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Response to Comments Nos. B-4.1 and B-4.2 

The commentator is opposed to the weakening of environmental protections under proposed 
changes to CE policies and urges the City to carefully consider the testimony of experts in 
related fields. The commentator also recommends temporary activities on the shoreline (OS 
1.10) require a conditional use permit from the City. Comments noted. 

Response to Comment No. B-4.3 

The commentator is opposed to opening the entire City to big box stores and supports 
Alternative 1 (no change) for Policy LU 3.2. Comment noted.  

Response to Comments Nos. B-4.4 and B-4.5 

The commentator supports Alternative 1 (No Change) for Policies LU 11 and LU-IA-2 related to 
Non-Residential Growth Management Policies, and TE 13.4, Options if Traffic Mitigation 
Measures are not Fully Funded. Comments noted. 
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Response to Comment No. B-5.1 

The commentator references comments made in previous correspondence related to City’s now 
adopted General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan. The commentator does not comment on the 
adequacy of the environmental analysis presented in this Supplemental EIR for proposed Track 
3 Amendments. Comments noted. 

 

 
July 2009  D-98 



Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan Final Supplemental EIR Appendix D Responses to Comments 

 
July 2009  D-99 



Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan Final Supplemental EIR Appendix D Responses to Comments 

 
July 2009  D-100 



Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan Final Supplemental EIR Appendix D Responses to Comments 

 
July 2009  D-101 



Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan Final Supplemental EIR Appendix D Responses to Comments 

Response to Comments Nos. B-6.1 through B-6.14 

The commentator opposes reduction in the minimum width of SPAs and wetland buffers under 
existing policies (mainly CE 2.2, 3.4, and 3.5) and contends that the analysis of impacts to 
natural resources from such a change is inadequately addressed in the SEIR. 

Regarding proposed changes to CE 2.2, Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3 do not alter GP/CLUP 
requirements that apply to biological resources, especially special status species and habitats 
whose occurrence triggers ESHA requirements. Regardless of whether the SPA is a minimum 
of 50 or 100 feet, any area with ESHA resources would be designated as an ESHA and would 
require an ESHA buffer under the alternatives. Further, the proposed changes do not preclude 
the City from requiring a wider SPA based on site-specific considerations. The same applies to 
the proposed changes to the minimum wetland buffers under CE 3.5. The SEIR indicates that 
the proposed changes to CE 2.2 and 3.5 could result in potentially significant impacts and that 
the alternatives have a higher level of risk than the existing policies. However, it does not follow 
that the alternatives would necessarily result in significant impacts just because they propose a 
different minimum width for buffers. See Attachment A for additional responses to comments on 
proposed changes to CE 2.2 and a description of the revised Policy CE 2.2 adopted by the City 
in May 2009 under a separate action. 

Regarding the impact analysis, the approach in the SEIR is consistent with CEQA guidelines for 
the evaluations of programs. As described in Attachment A, clarifying information also has been 
added to the Final SEIR regarding the resources within 100 and 50 feet of creeks in the City. 
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Response to Comment No. B-7.1 

The commentator recommends that a ministerial permit from the City be required for temporary 
events on the shoreline to protect sensitive resources if the existing policy is changed as 
proposed. 

Comment noted. A permit is already required through the adopted Coastal Zoning Ordinance. In 
addition, subsection c of the policy under all alternatives reads: 

c.  Where sensitive habitat resources are present, limited or controlled methods of access 
and/or mitigation designed to eliminate or reduce impacts to ESHAs shall be implemented. 

Response to Comments Nos. B-7.2, B-7.3, B-7.8 through B-7.13, B-7.19 through B-7.23, B-
7.25, B-7.27, B-7-28, B-7.33, B-7.36, and B-7.39 

The commentator concurs with the “SEIR Recommended Alternative” for the proposed changes 
to the following: OS 7.3, CE Table 4.2, CE page 4.2, CE 1.1, CE 1.2, CE 1.3, CE 1.5, CE 8.1, 
CE 5.3, CE 8.2, CE 4.5, CE 4.6, CE 3.1, CE 9.4, CE 8.4, and CE-IA-4. 

Comments noted. 

Response to Comments Nos. B-7.4 through B-7.7 

The commentator indicates that CE Figure 4-1 (in the GP/CLUP) does not show all known 
occurrence of special status species, and includes but does not label special status resources in 
the Future Service Areas. 

Comments noted. Regarding species shown on CE Figure 4-1, the SEIR updates occurrence 
based on current CNDDB records. The City also intends to periodically update the map. The 
fact that some records of occurrence are not depicted does not change the requirement to 
designate ESHAs where certain species and habitats occur.  

Response to Comments Nos. B-7.14 through B-7.18 

The commentator states that proposed changes to CE 8.1 under the SEIR Recommended 
Alternative are an improvement to those proposed under Alternative 2a. The commentator also 
disagrees with assessment of impacts to snowy plover and white-tailed kites under the 
proposed changes and contends that loss of protection of roosting sites would be a significant 
impact to snowy plover and white-tailed kite and loss of protection of potential habitat would be 
significant impact to snowy plover. 

Comments noted. Regarding the assessment of impacts to snowy plover and white-tailed kite 
related to the proposed changes to CE 8.1, the SEIR indicates where the alternatives increase 
the risk of potentially significant impacts. However, the proposed change to CE 8.1 under the 
SEIR Recommended Alternative is intended to clarify and provide examples of ESHAs triggered 
by the occurrence of special status species. The proposed change does not alter the definition 
of ESHAs in CE 1.1 or preclude the inclusion of roosting sites and potential habitat within 
ESHAs. The SEIR indicates that the impacts associated with the changes could but would not 
necessarily result in significant impacts as defined in CEQA. As in the analysis of the existing 
policies in the 2006 EIR of the GP/CLUP, other CE policies and state and federal regulations 
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that apply to listed species, migratory birds, and raptors reduce the potential for significant 
impacts. 

Response to Comments Nos. B-7.24, B-7.26, B-7.29, B-7.30, and B-7.31 

The commentator recommends that Alternative 1 be adopted for CE policies 1.9, 2.2, 3.4, and 
3.5. The commentator also disagrees with the assessment that significant impacts would not 
result from proposed changes to CE 2.2, 3.4, and 3.5. 

Comments noted. Regarding proposed changes to CE 2.2, Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3 do not 
alter GP/CLUP requirements that apply to special status resources, especially species and 
habitats whose occurrence triggers ESHA requirements. Regardless of whether the SPA is a 
minimum of 50 or 100 feet, any area with ESHA resources would be designated as an ESHA 
and would require an ESHA buffer under the alternatives. Further, the proposed changes do not 
preclude the City from requiring a wider SPA based on site species considerations. The same 
applies to the proposed changes to the minimum wetland buffers under CE 3.5. The SEIR 
indicates that the proposed changes to CE 2.2, 3.4 and 3.5 could result in potentially significant 
impacts and that the alternatives have a higher level of risk than the existing policies. However, 
it does not follow that the alternatives would necessarily result in significant impacts just 
because they propose a different minimum width for buffers. See Attachment A for additional 
responses to comments on proposed changes to CE 2.2 and a description of the revised Policy 
CE 2.2 adopted by the City in May 2009 under a separate action. 

 Regarding the impact analysis, the approach in the SEIR is consistent with CEQA guidelines 
for the evaluations of programs. As described in Attachment A, clarifying information also has 
been added to the Final SEIR regarding the resources within 100 and 50 feet of creeks in the 
City. 

Response to Comments Nos. B-7.32 to B-7.34, and B-7.37 to B-7.38 

The commentator has expressed an opinion regarding their like or dislike of the proposed 
changes to CE 9.1, 9.3, and 9.5 (CE tree policies): 

• CE 9.1: opposed to relocation as a policy, especially for oak trees; otherwise in support of 
the SEIR Recommended Alternative. 

• CE 9.3: supports a 25-foot tree/root zone buffer; keep 25-foot buffer as interim policy is new 
ordinance is developed. 

• CE 9.5: opposed to changes to the policy until ordinance is in place; supports an interim 
policy requiring 10:1 replacement. 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment No. B-7.35 

The commentator requests the preparation of interim Tree Protection Ordinance due to the lack 
of progress on a permanent ordinance and notes that the implementation action time period is 
2008. The funding for such an ordinance was approved by the City Council with the adoption of 
the 2009-2011 budget. As such an interim plan is not necessary. The time period in Final SEIR 
Table 2-1 for Policy ID #CE-IA-4 has been changed from 2008 to 2010 for Alternatives 2a, 2b, 
and 3 to reflect this change. 


