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Response to Comment No. B.9-1

The commentator is correct in noting that transportation and circulation is missing from the list of
cumulative impacts page ES-3-4. It has been added to the cumulative impacts list in the FEIR.

Response to Comment B.9-2

The commentator states concerns about what are perceived as inconsistencies between the
housing growth projections contained in the Housing Element and the Land Use Element and
concern that the DEIR does not address the inconsistency. The Housing Element and the Land
Use Element use different methodologies to project possible housing growth because they have
different purposes. The purpose of the analysis in the Housing Element was to demonstrate the
ability to meet the City’s housing needs through 2009; therefore, the numbers provided in the
Housing Element illustrate the development potential based on a 2009 timeline. The Land Use
Element, on the other hand, is attempting to provide a theoretical estimate of how much growth
potentially could occur through approximately 2030 based upon the maximum allowed in the
proposed land use plan.

Clarification regarding the different methodologies used to project possible growth will be
included in the FEIR. This text clarification does not change the EIR conclusions or result in any
significant impacts not identified in the DEIR.

Response to Comments B.9-3 through B.9-65

These 62 comments all pertain to the Executive Summary Table ES-1, which summarizes
environmental impacts and mitigations. Most of these 62 comments state that the summary
table does not reference all policy subsections that reduce or avoid environmental impacts. This
level of detail is provided in the individual environmental impact discussion in Chapter 3.0 of the
EIR and is not appropriate in the executive summary table.

Response to Comment No. B.9-3

The commentator alleges that the Aesthetics section of Table ES-1 is incomplete, and fails to
reference all appropriate policies found in the GP/CLUP for Impact 3.1-1.

General Plan policies that would reduce Impact 3.1-1 are listed on page 3.1-9 of the DEIR.
These policies would reduce impacts to scenic corridors and key viewpoints associated with the
GP/CLUP, but not to a less-than-significant level. The Aesthetics portion of Table ES-1
references all appropriate policies listed in Section 3.1 of the DEIR. The commentator has not
specifically identified other mitigation alleged to be missing from Table ES-1 so as to permit a
more detailed response.

Response to Comment No. B.9-4

The commentator alleges that the DEIR fails to propose policies and mitigation measures for
significant Class | Impact 3.1-2.

General Plan policies that would reduce Impact 3.1-2 are listed on page 3.1-13 of the DEIR.
These policies would reduce impacts to visual character resulting from buildout of the
GP/CLUP, but not to a less-than-significant level.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-5

The commentator alleges that the Aesthetics section of Table ES-1 is incomplete, and fails to
reference all appropriate policies found in the GP/CLUP for Impact 3.1-3.

General Plan policies that would reduce Impact 3.1-3 are listed on page 3.1-15 of the DEIR.
These policies would reduce impacts to scenic corridors and key viewpoints associated with the
GP/CLUP to a less-than-significant level.

The Aesthetics portion of Table ES-1 references all appropriate policies listed in Section 3.1 of
the DEIR. The commentator has not specifically identified other mitigation alleged to be missing
from Table ES-1 so as to permit a more detailed response.

Response to Comment No. B.9-6

The commentator alleges that the Aesthetics section of Table ES-1 is incomplete, and fails to
reference all appropriate policies found in the GP/CLUP that result in a Class IV finding for
Impact 3.1-4.

Policy VH 2: Local Scenic Corridors, has been added to Table ES-1 as an applicable mitigation
measure for Impacts 3.1-4 and 3.1-5. The applicability of Policy VH 2 to these impacts is
discussed on pages 3.1-17 and 3.1-18 of the DEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.9-7

The commentator alleges that the Aesthetics section of Table ES-1 is incomplete, and fails to
reference all appropriate policies found in the GP/CLUP that support the Class IV finding for
Impact 3.1-5.

Policy VH 2: Local Scenic Corridors, has been added to Table ES-1 as an applicable mitigation
measure for Impacts 3.1-4 and 3.1-5. The applicability of Policy VH 2 to these impacts is
discussed on pages 3.1-17 and 3.1-18 of the DEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.9-8

The commentator states the opinion that the Agriculture policy and mitigation section is
incomplete. The EIR addresses all relevant policies related to agricultural resources. The policy
subsections contained within each of the main policies (LU 1, LU 7, LU 12, and CE 11) are
inclusive of each of the policy subsections, except where noted.

Response to Comment No. B.9-9

See response to comment B.9-8 above.

Response to Comment No. B.9-10

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

Response to Comment No. B.9-11

See response to comment B.6-8.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-12

See response to comment B.8-18.

Response to Comment No. B.9-13

See response to comment B.6-7.

Response to Comment No. B.9-14

See response to comment B.6-8.

Response to Comment No. B.9-15

The commentator has requested clarification regarding impact references. 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.

Response to Comment No. B.9-16

See response to comment B.9-15.

Response to Comment No. B.9-17

The commentator has requested that all GP/CLUP policies that mitigate Impact 3.4-11 be
included in the EIR. This impact states that effects on non-special-status species and habitats
from development activities would be less than significant. The Class lll 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.

Response to Comment No. B.9-18

The commentator has requested that all GP/CLUP policies relating to Impact 3.4-12 be included
in the EIR. The Class IV finding regarding Impact 3.4-12 reflects the location of management
and maintenance activities in already developed locations.

Response to Comment No. B.9-19

The commentator has requested that all GP/CLUP policies that mitigate Impact 3.4-13 be
included in the EIR. 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.

Response to Comment No. B.9-20

The commentator has requested that all GP/CLUP policies that mitigate Impact 3.4-14 be
included in the EIR. EIR Section 3.4.3.4 has been revised to explain the conclusion that the
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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.9-21

The commentator alleges that the EIR is inadequate because it does not include mitigation
measures relating to cultural, historical, and paleontological resources. The analysis and level of
detail presented to evaluate the potential environmental impacts to cultural resources identified
in the EIR are 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. Until such time as the entire City, or project-specific areas of potential
effect, are inventoried and evaluated, it is not possible to develop or present more specific detail
on levels of impacts or specific mitigation measures. Policy OS 8 provides the necessary detail
for this level of planning and does incorporate the types of mitigation available to feasibly
address the types of resources in the study area.

Regarding mitigation for 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.9-22

The commentator references DEIR Table ES-1 and states that the table fails to list all the
relevant GP/CLUP policies and policy subsections that lessen the geology, soils, and mineral
resource-related impacts. The commentator also uses the DEIR Table ES-1 to comment on
specific impact assessment details that are more relevant to the EIR Section 3.6 comments.
Moreover, the commentator repeats the concerns in more detail in subsequent comments in the
comment letter. The commentator is reminded that the purpose of the programmatic-level EIR
Executive Summary is not to recapitulate each policy and policy subsection that reduces,
avoids, or lessens individual impacts. It's not the function of the Executive Summary table to
replicate that level of detail. Again, the commentator is referred to the applicable FEIR section
for more detail regarding use of policy to reduce impacts.

Although the commentator was directly referencing Table ES-1, a response is provided as if the
comment was related to Section 3.6 of the DEIR. The commentator correctly observes that the
GP/CLUP’s Conservation Element contains policies relating to the issues of soil conservation,
erosion, and safety. These include CE 1.9, CE 10.4, and 10.7. Text to this effect was added to
the FEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.9-23

Refer to response to comment B.9-22 for response related to DEIR Table ES-1 revision request.
In addition, the commentator requests that the EIR evaluate hazards for every area subject to
land use designation change by the GP/CLUP. To analyze “every area subject to land use
designation change by the GP/CLUP” is beyond the level of detail required by CEQA.

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15146:
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The degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity
involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.

(&) An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific
effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or
comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of the construction can be
predicted with greater accuracy.

(b) An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning
ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the secondary effects that can be
expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed
as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.

The level of detail of the analysis is comparable to the level of detail of the project description in
the GP/CLUP. To clarify, the GP/CLUP identifies futures land uses but does not directly approve
such uses. As a result, the actual density and intensity of future uses, and their individual
design characteristics, are not known and cannot be known at this time. The EIR provides a
general analysis of the impacts of the General Plan. Project-level analyses in future EIRs will
address site-specific issues.

At existing developed sites, persons are already exposed to any known or unrecognized
geologic hazard that may be present. It is not foreseeable at this time that a change in land use
designation would result in substantially increased exposure of people or buildings to geologic
hazards. In any case, the same requirements for geologic studies that apply to new construction
on undeveloped sites would apply to expansions of existing buildings.

Response to Comment No. B.9-24

The commentator requests increased level of detail to be provided in the EIR Executive
Summary. Refer to response to comment B.9-22. The commentator also alleges that the
Geology section fails to discuss geologic-related impacts associated with a change in the land
use designation of existing developed parcels. See response to comment B.9-23.

Response to Comment No. B.9-25

The commentator requests increased level of detail to be provided in the EIR Executive
Summary. Refer to response to comment B.9-22. The commentator alleges that Geology
Section 3.6-10 makes an inaccurate statement regarding changes in existing developed areas,
and that the City proposes significant changes in existing land uses. No changes are required to
the EIR. Although the GP/CLUP proposes to change selected land uses, those changes would
principally occur on existing vacant parcels. Proposed changes to existing developed parcels
would not be significant.

Response to Comment No. B.9-26

The commentator alleges that the GP/CLUP Policy and Mitigation section is incomplete and
inaccurate, and fails to reference all appropriate policies (mitigation measures) found in the
GP/CLUP. Impacts 3.6-1 through 3.6-4 of the DEIR reference all appropriate policies listed in
the GP/CLUP. These policies are also referenced in the Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources
portion of Table ES-1. The commentator has not specifically identified other mitigation alleged
to be missing from the Section 3.6 impact discussion, or Table ES-1, so as to permit a more
detailed response.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-27

See response to comment B.9-26.

Response to Comment No. B.9-28

See response to comment B.9-26.

Response to Comment No. B.9-29

See response to comment B.9-26.

Response to Comments No. B.9-30 through B.9-41

The commentator references DEIR Table ES-1 and states that the table fails to list all the
relevant GP/CLUP policies and policy subsections that lessen the hazards-related impacts. The
commentator also uses the DEIR Table ES-1 to comment on specific impact assessment details
that are more relevant to the EIR Section 3.7 comments. Moreover, the commentator repeats
the concerns in more detail in subsequent comments in the comment letter. Specific responses
to individual impact-related comments are provided in response to comments B.9-161 through
B.9-175. The commentator is reminded that the purpose of the programmatic-level EIR
Executive Summary is not to recapitulate each policy and policy subsection that reduces,
avoids, or lessens individual impacts. It's not the function of the Executive Summary table to
replicate that level of detail. Again, the commentator is referred to the applicable FEIR section
for more detail regarding use of policy to reduce impacts.

Response to Comment B.9-42

The commentator requests that the EIR identify mitigation measures to address increased
population. The EIR identifies applicable GP/CLUP policies/mitigation measures for all impacts
where feasible mitigation measures exist. Potential environmental effects that cannot be
avoided, even after mitigation, are discussed within each impact section and are also presented
in DEIR Section 6.2. The commentator has not identified those GP/CLUP policies, alleged as
missing, that could reduce potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of
the GP/CLUP.

Response to Comment B.9-43

See response to comment B.9-42.

Response to Comment B.9-44

See response to comment B.9-42.

Response to Comment No. B.9-45

See response to comment B.8-61.

Response to Comment B.9-46

The EIR identifies applicable GP/CLUP policies/ mitigation measures for all impacts, where
feasible mitigation measures exist. Potential environmental effects that cannot be avoided,
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even after mitigation, are discussed within each impact section and are also presented in DEIR
Section 6.2. The commentator has not identified missing applicable those GP/CLUP policies,
alleged as missing, that could reduce potential environmental impacts associated with
implementation of the GP/CLUP.

Response to Comment B.9-47

The commentator states that no mitigation is identified for Impact 3.12-7. This impacts is
classified a long-term Class Ill impact, which is considered a less than significant impact.
Mitigation measures are not required for Class Il impacts.

Response to Comment No. B.9-48

The commentator alleges that policies or mitigation need to be identified to address the Class |
impact at the Hollister/Storke intersection. It is permissible under CEQA to have unmitigated
significant impacts, as long as that impact is disclosed in the EIR and as long as no feasible
mitigation exists. The City has adopted a policy that places a maximum limit on the size of
roadways and intersections within City limits—once capacity on a roadway facility has been
improved to that limit, additional capacity is no longer feasible. Under this constraint, if LOS is
expected to exceed standards and the facility is at maximum allowable capacity, no feasible
mitigation exists, so the impact is significant and unavoidable. This is the case at the
Hollister/Storke intersection.

Response to Comment No. B.9-49

The commentator states that the DEIR is incomplete because it does not reference all policies
in the GP/CLUP as mitigation measures. While collectively, the policies provide the overall
context in which for transportation planning is conducted within the City, not all of the
transportation policies serve directly as mitigation measures. Some provide basis for decision-
making or other procedures. Policies that could directly affect the potential impacts identified in
the EIR, primarily those that could affect demand on or capacity of the transportation system,
were referenced in the mitigation discussion.

Response to Comment No. B.9-50

The commentator states that the DEIR is incomplete because it does not reference all policies
in the GP/CLUP as mitigation measures for Class Ill impacts. See response to comment B.9-49.

Response to Comment No. B.9-51

The commentator alleges that the Future City Service Area Aesthetics section of Table ES-1 is
incomplete, and fails to reference all appropriate policies found in the GP/CLUP that result in a
Class lll finding for Impact 4.1-1.

As a Class lll Impact, no mitigation is proposed for Future City Service Area Impact 4.1-1. No
revisions are proposed to Table ES-1.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-52

The commentator alleges that the Future City Service Area Aesthetics section of Table ES-1 is
incomplete, and fails to reference all appropriate policies found in the GP/CLUP that result in a
Class lll finding for Impact 4.1-2.

As a Class Il Impact, no mitigation is proposed for Future City Service Area Impact 4.1-2. No
revisions are proposed to Table ES-1.

Response to Comment No. B.9-53

See response to comment B.9-8 above.

Response to Comments No. B.9-54 through 57

See response to comments B.9-30 through B.9-41.

Response to Comment B.9-58

See response to comment B.9-42.

Response to Comment B.9-59

See response to comment B.9-42.

Response to Comment No. B.9-60

The commentator has written, “See comment regarding Impact 3.10-3.” However, the
commentator has failed to provide a comment for Impact 3.10-3.

Response to Comment B.9-61

The DEIR’s executive summary table incorrectly identifies Impact 4.12-1 as a Class | impact
when it should be a Class Ill impact. The FEIR has been revised to fix this error.

Response to Comment No. B.9-62

The commentator states that policies or mitigation need to be identified to address the Class |
impact. See response to comment B.9-48.

Response to Comment No. B.9-63

The commentator states that the definition of Class Il impact 4.13-2 is the same as Class |, and
that there is no evidence to support the conclusion. The basis for defining Class Il impacts is
described in this section directly under the heading “Class Il Impacts,” and comparison of this
description to the descriptions of the other impacts will show that the definitions are unique for
each class of impacts. The identification of impacts based on the Class Il definition provided is
fully supported by the transportation analysis completed for and presented in Chapter 3.0 of the
EIR.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-64

The commentator states that the definition of Class Ill impact 4.13-3 is the same as Class Il and
that there is no evidence to support the conclusion. The basis for defining Class Ill impacts is
described in this section directly under the heading “Class Il Impacts,” and comparison of this
description to the descriptions of the other impacts will show that the definitions are unique for
each class of impacts. The identification of impacts based on the Class Il definition provided is
fully supported by the transportation analysis completed for and presented in the EIR.

Response to Comment No. B.9-65

The commentator states that the definition of Class IV impact 4.13-4 is the same as Class Il and
that there is no evidence to support the conclusion. The basis for defining Class IV impacts is
described in this section directly under the heading “Class IV Impacts,” and comparison of this
description to the descriptions of the other impacts will show that the definitions are unique for
each class of impacts. The identification of impacts based on the Class IV definition provided is
fully supported by the transportation analysis completed for and presented in the EIR.

Response to Comment No. B.9-66

The commentator states concerns about what are perceived as inconsistencies between the
housing growth potential contained in the Housing Element and the Land Use Element. The
Housing Element and the Land Use Element use different estimates of housing development
potential because they have different purposes. The purpose of the analysis in the Housing
Element was to demonstrate sufficient sites to meet the City’s housing needs through 2009. The
Land Use Element, on the other hand, provides a theoretical estimate of how much growth
potentially could occur through approximately 2030 based upon the maximum allowed in the
Land Use Plan. The Land Use Element data include several sites for mixed uses that are not
included in the Housing Element data.

Response to Comment No. B.9-67

Refer to response to comment B.7-3.

Response to Comment No. B.9-68

See response to comment B.8-10.

Response to Comment No. B.9-69

The commentator states the opinion that GP/CLUP Policies VH 1, VH 2, VH 3, and VH 4 are
overly broad, devoid of supporting scientific basis, or otherwise illegal and therefore not proper
mitigation measures. Specific details regarding deficiencies were not identified in this particular
comment. City staff notes that the GP/CLUP is intended to guide, not define, long-range
planning in Goleta. While the plan establishes the City’s policy, zoning code will set forth
detailed standards and regulations for development activities in a manner consistent with the
policies of the plan. As stated in the State CEQA Guidelines, “the degree of specificity required
in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is
described in the EIR.” As the CEQA Guidelines further explain, an EIR on the adoption of a
local general plan will necessarily be less detailed than an EIR on a construction project
because the effects of the general plan implementation cannot be predicted with greater
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accuracy (Section 15146). The GP/CLUP policies provide adequate guidance for the protection
and management of visual resources, consistent with the requirements of a General Plan. The
DEIR uses the policies, where applicable, that reduce impacts in a manner consistent with a
programmatic document. The EIR anticipates that later actions will require detailed CEQA
analysis that will necessarily have detailed discussion of specific mitigation measures where
appropriate.

Response to Comment No. B.9-70

The commentator observes that GP/CLUP Figure 6-1 identifies “scenic views to be protected”
across the Residences at Sandpiper property, but alleges that Policy VH 1.2, coupled with
Policies VH 1.4 and LU 1.7 effectively prohibit any economically viable development or use of
the subject property. The commentator suggests that Policies VH 1.2, VH 1.4, and LU 1.7
would constitute a regulatory “taking” of the Residences at Sandpiper property.

In response, Policies VH 1.4 describes compatible development practices with the protection of
mountain and foothill views. The commentator’s assertion regarding a “taking” is both
unsubstantiated and irrelevant in the context of a programmatic-level general plan EIR. The
commentator’s assertions are related to the CP/CLUP, not the adequacy of the EIR.

Response to Comment No. B.9-71

See response to comment B.9-70.

Response to Comment No. B.9-72

The commentator requests that a table be added to the FEIR summarizing impacts to aesthetic
resources.

The City does not believe that addition of a tabular impact summary, as suggested by the
commentator, is warranted.

Response to Comment No. B.9-73

The commentator alleges that the analysis of Impact 3.1-1 is inadequate and incomplete
because it fails to include Policy VH-3 in the discussion of Impacts 3.1-1a and 3.1-1b.

The stated objective of GP/CLUP Policy VH 3 is “to preserve and enhance Goleta’s visual
character.” This policy is not directly applicable to DEIR Visual Resources Impact 3.1-1, which
addresses impacts to visual resources and scenic views within the City including views from
Hollister Avenue and City Gateways. Rather, Policy VH-3 applies to DEIR Impact 3.1-2.

The paragraph titled “Policies That Would Reduce Impact 3.1-1, but Not to a Level of
Insignificance” on page 3.1-9 of the DEIR has been revised to clarify that applicable policies are
intended to preserve and enhance visual resources and scenic views within the City including
views from Hollister Avenue and City Gateways.

Response to Comment No. B.9-74

See response to comment B.9-73.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-75

The commentator has requested that the heading/title of Impact 3.1-2 be changed to reflect the
applicability GP/CLUP Policies VH-2, VH-5, and VH-6.

The heading/title of Impact 3.1-2 is correctly shown in the DEIR as “Impacts of GP/CLUP on
Citywide Visual Character.” The commentator has provided no information supporting the claim
that Policies VH-2, VH-5, and VH-6 directly apply to Impact 3.1-2. See response to comment
B.9-76.

Response to Comment No. B.9-76

The commentator alleges that the analysis of Impact 3.1-2 is inadequate and incomplete
because it fails to include Policies VH-2, VH-5, and VH-6 in the discussion of Impacts 3.1-2a
through d.

Impact 3.1-2 addresses citywide visual character. The GP/CLUP policies which best address
this topic are Policies VH 1, Scenic Views, VH 3, Community Character, and VH 4, Design
Review. The commentator has provided no information supporting the claim that Policies VH-2,
VH-5, and VH-6 directly apply to Impact 3.1-2.

Response to Comment No. B.9-77

See response to comment B.9-76.

Response to Comment No. B.9-78

The commentator alleges that the analysis of Impact 3.1-3 is inadequate and incomplete
because it fails to include Policy VH-3 in the discussion of Impacts 3.1-3a through d.

The stated objective of GP/CLUP Policy VH 3 is “to preserve and enhance Goleta’s visual
character.” This policy is not directly applicable to DEIR Visual Resources Impact 3.1-3, which
addresses impacts to visual resources within the City including scenic corridors and key public
viewpoints. Rather, Policy VH-3 applies to DEIR Impact 3.1-2. The commentator has provided
no information supporting the claim that Policy VH-3 directly applies to Impact 3.1-3.

Response to Comment No. B.9-79

See response to comment B.9-78.

Response to Comment No. B.9-80

The commentator alleges that Impact 3.1-3a overstates the impact or that the impact doesn't
exist. The commentator may be misinterpreting the impact. The views identified near that site
are from Hollister Avenue across the site toward the mountain and foothills. Scenic views are
shown on the map from US-101 but are to the east and west of the site.

Response to Comment No. B.9-81

The commentator alleges that the analysis of Impact 3.1-4 is inadequate and incomplete
because it fails to include Policies VH-1, VH-3, VH-4, VH-5, and VH-6 in the discussion of
Impact 3.1-4.

September 2006 E-418



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

Impact 3.1-4 addresses the visual quality of City Gateways. The GP/CLUP policy which best
addresses this topic is Policy VH 2, Local Scenic Corridors, which specifically includes
Subpolicy 2.6, Gateways to the City. The commentator has provided no information supporting
the claim that Policies VH-1, VH-3, VH-4, VH-5, and VH-6 directly apply to Impact 3.1-4.

Response to Comment No. B.9-82

The commentator alleges that the analysis of Impact 3.1-5 is inadequate and incomplete
because it fails to include Policies VH-1, VH-3, VH-4, LU-1, LU-3, LU-5, and LU-6 in the
discussion of Impact 3.1-5.

Impact 3.1-5 addresses the creation of well-defined public spaces. The GP/CLUP policy which
best addresses this topic is Policy VH 3, Community Character, and more specifically GP/CLUP
policy subsection VH 3.6, “Public Spaces.” Policies VH-1, VH-4, LU-1, LU-3, LU-5, and LU-6
may be indirectly applicable, but not obviously so. The commentator has provided no
information supporting the claim that these policies directly apply to Impact 3.1-5.

GP/CLUP Policy VH 3 was incorrectly referenced as Policy VH 2 in the discussion of Impact
3.1-5 in the DEIR; the policy reference is corrected in the FEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.9-83

See response to comment B.8-12.

Response to Comment No. B.9-84

The commentator requests clarification regarding the distinction between land zoned for
agriculture, land used for agriculture, and land identified as being suitable for agriculture. In
accordance with the City’s established Thresholds of Significance, the impact discussion relates
to the conversion of agricultural land that contains Important Farmland, as classified by the
California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Where the
conversion of existing agricultural land would not affect Important Farmland, impacts would be
considered less than significant. The EIR analysis is adequate pursuant to CEQA Guidelines.

Response to Comment No. B.9-85

The commentator alleges that the EIR fails to include Policy CE 11 as a policy that would
reduce Impact 3.2-1, but not to a level of insignificance. The commentator is mistaken; Policy
CE 11 is identified as the General Plan Policy that would reduce the impact. However, the
conclusion is that impacts would be significant and unavoidable even with this mitigation
measure. See response to comment B.9-8 related to addressing all relevant policies.

Response to Comment No. B.9-86

The commentator has requested that the EIR contain a definition of “agriculturally productive
areas.” The FEIR text has been changed to eliminate the term “agriculturally productive areas”
to minimize ambiguity.

Response to Comment No. B.9-87

See response to comment B.9-85.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-88

The commentator requests that the Agriculture section of the EIR include an impact assessment
methodology section. The requested text has been added to the FEIR. See response to
comment B.8-14.

Response to Comment No. B.9-89

The commentator has alleged that the definition of ESHA is too broad in the GP/CLUP. As
indicated in the introduction to EIR Section 3.4 and on Figure 3.4-2, the map in the DEIR
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 EIR 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. In
addition, the EIR text preceding Section 3.4.1 has been revised to add more detail about the
methods used in the aerial imagery mapping. The methods are based on accepted professional
standards for the identification of habitat types based on characteristics visible in aerial imagery.

Response to Comment No. B.9-90

The commentator has requested an impact assessment methodology section for the Biological
Resources section. In the EIR, the text preceding “Class | Impacts” in Section 3.4.3.3 describes
the methods and assumptions used in the analysis of biological impacts. The format and
approach is consistent with other sections of the EIR that do not assign a separate subheading
to the description of methods.

Response to Comment No. B.9-91

See response to comment B.9-89.

Response to Comment No. B.9-92

See response to comment B.8-23.

Response to Comment No. B.9-93

See response to comment B.8-25.

Response to Comment No. B.9-94

The commentator is of the opinion that the GP/CLUP policies cited as mitigation measures are
too broad. Comments noted. 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
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technically feasible. The EIR does not and is not intended to provide a project-level analysis of
impacts and mitigation. Also see responses to B.9-89 and B.9-92.

Response to Comment No. B.9-95 through B.9-98

The commentator notes that Figures 4-1 and 4-2 in the Draft GP/CLUP and Figures 3.2-1
through 3.4-3 in the DEIR differ in the representation of habitat distribution of specific properties
and also differ from the maps in EIRs for those properties. As relayed in more detail in
Response to Comment B.1-3, the GP/CLUP and FEIR maps of habitats and ESHAs have been
revised based on site-specific information provided during the response to comments period.
The City also 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.9-99 through B.9-124

The commentator repeats the assertions in comments B.9-15 through B.9-20 and in B.9-94 that
the GP/CLUP policies cited as mitigation for biological impacts are too broad, are based on
policies that are inconsistent with one another, or are not legally defensible. Comments noted.
Also see response to comment B.8-25

Response to Comment No. B.9-125 through B.9-144.

See responses to B.8-25, B.8-28, B.8-29, B.8-32, B.9.15 through B.9-20, and B.9-94.

Response to Comment No. B.9-145

See response to comment B.9-21. Mitigation measures for potential short-term impacts to
historical and archaeological resources are identified in Policy OS 8 and Policy VH 5. In
addition, Policy subsection OS 8.7, Protection of Paleontological Resources, has been added to
the GP/CLUP.

Response to Comment No. B.9-146

The commentator has alleged that the EIR has deferred development of mitigation measures
related to Impact 3.5-2. The EIR does not defer the development of mitigation measures. At
this stage of planning, it is adequate to refer to Policy OS 8, which calls for the inventory,
identification, and evaluation of cultural resources on a project-specific basis and then
development of project and impact specific mitigating measures.

Response to Comment No. B.9-147

See response to comment B.9-21.

Response to Comment No. B.9-148

The commentator alleges that the discussion of mitigation measures for Impact 3.5-3 is
inadequate. 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 by reducing impacts 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
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landscape is not impaired. The text of the FEIR has been revised to “will,” rather than “should,”
for Impact 3.5-3.

Response to Comment No. B.9-149

The commentator has requested an impact methodology assessment section for Cultural
Resources. Unlike for geology, the types and categories of potential impacts cannot be taken to
a more specific level at this time. 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.

Response to Comment No. B.9-150

See response to comment B.9-22.

Response to Comment No. B.9-151

See response to comment B.9-23.

Response to Comment No. B.9-152

See response to comment B.9-24.

Response to Comment No. B.9-153

The commentator correctly observes that the GP/CLUP contains additional policies relating to
“the potential for geologic hazards to affect or be created by new development or
redevelopment.” These include Coastal Act Policy 30212, 0S 1, 0OS 2, 0S5, and OS 7. Text to
this effect has been added to the FEIR. These policies reduce impacts by allowing public
access to coastal resources (e.g., shoreline, beach, bluff-top, Ellwood-Devereux Open Space
Area) only in safe areas and by creating or preserving open space on lands that require special
management or regulation because of geologic hazards.

Response to Comment No. B.9-154

See response to comment B.9-25.

Response to Comment No. B.9-155

See response to comments B.9-23 and 24.

Response to Comment No. B.9-156

See response to comment B.9-26.

Response to Comment No. B.9-157

See response to comment B.9-27.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-158

See response to comment B.9-28.

Response to Comment No. B.9-159

See response to comment B.9-29.

Response to Comment No. B.9-160

The commentator alleges that the GP/CLUP Mitigation and Residual Impact section is
incomplete and inadequate, and fails to reference all appropriate policies (mitigation measures)
found in the GP/CLUP.

DEIR Section 3.6.3.6, Mitigation and Residual Impact, states that no modifications are required
to the proposed GP/CLUP policies. The commentator has not specifically identified other
mitigation alleged to be missing, so as to permit a more detailed response.

Response to Comment No. B.9-161

The commentator alleges that the EIR fails to identify impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials associated with the GP/CLUP. The EIR identifies impacts associated with the entirety
of GP/CLUP, including map diagrams (such as the Land Use Plan Map) and text policies. The
commentator has not identified those impacts, alleged as missing, associated with the
GP/CLUP’s land use designations and therefore, no response is required or possible.

Response to Comment No. B.9-162

The commentator has requested that an Impact Assessment Methodology section be added to
the FEIR. See response to comment B.8-57 and refer to the FEIR for revised text.

Response to Comment No. B.9-163

The commentator incorrectly alleges that the DEIR fails to provide any mitigation for the
following Impact 3.7-1 Risk of Upset at the Venoco Facilities. The DEIR does discuss related
policies that would reduce this impact. For example, the text of Impact 3.7-1 identifies Policy LU
10.4b and Policy SE 8.6 as measures that would reduce impacts, but concludes that these
policies would not reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Policies SE 8.2, SE 8.3, SE
8.4, SE 8.6, and SE 8.10 are added to the FEIR as measures that would reduce Impact 3.7-1,
but not to a level of insignificance.

Response to Comment No. B.9-164

The commentator states that the DEIR fails to provide any mitigation for the Impact 3.7-2
Transport. The DEIR does discuss certain measures that would reduce this impact. The text for
Impact 3.7-2 identifies conformance with DOT and Caltrans regulations as a measure that
would reduce Impact 3.7-2, but not to a level of insignificance. The text supporting Impact 3.7-2
is revised to also include Policy SE 11, Emergency Preparedness that would also reduce Impact
3.7-2, but not to a level of insignificance.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-165

See response to comment B.6-16.

Response to Comment No. B.9-166

The commentator repeats that the DEIR fails to list all appropriate policies related to the Impact
3.7-5 Airport. The comment lacks sufficient substantive content to allow a response. Each of the
eight policy subsections of Policy SE 9 would apply. Policies SE 9.1 through SE 9.8 set forth
criteria and restrictions that minimize conflicts between land use and aircraft hazards. A list of
these policies has been added to the FEIR. The EIR correctly concludes that with
implementation of Policy SE 9, along with compliance with ALUC and FAA standards and
requirements, residual impacts are less than significant. Refer to FEIR Impact 3.7-5 discussion
of related policies that reduce potential impacts.

Response to Comment No. B.9-167

The commentator repeats that the DEIR fails to list all appropriate policies related to the Impact
3.7-6 Wildland. The comment lacks sufficient substantive content to allow a response. The
pertinent policy subsections that would serve to reduce the level of significance of this impact
are elements SE 1.1 through SE 1.8, and all of the six elements of SE 7. A list of these policies
has been added to the FEIR. These policies would ensure that information on areas susceptible
to wildland fire hazards are identified, and that development existing or proposed in such areas
considers such hazards. In some cases, certain development may not be allowed in areas
susceptible to wildland fire hazards. Enforcement of building and fire codes and abatement of
public safety hazards would serve to reduce fire hazard for existing development. The EIR
correctly concludes that with implementation of Policies SE 1 and SE 7, residual impacts are
less than significant. Refer to FEIR Impact 3.7-6 discussion of related policies that reduce
potential impacts.

Response to Comment No. B.9-168

The commentator repeats that the DEIR fails to list all appropriate policies related to the Impact
3.7-7 Surface Water. The comment lacks sufficient substantive content to allow a response. The
EIR identifies the implementation of SWPPPs and SPCC Plans as measures that would reduce
the level of Impact 3.7-7. The EIR also states that certain policies in the Conservation Element,
including Policies CE 1, CE 2, CE 3, and CE 10, would also reduce the level of Impact 3.7-7.
Each of the subsections within Policy CE 1, CE 2, and CE 3 would apply. A list of these policies
has been added to the FEIR. The subsections of these policies pertain to identification,
mapping, and performance standards for development in or near ESHASs, including riparian
areas and wetlands. Implementation of these policy subsections would identify streams and
other wetlands and water courses and minimize or prevent sedimentation into and disturbance
of these watercourses. Hence, they would limit impacts to surface water quality. Each of the
subsections of Policy CE 10, which provides for stormwater pollution prevention measures and
runoff control for new development, would also apply and would serve to limit impacts on
surface water quality from runoff from developed sites. Refer to FEIR Impact 3.7-7 discussion of
related policies that reduce potential impacts.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-169

The commentator alleges that the conclusions of Impact 3.7-8 are inadequate because the
application of SE 10.6 is not enough to reduce the risk. Impact 3.7-8 correctly notes that SE 10
(in particular, SE 10.1, SE 10.3, SE 10.4, SE 10.5, SE 10.6, and SE 10.7) will ensure that
listed/contaminated sites have adequate separation from sensitive, non-industrial uses and that
any sites with contamination will be effectively remediated prior to any development,
redevelopment, or rezoning that would expose the community to any significant hazards
associated with the contamination. Refer to FEIR Impact 3.7-8 discussion of related policies that
reduce potential impacts. A list of these policies has been added to the FEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.9-170

The commentator alleges that Impact 3.7-9 must be modified to identify contaminated sites from
many sources, not just oil production. The EIR neither states nor implies that oil production
activities are the only source for contaminated soils within the City. The location and variety of
contaminated sites are discussed in FEIR Section 3.7.1.6 and in Impact 3.7-9. A list of
applicable policies has been added to the discussion supporting Impact 3.7-9 in the FEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.9-171

The commentator alleges that there is no documented evidence that the application of Policy
SE 10 would reduce the possibility of potentially significant exposure of the public to
contaminated soils to less-than-significant levels. The comment lacks sufficient substantive
content to allow a response, particularly in light of the fact that the Policy SE 10 and related
subsections SE 10.5, 10.6, and 10.7 directly protect the public from significant expose and
require Soil Management Plans etc. Specific policy subsections are included in the FEIR for
clarity. The FEIR text has been revised to include applicable policy subsections. In addition,
DEIR suggested Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 (Soil Management Plan) has been deleted in the
FEIR, since the requirement for such a Plan is already addressed by Policy SE 10.7.

Response to Comment No. B.9-172

The commentator repeats that the DEIR fails to list all appropriate policies related to the Impact
3.7-10 Exposure of Population to Oil and Gas Pipelines. The comment lacks sufficient
substantive content to allow a response. Refer to FEIR Impact 3.7-10 for a discussion of related
potential impacts. Note that it is clearly stated that oil and gas pipelines are regulated by the
DOT and the California Public Utilities Commission and includes a review of the standards by
which exposures of populations to these pipelines are minimized through existing practices. The
impact is properly classified as a Class Ill impact and mitigation under CEQA is not required for
a Class Ill impact.

Response to Comment No. B.9-173

The commentator repeats that the DEIR fails to list all appropriate policies related to the Impact
3.7-11 Ellwood Facilities. The comment lacks sufficient substantive content to allow a response.
Refer to FEIR Impact 3.7-11 for a discussion of the related potential impacts. The text in 3.7-11
is modified and expanded to include a policy subsections. However, note that the impact is
properly classified as a Class Il impact and mitigation under CEQA is not required for a Class
impact.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-174

The commentator repeats that the DEIR fails to list all appropriate policies related to the Impact
3.7-12 EMFs. The comment lacks sufficient substantive content to allow a response. Refer to
FEIR Impact 3.7-12 for a discussion of the related potential impacts. The text in 3.7-12 is
modified and expanded to include policy subsections. However, note that the impact is properly
classified as a Class Il impact and mitigation under CEQA is not required for a Class Il impact.

Response to Comment No. B.9-175

The commentator repeats that the DEIR fails to list all appropriate policies related to the Impact
3.7-13 Upset and Accident Controls. The comment lacks sufficient substantive content to allow
a response. Refer to FEIR Impact 3.7-13 for a discussion of the related potential impacts.
Mitigation is not identified for this potential impact. Note that the impact is properly classified as
a Class lll impact and mitigation under CEQA is not required for a Class Il impact.

Response to Comment B.9-176

The commentator requests that the legend for Chart 3.8-2 be updated to reflect all employment
increments. This change has been made in the FEIR.

Response to Comment B.9-177

The commentator alleges that not all applicable GP/CLUP policies have been included in the
EIR. However, the commentator has not identified those Housing Element policies, alleged as
missing.

Response to Comment B.9-178

The commentator alleges that not all applicable GP/CLUP policies have been included in the
EIR. The commentator has not identified those Land Use Element policies, alleged as missing.

Response to Comment B.9-179

According to CEQA, “An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide
decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently
takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a
proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the
light of what is reasonably feasible” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151). Because the document
is written for decision-makers and public review, “highly technical and specialized analysis and
data in the body of an EIR should be avoided through inclusion of supporting information and
analyses as appendices to the main body of the EIR” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15147). The
impact assessment methodology used to analyze potential environmental impacts in Sections
3.1 through 3.13, and Chapter 4 is included in Section 3.02.3, Project Impacts and Mitigation. In
addition, although not explicitly identified under a separate heading as was done in Section
3.6.3.4, each impact section contains a discussion of the methodology used to determine
significance criteria or thresholds of significance that were used to in the evaluation evaluate of
the GP/CLUP policies. In addition, detail regarding the impact analysis for several resource
sections can be found in relevant appendices to the EIR.
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Response to Comment B.9-180

The commentator alleges that development under the GP/CLUP would be infeasible. However,
the commentator provides no evidence of the infeasibility of Policy HE 7.2 and Policy LU 3. This
comment is beyond the scope of the plan and is too speculative for evaluation. CEQA
Guidelines do not require that an EIR predict or speculate (see CEQA Guidelines Section
15145). An EIR must address the worst-case scenario and since the GP/CLUP allows for mixed
use the environmental effects must be analyzed.

Response to Comment B.9-181

The commentator requests that the mitigation measures and GP/CLUP policies associated with
Impact 3.8-1 be included in that section. The text of the EIR has been modified to better explain
and substantiate the impact statement and associated mitigation.

Response to Comment B.9-182

See response to comment B.9-42.

Response to Comment B.9-183

See response to comment B.9-42.

Response to Comment B.9-184

See response to comment B.9-42.

Response to Comment No. B.9-185

See response to comment B.8-60.

Response to Comment No. B.9-186

The commentator has requested that the EIR contain all relevant policies in section 3.10.3.2.
The EIR has been revised to include missing policies or policies that were revised or added to
the Final GP/CLUP.

Response to Comment No. B.9-187

See response to comment B.8-62.

Response to Comment No. B.9-188

Refer to response to comment B.8-62.

Response to Comment No. B.9-189

Refer to response to comment B.8-63.

Response to Comment No. B.9-190

Refer to response to comment B.8-64.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-191

See response to comment B.8-62.

Response to Comment No. B.9-192

See response to comment B.8-67.

Response to Comment No. B.9-193

The commentator requests that the EIR further explain the 60-dBA standard included in Policy
subsection NE 1.2, specifically in regard to the standards of HUD, FAA, and OPR. Although the
noise compatibility standards suggested by HUD, FAA, and OPR provide reasonable guidance
regarding noise compatibility standards, the City is under no obligation to adopt noise
compatibility standards that are consistent with these standards. The City furthermore has no
obligation to adopt standards that are consistent with Title 24 of the California Code of
Regulations or standards used by Santa Barbara County. The City is free to adopt whatever
noise standards it deems to be appropriate for the Goleta community. A 60 dBA CNEL
compatibility standard is in fact consistent with OPR guidelines and is a common compatibility
standard for residential uses in other cities and counties in California. There is no requirement
for the city to provide a “scientific basis” for the noise compatibility standards that it chooses to
use or to “substantiate the need for a 60 dBA standard.”

Response to Comment No. B.9-194

See response to comment B.9-193.

Response to Comment No. B.9-195

The commentator has requested that the EIR include an impact assessment methodology
section for the Noise section. The EIR noise section includes a detailed discussion for each
major noise source in the city (traffic, rail, aircraft, and stationary sources) that describes how
the impacts are evaluated. Refer to Section 3.11.1.2 and the discussion presented for each
impact.

Response to Comment No. B.9-196

The commentator has requested that the EIR be revised to include a noise analysis and its
results, including substantiation of the 60 dBA standard. As discussed in response to comment
B.9-193, there is no requirement for the City to “substantiate the necessity for a 60 dBA
standard.” The City may chose whatever noise compatibility standards it deems appropriate for
the Goleta community. See the response to comment B.9-193 for a discussion of this issue. In
addition, the statement, “There are a number of roadways where traffic noise on adjacent
parcels is predicted to increase under the GP/CLUP to a level that exceeds 65 dBA CNEL,” is
not inconsistent with Policy subsection NE 1.2. Policy subsection NE 1.2 does not prohibit
increases in traffic noise or development of new residences in areas exposed to noise
exceeding 65 dBA CNEL. Rather, it states actions that are to be taken and performance
standards to be achieved if residential development is proposed in areas with noise exceeding
60 dBA CNEL.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-197

The commentator has requested that the EIR be revised to include a noise analysis and its
results, including substantiation of the 60 dBA standard and the viability of development within
the City. The EIR properly evaluates the significance of noise impacts against current applicable
noise standard (65 dBA CNEL), not the noise standard proposed as part of the GP/CLUP (60
dB CNEL). Accordingly, it is not appropriate to evaluate noise impacts against the 60 dBA CNEL
standard. As discussed in response to comment B.9-193, there is no requirement for the City to
“substantiate the necessity for a 60 dBA standard.” The City may chose whatever noise
compatibility standards it deems appropriate for the Goleta community. See response to
comment B.9-192 for a discussion of this issue.

Application of the 60 dBA CNEL noise standard specified in Policy subsection NE 1.2 would not
in and of itself result in any adverse environmental effect. Rather, application of the policy would
have the beneficial effect of reducing noise exposure to residences occupying new residences.
This comment seems to suggest that adoption of Policy subsection NE 1.2 would make some
properties “non-viable” for development and that this issue needs to be evaluated in the EIR.
Adoption of Policy subsection NE 1.2 would not necessarily make development nonviable and
does not prohibit development in any areas. Rather, it places additional requirements regarding
acoustical performance in new residential areas that currently do not exist. These additional
requirements may result in additional cost for areas exposed to noise exceeding 60 dBA CNEL.
However, additional cost for development is an economic effect and not an environmental effect
that must be evaluated in the EIR.

Response to Comment No. B.9-198

The commentator has requested clarification regarding alleged discrepancies between
mitigation measures included in Impact 3.11-3 and the Land Use and Housing Elements of the
GP/CLUP. Application of Policies NE 1, NE 2, and NE 3 would not actually prohibit
development. The introduction to Section 3.11.3 has been revised to more accurately reflect the
effect of adopting these policies. As discussed in response to comment B.9-193, there is no
requirement for the City to “substantiate the necessity for a 60 dBA standard.” The City may
chose whatever noise compatibility standards it deems appropriate for the Goleta community.
See response to comment B.9-193 for a discussion of this issue. The City also is not required to
evaluate the economic effect of this policy on development. See response to comment B.9-197.

Response to Comment No. B.9-199

See response to comment B.9-197.

Response to Comment No. B.9-200

See response to comment B.9-198.

Response to Comment B.9-201

Refer to response to comments B.8-68 and B.8-72.

Response to Comment B.9-202

Refer to response to comment B.8-60.
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Response to Comment B.9-203

Refer to response to comment B.8-70.

Response to Comment B.9-204

Refer to response to comment B.8-71.

Response to Comment B.9-205

Refer to response to comments B.8-68 and B.8-72.

Response to Comment B.9-206

Missing applicable GP/CLUP policies have been added to Section 3.12.3.2, Discussion of
Relevant GP/CLUP Policies.

Response to Comment B.9-207

Refer to response to Comment B.4-60.

Response to Comment B.9-208

A note has been added to Table 3.13-13 stating that intersection ID numbers where
improvements are proposed are highlighted with a red circle in Figure 3.13-6. The figure already
includes a reference to Table 2-5 explaining the overall source of the numbers.

Response to Comment No. B.9-209

See responses to comments B.6-19 and B.8-73.

Response to Comment No. B.9-210

See responses to comments B.6-20 and 21 and B.8-74.

Response to Comment No. B.9-211

See responses to comments B.6-22 through 24 and B.8-75.

Response to Comment No. B.9-212

See responses to comments B.6-25 and B.8-76.

Response to Comment No. B.9-213

See responses to comments B.6-26 and B.8-77.

Response to Comment No. B.9-214

See responses to comments B.6-26 and B.8-78.
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Response to Comment No. B.9-215

See responses to comments B.6-27 and B.8-79.

Response to Comment No. B.9-216

See responses to comments B.6-35 and B.8-80.

Response to Comment No. B.9-217

See responses to comments B.6-29 and 30, and B.8-81 and 82.

Response to Comment No. B.9-218

See responses to comments B.6-31and 32 and B.8-83.

Response to Comment No. B.9-219

See responses to comments B.6-33 and B.8-84.

Response to Comment No. B.9-220

See responses to comments B.6-34 and B.8-85.

Response to Comment No. B.9-221

See responses to comments B.6-35 and B.8-86.

Response to Comment No. B.9-222

See responses to comments B.6-36 and B.8-87.

Response to Comment No. B.9-223

See responses to comments B.6-37 and B.8-88.

Response to Comment No. B.9-224

See responses to comments B.6-38 and B.8-89.

Response to Comment No. B.9-225

See responses to comments B.6-39 and 40 and B.8-90.

Response to Comment No. B.9-226

See responses to comments B.6-43 and B.8-91.
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