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Response to Comment No. A-1.1 

The NAHC recommends that the County contact the appropriate regional archaeological 
information center for a records search. 

The Track 3 environmental document is a Supplemental EIR to the 2006 Final General 
Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan EIR prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.), 
CEQA Statutes provided in California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq, and 
conditions and definitions in CEQA Sections 15162 and 15163. The proposed Track 3 revisions 
do not change the land uses or physical improvements identified in the 2006 Final GL/CLUP 
EIR. Future site-specific projects within the City of Goleta must comply with General Plan 
Policies OS 8.1, OS 8.2, OS 8.3, OS 8.4, OS 8.5, OS 8.6, and OS 8.7, which regulate protection 
of Native American and paleontological resources. 

Response to Comment No. A-1.2 

The NAHC recommends the preparation of a professional report detailing the findings and 
recommendations of the records search and field survey if archaeological an inventory survey is 
required. 

See Response to Comment No. A-1.1. 

Response to Comment No. A-1.3 

The NAHC recommends that the City contact the NAHC for a Sacred Lands File Check and list 
of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning the project site and to 
assist in the mitigation measures. 

On January 9, 2008 the City of Goleta Planning and Environmental Services Department 
notified the tribal contacts (supplied by the NAHC) of the intent to amend the City’s General 
Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan. The purpose of the notification was to invite the Tribes to conduct 
consultation authorized by SB 18 for the purposes of preserving, or mitigating impacts to cultural 
resources which may be affected by proposed policy amendments. To date no contact has been 
received from the designated tribes requesting consultation. 

Response to Comment No. A-1.4 

The NAHC recommends that the City include in their mitigation plan provisions for the 
identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered archaeological resources, the disposition 
of recovered artifacts, and discovery of Native American Resources. 

See Response to Comment No. A-1.1. 
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Response to Comment No. A-2.1 and A-2.2 

The commentator is concerned that some of the alternatives depend on the development of 
plans that have not been initiated and asks for a clarification regarding whether existing policies 
would remain in effect until such plans were completed.  

In the analysis of impacts to biological resources, the Draft SEIR indicates that the potential 
deferral of mitigation under alternatives entailing preparation of a plan has the potential for 
resulting in significant impact and that such results could be avoided by keeping the existing 
policy in place until the plan was adopted (see Tables 3.4-7 and 3.4-8). 

Response to Comment No. A-2.3 

The commentator recommends that Gambel's watercress and marsh sandwort be added to 
Table 3.4-2 because they have the potential to occur within the City. In the Final SEIR, Table 
3.4-2 has been revised to include the two plants. The commentator also recommends that the 
two plants be added to the list of special status species in the GP/CLUP so that the City can 
require biological surveys for these species. 

The analysis of potential impacts to special status species in the Draft SEIR is not altered by the 
addition of the two species to the table. Potential effects to these plants are the same as 
identified for the other special status plants. It also should be noted that there are no CNDDB 
records of the occurrence of either plant within the City. 

Regarding the GP/CLUP, special status species in the City are identified in Table 4-1 in the CE. 
However, as stated in the CE, species that would trigger ESHA determinations are not limited to 
those listed in Table 4-1. All of the alternatives considered in the SEIR retain subsections a or b 
of the definition of ESHAs in CE 1.1: 

a.  Any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable 
because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and that could be easily disturbed or 
degraded by human activities and developments. 

b.  Any area that includes habitat for species and plant communities recognized as threatened 
or endangered by the state or federal governments; plant communities recognized by the 
State of California (in the Terrestrial Natural Communities Inventory) as restricted in 
distribution and very threatened; and those habitat types of limited distribution recognized to 
be of particular habitat value, including wetlands, riparian vegetation, eucalyptus groves 
associated with monarch butterfly roosts, oak woodlands, and savannas. 

Because the two plants are encompassed by subsection a and b, Table 4-1 in the GP/CLUP 
would not have to amended for the City to require surveys for these plants in potentially suitable 
habitat. However, the City does have the authority to make such a change.  

Response to Comment No. A-2.4 

The commentator recommends that Alternative 1 for proposed changes to OS 1-10 be adopted 
to avoid impacts to snowy plover and its critical habitat. Comment noted. 
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Response to Comments Nos. A-2.5, A-2.7, A-2.9. A-2.10 and A-2.11 

The commentator disagrees with the analysis of Alternatives 2a and 2b regarding the 
designation and protection of ESHAs (CE 1.2 and 1.3) and recommends that the statements 
regarding factors that reduce the potential for significant impacts be clarified or removed from 
Table 3.4-8. The commentator also is concerned that the resulting ESHAs under Alternatives 2a 
and 2b would have fewer conservation benefits for sensitive species and would be less 
protected than under the existing policies.  

This response to comments provides the following clarification. 

Alternatives 2a and 2b for CE 1.2 and 1.3 propose different ways by which ESHAs would 
be identified but do not alter the definition of resources that qualify as ESHAs as 
provided in existing GP/CLUP CE 1.1 and GP/CLUP Tables Table 4-1 and Table 4-2. 
Because what constitutes an ESHA is not changed by Alternative 2a and 2b, it is 
reasonable to assume that areas with such resources would be designated as ESHAs 
regardless of whether they are currently shown on GP/CLUP Figure 4-1. The 
assumption that areas with sensitive resources would not be designated as ESHAs if the 
decisions were made based on project-level analyses also disregards the City’s project 
review procedures and CEQA requirements that apply to projects and the City’s 
decisions.  

The commentator also recommends that Alternatives 1 or 3 for CE 1.2 and Alternatives 1, 2b, or 
3 be adopted. Recommendation noted. 

Response to Comment No. A-2.6 

The commentator was not able to located the “Figure 3-5” cited in analysis of OS and ESHA 
policy alternatives. The reference is to Figure 3-5 in the GP/CLUP, not the SEIR. 

Response to Comment No. A-2.8 

The commentator recommends that statements in Table 3.4-8 regarding factors that reduce the 
impacts associated with Alternatives 2a and 2b for OS 7.3 be deleted, and recommends that 
Alternative 1 or 3 be adopted.  

OS 7.3 is the GP/CLUP policy that links ESHA designation and protection policies to City’s 
policies and maps regarding open space. Any changes proposed to the ESHA 
designation/protection policies also would have to be made to OS 7.3 for the GP/CLUP policies 
to be internally consistent. The analysis and inclusion of OS 7.3 as presented in Table 3.4-8 is 
appropriate and does not require modification. 

Response to Comment No. A-2.12 

The commentator believes the reference to Figure 4-1 in SEIR Table 2-1 and Section 3.4 of the 
SEIR is in error. The reference is to Figure 4-1 in the GP/CLUP Conservation Element. 
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Response to Comment No. A-2.13 

The commentator disagrees with the analysis of Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3 regarding CE 1.9 
and contends that significant impacts to red-legged frog ESHAs could result. The commentator 
also recommends adoption of Alternative 1.  

Regarding potential impacts to ESHAs and red-legged frogs, the proposed changes under 
Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3 do not authorize direct or indirect impacts to any ESHAs from 
activities adjacent to ESHAs during the rainy season. Approval of the erosion control measures 
by the City would occur through the project review process, which requires that impacts to 
ESHAs and special status species be avoided and mitigated where not avoidable. Further, 
direct and indirect impacts to red-legged frog habitat are subject to federal and state regulations 
as well as GP/CLUP wetland policies. The proposed change under Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3 do 
not alter any requirement to protect ESHAs, listed species, or the habitat of listed species. 

Response to Comments Nos.A-2.14 and A-2.15 

The commentator opposes Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3 regarding CE 2.2 (streamside protection 
area [SPA] buffers) and contends that the proposed changes potentially would have significant 
impacts on red-legged frogs and migratory and listed birds such as least Bell’s vireo. The 
commentator also is concerned that the changes would result in a loss of future conservation 
opportunities and would result in overall reduced benefits for special status species. The 
commentator recommends adoption of Alternative 1 or 2b.  

Regarding potential impacts to listed species, migratory birds, and their habitats, Alternatives 
2a, 2b, and 3 do not alter GP/CLUP requirements to designate ESHAs and ESHA buffers for 
special status species and habitats. Regardless of whether the SPA is a minimum of 50 or 100 
feet, any area with the resources identified in the comments would be designated as an ESHA 
and would require an ESHA buffer under the GP/CLUP. Further, the proposed changes do not 
preclude the City from requiring a wider SPA based on site species considerations. 

Regarding potential loss of future conservation opportunities, the comment is noted. However, 
the areas potentially not included in SPAs would most likely be non-ESHA types with limited 
biological value. It also should be noted that there are a limited number of vacant parcels in the 
City in locations where an SPA would be required. The total area of vacant parcels within 100 
feet of streams is 19.8 acres. The total area of vacant parcels within 50 feet of streams is 9.8 
acres. In contrast to potential SPAs, there are approximately 564 acres of ESHA types within 
the City. 

A detailed response to comments on proposed changes to CE 2.2 is provided in Attachment A. 
It also should be noted that the City adopted an amended version of CE 2.2 in May 2009 (see 
Attachment A).  

Response to Comment No. A-2.16 

The commentator contends that Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3 may cumulatively cause greater loss 
of natural open space, greater loss of habitat for special status species, greater degradation and 
fragmentation of upland and riparian habitats, greater degradation of water quality in Devereaux 
Creek and Slough, greater loss and impairment of wildlife linkages, and greater potential harm 
to listed species than Alternative 1.  
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The SEIR indicates a higher potential for impacts from Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3. However, for 
the reasons indicated in responses to comments A-2.1 through A-2.15, the impacts would not 
be substantially greater than those under Alternative 1 and would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level by the factors identified in the SEIR. Because one alternative may have a 
greater potential for impacts than another option does not mean that the alternative’s effects are 
necessarily significant or could not be reduced to levels considered less than significant under 
CEQA. 
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Response to Comment No. A-3.1 

The Governor’s office of Planning and Research acknowledged that the City of Goleta has 
complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The comment letter also included 
a copy of comment letter A-1. Comment noted. 
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Response to Comment No. A-4.1 

The commentator correctly states that the Santa Barbara County LAFCO adopted a SOI for the 
City of Goleta coterminous with the City’s existing boundaries. Draft SEIR Figure 4-1 will be 
updated to reflect the adopted SOI. Comment Noted. 

Response to Comment No. A-4.2 

The commentator incorrectly infers that the March 5, 2009 determination by SB LAFCO 
regarding their modified administrative process relating to concurrent processing of SOI and 
Annexation applications precludes the City of Goleta from having potential Future Service Areas 
in a General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan. Comment noted. 


