.e., transit, bicycle,
and pedestrian paths) will also be evaluated.

Potential transportation and circulation policies in the Draft General Plan / LUP are provided
in the Transportation Element. Many of these policies would address the plan for improving
the transportation system and address issues related to: 1) improving and maintaining
transportation infrastructure; 2) protecting residential neighborhoods from traffic; 3)
facilitating improved circulation in Old Town; and 4) developing alternate forms of
transportation. The draft EIR will evaluate transportation and circulation impacts associated
with Draft General Plan / LUP buildout and mitigating policies will be provided. If Draft
General Plan / LUP policies do not adequately mitigate an impact, new mitigation measures
will be identified and presented in the draft EIR.

khkkkkkkkkhkkhkkhkhhkhkkhkkhkkhkkhhkhkkkhkhhkkhkkhhkkhkkhkkkkkk

The City of Goleta looks forward to receiving your comments.

Sincerely,

Kenneth M. Curtis
Director of Planning & Environmental Services

CITY OF
( iO LET/A\ 130 Cremona Drive, Suite B, Goleta, CA 93117  »805.961.7500 £ 805.685.2635 www.cityofgoleta.org



CITY OF GOLETA - GP/CLUP EIR
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON EIR NOTICE OF PREPARATION

NOP Commentator / Information Requested

Where Addressed in EIR

Federal, State, and Regional Agencies

California Department of Conservation

Agricultural setting of the project Section 3.2.1

Project impacts on agricultural land Section 3.2.3

Williamson Act lands Sections 3.2.1.3 and 3.2.2.1;
Figure 3.2-2

Mitigation measures and alternatives

Section 3.2.3; Chapter 5.0

California Department of Fish and Game

Biological resources | Section 3.4
California State Lands Commission
Sovereign lands Section 3.10

General Plan designations and zoning ordinance

Section 3.10.2

Goleta Sanitary District

Wastewater treatment

Sections 3.12.1.4 and 3.12.3.3

Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District

Air quality setting

Section 3.3.1

Air quality analysis

Section 3.3.3

Santa Barbara County Association of Governments

Land use and development

Section 3.10.2.2

Safety/hazards and hazardous materials

Section 3.7.1.7

Noise - airport noise

Section 3.11.1.2

Circulation -CMP intersections

Section 3.13.1.1; Table 3.13-3

Organizations

Environmental Defense Center

Agricultural zoning of Bishop Ranch

Section 3.2.1.3

Housing units planned for Goleta

Section 3.8.1.4

Commercial development

Section 3.8.1.2

Consistency with General Plan and Local Coastal Plan

Section 3.10.2.1

Goleta Housing Leadership Council

Jobs-Housing balance

Section 3.8.1.2

Land use and development standards

Section 3.10.3

Social and economic impacts

Not required by CEQA

Transportation and circulation

Section 3.13.3

Goleta Valley Beautiful

Urban Forest policies (GP/CLUP request)

See GP/CLUP. N/Ato EIR.

Hatch & Parent

Project description

Section 2.0

Feasibility of mitigation

Section 3.13

Economic/social impacts of the General Plan

Not required by CEQA

Hill & Trager LLP

Fee: new water supply charge

Section 3.9

Urban Water Management Plan

Section 3.9

League of Women Voters

Traffic congestion and air quality

Sections 3.3 and 3.13

Hazards and Hazardous Materials - Venoco

Section 3.7.1.2

Seismic action and flooding

Sections 3.6.3.3 and 3.9.1.3

Agricultural protection

Section 3.2.1.2
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NOP Commentator / Information Requested Where Addressed in EIR

Livable Streets Coalition

Alternative transportation modes

Section 3.13.1

Price Postal & Parma LLP

Housing development potential

Sections 2.4.9 and 3.8.1.4

Community Housing Needs

Section 3.8

Alternative development scenarios

Section 5.2

Housing development - Shelby property

Sections 3.8 and 3.10

Agricultural viability

Section 3.2.1.3

Affordable housing - Shelby property

Sections 3.8.1.3 and 3.8.3

Santa Barbara Audubon Society

Special-status species

Section 3.4.1.5

Environmentally sensitive habitats

Section 3.4.1.4

Habitat buffers

Section 3.4.1.2

Riparian habitats

Section 3.4.1.2

Native and non-native grasslands

Section 3.4.1.2

Invasive plant and animal species Section 3.4

Restoration Section 3.4

Connectivity Section 3.4.1.6
Individuals

Cecilia Brown

Land use development

Section 3.10

Open space, coastal access, and recreation

Section 3.10.3

Conservation of marine, land, and air resources

Sections 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, and 3.10

Regional traffic

Section 3.13

Transportation - parking

Section 3.13

Scenic and historic resources

Sections 3.1 and 3.5

Neighborhoods

Sections 3.8 and 3.10

Noise - gas powered lawn blowers

Section 3.11.1.2

Air Quality - mitigation

Section 3.3.3.5

Hazardous Materials- Pesticides and herbicides Section 3.7
Kathy Gebhardt

Agriculture & farmland Section 3.2

Aesthetic & visual resources - Hollister Section 3.1.1.3

Air guality - idling vehicles Section 3.3

Biological resources - creek setbacks Section 3.4

Hazards - SB Airport tanks and Venoco Oil Facilities

Sections 3.7.1.2 and 3.7.1.7

Noise — Construction development

Section 3.11

Hydrology - Goleta Water District resources

Section 3.9.1.5

Transportation/Circulation - intersection LOS

Section 3.13.1.1

Deanne Plaister

Agriculture - Bishop Ranch

Sections 3.2.1.3 and 3.10

Public Scoping Meeting Comments

Tom Modugnho

Open space preservation / Bishop Ranch

Section 3.10

Old Town redevelopment

Section 3.10

Housing affordability

Section 3.8.1.3

Urban McClellan (The Bishop Ranch)

Housing — alternative locations Chapter 5.0
Agriculture — economic viability Not required by CEQA
Agriculture — land use Section 3.2
Housing — ability to meet current and future needs Section 3.8
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NOP Commentator / Information Requested

Where Addressed in EIR

Sandy Lejeune

Agriculture - Bishop Ranch

Sections 3.2.1.3 and 3.10

Water supply and use

Sections 3.9 and 3.12

Connie Hannah (League of Women Voters)

Cumulative air and traffic impacts

Sections 3.3 and 3.13

Impacts from Venoco Section 3.7
Protection of agricultural land Section 3.2
Protection of natural resources / geotechnical hazards Section 3.6
Housing / RHNA requirements Section 3.8

Ken Knight

Urban Forest policies (GP/CLUP request)

See GP/CLUP. N/Ato EIR.

Ed Easton

Alternatives Chapter 5.0
Surrounding development outside City Chapter 4.0
Public transportation Section 3.13

Agriculture — Bishop Ranch

Sections 3.2.1.3 and 3.10

Oil production / home prices

Not required by CEQA

Ann Ostrowsky

Agriculture Section 3.2
Water Supply Section 3.9
Population-related impacts Section 3.8
Public transportation Section 3.13
Economic cost of SBCAG requirements Not required by CEQA
Electricity supply Section 3.12
Maria Gordon

Water supply Section 3.9
Development at City margins Chapter 4.0
Infill development Section 3.10
Housing Section 3.8
Public transit Section 3.13
Open space preservation Section 3.10
Traffic Section 3.13

Green building and climate-neutral practices

Not required by CEQA

Pedestrian uses

Sections 3.10 and 3.13

Sustainability

Not required by CEQA

Barbara Massey

Use of culverts

Not required by CEQA

Construction noise Section 3.11
Viewsheds Section 3.1

Impacts from Venoco Section 3.7
Agriculture preservation — Bishop Ranch Section 3.2

Kathy Gebhardt

Water supply Section 3.9

Pollution from trains and automobiles Section 3.3

Air quality and noise Sections 3.3 and 3.11
Off-shore tankers Section 3.7

Housing along Hollister Avenue Sections 3.8 and 3.10
Preservation - Bishop Ranch Section 3.2
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City of Goleta General Plan / Coastal Land Use Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Public Scoping Meeting (April 14, 2005) - Summary of Comments and Comment Letters

Updated 6-10-05

Date

Affliation

Name

Letter A Comments: Federal, State and Regional Agencies

April 25, 2005 |California Department of Conservation Dennis O'Bryant
April 26, 2005 |California Department of Fish and Game Morgan Wehtje
April 25, 2005 |California State Lands Commision Stephen Jenkins
April 26, 2005 |Goleta Sanitary District Kamil Azoury
April 26, 2005 |Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control Board Bobbie Bratz
April 25, 2005 |Santa Barbara County Association of Government Willian Yim

May 11, 2005 [Santa Barbara County Executive Office Michael Brown

Letter B Comm

ents: Organizations

April 25, 2005 |Environmental Defense Center Linda Krop / Brian Trautwein
April 26, 2005 |Goleta Housing Leadership Council Jennifer McGovern

April 21, 2005 |Goleta Valley Beautiful Executive Committee

April 26, 2005 |Hatch & Parent Peter Brown

April 25, 2005 [Hill & Trager LLP Russell Ruiz

April 26, 2005 |League of Women Voters Connie Hannah

April 18, 2005 |Livable Streets Coalition Eva Inbar

April 26, 2005 |Price Postal & Parma LLP Chip Wullbrandt

April 25, 2005 |Santa Barbara Audubon Society Darlene Chirman

Letter C Comm

ents: Individuals

April 25, 2005 Cecilia Brown
April 21, 2005 Kathy Gebhardt
April 13, 2005 Deane Plaister
May 4, 2005 Maria Gordon
May 25, 2005 Kenneth Palley

Meeting D Com

ments: Public Scoping Meeting Comments

April 14, 2005 Tom Modugno
April 14, 2005 | The Bishop Ranch Urban McClellan
April 14, 2005 Sandy Lejeune
April 14, 2005 || eague of Women Voters Connie Hannah
April 14, 2005 Ken Knight

April 14, 2005 Ed Easton

April 14, 2005 Ann Ostrowsky
April 14, 2005 Maria Gordon
April 14, 2005 Barbara Massey
April 14, 2005 Kathy Gebhardt




Letter A Comments:
Federal, State and Regional Agencies
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, , CITY OF GOLETA
April 25, 2005 : CALIFORNIA

APR 25 2005

VIA FACSIMILE (805) 685-2835
Ms. Anne Wells = _
General Plan EIR Project Manager ~ : "CENED‘
City of Golsia

180 Cremona Drive, Suite B

Golets, CA 93117

Subi@(:'ei: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Program Environmental Impact
’ Report (DPEIR) for the Goleta Draft General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan
SCH# 2005031151

Dear Ms. Wells:

The Department of Conservation’s Division of Land Resource Protection (Division)
moniiors farmland conversion on a statewide basis and administers the California Land
Consarvation (Williamson) Act and other agricultural land conservation programs. The
Division Has reviewed the above NOP and offers the following recommendations for the
DPEIR with respect to the project’s potential impacts on agricultural land.

The proposed project involves development of a General Plan and Coastal Land Use
Plan for the recently incorporated city. The NOP notes that approximately 360 acres
wouldbe protected for agricultural use; however, two orchard areas would be
designated for single-family residential use. The NOP notes that the DPEIR would
evaluate conversion impacts of the project and compatibility with adjacent agricultural
lands. The Division recommends that, at a minimum, the following items be specifically
addrassed to document and treat the project impacts on agricultural land and land use.

Agricuitural Setting of the Project

The DPEIR should describe the project setting in terms of the actual and potential
agricultural productivity of the land. The Division’s Important Farmiand Maps, which
define farmland according to soil attributes and land use, can be used for this purpose.
In ackiition, we recommend including information to characterize the agriculiural land
resource setting of the project.

The Department of Conservation's mission is to protect Californians and their environmant oy:
Crozecting Fves and property from carehguakes and landsfides; Ensuring safe mining end oil and gas drilling;
Conserving Celiformia’s farmland; end Saving energy and resources through recyching.

LOCATION 19163273430 RX TIME 04,25 05 14:01
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Ms. Anne Wells
April 25, 2005
Page 2 of 4

« Current and past agricultural use of the project area. Include data on the fypes of
crops grown, and crop yields and farmgate sales values.

o To help describe the full agricultural resource value of the soils on the site, we
recornmend the use of economic multipliers to assess the total coniribution of the
site’s potential or actual agricultural production to the local, regional and state
economies. State and Federal agencies such as the UC Cooperative Extension
Service and USDA are sources of economic multipliers.

Proje:ct Irnpacts on Agricultural Land

« Typs, amount, and location of farmland conversion resulting directly and
indirectly (growth-inducement) from project implementation.

« Impacts on current and future agricultural operations; e.g., land-use conflicts,
increases in land values and taxes, vandalism, etc.

« Incremental project impacts leading to cumuiatively considerable impacts on
agricultural land. This would include impacts from the proposed project as well
as impacts from past, current and probable future projects.

Impects on agricultural resources may also be quantified and qualified by use of
estalilishad thresholds of significance (California Code of Regulations Section 15064.7).
The Division has developed a California version of the USDA Land Evaluation and Site
Assessmen: (LESA) Model, a semi-quantitative rating system for establishing the
environmental significance of project-specific impacts on farmland. The model may also
be used fo rate the relative value of alternative project sites. The LESA Model is
available on the Division’'s website noted later in this letter.

Williamson Act Lands

Lancls in agricultural preserves and under Williamson Act contract exist north of the
project area. Therefore, the Division recommends that ihe following information be
providad in the DPEIR:

o A map detailing the location of agricultural preserves and contracted land within
gach preserve. The DPEIR should also tabulate the number of Williamson Act
acres, according to land type (e.g., prime or non-prime agricultural land), which
_coulc be impacted directly or indirectly by the project.

o A discussion of impacts of implementation of the General Plan on lands under
willizamson Act contracts and any foreseeable changes in the status of contracts
or agricultural preserves.

LOCATION:19163273430 RX TIME 04,25 °05 14:01
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Ms. Anne Wells
April 25, 2005
Page & of 4

Mitigatiori Measures and Alternatives
Feazible aiternatives to the project’s location or configuration that would lessen or avoid

farmitand conversion impacts should be considered in the DPEIR. Similarly, while the
direci conversion of agricultural land is often deemed to be an unavoidable impact by
Califarnia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analyses, mitigation measures must
nevertheless be considered.

The Division recommends the purchase of agricultural conservation easements on land
of at least equal quality and size be considered as partial compensation for the direct
loss of agricultural land, as well as for the mitigation of growth inducing and cumulative
impacts on agricultural land. We highlight this measure because of its growing
acceptance and use by lead agencies as mitigation under CEQA.

Mitigation using conservation easements can be implemented by at least two alternative
approaches: the outright purchase of conservation easements tied to the project, or via
the coration of mitigation fees to a local, regional or statewide organization or agency.
including land trusts and conservancies, whose purpose includes the purchase, holding
and mzintenance of agriculiural conservation easements. Whatever the approach, the
conversior: of agricultural land should be deemed an impact of at least regional
significance and the search for mitigation lands conducted regionally, and not limited
strictly 1o lands within the Goleta area. '

Information about conservation easements is available on the Division’s website, or by
contacting the Division at the address and phone number listed below. The Division's
website address is:

hitp://www.conservation.ca.qov/DLRP/

Of course, the use of conservation easements is only one form of mitigation that should
be considered. The following mitigation measures could also be considered:

« Increasing home density or clustering residential units to allow a greater portion
of the development site to remain in agricultural production.

o Protecting nearby farmland from premature conversion through the use of less
than permanent long-term restrictions on use such as 20-year Farmland Security
Zane contracts (Government Code Section 51286) or 10-year Williamson Act
contracts (Government Code Section 51200 et seq.).

¢ Investing in the commercial viability of the remaining agricultural land in the
project area through a mitigation bank which invests in agricultural infrastructure,
water supplies and marketing.

LOCATION:19163273430 RX TIME 04,25 °05 14:01
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The Dzpartment believes that the most sffective approach to farmiand conservation and
impact mitigation is one that is integrated with general plan policies. For example, the
draft Gerieral Plan’s goals for conserving agricultural resources and supporting
agriculiural activities could include the above implementation measures to be applied as
part of a comprehensive conservation element. These policies could then be applied
systematically toward larger goals of sustaining an agricultural land resource base and
gconomy.

Tharik ycu for the opportunity to comment on the NOP. If you have questions on our
comments, or require technical assistance or information on agricultural land
conservation, please contact the Division at 801 K Street, MS 18-01, Sacramento,
California 95814; or, phone (916) 324-0850.

Sincaraly,

Do DBt

Dennis J. O'Bryant
Acting Assistant Director

ce:  Cachuma RCD

920 East Stowell Road
Sania Maria, CA 83454

LOCATION:19163273430 RX TIME 04,25 '05 14:01
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State of California - The Resources Agency ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
htep:/ /www.dfg.ca.gov

4949 Viewridge Avenue

San Diego, CA 92123

(858) 467-4201

CITY OF GOLETA
CALIFORNIA

April 26, 2005 RECEIVED

Anne Wells

City of Goleta

4130 Cremona Drive, Ste. B
Goleta, CA 83117

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmentai Impact Report
For the City of Goleta Draft General Plan / Coastzl Land Use Plan
SCH #2005031151

The Department of Fish-and Game (Department) appreciates this opportunity to
comment on the above-referenced project, relative to impacts to biclogical resources. The
proposed project involves the development of a General Plan and Coastal Land Use Plan for
the City of Goleta.

To enable Department staff to adequately review and comment on the proposed project
we recommend the following information, where applicable, be included in the Drait
Environmential Impact Report:

1. A complete, recent assessment of flora and fauna within and adjacent to the project
area, with particular emphasis upon identifying endangered, threatened, and locally
unique species and sensftive habitats.

a. A thorough recent assessment of rare plants and rare natural communities,
following the Department's Guidelines for Assessing Impacts to Rare Plants and
Rare Natural Communities (attachment).

b. A complete, recent assessment of sensitive fish, wildlife, reptile, and amphibian
species. Seasonal variations in use of the project area should also be
addressed. Recent, focused, species-specific surveys, conducted at the
appropriate time of year and time of day when the sensitive species are active or
otherwise identifiable, are required. Acceptable species-specific survey
procedures should be developed in consultation with the Department and U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service.

¢. Rare, threatened, and endangered species to be addressed should include
all those which meet the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
definition {see CEQA Guidelines, § 15380).

d. The Department's California Natura! Diversity Data Base in Sacrarmento should

be contacted at (§16) 324-3812 to obtain current information on any previously
reported sensitive species and habitats, including Significant Natural Areas

LOCATION:805 640 3677 RX TIME 0426 °05 11:28
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Ms. Anne Wells

April 26, 2005

Page 2 of 2

identified under Chapter 12 of the Fish and Game Code. Also, any Significant
Ecological Areas (SEAs) ), Significant Natural Areas (SNAs), or Environmentally
Sensitive Habitats (ESHs) or any areas that are considered sensitive by the local
jurisdiction located in or adjacent to the project area must be addressed.

2. A thorough discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts expected to adversely
affect biological resources, with specific measures to offset such impacts. This
discussion should focus on maximizing avoidance, and minimizing impacts.

a.

CEQA Guidelines, § 15125(a), direct that knowledge of the regional setting is
critical to an assessment of environmental impacts and that special emphasis
should be placed on resources that are rare or unique to the region.

Project impacts should also be analyzed relative fo their effects on off-site
habitats znd populations. Specifically, this should include nearby public lands,
open space, adjacent natural habitats, and riparian ecosystems. Impacts to and
maintenance of wildlife corridor/movement areas, including access to undisturbed
habitat in adjacent areas, should be fully evaluated and provided. The analysis
should also include a discussion of the potential for impacts resulfing from such
effects as increased vehicle traffic and outdoor artificial night lighting.

A cumulative effects analysis should be developed as described under CEQA
Guidelines, § 15130. General and specific plans, &s well as past, present, and
anticipated future projects, should be analyzed relative to their impacts on similar
plant communities and wildlife habitats.

Impacts to migratory wildlife affected by the project should be fully evaluated.
This can include such elements as migratory butterfly roost sites and neo-tropical
bird and waterfowl stop-over and staging sites. All migratory nongame native
bird species are protected by international treaty under the Federal Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (50 C.F.R. Section 10.13). Sections 3503, 3503.5
and 3513 of the Calffornia Fish and Game Code prohibit take of birds and their
active nests, including raptors and other migratory nongame birds as listed under
the MBTA.

Impacts to all habitats from City or County required Fuel Modification
Zones.(FMZ). Areas slated as mitigation for loss of habitat shall not cccur within
the FMZ

Proposed project activities (including disturbances to vegetation) should take
place outside of the breeding bird season (February 1- August 15) to avoid take
(including disturbances which would cause abandonment of active nests
containing eggs and/or young). If project activities cannot avoid the breeding bird
season, nest surveys should be conducted and active nests should be avoided
and provided with a minimum bufier as determined by a biological monitor (the

Department recommends a minimum 500 foot buffer for all active raptor nests).

LOCATION:805 640 3677 R{ TIME  04.26 05 11:29
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Ms. Anne Wells
April 28, 2005
Page 30of 3

3. An EIR shall describe feasible measuras which could minimize signi
/ be it minimize significant adverse
zmpaf:}s (CEQA Gugdehnes §15126.4(a)(1)). Mitigation measures for project impacts to
sensmvge p}ants., ammg!s, and habitats should emphasize evaluation and selection of
alternatives which avoid or otherwise minimize impacts. Compensation for unavoidable

impacts through acquisition and protection of high quality habiiat elsewhere should be
addressed.

a. The Department considers Rare Natural Communities as threatened habitats
having both regional and local significance. Thus, these communities should be
fully avoided and otherwise protected from project-related impacts. The List of
California Terrestrial Natural Communities is available on request or may be
viewad and downloaded online by visiting the Department's website at
http:/Awww.dfg.ca.gov/iwhdab/html/natural_communities.himl.

b. The Depariment generally does not support the use of relocation, salvage, and/or
transplantation as mitigation for impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered
species. Department studies have shown that these efforts are experimental in
nature and largely unsuccessful,

4. Arange of alternatives should be analyzed to ensure that alternatives to the proposed
project are fully considered and evaluated. A range of alternatives which avoid or
otherwise minimize impacts fo sensitive biclogical resources including wetlands/riparian
habitats, alluvial scrub, coastal sage scrub, native woodlands, etc. should be included.
Specific alternative locations should also be evaluated in areas with lower resource
sensitivity where appropriate.

5. A California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Permit must be obtained, if the project has
the potential to result in “take”™ of species of plants or animals listed under CESA, either
during construction or over the life of the project. CESA Permits are issued to conserve,
protect, enhance, and restore State-listed threatened or endangered spacies and their
habitats. Early consultation is encouraged, as significant medification to the proposed
project and mitigation measures may be required in order to obtain 2 CESA Permit.
Revisions to the Fish and Game Code, effective January 1988, require that the
Department issue a separate CEQA document for the issuance of a CESA permit unless
the project CEQA document addresses all project impacts to listed species and specifies
a mitigation monitoring and reporting program that will meet the requirements of a CESA
permit. For these reasons, the following information is requested:

a. Biological mitigation monitoring and reporting proposals should be__of sufficient
detail and resolution to satisfy the requirements for a CESA Permit.

b. A Department-approved Mitigation Agreement and Mitigation Plan are required
for plants listed as rare under the Native Plant Protection Act.

LOCATION:805 640 3677 RX TIME 04-.26 '05 11:28
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6. The Department opposes the elimination of watercourses and/or their channelization or
conversion to subsurface drains. All wetlands and watercourses, whether intermittent,
ephemeral, or perennial, must be retained and provided with substantial setbacks which
preserve the riparian and aquatic habitat values and maintain their value to on-site and
off-site wildlife populations.

a. The Depariment requires a streambed alteration agreement, pursuani to Section

1600 et seg. of the Fish and Game Code, with the applicant prior to any direct or
indirect impact to a lake or stream bed, bank or channel or asscciated riparian
resources. The Department's issuance of a stream bed zlteration agreement
may be a project that is subject to CEQA. To facilitate our issuance of the
agresment when CEQA applies, the Department as a responsible agency under
CEQA may consider the local jurisdiction’s (lead agency) document for the
project. To minimize additional requirements by the Department under CEQA
the document should fully identify the potential impacis o the lake, stream or
riparian resources and provide adequate avoidance, mitigation, monitoring and
reporting commitments for issuance of the agreement. Early consultation is
recommendsad, since modification of the proposed project may be required io
avoid or reduce impacts to fish and wildiife resources.

The Department suggests a pre-project or early consultation planning meeting for all
projects. To make an appointment, please call Marfin Potter, Wildlife Biologist, at {(805) 840-
3677. Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment.

attachment

Sincerely,

I ///é, %

it

o ¢~ Morgan Wehije
Environmental Scientist IV

cc:  Mr. Martin Potter
Department of Fish and Game
Ojai, California

Mr. Scott Morgan
Staie Clearinghouse
Sacramento, California
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Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and

Endangered Plants and Natural Communities
State of California
THE RESOURCES AGENCY
Department of Fish and Game
December 9, 1983
Revised May 8, 2000

The following rec(?mmendaﬁons are intended to help those who prepare and review environmental
documents determine when a botanical survey is needed, who should be considered qualified to conduct
such surveys, how field surveys should be conducted, 2nd what information should be contained in the

survey report. The Department may recommend that lead agencies not accept the results of surveys that are
not conducted according to these guidelines.

1

LY

[

Botanical surveys arc conducted in order to determine the environmental effects of proposed projects on all
rare, threatened, and endangered plants and plant communiries. Rare, threatened, and endangered plants are not
necessarily limited to those species which have been "listed" by state and federal agencies but should include
any species that, based on all available data, can be shown to be rare, threatened, and/or endangered under the
following definitjons: -

A species, subspecies, or variety of plant is "endangered” when the prospects of its survival and reproduction are
in immediate jeopardy from one or more causes, including loss of habitat, change in habitat, over-exploitation,
predation, competition, or disease. A plant is "threatened” when it is likely 1o become endangered in the
foreseeable future in the absence of protection measures. A plant is "rare” when, although not presently
threatened with extinction, the species, subspecies, or variety is found in such small numbers throughott its
range that it may be endangered if its environment worsens.

Rare natural communities are those communities that are of highly limited distribution. These communities may
or may not contain rare, threatened, or endangered species. The most current version of the California Nanural
Diversity Database’s List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities may be used es a guide 1o the names and
status of communities.

It is appropriate to conduct 2 botanical field survey to determine if, or to the extent that, rare, threatened, or
endangered plants will be affected by a proposed project when:

a. Natural vegetation occurs on the site, it is nnknown If rare, threatened, or endangered plamis or habitats occur
on the site, and the project has the potential for direct or indirect effects on vegeration; or

b. Rare plants have historically been identified on the project site, but adequate information for impect
assessment is lacking,

Botanical consultants should possess the following qualifications:

2. Experience conducting floristic field surveys;

b. Knowledge of plant taxonomy and plant community ecology;

¢. Familiarity with the plants of the area, including rere, threatened, and endangered species;

d. Familiarity with the appropriate state and federa] statutes related to plants and plaunt collecting; and,
e. Experience with analyzing impacts of development on native plant species and communities.

Field surveys should be conducted in a manner that will locate any rare, threatened, or endangered species that
may be present Specifically, rare, threatened, or endangered plant surveys shonld be:

2. Conducted in the field at the proper time of vear when rare, threatened, or endangered species are both
evident and identfiable. Usually, this is when the plants are flowering.

LOCATION:805 640 3677 RX TIME 0426 '05 11:28
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When rare, threatened, or endangered plants are known to occur in the type(s) of habitat present in the project area,
nearby accessible occurrences of the plants (reference sites) should be observed to determine that the species are
identifiable at the time of the survey.

b.

Floristic in namre. A florisdc survey requires thet every plant observed be identified to the extent necessary
to deiermine Its rarity and listing status. In addition, 2 sufficient number of visits spaced throughout the
growing season are necessary 10 accurately deterrmine what plants exist on the site, In order to properly
characterize the site and document the completeness of the survey, a complete list of plants observed on the
site should be included in every botanical survey report.

. Conducted in a2 manner thzt is consistent with conservation ethics. Collections (voucher specimens) of rare,

threatened, or endangered species, or suspected rare, threatened, or endangered species should be made only
when such actions would not jeopardize the continued existence of the population and in accordance with
applicable state and federal permit requirements. A collecting permit fom the Habitat Conservation Planning
Branch of DFG is required for collection of state-listed plant species. Voucher specirens should be
deposited at recognized public herbaria for fiture reference. Photography should be used 10 document plant
idendfication and habirai whenever possible, but especially when the population cannot withstand collection
of voucher specimens.

. Conducted using systematic field techniques in all habitats of the site to ensure a thorough coverage of

potential impact areas.

. Well documented. When a rare, threatened, or endangered plant (or rare plant community) is located, 2

California Naiive Species (or Community) Field Survey Form or equivalent written form, accompanied by a
copy of the appropriate portion of 2 7.5 minute topographic map with the occurrence mapped, should be
completed and submiited to the Natural Diversity Database. Locations may be best documented using global
positioning systems (GPS) and presented in map and digital forms as thess tools become more accsssible.

5. Reports of botanical field swrveys should be included in or with environmental assessments, negative

declarations and mitigated negarive declarations, Timber Harvesting Plans (THPs), EIR's, and EIS's, and should
contain the following information:

a
b.

k

1
j-

Project description, including a detailed map of the project location and study area.
A written description of biological setting referencing the community nomenclature used and a vegetation
map.

. Detailed description of survey methodology.
. Dates of field surveys and total person-hours spent on field surveys.
. Resulis of field survey including detailed maps and specific location dare for each plant population found.

Investigators are encouraged to provide GPS detfz and maps documenting population boundaries.
An assessment of potential impacts. This should inclede & mep showing the distribution of plants in relation
1o proposed activites.

. Discussion of the significance of rarc, threatened, or endangered plant populations in the project area

considering nearby populations and total species distribution.

Recommended measures to avoid impacts.

A Iist of all plants observed on the project area. Plants should be identified o the taxonomic level necessary
to determine whether or not they are rare, threatened or endangered.

Description of reference site(s) visited and phenological development of rare, threatened, or endangered
plant(s).

Copies of all California Native Species Field Survey Forms or Natural Community Field Survey Forms,

. Name of field investigator(s)-

References cited. persons contacted, herbaria visited, and the location of voucher specimens.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ARNQOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

CITY OF GOLETA
CALIFORMIA

PAUL D. THAYER, Executive Officer

(916) §74-1800 FAX (916) 574-1810

Relay Service From TDD Phone 1-800-735-292%
from Voice Phone 1-800-735+2922

Contact Phone: (916) 574-1830
Contact FAX: (316) 574+1885

APR 26 2007

QECENED | April 25, 2005

§ il

File Ref: 2005031151

Ms. Anne Wells

General Plan EIR Project Manager
City of Goleta

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117

Ms. Nadell Gayou

The Resources Agency
901 P Sfreet
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Wells and Ms. Gayou:

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of the Proposed City of Goleta Draft General
Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan Program EIR

The State Lands Commission (Commission) has jurisdiction and
management authority over all ungranted sovereign lands of the State of California
which includes tidelands, submerged lands, and the beds of navigable rivers, sloughs,
lakes, etc. (e.g. Public Resources Code 68301.) Such lands include, but are not limited
fo, the beds of more than 120 navigabie rivers and sloughs, nearly 40 navigable lakes,

and the three-mile wide band of tide and submerged lands adjacent to the coastand o

offshore islands of the State. All tide and submerged lands, granted or ungranted, as
well as navigable rivers, sloughs, etc., are impressed with the Common Law Public
Trust which is administered by the Commission.

The Public Trust is a sovereign public property right held by the State or
its delegated trustee for the benefit of all the people. This right limits the uses of these
lands to waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, open space, recreation, or other
recognized Public Trust purposes. The Commission has a legal responsibility for, and a
strong interest in, protecting the ecological and Public Trust values associated with the
State's sovereign lands. A lease from the Commission is required for any portion of a
project extending onto State-owned lands that are under its exclusive jurisdiction,

LOCATION:S16 574 1885 ' RK TIME  04.26 05 12:48
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Ms. Anne Wells
Ms. Nadell Gayou
Pagse 2 of 2

The City should be aware that local General Plan designations and zoning
ordinances are not binding on the Commission. Although the Commission coardinates
with local government to the maximum extent feasible and appreciates the utility of
plans and zoning as expressions of a city or county’s land use prefersnces, the
Commission is guided by applicable constitutional, statutory and case law in
determining appropriate land uses over lands subject to the public trust.

Commission staff looks forward to receiving and reviewing the Draft
Environmental impact Report when it becomes available.

Sincerely, |

el A

Stéphen L. Jenkins, Asst. Chief
Division of Environmental Planning
and Management

cc: Barbara Dugal

LOCATION:S16 574 1885 RX TIME  04-26 05 12:48
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Anne Wells
General Plan EIR Project Manager
City of Goleta

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117

ATTN: Comments Regarding Notice of Preparation of Draft Program EIR
Dear Ms. Wells:

Reference is made to the Notice of Preparation of the proposed City of Goleta draft general plan
[ coastal land use plan program EIR.

There is one issue of interest to the District relative to this project — wastewater treatment
capacity. The Goleta Sanitary District (GSD) operates a regional wastewater treatment plant
that provides wastewater treatment to all residents of the Goleta Valley including the City of
Goleta. In November 2004, the District renewed its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit. This permit allows the District to discharge up to 7.64 million gallons
per day of treated effluent. As part of the permit negotiations with the Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) GSD agreed to upgrade its treatment facilities over the next 10 years.

The plant upgrade will involve enhancing the treatment process to full secondary treated. At
this time the District is beginning the process of reviewing the future wastewater treatment
needs of the community. The District would like to incorporate into its planning process the
capacity need projections by the City of Goleta. This will ensure that the District continue to
meet all of the wastewater treatment needs for the entire Goleta Valley.

The GSD appreciates the opportunity to comment on this issue. Please do not hesitate to call
gither Mr. Jeff Salt or me at 967-4519 if you have any questions.
Very truly yours,

GOLETA SANITARY DISTRICT

Kamil S. Azoury, P.E.
General Manager/District Engiheer

~—— o

——e

FAPlantLAB\City of Goleta EIR NOP.doc

One William Moffett Place, Goleta, CA 83117 Phone: (803) 967-4519 FAX: (805) 964-3583

“protecting Public Health and the Environment”
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Ms. Anne Wells
General Plan EIR Project Manager b
City of Goleta

130 Cramona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117
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RE: Proposed City of Goleta Draft General Plan/ Coastal Land Use Plan Program EIR: NOP Response

Dear Ms. Wells,

The Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) appreciates the opportunity to provide
input on the preparation of the Program EIR (PEIR) for the above referenced project.

1. In general, we concur with the scope of work for the air quality analysis, provided with the NOP.

N

Current Air Quality Setting: Santa Barbara County has now been designated as a federal ozone
attainment area for the 1-hour ozone and the 8-hour ozone National Ambient Air Quality
Standards. The USEPA also approved the 1-hour ozone maintenance plan and motor vehicle
emissions budgets in the 2001 Clean Air Plan as revisions to the Santa Barbara portion of the
California State Implementation Plan (SIP). The County continues to violate the state one-hour
standard for ozone and the state standard for PMo. The 2004 Clean Air Plan is the most recent plan
to address the State Clean Air Act requirements. The 2004 CAP includes the air quality setting and
historical summary and is available on the APCD website, www.sbcaped.org. The 2004 CAP should
be used to determine General Plan consistency.

Air Quality Analysis: Working collsctively with the Santa Barbara County Association of
Governments (SBCAG) we submit the following comment on the protacol to be used for
estimating the regional air quality impacts from transportation associated with the proposed
General Plan:
Given that the EMFAC2002 (version 2.2 April, 2003) emissions model employs defaults
for the on-road activity data - several adjustments will be required in order to accurately
reflect on-road mobile source emissions for the Goleta area. Specifically, inputs for vehicle
trips/starts, vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and the VMT by speed class distribution by
vehicle type will need to be generated by either the Goleta Area Travel Model or SBCAG's
regional travel model. If the Goleta Area Travel Model is utilized - some inputs may still
be required from SBCAG's regional ADT model given that the Goleta Area Travel Model
only addresses one peak hour whereas 24 hours are needed in EMFAC2002. For more
detailed information on how and why these model adjustments are performed - please refer
to the following two documents:
http://www.sheag.org/PDFs/publications/2004ConformityETIP_MTP pdf and
htt://www.sbcapcd.org/sbe/cap04 htm . The APCD recommends that prior to the initiation
of the regional air quality analysis the consultants arrange a meeting with the APCD and
SBCAG to address and reconcile any on-road activity data input consistency issues.

LI

Terence E. Dressler - Air Pollution Control Officer
- 260 North San Antonio Road, Suite A < Santa Barbara, CA < 93110 « www.sbcaped.org - 805.261.8800 - 805.961.8801 (fax)
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The Program EIR should examine the compatibility of land uses in order to avoid land use
decisions that could result in an unintended health risk from air pollution. Air quality impacts
should be assessed whenever a land use decision would result in sensitive individuals being in the
close proximity to significan: construction activity or industrial facilities. Proposed land uses near
toxic air pollutant sources that could pose a significant health risk to sensitive receptors should
also evaluate the acute non-cancer and chronic cancer and non-cancer health risk impacts from air
toxics to the community. Sensitive individuals refer to those segments of the population most
susceptible to poor air quality (i.e., children, the elderly, and those with pre-existing serious health
problems affected by air quality). Land uses where sensitive individuals are most likely to spend
time include schools and schoolyards, parks and playgrounds, day care centers, nursing homes,
hospitals, and residential communities. As a potential mitigation in the PEIR, we recommend the
addition of a General Plan Policy to coordinate location of land uses to ensure that toxic and
nuisance emissions are adequately separated from residential and sensitive receptors.

Some projects have the potential for construction-related dust to cause a nuisance and Santa Barbara
County violates the state standard for PMio. As a potential mitigation in the PEIR, we recommend 2
General Plan policy that makes fugitive dust control measures required for all discretionary
construction activities regardless of the significance of the fugitive dust impacts based on the nohmea
in the 1979 Air Quality Attainment Plan and coordinate fugitive dust regulation enforcement with
APCD.

We recomnmend the addition of a General Plan Policy that any project with significant air quality
impacts should adopt air quality enhancing design guidelines/standards, including energy
efficiency and pollution prevention programs.

Wood-burning appliances and fireplaces in homes and restaurants may be the cause of public
nuisance complaints. We recommend a potential General Plan Policy that would limit wood-
burning appliances and fireplace installations in areas of moderate to high housing densities and in
commercial areas where nearby neighbors could be affected by smoke.

Again, thank you for soliciting our input on the scope of the program EIR for this very important General
Plan. We look forward to working with you on this project. Please call contact Vijaya Jammalamadaka at
961-8893 or by e-mail at v[j@sbcapcd.org, if you have questions.

Sincerely,

Con. B4
(S ¢
Bobbie Bratz :

Public Information Officer and Community Programs Supervisor

ccl

Jim Dambkowitch, SBCAG
TEA Chron File

\spcaped.orgishares\groupsipcahplpcacorrigoleta general plan peir nop.doc
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Anne Wells

From: byim@sbcag.org

Sent:  Monday, April 25, 2005 4:21 PM
To: Anne Wells

Subject: Comments on Goleta GP NOP

Hi Anne,

Thank you for.the NOP of the City of Goleta GP EIR. As the Airport Land Use Commission and Congestion
Management Agency for the County, SBCAG would like the following issues to be addressed in the DEIR of the
City's General Plan:

ALUC Issues:

Santa Barbara Municipal Airport (SBA) is currently undergoing a master plan and Part 150 (Noise Compatibility
Study) updates. Part of these updates include the runway safety area (RSA) extension on Runway 7, an ongoing
terminal expansion plan, and the future airport noise environment. These ongoing projects are expected to have
significant impacts on the City's land use, environment, and transportation. SBCAG wishes to see the following
ALUC issues to be addressed:

Land use and Development - Because of the new law enacted last year, ALUC has adopted the new Airport
Influence Boundary for SBA, which would encompass the entire City of Goleta area. This boundary will also
replace the existing "Area of Influence" exhibit in the current ALUP. The DEIR would need to address the AIA
boundary, any associated issues and possible implications. Information on the AIA issue is available on the
SBCAG website. Analysis must also be provided on the land use impacts associated with the population density
resulting from the shifting of runway safety (approach and clear) zones. (Also see following para)

Safety/Hazard and Hazardous Materials - The document would need to address issues related aircraft traffic
patterns at SBA and possible overflights on both ends of the R/W 7/25 as well as the parallel GA runways.
Reference must also be made to the RSA extension on R/W 7 since the existing safety zones for the primary
runway will change. Exhibits related to existing and future safety zones should be provided in the document.
Relative safety impacts resulting from the shifting of the safety zone boundaries should be addressed.

Noise - Chapter 7 of the SBA P150 Study addresses the "Noise Compatibility Program" of the study. Land use
management recommendations were provided for local jurisdictions with respect to future land use policies and
management implications for areas in the vicinity of the airport. For benefits of abate aircraft noise, control land
development, and to mitigate the impacts of noise on non-compatibility land uses, we recommend the City to
coordinate with the Airport/City of Santa Barbara, UCSB, FAA, and our Agency to carefully consider and address
these recommendations as they relate to City's land use policy implications.

Circulation Issues:

SBCAG is concerned, and takes exception to, the worst case analysis methodology used to calculate level of
service (LOS) for signalized intersections. Specifically, SBCAG is concerned with the City’s choice not to account
for right-turn-on-red (RTOR) movements as part of the signalized intersection LOS analysis. By not incorporating
RTOR movements into the ICU calculations, the document as written does not accurately reflect the existing
operating conditions at several CMP intersections. Two examples include: 1) Fairview/101SB-Ramp - reported
as LOS E in the draft but shown to be operating at LOS A in the CMP; and 2) Patterson/101SB-Ramp -~ reported
as LOS F in the draft but shown at LOS D in the CMP. This will not only create inconsistencies with the CMP
annual monitoring program and CMP deficiency plan requirements but also with future CEQA traffic impact
analyses for CMP impacts — all of which will require/recommend RTOR movements to be excluded from the LOS
calculation.

As a member of SBCAG's TTAC LOS Subcommittee, you will recall that countywide consistency in LOS
measurement was the overriding principle that led to the LOS policy changes adopted by the SBCAG board in

4/29/2005
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November 2003. By establishing the practice of not accounting for RTOR — SBCAG is concerned that the City of
Goleta is re-creating a CEQA and CMP consistency issue that is unnecessary and is certainly avoidable.
Implications include: 1) the need to report different LOS results within the same CEQA document; 2) inconsistent
LOS results between the CMP and other City of Goleta traffic studies; 3) inconsistent results across jurisdictional
boundaries i.e., with City and County of Santa Barbara; 4) confusion to the decision makers and to the public;
and, 5) generation of potentially indefensible results.

As part of its responsibility as Congestion Management Agency for Santa Barbara County, SBCAG reviews
turning movement counts collected for jurisdictions within the county. Several intersection counts performed
within the City of Goleta in 2003 that were reported as part of the initial draft of the City's General Plan Circulation
Element update appeared to be inconsistent and erroneous when compared to historical and more recent counts.
Hence, SBCAG highly recommends that the City of Goleta use more updated intersection traffic counts (post
2003) for its final version of the plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

William F. Yim

Transportation Planner Il
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments

260 N. San Antonio Road, Suite B
Santa Barbara, CA 93110

Ph (805) 961-8900 x 8906

Fax (805) 961-8901

email: byim@sbcag.org

4/29/2005



105 East Anapamu Street, Suite 406
Santa Barbara, California 93101
805/568-3400 « Fax 805/568-3414
www.co.santa-barbara.ca.us

Michael F. Brown
County Executive Officer

County Executive Office

May 11, 2005

Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Project Manager
City of Goleta

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B

Goleta, California 93117

RE: Notice of Preparation (NOP) for Goleta’s General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
Dear Ms. Wells:

Thank you for the chance to comment on this NOP. It appears that the city intends to prepare a
fairly comprehensive Program EIR, and therefore these comments will be brief.

The primary matter of concern to Santa Barbara County is that impacts and mitigation measures
be addressed in a regional context, to the extent that the city’s draft general plan will have
potential impacts of regional scope. These include but are not limited to the topics of Population
and Housing, Traffic and Circulation, Agriculture and Farmland, and Aesthetic and Visual
Resources. Some extra-jurisdictional impacts would be direct, such as surface traffic generated
by new development within the city that would affect roads and intersections outside the city’s
boundaries. Other impacts would be indirect, such as the pressures for development outside the
city should such development not be adequately provided for within the city. Development
displaced outside the city could have a number of potentially significant impacts in a regional
context, e.g., excessive traffic and air pollutant emissions, loss of agricultural land and open
space, and adverse effects on public services and other infrastructure. The provision of
affordable housing is of particular concern in this regard, given the challenge of our respective
jurisdictions’ obligations to meet the Regional Housing Need allocations.

Again, thank you for the chance to respond to this NOP. The county looks forward to helping the
city assess regional impacts and mitigation measures through this Program EIR.

Sincerely,

/"

fichael F. Brown
County Executive Officer

cc: Honorable Susan Rose, Chair, and Members of the Board of Supervisors
County Department Directors

James T. Laponis Ron Cortez Ken Masuda
Deputy County Executive Officer Deputy County Executive Officer Director of Budget and Research
ilaponis@@co.santa-barbara.ca.us reortezigieo.santa-barbara.caus masuda(@co.santa-barbara.ca.us
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130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117
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April 25, 2005 EoBies CENTER AUTORNIA
City of Goleta j R <b 2085 ]
Attn: Anne Wells —_ i
RECEIVED |

Re: Notice of Preparation for Goleta General Plan / Coastal Land Use Plan EIR
Dear Ms. Wells,

The Environmental Defense Center (EDC) is a non-profit, public interest law firm
specializing in land use planning, natural resources and environmental health issues in
Santa Barbara, Ventura and San Luis Obispo Counties. We reviewed the Notice of
Preparation for the City of Goleta’s planned Program EIR for the General Plan / Coastal
Land Use Plan and offer the following comments for the City’s consideration as it defines
the scope of the EIR.

1. Maintain Bishop Ranch in Agricultural Zoning.

Bishop Ranch is one of the largest and most visible open spaces in the City of
Goleta and as proposed, the General Plan should retain this site in open space and
agricultural zoning for the foreseeable future. All EIR alternatives also must maintain
Bishop Ranch in agricultural zoning because converting the Ranch is inconsistent with
the stated goals on page 3 of the NOP and would result in increased significant
environmental impacts. Under CEQA Guidelines section 15 126.6(a), the City must only
analyze altematives “which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the
project.” Rezoning Bishop Ranch s counter to the General Plan goals and would not
help the City achieve most of the project objectives including goal (1) ensuring 2 high
quality environment by protecting and conserving the community’s cultural, historical,
natural and envirommental assets, values and resources. Moreover, it would result in
substantially increased rather than decreased environmental impacts. The Ranch is poorly
located for development. Rezoning Bishop Ranch to urban uses would result in
significantly increased traffic and crowding, air and water pollution, loss of scenic vistas
that characterize Galeta, and increased demand on limited public services.

Rezoning Bishop Ranch is essentially a permanent decision that will result in
build out of the Ranch, causing significant avoidable impacts to the human environment
in Goleta. Goleta has not reached the point where it is necessary or advisable to consider
converting one of its last major open, agricultural spaces. Therefore, to comply with
CEQA’s requirements that alternatives avoid or substantially lessen (and not increase)
significant impacts, each EIR altemative must maintain Bishop Ranch as open space for
the life of the General Plan', at a minimum.

! The landowner can request 2 general plan amendment and rezons at any time.

906 Garden Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101 Phone (805) 963-1622 FAX (805) 962-3152
2021 Sperry Avenue, Suite 18, Ventura, CA 93003 Phone (803) 677-2570 FAX (803) 677-2577
www.edcnet.org

Printed an Recycled Paper

LOCATION 8059623152 RX TIME 04,28 '05 18:00
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2. Reduce the Number of Units Planned for Goleta.

The draft Plan provides for 2,699 new residential units in Goleta. This excessive
amount of development is.counter to the stated general plan goals of ensuring a high
quality environment and providing an economy that is not dependent on growth. The
proposed general plan and all alternatives should include substantially reduced numbers
of units to ensure Goleta’s streets and schools are not overcrowded, to control air
pollution that affects human health, especially the elderly and our youth, and to provide a
high quality environment. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b), alternatives
must all focus on substantially reducing or avoiding the significant impacts of a project.
Therefore, since the general plan’s significant impacts will largely be driven by the
number of units, each alternative should have a reduced number of units in order to
comply with CEQA’s requirement that lead agencies mitigate significant environmental
impacts to the maximum extent feasible.

In 2003 when SBCAG was considering the Regional Housing Needs Assessment
allocations, the City of Goleta expressed strong objections to the proposed allocation to
Goleta because its constituents object to this level of development. EDC believes Goleta
was incorporated largely because its residents were fed up with all the development the
County of Santa Barbara was approving in Goleta. For the City to now propose the same
level of development the County envisioned for Goleta is contrary to the goals of
Goletans. To protect and preserve the quality of life and environmental resources in
Goleta and to fulfill the general plan’s stated goals, the City needs to paee its
development much slower than envisioned in the NOP. The City should revise its
proposed number of new units downward substantially and the EIR must only study
alternatives that reduce impacts (e.g., by reducing the number of units proposed).

3. Scale Back Commercial Development to Avoid Exacerbating the South Coast’s Job-
Housing Imbalance.

The general plan should not include construction of new commercial and
industrial development because the South Coast jobs-housing balance is already off.
There are too many jobs to be supported by the existing number of residential units from
UCSB to Carpinteria, so the City should not add to this regional problem. Asa regional
issue (not a Goleta-specific issue), the jobs-housing imbalance must be looked at in this
larger geographic context, and regional impacts such as commuter traffic and growth-
inducement must be analyzed in the EIR.

Commercial development creates demand for more housing and there is already 2
shortage of affordable and work-force housing in Goleta and on the South Coast.
Goleta’s general plan should strive to not increase the demand for new housing because
that would add to the regional imbalance and increase associated environmental impacts

LOCATION: 8059623152 R TIME 0428 °05 16:00
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(e.g., traffic, air pollution, loss of open space, etc.). Instead, the plan should

create affordable housing, primarily through redevelopment of existing commercial
areas with mixed use (e.g., adding housing in commercial areas) so people do not have to
drive far to shop or work. To minimize environmental effects and fulfill the stated goals,
the general plan and all alternatives should avoid or minimize commercial and other non-
residential development and only include such development as accessory to and as
needed to support any residential development proposed (i.e., along Hollister). Given the
existence of substantial commercial, office and other non-residential development on the
Hollister corridor, there will not be a large demand for this type of development even
with general plan build out. Thus, the EIR should identify, carefully analyze, and include
measures and alternatives to avoid where feasible and to mitigate the growth-inducing
impacts of non-residential development to the maximum extent feasible.

4. Simplify Planning by Combining the General Plan and the Local Coastal Plan.

The City can make its planning process easier for the public, applicants, planners
and decision makers by preparing a general plan that is consistent with the Coastal Act
and that can thus also serve as the City’s Local Coastal Plan (L.CP). Virtually all coastal
cities and counties have dual planning documents - one that applies in the coastal zone
and one that applies in inland areas. This complicates planning and usually creates 2
double standard. As anew City, Goleta has a blank slate and thus has a unique
opportunity to create a single planning document for inland areas and the coastal zone,
similar to the situation in Carpinteria. Goleta should ensure its General Plan is consistent
with the California Coastal Act so that its General Plan can also serve as the City's Local
Coastal Plan to simplify planning matters while protecting Goleta's environment. The
City would not have to go through the lengthy process of crafting a separate LCP that
would overlap with and sometimes conilict with the general plan. Instead, it would
merely need to have its general plan certified by the Coastal Commission.

Thank you for your attention to our comments and your diligence in working on
the City’s first general plan. Please contact us if you would like to discuss our comments
further or if EDC can be of assistance in any other way.

Sincerely,

(ol Brin e

Tinda Krop, © Brian Trautwein,
- Chief Counsel _ Environmental Analyst

cc: Ken Curtis, City of Goleta
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April 26, 2005

Anne Wells

General Plan EIR Manager
City of Goleta

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117

Re: Input for Goleta General Plan EIR
Dear Ms. Wells:

The Goleta Housing Leadership Council would like to submit the following comments on
the scope of the EIR for the Goleta General Plan.

It is our understanding that the CEQA process was conceived as a means to require
public agencies to consider and disclose to the public the environmental implications of
land use and development decisions, as well as to mitigate significant adverse
environmental effects of projects, if such mitigation is feasible. CEQA therefore provides
a guide for informed public decisions on projects.

Given that the Environmental Impact Report for the Goleta General Plan is not project-
specific but rather is a program-level document that addresses the overall
environmental effects of the Goleta General Plan, we hope that the EIR will consider the
following issues and concerns:

Population and Housing:

A probable environmental impact listed in the Goleta General Plan EIR Notice is the
assumption of substantial population growth due to the increase in residential dwelling
units. This assumption needs to be balanced with the perspective that population
growth is caused primarily by the combination of job growth and natural population
growth. Currently the City of Goleta has a significant jobs-housing imbalance and a
documented deficit within the Goleta Valley of some 1,800 housing units that were not
developed during the past decade to match population and job grow’th.1 Lack of
adequate housing production to match population and employment growth has
contributed to rising housing prices and severe overcrowding among lower income
households. Therefore, the Goleta General Plan EIR should consider the extent to
which residential development can have positive influence in ameliorating Goleta’s jobs-
housing imbalance and in alleviating overcrowded living conditions for lower-income
households.

! Source: ‘The Face of the Housing Crisis: A Profile of Goleta Community Housing Needs’, Goleta
Housing Leadership Council, October 2003.



Land Use and Development Standards:

Certain policies and development standards proposed in the Land Use, Circulation and
Conservation Elements might have counter-intuitive environmental impacts. For
example, expanded environmental buffer zones, stringent traffic standards, restrictive
floor area ratios and building height limitations applied to remaining vacant lands will
promote lower density development. However, these policies, as well as suburban
development standards, do not necessarily achieve the best environmental results. It
has been demonstrated that compact development can lessen the ‘ecological footprint’
of development, promote alternative transpartation and facilitate housing affordability.
Therefore, the EIR should examine the environmental and social benefits of policies that
promote compact developed compared to policies that lower density proposed in the
General Plan.

Social and Economic Impacis:

Since the impact of the overall General Plan will be examined, we believe that the EIR
should consider the social and economic impacts of various land use, circulation,
conservation and other General Plan element policies. The EIR should examine the
needs of the ‘human habitat’ in regards to General Plan policies that sustain a healthy
local economy, offer housing opportunities for all economic segments of the community,
and maintain a socially diverse and equitable community. Where policies may conflict,
for example conservation or transportation element policies that may reduce residential
development capacity and needed housing production, the trade-offs should be clearly
identified and presented. The social and economic needs of the community should be
given equal weight and consideration in guiding public policy and decision-making.

Transportation and Circulation Impacts:

The EIR should consider the potential for reduced regional commuting and lessened
‘impacts to local freeway-linked arteries in Goleta with the development of housing
adjacent to the employment centers along Hollister Avenue, particularly housing that
provides for local preference in residency. A balanced presentation in the EIR of traffic
impacts would also consider the potential for alternative fransportation options that
become possible with higher density housing and mixed-use development along the
major transportation corridors in Goleta.

Sincerely,

(Tl 7278iprera~—

Jennifer McGovern
Coordinator
Goleta Housing Leadership Council

Cc: Ken Curtis, Director of Planning and Environmental Services



Goleta Valley Beautiful
P. O. Box 6756, Goleta, CA 93160-6756
www.goletavalleybeautiful.org (805) 252-1952
Sam S. Alfano-President, Lori Roper - VP, Tami Mason - Treasurer, Doug Winter-Secretary,
Kristen Amyx., Marc Bradley, J. Scott Bull, Alan Cavaletto, Merlyn Cummings,
David C. Fainer Jr, Laura Funkhouser, Phebe Mansur, Thom Myall, Al Turnbull,
Ken Knight-Exec. Dir. /Certified Arborist/Urban Forester. Member California ReLeaf Network

To: Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Project manager
City of Goleta
130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117
awells@cityofgoleta.org

From: Goleta Valley Beautiful Executive Committee
Date: April 21, 2005
Subject: Comments on the Notice of Preparation of the Proposed City of

Goleta Draft General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan Program
Environmental Impact Report

While there are many individual positive issues in the draft General Plan policies
that deal with the protection of native trees in riparian areas, the phrase “You
can’t see the forest for the trees” aptly describes the shortcomings of the General
Plan Policies. The General Plan focuses too much on specific tree issues and
misses the point of establishing goals for the entire City of Goleta Urban Forest.

The key shortcomings of the General Plan policies as they relate to the urban
forest are as follows;
1. The Plan does not define the City of Goleta Urban Forest.
2. The Plan does not establish a value for the City of Goleta Urban Forest
3. The Plan does not identify the elements of the current Goleta Urban
Forest in a comprehensive manner
4. The Plan does not set interrelated, measurable performance goals among
individual elements of the Plan that would result in a consistent and clear
vision for the future City of Goleta Urban Forest
5. The Plan does not identify an integrated set of policies to manage the
current and future Goleta Urban Forest.
6. The Plan does not promote community involvement in the urban forest

If the proposed General Plan policies are implemented, they would move the City
from an urban forest neutral policy position (in which the urban forest status quo
is somewhat maintained), to a negative urban forest policy position where the
urban forest is deprioritized, downsized, and threatened with destruction through
benign neglect.

Goleta Valley Beautiful proposes General Plan policies for the City of Goleta that
would move the City towards a positive urban forest policy position. This would
include adding the following elements to the General Plan policies;



1. Define the City of Goleta urban forest as being all of the public and
private trees within the City limits.

2. Establish a measurable value for the Urban Forest using STRATUM
software developed by the Center for Urban Forest Research, and use
cost/benefit analysis of urban forest issues.

3. Develop a framework of policies that cross departmental boundaries
and integrate the current elements of the Goleta Urban Forest as they
are identified in individual elements of the General Plan.

4. Set interrelated, measurable performance goals among individual
elements of the General plan policies that would result in consistent
and clear vision of the future City of Goleta Urban Forest, such as
a. Optimize shade canopy for different types of land uses so that the

average total canopy increases from 10% to 20%

b. Develop a sustainable urban forest within 20 years.

c. Develop an urban forest master plan that identifies the resources,
organizational structure, and timeline for managing the Goleta
urban forest

d. Increase citizen involvement with a citizen tree advisory group and
support of local volunteer tree groups

e. Establish, strengthen and enforce ordinances that deal with front
yard trees, street/median/parkway/park/open space trees, heritage
and native trees, parking lot shade, tree replacement, heat island
mitigation, and anti-topping

5. Develop an integrated set of policies to manage the current and future
Goleta Urban Forest as a capital asset.

6. Incorporate policies to promote community involvement through
education and voluntary responsibility in caring for the Goleta urban
forest.

Comments on individual policies within the Plan

%711l - Transportation Element: Part 2 (w/ revised maps, 1/14/2005)

TR 7.6 This weakly worded policy does not identify any goals or standards to develop policies pertaining to
landscaping, planting strips and street trees.

SC 1.4 The only ‘shall' policy deals with the selection of appropriate street trees, but does not define or
provide guidance as to what appropriate is

SC 1.5 This policy considers trees to be low priority and does not provide guidance for the size and function
of planting strips and what types of trees, if any, should be planted in them.

MM 3.12 The wording of this policy says that concrete is more important than trees, and that anything that
interferes with concrete can be removed. This policy is extremely anti-street tree and anti-urban forest.

%'V - Open Space Element: Part 4 of 4

PRO 3.2 This policy omits references to the need for trees to provide benefits to humans, in addition to
having vegetation that reduces maintenance and supports wildlife

HC 1.1 This policy doesn't include any heritage tree sites.

#+'V| - Conservation Element: Part 1 of 2

VQ 1.1 These policies do not recognize that the view of a tree within (as opposed to outside) the City is a
view to be protected. The view shed policies are vague, subjective and the mandatory ‘shall’ wording can
be construed as anti-tree, since practically all tree policies are phrased in the permissive’ should’ language
CS 1.3 Because only environmentally sensitive areas are identified and not the broader urban forest, the
urban forest is not protected by best management practices as stated in this policy. The best management
practices of the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) A300 shall be specified in this policy.

Z=VI - Conservation Element: Part 2 of 2 {1.1 MB)




NE 4.1 The beneficial aspects of trees/urban forest in regard to storm water management are not identified
or quantified

VH 1.3 This policy considers trees a low priority and does not define or identify trees of significance

VH 1.4 This policy does not include urban forests, therefore they are not protected

VH 1.7 Protection of significant urban forests shall be defined and included in this policy, not just oaks and
eucs.

VH 1.8 A specimen tree is not defined

VH 1.10 The existing public tree inventories are not included in the Plan. There are no policies to guide this
weakly worded proposed plan and program

VH 1.11 This policy considers trees a low priority and offers no protection to trees of local and historical
significance

57X - Capital Facilities Element

Pol CF 7.7 Add - The cumulative and individual life cycle cost and benefit of the urban forest shall be
considered.
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April 26, 2005
CITY OF GOLETA
: CALIFORNIA |
Ms. Anne Wells t } APR 26 %005 | ]
Manager, General Plan EIR i :
City of Goleta Py o
J ; RECEIVED

¥ LS

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117 ~

Re:  City of Goleta General Plan/Local Coasial Plan
Dear Ms. Wells:

Our office represents the Goleta Valley Chamber of Commerce (Chamber). The Cham-
ber has the following comments on the scope of the EIR for the draft General Plan/Local Coastal
Plan.

1. Project Description. The City’s most recent version of the drafi General Plan
was published on January 5,2005. This is the version of the General Plan that has been available
to the public and that apparently has been submitted for environmental review.

At the same time, however, the City has atmounced that it is undertaking substan-
tial revision of the draft General Plan/Local Coastal Plan. The revision includes reduction of the
number of policies from about 700 to 104, creation of a Local Coastal Plan in addition to the
General Plan, addition of Access and Recreation components to the Open Space Element, addi-
tion of 2 Scenic and Historic Resources Element, and wholesale reorganization of the General
Plan as a document. While these changes have been alluded to in staff reports, these revisions
have not been made available to the public for review.

A stable project description is an essential component of the CEQA process.
(Dusek v. Redevelopment Agency (1985) 173 Cal. App.3d 1029; 219 Cal.Rptr. 346.) The City is
commencing the environmental review process and asking the public to comment on the scope of
2 project that is already being extensively revised outside of public review. To put it another
way, ths public does not yel know what the project is even though the CEQA process has com-
menced. Maximum public participation in the CEQA process is a cornerstone of California
environmental law. Depending on the scope of the changes that the City is currently making at a
staff level to the General Plan, the public’s ability to participate in the EIR process may be com-
proruised.
2. Feasibility of Mitigation. The scope of development contemplated by the Land

e e e ————————t

Use Element of the General Plan/Local Coastal Plan will create traffic impacts that will require
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mitigation. One complonent of this mitigation will be capital facilities (m;ercna.noc and roadway
improvements) that wﬂl accommodaie new developrent while maintaining service at acceptable
levels. The General Plan/Local Coastal Plan EIR must determine the feasibility of these inter-
change and roadway improvements that are contained within the Transportation Element of the
General Plan. ‘

The Chiamber has previously commented that the drafl Transportation Element
makes t constructmh of at least two (2) new freeway overpasses the highest priorty for the
City. Because other pOhCleS of the Transportation Element set limits on physical improvements
thet may be made to iftersections and roadways, the feasibility of these new freeway ovcrpasses
becomes critical. The} Chamber has seen no analysis so far as to where these interchanges will
actually be located, h@w long it will take to construct them, what their costs will be, how that
cost will be financed, and whether Caltrans will support these interchanges. I{ these mtvrchanges
are not feasible to con,st:'uct, whether for fiscal, environmental, or other reasons, two results will
occur: (1) levels of service will decline, or (2) other policies of the General Plan, such as those
contained in the Land Use Element and the Housing Element, will be nullified. This latter issue
raises the possibility that conflicts between Elements of the General Plan may be created.

The Chamber thus requests that the EIR conduct a thorough analysis of the feasi-
bility of constructing these proposed interchanges. Beyond the fact that such analysis is required
for CEQA purposes, the feasibility of these interchanges is of central importance to the entire
community of Goleta, and merits a painstaking review.

3. Economic/Socizal Jmpacts of the General Plan, City staff has published a study
(dated March 4, 2005)'that purports to address the fiscal and economic impacts of the draft Gen-
eral Plan. The Chamber has scrious concerns about the accuracy of this report, Economic/fscal
and social effects of the General Plan should be taken into account in determining the signifi-
cance of physical changes to be caused by the General Plan and the feasibility of proposed
mitigation measures.

The Chamber has previously commented that a number of provisions in the Gen-
eral Plan will inhibit the City’s economic vitality. The revenue-sharing agreement reached with
the County of Santa Barbara prior to incorporation limits much of the sales tax and property tax
revenue that would otherwise be available to the City. Certain areas of the City, such as Old
Town, are already subject to physical blight. Many policies of the General Plan, by restricting
development which is. otherwise authorized in the Land Use Element, are likely to increase
physical blight because the City will be left without adequate fiscal resources to provide neces-
sary public services. Depending on their location, the proposed new fresway overpasses may
divide existing neighborhoods and cause physical and social problems.

For these teasons, the Chamber asks that the City include an analysis of the eco-
nomic implications for the City of the proposed General Plan/Local Coastal Plan. This is a
critical issue for many members of the public who are deeply iuterested in the City’s future.

338 372433 v1:010442.0001
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Thank you for your consideration of thess matters.

Very truly yours,

]
1] \
i

Peter N. Brown
For HATCH & PARENT, A Law Corporation

PNB:imd :
Ce:  Ms. Kristen Armyx, Goleta Chamber of Commerce
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HILL & TRAGER, LLP

Gary J. Hill* Attorneys At Law L
Timothy J. Trager ** 800 Presidio Avenue Telephone
Russell R. Ruiz Santa Barbara, California 93101- (805) 963-1453
Thomas M. Hinshaw 2210 Facsimile

Nicole L. Champion (805) 963-1457

Email:

*A Professional Corporation iz@sbl
rmuz@sblawgroup.com

**Also Licensed in
Hlinois and Utah

April 22, 2005

Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Project Manager Via Certified Mail/Return Receipt
City of Goleta

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B

Goleta, CA 93117

Re:  Goleta Water District Response to Notice of Preparation for the Proposed Citv
of Goleta Draft General Plan/Coastal [and Use Plan Program EIR

Dear Ms. Wells:

I am responding to the referenced Notice of Preparation addressed to me on behalf of
the Goleta Water District (*District”™). I am General Counsel for the District. The District
is the only public agency water supplier in the City, therefore the District is a Responsible
Agency under CEQA for the subject EIR. The District intends to fully participate as a
Responsible Agency for water supply as the General Plan EIR is prepared and we look
forward to your cooperation in that regard.

The District and the City have already successtully participated in the preparation of
an EIR as Lead and Responsible Agencies, for the Comstock Homes Development and
Ellwood Mesa Open Space Plan EIR. That process worked well and we refer you to the
information on water supply, including the findings made regarding water supply and
demand in that FEIR, that was approved and certified by the City Council.

I have briefly reviewed the Discussion Draft City of Goleta General Plan document
printed on January 5, 2005. One issue that may be of interest to the City in assessing new
land uses requiring new or additional water supply from the District is the fee referred to by
the District as the New Water Supply Charge. The District was subject to a water connection
moratorium Ordinance for 25 years based on a then chronic water supply shortage in the
District service area. The moratorium ended in 1997. Part of the process of terminating the



Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Project Manager

Re: Goleta Water District Response to Notice of Preparation
April 22, 2005

Page 2

moratorium Ordinance was adopting a new fee structure for any new water supplies required
for new development or any other new land uses. That fee is based on the costs of the new
water supplies, State Water and recycled water, that supplemented the District’s water supply
and ended the moratorium. Experience since 1997 has demonstrated that the New Water
Supply Charge is an economically acceptable fee for new residential and commercial
development. It is the District’s understanding, that may not be the case for new uses of
water for commercial agriculture.

The District’s approach to agriculture has been to offer an artificially low Agriculture
Water Rate to promote the preservation of existing agriculture. Most District customers pay
the Urban Water Rate, currently $3.29 per hef. The Agriculture Water Rate is currently only
$.95 per hef.

Unlike the water rate structure, all new users of District water supply for whatever
purpose, must pay the same New Water Supply Charge fee. That fee is calculated using a
cost of $23,588 per acre foot of new water demand. We understand that the fee may make
most new uses of District water supply for new or expanded agriculture, economically
infeasible.

In considering any new use of District water supply for irrigated recreational uses, this
fee should also be considered. Again, all new or expanded use of District water supply is
subject to the same fee.

As mentioned in the Discussion Draft General Plan, Water Code § 10910 requires the
City to request a Water Supply Assessment from the District for this EIR. Coincidentally,
Water Code §§ 10651 et seq., requires the District to prepare a new Urban' Water
Management Plan every five years, with Board approval of that new Plan required by
December, 2005. The District has initiated the preparation of the Plan. The statutes require
that the Plan include a comprehensive assessment of the District’s water supplies and
demands both current and future. District staff and a consultant are currently compiling the
data required to make a comprehensive assessment of future water demand in the entire
District service area that will be used for the Urban Water Management Plan. All of the
information required for the City General Plan EIR Water Supply Assessment will be
developed as part of the effort to prepare the Plan, including the assessment of future water
demand both within the City based on the proposed draft General Plan, and throughout the



Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Project Manager

Re: Goleta Water District Response to Notice of Preparation
April 22, 2005

Page 3

rest of the District service area. The District will, and is in fact required by statute to consult
with the City during the preparation of the Plan. It appears that the City and the District are
on similar schedules for the preparation of the subject EIR and the Urban Water Management
Plan.

For your scheduling purposes, you may assume that the District will require the time
provided by statute to prepare the Water Supply Assessment after the City submits the
request for the Assessment. We would appreciate as rauch time as possibie before the City
initiates the request, to give us time to develop the data discussed above and other
information that will be valuable for a thorough Assessment. The statute provides a 120 day
period from the date of the City request, for the District to approve and deliver the Water
Supply Assessment. (Water Code § 10910(g)(2).)

District staff looks forward to working with you and City staff on this vitally
important project for the community. You may anticipate complete cooperation from the
District as the process moves forward. You may contact me with any questions and the
District’s General Manager Kevin Walsh will also assist you as necessary. You may contact
him through the District’s Secretary whose name is Marie Zeman, her telephone number is
879-4621. Please address all future correspondence to me at my office address, above, rather
than at the District. You may of course also contact me by telephone and email. We look
forward to working with you.

Very truly yours,

~

/ 4
Russell R. Ruiz S
<General Counsel .
Goleta Water District
RRR/kv
ce: Goleta Water District Board of Directors

Kevin Walsh, General Manager
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Subject: Draft Program EIR for the Goleta Genera! Pla;
and Coastal Land Use Plan /

I am Connie Hannah, speaking for the League of Women Voters.
The League has been impressed with the environmental
protections that have been written into Goleta's General Plan.
Many of the issues that we have besen concerned about over
many years on the South Coast have been addressed in this
Plan. That will help the City to make good decisions in the
future.

It is c¢lear that the most severe impacts from buildout will be
in the area of traffic congestion and alr quality. Goleta
already has a number of severely impacted intersections and
every development will add to those problems. As we have

noted before, developments outside the City's borders will
cause additional traffic which the City cannot control. We
think that the EIR should focus strongly on the cumulative
effects of additional trafiic, and tha accompanyiag air
quality problems. Since Highway 101 runs through the middle

of the City, we think that the City should work closely with
the Air Pollution Control District and the state of California
to secure additional controls on truck and vehicle emissions.
It has now become clear that it is important not to locate
facilities for children or sensitive adults near a freeway.

In the Safety Element we believe that a major public safety
hazard exists in the presence of an 0il separation plant in 2
residential area. Because everyone expected the Venoco plant
to phase out soon, housing developments and a hotel were
permitted close to it. Any new oil processed there would be

a constant concern to nearby residents in case of fire,
explosion or leaks of dangerous gases. The hazardous footprint
and the future of this facility must be thoroughly analyzed

in the planned EIR.

We are glad that coastal bluff erosion, seismic ground rupture
and ksunami will be included in this Program EIR. In most
cases adequate setbacks from the ocean bluffs, creek beds and
shoreline will offer the most protection against seismic
action and flooding. These are very hard to enforce,_so that
very strong policies in the General Plan are called for.

LOCATION:805 967 1831 RX TIME 04,26 05 14:07
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Page 2 League of Women Voters Comments on Scoping for EIR

The League has always supporied protection of agricultural
lands on principle. Last year Lester Brown, the president of
Earth Policy Institute in Washington, D.C. talked about the
world food supply at UCSB. "In each of the last four years the
worlds' grain supply has fallen short of world consumption” he
said, and predictsd food shortages to come. He advised all
local areas to maintain their agricultural lands so that they
would be prepared to feed themselves in case either world
supplies, or the transportation network, should break down.

We support Goleta in protecting their ag lands.

We also noted that that buildout is expected to be 2,700
units. This is not much capacity, and if the state continues
to mandate rezoning for housing it does not provide much room
to grow. We belleve that small cities should maks it clear to
the state Housing department that there are serious limits to
how much housing can be built in some arezs. One size mandates
to not fit all in ¢oastal California.
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Message Page 1 of 1

Anne Wells

From: Ken Curtis

Sent:  Monday, April 18, 2005 6:12 PM

To: Anne Wells

Subject: FW: General Plan EIR scoping comments

From: Eva Inbar [mailto:eva.inbar@verizon.net]
Sent: Monday, April 18, 2005 3:06 PM

To: Ken Curtis

Cc: Cecilia Brown

Subject: General Plan EIR scoping comments

Dear Ken,

The Livable Streets Coalition would make the following comments on the EIR scope of analysis.

We feel it is important to consider the environmental impact of land use and transportation decisions. In
general, automobiles have a profound effect on the environment, in terms of both air and water quality.
They also require large areas being paved over for roads and parking lots. Thus, land use and
transportation policies that rely mostly on the automobile will have a more of an impact on the
environment than policies that encourage more compact development and multi-modal transportation.
New housing that is higher density and clustered along existing transportation corridors will be better for
the environment than sprawling, low-density housing requiring new roads and other infrastructure. Also,
residents of higher density housing drive less and walk, bike and use transit more, again helping the
environment.

In commercial development, regional big box stores, discount gas stations and drive- through's tend to
encourage more driving and are thus be harder on the environment. Local, more accessible businesses
are better for the environment. The same is true for schools, parks and other local services.

In the transportation element, we need to make alternative transportation more than an afterthought in
order to be good stewards of the environment. Creating a multi-modal system that gives transit,
pedestrians and bicyclists full equity in the planning and funding process and adopting the concept of
"complete streets," streets that routinely accommodate all users, will go a long way to lessen our impact
on the beautiful environment of the Goleta valley.

Sincerely,

Eva Inbar
Livable Streets Coalition

4/29/2005
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April 26, 2005

Ms. Anne Wells

General Plan EIR Manager
City of Goleta

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, California 93117

Re: City of Goleta - General Plan

Dear Ms. Wells:

This firm represents the Shelby Family Partnership (“Shelby™), the owner of an
approximately 14 acre property located along Cathedral Oaks Road, in the northern area ofthe City
of Goleta. By letters dated July 8, 2003 and December 9, 2003, we have previously provided the
City with information concerning the Shelby property. We provide the following comments in
response to your Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a draft Program EIR.

1. The NOP’s project description states that the proposed plan designates sites that could
accommodate development of about 2,700 additional residential units. In the description of the
Housing Element, the NOP says that “vacant sites” within the residential use designation would
accommodate 2,699 units, and that the City has projected an objective of development 0f 2,388 units
during a January 1, 2001 to July 30, 2008 time period. Contrary to the NOP assertions, the City’s
draft plan limits housing opportunities primarily to built out parcels, including parcels which have
recently undergone reconstruction or on which the existing uses will continue; on parcels with
already approved projects; on properties with environmental or other constraints rendering them
largely unbuidable; or at densities that the City knows will be unacceptable to the community.

Enclosed is a large size copy of the City of Goleta General Plan “Planned Residential
Opportunity Areas” map, which we have annotated with the assistance of Mark Lloyd, one of the
area’s premier land use consultants. The annotations to this map graphically show how the City’s
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housing proposal is fatally flawed, and that the properties identified by the City as “Housing
Opportunity Areas” can produce nowhere near the level ofnew housing needed by Goleta or claimed
in the NOP.

The EIR will need to consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the current proposed land
use designations, and in particular will need to consider alternatives that can reasonably be expected
to actually meet the community housing need and the City’s stated goals.

The City has previously issued a report with exhibits showing four potential development
scenarios for Goleta. Those four scenarios (at least) need to be further reviewed as alternatives in
the EIR, as they could allow Goleta to meet its housing needs, decrease congestion, and avoid other
significant environmental effects of the current proposal. In two of those four development
proposals, the Shelby property was slated for residential development. Such Shelby property use for
residential development could also be carved out as part of another alternative which could avoid
Class I impacts from failure to adequately provide realistic housing opportunities.

2. The Shelby property is an obvious, logical location for housing development. All
urban services were extended with the Cathedral Oaks Road construction so as to serve the
anticipated residential development of the Shelby property, and are all currently available. Such
urban services include sewer service, water service, gas and electric utilities, and the construction
of a major residential arterial public street with sidewalks, curbs, and gutters. Dirt from construction
of Cathedral Oaks Road was also placed on the site at a compaction level to support anticipated
residential construction. The fact that these services have been extended to the Property provides
additional support that a residential land use designation consistent with the surrounding land uses
is appropriate, and those factors were all considered by the Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAFCO) in its determination that the property is “urbanized.” With that determination, LAFCO
included the property within the boundaries of the then proposed City of Goleta. The property can
also be distinguished from other vacant parcels in the City:

- This is the only AG II zoned properly in the City.
- Not an agricultural site.
- Historically has not been a productive commercial agricultural site.
- Detailed analysis demonstrates that it can’t be economically turned into
productive agriculture.

- It is a fully urbanized property.

- It fronts entirely on a major roadway, with no other circulation improvements needed
for development.
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- It has public water available, which it has historically used.
- It has sewer service available, and is in the Sanitary District.

- The property is already fully graded and compacted to residential development
standards.

- The site is relatively small and surrounded by residential development.

3. The lack of agricultural viability for the Shelby property is clear, and stems from the
property’s relatively small size, the urban/rural conflicts created by the surrounding developments
(including recurrent impacts from stray golf balls and trespassers climbing fences to collect those
balls), and the property’s extremely heavy clay soil and poor site drainage. Due to these factors,
repeated agricultural efforts on the Property over the past approximately 30 years have consistently
failed.

Despite extensive and costly efforts at replanting several times with advanced plant varieties
and techniques, a remnant avocado grove on the northerly hillside portion of the property is the only
“agriculture” which has been able to survive. Reports prepared concerning the potential viability
of agriculture on the property note that the Property would only be suitable for grazing or dry
farming of grains. These activities require at least hundreds of contiguous acres, however, are clearly
not viable on such a small parcel, and the ability to conduct cooperative farming was effectively
eliminated with the development of the adjacent golf course. These conclusions, which were
developed prior to County roadway construction and related earth compaction, and are supported in
a detailed report prepared by Fruit Growers Laboratory, Inc., which we have previously provided to
the City of Goleta.

4. Ifleft agriculturally zoned, development of amore intense agricultural use consistent
with the property’s poor and compacted soils, such as farm equipment sales and storage, or
greenhouse development would be the only possible uses. It appears that such “industrial” type
commercial agricultural uses would not be consistent with the City’s long term planning goals for
this area, would likely not be economically viable, and would increase housing demand rather than
help address affordable housing needs. Ifthe EIR is to adequately analyze General Plan impacts, all
of the impacts from such a commercial agricultural reclamation project for this site, including from
deep ripping and soils replacement, pesticide application, noise and dust, truck traffic and other
impacts must be analyzed.

5. Shelby is in the process of developing and will soon provide the City with a
conceptual submittal for a 100% “affordable” housing project for the site, which could help the City
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meet its housing needs, and should be reflected in a revised General Plan or alternative land use
discussion.

Thank you for your consideration of this mformatlon If you have any questions or require
additional information, please call me.

C E Chlp Wullbrandt £
for PRICE, POSTEL & PARMA LLP

CEW:lkh

cc: Dr. Glynne Couvillion
Mark Lloyd
Jim Youngson






Santa Barbara Audubon Society, Inc.

A Chapter of the Narional Audubon Society

5670 Hollister Avernle. Suie 5B, Goleta, CA 83117 (305! 064-1448

April 25, 2005
City of Goleta

Attention: Ann Wells

General Plan EIR Project Manager
130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta CA 93117

e-mail: awells@cityofgoleta.org

RE: Scoping Comments Goleta General Plan
Dear Ms. Wells:

Santa Barbara Audubon (Audubon) wished to comment on the preparation of the EIR for the City of
Goleta General Plan (Plan). This letter provides scoping comments. Members of Audubon participated in the
workshops regarding the Discussion Draft o the General Plan. Our chapter has an office in the Goleta Valley
Community Center, and many of our conservation and habitat restoration activities are in the City of Goleta
(City) or in adjacent areas.

Audubon’s comments are directed primarily to scope of the EIR for the Conservation Element.
We have reviewed the County of Santa Barbara Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual
(Manual), which has been adopted by the City of Goleta. References are made to that document. You
may also wish to refer to the Audubon letters regarding content of Draft City of Goleta General Plan,
dated December 15, 2004 and February 13, 2005.

Special Status Species. CEQA Appendix G, (Manual p 35) states “a project will normally have
a significant effect on the environment if it will:

(a) Conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it located:

(b)

(c) Substantially affect a rare or endangered species of animal, plant or the habitat of the
species;

(d) Interfere substantially with movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species;
and

(e) Substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife or plants.”

Audubon asserts that in order to comply with CEQA and determine if a project would have
significant impacts, species that may be adversely affected should be identified. This will alert
developers, biological consultants, and planning staff to look for species that may be present on a project
site proposed for development as part of the environmental review, and determine if the species will be
impacted by the proposed project. Early knowledge of the presence of sensitive species can result in
project development that avoids negative impacts.

Our chapter recommends that the General Plan include tables of sensitive taxa which may be
found within the City of Goleta, including not only species listed as Threatened and Endangered under
Federal and State ESA, but also species of concern at the state and local level, with reference to the
CNDDB for updates. We have reviewed in prior submittals the lists provided in the Background Report
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Number 18, Biological Resources, and provided some comments and additional lists. Special Status
species of great important include Steelhead, Tidewater Goby and Western Snowy Plover.

Audubon would like the EIR to address submittals to the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB). The Manual (Biological Survey Guidelines, page A-12) states that the Contents of a
Biological Survey should contain “copies of all CNDDB Field Survey Forms sent to Sacrament and
Natural Community Field Survey Formers, for sensitive species or communities found on the project
site.” The City Plan can and should require CNDDB review as a requirement for any environmental
studies for development projects. A requirement to submit records of any sensitive species found during
environmental surveys for City planning requirements, will update the Database for the Goleta area and it
will become more comprehensive over time. We request that the EIR evaluate the impact of such a
requirement.

Environmentally Sensitive Habitats (ESH). While the General Plan can specify that maps and
verbal descriptions of ESH are not all-inclusive, maps of ESH should be included in the Plan so that all
are evaluated and not overlooked. Native grasslands are ESH when of sufficient size. Native grasslands
and vernal pools have been inadequately represented in the Plan. The EIR should evaluate what level of
detail is required in the Plan to ensure adequate protection of these resources.

Habitats and plant communities which are qualified for ESH designation should be protected; the
EIR should evaluate the mechanism by which ESH designations are made. The draft Plan recognizes
ESH that have previously designated by qualified biologists.

Habitat Buffers. The Manual provides stated distances for buffers to protect sensitive habitat areas.
The City of Goleta has Interim Guidelines that provide for minimum buffer areas for sensitive natural
resources such as wetlands, riparian corridors, native grasslands, and Monarch butterfly and raptor
roost/nest habitat. These buffer distances should be incorporated in the Plan. The Manual, for example,
states that for Riparian Habitats, these project-related impacts may be considered significant:

“Intrusion within the upland edge of the riparian canopy (generally with 50 feet in urban areas,
within 100 feet in rural areas...) leading to potential disruption of animal migration, breeding, etc.
through increased noise, light and glare, and human or domestic animal intrusion™

Stating the 100 foot buffer for wetlands for the entire City not just in the Coastal Zone, makes
the policy very clear to all applicants and planners, and will make it easier to maintain this protective
buffer in future developments in the City. Audubon requests that the EIR evaluate the need for inclusion
of specified buffer setbacks with the General Plan document in order to provide adequate protection for
sensitive habitat areas.

Riparian Habitats. The Manual states that not only direct removal of riparian vegetation, but
also “disruption of riparian wildlife habitat, particularly animal dispersal corridors an/or understory
vegetation” can result in significant impacts. To buffer the creek, the riparian vegetation, and the wildlife
dependent on this habitat, not only do buildings need to be set back from the riparian canopy, but
restoration of previous disturbance of the native canopy and understory may be needed to adequately
protect the sensitive resources. Audubon requests that this be evaluated in the EIR. The Goleta
Community Plan requires building setbacks of generally 50 feet, but many buffer intrusions such as
patios, fences, ornamental landscaping have further degraded creek corridors.

For small lots, some modifications may be necessary to allow for reasonable use of the parcel.

Native and Non-native Grasslands. Native grasslands in the City are predominantly Purple
Needlegrass; other species are Foothill Needlegrass, Meadow Barley, and California Brome. Numerous
species of forbs are associated with native grasslands. These are unique plant communities and support
grassland birds and raptor foraging.

The Manual (p 43) defines a native grassland as an “area where native grassland species
comprise 10 percent or more of the total relative cover. Removal or severe disturbance to a patch of
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patches of native grasses less than one-quarter (1/4) acre, which is clearly isolated and is not a part of a
significant native grassland or an integral component of a larger ecosystem, is usually considered
insignificant.” Thus, any native grassland stand over ' acre in size, or a mosaic of smaller patches,
should be considered significant. Please evaluate if the Plan as written provides that protection.
Audubon asserts that it does not. The known native grasslands within the City should be mapped and
included in the General Plan to support protection. This information is available from past environmental
review for some of the stands in the City—such as the Ellwood Mesa and the Residences at Sandpiper
properties. The Interim Guidelines has a 10 foot buffer for native grasslands, which is minimal, although
some native grassland stands are within the wetland buffer of vernal pools or creek buffers, and thus have
more extensive protection.

The Manual referred to “native grassland species”. There have been major controversies in Santa
Barbara County when only Purple Needlegrass was surveyed and native grasslands mapped if that one
species comprised 10% more of total relative cover. However, there are several native grass species and
many species of associated forbs, such as Blue-eyed Grass (in the Iris family) that should be considered in
determining relative cover. We request that wording most protective of the native grasslands be included
in the Plan, and the EIR evaluate the relative impact of the designation options.

Annual grasslands, usually composed of non-native Mediterranean grass species, can be ESHA.
Non-native grasslands can serve as significant open space or habitat value for raptor foraging or
breeding/foraging for sensitive grassland birds. Audubon supports protection of non-native grasslands
when these biologic values can be demonstrated. The Manual states that disruption of “Small acreages of
non-native grassland if wildlife values are low” is presumed to have insignificant impacts. We assert that
protection of all non-native grasslands is not scientifically defensible. We recommend that the EIR
evaluate this issue.

Invasive plant and animal species. Audubon recommended in our comments on the General
Plan that invasive plants should be noted in the Plan, with species known to be present and problematic
mentioned—such as Cape Ivy, Arundo, and Pampas Grass. We also recommended that invasive
ornamentals should be prohibited from planting, as least close to ESHA areas such as wetlands and creek.

I reviewing the Manual, we found minimal references to invasive species. In the Biological
Mitigation Measures section (p A-26), the removal of non-native species is mentioned as a mitigation
measure for impacts to creeks and ESH areas. This presumably refers to non-native plants. Audubon
asks that the impact of control of invasive plants and animals, by removal or restrictions on planting or
introduction, be evaluated by the EIR. The significant ecological harm of invasive species has fairly
recently been recognized in the scientific community.

Local genotype for restoration plant material. Use of local sources of plant propagules—seed
and cuttings—is urged as a component of the General Plan by Audubon. Review of the Manual finds
several references to “/ocal native species” and “Species shall be from locally obtained plants and seed
stock.” (Biological Mitigation Measures, p A-24--A-27). The value of local genetic stock should be
evaluated in the EIR, and determine if the draft Plan supports this requirement.

Connectivity. Preservation, and re-establishment where habitats are fragmented, is a critical
component of a healthy ecosystem. Audubon would like to see the City maintain and re-establish north-
south and east-west corridors for wildlife movement. These can often be open space and trails for
residents as well. The corridors between Devereux and Goleta Sloughs is critical, and for these areas
north to the foothills. Creek corridors are the best connectors.

Pol NE 2.5 would protect wildlife corridors in the City. Audubon would like the EIR to evaluate if
this will adequately retain corridors of wildlife movement, given the anticipated build-out of the
community, or if actions are needed to re-connect fragmented sections of creek corridors. Significant
fragmentation of these corridors exists at present.
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SUMMARY.

Santa Barbara Audubon supports a General Plan that meets the stated goal:

“Ensuring the long term protection of our open spaces and environmental quality and assets.”
The above comments on the scope of the EIR are presented so that this environmental review will
determine if the draft General Plan will meet this goal, and the protection of specific natural resources
found in the City of Goleta. Revisions of the Plan are likely to be needed so that this goal can be
achieved.

Sincerely,

2&/4@ LHotrrrnes

Darlene Chirman
President, Santa Barbara Audubon
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Cecilia Brown

398 N.Kellogg Ave
Santa Barbara, CA 93111
905.967.7169
April 25, 2005
Ann Wells
General Plan EIR Project Manager
City of Goleta
130 Cremon Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117

Email: awells@cityofeoleta.org

Re: Response to the NOP of the Proposed City of Goleta Draft General Plan/
Coastal Land Use Plan Program EIR

Dear Ann:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide the following comments on the scope and
content of environmental issues to be reviewed in the draft EIR.

Land Use and Development

There will need to be a discussion of how to preserve “community character” where open
space now plays a large part of “community character” and when build-out will mean that
the built environment will replace these open spaces.

In order to have policies that “’seek to ensure that new development and expansions in
residential areas are compatible with existing character. . .” it will be necessary to
describe what the existing character is in each of the city’s residential areas. And how
will these areas be defined? Also, what is meant by “compatibility?” If there isn’t a city-
defined definition then it is anybody’s standard that will be used. This provides too much

variability in outcome.

In order to craft measures to protect “privacy and solar access for neighboring
residences,” it will be necessary to describe what is meant by privacy.

Although “planned land use designations generally corresponds to the existing densities
in established residential areas. . . * it is the intensification of existing land use
designations in residential areas through more people living in the same dwelling with
more vehicles and more traffic in the neighborhood that will need mitigation.

Open Space Coastal Access, and Recreation

The EIR will need to discuss the effect that residents living in adjacent jurisdictions using
city’s parks and partaking of planned future recreational services and what this might
mean for the ability of the city’s residents to use city parks and recreational services.

What are plans for mitigating impacts (dust, pesticide use) from urban ag operatons
adjacent to residential areas?



Build-out will diminish the opportunity for protecting ag land because this is the only
vacant the land remaining that will be left to build houses on. How will these lands be
protected when/if the state mandates that it is urban ag that must be used for housing?

Conservaton of Marine, Land and Air Resources

Please provide the species, location, and quantity of the city’s “rare native trees” that are
described on page 5 of the NOP because these have never been defined in the draft
general plan. It is not even known if there are any of these trees within the city’s
boundaries. Because “rare native trees” may not even exist, as important would be the
conservation and enhancement of city’s urban forest and its importance to aesthetics,
water and air quality, and habitat value habitat among others. Thus standards for
preserving “trees of significance,” replacing trees for those removed, and increasing the
number of trees should be addressed as mitigation for increased development.

Preserving the integrity of wildlife corridor habitat with build-out is being considered but
what mitigations will be used with continued densification of existing uses and impacts
of increased human activity in existing areas adjacent to wildlife corridors? Significant
fragmented corridors now exist within the city and these should be re-established.

Nonpoint sources are the major contributors of pollution to streams and groundwater
basins. A method of reducing impacts to watersheds from urban development is “low
impact development,” the goals of which are to maintain a landscape functionally
equivalent to predevelopment hydrologic conditions and to generate minimal amounts
of nonpoint source pollution resulting in less surface runoff and less pollution to
receiving waters. As many of these principles as possible should be incorporated into the
EIR (e.g., maintaining natural drainage paths and landscape features to slow and filter
runoff and maximize groundwater recharge; reducing impervious cover created by
development and road network; ) as well as into the city’s design document guidelines.

Light and glare from new development and land use intensification has and will increase

over time despite being “controlled and directed away from wildlife habitats. The results
of increasing night-time light and sky glow will ultimately affect these habitats. Lighting

guidelines may help but they should include retrofit of existing lighting fixtures to reduce
intensity of night-time sky glow.

Transportation

It would be advisable for the EIR to elaborate on the traffic impacts created by travelers
passing through the city from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. It would seem that a significant
portion of the daily traffic on City streets originates from outside the city. Each
jurisdiction seems to act independently, maintaining its own capital improvement
program and mitigation fee schedule without any seeming connection to the impacts that
outside jurisdictions cause on city streets. Additional discussion of these individual and
cooperative efforts could be helpful in assuring the public that there is a plan in place to
alleviate traffic congestion.

A potential policy of providing “adequate parking” might mean acres of paved parking
lots or multi-story parking structures. Environmental mitigations for acres of '
impermeable pavement in the case of the former and aesthetic concerns in the case of the
latter should be addressed. Also a mitigation of increased public transportation such as
frequent shuttles to shopping areas from residential areas should be considered.



Scenic and Historical Resources
Build-out and build-up will affect viewsheds and there should be a diagram or some other
method to ensure that the built environment doesn’t intrude or affect these viewsheds.

Potential policies are mentioned to ensure a “quality visual environment.” What does this
mean? To a businessman a quality visual environment may mean the ability to advertise
his business through the use of a variety of types and sizes of signage at his/her place of
business. If there is going to be a policy of prohibiting “large signs,” there should be a
definition of what the standards are. Also a distinction should be made between a sign
that is used to advertise a product versus one that is informational. Unpermitted signs
degrade and blight the visual environment. With build-out there will be an increase in
these types of signs and ways to mitigate their effect to maintain the city’s visual
aesthetic integrity will be needed.

Explain what is meant by the statement “historic and archeological preservation policies
would ensure that historic properties are protected from. . .transportation facilities.and
protected from detrimental exterior noise levels.” Nowhere in the draft general plan is
described how transportation facilities affect these resources. Either delete this language
or explain it and find a mitigation for it.

Neighborhoods
In order to have policies governing these “areas,” there must be a definition of what is
meant by “ neighborhood.” Also some level of specific analysis for these areas is a must.

Noise

The EIR should consider that gas-powered lawn blowers used in residential areas have a
greater effect in disturbing the quiet in residential areas than any maintenance equipment
used in commercial complexes. The draft general plan lists noise from railroads as a
transportation-related noise source, but there is no discussion of any mitigation from this
noise source particularly for existing residential uses in the vicinity of the railroad tracks.
This noise source will increase if/when trains are used for public transportation. Aircraft
flying outside designated air corridors are also significant noise sources and happen with
increasing frequency. There should be policies of co-ordination with the city of Santa
Barbara to help control this noise pollution.

Air Quality

Alir quality within the city will be influenced by forces outside the city limits (e.g. diesel
exhaust from ships transiting in the channel, cars traveling through the city), what
mitigations can be applied against these sources?

Hazardous Materials

Pesticides and herbicides are hazardous materials and their use should be eliminated in
public open and controlled spaces. These hazardous materials should be added to this
section and integrated pest management practices added as a mitigation measure.

Sincerely,
Bovitiw Frceere



CITY OF GOLETA
CALIFORNIA

APR 22 2005

April 21, 2005

RECEIVED

City of Goleta

Anne Wells, General Plan/EIR Mgr
130 Cremona, Suite B

Goleta, CA 93117

Dear Ms. Wells:
Following are Scoping suggestions on Goleta’s General Plan/Coastal Land
Use Plan for the draft EIR:

Agricultural & Farmland:

While the draft Gen. Plan maintains agricultural lands, the draft EIR should
evaluate impacts of leaving the land at rest, and/or use for neighborhood
gardens, or future commercial farming. Is the Bishop Ranch a raptor
foraging habitat?

Aesthetic & Visual Resources:
Does the draft Gen. Plan’s proposed dense housing along Hollister create
obstructions to public views or affect creek(s) quality?

Air Quality:

In addition to the City’s impacts from full build out, plus the adjoining
communities’, plus commercial shipping vessels offshore, the airport
(ground and air), autos/trucks and MTD diesel buses idling long times at
intersections should be included in the EIR.

Biological Resources:
Creek setbacks should be a minimum of 50 ft. in the City of Goleta.

Hazards:

The S.B. Airport maintains large tanks full of hazardous materials close to
Hollister Avenue & Fairview. Although protected by a cyclone fence, the
tanks could be involved in an accident (air or land) or human activity. Cont.



-

All businesses, residences and schools surrounding the airport are exposed
to hazards, especially in heavy fog periods and stormy weather. At buildout
how many more emergency personnel (police/fire/law) will be needed?

Venoco Oil Processing Facilities at the Western edge of the City is
nonconforming and very old. Qil from the property moves by underground
pipes beneath Goleta streets through highly developed residential areas,
including new housing proposed by UCSB. The oil processing facility on
the University’s property off Storke Road has a past history of air polluting
problems. The draft EIR should review this.

Noise:

We suggest that developers be required to use sound deadening materials in
all new residential construction. Any policies established to limit noise
exposure problems should include enforcement with penalties.

Hydrology:
The EIR should study whether the Goleta Water District does have the

resources to serve the residents of Goleta, the unincorporated area and
UCSB buildings/residences at build out.

Transportation/Circulation:
Since Goleta has several intersections operating at LOS “D” & F” already,

what would the situation be at build out?

The draft EIR should include cumulative impacts on how Goleta’s build out
will affect adjoining neighbors, and how the unincorporated area and
UCSB’s growth and traffic will impact Goleta.

In closing, I strongly support CEQA and request that Alternatives be
presented for any “Significant Impacts” found in the study. Thank you for
your attention.

Sincerely,
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Comment Form

City of Goleta General Plan / Coastal Land Use Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Public Scoping Meeting
April 14, 2005

If you would like to comment on the project or environmental review process, please fill out this
form and submit to City of Goleta staff or mail to the attention of Anne Wells, General Plan EIR
Manager at 130 Cremona, Suite B, Goleta, CA 93117.
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Anne Wells, May 25, 2005
City of Goleta,

130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, CA 93117

Re: Scoping comments for the EIR of the Draft General Plan

Dear Ms. Wells,

T consider the preservation of Bishop Ranch as either
open space or agriculture zoning essential to the well
being of the City of Goleta and the surrounding area
commonly referred to as “Noleta”. I believe that any EIR or
General Plan needs to evaluate in detail and give greet
weight to the future need for local agriculture as fuel
prices climb and transportation costs for foods from
greater distances increases. The bishop Ranch’s highest and
best value is as open space or agriculture. The adverse
impact on schools, traffic, increased accidents from the
increased traffic all need detailed evaluation.

Any and all wetlands, Oaks, vernal pools, native
grasses, raptor roosting or nesting sites, or any other
Environmentally Sensitive Habitats need to be thoroughly
sought, evaluated and well documented so citizens can
verify the work easily.

Views are important to our quality of life. The value
of the beautiful views looking south and north along
Cathedral Oaks from Storke Road east to the boundaries of
Goleta is priceless so the task will be difficult but the
impact on views, and viewsheds must get detailed
evaluation. What’s the impact of their loss or destruction
on all of our lives and the peace and tranquility to which
the Constitution gives us a guarantee?

What fire plan would manage the traffic on Cathedral
Oaks if a huge new development went in there, and how much
would that cost and who would pay for it? What costs for
new schools? Could Bishop and the Junior Highs handle the
increase or would a new school or schools be needed.

Water concerns are so obvious as to barely seem worth
mentioning but it needs a worst-case scenario evaluation
not a rosy outlook with plenty of cheap water.



Recreation. The value of walking, jogging, cycling,
bird watching along the edges of Bishop Ranch represent an
enormous recreational resource which needs to be carefully
weighed and given high value should the vision of ball
fields and swing sets for children be argued as an
unmitigated benefit of any supposed building development at
Bishop Ranch.

The domino effect needs to be evaluated. If Bishop
Ranch is no longer designated Agricultural Zoning, what
effect will that have on the large swath of Agricultural
Land north of Cathedral Oaks along Glenn Annie, or anywhere
in that area. As agricultural land gets more isolated
conflicts over the noises and smells of agriculture keep
arising. Witness the actual lawsuit about ten years ago
against Fairview Gardens early morning rooster which was, I
believe ruled in favor of the farm. These things occur
repeatedly and are the root cause for the various SOAR
initiatives around the state including Ventura. In short
the adverse impact on agriculture of removing Bishop Ranch
from Agricultural Zoning is a significant adverse impact on
agriculture and needs to be studied in detail.

Respectfully
Kenneth Palley

567 Pintura Dr.
Santa Barbara, CA 93111
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Meeting D Comments:
Public Scoping Meeting Comments

(Note: Summary of meeting notes will be provided under separate cover)



Comment Form

City of Goleta General Plan / Coastal Land Use Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report
Public Scoping Meeting
April 14, 2005
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form and submit to City of Goleta staff or mail to the attention of Anne Wells, General Plan EIR
Manager at 130 Cremona, Suite B, Goleta, CA 93117.
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Comment Form

City of Goleta General Plan / Coastal Land Use Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report

Public Scoping Meeting
GOLET/A\ April 14, 2005

If you would like to comment on the project or environmental review process, please fill out this
form and submit to City of Goleta staff or mail to the attention of Anne Wells, General Plan EIR
Manager at 130 Cremona, Suite B, Goleta, CA 931 17.
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CITY OF GOLETA
General Plan EIR. Scoping Meeting

REQUEST TO SPEAK

et

DATE: L/ [ % o
SPEAKER \.\,« \h\ o _
NAME: T e o
ADDRESS: 2 o o N Aty \\ e
< c Az | Mmqmca\ ases, mé'm\xxrvm\

PHONE NUMBER: ___ 7 % 742~ @03y tx

A N N — .
REPRESENTING: (hery 373 %3y Se 047

Comments:

All individual speakers and organized ?.mmmimﬁ.o:m are subject
to time limits set at the discretion of City staff.

Usually, 3 minutes is recommended, but this may be reduced to 2
minutes or expanded slightly in certain circumstances. Individuals who
are part of a group may be allowed to delegate their time to a

representative to speak on their behalf.

Thank you for actively participating in the City of Goleta.
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CITY Of ===

GOLETA

CITY OF GOLETA, CALIFORNIA

MINUTES

City of Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan

1.

Draft Environmental Impact Report
Public Scoping Meeting

April 14, 2005

7:00 p.m.
Goleta City Hall
130 Cremona Drive, Suite B
Goleta, California

Introductions and Purpose of Meeting.

The meeting was called to order at 7:07 p.m. by Kenneth Curtis, Director of
Planning and Environmental Services.

Staff members present: Kenneth Curtis, Director of Planning and
Environmental Services; Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Manager; Charles
Jones, EIR consultant, Jones & Stokes; and Linda Gregory, Recording Clerk.

Introductions were made by staff members who were present.

Documents: “General Plan / Local Coastal Plan Environmental Impact Report
Public Scoping Meeting, April 14, 2005 (PowerPoint); and Notice To Whom It
May Concern, Subject: Notice of Preparation of the Proposed City of Goleta
Draft General Plan / Coastal Land Use Plan Program EIR, from Kenneth
Curtis, Director of Planning and Environmental Services, dated March 25,
2005.

CITY OF GOLETA GENERAL PLAN / COASTAL LAND USE PLAN

April 14, 2005 DRAFT EIR — PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING MINUTES Page 1



Kenneth Curtis, Director of Planning and Environmental Services, stated that
the City of Goleta, as Lead Agency, is preparing a program-level Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to address the potential environmental
impacts associated with the development of a General Plan and Coastal Land
Use Plan (LUP) for the City of Goleta. He said that the EIR Notice of
Preparation (NOP) has been distributed to responsible and trustee agencies
and that the NOP is required prior to the release of a Draft EIR. Mr. Curtis
stated that the purpose of this meeting is to allow interested persons an
opportunity to comment on the scope and content of environmental issues,
information and analyses to be reviewed in the Draft EIR.

Mr. Curtis provided a brief summary of the Draft General Plan / Coastal Land
Use Plan project that will be analyzed in the Draft EIR. He stated that the
deadline for receipt of comments on the NOP is April 26, 2005, at 5:00 p.m.

2. Environmental Review Process and Schedule for the EIR.

Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Manager, briefly summarized the California
Environmental Quality Agency (CEQA) requirements for the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Page 8, PowerPoint report). She also briefly
summarized some of the potential environmental issues that have been
identified by staff in environmental resources areas that include agricultural
and farmland; biological resources; cultural resources; aesthetic and visual
resources; air quality; hazards and hazardous materials; noise; geology, soils
and mineral resources; hydrology and water quality; transportation and
circulation; population and housing; land use and recreation; and public
services and utilities (Pages 9-14, PowerPoint report). She stated that other
potential environmental issues may be added upon review of public
comments.

Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Manager, reviewed the proposed schedule for
the Environmental Review process as follows.

April 2005: Environmental impact scoping and public/agency input.

April-July 2005: Environmental review process with assistance from
Jones & Stokes, EIR consultants.

July 2005: Issue a Draft Environmental Impact Report with a 45-day
review period.

July-September 2005: Public review of Draft EIR.

November 2005: Respond to comments and issue recommended Final
EIR.

December 2005: City Council Certification of Final EIR.

CITY OF GOLETA GENERAL PLAN / COASTAL LAND USE PLAN
April 14, 2005 DRAFT EIR — PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING MINUTES Page 2



3. Comments by Interested Person on Potential Environmental Impacts
and Issues to Address in EIR.

Tom Modugno, 1060 May Court, Santa Barbara: Mr. Modugno congratulated
the City Council for standing up for what they believe in and what they feel is
good for the new City of Goleta, and doing what they were elected to do. Mr.
Modugno commented as follows: He is a life-long resident of Goleta. He
does not think a big development on Bishop Ranch is good. Fixing up when
things get run down is better instead of tearing down. He is concerned that
thousands of cheaply-made houses are not good and would contribute to
more cars in an area that is already congested, and would also pollute the air.
No matter how many houses are built, Goleta will never be as affordable as
Lompoc and Ventura. Goleta is one of the most beautiful places to live in the
world and the demand to live here will always be high. It is all about supply
and demand. Supply will never meet demand unless we make Goleta a less-
desirable place to live which he does not support. Once the property is
changed from zoned agriculture there is no turning back. Goleta has a long
future ahead. He is in no hurry to pave over the last of the open space. The
best thing we can leave our children are options. Bishop Ranch should
remain a wide open option.

Urban McClellan, The Bishop Ranch, commented: 1) The draft EIR should
have an alternative location for the housing that is currently proposed along
the Hollister corridor, that would take 1,000 of the units currently proposed
there and place them at an alternative location on the Bishop Ranch thereby
providing 1,000 units as an alternate location and 2,000 units along the
Hollister corridor. 2) The agriculture designation should be analyzed under
its maximum intrusive capacity and not as open space. As an example, he
thinks the draft EIR should look at agriculture and water resources and
compare water usage under full agriculture vs. another use. For example, he
believes that the Bishop Ranch with 1,000 residential units vs. full
development of agriculture would utilize less water. 3) Regarding agriculture,
the draft EIR should address the economic viability of agriculture in an urban
area and within the County urban limit line, and without subsidized water. 4)
The draft EIR should differentiate the impacts of converting agriculturally-
designated land under active agriculture vs. land that is not being farmed and
iSs open space because he thinks impacts are different. 5) Regarding
housing, the draft EIR should analyze whether the plan would meet its own
stated goal to provide sufficient housing opportunity to meet current and
future needs. He believes the current plan with a proper analysis will not
meet today’s current needs let alone future housing needs and that there is
no projection of future housing needs in the Draft General Plan.

Sandy Lejeune, 4563 Atascadero Drive, Santa Barbara, encouraged the City
Council and staff to hold fast to the intention to preserve agriculture land,
especially the Bishop Ranch. Mr. Lejeune commented: He has farmed for
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nine years at Fairview Gardens and knows the value of local agriculture to the
community. There are questions that need to be addressed regarding the
importance of local agriculture. Concern that resources are dwindling. Fossil
fuels are becoming more expensive and there is no good plan for
replacement. It will be more expensive to ship food from longer distances
and it is not healthy to eat food shipped from long distances. It is better for a
community to take care of its own needs as much as possible and the
opportunity exists here in Goleta because there is open land that is zoned
and can be used for agriculture. The draft EIR should study how water has
been used in traditional agriculture and also how water is being used locally
and in small-scale uses. He recommended studying and seriously
considering what other communities have done with large pieces of land that
were zoned and preserved for agriculture such as the Intervale project in
Vermont (a large agricultural land that was bought, preserved and now
provides opportunities for farmers to rent land and grow crops for income and
to provide food for the community in a safe, sustainable way.) Also, consider
low-flow irrigation and sprinklers to help conserve water which are used by
Fairview Gardens. He invited visitors to view Fairview Gardens.

Connie Hannah, 5796 Encina Road, #3, Goleta, representing the League of
Women Voters, stated that the League is impressed with the environmental
protection policies in the Draft General Plan and noted that many of the
issues of concern on the South Coast are addressed in the plan. She
commented: 1) The EIR should focus firmly on the cumulative affects of
additional traffic and the accompanying air quality problems. The most
severe impacts from build-out will be in the area of traffic congestion and air
qguality. Development outside the City’s boundaries will cause additional
traffic impacts which the City cannot control. Because Highway 101 runs
through the middle of the City, the City should work closely with the Air
Pollution Control District and the State to secure additional controls of truck
and vehicle emissions. Facilities for children and sensitive adults should not
be located near the freeways. 2) Regarding the Safety Element, she said
that the League believes an oil separation plant near a residential area is a
public safety hazard and that it was expected the Venoco plant would have
been phased-out by now. The entire hazardous system depends on the
future of the Venoco facility and it needs to be thoroughly analyzed in the EIR.
3) The League supports the protection of agriculture land. Last year, Lester
Brown, president of World Watch, told an audience at UCSB that all
agriculture land available needs to be retained because he foresees that
international transport of food and goods will become a serious problem in the
near future and he thinks local government will need to supply its own food.
4) Recommend very strong policies to protect ocean bluffs, creekbeds and
shorelines which are difficult to enforce. Appreciate that coastal bluff erosion,
seismic and tsunamis are included in the draft EIR. 5) Concern regarding
what would happen in the future if the State continues to require mandatory

CITY OF GOLETA GENERAL PLAN / COASTAL LAND USE PLAN
April 14, 2005 DRAFT EIR — PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING MINUTES Page 4



housing build-out because the total build-out in the draft general plan is 2,700
which essentially meets RHNA numbers for the next five years.

Ken Knight, 69 Calaveras Avenue, Goleta, stated that he is a certified
planner, certified arborist and certified urban forester. Mr. Knight commented:
There are many good environmental issues addressed in the draft general
plan particularly in the protection of native trees, butterfly habitats and some
riparian corridors. He thinks policies are inadequate or missing in regard to
the Goleta urban forest which includes all public and private trees in the City
(approximately 90% of trees are on private lane; 10% on public land). The
policies should provide a comprehensive vision for a future urban forest that
would result from the cumulative impact of the individual policies throughout
the plan. There is a lack of adequate data regarding the urban forest
including an inventory and assessment of the existing urban forest, a
definition of standards and measurement, assessment of the benefits as well
as the cost, and general guidelines for addressing strategies for managing an
urban forest. Concern that individual polices pertaining to trees are mostly
permissive rather than mandatory. Particularly noteworthy is the requirement
that viewshed protection is mandatory while most trees are permissive in
terms of the protection provided. He thinks that these viewshed policies have
been used to delay, avoid and stop the planting of trees in public areas. He
thinks that the view of trees within the City should be considered as a
viewshed, and that trees in public right-of-ways should be exempt from
viewshed ordinances as in the City of Santa Barbara. He encouraged the
City to expand the study of the urban forest to include all public trees, not just
natives, and to look to other cities, such as Sacramento and surrounding
area, for their leadership in addressing urban forest issues.

Ed Easton, 110 S. Kellogg Avenue, Goleta, commented: 1) He strongly
supports the inclusion of the Coastal Zone Development Standard as an
alternative. 2) The impacts from outside the City’s borders, such as UCSB,
should be considered and at the very least identified. Also consider the City’s
affect outside of its borders. 3) Regarding transportation that would serve
the build-out, he thinks bus transportation would not work until it is better than
using an automobile. Consider making it possible to live in Goleta without
owning a car. 4) Bishop Ranch should keep its current agriculture
designation. He stated that the Bishop Ranch project has not yet been
reviewed by the City. 5) The current projections for oil production and single-
family home prices are not predictable and things are changing rapidly.

Ann Ostrowsky, 291 Salisbury Avenue, Goleta, said she supports comments
made by Connie Hannah on behalf of the League of Women Voters. Mrs.
Ostrowsky commented: 1) She thinks it is necessary to have agriculture in
the area, such as Fairview Gardens, particularly if trucks are not shipping.
Consider a program that designates land for individuals to use to raise their
own food. Concern that imported foods do not meet standards. 2) She
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pointed out that water used for agriculture can be reclaimed and does not
need to be treated by the sewer department. 3) Concern that building more
houses will bring more people and cars which will impact traffic, air quality
and require police and other additional services. 4) Problems regarding
busses include not being on time, limited routes and less options. 5)
Concern that agencies such as SBCAG may set mandated requirements that
have associated costs to the City. 6) Consider potential drains on the
electricity supply. New projects and developments should require solar
panels and battery-operated backup .

Maria Gordon, 2615 Murrell Road, Santa Barbara, commented: 1) Consider
housing alternatives that are a bigger picture rather than the State’s
mandates which she thinks are on a shorter term. 2) Evaluate all possible
mechanisms to support housing such as subsidies, tax incentives and
promoting partnerships. 3) Consider higher densities to accommodate
housing, possibly by infill, and garage conversions. 4) Conserve Bishop
Ranch and take any necessary actions. 6) Recommended light rail
transportation to UCSB along Highway 217 to lessen impacts. 7) Consider
what the water supply can tolerate regarding expansions. 8) Mandate green
building provisions wherever possible. 9) Incorporate impacts of
developments adjacent to the City such as airport expansion and commercial
buildings. 10) Encourage climate neutral practices. 11) Support creation of
a sustainable long-term self-sustaining community.

Barbara Massey, 7912 Winchester Circle, Goleta, commented: 1) Regarding
the NOD, Conservation of Marine, Land, and Air Resources Element, Page 5,
third bullet, she thinks culverts should not be used and that the policy should
require a solution that is more natural. 2) Regarding the NOD, Page 5, fourth
bullet, last sentence, she does not think construction noise levels should be
allowed to exceed 60 Ldn under any circumstances. 3) She supports
keeping an unobstructed viewshed. 4) All impacts from Venoco on adjacent
residential and hotel land need to be seriously considered. 5) Agriculture
land should be retained and protected, especially Bishop Ranch.

Kathy Gebhardt, Goleta, commented: 1) More detail is needed regarding
water. She is concerned regarding the water district’'s plans and promises.
2) Consider pollution from trains and locomotives, particularly around houses
and schools. 3) Schools should be afforded special protection regarding
noise and air quality issues. She knows of a report that children in school are
distracted by noise. 4) Concern regarding impacts from off-shore tankers.
5) She has mixed-emotions regarding high-density housing proposed along
Hollister because of potential problems with the number of people. 6) Bishop
Ranch should be preserved to meet the needs in the future.
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4. Closing Questions and Responses.

Kenneth Curtis, Director of Planning and Environmental Services, responded
to questions from the audience and reviewed the schedule for the
environmental review process. He stated that there are continuing
opportunities for interested parties to comment on the draft EIR and the Draft
General Plan as indicated in the proposed schedule.

Mr. Curtis stated that the Housing Element of the Draft General Plan was sent
to the State HCD for a 90-day review that will end on May 1, 2005, and that
comments from the State could potentially affect the Housing Element and
possibly other elements.

Anne Wells, General Plan EIR Project Manager, stated that all residents of
the City were sent notices in December 2004 regarding the January 2005
workshops for the discussion draft General Plan. She said that responsible
and trustee agencies and interested persons were sent a notice of the
preparation of the Draft EIR and information regarding the comment period
and contact information.

5. Adjournment: 8:30 p.m.
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