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Response to Comment No. B-3.1 

The commentator correctly observes that Glen Annie Canyon is listed as impaired for nitrate on 
the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies. 
This canyon drains into Goleta Slough which is acknowledged in the Draft SEIR as an impaired 
water way. The first paragraph on page 3.9-2 of the GP/CLUP Draft SEIR has been revised to 
reflect this status, as follows: 

Glen Annie Canyon is listed as impaired for nitrate on the Central Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board’s Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) List of Impaired Water 
Bodies. Glenn Annie Creek (also called Tecolotio Creek) flows through this canyon and 
discharges into Goleta Slough. No other surface waters in Goleta are listed as impaired 
on the 303(d) list. However, Goleta Slough located beyond the City limits in the City of 
Santa Barbara, which receives flows from Glenn Annie (Tecolotio), Los Carneros, Las 
Vegas, San Pedro, Mario Ygnacio, and San Jose Creeks, is listed as impaired for 
metals, pathogens, priority organics, and sedimentation/siltation. 

In addition, the discussion for Impact 3.9-9, Water Quality Impacts from Discharge to Surface 
Water Bodies Where Water Bodies Are 303(d) Listed, has been revised as follows: 

Impact 3.9-9.  Water Quality Impacts from Discharge to Surface Water Bodies 
Where Water Bodies Are 303(d) Listed 
Alternative 1: No Changes (No Project). Glen Annie Canyon is listed as impaired for 
nitrate on the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Clean Water Act 
(CWA) Section 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies. Glenn Annie Creek (also called 
Tecolotio Creek) flows through this canyon and discharges into Goleta Slough. As 
indicated in the 2006 Final EIR, Goleta Slough has been listed under Section 303(d) of 
the CWA as impaired for the following constituents: 

• metals, 
• pathogens, 
• priority organics, and 
• sedimentation/siltation. 

Under this impairment, the Goleta Slough has no remaining assimilative capacity or 
ability to accommodate additional quantities of these contaminants, irrespective of 
concentration. These constituents could be gathered from lawn runoff, rooftops, 
construction areas, and even indoor household runoff. While concentration of 
constituents in the discharge from any new development is anticipated to be relatively 
low, this small increase is still considered a significant contribution to cumulative impacts 
on Goleta Slough. 

Response to Comment No. B-3.2 

The methodology for identifying potential impacts of the proposed GP/CLUP amendments on 
water quality is presented on pages 3.9-12 and 13 of the Draft SEIR. Policies cited as mitigation 
for Class II water resources impacts identified in the 2006 GP/CLUP EIR are summarized in 
Draft SEIR Table 3.9-3, and do not include Policy CE 1.9. The proposed amendments to Policy 
CE 1.9 affect the biological resources analysis, and are therefore addressed in Section 3.4 of 
the Draft SEIR. 
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Response to Comments Nos. B-3.3 and B-3.4 

The commentator contends that significant unmitigated impacts could result from the proposed 
changes to CE 1.9 under Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3 and also notes that improperly installed 
BMPs are common and provide virtually no mitigation. 

While the commentator is correct that improperly installed controls do not provide adequate 
mitigation, it does not follow that all such controls approved by the City under the proposed 
alternatives would be incorrectly installed or otherwise be ineffective. It also should be noted 
that the alternatives do not propose any changes to the monitoring programs required under CE 
policies. 

Response to Comments Nos. B-3.5, B-3.6, and B-3.8 through B-3.11 

The commentator strongly disagrees that proposed reduction of SPA minimum widths (CE 2.2) 
and minimum width of wetland buffers (CE 3.5) under Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3 would not result 
in significant impacts to biological resources. The commentator also notes that protections of 
ESHAs and wetlands under existing policies are greater than provided under state and federal 
regulations. The comment letter is accompanied by attachments regarding improperly installed 
controls and studies of buffer widths and functions. 

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 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 and 3.5 could result in potentially significant impacts and that 
the alternative has 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 comment that existing City policies provide greater protection than state and 
federal regulations, the statement is accurate where City policies apply to non-regulated 
resources and where City policies impose requirements not specified or described in a different 
way in federal and state regulations. Changing such policies would provide different and 
potentially less protections under the GP/CLUP. However, it does not follow that any change to 
such City policies constitutes a substantial change in the protection provided ESHAs, wetlands, 
and other special status resources within the City. It also does not follow that the changes would 
necessarily result in that are significant and could not be reduced to less than significant levels 
under CEQA. 

Response to Comment No. B-3.7 

The commentator notes that the City’s Stormwater Management Program does not provide the 
same level of protection of ESHAs as existing GP/CLUP policies. The protection of ESHAs is 
governed by the CE policies, which apply regardless of whether ESHAs are identified in the 
Stormwater Management Program.  


