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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
Cover Letter (LV-6) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-1 Please refer to specific comments below. 
LV-6-2 Please refer to response to comment letter LV-6-2. 

LV-6-3 
The applicant’s submitted Oak Tree Inventory (comment letter LV-6-12) has been reviewed, and 
the Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative is included in the Recirculated Draft EIR (2013) and 
Final EIR.  Please refer to these current documents. 

LV-6-4 Please refer to the Recirculated Draft EIR (2013) Biological Resources, Water Resources, and 
Alternatives sections, and Final EIR regarding impacts to Los Berros Creek and steelhead. 

LV-6-5 Please refer to the Recirculated Draft EIR (2013) Alternatives section and Final EIR regarding 
impacts to archaeological resources. 

LV-6-6 

The County concurs that clustered development can be used as an incentive to protect and 
preserve large areas of farmland.  The proposed project was evaluated based on its design, the 
baseline environmental setting, consultation with the County Agricultural Commissioner’s office, 
and review of the applicable County ordinances and policies.  Please refer to the Recirculated Draft 
EIR (2013) and Final EIR regarding Water Resources and agricultural water supply, which 
incorporates additional information provided by the applicant regarding vineyard irrigation.  Any 
inaccuracies specifically noted by the applicant are addressed in this response to comments 
chapter, as noted. 

LV-6-7 

Based on review by the County Agriculture Department, the permanent conversion and loss of 
existing productive Farmland would result in a significant adverse impact, as documented in EIR 
Section V.B. Agricultural Resources.  The applicant’s proposal to replace removed vineyards would 
reduce the identified impact, but would not fully mitigate the permanent loss of productive Farmland 
because there is no guarantee that the replacement vineyards would be equitable, and the County 
cannot mandate agricultural production in the long-term.   

LV-6-8 Please refer to responses to specific comments from the applicant’s consultant, ATE (comment 
letter LV-19). 

LV-6-9 Please refer to responses to specific comments from the applicant’s consultant, ATE (comment 
letter LV-19) and response to comment LV9-21 regarding the emergency access proposal. 

LV-6-10 Please refer to responses to specific comments from the applicant’s consultant, ATE (comment 
letter LV-6-8) and RRM (comment letter LV-7).  

LV-6-11 Please refer to the Final EIR, which includes an updated air emissions model. 

LV-6-12 Please refer to Final EIR Section V.I. Noise, NS Impact 2, for clarification regarding the noise 
impact determination. 

LV-6-13 

As noted in the EIR, the project would subject sensitive receptors (residents) to daytime and 
nighttime noise exceeding identified acceptable thresholds of significance.  The applicant’s current 
proposal for a noise wall at the processing facility would address daytime noise; however, nighttime 
noise generated by agricultural equipment would not be mitigated by the applicant’s proposed 
buffers, and this impact would remain significant based on the County Noise Element. 

LV-6-14 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.A. Aesthetics, 4. Impacts Assessment and Methodology, which 
outlines the sound practices which were conducted to assess potential impacts.  When compliance 
with an existing regulation alone would not avoid or reduce identified significant effects, additional 
mitigation may be required.  The aesthetics analysis assumes that required Highway Corridor 
Design Standards would be implemented, and notes that “Further review and analysis is required 
for projects requiring a discretionary permit, such as subdivisions.  Based on the size, density, and 
location of proposed development, the project appears inconsistent with the intent of the Highway 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

Corridor Design Standards to preserve the existing rural landscape as seen from the highway, and 
implementation of the standard guidelines would not sufficiently mitigate potential visual impacts” 
(refer to EIR Section V.A. Aesthetics, 2. Regulatory Setting, f. San Luis Obispo County General 
Plan Land Use Element South County Area Plan).  As noted in Final EIR Section V.A. Aesthetic 
Resources, the project site makes up a portion of the last remaining visible open space east of the 
highway between the urban areas of Nipomo and Arroyo Grande, and Newsome Ridge is identified 
as a Sensitive Resource Area (SRA-47) in the County Agriculture and Open Space Element.  The 
County Open Space Element includes policies to identify and protect open space, prevent urban 
sprawl, and reduce visibility of structures as seen from Highway 101.  The identification of visual 
protection standards within the greenspace areas between urban areas along the Highway 101 
corridor in San Luis Obispo County (including the project site) is a clear indicator of visual 
sensitivity.  Although Highway 101 is used by commuters and commercial truckers, it is also used 
by tourists, visitors, and residents and the change in visual character from agricultural/rural to 
residential use would be noticeable, even at high vehicle speeds.   

LV-6-15 Please refer to response to comment LV9-21 regarding the emergency access proposal, based on 
current communications with Caltrans and Calfire. 

LV-6-16 
A specific site for a fire station has not been identified by the applicant or Calfire to date.  The set-
aside of location would not include construction or operation of the facility, and construction of the 
facility may result in impacts on the environment depending on the location. 

LV-6-17 Please refer to Recirculated EIR and Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources regarding water 
supply and demand. 

LV-6-18 Please refer to Recirculated EIR and Final EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis, which 
incorporates the Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative. 

LV-6-19 Please refer to responses to specific comments above and below. 
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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
Main Comment Document (LV-6-1) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-1-1 Please refer to specific comments below.  Regarding density calculations, please refer to response 
to comment LV8-15 and responses to the ESA technical study.   

LV-6-1-2 
Please refer to specific comments below, and noted references to responses to recent comments.  
Please refer to response to comment LV10-27 regarding the Cayucos Viewshed Ordinance, which 
was repealed by the County Board of Supervisors in 2010 and was not applicable to the project 
site.  

LV-6-1-3 
Please refer to response to comments LV9-60 and LV9-102 regarding the photo-simulations.  
Visual simulations submitted by the applicant’s consultant, RRM (comment submittal LV-6-4) were 
reviewed by the County.  Please refer to response to comment LV9-102. 

LV-6-1-4 Please refer to response to comment LV9-102. 

LV-6-1-5 

The photos presented in the EIR are not manipulated, and provide a more accurate presentation of 
how the project would be viewed by the public, as seen from public viewing areas.  The wide-view 
of the photo provides context of the development in relation to topography, vegetation, and other 
development in the area.  The simulations of the structures are based on a potential worst-case 
scenario, and as shown in the Mitigated Photo-simulations, demonstrate that implementation of 
mitigation would reduce visual impacts, as noted in the EIR.   

LV-6-1-6 
Please refer to response to comments LV16-26 through LV16-29 and LV16-32 regarding the 
applicability of the Sensitive Resource Area (SRA) and Highway Corridor Design Standards 
designations, and characterization of the visual setting. 

LV-6-1-7 
Please refer to response to comment LV10-26 regarding Highway Corridor Design Standards.  The 
project is an agricultural cluster; however, the development is located throughout the site, 
extending approximately 2.5 miles from west to east, resulting in varying degrees of visibility as 
seen from Highway 101 and local public roads.  The project is analyzed as proposed.   

LV-6-1-8 

Based on the Project Description (EIR Chapter III), the project does not include height or size 
limitations that are less than allowed by the County Land Use Ordinance.  The analysis assumed 
that future development would comply with the Highway Corridor Design Standards (25-foot height 
maximum).  The County concurs that incorporation of the 25-foot height limit both within and 
outside of the Highway Corridor Design Standard overlay would reduce visual effects.  As noted in 
the EIR, the development would be potentially inconsistent with the intent of the Standard guideline 
to retain land in open space in new land divisions that would preserve existing views (refer to Final 
EIR Section V.A. Aesthetics, AES Impact 5).  The general standards do apply to both ministerial 
and discretionary projects.  For discretionary projects, the project is evaluated to determine if the 
standards alone are adequate to mitigate visual impacts; if they are not, additional mitigation 
measures and/or conditions of approval may be required. 

LV-6-1-9 

As noted in Final EIR Section V.A. Aesthetic Resources, 2. Regulatory Setting, Open Space Policy 
25 proposes the protection of scenic vistas, and includes five policies applicable to new 
development., including location of structures, roads and grading to minimize visual impact, 
location of structures below ridgelines and hilltops so that silhouetting does not occur, use of 
natural landforms and topography to screen development, or use of screening vegetation, use of 
colors that are taken from the natural landscape, and minimized view of utilities.  The County 
decision makers will consider the balance of resources, and consistency with Open Space Policy 
25 upon consideration of the project. 

LV-6-1-10 
The applicant’s stated acceptance of visual impact mitigation measures is noted.  The County’s 
interpretation, assessment, and applicability of the Highway Corridor Design Standards are 
presented in the EIR for consideration by the County decision makers. 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-287 

Comment 
No. Comment 

LV-6-1-11 Please refer to responses to comments LV10-26 and LV10-27 regarding standards applicable to 
the project and Highway 101 corridor. 

LV-6-1-12 
Please refer to response to comment LV16-29.  Past precedent when conducting visual analysis is 
limited due to specific conditions and context of a project site.  An impact that may not be 
significant in one location may be significant in another due to the differences in the environmental 
setting and other factors. 

LV-6-1-13 
The County disagrees with the commenter that the views are “common” because the character of 
the site is dominated by the vineyards and undeveloped upper elevations of the hillsides and 
ridgelines to the east, which have high scenic value as evidenced by identified Highway Corridor 
Design Standard and SRA designations.   

LV-6-1-14 

Photo locations (KVAs) identified in the EIR do not show the most visible, or the least visible, 
locations, but rather a reasonable representation of project visibility as seen from public roadways.  
The EIR photo-simulations referenced in the comments below were prepared based on use of 
pylons, which were set at heights of 25 and 35 feet to provide a sound basis for the photo-
simulations, and accurate depiction of residences prior to and following application of mitigation 
measures.  The simulations show detailed structural elements and exterior colors.  Specific 
comments regarding impact determinations and the related photo-simulations are addressed 
below. 

LV-6-1-15 

Please refer to response to comment LV-6-1-14 above.  Regarding KVA-5, the photo was taken 
from the east side of Highway 101, and is not located on an elevated hillside.  The southbound 
lanes of Highway 101 can be seen in the right edge of the photo.  As shown in the photo, the 
topography between the short distance between the Highway and the photo location is nearly level.  
Upon comparison of photos, the RRM photo (RRM-5) appears to be taken from a similar location, 
and the photo-simulations appear to incorporate measures including height limitations and use of 
brown-exterior colors only for all structural elements.  No additional improvements typically 
associated with residential development are shown in the applicant’s photo-simulations.  The 
change in visual character is clearly noticeable in the EIR’s photo-simulations, even excluding the 
closer-in view. 

LV-6-1-16 
The photo location for KVA-1 is directly adjacent to the Highway 101 southbound lanes, and the 
corresponding photo-simulation (Figure V.A.-4) provides a reasonable representation of the 
structure on Lot 46, prior to inclusion of mitigation measures.   

LV-6-1-17 

The EIR photo for KVA-6 does show existing agricultural production development proximate to 
Highway 101, and other development in the hillsides.  As shown in the photo, the upper elevations 
of the hillsides, as seen from Highway 101, are undeveloped.  As shown in the photo-simulations, 
the project would introduce residential development in these upper elevations, portions of which are 
located within a Sensitive Resource Area designation for Newsome Ridge.  The change in visual 
character is clearly noticeable in the EIR’s photo-simulations (Figure V.A.-19), even excluding the 
closer-in view. 

LV-6-1-18 The change in visual character is clearly noticeable in the EIR’s photo-simulations (Figure V.A.-22), 
even excluding the closer-in view. 

LV-6-1-19 Please refer to response to comment LV-6-1-14 above, and responses to specific comments 
below. 

LV-6-1-20 

Please refer to response to comment LV-6-1-15.  Figure V.A.-10 shows the silhouetting of sub-
cluster D as seen from KVA-3 (Highway 101 southbound lanes) and Figure V.A.-11 shows the 
silhouetting of a structure on Lot 101 as seen from KVA-4.  AES Impact 5, which identifies impacts 
related to the development of Sub-cluster A (Lots 1 through 23) does not include silhouetting above 
the ridgeline as a contributing factor related to Sub-cluster A.  The impact discussion states that 
development of Sub-cluster A would contribute to a degradation of rural visual character as seen 
from Highway 101, which is demonstrated in the photo-simulations in the EIR, and as shown in the 
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applicant’s submitted photo-simulations.  As shown in Figure V.A.-1, Sub-cluster A is within 
Sensitive Resource Area 47.  The Applicant’s Mitigated Project, which incorporates noted changes 
to the tract design, is assessed in EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis. 

LV-6-1-21 Please refer to response to comment LV-6-1-15.   

LV-6-1-22 
The applicant’s Mitigated Plan is incorporated into Recirculated EIR and Final EIR Chapter VI 
Alternatives Analysis.  The recommended edits are not incorporated into the noted EIR section 
because they do not pertain to the proposed project.  

LV-6-1-23 
The EIR Impact Assessment and Methodology section remains unchanged, because the analysis 
includes the methodology implemented by the County’s consultant.  The applicant’s submitted 
analysis will be considered by the County decision makers, as a part of the record. 

LV-6-1-24 
It is a reasonable assumption that the future development of residential lots would include features 
that would maximize views from the residence; therefore, the recommended change is not 
incorporated into the EIR. 

LV-6-1-25 

The EIR analysis assumed that structures would be constructed consistent with the Land Use 
Ordinance, and the EIR section remains unchanged.  The applicant’s statement agreement to 
reduced heights on lots unspecified in the comment would reduce visual impacts where 
implemented.  The statement that larger residences would potentially be more visible is a 
reasonable assumption. 

LV-6-1-26 
It is reasonable to assume that future landowners would want to retain views from their property.  
Structures located within the Highway Corridor Design Standard overlay would be required to 
provide 50% screening, as noted in the EIR, and mitigation measure AES/mm-6 includes this 
requirement for all structures.  No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

LV-6-1-27 
The EIR analysis assumes that views from Highway 101 would be from moving vehicles, and the 
photo-simulations, by nature, provide a snap-shot of visibility from noted KVAs.  The additional 
discussion provided by the applicant does not consider passengers of vehicles, who are more likely 
to be looking out the front or side window at the project site.  No changes to the EIR are necessary.   

LV-6-1-28 
The recommended changes are not incorporated into the EIR because it does not provide 
independent, objective, assessment of visual impacts.  The long-term impact is a correct 
characterization; as noted under AES/mm-1, mitigation is identified that would reduce the identified 
impact to less than significant. 

LV-6-1-29 
The visual impact analysis considers views from public areas, including roadways such as Highway 
101.  Based on the analysis, the project would result in a change in visual character, and mitigation 
is identified to address this impact. 

LV-6-1-30 

Rural visual character is evident during both day and night-time hours, due to the presence or 
absence of light, glare, and effects on the dark sky and dark hillsides and ridgelines.  AES/mm-7 
has been modified in the Final EIR as follows (new text is italicized):   
Prior to approval of the subdivision improvement plan, the applicant shall modify the submit a final 
lighting plan that is consistent with the following measures as follows: 
 
a. Post lighting shall only be used at the ranch headquarters and the equestrian facility, and 
shall be fully shielded from public roadways. 
b. All lighting required along roadways shall be shielded bollard lighting maximum four feet 
tall and only used to delineate intersections and critical driving decision points. 
c. Lighting shall be the minimum required by county ordinance for a private residential 
development. 
d. Lighting shall not shine light or glare upwards. 

LV-6-1-31 Based on the analysis in the EIR, the impact determination for AES Impact 4 remains significant 
and unavoidable, unless a revised tentative tract map is submitted by the applicant.  The 
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requirement for 50 percent vegetation screening and reduction in building heights on Lots 46 and 
87-91 would not avoid the significant change in rural visual character due to the presence of 
residential development in currently undeveloped areas, particularly along Newsome Ridge (SRA 
47).  The regulatory setting discussion and mitigation measures identify height limits, as required by 
the LUO, and as identified to mitigate visual impacts.  The applicant’s noted project changes are 
reflected in the Applicant’s Mitigated Plan, included in Recirculated and Final EIR Section VI 
Alternatives Analysis.  

LV-6-1-32 

The EIR correctly notes that Lots 1 through 12 and 16 through 23 (Sub-cluster A) are within the 
SRA-47 overlay.  These lots are also located within the Highway Corridor Design Standard 
Overlay, as shown in the South County Rural Area Standards.  The analysis considers and 
incorporates consistency with required standards, and provides a reasonable analysis of potential 
visual impacts.  The noted changes presented in the Applicant’s Mitigated Plan are addressed in 
Recirculated and Final EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis. 

LV-6-1-33 
The impact analysis, as presented, identifies impacts that would result upon implementation of the 
project as proposed.  The residual impacts, following incorporation of identified mitigation 
measures, are appropriately noted in the Residual Impacts discussion.  Noted changes to the 
tentative tract map are addressed in Recirculated and Final EIR Section VI Alternatives Analysis. 

LV-6-1-34 

Impacts associated with the construction of Main Road 2, Road A, and the water tank are captured 
in AES Impact 4.  Relocation or modifications to these elements is recommended to avoid 
significant visual impacts.  The applicant has incorporated many identified tract map changes in the 
Applicant’s Mitigated Plan, which is addressed in Recirculated and Final EIR Section VI 
Alternatives Analysis. 

LV-6-1-35 
Based on review of the applicant’s plans for the recreation facility ranch headquarters, the 
appearance of the structure would not look like a working ranch, and would potentially be 
inconsistent with the rural character of Upper Los Berros Road.  The EIR discussion remains 
unchanged. 

LV-6-1-36 The Final EIR has been modified by removing the analysis of the equestrian facility, including 
removal of Draft EIR AES Impact 8 and associated Draft EIR mitigation measure AES/mm-20.   

LV-6-1-37 
Impacts associated with the development of Sub-cluster C are addressed under AES Impact 4.  
The Applicant’s Mitigated Plan is addressed in Recirculated and Final EIR Section VI Alternatives 
Analysis. 

LV-6-1-38 

Proposed Lots 74 through 85 within Sub-cluster D are not located within SRA-47 or the Highway 
Corridor Design Standard Overlay.  Draft EIR AES Impact 9 (Final EIR AES Impact 8) addresses 
the impact resulting from the proposed project; residual impacts following implementation of 
recommended mitigation measures is appropriately discussed under Residual Impacts.  
Identification of the 25-foot height limitation is recommended to avoid silhouetting of the structures, 
as seen from Highway 101.  The applicant has incorporated many identified tract map changes in 
the Applicant’s Mitigated Plan, which is addressed in Recirculated and Final EIR Section VI 
Alternatives Analysis. 

LV-6-1-39 
The noted intermediate ridgeline does contribute to the rural character of the area; therefore, this 
statement remains unchanged in the Final EIR.  The applicant has incorporated many identified 
tract map changes in the Applicant’s Mitigated Plan, which is addressed in Recirculated and Final 
EIR Section VI Alternatives Analysis. 

LV-6-1-40 

Lots 87 through 91 are located within both the SRA-47 and Highway Corridor Design Standards 
Overlays.  Although these structures are located over a mile from Highway 101, the hillsides are 
currently undeveloped and development of noted lots would change the rural character of the 
hillsides and result in silhouetting above the ridgeline.  The Applicant’s Mitigated Plan is addressed 
in Recirculated and Final EIR Section VI Alternatives Analysis. 
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LV-6-1-41 Figure references have been updated based on restructuring of the Final EIR.  Otherwise, no other 
changes are incorporated into the Final EIR related to this comment. 

LV-6-1-42 
Draft EIR AES Impact 10 (Final EIR AES Impact 9) provides a reasonable characterization of the 
impact resulting from the construction of the wastewater treatment facility because the structure 
would increase noticeability of the project and would be inconsistent with existing rural character. 

LV-6-1-43 
Regardless of allowable use determinations, the construction of the dude ranch would have an 
adverse effect on the rural visual character of the Upper Los Canyon roadway corridor.  
Modifications to this section include references to the equestrian center, which has been removed 
from the applicant’s Conditional Use Permit request. 

LV-6-1-44 

The EIR’s description of cumulative changes to rural visual character is reasonable, because 
visible land between the southern boundary of the project site north to development associated with 
the city of Arroyo Grande is generally undeveloped and agricultural and rural in nature.  The 
applicant has incorporated many identified tract map changes in the Applicant’s Mitigated Plan, 
which is addressed in Recirculated and Final EIR Section VI Alternatives Analysis.  The 
characterization of the vegetation planted along the Highway 101 corridor is reasonable. 

LV-6-1-45 The EIR’s description of cumulative changes to rural visual character from Upper Los Berros Road 
is reasonable, based on the existing visual setting in this area.   

LV-6-1-46 

The EIR assumes that the applicant would be required to comply with the Land Use Ordinance, 
including Highway Corridor Design Standards.  Additional mitigation is identified, which would 
reduce noted aesthetic impacts; however, as noted, individual components of the project would be 
visible in varying degrees as seen from Highway, and as a whole would result in a cumulatively 
considerable change in visual character as seen from Highway 101.   

LV-6-1-47 Please refer to responses to specific comments below.  The measures identified by the applicant in 
the project description are considered in the EIR analysis. 

LV-6-1-48 

The EIR does not ignore County polices that promote agricultural cluster development as a means 
to preserve agricultural resources.  Discretionary review of agricultural clusters is required, 
including an assessment of potential impacts to Farmland and land use compatibility.  The policies 
do not promote the conversion of productive farmland into non-agricultural development, but rather 
require the protection of existing agricultural resources and production.  Please refer to 
Recirculated EIR and Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources regarding water supply.  Please 
refer to specific comments below regarding agricultural buffers.   The EIR notes that the tentative 
tract map is vested, and the 2003 Land Use Ordinance is applicable. 

LV-6-1-49 
The EIR analysis considers the applicant’s mitigation measures, and determined that these 
measures would not reduce identified significant impacts to agricultural resources to less than 
significant.  The applicant’s statement will be considered by the County decision makers. 

LV-6-1-50 

The CEQA Guidelines and the County’s Initial Study Checklist clearly identify the following 
threshold, included in the EIR:  “Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
Grazing Land, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland) as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to 
non-agricultural use?”  The EIR assesses potential impacts related to this threshold based on the 
baseline environmental setting, which includes mapped Farmland and productive vineyards. 

LV-6-1-51 

The noted mitigation measures identified by the commenter are incorporated into the project 
description.  Please refer to responses to comments LV8-13 and LV9-17 regarding the proposal to 
plant additional vineyards to replace proposed removed vineyards.  Compliance with the 
Agriculture Cluster Ordinance would preserve a majority of the project site as required; however, it 
would not protect the currently productive land to be converted to non-agricultural use. 

LV-6-1-52 Please refer to responses to comments LV9-17 and LV10-12. 
LV-6-1-53 Please refer to Final EIR Section V.B. Agricultural Resources, 5. Project-specific Impacts and 
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Mitigation Measures, 3) Water Usage, which has been updated based on Recirculated EIR and 
Final EIR Section V.P. Water Supply. 

LV-6-1-54 
The EIR’s assessment of use of treated wastewater for crop irrigation was based on the applicant’s 
proposal to apply the water within a defined area.  Compliance with mitigation measure AG/mm-4 
would address this potential impact. 

LV-6-1-55 

The proposed project would extend for approximately 2.5 miles through the project site, and as 
noted, would result in impacts to agricultural resources.  The EIR correctly identifies the acreage of 
agricultural land that would be converted to non-agricultural use as a result of the project, and the 
analysis considers the baseline environmental setting, which includes productive vineyards.  
Please refer to response to comment LV-6-1-50 above regarding the applicable threshold of 
significance.  The project’s contribution to the cumulative loss of Farmland in the County is more 
appropriate under the cumulative impacts analysis. 

LV-6-1-56 

The ranch headquarters/homeowner’s association facility does not include elements that are 
predominantly agricultural in nature.  The other uses, including the wastewater treatment facility, 
storage ponds, and roads would be located within the identified agricultural easement area.  Please 
refer to responses to comments LV8-13 and LV9-17 regarding the proposal to plant additional 
vineyards to replace proposed removed vineyards.   

LV-6-1-57 
Please refer to response to comment LV-6-1-51 above, and responses to comments LV8-13 and 
LV9-17 regarding the proposal to plant additional vineyards to replace proposed removed 
vineyards. 

LV-6-1-58 

Please refer to response to comment LV10-12 regarding the County Agricultural Commissioner’s 
Office’s position regarding the proposed agricultural buffers.  Mitigation measure AG/mm-2 and 
AG/mm-3 have been modified as shown in the Final EIR based on subsequent comments and 
suggestions provided by the applicant.  The mitigation does not include suggested modifications to 
agricultural practices, as this would place restrictions on the existing agricultural use and not the 
proposed development to address potential land use conflicts.  Additional recommendations 
already included in the project description are not included; however, these may be considered as 
conditions of approval. 

LV-6-1-59 Please refer to response to comment LV-1-53, above. 
LV-6-1-60 Please refer to response to comment LV-1-54 above. 

LV-6-1-61 
The EIR’s assessment of cumulative impacts provides a reasonable description of the project’s 
cumulatively considerable adverse effect on agricultural resources.  The applicant’s proposed 
Homeowner’s Association and conflict resolution measures include modifications to existing 
agricultural practices, rather than restrictions on the residential use.  

LV-6-1-62 The Applicant’s Mitigated Project, which incorporates noted changes to the tract design, is 
assessed in EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis. 

LV-6-1-63 

Mitigation measure HM/mm-2 has been modified as follows: 
“At the time of application for subdivision improvement plans or grading permits, the applicant shall 
submit an access plan showing secondary access at Laetitia Vineyard Drive.  Crash gates shall not 
be allowed.  Proposed gates shall open automatically upon approach.  Potential access control 
measures could include, but not be limited to, a gate controlled by opticom transmitters and 
detectors, a gate that does not open to allow east-bound ingress of non-emergency vehicles, use of 
a “KNOX” box to permit emergency vehicle access, and signage.”   

LV-6-1-64 
The commenter’s recommended mitigation measure HM/mm-4 is not included in the EIR; however, 
the Applicant’s Mitigated Project, which incorporates noted changes to the tract design, is assessed 
in EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis. 

LV-6-1-65 Please refer to response to comment LV9-21 regarding secondary and emergency access 
requirements. 
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LV-6-1-66 

Final EIR PSU Impact 4 has been clarified to state (new text in italics):  
“The proposed project would increase the number of residents served by the CAL FIRE and other 
emergency services, which would result in an increased demand for emergency services personnel 
and facilities. The project would require a new fire station to provide life safety response in the 
immediate area.”  The determination of this impact is based on consultation with CalFire, as noted 
in the EIR.  While incorporation of required fire safety measures would reduce the potential for 
structural damage as a result of a wildfire, the creation of 102 residential lots would require the 
construction of a new facility in the immediate area, which demonstrates that the project would 
have a cumulatively considerable effect on emergency response services.  The dedication of land 
would not address any fire safety response impacts that would occur prior to construction and 
operation of a new facility, as clarified in the Residual Impact discussion under PSU Impact 4.  
Regarding suggested mitigation language, please refer to response to comment LV10-36, and new 
mitigation measure PSU/mm-7 in the Final EIR. 

LV-6-1-67 

The thresholds of significance related to Level of Service (LOS) were reviewed and approved by 
the County Public Works Department upon initiation of the EIR.  The project would directly affect 
Caltrans facilities; therefore, consideration of Caltrans’ targeted LOS in the EIR is appropriate.  
Please refer to response to comment LV10-16 regarding the additional trips affected identified 
roadways and Highway 101 facilities.   

LV-6-1-68 
Identified mitigation measures TR/mm-1 and TR/mm-2 were reviewed and approved by the County 
Public Works Department.  The County decision makers may consider any credits to the applicant 
regarding noted improvements. 

LV-6-1-69 

Identification of mitigation measure TR/mm-3 is based on consultation with the County Public 
Works Department, and considers potential traffic safety concerns related to the increase in traffic 
at the Sheehy Road/North Thompson Road intersection.  The applicable threshold of significance is 
as follows: “Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?” 

LV-6-1-70 
Mitigation measure TR/mm-4 is recommended to address a potential traffic safety concern due to 
the currently un-controlled intersection.  The applicable threshold of significance is as follows: 
“Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?” 

LV-6-1-71 Please refer to response to comment LV10-16 regarding the additional trips affected identified 
roadways and Highway 101 facilities.   

LV-6-1-72 Please refer to response to comment LV19-4 regarding project effects on the Highway 101 
Mainline. 

LV-6-1-73 
CEQA requires analysis of project traffic on roadways, which includes highways and associated 
ramp facilities.  The scope of the traffic analysis depends on the project, and whether it would have 
an effect on noted roads and facilities.  The project would directly affect Caltrans facilities; 
therefore, consideration of the ramp junctions is reasonable.  

LV-6-1-74 Please refer to response to comment LV19-4 regarding project effects on the Highway 101 
Mainline and ramp operations.   

LV-6-1-75 The project would directly affect Caltrans facilities; therefore, consideration of Caltrans’ targeted 
LOS in the EIR is appropriate.  Please refer to response to comment LV19-5. 

LV-6-1-76 Please refer to Final EIR Appendix G Transportation and Circulation, HCM Signalized Intersection 
Capacity Analysis, Mitigated Existing + Project worksheets for additional information. 

LV-6-1-77 

As shown in FEIR Table V.N.-11, the project would add 1,234 daily trips to Sheehy Road and North 
Dana Foothill Road, which currently do not meet County rural road standards based on average 
daily trips.  The project would exacerbate this condition by increasing trips by approximately 84 
percent on Sheehy Road and by 274  on Dana Foothill Road, which is the nexus between the 
project impacts and the mitigation measures.  The EIR includes an assessment of the worst-case 
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scenario, which includes improvement of Upper Los Berros Road up to the Dude Ranch access 
road.   

LV-6-1-78 Please refer to response to comment LV9-21 regarding emergency access. 

LV-6-1-79 Please refer to response to comment LV19-11 regarding cumulative impact TR Impact 13 (Laetitia 
Vineyard Drive Access). 

LV-6-1-80 Please refer to response to comments LV19-4, LV19-3, LV19-5, and LV19-12 regarding cumulative 
impact TR Impact 14 (Highway 101/Los Berros Road-North Thompson Avenue Interchange). 

LV-6-1-81 
Please refer to response to comments LV19-4, LV19-3, LV19-5, and LV19-12 regarding cumulative 
impact TR Impact 15 (Highway 101 and Highway 101/Los Berros Road-North Thompson Avenue 
Ramp Junctions). 

LV-6-1-82 Please refer to Recirculated EIR (2013) and Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources. 

LV-6-1-83 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.C. Air Quality, which has been updated to incorporate 
CalEEMod air emissions and current mitigation measures identified by the SLOAPCD.  Based on 
the updated analysis, off-site mitigation may be required if the applicant cannot demonstrate that 
implementation of standard and discretionary measures would not reduce emissions below 
identified thresholds. 

LV-6-1-84 

Please refer to response to comment LV-3 (see responses to Section 4 – Noise Technical Study).  
Noise measurements were taken from the edge of the County road right-of-way.  As noted in the 
EIR, these levels exceed thresholds for acceptable noise levels (60 dB), as determined at the 
property line, which extends to the County road-right-of-way.  As noted in the Final EIR Section V.I. 
(Noise), the Noise Element (1992) establishes separate standards for transportation noise, which is 
generated by automobiles, trucks, trains and airplanes and the applicable County standards 
(thresholds) for evaluating noise impacts from transportation noise are 60 dBA (Ldn) for outdoor 
activity areas and 45 dBA (Ldn) in interior spaces (refer to EIR Table V.I.-7).  The project would 
generate additional transportation-related noise; however, this increase would not be perceptible to 
sensitive land uses (residences), based on review of FHWA guidelines (refer to the Final EIR).  

LV-6-1-85 

Please refer to response to comment LV-3 (see responses to Section 4 – Noise Technical Study).  
As noted by the commenter, the project is an agricultural cluster; however, the project introduces 
residences within an existing agricultural operation, and is not exempt from analyzing the effects of 
noise on sensitive receptors, pursuant to the identified thresholds of significance.  The Noise 
Element (1992) identifies acceptable limits of noise exposure for sensitive land uses, and the 
Agriculture Element identifies suitable buffers to minimize potential land use conflicts such as 
exposure to noise and agricultural activities protected under the Right to Farm Ordinance.  As 
noted in the EIR, the project does not appear to provide suitable buffers to avoid or reduce potential 
land use conflicts, and proposed residences would be exposed to noise levels exceeding identified 
thresholds.  Therefore, the potential impacts remain significant. 

LV-6-1-86 Please refer to response to comment LV-3 (see responses to Section 4 – Noise Technical Study).   

LV-6-1-87 

Please refer to response to comment LV-3 (see responses to Section 4 – Noise Technical Study).  
Both the Final EIR (Section V.I.5.a.2) and the ESA noise technical study note that transportation-
related traffic generated by traffic on Highway 101 would not exceed thresholds for residential use 
on the project site.  Section V.I.5.a.4 of the Final EIR and the ESA Noise Technical Study both note 
that operation of the winery would generate noise exceeding allowable thresholds for residential 
uses, resulting in a potentially significant impact.  The ESA Noise Technical Study includes a 
recommended mitigation measure (Noise-3b), which consists of the construction of a sound wall 
next to the existing entrance road and parking area, or two sound walls located on the southern 
side of Lots 49 and 58. This recommendation has been added to the Final EIR (refer to NS/mm-2) 
to address noise generated within the winery.  As noted in response to comment LV-6-1-85, the 
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proposed residences would be adversely affected by noise generated within the vineyards.  At this 
time, limiting agricultural operations would not be consistent with the Right to Farm Ordinance. 

LV-6-1-88 

The noise analysis conducted for the EIR included measurements from proposed lots that may 
experience elevated noise levels during operation of the winery facility.  Based on the nighttime 
noise threshold for residences (45 dBA), and measurements of daytime ambient noise levels 
outside of the harvest season (43 to 46 dbA as measured from Lots 49 and 58), it can be 
reasonably assumed that nighttime activity during the harvest season may exceed these noise 
levels.  As noted in the commenter’s tables excerpted from the ESA (2006) report, noise levels 
exceeded 45 dB during nighttime hours (prior to 7:00 a.m.) at Lots 46 and 58.  Therefore, as noted 
above (response to LV-6-1-87), the applicant’s (ESA) recommended mitigation measure to 
construct a noise barrier has been incorporated into the Final EIR (see measure NS/mm-2).  
Please refer to response to comment LV-6-1-85 above regarding noise generated throughout the 
vineyards. 

LV-6-1-89 

Please refer to Revised EIR (2013) and Final EIR Section V.E. Biological Resources, 5. Project-
specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, a. Project-wide, 2) Impacts to Coast Live Oak Woodland 
(page V.E.-36), which states that the project would result in the loss of 55 oak trees, and impacts to 
114 oak trees including on-going vegetation management pursuant to CAL FIRE standards.  The 
applicant’s Oak Tree Inventory identifies 53 oak trees that would be removed or potentially 
removed, and 116 oak trees that would be impacted or potentially impacted, which is similar to the 
estimates identified in the EIR. 

LV-6-1-90 The EIR assumes a worst-case scenario, which includes improvement of Upper Los Berros Road 
to meet County road standards.  As noted by the commenter, mitigation would apply. 

LV-6-1-91 Please refer to Recirculated EIR (2013) and Final EIR Sections V.E. Biological Resources and V.P. 
Water Resources. 

LV-6-1-92 Please refer to Recirculated EIR (2013) and Final EIR Sections V.E. Biological Resources and V.P. 
Water Resources. 

LV-6-1-93 Please refer to Recirculated EIR (2013) and Final EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis. 
LV-6-1-94 Contributors’ names and qualifications are noted. 
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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
Policy Consistency Table (LV-6-2) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-2-1 

The County acknowledges that the applicant has submitted a Mitigated Project Alternative, which 
would reduce the intensity of some identified environmental impacts including impacts to oak 
woodland, as noted in Final EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis.  Mitigation measures related to 
aesthetics, energy and water conservation, and oak woodland and native vegetation restoration, 
would apply to the Mitigated Project Alternative, and would reduce the project’s effect on 
nonrenewable and renewable resources.  The County decision makers will consider the Mitigated 
Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s Framework for Planning.  

LV-6-2-2 

The Mitigated Project Alternative would generate the same numbers of trips as the proposed 
project, and would impact the capacity of roadways and highway facilities.  At this time, the 
preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will 
consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s Framework for 
Planning. 

LV-6-2-3 

Similar to the proposed project, the Mitigated Project Alternative would create urban development  
(a private residential community) outside of urban areas, which may be inconsistent with the Clean 
Air Plan.  At this time, the preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the 
County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the 
County’s Framework for Planning. 

LV-6-2-4 

Implementation of mitigation would be required to reduce potential air quality impacts to less than 
significant; however, as noted above, the project and Mitigated Project Alternative may not be 
consistent with the Clean Air Plan.  Mitigation is identified that would reduce the project’s impact on 
air quality; however, the projects are not consistent with Clean Air Act policies that encourage this 
level of development within urban areas in order to reduce traffic trips and vehicle-miles-traveled.  
At this time, the preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County 
decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s 
Framework for Planning. 

LV-6-2-5 

The proposed project and Mitigated Project Alternative are assumed to include connections to the 
internet; however, this alone would not address the number of trips that would be generated in 
order for residents to access schools, shopping areas, and other places of business and 
employment.  The site is not readily accessible to transit routes, and it is not reasonable that 
persons would walk from the residential development to services available in Arroyo Grande and 
Nipomo.  At this time, the preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the 
County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the 
County’s Framework for Planning.  

LV-6-2-6 

The struck-out text remains relevant to both the project and the Mitigated Project Alternative 
because both project designs would result in the identified impacts.  Neither alternative specifically 
identifies a site for a new fire station.  Construction of that station would be implemented by CAL 
FIRE; therefore, it is uncertain if the station would be in service prior to completion of proposed 
residences.  At this time, the preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the 
County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the 
County’s Framework for Planning. 

LV-6-2-7 

The struck-out text remains relevant to both the project and the Mitigated Project Alternative 
because the construction of 101 new residences, wastewater treatment facility, and homeowners 
association/ranch headquarters would not maintain the existing greenbelt between the community 
of Nipomo and city of Arroyo Grande.  At this time, the preliminary determination remains 
“Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project 
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Alternative and its consistency with the County’s Framework for Planning. 

LV-6-2-8 

Implementation of the project, and the Mitigated Project Alternative, would change the existing rural 
and agricultural character of the site by introducing 101 new residences visible from Highway 101 
and surrounding local roadways.  At this time, the preliminary determination remains “Potentially 
Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its 
consistency with the County’s Framework for Planning. 

LV-6-2-9 

As identified in the EIR, while the project and Mitigated Project Alternative includes 
agricultural/open space easements are required by the LUO, both projects would require the 
permanent conversion of land currently under agricultural production.  At this time, the preliminary 
determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the 
Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s Framework for Planning. 

LV-6-2-10 
Both the project and Mitigated Project Alternative would result in significant impacts to existing 
public services and facilities.  Therefore, at this time, the preliminary determination remains 
“Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project 
Alternative and its consistency with the County’s Framework for Planning. 

LV-6-2-11 

The project was identified as “potentially inconsistent” with Goal 13 because it would not locate the 
development near employment areas, and based on the design of the project and Mitigated Project 
Alternative, potential land use incompatibilities my occur.  At this time, the preliminary 
determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the 
Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s Framework for Planning. 

LV-6-2-12 

As noted above (response to comment LV-6-2-10), the project would result in significant effects to 
existing public services, and identified mitigation including Highway 101 ramp improvements and 
construction of a fire station may not occur prior to occupation of proposed residences.  Therefore, 
the project may overburden existing resources.  At this time, the preliminary determination remains 
“Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project 
Alternative and its consistency with the County’s Framework for Planning. 

LV-6-2-13 Please see above (response to LV-6-2-10 and LV-6-2-12). 

LV-6-2-14 The recommended language has been added to the Public Services and Utilities Goal 17 
consistency analysis. 

LV-6-2-15 The recommended clarification has been added to the consistency analysis for LUO Section 
22.22.040. 

LV-6-2-16 Comment noted; no changes were identified by the commenter. 

LV-6-2-17 
Based on County Staff’s interpretation of the LUO, the project would not qualify for a residential 
density bonus for qualifying lots under the Rural Lands land use category standards.  The struck-
out text remains relevant, and will be considered by the County decision makers. 

LV-6-2-18 Comment noted; no changes were identified by the commenter. 

LV-6-2-19 

The policy analysis (22.22.140 – Cluster Division) has been modified to strike-out reference to the 
equestrian center, which has been removed by the applicant from the project description.  The 
ranch headquarters is identified in the Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative within development 
Lot 108, not within Open Space Lot 44.  Therefore, the Mitigated Project Alternative appears to be 
consistent with the land uses allowable in the Rural Lands open space parcel, and consistent with 
LUO Section 22.22.140.E. 

LV-6-2-20 Comment noted; no changes were identified by the commenter. 

LV-6-2-21 
The Applicant’s Mitigated Project incorporates many of the mitigation measures identified in the 
EIR specific to redesign of the tract and placement of lots.  These changes would encourage 
consistency with cluster division design standards; however, overall, the project would result in a 
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change in visual character.  At this time, the preliminary determination remains “Potentially 
Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its 
consistency with the County’s LUO. 

LV-6-2-22 Comment noted; no changes were identified by the commenter. 

LV-6-2-23 

The Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative would further mitigate potential impacts to visual 
resources and would include internal roads generally meeting CAL FIRE standards; however, other 
potential inconsistencies with LUO Section 22.22.150 remain.  These potential inconsistencies 
include placement of residential lots and roads within areas currently under agricultural production,  
potential land use incompatibilities due to reduced buffers, placement of buffers on land currently 
under agricultural production, and placement of roads and structures within environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas including oak woodland and riparian/wetland habitat.  At this time, the 
preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will 
consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s LUO. 

LV-6-2-24 Comment noted; no changes were identified by the commenter. 

LV-6-2-25 

Based on County Staff’s interpretation of the LUO Section 22.22.150, the applicant incorrectly 
applied proposed vineyard replacement areas in the calculations used to determine the number of 
allowed units.  At this time, the preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the 
County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the 
County’s LUO. 

LV-6-2-26 

The policy consistency table for the proposed project has been revised to remove references to 
and discussion regarding the equestrian facility, as this component is no longer included in the 
proposed project.  The Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative includes Lot 108, which is proposed 
to contain the ranch/HOA headquarters.  Therefore, the headquarter facilities would no longer be 
located within Open Space Lot 44, and the proposed Alternative appears to be consistent with LUO 
Section 22.22.150.J. 

LV-6-2-27 

As noted in the EIR, the project and the Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative would require the 
permanent conversion of farmland currently under production, and the County Agriculture 
Commissioner’s Office has expressed concern that then open space calculations do not include 
identified buffer areas, which would no longer support crop production.  In addition, the proposed 
tract map could be further modified to minimize visibility from public roads.  However, the 
Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative appears to be generally consistent with the specific site 
design and development standards identified in LUO Section 22.22.150.K. 

LV-6-2-28 Comment noted; no changes were identified by the commenter. 

LV-6-2-29 

The Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative does not include transit facilities or access to a bus 
stop, and is therefore potentially inconsistent with this ordinance section.  The County decision-
makers may determine that these standards are not applicable to the project, due to the project’s 
location.  The policy analysis for the project has been modified to acknowledge that the on-site 
services identified in the LUO are not allowed on-site due to the underlying land use designations. 

LV-6-2-30 

Based on County Staff’s interpretation of the LUO, the applicant incorrectly applied proposed 
vineyard replacement areas in the calculations used to determine the number of allowed units.  The 
Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative does mitigate potentially significant impacts to 
archaeological resources, reduces impacts to oak woodland, and reduces impacts to visual 
resources through implementation of tract design-related mitigation identified in the EIR.  At this 
time, due to the potentially incorrect incorporation of proposed replacement vineyard acreage into 
the open space calculation, the preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and 
the County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with 
the County’s LUO. 
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LV-6-2-31 Comment noted; no changes were identified by the commenter. 

LV-6-2-32 

The EIR policy analysis has been supplemented to identify the off-site mitigation measures that 
would be required, which would improve the condition of affected roadways and provide some 
benefit to areawide circulation.  Both the project and the Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative 
appear to be consistent with this standard, and this preliminary determination has been modified in 
the Final EIR. 

LV-6-2-33 Comment noted; no changes were identified by the commenter. 

LV-6-2-34 The policy consistency table has been modified by removing references to the equestrian facility, 
which is no longer proposed as part of the project. 

LV-6-2-35 Comment noted; no changes were identified by the commenter. 

LV-6-2-36 

As noted in the EIR policy consistency table, the applicant’s calculations incorrectly take into 
consideration proposed new agricultural areas to determine consistency with open space and 
development area acreage.  The County Agriculture Commissioner’s Office is also concerned that 
the calculations exclude land within proposed buffer areas that would no longer support crop 
production.  The Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative includes two new parcels to 
accommodate the wastewater treatment facility and ranch/HOA headquarters, which removes 
these uses from the proposed open space lots, consistent with the LUO.  The Mitigated Project 
Alternative would be located in areas subject to Highway 101 corridor design standards, and would 
affect existing views as seen from Highway 101, even after implementation of visual mitigation 
measures.  Therefore, the preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the 
County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the 
County’s LUO. 

LV-6-2-37 

The County decision makers will consider the commenter’s statement that the proposed 
wastewater treatment facility is compatible with the identified land use limitations.  At this time, it 
does not appear to fit within the designated land uses, and may therefore be potentially 
inconsistent with this LUO standard.  County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project 
Alternative and its consistency with the County’s LUO. 

LV-6-2-38 

The uses identified in the Applicant’s Mitigated Plan are not specifically allowed in the Rural Lands 
land use category, as identified in the applicable standard, therefore the policy consistency 
determination appears to be “Potentially Inconsistent”.  The County decision makers will consider 
this ordinance language as compared to the language identified in the cluster ordinances, which do 
allow for a ranch headquarters, and determine if the components included in the ranch/HOA 
headquarters are consistent with the LUO.   

LV-6-2-39 

The Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative would affect the rural character and heritage of South 
County by introducing urban elements within an area that has historically only supported wine-
grape production and processing.  Therefore, it appears this policy consistency determination 
would be “Potentially Inconsistent”.  County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project 
Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General Plan. 

LV-6-2-40 

The project site’s existing uses appear to be compatible with this Land Use Element Goal.  
However, as noted in the EIR, the project does not include affordable housing or other components 
that would be open or available to non-residents.  The development would provide amenities that 
are anticipated to be affordable for project residents, through payment of dues to the HOA.  The 
County decision makers may consider if this policy is intended for the population of South County 
as a whole, or if this policy can be applied to the project residents only.  At this time, the preliminary 
determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the 
Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General Plan. 
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LV-6-2-41 

As noted in Final EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis, the Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative 
would result in less impacts to oak woodland; however, impacts to oak woodland along Upper Los 
Berros Road would remain, due to required road improvements.  In addition, this alternative would 
require the permanent conversion of productive farmland.  Therefore, at this time, the preliminary 
determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the 
Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General Plan. 

LV-6-2-42 

The applicant’s proposal to plant replacement vineyards onsite would not fully mitigate for the loss 
of currently productive farmland.  In addition, based on consultation with the County Agriculture 
Commissioner’s Office, the proposed buffers may not be adequate to prevent land use 
incompatibilities, and may result in changes to the agricultural operation in order to accommodate 
the proposed residences.  Therefore, at this time, the preliminary determination remains 
“Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project 
Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General Plan. 

LV-6-2-43 

Agricultural clustering is encouraged as an alternative to a conventional subdivision; however, this 
does not exempt the project or project alternatives from project-specific evaluation.  The Applicant’s 
Mitigated Project would reduce project-related visual impacts; however, the development would 
result in a change in agricultural visual character currently present on the project site.  Therefore, at 
this time, the preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision 
makers will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General 
Plan. 

LV-6-2-44 

The Applicant’s Mitigated Project may not be consistent with this policy, because it would result in 
the construction of 101 residences and associated facilities, which may hinder the County’s goal to 
maintain the rural character of the area.  Therefore, at this time, the preliminary determination 
remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the Mitigated 
Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General Plan. 

LV-6-2-45 Comment noted; no changes are identified by the commenter. 

LV-6-2-46 

The Applicant’s Mitigated Project may not be consistent with this policy, because it would result in 
the construction of 101 residences and associated facilities, which may affect the “rural open 
countryside” character of the area.  Therefore, at this time, the preliminary determination remains 
“Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project 
Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General Plan. 

LV-6-2-47 

The Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative incorporates mitigation measures identified in the EIR 
to minimize visual impacts, minimize effects to oak woodland, and avoid significant archaeological 
sites and historic structures.  Water conservation and air quality/greenhouse gas mitigation 
measures would be incorporated into the project through the MMRP.  As proposed, the Alternative 
could be further refined to reduce visual impacts.  New residential development would be located 
proximate to and throughout the existing vineyard, and the project design may not include 
adequate buffers to prevent land use incompatibility issues related to noise, dust, and odors.  The 
County decision makers will consider the balance of economic and environmental impacts when 
reviewing the project and the Applicant’s Project Alternative. 

LV-6-2-48 Comment noted; no changes are identified by the commenter. 

LV-6-2-49 

As noted in the EIR, adverse impacts to Highway 101 transportation facilities would occur until 
improvements are implemented.  Due to the cost and the County’s lack of permitting jurisdiction 
within Caltrans right-of-way, not all improvements may be feasible to implement.  Therefore, at this 
time, the preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision 
makers will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General 
Plan. 
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LV-6-2-50 

As noted in the EIR, operation of a dude ranch in the proposed location may result in land use 
incompatibilities.  The EIR notes that the applicant is not currently requesting approval of the dude 
ranch at this time.  Based on potential land use incompatibilities, this use may be inconsistent with 
Policy AGP6; however, upon receipt of a land use permit application, the County will consider if the 
dude ranch would be beneficial to the agricultural industry. 

LV-6-2-51 

The Applicant’s Mitigated Project may be potentially inconsistent with this policy because the 
applicant’s identified water conservation measures for the project include reducing irrigation within 
the vineyard.  This measure may be implemented at the discretion of the vineyard operator; 
however, it may not be appropriate to implement this measure in order to provide additional water 
for the residential development. 

LV-6-2-52 

Based on consultation with the County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office, the proposed buffers 
may not be adequate to prevent potential land use incompatibilities, which may in turn reduce 
agricultural production on the project site.  Therefore, at this time, the preliminary determination 
remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the Mitigated 
Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General Plan 

LV-6-2-53 
The Applicant’s Mitigated Project would locate development on currently productive Farmland, and 
therefore appears potentially inconsistent with this policy to protect agricultural land.  At this time, 
the preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers 
will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General Plan 

LV-6-2-54 

As previously noted, the Applicant’s Mitigated Project no longer includes construction of the 
wastewater treatment facilities and ranch/HOA headquarters within identified open space parcels.   
However, the applicant’s calculations incorrectly take into consideration proposed new agricultural 
areas (which may or may not be successfully productive), and do not take into consideration 
productive areas lost due to proposed buffer zones.  Therefore, at this time, the preliminary 
determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the 
Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General Plan. 

LV-6-2-55 

The Applicant’s Mitigated Project appears to be inconsistent with the policy to discourage 
conversion of agricultural lands, because the project includes residential and facility development 
within currently productive agricultural areas.  Therefore, at this time, the preliminary determination 
remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the Mitigated 
Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General Plan 

LV-6-2-56 
The Applicant’s Mitigated Project would result in a significant reduction in impacts to oak woodland 
as compared to the originally proposed project, and may be found consistent with this policy by the 
County decision makers. 

LV-6-2-57 Comment noted; no changes are identified by the commenter. 

LV-6-2-58 
The Applicant’s Mitigated Project incorporates many of the identified mitigation measures proposed 
to mitigate potential impacts to scenic resources.  Further modification of the tract design would 
promote consistency with this policy. 

LV-6-2-59 

Components of the Applicant’s Mitigated Project that may be inconsistent with this policy include 
the use of existing agricultural roads for recreational purposes, which may result in incompatibilities 
with the existing agricultural operation.  Therefore, at this time, the preliminary determination 
remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers will consider the Mitigated 
Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General Plan 

LV-6-2-60 
The Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative has been designed to avoid significant archaeological 
sites as recommended in the EIR, and mitigation is identified for the further protection of resources.  
Therefore, the County decision makers may find the Alternative consistent with this policy. 

LV-6-2-61 Comment noted; no changes are identified by the commenter. 
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LV-6-2-62 
As noted in the EIR, the project would result in additional transportation noise, which would 
contribute to and increase the current noise levels along local roadways.  Therefore, at this time, 
the preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County decision makers 
will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s General Plan 

LV-6-2-63 

The Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative includes the construction of a noise attenuation wall 
near the existing winery, which would mitigate potential noise impacts from this stationary source.  
However, the proposed residential development would be subject to noise levels potentially 
exceeding identified nighttime thresholds, and is therefore potentially inconsistent with this policy.  
At this time, the preliminary determination remains “Potentially Inconsistent”, and the County 
decision makers will consider the Mitigated Project Alternative and its consistency with the County’s 
General Plan. 

LV-6-2-64 Comment noted; no changes are identified by the commenter. 
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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
Letter from Photography Professor (LV-6-3) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-3-1 The commenter’s methodology is noted. 

LV-6-3-2 
The camera used to obtain photographs of the project site from identified Key Viewing Areas 
(KVAs) was a Canon EOS body with a 50 millimeter lens.  These photos were used as the base for 
the photo-simulations.  A 200 millimeter lens was used for identified zoomed in photographs. 

LV-6-3-3 The commenter’s client list, experience, and education are noted. 
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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
RRM Visual Simulations (LV-6-4) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-4-1 
The submitted photo-simulations were reviewed and considered during preparation of the Final 
EIR.  Responses to specific comments referencing the photo-simulations are provided where 
referenced. 
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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
Land Subdivision Map (LV-6-5) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-5-1 The submitted parcel lines and land use map was considered during preparation of the Final EIR. 
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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
Letter from Vineyard Manager (LV-6-6) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-6-1 The commenter’s qualifications and experience are noted. 

LV-6-6-2 

The commenter’s statements regarding the feasibility to cultivate replacement vineyards within the 
identified replacement areas are noted.  This information supports the determination that the 
proposed replacement may be feasible mitigation; however, based on the permanent conversion of 
existing productive farmland to non-agricultural use, the proposed replacement or replanting of 
vineyards would not fully mitigate the loss. 
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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
Buffer Examples (LV-6-7) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-7-1 

The applicant’s submitted buffer maps and cross-section profiles were considered during 
preparation of the Final EIR.  The information provided by the applicant includes variable buffer 
distances based on lot orientation and prevailing winds.  The identified buffer zones are less than 
what is recommended in the County Agriculture Element, and less than what is recommended by 
the County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office to avoid or minimize potential land use 
incompatibilities, and subsequent potential reductions in crop yield due to changes in agricultural 
practices to accommodate sensitive land uses (residences).   These identified buffers may be 
effective during typical wind patterns to minimize exposure or nuisance due to dust and pesticide or 
chemical drift; however, shorter distances may not be adequate for noise attenuation.  This 
information will be considered by the County decision makers. 
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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
Letter from ATE (LV-6-8) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-8-1 Comment noted; please refer to responses to specific comments below. 
LV-6-8-2 Comment noted. 

LV-6-8-3 

The Transportation Concept Report US 101 District 5 (August 2013) does not identify a target level 
of service for U.S. Highway 101 in the Nipomo Area.  The report notes that: “2010 base year 
projections show high levels and demand exceeding capacity for much of the segment, with a LOS 
ranging from D‐F. By the 2035 horizon year, these levels are expected to increase in severity with 
a large portion of the segment projected to operate at LOS F by 2035” (page 60).  As stated in the 
Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, “Caltrans endeavors to maintain a 
target LOS at the transition between LOS C and LOS D on State highway facilities, however, 
Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be feasible and recommends that the lead agency 
consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate target LOS” (page 1).  Public Works at Caltrans 
were consulted upon initiation of the EIR, including review and approval of study methodology and 
thresholds of significance. 

LV-6-8-4 
The proposed project would not add just one trip, it would add 130 trips to the ramps during the 
p.m. peak hour.  Based on review by County Public Works and Caltrans, a significant impact would 
occur, and mitigation is warranted.  

LV-6-8-5 The County decision makers and County Public Works Department may consider providing traffic 
fee credits to the applicant in exchange for implementation of identified off-site road improvements. 

LV-6-8-6 
The identified impact and mitigation measure are supported by the County Public Works 
Department’s review of the proposed project, and knowledge of traffic conditions on Sheehy Road 
and North Thompson Road. 

LV-6-8-7 The impact and mitigation are identified to ensure that the project would not create an unsafe 
condition due to the noted increase in traffic on affected local roadways. 

LV-6-8-8 

Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation, 6. Project-specific Impacts and Mitigation, 
TR Impact 4 discussion and impact determination has been clarified to recognize that the additional 
trips created by the project would not result in a noticeable increase in congestion on the Highway 
101 Mainline.  The impact determination regarding the North Thompson Road and Los Berros 
Road ramps remains the same.  Please refer to EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation, 
Figure V.N.-5 Project Trip Assignment.  During the p.m. peak hour, implementation of the project 
would add 29 trips to the northbound Highway 101 off-ramp, 34 trips to the northbound Highway 
101 on-ramp, 46 trips to the southbound Highway 101 off-ramp, and 21 trips to the southbound 
Highway 101 on-ramp.  These additional trips would add one additional passenger car per mile per 
lane on the affected ramp junctions.  Based on review by County Public Works and Caltrans, the 
effect would be significant, and mitigation is recommended.  County Staff disagrees that no other 
development project traffic analysis reports included an assessment of impacts to Caltrans 
facilities; the analysis would depend on the location of the project, and the project’s contribution to 
trips on the Highway 101 mainline, intersections, and ramp junctions. 

LV-6-8-9 Please refer to response to comment LV-6-8-3, above. 
LV-6-8-10 Please refer to response to comment LV-6-8-8, above. 

LV-6-8-11 Please refer to Final EIR Appendix G Transportation and Circulation, HCM Signalized Intersection 
Capacity Analysis, Mitigated Existing + Project worksheets for additional information. 

LV-6-8-12 Comments noted. 
LV-6-8-13 As shown in FEIR Table V.N.-11, the project would add 1,234 daily trips to Sheehy Road and North 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

Dana Foothill Road, which currently do not meet County rural road standards based on average 
daily trips.  The project would exacerbate this condition by increasing trips by approximately 84 
percent on Sheehy Road and by 274 percent on Dana Foothill Road, which is the nexus between 
the project impacts and the mitigation measures.  The EIR includes an assessment of the worst-
case scenario, which includes improvement of Upper Los Berros Road up to the Dude Ranch 
access road.   

LV-6-8-14 

All project access roads (excluding applicant identified “emergency” access via Laetitia Vineyard 
Drive) require access onto Upper Los Berros Road.  There is no current direct connection from any 
of the access roads to North Dana Foothill Road.  Therefore, improvements to Upper Los Berros 
Road would be required prior to the first phase of development in order to mitigate potential 
adverse effects. 

LV-6-8-15 

As noted in EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation TR Impact 10: “The proposed control 
of the emergency vehicle access at Laetitia Vineyard Drive does not guarantee emergency-only 
access, because residents could open and close the gate for non-emergency use.” As documented 
in the EIR, the intersection operates at LOS F during the peak hour, and the addition of new 
residential trips would be significant.  Additional correspondence from Caltrans (May 9, 2014) 
states that use of this driveway for secondary access “would constitute an unapproved use” 
because the existing encroachment permit for the driveway access onto Highway 101 is identified 
for use as a winery and tasting room.  In addition, use of this driveway for secondary access would 
“create its own set of public safety and traffic operations problems” (Caltrans 2014).  Therefore, this 
impact remains significant and unavoidable. 

LV-6-8-16 Comment noted. 

LV-6-8-17 

As noted in Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation Cumulative Impact TR Impact 
13: “The proposed control of the emergency vehicle access at Laetitia Vineyard Drive does not 
guarantee emergency-only access, because the gate could physically be opened for non-
emergency use, significantly contributing to the cumulative degradation of this intersection.”  As 
documented in the EIR, the intersection would operate at LOS F under cumulative conditions, and 
the addition of trips would be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, this cumulative impact remains 
significant and unavoidable. 

LV-6-8-18 
Cumulative TR Impact 14 is identified as significant because implementation of noted 
improvements would not be located solely within the County’s jurisdiction, which may affect the 
timing and feasibility of the improvements. 

LV-6-8-19 The proposed project would have a cumulatively considerable effect on the noted highway ramps, 
as described in Cumulative TR Impact 15.  Please also refer to response to comment LV-6-8-8. 

 
 
  



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-388 

 
  



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-389 

 
  

LV-6-9-1 

LV-6-9-2 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-390 

 
  

LV-6-9-3 

LV-6-9-4 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-391 

 
  

LV-6-9-5 

LV-6-9-6 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-392 

 
  

LV-6-9-6 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-393 

 
  

LV-6-9- 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-394 

 
  

LV-6-9-6 (cont’d) 

LV-6-9-7 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-395 

 
  

LV-6-9-7 (cont’d) 

LV-6-9-8 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-396 

 
  

LV-6-9-8 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-397 

 
  

LV-6-9-8 (cont’d) 

LV-6-9-9 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-398 

 
  

LV-6-9-10 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-399 

 
  



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-400 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-401 

 
  



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-402 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-403 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-404 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-405 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-406 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-407 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-408 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-409 

 
  



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-410 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-411 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-412 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-413 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-414 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-415 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-416 

 
  

LV-6-9-11 (cont’d) 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  X. Response to Comments 

Final EIR  X.B.-417 

Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
Letter from Cleath & Associates (LV-6-9) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-9-1 
The contents of the Cleath & Associates letter (November 8, 2008) were peer reviewed during 
preparation of the Revised EIR (2013), and the information contained in the letter was incorporated 
into the EIR analysis for the Revised and Final EIR (see Sections V.E. Biological Resources and 
V.P. Water Resources). 

LV-6-9-2 Comment noted. 

LV-6-9-3 The applicant’s proposed revised landscape parameters and water demand estimates are 
incorporated into the Revised (2013) and Final EIR. 

LV-6-9-4 
These comments were peer reviewed during preparation of the Revised EIR (2013), and the 
information contained in the letter was incorporated into the EIR analysis for the Revised and Final 
EIR (see Sections V.E. Biological Resources and V.P. Water Resources). 

LV-6-9-5 
The contents of the Cleath & Associates letter (November 8, 2008) were peer reviewed during 
preparation of the Revised EIR (2013), and the information contained in the letter was incorporated 
into the EIR analysis for the Revised and Final EIR (see Section V.P. Water Resources). 

LV-6-9-6 
The contents of the Cleath & Associates letter (November 8, 2008) were peer reviewed during 
preparation of the Revised EIR (2013), and the information contained in the letter was incorporated 
into the EIR analysis for the Revised and Final EIR (see Section and V.P. Water Resources). 

LV-6-9-7 
The contents of the Cleath & Associates letter (November 8, 2008) were peer reviewed during 
preparation of the Revised EIR (2013), and the information contained in the letter (including the 
proposed revised domestic wells) was incorporated into the EIR analysis for the Revised and Final 
EIR (see Sections V.E. Biological Resources and V.P. Water Resources). 

LV-6-9-8 
The contents of the Cleath & Associates letter (November 8, 2008) were peer reviewed during 
preparation of the Revised EIR (2013), and the information contained in the letter was incorporated 
into the EIR analysis for the Revised and Final EIR (see Section V.P. Water Resources). 

LV-6-9-9 
The contents of the Cleath & Associates letter (November 8, 2008) were peer reviewed during 
preparation of the Revised EIR (2013), and the information contained in the letter was incorporated 
into the EIR analysis for the Revised and Final EIR (see Section V.P. Water Resources). 

LV-6-9-10 
The contents of the Cleath & Associates letter (November 8, 2008) were peer reviewed during 
preparation of the Revised EIR (2013), and the information contained in the letter was incorporated 
into the EIR analysis for the Revised and Final EIR (see Sections V.E. Biological Resources and 
V.P. Water Resources). 

LV-6-9-11 
The letter attachments were peer reviewed during preparation of the Revised EIR (2013), and the 
information contained in the letter was incorporated into the EIR analysis for the Revised and Final 
EIR (see Sections V.E. Biological Resources and V.P. Water Resources). 
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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
URBEMIS Modeling Results (LV-6-10) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-10-1 
The applicant’s submitted URBEMIS model output was considered during preparation of the Final 
EIR.  Final EIR Section V.C. Air Quality includes air pollutant emissions calculations using the 
SLOAPCD’s currently recommended model, CaleeMod. 
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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
Noise Wall Design (LV-6-11) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-11-1 The applicant’s proposed noise wall design has been incorporated in the Final EIR (refer to 
NS/mm-2) to mitigate for noise generated within the winery and processing facilities. 
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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
Oak Tree Inventory (LV-6-12) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-12-1 

The submitted Oak Tree Inventory was considered during preparation of the Revised EIR and final 
EIR. Please refer to Revised EIR (2013) and Final EIR Section V.E. Biological Resources, 5. 
Project-specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, a. Project-wide, 2) Impacts to Coast Live Oak 
Woodland (page V.E.-36), which states that the project would result in the loss of 55 oak trees, and 
impacts to 114 oak trees including on-going vegetation management pursuant to CAL FIRE 
standards.  The applicant’s Oak Tree Inventory identifies 53 oak trees that would be removed or 
potentially removed, and 116 oak trees that would be impacted or potentially impacted, which is 
similar to the estimates identified in the EIR. 
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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
Memo from Aquatic Ecologist (LV-6-13) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-13-1 Comments noted; please refer to the Revised EIR (2013) and Final EIR Section V.E. Biological 
Resources. 

LV-6-13-2 
Please refer to the Revised EIR (2013) and Final EIR Section V.E. Biological Resources.  These 
documents were revised to incorporate additional analysis of water resources, and proposed 
project wells’ influence on base flow within Los Berros Creek. 

LV-6-13-3 

Please refer to Revised EIR (2013) and Final EIR Section V.E. Biological Resources, which 
incorporate proposed project changes related to domestic well production, and implementation of 
yield restrictions on wells that may be influenced by Los Berros Creek.  Based on implementation 
of water conservation measures, water use monitoring, and noted yield restrictions, BIO Impact 7 is 
identified as less than significant. 

LV-6-13-4 Comment noted; please also refer to the Revised EIR (2013) and Final EIR Section V.E. Biological 
Resources.  
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Responses to John Janneck’s Comments: 
Firm Qualifications/Resumes (LV-6-14) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV-6-14-1 The submitted resumes and statements of qualifications are noted for the record, and will be 
considered by the County decision makers. 
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