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Response to Comment B.8-1

Refer to response to comment B.8-2.

Response to Comment No. B.8-2

The commentator has requested that all future projects be included in the EIR analysis. The EIR
addresses the impacts of all potential future development within the City boundary that is
allowed by the GP/CLUP. Only projects located outside of the City limits (i.e., City of Santa
Barbara, Santa Barbara County, USCB) are included in Table 3-1.

Response to Comment No. B.8-3

The commentator is correct in noting that there is no explanation for “Method 2” in Section 3.03
or Section 3.03.1 of the EIR. Section 3.03.1 has been revised to clarify the methodology used to
evaluate cumulative impacts. The cumulative impact analysis comprises: (1) the citywide impact
analysis from full buildout of the proposed GP/CLUP; and (2) past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable projects located outside of the City limits within City of Santa Barbara Municipal
Airport, Santa Barbara County from Highway 154 to the eastern City boundary, and from
Gaviota to the western City boundary and UCSB. These projects are identified in Table 3-1.

Response to Comment No. B.8-4

See response to comments B.8-2 and B.8-3.

Response to Comment No. B.8-5

See response to comment B.8-2.

Response to Comment No. B.8-6

See response to comment B.8-3.

Response to Comment No. B.8-7

See response to comment B.8-3.

Response to Comment No. B.8-8

See response to comment B.8-2.

Response to Comment No. B.8-9

See response to comment B.4-11.

Response to Comment No. B.8-10

The commentator requests that a table be added to the FEIR identifying policies relevant to
aesthetic resources, and that Policies VH 5 and VH 6 be added to the referenced list of “Visual
and Historic Resource Element Policies” listed in Section 3.1.3.2 in the FEIR.
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The City does not believe that addition of a policy summary table, as suggested by the
commentator, is warranted. However, the text in FEIR Section 3.1.3.2 has been modified to
include Policies VH 5 and VH 6.

Response to Comment No. B.8-11

The commentator notes that GP/CLUP Figure 6-1 was modified so as to designate a “Scenic
Corridor” on a portion of the Bacara property, and that such designation, if adopted, will
constitute a regulatory “taking” of property.

In response, the commentator is directed to GP/CLUP Figure 6-1 and FEIR Figure 3.1-1. A
“scenic view” symbol is located at the beach adjacent to the Bacara property. A scenic corridor
does not occur at this location as the commentator suggests. Regarding the commentator’s
assertion that the scenic view symbol constitutes a “taking,” refer to GP/CLUP Policy VH 1.2,
“Scenic Resources Map.” Views identified from mapped locations will be protected by
minimizing any impairment that could result from new development. Policy VH 1.3 describes
compatible development practices. The commentator’s assertion regarding a “taking” is both
unsubstantiated and irrelevant in the context of a programmatic-level planning EIR.

Response to Comment No. B.8-12

The commentator requests that a visual resources impact methodology section be included in
the FEIR, similar to that included in Section 3.6.3.4 of the DEIR.

The impact assessment methodology used to analyze potential environmental impacts in
Sections 3.1 through 3.13, and Chapter 4.0, is included in Section 3.02.3, Project Impacts and
Mitigation. In addition, each impact section contains a discussion of significance criteria or
thresholds of significance that were used to evaluate GP/CLUP policies. Lead agencies are
free to develop or use any impact methodology regarding assessment of the environmental
effects of a proposed project. The methodology presented for Geology, Soils, and Mineral
Resources in DEIR Section 3.6.3.4 is unique to that environmental discipline. The methodology
used to evaluate Visual Resources is defined by comparing the potential visual effects of the
GP/CLUP to the visual resources significance criteria presented in Section 3.1.3.1.

Response to Comment No. B.8-13

The commentator alleges that the conflicting designations of agriculture and visitor-serving
commercial have been applied to the Bacara Resort & Spa. The commentator may be
misinterpreting Figure 3.2-2 and its relevance to the land use for the Bacara Resort & Spa
property. Figure 3.2-2 merely shows the existing farmland designation as mapped by the State
Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Neither this figure nor
the State’s designation change the zoning or the land use of the site. The City does not intend
to change the visitor-serving commercial designation of the site to agriculture.

Response to Comment No. B.8-14

The commentator requests that the Agriculture section of the EIR include an impact assessment
methodology section. An impact assessment methodology has been added to the FEIR as
Section 3.2.3.3.
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Response to Comment No. B.8-15

The commentator has requested an impact assessment methodology section for the Air Quality
section. Comment noted. The discussion of the approach and methods has been included in the
Final EIR.

Response to Comment No. B.8-16

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

Response to Comment No. B.8-17

See response to comment B.6-8.

Response to Comment No. B.8-18

The commentator has requested that the EIR include all GP/CLUP policies that will mitigate
Impact 3.3-4. The clarifications to the information in Impact 3.3-4 are noted. The proposed
GP/CLUP contains goals, policies, and actions that address preventing potential impacts on air
quality. The air quality related goals and policies are discussed in Section 3.3.3.2. The FEIR
reflects additional information applicable to the operation stationary sources discussion. Please
note that the additional information does not result in any change in the analysis or impact
conclusions contained in the EIR.

Response to Comment No. B.8-19

See response to comment B.6-7.

Response to Comment No. B.8-20

See response to comment B.6-8.

Response to Comment No. B.8-21

The commentator states the opinion that the designation of ESHA is overly broad and devoid of
scientific basis. 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.

Response to Comment No. B.8-22

The commentator alleges that the addition of beach and shoreline resources to the list of
ESHAs in the city is inaccurate. EIR Section 3.4.1.2 describes habitat types in the City, including
southern foredunes, southern dune scrub, and sand (which all have beach components). Table
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3.4-1 and the corresponding text identify southern foredunes and southern dune scrub as
ESHA; a portion of sand areas also is identified as ESHA (the area included in the critical
habitat designated for western snowy plover). The addition of “marine resources” and “beach
and shoreline resources” to the list of ESHA types to Table 4-2 and the text in the GP/CLUP
does not change the baseline information for the analysis of biological impacts and does not
substantially change the amount or type of ESHAs identified in the EIR.

Response to Comment No. B.8-23

The commentator has requested clarification regarding discrepancies between figures in the
EIR and 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 DEIR 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 details regarding revisions.

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.8-24

See response to comment B.8-23.

Response to Comment No. B.8-25

The commentator has requested site-specific analysis of EHSAs. 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. 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” as implied in
comment B.8-25 and B.8-26. 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 ESHASs based on site-specific biological studies. The analysis in the EIR and
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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.8-26

See response to comment B.8-23.

Response to Comment No. B.8-27

See response to comment B.8-23.

Response to Comment No. B.8-28

The commentator has requested the inclusion of an impact assessment methodology section for
the Biological Resources section. In the EIR, the text preceding “Class | Impacts” in section
3.4.3.3 described 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.8-29

The commentator states the opinion that biology-related policies in the Conservation, Open
Space, and Land Use Elements are overly broad, devoid of supporting scientific basis, or
otherwise illegal and therefore are 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 accuracy (Section 15146). The GP/CLUP
policies provide adequate guidance for the protection and management of natural resources,
consistent with the requirements of a General Plan. The EIR uses the protective 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.8-30

The commentator states disagreement with the location of the ESHA designation on the Bacara
property and states the opinion that the Policy CE 1.2 designation of ESHA is overly broad and
devoid of scientific basis. 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. Regarding the commentator’s assertion that
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the ESHA map will limit future possible development on the Bacara property, 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.8-31

The commentator reiterates the opinion that the Policy CE 1.2 designation of ESHA is overly
broad and devoid of scientific basis, and suggests that Policy CE 1.2, and GP/CLUP Figures 4-1
and 4-2, if adopted, would constitute a regulatory “taking” of Bacara’s property. See response to
comment B.8-30.

Response to Comment No. B.8-32

The commentator states the opinion that Policy CE 1.9 is unduly onerous, burdensome, and
inflexible. As stated in response to comment B.8-29, the GP/CLUP policies provide adequate
guidance for the protection and management of natural resources, consistent with the
requirements of a General Plan. The DEIR uses the protective 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. Such analyses and mitigation would be
anticipated to include more-detailed information regarding species identification and ESHA
boundaries applicable to a given project site.

Response to Comment No. B.8-33

The commentator states opposition to the 100-foot setback from the lateral extent of riparian
vegetation. This opposition is noted. The 100-foot buffer is consistent with the Coastal
Commission setback and City staff believe that that a consistent buffer in both the inland and
coastal areas is a reasonable approach to resource management.

Response to Comment No. B.8-34

The commentator alleges that the area identified on GP/CLUP Figure 4-1 as the Monarch
Butterfly Roosting Habitat on Bacara'’s property exceeds that identified in site-specific
environmental analyses prepared in connection with approval of the hotel development, and
suggests that Policy CE 2.2 and Figure 4-1, if adopted, would constitute a regulatory “taking” of
Bacara'’s property. See response to comment B.8-30.

Response to Comment No. B.8-35

The commentator observes that GP/CLUP Figure 3-1 shows on the Bacara Resort & Spa
property an additional access point proposed directly east of the existing vertical accessway,
with the southern terminus identified as “Proposed Drop-Off Only.” The commentator alleges
that usage of the existing Emergency Access Road in such a manner would be inconsistent with
the Fire Department’s emergency access standards, and would also violate Condition of
Approval No. 25 for the Bacara property.

The comment is on the GP/CLUP and does not pertain to the DEIR.
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Response to Comment No. B.8-36

The commentator understands that it was only after the submittal of an application by Bacara
that the City modified GP/CLUP Figure 3-1 and Policy PS 2.5a to identify and accommodate the
subject “Proposed Drop-Off Only” point.

See response to comment B.8-35.

Response to Comment No. B.8-37

The commentator objects to the last sentence of GP/CLUP Policy OS 1.10.d related to the
permitted hours of public use. The commentator presents a summary of the hours of public use
of beach parking lots, and suggests that the City’s proposed 24-hour operation is inconsistent
with other Coastal Commission hotel approvals.

See response to comment B.8-35.

Response to Comment No. B.8-38

The commentator observes that GP/CLUP Policy OS 2.3 states that existing vertical public
access facilities within the Bacara Resort property shall be protected and preserved, and notes
that there are no existing vertical public access facilities at Bacara.

See response to comment B.8-35. Contrary to the commentator’s opinion, both the County of
Santa Barbara and the California Coastal Commission required recordation of offers to dedicate
(OTDs) for vertical coastal access, including a parking lot and a pathway to the beach.

Response to Comment No. B.8-39

The commentator understands that it was only after the submittal by Bacara of a project
application that the City modified GP/CLUP Figure 3-1 to include the proposed relocation of the
parking lot to the Venoco site. See response to comment B.8-35.

Response to Comment No. B.8-40

The commentator requests that the existing coastal access route be relocated pursuant to
Bacara’'s pending project application submitted in February 2005.

See response to comment B.8-35.

Response to Comment No. B.8-41

The commentator objects to the last sentence of GP/CLUP Policy 2.8.b related to the permitted
hours of public use. The commentator presents a summary of the hours of public use of beach
parking lots, and suggests that the City’s proposed 24-hour operation is inconsistent with other
Coastal Commission hotel approvals.

Comment noted. See response to comment B.8-35.
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Response to Comment No. B.8-42

The commentator notes that — regarding GP/CLUP Policy 0S.3.1.b — access to Bacara is
provided by the western terminus (and a private segment) of Hollister Avenue.

Comment noted. See response to comment B.8-35.

Response to Comment No. B.8-43

The commentator observes that GP/CLUP Figure 3-1 shows on the Bacara Resort & Spa
property an additional access point proposed directly east of the existing vertical accessway,
with the southern terminus identified as “Proposed Drop-Off Only.” The commentator alleges
that usage of the existing Emergency Access Road in such a manner would be inconsistent with
the Fire Department’s emergency access standards, and would also violate Condition of
Approval No. 25 for the Bacara property. Finally, the commentator raises concerns related to
the City’s modification of OS 3.2 on June 28, 2006.

This comment is identical to comment B.8-35; see response to that comment.

Response to Comment No. B.8-44

The commentator observes that GP/CLUP Policy OS 4.2, Adoption of Trail Plan Map, proposes
to change the designation of the southern portion of Bacara’s property to “Open Space/Passive
Recreation.” The commentator alleges that proper notification to change the land use
designation from its existing “Visitor Serving Commercial” has not occurred. The commentator
considers this change unacceptable and suggests that Policy OS 4.2, if adopted, would
constitute a regulatory “taking” of Bacara'’s property.

This comment is on the GP/CLUP and does not pertain to the EIR. The final land use plan map
of the GP/CLUP was revised to designate the entire site as Visitor-Serving Commercial.

Response to Comment No. B.8-45

The commentator observes that GP/CLUP Figure 7-5 shows a portion of the Bacara property as
“Parks, Open Space Areas and Private Recreational Areas,” and alleges that that proper
notification to change the land use designation from its existing “Visitor Serving Commercial”
has not occurred. The commentator considers this change unacceptable.

Response to Comment No. B.8-46

The commentator alleges that identification of selected areas of Bacara’'s property as “Regional
Open Space” in the Open Space Element (see response to comment B.8.44) is erroneous. The
commentator further observes that GP/CLUP Figure 3.2 identifies a band of regional open
space north of the coastal trail.

Response to Comment No. B.8-47

The commentator states the opinion that the Bacara access road referenced in GP/CLUP Policy
OS 4.4 as the “Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail” is more commonly known as the
western terminus of Hollister Avenue.
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This is a comment on the GP/CLUP and does not pertain to the EIR.

Response to Comment No. B.8-48

The commentator alleges that identification of selected areas of Bacara'’s property as “Parks,
Open Space Areas and Private Recreational Areas” in GP/CLUP Figure 3-5 is erroneous. The
commentator further alleges that Figure 3-5 shows ESHAs in areas not substantiated by
environmental documents. See responses to comments B.8-30 and B.8-47.

Response to Comment No. B.8-49

The commentator alleges that GP/CLUP Figure 3-5 identifies areas of Bacara as open space,
when such areas are occupied by hotel buildings or involved in hotel operations.

This is a comment on the GP/CLUP and does not pertain to the EIR. The comment is erroneous
in that open space definitions do not apply to the location occupied by structures.

Response to Comment No. B.8-50

The commentator questions the legality of GP/CLUP Policy OS 7.8, which requires open space
areas in addition to public park and open space land required to be dedicated pursuant to the
Quimby Act or other state or local statutes.

This is a comment on the GP/CLUP and does not pertain to the EIR.

Response to Comment No. B.8-51

The commentator states the opinion that it is impossible to determine the efficacy or
appropriateness of GP/CLUP Policy LU 1.6, because: 1) the Conservation Element does not
provide sufficient facts to support the standards applicable to development policies set forth in
GP/CLUP Policy CE 1.9; and 2) the City’s zoning code as not yet been created.

See response to comment B.8-50.

Response to Comment No. B.8-52

The commentator understands that it was only after the submittal by Bacara of a project
application that the City proposed GP/CLUP Policy 1.11.a to specifically prohibit “time shares,
fractional ownerships, and similar ownership forms for hotels and other transient lodging uses.”
The commentator alleges that Policy 1.11.a, if adopted, would constitute a regulatory “taking” of
Bacara’s property. See response to comment B.8-50.

Response to Comment No. B.8-53

The commentator understands that it was only after the submittal by Bacara of a project
application that the City proposed GP/CLUP Policy 3.6 to specifically prohibit “time shares,
fractional ownerships, and similar ownership forms for hotels and other transient lodging uses.”
The commentator suggests that Policy 3.6, if adopted, would constitute a regulatory “taking” of
Bacara's property.

See response to comment B.8-50.
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Response to Comment No. B.8-54

The commentator alleges that requirements a-h of GP/CLUP Policy 9.1 are internally
inconsistent, and that Policy 9.1b’s restrictions on the number of transient lodging units or rooms
is unreasonably restrictive. The commentator suggests that Policy 9.1b, if adopted, would
constitute a regulatory “taking” of Bacara’s property.

See response to comment B.8-50.

Response to Comment B.8-55

The commentator requests the Bacara properties (APN 079-200-012 & 079-200-013) to not be
bifurcated with the two land use designations “Visitor Serving Commercial” and “Open Space —
Passive Recreation.” The EIR has been revised to reflect the City’s approved revisions to the
GP/CLUP and GP/CLUP Land Use Map which so as to designate the entirety of the Bacara site
as “Visitor-Serving Commercial” to correspond to the existing zoning of the property.

Response to Comment B.8-56

See response to comment B.8-55.

Response to Comment No. B.8-57

The commentator has requested that an Impact Assessment Methodology section be added to
the FEIR. This change is incorporated as a subheading under Section 3.7.3.3 in the FEIR.

Response to Comment No. B.8-58

The commentator is concerned that Figure 3.10-3 identifies a designation “Regional Open
Space” on the Bacara’s existing “parking lot, access path, snack bar, etcetera.” The
commentator does acknowledge that the parking lot is subject to public use through an “Offer to
Dedicate.”

The commentator also mentions that such a designation would conflict with a proposed project
that has been deemed incomplete by the City. Existing conditions allow public access from the
parking lot to Haskell's Beach via an accessway subject to an “Offer to Dedicate” (OTD) This
public accessway is consistent with the "Regional Open Space” designation on the Park and
Recreation Plan Map. Due to the scale of Figure 3.10-3, and the lack of structures on the map, it
is understandable how one may believe the “snack bar” is included within the "Regional Open
Space” land use designation, but this is not the case. The GP/CLUP Land Use Plan designates
the entirety of the Bacara site as “Visitor-Serving Commercial.” The Open Space Element’s Park
and Recreation Plan Map designates the portions of the site subject to OTDs as Regional Open
Space.

Response to Comment No. B.8-59

The commentator asks for Table 3.10-2 to be modified so that Haskell's Beach is identified as
private. The commentator is incorrect in stating that Haskell’s Beach is a private beach. Existing
conditions allow public access from the parking lot, subject to an “Offer to Dedicate,” to
Haskell's Beach. See response to comment B.8-58.
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Response to Comment No. B.8-60

The commentator has requested that the EIR include an impact assessment methodology
section for the Land Use and Recreation section. 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. Lead agencies are free to develop or utilize any impact
methodology regarding assessment of the environmental effects of a proposed project. Neither
CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines contain any specific requirement for how or at what level of
detail impacts must be evaluated.

Response to Comment No. B.8-61

The commentator has requested that the EIR identify all appropriate policies related to this
impact. 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 any alleged missing GP/CLUP policies
that could reduce potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the
GP/CLUP.

Response to Comment No. B.8-62

The commentator states the opinion that there are inconsistencies between the GP/CLUP
elements. The GP/CLUP addresses the distribution of land uses, identifies needed
transportation and other public facilities, addresses housing needs, and provides protection for
environmental resources in an integrated and consistent manner. The analysis on the record
supports the conclusion that there are no inconsistencies among the various policies and
elements. Because this comment raises the inconsistency issue but does not cite any specific
examples, the commentator is referred to the responses to other comments regarding alleged
specific inconsistencies within the General Plan.

Response to Comment No. B.8-63

Refer to response to comment B.8-62.

Response to Comment No. B.8-64

See response to comment B.7-3 and B.7-4.
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Response to Comment No. B.8-65

See response to comments B.8-62 and B.8-63.

Response to Comment No. B.8-66

See response to comment B.8-55.

Response to Comment No. B.8-67

The commentator has requested that the analysis of Impact 3.10-4 be revised to substantiate
the impact conclusion. This change has been made in the FEIR.

Response to Comment B.8-68

The commentator objects to the proposed location of a Future Fire Station as proposed in
GP/CLUP policy PF 3.2. The mapped location on EIR Figure 3.12-1 and GP/CLUP Figure 8-1 is
a symbol used to identify the general location for the station. The new fire station will be located
in Western Goleta, per the policy. In any event, the comment is on the GP/CLUP, not the EIR.

Response to Comment B.8-69

Refer to response to comment B.8-60.

Response to Comment B.8-70

The commentator is correct in noting that not all applicable Land Use Element policies are
identified on page 3.10-10, Section 3.12.3.2, Discussion of Relevant GP/CLUP Policies. Missing
or revised Land Use Element policies have been added to the section.

Response to Comment B.8-71

The commentator is correct in noting that not all applicable Safety Element policies are
identified on page 3.10-10, Section 3.12.3.2, Discussion of Relevant GP/CLUP Palicies. Missing
or revised Safety Element policies have been added to the section.

Response to Comment B.8-72

Refer to response to comment B.8-68.

Response to Comment No. B.8-73

See response to comment B.6-19.

Response to Comment No. B.8-74

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

Response to Comment No. B.8-75

See responses to comments B.6-22 through 24.
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Response to Comment No. B.8-76

See response to comment B.6-25.

Response to Comment No. B.8-77

See response to comment B.6-26.

Response to Comment No. B.8-78

See response to comment B.6-27.

Response to Comment No. B.8-79

See response to comment B.6-28.

Response to Comment No. B.8-80

See response to comment B.6-35.

Response to Comment No. B.8-81

See response to comment B.6-29.

Response to Comment No. B.8-82

See response to comment B.6-30.

Response to Comment No. B.8-83

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

Response to Comment No. B.8-84

See response to comment B.6-33.

Response to Comment No. B.8-85

See response to comment B.6-34.

Response to Comment No. B.8-86

See response to comment B.6-35.

Response to Comment No. B.8-87

See response to comment B.6-36.

Response to Comment No. B.8-88

See response to comment B.6-37.
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Response to Comment No. B.8-89

See response to comment B.6-38.

Response to Comment No. B.8-90

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

Response to Comment No. B.8-91

See response to comment B.6-43.

Response to Comment No. B.8-92

The commentator provides a conclusory statement summarizing their allegations of deficiencies
in the proposed GP/CLUP and DEIR, and reiterates their opinion that the GP/CLUP, if adopted
in its present form, would constitute a “taking” of Bacara’s property. See responses to
comments B.8-1 through 91.
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