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Response to Comment No. C-1.1 

The commentator has expressed an opinion that the Draft Supplemental EIR for the proposed 
Track 3 General Plan amendments is flawed. Comment noted. 

Response to Comments Nos. C-1.2 and C-1.3 

The commentator recommends that only changes to CE 1.2, CE 1.5, CE 5.1, and CE-IA-4 
should be considered. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment No. C-1.4 

The commentator is opposed to preparation of a citywide HMP because policies under the HMP 
could be weakened more easily than under the existing GP/CLUP and protections would be lost 
in the interim. See Response to Comment No. A-6.3. 

Response to Comment No. C-1.5 

The commentator states that the public has been very vocal about wanting the General Plan 
kept as originally prepared and approved, and that Alternative 1 (the No Change Alternative) is 
preferred. Comment noted. 

Response to Comment No. C-1.6 

The commentator states that the statement “no new potentially significant effects on the 
environment were identified as a result of the proposed General Plan Amendments” is not 
accurate. The commentator believes that most of the changes will weaken environmental 
protection and are growth inducing. Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment No. C-2.1 

The commentator states that it needs to be noted that Veneco’s Ellwood Processing plant 
[Elwood Onshore Facility (EOF)] contains hydrogen sulfide (H2S) in their facilities, and that 
releases from the EOF could impact the public by exposing the public to flammable vapors, by 
exposing the public to toxic vapors (hydrogen sulfide), exposing the public to thermal radiation, 
exposing the public to thermal radiation from fires, or exposing the public to overpressures from 
explosions. 

The Track 3 Supplemental EIR incorporates the 2006 GP/CLUP EIR by reference. The 
comments listed above are addressed in Section 3.7.1.2, Oil and Gas Production, Processing, 
and Transport Hazards. 

Response to Comment No. C-2.2 

The commentator has inquired as to why the 24-hour concentration for suspended particulates 
(PM 10) has jumped to 233.7 in 2007 from 39.9 in 2006, as shown in Table 3.3-2. 

The spike in 24-hour concentration for PM10 was attributable to an “Ash Event from the 2007 
Zaca fire,” as reported in CARB’s 2007 Annual Air Quality Report, Table 8, posted on the 
SBAPCD website. 

Response to Comment No. C-2.3 

The commentator has expressed an opinion regarding the establishment of GHG thresholds, 
and does not comment on the environmental analysis presented in this Supplemental EIR. 
Comment noted. See Response to Comment No. A-5.27. 

Response to Comment No. C-2.4 

The commentator states that construction emissions need to be considered as it appears that in 
the Hollister Corridor multiple construction projects will occur simultaneously. 

Constructions emissions are addressed in SEIR Section 3.3.3.3, Project Impacts, in the 
discussion for Impact 3.3-1 Construction Emissions.  

Response to Comments Nos. C-2.5 through C-2.7 

See Response to Comment No. C-2.3. 

Response to Comment No. C-2.8 

The commentator states that the reference to the Coastal Development Permit requirement 
should not be removed from the General Plan as events should not take place in culturally 
sensitive habitats. 

Cultural Resources Section 3.5, Paragraph 2, addresses this comment and has been updated 
to reflect the following: 

Alternative 2a includes proposed policy amendment OS 1.10, which would involve 
removal of the reference to the Coastal Development Permit requirement for any 
temporary event that proposes to use a sandy beach area. Removal of this language 
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could potentially allow for temporary events to take place in culturally sensitive areas 
and remove the ability of the City to control methods of access or develop mitigation to 
reduce potential cultural resource impacts. However, future temporary events would still 
be required to undergo regulatory review by the City via a Coastal Development Permit 
(CDP) per the adopted Coastal Zoning Ordinance. In addition, any temporary event 
would be subject to the California Coastal Commission regulations and would be 
required to minimize and mitigate potential cultural resource impacts to public access 
and recreation along the shoreline. The California Coastal Commission currently 
requires a CDP for temporary events that occupy all or part of a sandy beach area. 
Removal of the reference to the CDP from the GP/CLUP would have no effect on the 
applicability of the City’s CDP requirement per the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, nor the 
Coastal Commission Permit requirements that remain in effect. Alternatives 2b and 3 
propose the same policy amendments as Alternative 2a. 

Response to Comment No. C-2.9 

The commentator supports keeping the SPA width at 100 feet. 

Comment noted. See Attachment A for additional responses to comments on proposed changes 
to CE 2.2 and the amended CE 2.2 adopted by the City in May 2009 under a separate action. 

Response to Comments Nos. C-2.10 through C-2.12 

See Response to Comment No. C-2.3. 

Response to Comment No. C-2.13 

The commentator recommends that no change be made to existing CE policies 2, 3, 6, and 10. 

Comment noted. See Attachment A for additional responses to comments on proposed changes 
to CE 2.2 and the amended CE 2.2 adopted by the City in May 2009 under a separate action. 


