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Response to Comment No. B.17-1 

See response to comment B.2-1. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-2 

See response to comment B.2-1. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-3 

See response to comment B.4-11. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-4 

See response to comment B.2-4. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-5 

See response to comment B.2-3. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-6 

The commentator has alleged that the City has not correctly applied the guidelines contained in 
CEQA Appendix G nor the City’s own guidelines. The “Methodology in Determining Agricultural 
Suitability and Productivity” contained within the County of Santa Barbara Environmental 
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual (County of Santa Barbara 2002) indicates that the weighting 
system is provided to perform a preliminary screening of a project’s agricultural impacts during 
the initial study process. The initial study screening looks at the value of a site’s agricultural 
suitability and productivity, to determine whether the project’s impact on loss or impairment of 
agricultural resources would be a potentially significant impact (County of Santa Barbara 2002). 
If potentially significant impact is identified using these criteria, further more detailed site-specific 
evaluation of agricultural impacts is completed in an EIR (County of Santa Barbara 2002). The 
Guidelines further state that analysis should not focus on the points in the weighting system of 
these guidelines, but other relevant factors (i.e., history of agricultural use on the site, land use 
trends, etc).  

Section 3.2.3.1 of the EIR states that both the City of Goleta’s Guidelines and Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines are taken into account for the impact analysis. One of the thresholds used 
(the one in question) is whether or not the GP/CLUP would convert Prime, Unique, or Farmland 
of Statewide Importance (Important Farmland) to nonagricultural use or impair the agricultural 
productivity of prime agricultural land. Because the City may determine the impacts based upon 
whether the project would convert Important Farmland or impair agricultural productivity, the 
City has determined to use the former part of this statement in reaching impact conclusions. The 
City is not required to determine the agricultural productivity of each and every site in the 
Program EIR if alternatively the City can rely upon other factors such as previous zoning, 
previous agriculture activities, soils time, and the Important Farmland designations when 
considering conversion of agricultural land. Therefore, the EIR adequately discloses the impacts 
to agricultural resources. 
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Response to Comment No. B.17-7 

The commentator has alleged that Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 is infeasible because the Sumida 
parcel, which is part of the RHNA designation, has been included. The FEIR does not include 
Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 consistent with the request of the commentator. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-8 

See response to comment B.4-68. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-9 

See response to comment B.4-15. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-10 

The commentator states that the proposed freeway crossings at Ellwood Station and La Patera 
are unplanned, unengineered, and unfunded, and requests that analysis be completed for a 
future scenario that does not assume completion of these projects.  Impacts identified in the 
plan, which these projects would help mitigate, reflect build-out of the future land use plan, 
which is not expected to occur within the next few years but through 2025.  These projects are 
planned, which is discussed in the response to Comment No. B.4-56. See also response to 
comment B.16-35, regarding engineering. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-11 

The commentator states a concern that until freeway crossings at Ellwood Station and La 
Patera are constructed, other key locations throughout the city will experience Class I impacts.  
See “Response to Timeframe and Class I Impacts Comment” under response to comment B.4-
56. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-12 

The commentator states that analysis should be completed for a future scenario that does not 
assume completion of that the proposed freeway crossings at Ellwood Station and La Patera. 
See “Response to Timeframe and Class I Impacts Comment” under response to comment B.4-
56. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-13 

The commentator states a concern that Policies 13.3 and 13.4 could allow the City to deny new 
development. These policies provide options for maintaining and/or mitigating LOS to meet 
standards. The City routinely pursues feasible funding for all proposed transportation 
improvement projects, and this is a requirement for projects to be included in the MTP. 
However, funding sources may be highly feasible, but still have a chance of falling through, 
particularly if they are identified within a long-range planning horizon. In this case, these policies 
provide the City with contingency options that would allow transportation improvements to 
remain on pace with new development, while alternative funding sources are identified. 
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Response to Comment No. B.17-14 

The commentator states that the DEIR does not demonstrate the financial feasibility of the 
proposed freeway crossings at Ellwood Station and La Patera.  See “Response to No Funding 
Analysis Comment” under response to comment B.4-56. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-15 

The commentator states that no environmental or physical feasibility analysis has been 
completed for the proposed freeway crossings at Ellwood Station and La Patera. See 
“Response to Lack of Environmental Analysis Comment” under the response to Comment No. 
B.4-56 for response to comment regarding environmental analysis.  See response to comment 
B.16-35, regarding engineering. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-16 

The commentator states the environmental analysis must be completed for major mitigation 
measures proposed in the DEIR. See “Response to Lack of Environmental Analysis Comment” 
under the response to Comment No. B.4-56. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-17 

The commentator states that the City should update its Development Impact Fees and capital 
improvements program as part of the General Plan adoption process. The GP/CLUP is a long-
range planning document that sets the framework for programming of future transportation 
improvements by identifying the infrastructure and services needed to support build-out of the 
future land use plan. However, analysis is completed at the Program level, which is less detailed 
than may be needed to update Development Impact Fees and the Capital Improvement 
Program. However, updates of these programs are completed by performing more detailed 
analysis of the projects included in the GP/CLUP, at the time that it is appropriate for them to be 
programmed. The GP/CLUP identifies an update of Development Impact Fees (AB 1600 fees) 
as an implementation program to be undertaken between 2006-2008. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-18 

The commentator states that the policy that defines the LOS standard at Storke/Hollister as 
LOS D has not been implemented.  This policy, defined as Policy TE 4.2 in the Transportation 
Element, will be adopted as part of the adoption of the final GP/CLUP.  

Response to Comment No. B.17-19 

The commentator states that the City’s CEQA thresholds should be amended to reflect the LOS 
D standard at Hollister/Storke. The City has adopted CEQA standards that are more rigorous 
than the adopted LOS standards. See response to comment B.12-18. The City may consider 
future amendments to its CEQA thresholds, pursuant to an implementation measure identified in 
the GP/CLUP 

Response to Comment No. B.17-20 

The commentator states that under Policy 4.3, deficiency plans should be prepared for four 
locations that are operating below adopted LOS standards under existing conditions. Analysis 
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completed for the DEIR indicates that proposed mitigation projects will mitigate existing and 
projected future LOS deficiencies at all four of these locations through build-out of the future 
land use plan.  

Response to Comment No. B.17-21 

The commentator states opposition to Policy CE 3.4 that prohibits the filling of wetlands and 
requires a 100-foot minimum buffer and states opposition to Policy CE 3.1 that defines wetlands 
using a one-parameter approach. This opposition is noted. Policies CE 3.1 and 3.4 are 
consistent with the Coastal Commission policies and City staff believe that that a consistent 
policy approach in both the inland and coastal areas is a reasonable approach to resource 
management. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-22 

The commentator states concern that the GP/CLUP protective wetland policies will reduce the 
potential unit count for vacant parcels and render it impossible for the City to meet its RHNA 
allocation. While it may be true that application of Policy CE 3.4 could affect the amount of 
developable land on any particular parcel, housing development allowed under the GP/CLUP 
far exceeds the RHNA requirements to account for the presence of wetlands, as well as other, 
onsite development constraints. 

Response to Comment No. B.17-23 

See response to comment B.16-49.  The GP/CLUP project objectives are identified in Section 
2.3 of the DEIR and do not include achievement of the City’s RHNA housing allocation.  
Accordingly, the DEIR need not demonstrate how its alternatives will ensure that the City meets 
its RHNA housing allocation. 
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Response to Comment No. B.18-1 

See response to comment B.2-4. 

Response to Comment No. B.18-2 

See response to comment B.17-7. 

Response to Comment No. B.18-3 

The commentator has stated that “this section also uses a broad reference and an undefined 
definition of unique farmland and soil conditions.” The definition of unique farmland is stated on 
page 3.2-1 and is taken from the California Department of Conservation FMMP. Additional 
discussion of soil classes has been added to Section 3.2.1.3 of the FEIR. 

Response to Comment No. B.18-4 

The commentator is correct that mitigation measures need not be adopted if they are 
determined to be infeasible. The FEIR does not include Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 consistent with 
the request of the commentator. 

Response to Comment No. B.18-5 

The commentator has alleged that redesignating the Sumida Gardens site is inconsistent with 
the Housing Element of the GP/CLUP. See responses to comments B.4-20, and B.18-4. 

Response to Comment B.18-6 

See response to comment B.4-45. 

Response to Comment B.18-7 

See response to comment B.4-45.  

Response to Comment No. B.18-8 

The commentator has requested clarification regarding the applicability of existing city policies. 
As stated in EIR Section 3.4.3.3, the EIR considers potential impacts to biological resources in 
terms of habitat impacts, species impacts, impacts to wildlife linkages, impacts to existing 
preserves and approved conservation programs, and cumulative and residual impacts. Impacts 
and mitigation are considered on a program-level, which is the appropriate approach under 
CEQA for analysis of a regulatory plan or program. Consistent with the description of program 
EIRs in CEQA Guidelines [Section 15168], the EIR analysis of biological impacts treats the 
GP/CLUP policies as measures that reduce buildout-related impacts. On a program-level, all of 
the measures are technically feasible. The EIR does not and is not intended to provide a 
project-level analysis of impacts and mitigation.  

Response to Comment No. B.18-9 

See response to comment B.18-8. 



Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan FEIR  Appendix E Responses to Comments 
 

 
September 2006  E-608 

Response to Comment No. B.18-10 

See response to comment B.18-8. 

Response to Comment No. B.18-11 

See response to comment B.18-8. 

Response to Comment No. B.18-12 

The commentator states that based on Policy 4.3, a deficiency plan will need to be prepared for 
Hollister/Storke, and that this would create a barrier for housing production. See response to 
comment B.4-59 and B.17-20. 

Response to Comment No. B.18-13 

The commentator states that the timing of the proposed freeway crossings precludes the 
possibility for interim mitigation, and will result in the creation of Class I impacts. See “Response 
to Timeframe and Class I Impacts Comment” under response to comment B.4-56. 

Response to Comment No. B.18-14 

The commentator states that modeling should be completed for a scenario that excludes the 
proposed freeway crossings, implying that they are not feasible. The City considers these 
projects to be feasible. See “Response to Timeframe and Class I Impacts Comment” under 
response to comment B.4-56. 

Response to Comment No. B.18-15 

See response to comment B.2-3. 

Response to Comment No. B.18-16 

See response to comment B.2-4. 

Response to Comment No. B.18-17 

See response to comment B.2-3. 
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Response to Comment No. B.19-1 

See response to comment B.2-4. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-2 

See response to comment B.2-3. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-3 

The commentator has correctly observed that the DEIR does not include subsections 
addressing “Areas of Controversy” and “Issues to be Resolved.” These topics have been added 
to the FEIR. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-4 

See response to comment B.4-6. 

Response to Comment B.19-5 

Refer to response to comment B.9-1. 

Response to Comment B.19-6  

The comment letters received during the NOP public review period have been included in 
Appendix A.  

Response to Comment No. B.19-7 

See response to comment B.2-4. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-8 

See response to comment B.4-11. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-9 

The commentator has requested that the EIR include an analysis of the Comstock Homes 
Development and the Ellwood Mesa Open Space Plan. The impacts of these projects are 
included in the EIR as part of the existing conditions because these projects were already 
approved prior to preparation and issuance of the NOP. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-10 

See response to comment B.9-73 (re: Impact 3.1-1), response to comment B.9-81 (re: Impact 
3.1-4), and response to comment B.9-82 (re: Impact 3.1-5). 

Response to Comment No. B.19-11 

The commentator advises that the discussion of short-term Class I aesthetics impacts is 
unclear. 
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The commentator correctly identifies an inconsistency in the DEIR text on p. 3.1-8. By definition, 
Class I impacts cannot be feasibly mitigated or avoided. The FEIR text is revised to correct this 
inconsistency. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-12 

The commentator alleges that the discussion of GP/CLUP policies and how they will reduce the 
Class II impacts to a less-than-significant level is inadequate. 

The use of GP/CLUP policies as mitigation (i.e., a self-mitigating approach) is described in EIR 
Section 3.02.3. This approach is allowed by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2), which 
states: “In the case of the adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other public project, mitigation 
measures can be incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation, or project design.” 

The analysis and level of detail presented to explain the effectiveness of mitigation measures 
identified in the EIR is consistent with the level of detail for a programmatic, General Plan policy 
document. The setting, impacts, and mitigation discussions presented in the EIR are all, by 
definition, program-level. Detailed descriptions of proposed GP/CLUP policies are provided in 
the GP/CLUP. No further detail regarding the use of those policies as a self-mitigating approach 
to reducing potential environmental impacts is necessary. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-13 

The commentator observes that the requirements of the GOTRP regarding the visual character 
of future development are assumed to be incorporated into the design of future projects. The 
commentator subsequently suggests that the DEIR text regarding reliance on the GOTRP is 
ambiguous and not sufficiently supported by evidence. 

The DEIR text for Impact 3.1-3b addressing the applicability of the GOTRP to future 
development identifies specific development standards (VIS-OT-1.2, VIS-OT-1.4, VIS-OT-3.3, 
KS6-6, and KS7B-7) that require design to be compatible with surrounding land uses and for 
use of landscaping to provide screening. The commentator fails to provide sufficient detail 
regarding the DEIR’s perceived shortcomings on this topic. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-14 

The commentator suggests that the use of the term “should” in Section 3.1.3.5, “Mitigation,” is 
indefinite, ineffective, and unenforceable. 

The text in Section 3.1.3.5 has been replaced to indicate that no modifications to GP/CLUP 
Policies are required. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-15 

The commentator has alleged that there are inconsistencies between the goals of the project 
and the GP/CLUP polices. See responses to comments B.4-20, and B.18-4. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-16 

The commentator has requested that the EIR reference all appropriate policies in the GP/CLUP. 
The EIR addresses all relevant policies related to agricultural resources. The policy subsections 
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contained within each of the main policies (LU 1, LU 7, LU 12, and CE 11) are inclusive of each 
of the sub-policies, except where noted. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-17 

See response to comment B.11-5. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-18 

See response to comment B.11-7. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-19 

See response to comment B.11-12. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-20 

See response to comment B.11-15. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-21 

See response to comment B.11-19. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-22 

See response to comment B.11-20. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-23 

See response to comment B.11-21. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-24 

The commentator has correctly observed that the text on page 3.2-9 is inconsistent with Table 
3.2-2. The paragraph addressing the Farmland Protection Policy Act, including the subject text, 
has been deleted in the FEIR. See response to comment B.11-21. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-25 

See response to comment B.11-12. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-26 

See response to comment B.11-22. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-27 

See response to comment B.11-23. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-28 

See response to comment A.7-4. 
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Response to Comment No. B.19-29 

See response to comment B.11-26. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-30 

See response to comment B.11-27. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-31 

See response to comment B.9-86. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-32 

The commentator has requested that the EIR contain an explanation of how implementation of 
GP/CLUP policies will mitigate Impact 3.2-2. The use of GP/CLUP policies as mitigation (i.e., a 
self-mitigating approach) is described in DEIR Section 3.02.3. This approach is allowed by 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2), which states: 

 In the case of the adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other public project, mitigation 
measures can be incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation, or project design. 

The analysis and level of detail presented to explain the effectiveness of mitigation measures 
identified in the EIR is consistent with the level of detail for a programmatic, General Plan policy 
document. The setting, impacts, and mitigation discussions presented in the EIR are all, by 
definition, program-level. Detailed descriptions of proposed GP/CLUP policies are provided in 
the GP/CLUP. No further detail regarding the use of those policies as a self-mitigating approach 
to reducing potential environmental impacts is necessary.  

Response to Comment No. B.19-33 

The commentator has requested that the EIR specify that the conditions for Santa Barbara 
County are the same as the City of Goleta. Comment noted. The City of Goleta planning area 
lies within the South Central Coast Air Basin (Air Basin), which encompasses all of Santa 
Barbara and San Luis Obispo Counties. The analysis of existing conditions discusses the 
environmental setting within the County of Santa Barbara, which also includes the City of 
Goleta. This has been clarified in the FEIR. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-34 

The commentator has requested further explanation of potential health and safety problems 
associated with adverse air quality. Air quality is largely a regional issue, especially with respect 
to ozone precursors, nitrogen oxide (NOX), and reactive organic gases (ROG). Ozone typically 
forms miles downwind from where the precursors are emitted. The majority of project emissions 
are from vehicular exhausts. Because vehicle trips will be coming from all directions, the 
emissions are spread over a wide area. Therefore, consideration of impacts in a regional 
context is appropriate. The potential health effects of the project were not dismissed. The DEIR 
includes specific information concerning the health effects related to adverse air quality impacts, 
as required by the Bakersfield case and CEQA Guidelines. However, there is no scientific study 
nor is there any substantial evidence provided by the County to prove any direct correlation 
between a specific project’s air impacts and particular health effects in the project vicinity for this 
type of project (mostly indirect sources [vehicular emissions]).  
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Potential health effects from long-term exposure to elevated levels of criteria pollutants are 
identified in Table 3.3-1. Additional descriptions of the criteria pollutants have been added to the 
FEIR on pages 4.3-1 and 4.3-2.  

Because ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions are a major concern in Santa Barbara County, health 
impacts associated with these pollutants (see Table 3.3-1) are more likely to occur than others. 
Particularly susceptible groups (sensitive receptors), including persons with respiratory 
difficulties, children, and other sensitive groups (senior citizens), may experience symptoms with 
greater severity even at lower concentrations (O3 and PM10). 

However, emissions thresholds established by SBCAPCD are used to manage total regional 
emissions within an air basin, based on the air basin attainment status for criteria pollutants. 
These emission thresholds were established for individual projects that would contribute to 
regional emissions and pollutant concentrations that may affect or delay the projected 
attainment target year for certain criteria pollutants. 

Because of the conservative nature of the thresholds and the Basin-wide context of an 
individual project’s emissions, there is no direct correlation of a single project to localized health 
effects. One individual project having emissions exceeding a threshold does not necessarily 
result in adverse health effects for residents in the project vicinity or in Santa Barbara County. 
This is especially true when the criteria pollutants exceeding thresholds are those with regional 
effects, such as ozone precursors like NOx and ROG. 

Based on the above discussion, the potential for an individual project to significantly deteriorate 
regional air quality or contribute to a significant health risk is small, even if the emission 
thresholds are exceeded by the project. Because of the overall improvement trend on air quality 
in the air basin, it is unlikely that the regional air quality or health risk would worsen from the 
current conditions due to emissions from an individual project. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-35 

See response to comment A.2-2 

Response to Comment No. B.19-36 

See responses to comments A.2-4 and A.2-5. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-37 

The commentator has requested clarification regarding Rule 1001 and its ability to mitigate 
construction impacts. The clarifications of the information about the compliance with Rule 1001 
in Impact 3.3-3 are noted. The text corrections have been included in the FEIR. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-38 

See response to comment B.6-7. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-39  

The commentator is of the opinion that the GP/CLUP’s ESHA designations are too broad. As 
stated in EIR Section 3.4.3.3, the EIR considers potential impacts to biological resources in 
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terms of habitat impacts, species impacts, impacts to wildlife linkages, impacts to existing 
preserves and approved conservation programs, and cumulative and residual impacts. Impacts 
and mitigation are considered on a program-level, which is the appropriate approach under 
CEQA for analysis of a regulatory plan or program. For purposes of analyzing biological 
impacts, all ESHAs identified in Figure 3.4-2 were treated as sensitive habitats as that term is 
used in Appendix G of CEQA Guidelines and cited in EIR Section 3.4.3.1 under “CEQA 
Thresholds.” This approach is consistent with CEQA Guidelines policies because it applies a 
broad definition of sensitive resources and thereby encompasses potential effects to a broad 
array of biological resources. The approach also is consistent with Policy CE 1.1 because the 
ESHAs depicted in Figure 3.4-2 and on the revised figure are based on professional biological 
evaluations. It should be noted that Policy CE 1.1 does not include the wording “thorough 
biological evaluation.” Policy CE 1.1 establishes the definition of ESHA as “any areas that 
through professional biological evaluation are determined to meet the following criteria.” It also 
should be noted that Policies CE 1.3 and CE 1.5 provide for and anticipate revisions to the 
GP/CLUP map of ESHAs based on site-specific biological studies. The analysis in the EIR and 
the changes made to Section 3.4 in response to comments are consistent with the Conservation 
Element policies as well as CEQA Guidelines. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-40 
 
The commentator states the opinion that the GP/CLUP Conservation Element is inconsistent 
with other areas of the GP/CLUP, including the Housing Element and Transportation Element. 
The commentator alleges that the Conservation Element does not provide scientific data 
supporting the designation of all wetlands as ESHAs. The commentator also alleges that due to 
the restrictive development standards governing ESHAs, the number of housing units planned 
under the Housing Element will be limited, causing an internal GP/CLUP inconsistency. 
 
The GP/CLUP definition of ESHA is based upon the Coastal Commission definition of ESHA. 
ESHA mapping was based on a review of existing environmental documents, resource agency 
databases, and through an independent mapping effort by a City-retained consultant (Jones & 
Stokes). The mapping methods are based on accepted professional standards for the 
identification of habitat types based on characteristics visible in aerial imagery. As provided for 
in CEQA, the biological studies were performed on a level commensurate with this program 
analysis; site-specific analysis may assist in further refining the boundaries of the ESHA 
designation. The City directs the commentator to Policies CE 1.3 and 1.5. These policies allow 
revisions to the map of ESHAs based on site-specific biological studies. The GP/CLUP, as 
proposed, would accommodate the number of housing units planned under the Housing 
Element. 
 
Response to Comment No. B.19-41 
 
The commentator states the opinion that the City will be unlikely to meet its RHNA requirements 
because of the scattered ESHAs. The commentator alleges that ESHA wetlands adjacent to 
roadways, as shown on Figure 3.4-3, may need to be widened to support buildout of the project. 
The commentator provides no specific details in support of their concerns regarding housing 
and traffic. The GP/CLUP, as proposed, would accommodate the number of housing units 
planned under the Housing Element, including those needed to meet RHNA requirements 
because there are more sites identified for development than required by the RHNA. 
Transportation infrastructure improvements proposed by the GP/CLUP are identified in Sections 
2.0 and 3.13 of the EIR. 
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Response to Comment No. B.19-42 
 
The commentator asserts that ESHA wetlands will hamper the construction of improvements 
called for in the Transportation Element, thereby causing an internal inconsistency in the 
GP/CLUP. The commentator provides no specific details in support of their concerns regarding 
transportation improvements. Transportation infrastructure improvements proposed by the 
GP/CLUP are identified in Sections 2.0 and 3.13 of the EIR. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-43 

The commentator alleges that the GP/CLUP lacks internal consistency. The commentator’s 
opinion is noted; however, no specific instances of alleged inconsistencies have been identified. 
To the contrary, the GP/CLUP is internally consistent and provides a sufficient level of detail to 
guide long-range planning in Goleta. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-44 

The commentator has requested explanation for how GP/CLUP policies will mitigate biological 
impacts. EIR Section 3.4.2.1 provides a discussion of GP/CLUP policies, and Table 3.4-3 
identifies the whether a policy includes provisions of resource protection or impact mitigation. 

The wording of Impacts 3.4-9 and 3.4-10 has been revised to indicate that development 
activities could have potentially significant impacts on biological resources in areas of conserved 
habitat and might be inconsistent with an approved conservation program or local conservation 
policy. Impacts to conserved habitat would include the same type of impacts to habitats and 
species identified in Impacts 3.4-1 through 3.4-8 and would be mitigated in the same way. 
Inconsistency with an approved conservation program or local policy is a CEQA consideration 
that potentially triggers a finding of significance. 

Impact 3.4-11 states that effects on non-special–status species and habitats from development 
activities would be less than significant. The Class III finding reflects the nature of the affected 
resources and the amount and location of activities under the GP/CLUP. The wording of the 
impact has been revised to indicate that the activities would not substantially alter the resources 
in question. 

The Class IV finding regarding Impact 3.4-12 reflects the location of management and 
maintenance activities in already developed locations.  

The wording of Impact 3.4-13 has been revised to add more detail about the potential beneficial 
effects of preservation and management in regional open space parks. 

EIR Section 3.4.3.4 has been revised to explain the conclusion that the City’s contribution to 
cumulative effects on biological resources is less than significant. The EIR analysis is based on 
the assumption that significant impacts from activities under the City’s jurisdiction would be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels in accordance with the GP/CLUP policies and applicable 
federal and state regulations.  

Response to Comment No. B.19-45 

See response to comment B.19-44. 
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Response to Comment No. B.19-46 

The commentator correctly observes that the second CEQA threshold listed in Section 3.5.3.1 
of the DEIR includes additional text that is not part of the CEQA threshold. The introductory text 
in this section of the FEIR has been revised to clarify that the thresholds are based on Appendix 
G. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-47 

The commentator has requested that Impact 3.5-2 be revised to include mitigation measures. 
The commentator also observes that the GP/CLUP does not include any policies for the 
protection of paleontological resources. 

See response to comment B.9-21. The discussion presented for Impact 3.5-2 was intended to 
acknowledge that at a project-specific level and a resource-specific level, there may be 
instances in the future when an impact perceived to be Class II at the onset cannot be 
adequately resolved and becomes a Class I. The EIR presents a complete set of policies; 
however, to conservatively address this issue, Impact 3.5-2 has been recategorized as a Class I 
impact in the Final EIR. 

In addition, regarding potential impacts to paleontological resources, Policy subsection OS 8.7, 
Protection of Paleontological Resources, has been added to the GP/CLUP. This subsection 
provides guidance related to the proper steps to take should paleontological resources be 
encountered during construction activities. 

Response to Comment No. B-19-48 

The commentator has requested that the mitigation measures for Impact 3.5-2 be “specific, 
feasible actions that will actually improve adverse environmental conditions.” At this level of 
planning, it is not possible to address the nature and value of cultural resource sites as yet 
unknown and recorded within a project site that is as yet undetermined. The policies presented 
in OS-8 and VH-5 can serve as mitigation through a reduction of the impact to a resource to a 
degree that valuable scientific data are preserved, to the point that ethnic values are not 
compromised, to the extent that the visual and aesthetic quality of a building or landscape is not 
impaired. 

Response to Comment No. B-19-49 

The commentator has requested that mitigation measures for Impact 3.5-2 be “measurable to 
allow monitoring of their implementation.” Because specific types of impacts cannot be identified 
at this stage of planning beyond saying they fall into large categories such as grading, landform 
alteration, trenching, and so on, the types and categories of potential impacts cannot be taken 
to a more specific level at this time. The potential impacts to buildings, landscapes, prehistoric 
sites (of which there are many types), paleontological sites, and other resources will vary based 
on the specific type of project. The methods by which a potential impact is evaluated are based 
on the details of a specific project. 
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Response to Comment No. B-19-50 

See response to comment B.9-21. The commentator is correct in noting that the phrase it 
should be possible under Impact 3.5-3 must be changed to it is possible. This change has been 
made in the FEIR. 

Response to Comment No. B-19-51 

The commentator has requested analysis of how the mitigation measures for Impact 3.5-3 will 
reduce the effects of this impact. As noted above, at this level of planning, it is not possible to 
address the nature and value of cultural resource sites as yet unknown and recorded within a 
project site that is as yet undetermined. Effective mitigation must rely on the overall guidelines 
provided in Appendix G of CEQA and the policies of the City of Goleta. The policies presented 
in OS-8 and VH-5 can serve as mitigation through a reduction of the impact to a resource to a 
degree that valuable scientific data are preserved, to the point that ethnic values are not 
compromised, and to the extent that the visual and aesthetic quality of a building or landscape is 
not impaired. 

Response to Comment No. B-19-52 

The commentator is correct in noting that the phrase “unlikely to lead to any Class III short term 
impacts” is not sufficiently conclusive. At this general stage of planning for non-specific projects, 
the phrase has been changed to read “implementation of the GP/CLUP will not lead to any 
Class III short-term impacts.” This modified phrase is correct because the GP/CLUP will not 
change the status of any resources nor directly impact them. The impacts, if any and of 
whatever class, will occur only when a specific project is proposed and the guidelines in the 
GP/CLUP as well as under CEQA will ensure that any identified resources are inventoried and 
evaluated. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-53 

The commentator has requested clarification regarding statements about the classification of 
Class IV impacts. The intent of the statement that approval of GP/CLUP could result in Class IV 
impacts assumes that the phrase “no change from existing conditions is expected to occur” 
does not include any future protection, enhancement, or preservation of a resource. If a 
resource is not currently listed on the state or federal register or if a building or archaeological 
resource is being degraded by nature or natural effects, application of the GP, which seeks to 
preserve such resources, is a Class IV effect. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-54 

The commentator requests that the word, “potential,” be added to the first threshold listed in 
DEIR Section 3.6.3.1. The deletion of “potential” was inadvertent, and the text has been revised 
in the FEIR. Impacts were analyzed for potential substantial adverse effects. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-55 

The commentator requests that additional analysis be provided explaining how the GP/CLUP 
policies will serve as effective mitigation for listed impacts. The level of detail provided is 
appropriate for a general plan EIR (see response to Comment B.9-23). However, specific policy 
subsections that lessen the geologic hazards are described in Impacts 3.6-1 through 3.6-4. See 
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the GP/CLUP for further details. The reducing effects of these policies are generally self-
evident. The referenced policies would assure that new development was constructed 
consistent with established standards of safety set forth in the California Building Code, the City 
General Plan, and other applicable regulations. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-56 

The commentator has requested a more thorough analysis of the hazards of radon gas. It 
should be noted that it is indoor exposure to radon the poses a health risk. Radon is naturally 
occurring and enters buildings through cracks and openings in the foundations. It can become 
trapped if the building is not properly ventilated. Long-term exposure to elevated levels of radon 
increases a person’s risk of contracting lung cancer (California Department of Health Services 
2005; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2006a). According to the U.S. EPA, radon can be 
reduced to acceptable levels by relatively simple means.1 

More information is available on the U.S. EPA’s website (http://www.epa.gov/radon/) and on the 
California Department of Health Services’s website 
(http://www.dhs.ca.gov/ps/ddwem/environmental/Radon/). 

The commentator is referred to GP/CLUP policy subsection SE 1.1. This subsection includes 
mapping of radon hazards and Policy subsection SE 1.9 addresses the need for radon-resistant 
construction in new construction. Radon risk in existing homes is part of the environmental 
setting and would not be affected by GP/CLUP.  

Response to Comment No. B.19-57 

The commentator has requested clarification to Mitigation Measure 3.6-1. This item has been 
revised in the FEIR. In addition, see Response to Comment B.19-56. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-58 

The commentator observes that mitigation measures should be measurable to allow monitoring 
of their implementation. As stated in response to comment B.19-56, the City has amended 
GP/CLUP policy subsection SE 1.1 and added Policy subsection SE 1.9 to strengthen its radon 
safety measures. Monitoring requirements associated with the City’s radon-related policies are 
addressed under Impact 3.6-1 in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
included as an appendix to the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-59 

The commenter states a need to more specifically discuss the policy components that serve to 
reduce Impacts 3.7-5, 3.7-6, and 3.7-7. Refer to response to comments B.9-166, B.9-167, and 
B.9-168 respectively. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-60 

The commentator has requested the source of the information found on page 3.7-10 of the EIR. 
The FEIR has been revised to include this source. 

                                                 
1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2005. A Citizen's Guide to Radon: The Guide to Protecting Yourself and Your Family From 
Radon. Last revised: March 8, 2006. Available:< http://www.epa.gov/radon/pubs/citguide.html>. Accessed: August 8, 2006. 
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Response to Comment No. B.19-61 

The commentator states that the DEIR fails to provide any mitigation for the following Class I 
impacts: Impact 3.7-1, Risk of Upset at the Venoco Facilities, and Impact 3.7-2, Transport. 
Refer to response to comment B.9-163 and B.9-164 respectively. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-62 

The commentator alleges that the DEIR does not reference all appropriate policies of the 
GP/CLUP. The use of GP/CLUP policies as mitigation (i.e., a self-mitigating approach) is 
described in DEIR Section 3.02.3. This approach is allowed by CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(a)(2), which states: “In the case of the adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other 
public project, mitigation measures can be incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation, or 
project design.” 

The analysis and level of detail presented to explain the effectiveness of mitigation measures 
identified in the EIR is consistent with the level of detail for a programmatic, General Plan policy 
document. The setting, impacts, and mitigation discussions presented in the EIR are all, by 
definition, program-level. Detailed descriptions of proposed GP/CLUP policies are provided in 
the GP/CLUP. No further detail regarding the use of those policies as a self-mitigating approach 
to reducing potential environmental impacts is necessary. 

Nonetheless, in the response to several similar comments, specific policy subsections are 
identified and described in more detail where appropriate. Refer to response to comment letters 
B.6 and B.9 for this more detailed information. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-63 

The commentator suggests that the Class III impacts identified in the EIR (SPECIFICALL 
Impacts 3.7-11 and 3.7-14) include a discussion of how policies reduce impacts. Contrary to the 
commentator’s assertion, policies are used, in some cases, to further reduce insignificant 
impacts. Note that CEQA does not require mitigation for Class III impacts and the comment is 
irrelevant in the context of an EIR evaluation.  

Response to Comment No. B.19-64 

The commentator suggests revisions to the wording in Mitigation Measure 3.7-1. The 
commentator is referred to GP/CLUP Policy SE 10.7. This policy describes the requirements of 
a Soil Management Plan and addresses the commentator’s concerns. The policy subsection is 
also referenced in FEIR Impact 3.7-7. Note that Policy SE 10.7 replaces the need for Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-1, which is removed from the text in the FEIR. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-65 

The commentator states that the mitigation measure MM 3.7-1 should be measurable. The 
commentator is referred to GP/CLUP Policy SE 10.7. This policy describes the requirements of 
a Soil Management Plan and addresses the commentator’s concerns. Regarding the request 
that the Soil Management Plan be “measurable”, note that the analysis and level of detail 
presented to explain the effectiveness of mitigation measures identified in the EIR is consistent 
with the level of detail for a programmatic, General Plan policy document. The policy subsection 
is referenced in FEIR Impact 3.7-7. Note that Policy SE 10.7 replaces the need for Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-1, which is removed from the text in the FEIR. 
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Response to Comment B.19-66 

See response to comment B.9-42. 

Response to Comment B.19-67 

The commentator has requested clarification of the population figures in the EIR. The population 
figure of 30,679 referenced in Section 3.8.1.1 represents the City’s population as of January 
2005 as estimated by the California Department of Finance Demographic Research Unit. The 
population data in Table 3.8-1 represents projections made by SBCAG. The DEIR population 
and housing analysis is based on the California Department of Finance population figure of 
30,679. 

Response to Comment B.19-68 

The commentator has requested further analysis of Impact 3.8-1. The text of the EIR has been 
modified to better explain and substantiate the impact statement and associated mitigation. 

Response to Comment B.19-69 

See response to comment B.4-41. 

Response to Comment B.19-70 

See response to comment B.4-41. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-71  

The commentator has requested that the EIR contain further analysis of the impacts of radon 
gas found in Goleta’s groundwater. The commentator is referred to FEIR Section 3.6.3.3 for a 
review of radon hazards. Only a small section of the City, located north of Cathedral Oaks, is 
underlain by the Rincon Formation (radon is known to emanate from Rincon soils). No vacant 
sites designated for buildout are underlain by these soils. Potential impacts relating to radon 
hazards are reviewed in Section 3.6 of the EIR. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-72  

The commentator has requested that the introductory text for the CEQA Thresholds section. 
The introductory language has been modified in the FEIR.  

Response to Comment No. A.19-73  

The commentator has requested that the EIR contain analysis of how GP/CLUP policies reduce 
impacts in the EIR. The use of GP/CLUP policies to reduce impacts (i.e., a self-mitigating 
approach) is described in DEIR Section 3.02.3. This approach is allowed by CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(a)(2), which states: 

“In the case of the adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other public project, mitigation 
measures can be incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation, or project design.” 

The analysis and level of detail presented to explain the effectiveness of mitigation measures 
identified in the EIR is consistent with the level of detail for a programmatic, General Plan policy 
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document. The setting, impacts, and mitigation discussions presented in the EIR are all, by 
definition, program-level. Detailed descriptions of proposed GP/CLUP policies are provided in 
the GP/CLUP. No further detail regarding the use of those policies as a self-mitigating approach 
to reducing potential environmental impacts is necessary. However, to further explicate how 
each GP/CLUP policy mitigates the impacts described in the EIR, the impact analysis has been 
revised in the FEIR. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-74 

The commentator has requested that all applicable GP/CLUP policies be included in the 
discussion of Impact 3.10-1. The EIR has been revised to include missing GP/CLUP policies or 
policies that were revised or added to the Final GP/CLUP.  

Response to Comment No. B.19-75 

It is the commentator’s opinion that policies in the Conservation Element are inconsistent with 
the Land Use Element with respect to future development because implementation of these 
stringent standards will constrain development on parcels that are slated for future development 
that contain ESHAs. The City directs the commentator to Policies CE 1.3 and 1.5. These 
policies allow revisions to the map of ESHAs based on site-specific biological studies. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-76 

See response to comment B.8.61. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-77 

The commentator has requested clarification regarding an alleged internal inconsistency. Table 
9-2 sets the basic framework for land use compatibility standards. The additional discussion and 
standards specified in Policies NE 1.1 and NE 1.2 clarify the application of the standards in 
Table 9-2 for residences and make it clear that the City will use 60 CNEL for residential uses.  

Response to Comment No. B.19-78 

The commentator has requested that the mitigation measures for Impacts 3.11-1 through 3.11-5 
be more specific. A general plan is by definition a programmatic planning document. The 
discussion of impacts and mitigation is necessarily programmatic in nature. The noise element 
policies include specific, feasible actions that are self-explanatory in that they are either based 
on performance or discuss how implementation of the policy will reduce noise. As examples, 
Policies NE 1.1, NE 1.2, and NE 1.3 specify noise levels that trigger actions to be taken to 
reduce noise exposure. Policy subsection NE 1.3 specifies the use of buffers to reduce noise 
exposure. Other policies discuss specific actions that will reduce noise (i.e., use of low-noise 
paving, enforcement of speed limits, reduction of traffic volumes, traffic calming to reduce 
speed, and establishment of quiet zones). The information in the EIR is considered to be 
sufficient for the public to understand, evaluate, and respond to conclusions in the EIR. No 
changes to the EIR are required.   

Response to Comment No. B.19-79 

See response to comment B.19-79.  
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Response to Comment B.19-80 

See response to Comment B.9-46. 

Response to Comment B.19-81 

The commentator notes what are perceived inconsistencies in the population estimates 
provided in the DEIR. The population figure of 30,679 referenced in Section 3.8.1.1 represents 
the City’s population as of January 2005 and was obtained from the California Department of 
Finance. The population data in Table 3.8-1 represents projections made by SBCAG. The EIR 
population and housing analysis is based on the California Department of Finance population 
figure of 30,679. Population growth associated with implementation of the GP/CLUP is 7,421 
people, resulting in a population of 38,097 (this figure has been rounded up to 38,100 in the 
EIR); refer to Table 3.8-7. 

Response to Comment B.19-82 

The analysis and level of detail presented to explain the effectiveness of mitigation measures 
identified in the EIR is consistent with the level of detail for a programmatic, General Plan policy 
document. The setting, impacts, and mitigation discussions presented in the EIR are all, by 
definition, program level. Detailed descriptions of proposed GP/CLUP policies are provided in 
the GP/CLUP. No further detail regarding the use of those policies as a self-mitigating approach 
to reducing potential environmental impacts is necessary.  

Response to Comment B.19-83 

The use of “maintain and improve” has been deleted from the discussion of Class II impacts in 
Section 3.12.3.3.  

Response to Comment B.19-84 

The commentator states that the EIR should contemplate and provide sufficient facts that solid 
waste removal through the year 2030 is in place. The EIR has been revised to include a 
discussion of Policy PF 9: Coordination of Facilities with Future Development. Implementation of 
this policy would limit development in the event that landfill capacity is achieved. The objective 
of the policy is to ensure that land use decisions are based on the planned capacity of capital 
facilities and that such facilities are provided when they are needed to support new 
development. Implementation of this policy and subsections would ensure impacts remain less 
than significant. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-85 

The commentator states that not all appropriate policies that could lessen identified impacts are 
discussed in the mitigation section. See response to comment B.9-49. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-86 

The commentator questions the feasibility of proposed major infrastructure improvements, 
including the freeway crossings at Ellwood Station and La Patera, and the Phelps/Mesa Road 
extension, and indicates that the funding for these projects should be more clearly identified. 
See response to comment B.4-56. 
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Response to Comment No. B.19-87 

The commentator questions the feasibility of proposed major infrastructure improvements, 
including the freeway crossings at Ellwood Station and La Patera, and the Phelps/Mesa Road 
extension. See response to comment B.4-56. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-88 

The commentator states that the Capital Improvement Program should be amended as a means 
of funding improvements identified in the General Plan. See response to comment B.17-17. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-89 

The commentator observes that the text describing Table 3.13-14 incorrectly indicates that all 
segments listed are operating within LOS standards, whereas the table shows that Los 
Carneros south of Hollister is exceeding the threshold. This inconsistency in the DEIR text has 
been corrected in the FEIR.  

Response to Comment No. B.19-90 

The commentator states that policies or mitigation need to be identified to address the Class I 
impact at Hollister/Storke. See response to comment B.9-48. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-91 

The commentator questions Policy TE 13.4, which provides actions that the City may take if 
funding for needed transportation improvements does not come through. See response to 
comment B.17-13. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-92 

The commentator believes that Policy TE 13.4, which provides actions that the City may take if 
funding for needed transportation improvements does not come through, exceeds the City’s 
authority to impose mitigation. See responses to comments B.17-13 and B.19-91. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-93 

The commentator states that no analysis is provided to explain how implementation of the 
policies is effective as mitigation. Transportation modeling and analysis completed for the 
GP/CLUP explicitly reflects the capacity improvements and LOS standards that are identified in 
the policies. The analysis conservatively assumes no effect on mode split, in order to evaluate 
the worst-case conditions that could result on City roadways (see response to Comment No. 
B.4-62). However, policies that support alternative transportation modes can further improve 
transportation operations by lowering vehicle demand on the area roadways. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-94 

The commentator believes that Policy TE 13 is unlawful. See responses to comments B.17-13 
and B.19-91. 
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Response to Comment B.19-95 

The commentator states the opinion that the DEIR does not reference all appropriate policies 
found in the GP/CLUP that could lessen or mitigate Impacts 4.7-1 and 4.7-2. Policies that would 
mitigate Impacts 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 are listed on page 4-23 of the DEIR. The commentator has not 
specifically identified other policies which they recommend be considered as appropriate 
mitigation for those impacts. 

Response to Comment B.19-96 

The commentator has requested clarification regarding Impact 4.2-1. Impact 4.2-1 is identified 
as a beneficial impact. As noted in the discussion, existing agricultural uses within the service 
areas would be preserved as agricultural land uses under the GP/CLUP.  

Response to Comment B.19-97 

The commentator has requested that the EIR address any other significant environmental 
impacts not included in Section 3.3. The impact conclusions in this section have been revised 
based on comments received from the Santa Barbara Air Pollution Control District. 

Response to Comment B.19-98 

Refer to response to comment B.4-6. 

Response to Comment B.19-99 

The commentator has requested that Impact 4.13-1 include relevant mitigation measures. Refer 
to the Class I impact discussion under Section 3.13.3.1, which states “…to be classified as a 
Class I impact, no feasible mitigation can be identified.” The EIR includes mitigation measures 
for all Class I impacts, where feasible mitigation measures exist. The commentator has not 
identified other mitigation measures that could reduce potential environmental impacts 
associated with this impact. 

Response to Comment B.19-100 

The commentator has requested clarification regarding Impacts 4.13-1, 4.13-2, and 4.13-3. 
Each impact class is defined under Section 4.13.3.3.  

For the Transportation Element, Class I impacts or significant impacts are defined at locations 
where: (1) the adopted LOS standard is exceeded; and/or (2) the significance thresholds 
summarized in Table 3.13-5 are violated. To be classified as a Class I impact, no feasible 
mitigation can be identified.  

Class II impacts are classified as significant adverse impacts that can be feasibly mitigated or 
avoided. For the Transportation Element, significant impacts are defined at locations where: (1) 
the adopted LOS standard is exceeded; and/or (2) the significance thresholds summarized in 
Table 3.13-5 are violated. To be classified as a Class II impact, a significant impact is identified 
under unmitigated conditions, but the impact is reduced to less-than-significant levels with 
implementation of transportation improvement or policy mitigation measures. 



Goleta General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan FEIR  Appendix E Responses to Comments 
 

 
September 2006  E-660 

For transportation and circulation, Class III impacts (adverse but less than significant) have 
been identified at locations where traffic volumes are expected to increase as a result of the 
proposed project, but neither the City LOS standards nor will the threshold criteria defined in 
Table 3.13-5 would be exceeded. 

Response to Comment B.19-101 

The commentator asks why the LOS for El Colegio/Storke Road in Subarea D is shown as “n/a” 
on page 4-39 of the DEIR. The existing LOS at El Colegio and Storke Road was listed as n/a 
since it is located outside the City limits, and traffic analysis under existing conditions was not 
originally completed for that intersection. However, analysis at this location has since been 
completed for existing conditions, and it has been included in the FEIR.  

Response to Comment No. B.19-102 

The commentator states the opinion that the DEIR’s analysis of growth-inducing impacts (pages 
6-3 to 6-5) is flawed and incomplete. The commentator is incorrect in stating that the GP/CLUP 
includes policies that limit full build-out or place a moratorium on housing development. The 
total number of residential units identified in the Land Use Element is based on estimates of 
how much growth potentially could occur through approximately 2030 based upon the maximum 
allowed in the proposed land use plan, which is considered full-build-out. The GP/CLUP does 
include policies that limit the amount on nonresidential development to occur each year. The 
intent of these policies is to manage the amount and timing of nonresidential construction so as 
to maintain an appropriate balance between the number of jobs and housing in the City. Refer 
to GP/CLUP Policies LU 11 and LU-IA-2. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-103 

See responses to comments B.6-32 & 33. The commentator correctly observes that CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires that the DEIR identify a reasonable range of 
alternatives. The commentator has not provided any additional details regarding the scope of 
those alternatives. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-104 

See responses to comments B.6-19 and B.6-25. The commentator is correct in stating, “We 
assume that the City feels that the no project alternative is illegal because planning and zoning 
laws require a city to have a comprehensive, long-term plan for the physical development of 
both the city and any land outside the city’s boundaries that the city determines relates to its 
planning.” 

The No Project Alternative analyzed in the DEIR meets the requirements of CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(e)(2). The baseline condition for evaluating environmental impacts in the DEIR 
is the existing physical land use. Thus, the No Project Alternative analyzes the continuation of 
existing physical land uses (rather than the County General Plan, which was never adopted by 
the City), as “what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project 
were not approved.” 
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Response to Comment No. B.19-105 

See responses to comments B.6-31, 32, and 34. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires 
only that the EIR address a range of reasonable alternatives. There is no requirement that such 
a range comprise an exhaustive list of all conceivable alternatives. 

Response to Comment No. B.19-106 

See response to comment B.2-4. 


