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Response to Comment No. B.10-1

The commentator objects to the agriculture land use designation for the Shelby Family
Partnership Property (APN 77-530-19). The term agriculture is defined in Section 3.2 of the
DEIR, and the Shelby Family Partnership Property clearly meets the criteria established by the
definition. CEQA requires that the EIR impact analysis address the impacts caused by the
project (buildout of the General Plan) in relation to the existing conditions on the ground, not on
land use designation disputes. Therefore, the analysis correctly evaluates the impacts of the
proposed plan buildout, including the agriculture designation proposed on the subject property.

Response to Comment No. B.10-2

The commentator has indicated that the land and soil classifications should be reclassified. The
EIR relies upon published data and existing land and soil classifications to determine impacts.
The discussion of impacts in the EIR relative to the significance criteria is adequate.

Response to Comment No. B.10-3

See response to comment B.4-11.

Response to Comment No. B.10-4

See response to comment B.4-68.

Response to Comment No. B.10-5

See response to comment B.8-3.

Response to Comment No. B.10-6

See responses to comments B.6-31 through 36.

Response to Comment No. B.10-7

The commentator has requested the development of an alternative that would preserve
currently farmed agricultural parcels. The City believes that such an alternative would
effectively constrain the City’s ability to designate land for future development and meet housing
objectives, and would therefore not meet the basic criteria for alternatives selection identified in
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(c), which states:

The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could
feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or
substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.

Response to Comment No. B.10-8

The commentator alleges that a discussion of indirect project effects is missing from the DEIR.
Indirect impacts associated with implementation of the GP/CLUP are discussed, as applicable,
in the topical sections of the EIR impact analysis, Sections 3.1 through 3.13. For example,
Impact 3.8-1 (in DEIR Section 3.8, Population and Housing), states that, “Although population
growth would not in itself create physical effects to the environment, it could result in secondary
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impacts...” CEQA Section 15126.2 does not require that the discussion of indirect impacts be
formatted or presented as a standalone section in the DEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.10-9

See response to comment B.2-3.

Response to Comment No. B.10-10

See response to comment B.4-18.

Response to Comment No. B.10-11

The commentator is unclear how key public viewpoints were chosen or applied, questions the
applicability of unnamed viewpoint designations identified in Figure 3.1-1, and suggests that
certain viewpoints were chosen towards or from private lands.

Key public viewpoints were chosen by the City based upon topography, vegetation,
development, and viewable scenic resources. The movement of motorists may render some
views intermittent along scenic corridors, but does not negate their importance as a key public
viewpoint. The commentator provides no specific information regarding the location of views
considered to be questionable, sufficient to permit a more-detailed response. Regarding public
vs. private lands (e.g., Bishop Ranch), northerly views from Cathedral Oaks Road and US-101
encompass the foothills and Santa Ynez Mountains, which are public viewing amenities.

Response to Comment No. B.10-12

The commentator has requested clarification for the definition of “agriculture” in light of the
CEQA definition. “Agriculture” land as used in the General Plan and the EIR is based on the
existing land use and the proposed land use designations. The EIR does, however, disclose the
existing agricultural conditions with respect to the CEQA definition. Page 3.2-1 includes a
discussion of the State Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program classifications (i.e., prime
farmland, farmland of statewide importance, and unique farmland); Table 3.2-1 discusses
farmland conversion trends using the CEQA definitions; Pages 3.2-5 through 3.2-9 (inclusive of
Table 3.2-2) provides an inventory of existing agricultural land with respect to the CEQA
farmland categories; Page 3.2-13 discusses the thresholds of significance used in the analysis
apply the CEQA definition of agriculture land; and finally, Table 3.2-3 discusses the impacts to
“Important Farmland,” which meets the definition of farmland under CEQA. Therefore, the EIR
adequately discloses impacts to agriculture.

Response to Comment No. B.10-13

The commentator alleges that the discussion is Section 3.2.1.3 is mislabeled. The commentator
is correct that the discussion includes background on areas beyond the City of Goleta
boundaries. However, this discussion is provided as a matter of context for the agricultural
resources within the City of Goleta. The discussion specific to agricultural lands within the City
boundary is provided on Pages 3.2-5 through 3.2-9.
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Response to Comment No. B.10-14

The commentator has correctly observed that Figure 3.2-1 and Table 3.2-2 are inconsistent
regarding the size of Site #2. The figure and table have been corrected to reflect the net
acreage of the parcel, or 13.9 acres, as identified in the zoning assessor parcel maps. In any
event, the size of the parcel does not alter the EIR evaluation or conclusion.

Response to Comment No. B.10-15

The commentator has requested clarification regarding Table 3.2-2 and prime and nonprime
soils. Figure 3.2-2 uses information from the California Department of Conservation FMMP and
correctly presents the available information in the EIR. The City of Goleta has not designated
the site as prime farmland, but rather presents what is already designated by the state.
Understanding the requirements of the FMMP, the site would have been irrigated within the four
years prior to its designation as prime farmland.

Response to Comment No. B.10-16

The commentator asserts that Table 3.2-2 is confusing. Although Table 3.2-2 provides
information from various sources, it is an appropriate presentation of the information because
the farmland classification is related to soil type and current use. The soils identified on Site #2
consist of prime soils (Class IlI) and nonprime soils (Classes Ill and VI). However, the farmland
classification of prime farmland has been designated by the state FMMP. The City of Goleta has
no influence on how the state classifies the site.

Response to Comment No. B.10-17

The commentator has requested clarification in the discussion of agricultural viability. The
discussion regarding agricultural viability has been stricken in the FEIR, 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 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.10-18

The commentator has alleged that the information in Table 3.2-3 is incorrect for Site #2. The
Table has been corrected to reflect the net acreage of the parcel, or 13.9 acres, as identified in
the zoning assessor parcel maps. The farmland classification information in Table 3.2-3 is
correct based upon available information from State sources. Regardless of whether the soil
conditions are currently prime, the site is designated as prime farmland by the State FMMP. In
any event, neither the size of the parcel nor the soil classification alters the EIR evaluation or
conclusion.
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Response to Comment No. B.10-19

The commentator has requested that the EIR contain a discussion of conflicts with agricultural
uses and adjacent or nearby unincorporated lands. FEIR Impact 3.2-2 has been revised to
include this discussion. See response to comment A.7-3.

Response to Comment No. B.10-20

The commentator has requested that Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 be analyzed in more detail than
currently contained in the DEIR. The mitigation measure is presented at a sufficient level of
detail for this Program EIR. Implementation of this measure would occur on a site-specific basis
during future project-level development.

Response to Comment No. B.10-21

The commentator requests analysis of the potential effects from development associated with
farmworker housing. Potential infrastructure impacts resulting from the construction of
farmworker housing on agricultural sites and the indirect effects from new population growth due
to new agricultural operations are too speculative for this program-level analysis because future
agricultural operations and the employment generated from these operations are currently
unknown. CEQA does not require analysis of impacts that involves speculation about future
activities (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15145).

Response to Comment No. B.10-22

The commentator alleges that the “discussion of potential inconsistencies between Draft
General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan policies and other adopted plans and policies is not
complete, as it does not address other applicable local, regional, or statewide plans.”
References to the Clean Air Plan & Congestion Management Plan have been added to Sections
3.3, “Air Quality,” and 3.13, “Transportation and Circulation.” References to the Goleta Old Town
Revitalization Plan have been included in Section 3.10.2.2.

Response to Comment No. B.10-23

The commentator states an understanding that an updated model was completed after the
release of the DEIR. The comment is noted; however, analysis in the DEIR was completed
using an updated transportation model and associated traffic analysis that reflected all
information presented in the Land Use, Transportation, and other GP/CLUP elements. Further
updates to the model have been made for analysis in the FEIR, to reflect revisions made in
response to public comments on the DEIR. Updates of the traffic modeling did not reveal any
new significant impacts, any worsening of previously identified impacts, or any need for new
mitigation measures.

Response to Comment No. B.10-24

The commentator states that the recommended freeway crossings at Ellwood Station and La
Patera are not feasible and should not be included in future conditions analysis. See “Response
to No Funding Analysis Comment” under the response to Comment No. B.4-56.
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Response to Comment No. B.10-25

The commentator indicates that potential future agricultural production at the Shelby site would
require additional trips for replacement of poor soil at that location. Typical trip generation for
land use at this site is reflected in the travel model. The effect of vehicle circulation on soil
conditions is more detailed than the Program-level analysis completed for the GP/CLUP.
However, these types of trips would be considered at the Project EIR level prior to the time that
the improvements would be implemented, if they are proposed.
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