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Response to Comment No. B.11-1

The commentator advises that they are submitting comments on the Goleta GP/CLUP, and that
separate letters will be submitted by other identified parties. Comment noted. No other response
is required.

Response to Comment No. B.11-2

The commentator has requested that the prime farmland designations be revised in the FEIR.
The City acknowledges the “Goleta Valley Agricultural Viability Analysis” prepared by

CH2MHILL in July 2006 on behalf of the Goleta Valley Chamber of Commerce. The comment
does not specifically identify the “errors and/or faulty assertions” in the EIR and the GP/CLUP.

The GP/CLUP does not designate sites as prime farmland. The GP/CLUP calls for the
preservation of agricultural land, which is based on the existing use of the properties, and does
not specify whether or not it must be prime. The criteria for designating agriculture land are
provided in the Land Use Element under policy subsection LU 7.3. The designation of prime
farmland for certain properties has been assigned by the State Department of Conservation’s
FMMP. The lack of active farming in the past four years is irrelevant with respect to the City’s
designation of Agriculture land. The requirement that a property must have been actively farmed
for four years is related to the state’s classification of prime farmland at the time of mapping
under the FMMP.

Response to Comment No. B.11-3

The commentator has requested that the EIR address the potential negative environmental
impacts of the No Project Alternative. The potential environmental impacts associated with the
No Project Alternative are presented in Section 5.4 of the DEIR. Potential population and
housing impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are discussed in Section 5.4.8.1 of
the DEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.11-4

See response to comment B.2-4.

Response to Comment No. B.11-5

See response to comment B.10-12.

Response to Comment No. B.11-6

The commentator has provided the Department of Conservation definition of unique farmland as
land that has been “used for the production of specific high economic value crops at some time
during the two update cycles prior to the mapping date.” The City acknowledges the definition of
Unique Farmland when mapping sites under the FMMP. Based upon the designation of some
sites as Unique Farmland, it can be assumed that the sites were in fact used for the production
of high economic value crops during the two update cycles prior to the mapping date. The City
has not designated the sites as Unique Farmland, but has merely presented the data from the
State FMMP for each of the agriculture sites in the City of Goleta.
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Response to Comment No. B.11-7

The commentator has correctly observed that the DEIR incorrectly states the tax benefits
associated with Williamson Act evaluation. This item has been corrected in Section 3.2.1.1 of
the FEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.11-8

The commentator has correctly observed that text is missing from page 3.2-2. This item has
been corrected in Section 3.2.1.1 of the FEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.11-9

The commentator has correctly observed that the statement in DEIR Section 3.2.1.2 regarding
the rate of growth in Goleta has not been substantiated. The sentence has been deleted in the
FEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.11-10

Consistent with the description included in DEIR Section 3.2.1.3, the commentator correctly
notes that the site referred to as Bishop Ranch contains three parcels. The commentator
suggests that the three parcels be described separately in the EIR. The three parcels are
grouped together in the EIR text because they are adjoining. The program-level GP/CLUP
document does not review land use designations on a parcel-by-parcel basis. The purpose of
the EIR is to identify and, when possible, mitigate potentially significant environmental effects,
which generally relate to physical changes to the environment. Therefore, the analysis correctly
combines adjoining parcels comprising “Bishop Ranch” and evaluates the impacts of the
proposed plan buildout. The fact that the plan does not allow development on the vacant sites
comprising what is referred to in the EIR as “Bishop Ranch” in fact reduces potential agriculture
impacts. Separating out the three parcels as requested by the commentator would not change
the analysis or the conclusions in the EIR.

Response to Comment No. B.11-11

See response to comment B.10-13.

Response to Comment No. B.11-12

The commentator has requested clarification of the statement that there are no Williamson Act
contract lands located in the Goleta urban area. This item has been corrected in Section 3.2.1.3
of the FEIR to state that there are no Williamson Act lands in the City of Goleta.

Response to Comment No. B.11-13

The commentator has requested clarification of the definition of “intensified” in the third
paragraph of Section 3.2.1.3. The word has been deleted from the FEIR.
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Response to Comment No. B.11-14

The commentator has correctly observed that the acreage numbers in Table 3.2.2 and the
accompanying text are inconsistent. The acreage numbers in FEIR Table 3.2-2 have been
modified for consistency.

Response to Comment No. B.11-15

The commentator has requested that the EIR contain definitions of the classes of soils and how
those designations relate to the soils’ suitability for agricultural uses. The text of FEIR Section
3.2.1.3 has been modified to define soil classes and to explain how they relate to the soils’
suitability.

Response to Comment No. B.11-16

The commentator has correctly observed that the last sentence of the first paragraph regarding
Bishop Ranch, in Section 3.2.1.3, is irrelevant to the impact analysis. This sentence has been
deleted from the FEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.11-17

The commentator has correctly observed that the word “has,” in the first sentence of the second
paragraph regarding Bishop Ranch, in Section 3.2.1.3, implies continuing agricultural activities
at Bishop Ranch. The word “has” has been stricken from the paragraph.

Response to Comment No. B.11-18

The commentator requests that the EIR contain a description of the length of time that fallow
agriculture sites, specifically the center parcel comprising the Bishop Ranch, have been out of
active production. In response, the fact that an agriculture site is fallow, or the length of time that
it is/was fallow, is irrelevant to the EIR analysis. The term agriculture is defined in Section 3.2 of
the EIR, and the three Bishop Ranch parcels clearly meet the criteria established by the
definition. The length of time that a property is/was fallow is not part of the criteria for the
identification of agriculture sites. As such, providing the requested detail regarding the status of
individual fields in a programmatic EIR is unnecessary and would not change the analysis or the
conclusions in the EIR.

Response to Comment No. B.11-19

The commentator has asked for clarification regarding the classifications of Sites 9 and 10 in
Section 3.2.1.3 of the EIR. The City has not designated any of the sites as Prime Farmland,
Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland, which are the only categories
considered. The farmland categories are assigned by the State FMMP, and the EIR merely
presents the data from the State FMMP for each of the agriculture sites in the City of Goleta.

Response to Comment No. B.11-20

The commentator has requested clarification for the discussion of agricultural viability in Section
3.2.1.3 of the EIR. The discussion regarding agricultural viability has been stricken from the EIR,
since it is not relevant to the impact analysis. The impact analysis is based on conversion of
existing agricultural lands that are classified as Important Farmland, as designated by the State
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Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring program. The agriculture
threshold under CEQA relates to physical environmental resources rather than economics,
which is a factor of viability. This differentiation is in keeping with CEQA’s emphasis on physical
environmental impacts and not social or economic impacts (State CEQA Guidelines Section
15131). Economics is considered primarily a planning issue and is not addressed in the EIR.

Response to Comment No. B.11-21

The commentator has correctly observed that the Farmland Protection Policy Act is not
applicable to local actions, such as the preparation of a general plan. This paragraph has been
removed from Section 3.2.2.1 of the FEIR because it is not relevant to the analysis.

Response to Comment No. B.11-22

The commentator has requested clarification regarding the relevance of the County of Santa
Barbara’s Agricultural Preserve Uniform Rules, presented under the Williamson Act discussion
in Section 3.2.2.1 of the EIR. These rules are relevant because the Williamson Act is
administered by the County and not local municipal jurisdictions. Therefore, should any of the
properties within the City of Goleta apply for Williamson Act status, this program would be
administered by the County of Santa Barbara. The text of EIR Section 3.2.2.1 has been
expanded to explain this.

Response to Comment No. B.11-23

The commentator suggests that the discussion of the California Coastal Act in Section 3.2.2.1
may not be relevant. The commentator is correct that none of the agricultural properties
currently fall within the Coastal Zone. However, the Coastal Act may be relevant in the future for
potential future agricultural operations. Text has been added to Section 3.2.2.1 of the FEIR to
indicate that none of the current agricultural properties are located within the Coastal Zone.

Response to Comment No. B.11-24

The commentator has suggested that the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (LESA) would be a more appropriate method of determining impacts. As
Lead Agency under CEQA, the City of Goleta can choose the thresholds used to determine the
significance of impacts and these thresholds are clearly identified in Section 3.2.3.1 and are
based on the CEQA Guideline thresholds. No change is necessary.

The commentator also suggests that the GP/CLUP and EIR would benefit from a careful
analysis of the parcels it proposes for preservation/conversion to ensure that it balances the
benefits of agriculture with urban needs. In response, the City reminds the commentator that the
subject document is an EIR and that the purpose of the EIR is to identify and, when possible,
mitigate potentially significant environmental effects, which generally relate to physical changes
to the environment. A parcel-by-parcel analysis of the benefits of agriculture in relation to urban
needs is not the subject of this EIR. Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines states that
“economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment.” As such, the EIR analysis correctly evaluates the impacts of the proposed plan
buildout.
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Response to Comment No. B.11-25

The commentator has correctly observed that the title of Section 3.2.3.2 should be “Discussion
of Relevant GP/CLUP Policies.” The requested text has been added to the FEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.11-26

The commentator has requested clarification regarding the designation of Impact 3.2-1 as Class
I. Impact 3.2-1 is classified as a significant and unavoidable impact (Class I) with
implementation of the General Plan policies. Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 is suggested in addition
to the General Plan policies, and it would in fact mitigate the impact to a less-than-significant
level. However, the feasibility of this mitigation measure is dependent upon site-specific
conditions associated with future project-level development. Therefore, Impact 3.2-1 would still
be considered a significant and unavoidable impact unless it can be demonstrated that the
mitigation measure is feasible for future site-specific, project-level development.

The discussion of the conversion of Class | and Il soils is additive to the discussion of the
conversion of prime and unique farmland. This information is provided for disclosure purposes.
However, the impacts are based on the thresholds, which are related to the important farmland
categories of prime, statewide importance, and unigue.

The City has not designated any of the sites as prime farmland, farmland of statewide
importance, or unique farmland, which are the only categories considered. The farmland
categories are assigned by the State FMMP, and the EIR merely presents the data from the
State FMMP for each of the agriculture sites in the City of Goleta.

Response to Comment No. B.11-27

The commentator has requested that the FEIR contain a discussion of where and why
incompatible uses between agricultural lands and adjacent or nearby unincorporated lands
would occur. This item has been added to the discussion under Impact 3.2-2. See response to
comment A.7-4 for additional discussion on this matter. In addition, the FEIR indicates that
Policy CE 11 would reduce this impact.

Response to Comment No. B.11-28

The commentator has correctly observed that impacts to workers are not impacts to agricultural
resources. The discussion related to impacts to workers has been deleted from the Class I
impact discussion in the FEIR. Additionally, the explanation regarding access and viability has
been amended.

Response to Comment No. B.11-29

The commentator has asked why implementing GP/CLUP policies would not result in a
beneficial impact. The requested text has been added to the Class IV impact discussion in the
FEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.11-30

See response to comment B.11-26.
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Response to Comment No. B.11-31

The commentator has correctly observed that Figures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 are missing pointers to
Site #4. Figures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2 have been modified to include a pointer to the site on the map
for Future Service Area Agriculture Site #4.

Response to Comment No. B.11-32

See response to comment B.4-20.

Response to Comment No. B.11-33

See response to comment B.4-20.
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