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Response to Comment No. C.1-1 

The commentator has alleges that EIR Section 3.2.1.3 infers that the Bishop Ranch is one 
uniform parcel. The subject text is introductory. The EIR discusses each of the components of 
the property separately, and Table 3.2-2 separates each of the properties within the overall 
Bishop Ranch. 

Response to Comment No. C.1-2 

See responses to comments B.11-10 and C.1-1. 

Response to Comment No. C.1-3 

The commentator has stated that the University Exchange Corporation (UEC) parcel is entirely 
farmland of local importance. Section 3.2.1.3 and Table 3.2-2 of the EIR acknowledge that the 
UEC property is designated farmland of local importance and that there is no prime, unique, or 
farmland of statewide importance. 

Response to Comment No. C.1-4 

The commentator is correct in that only conversion of prime farmland, unique farmland, and 
farmland of statewide significance are considered significant impacts. This is shown on Table 
3.2-3 in the column titled, “Important Farmland (Acres)” under the heading “Land Use 
Designation and Potential Agriculture Impacts.” As shown in the table, the conversion of this 
property would not result in significant agriculture impacts related to prime farmland or prime 
soils. 

Response to Comment No. C.1-5 

See response to comment C.1-4. 

Response to Comment No. C.1-6 

The commentator has provided background information for the UEC parcel of Bishop Ranch. 
This background information has been added to Section 3.2.1.3 of the FEIR. 

Response to Comment No. C.1-7 

See response to comment C.1-1. 

Response to Comment No. C.1-8 

See responses to comments B.4-20 and B.11-10 related to the designation of agricultural land 
use and the Bishop Ranch parcel, respectively. 
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Response to Comment No. C.2-1 

The commentator alleges that new development proposed by the GP/CLUP will generate 
additional night-time lighting. The commentator requests that the first paragraph on DEIR p. 3.1-
19 be revised to indicate that the City’s nighttime visual character will continue to degrade 
unless additional measures are taken. 

The commentator correctly observes that new development will generate additional night-time 
lighting. However, based upon the extent and location of development proposed under the 
GP/CLUP, such development is not anticipated to be significant. Guidance regarding outdoor 
lighting fixtures is provided in GP/CLUP Policy 4.12. See response to comment A.7-1. 
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Response to Comment No. C.3-1 

The commentator has alleged that the analysis regarding Goleta Slough in inadequate in the 
EIR. The City appreciates the commentator’s information regarding the historic extent of Goleta 
Slough. 

Response to Comment No. C.3-2 

The commentator has requested that parcels within the Goleta Slough be rezoned to a status 
that would allow the slough to be restored. CEQA requires analysis of impacts relative to 
baseline conditions, which are the conditions extant at the time of circulation of the Notice of 
Preparation of the EIR (March 25, 2005). Therefore, the historic extent of the slough and any 
future plans for restoration are not relevant in the context of CEQA impact analysis.  

Response to Comment No. C.3-3 

The commentator has alleged that the omission of the historic location of the Goleta Slough 
from consideration violates Policy VH 6. See response to comment C.3-2. 

Response to Comment No. C.3-4 and C.3-5 

The commentator has requested that the EIR discuss the potential for the historic location of the 
Goleta Slough to be part of a public trust easement. See response to comment C.3-2. 

Response to Comment No. C.3-6 

The commentator has requested revisions to Figure 3.4-2 to include more ESHAs than currently 
delineated on the map. 

As indicated in the introduction to EIR 3.4 and on Figure 3.4-2, the map in the EIR showing 
ESHA habitat types in the City was produced by merging three datasets: the 2004 aerial 
imagery interpretation conducted by Jones & Stokes in April through May 2006, the 2004 habitat 
mapping for the area covered by the Ellwood-Devereux Coast Open Space and Habitat 
Management Plan, and the map of designated ESHAs in the Conservation Element of the 
GP/CLUP. In EIR Figure 3.4-2, areas are identified as ESHAs if they meet the ESHA definition 
in Policy CE 1-2, are identified in Policy CE 1-3 as a designated ESHA, or are listed as an 
ESHA on Table 4-2 in the GP/CLUP. In response to comments on both the DEIR and 
GP/CLUP, the City has revised the EIR and GP/CLUP maps showing ESHAs and special-status 
species. The revised maps are now consistent with one another. See response to comment 
B.1-3 for map revision details.  

Response to Comment No. C.3-7 

The commentator has alleged that the EIR does not adequately evaluate the impacts 
associated with historical sites, particularly San Miguel Chapel and Chumash village sites. 
Prehistoric sites and historic sites that have either been previously recorded around Goleta 
Slough or have potential to still exist will be assessed during a future resource survey, and 
evaluative studies will be conducted as stipulated in Policy OS 8 of the General Plan.  Chumash 
concerns will be addressed in regard to these resources during these future assessment 
studies. 
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Response to Comment No. C.4-1 

The commentator has made a general comment objecting to portions of the GP/CLUP and has 
not commented on the adequacy of the environmental analysis presented in the DEIR. No 
further response is necessary. 
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Response to Comment No. C.5-1 

See response to comment B.2-1. 
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Response to Comment No. C.6-1 

See response to comment B.2-1. 
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Response to Comment No. C.7-1 

The commentator states the opinion that the GP/CLUP is too restrictive, that it will hinder 
growth, and that the 55% affordable housing requirement is unreasonable. The commentator 
provides no evidence supporting his opinion, including the alleged infeasibility of the affordable 
housing policy. The commentator has made a general comment objecting to policies of the 
GP/CLUP and has not commented on the adequacy of the environmental analysis presented in 
the DEIR. 
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Response to Comment No. C.8-1 

See response to comment B.2-1. 

 

 


