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9.4 APPLICANT COMMENT LETTER AND RESPONSES 
The applicant has submitted comments on the Draft EIR. 

Table 9.4-1. Applicant Comments 

Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

Dana Reserve LLC  
(via RRM Design Group) 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

DRL 3765 South Higuera Street, Suite 102 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
Contact: Nick Tompkins, Dana Reserve LLC 

Matt Ottoson, Senior Planner, RRM 
Design Group  
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9.4.1.1 Response to Letter from Dana Reserve LLC 
(via RRM Design Group) 

Comment No. Response 

DRL-1 

The comment states the EIR analysis related to policy inconsistency does not apply the principles 
established by No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1987), Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado 
County v. El Dorado County Bd. Of Supervisors (1998), and Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. County of 
Orange (2005).  
It is noted that perfect conformity with every general plan policy is neither achievable nor required (Families 
Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado County v. El Dorado County Board of Supervisors [1998] 62 Cal.App.4th 
1332, 1341-1342). The decision makers are required to evaluate the project’s consistency with the General 
Plan as a whole and a project should only be found inconsistent with the General Plan as a whole when it 
conflicts with a general plan policy that is fundamental, mandatory, and clear. This background information 
has been added to Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, of the EIR.  
Notwithstanding these requirements, CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d) requires an EIR to “discuss any 
inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans, and regional 
plans.” While CEQA requires a discussion of consistency with applicable plans and policies, inconsistency 
does not necessarily lead to a significant impact. Inconsistency with public plans or policies creates 
significant impacts under CEQA only when an adverse physical effect would result from the inconsistency. 
Ultimately, it is a function of the local decision-making body (San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors) 
to make a determination regarding the project’s consistency with applicable plans as a whole. The detailed 
policy-specific analysis in the EIR is intended to facilitate that decision-making process. Therefore, the EIR 
preparers completed a detailed consistency analysis of the proposed project by analyzing each of the 
individual policies and goals applicable to the project, but only identified preliminary consistency findings 
(e.g., potentially consistent or potentially inconsistent).   

DRL-2 

The comment requests the Executive summary specify that Dana Ridge is 388 acres and that any necessary 
updates to impact headings and mitigation measures be verified and updated throughout the remainder of 
the EIR. 
Revisions have been incorporated in the Executive Summary to specify that the Dana Ridge site is 388 
acres. All revisions to impact headings and mitigation measures have been carried through the Executive 
Summary, MMRP, and other relevant portions of the EIR.  

DRL-3 Revisions have been incorporated Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR to clarify that commercial uses 
are also present south of the project site.  

DRL-4 Figure 2-5 has been revised to show the Item 7 improvement within the footprint of the existing pump station 
facility. 

DRL-5 

The comment states Collector A will provide access and infrastructure connections as well as public facilities 
such as a park and ride and a potential fire stations and requests that this information be added to the 
Project Description.  
Revisions have been incorporated to add this information into the Project Description; however, a reference 
to the potential fire station was not included since it is not proposed as a project component (but rather, was 
a mitigation requirement).  

DRL-6 
The comment refers to Table 2-2, Section 2.5.3.11, and Table 2-5 and states that the density was revised for 
DR-SF2 to 11-13 du/ac per correspondence between the Applicant and the County on January 14, 2022.  
Revisions have been incorporated to revise this information in Table 2-2, Section 2.5.3.1.1, and Table 2-5.  

DRL-7 

The comment requested that a footnote be added to Table 2-4 stating that there will be a transit center, park 
and ride, and fire station in the RR parcel for Collector A.  
Footnote 4 has been revised to state a transit center and Park and Ride lot would be located within the RR 
land use designation; however, the fire station was not included in this revision since it is not proposed as a 
project component.  

DRL-8 This comment requests that updated information from the 2020 Census be incorporated. Updated 
information from the 2020 Census has been incorporated. 

DRL-9 Revisions have been incorporated for Table 2-9 to clarify that “Alternative Fueling Installations” such as 
hydrogen and EV charging stations would be a permitted use in Commercial land use categories. 
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Comment No. Response 

DRL-10 

The comment states that Table 2-10 Rec and OS Development Standards from the Specific Plan is missing 
and should be added to Section 2.5.3.1.3. 
The information included in Table 2.10: Recreation and Open Space Development Standards in the Specific 
Plan. No further changes to the EIR are necessary.  

DRL-11 

The comment has provided an exhibit that illustrates the Cherokee Road improvements at the Collector A 
and B intersections. These improvements are described in Section 2.5.3.3.6 of the EIR, under Cherokee 
Place Intersections. These exhibits will be included in the Final EIR. No other changes to the EIR are 
necessary.   

DRL-12 
The comment states that the 2020 US Census and the population of Nipomo should be added to the 
Environmental Setting section. The EIR has been revised to include the 2020 US Census and population of 
Nipomo.  

DRL-13 

This comment states the property has a documented historic use of cattle grazing and periodic, seasonal dry 
farming for feed and requests that this information be included in every section that refers to the agricultural 
use of the property.  
This clarification has been incorporated in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and 
Section 4.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources.  

DRL-14 Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, has been revised to specify the acreage of Dana Ridge.  

DRL-15 
The comment states that the cumulative lists need a total for the build out and states the total build out of 
300-unit housing units and ADUs and commercial square feet. Table 3-1 has been revised to include total 
buildout estimates. 

DRL-16 See response to comment DRL-13.  

DRL-17 The comment refers to the project’s consistency with the existing visual character of the area. Table 4.1-1 
has been revised to state that is planned for growth in the County’s South County Area Plan.  

DRL-18 

This comment references Mitigation Measure AES/mm-3-1 and states the existing SoCalGas easement is 20 
feet wide. The commenter states the Applicant agrees to an additional 30 feet for planting trees for a total of 
50 feet for a landscaping buffer. Subsequent discussions have resulted in a reduction in the width of this 
buffer to 20 feet. The author of the Aesthetics section of the EIR, a landscape architect and visual resource 
specialist, has confirmed this change would still provide adequate mitigation to reduce potential impacts to 
less than significant.  
Mitigation Measure AES/mm-3.1 has been revised to incorporate this clarification. 

DRL-19 

The comment references Mitigation Measure AES/mm-3.2 and recommends revisions be included to specify 
container sizes for replacement trees. AES/mm-3.2 applies to all plantings throughout the Specific Plan 
Area, not just the U.S. Route 101 Visual Screening Zone. Therefore, no changes to AES/mm-3.2 have been 
made; the size requirements in AES/mm-3.2 will apply to half of all plantings on the project site. However, 
the more stringent container size requirements have been added to AES/mm-3.1 and would apply to any 
plantings within the U.S. Route 101 Visual Screening Zone.  
Mitigation Measure AES/mm-3.1 has been revised accordingly. 

DRL-20 

The comment refers to Mitigation Measure AES/mm-7.1 and states the EIR has already done the visual 
assessment and states the measure is redundant and should be deleted. The visual analysis has been 
completed at a programmatic level. Future analysis is needed to ensure future developments within the 
Specific Plan Area are appropriately designed to minimize noticeability from areas outside the Dana Reserve 
boundaries.  

DRL-21 

The comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Policy AQ 1.2 in Section 4.3, Air Quality, 
and states the project satisfies the intent of the policy through required mitigation. The EIR preparers agree; 
therefore, the policy consistency analysis has been revised to indicate that the project is potentially 
consistent with Policy AQ 1.2. 

DRL-22 

The comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Infill 8 in Section 4.3, Air Quality, and states 
the project should be considered consistent with this policy. The EIR preparers agree; therefore, the policy 
consistency analysis has been revised to indicate that the project is potentially consistent with Policy Infill 8 
of the Sustainable Communities Strategy. This potential consistency determination was identified in Section 
4-11, Land Use and Planning; therefore, this discrepancy in the Draft EIR has been remedied.  
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Comment No. Response 

DRL-23 

This comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Policies 11-24 in Section 4.3, Air Quality, 
and states that discussion should be added indicating that the property is planned for development in the 
SCAP and is in the Nipomo SOI and adjacent to the current service line. This clarification has been made in 
the policy consistency analysis.  

DRL-24 

This comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Land Use Planning Strategy L-3 and states 
that the analysis of Land Use Planning Strategy L-3 should be revised to reflect a regional perspective. The 
EIR identified a significant and unavoidable impacts related to unplanned growth, VMT, and an adverse 
contribution to the existing jobs and housing imbalance. No changes to the EIR are necessary in response to 
this comment.  

DRL-25 

This comment requests removal of AQ/mm-3.3(7) and AQ/mm-3.3(19). These measures are necessary to 
reduce potential impacts to the greatest extent feasible. AQ/mm-3.3(7) specifies that the Park and Ride lot 
proposed as part of the project could meet the requirements of this measure. Public Assembly and 
Entertainment Facilities are an allowed use in the Commercial designation. If no event centers are ultimately 
proposed, this measure would not be applicable. No changes to the EIR are necessary in response to this 
comment.  

DRL-26 
This comment requests that a discussion of Deinandra paniculata be included in Section 4.4, Biological 
Resources. A discussion of Deinandra paniculate has been added to Table 4.4-3 in Section 4.4, Biological 
Resources of the EIR.  

DRL-27 

This comment refers to Table 4.4-6 in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, and states the policy analysis 
should reflect that the site is planned for development in the South County Area Plan. Table 4.4-6 has been 
revised to reflect that the site is planned for development in the South County Area Plan; however, 
preliminary policy determinations have not changed. 

DRL-28 

This comment refers to Table 4.4-6 in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, and states that the policy 
consistency analysis related to Goal BR-1, Policy BR-1.4, Goal BR-3, and Policies BR-3.1 and BR-3.2 
should include reference to the oaks to be retained/replanted onsite and preserved at Dana Ridge. The 
policy consistency analysis has been revised to reference oak trees and oak woodland habitat that would be 
retained at the Dana Ridge property.  

DRL-29 

The comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Policy BR 1.2 and states it should be 
deleted because it does not apply to the project. While it is agreed that the site has not been identified as 
“essential” habitat, the EIR contains substantial evidence supporting a potential inconsistency with this 
policy. No changes to the EIR are necessary.  

DRL-30 

The comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Policies BR 1.4, BR 1.9, BR 2.6, BR 3.3, 
OS 1.1, OS 2.1, and Policy Objective 6.4 and requests revisions be incorporated to refer to the Applicant-
proposed 4.27-acre native garden. Reference to the Applicant-proposed 4.27-acre native garden has been 
included in Table 4.4-6.  

DRL-31 
The comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Goal BR 2 and requests revisions to the 
policy analysis. The policy consistency analysis has been revised to reflect Applicant-proposed measures to 
protect Pismo Clarkia.  

DRL-32 The comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Policies BR 2.1 and BR 2.2 and requests 
revisions to the policy analysis. The policy analysis has been revised to clarify permitting requirements.  

DRL-33 

The comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Policies BR 3.5, BR 4.1, BR 4.2, BR 4.7, 
BR 5.1, BR 5.2, and Policy 3 and requests the language be revised to state “Applicant and/or NCSD will 
conduct a wetland delineation…” 
This revision is applicable to and has been incorporated for Policies BR 4.1, BR 4.2, BR 5.2, and Policy 3. 

DRL-34 
The comment refers to Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-5.1 and requests revisions be incorporated. The 
revisions do not affect the effectiveness of the measure. Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-5.1 has been revised in 
all applicable sections of the EIR.  

DRL-35 
The comment refers to Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-6.1 and requests revisions be incorporated. Bullet 4 is 
appropriate, as the County and CDFW should be apprised of the relocation activities. Biologist qualifications 
have been clarified in Bullet 7.   

DRL-36 The comment refers to Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-8.1 and requests revisions be incorporated. Mitigation 
Measure BIO/mm-8.1 has been revised in all applicable sections of the EIR. 
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DRL-37 
The comment refers to Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-9.1 and requests revisions be incorporated. The 
revisions do not affect the effectiveness of the measure. Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-9.1 has been revised in 
all applicable sections of the EIR. 

DRL-38 The comment refers to Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-10 and requests revisions be incorporated. Mitigation 
Measure BIO/mm-10 has been revised in all applicable sections of the EIR. 

DRL-39 The comment refers to Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-11 and requests revisions be incorporated. Mitigation 
Measure BIO/mm-11 has been revised in all applicable sections of the EIR. 

DRL-40 The comment refers to Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-12.1 and requests revisions be incorporated. Mitigation 
Measure BIO/mm-12.1 has been revised to include a reference to Nipomo Creek. 

DRL-41 This comment refers to Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-19.1 and requests revisions be incorporated. Mitigation 
Measure BIO/mm-19.1 has been revised in all applicable sections of the EIR. 

DRL-42 
This comment refers to Mitigation Measure CLR/mm-3.1 and requests the language be revised to include “or 
utility district/company”.  
Mitigation Measure CR/mm-3.1 has been revised accordingly.  

DRL-43 

The comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Principal 1, Policy 5 and requests language 
be added to note that PG&E also needs to have a green portfolio for electricity generation and can serve this 
project as well as 3CE. 
This revision has been incorporated for the policy consistency analysis related to Principal 1, Policy 5 in 
Section 4.6, Energy.  

DRL-44 

The comment requests “11-acre public park” be revised to clarify a 10-acre park and 1-acre equestrian 
staging area are proposed. 
This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.6, Energy, Section 4.15, Public Services, Section 4.16, 
Recreation, and Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems. 

DRL-45 

The commenter refers to the impact discussion in Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, which discusses the low 
paleontological potential for the site and requests that Mitigation Measures GEO/mm 8.1, GEO/mm 8.2, and 
GEO/mm-8.3 be deleted or revised to state “if discovery during grading is found…” As described under 
Impact GEO 8, higher sensitivity formations (Qoa) are located in close proximity to the project site, and it is 
possible that deposits also underlie the Specific Plan Area. Therefore, based on required compliance with 
existing regulations, ground-disturbing activities could uncover paleontological resources in previously 
undisturbed geologic deposits, and, if improperly handled, such resources could be damaged or destroyed, a 
potentially significant impact. Therefore, mitigation has been identified requiring compliance with COSE 
Policy CR 4.5 to ensure potential impacts would be less than significant. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary.  

DRL-46 
The comment requests revisions be incorporated in Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, to state  the 
1990 level of GHG emissions.  The 1990 level of GHG emissions has been incorporated into Section 4.8, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  

DRL-47 

The comment states that the Dana Reserve incorporates all of the RTP/SCS standards and states this 
should be noted in Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  
Section 4.8.2.3.1, San Luis Obispo Council of Governments 2019 Regional Transportation Plan And 
Sustainable Communities Strategy, includes a general description of the 2019 Regional Transportation Plan 
and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), not a project-specific consistency analysis. A discussion 
of the project’s consistency with the RTP is included in Table 4.8-3, Consistency Analysis for Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, of Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  

DRL-48 

The comment refers to policy consistency analysis related to Policy AQ 1.2 and states it should clearly state 
that the VMT only exceeds the threshold by 4.8% and 9% and that these are minor exceedances.  
This revision has been incorporated in Table 4.8-3, Consistency Analysis for Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of 
Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 

DRL-49 

This comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to policies E1.1, E3.1, E3.2, E4.1, E4.4, E5.4 
and clarifies that the nonresidential uses would still be served by natural gas.  
This revision, consistent with other changes to Mitigation Measure GHG/mm-1.1, has been incorporated in 
Table 4.8-3, Consistency Analysis for Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions. 
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DRL-50 
This comment requests revisions to the policy consistency analysis contained in Table 4.8-3 in Section 4.8, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The policy consistency analysis has been revised to indicate that the project is 
potentially consistent with Policy Infill 8 of the Sustainable Communities Strategy. 

DRL-51 

This comment refers to Mitigation Measure GHG/mm-1.1(8) and clarifies that high reflective roofing material 
should only be installed on flat roofs. This measure has been revised to clarify that visual impacts of 
reflective roofing shall be a consideration in where the use of them is practical. This commenter also 
identifies two additional measures related to requirements for photovoltaic systems and EV stations that 
should be added to Mitigation Measure GHG/1.1. References to state requirements have been added to this 
measure.   
This revision has been incorporated in Mitigation Measure GHG/mm-1.1(8) in Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions. 

DRL-52 
The comment refers to the opening sentence of Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, and states that 
the word adverse should be removed. The intent of CEQA is to identify and disclose potential adverse 
effects on the environment. No changes to the EIR are necessary.  

DRL-53 

The comment refers to Section 4.10.1.2, Specific Plan Area Conditions, of Section 4.10, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, and states that the Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) of the northern parcel should be 
included. 
This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

DRL-54 The comment refers to Section 4.10.1.4.2, Groundwater, of Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, and 
states that “municipal mix” is also referred to as “blended” water. This clarification has been added.  

DRL-55 
This comment states that the language in the EIR should be revised to eliminate the phrase “service area” 
when referring to annexation to the NCSD. Annexation into the NCSD’s service area is an accurate 
statement. No changes to the EIR are required.  

DRL-56 
This comment suggests revisions to the discussion of groundwater recharge Under HYD Impact 3.   
This revision has been incorporated Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

DRL-57 

This comment refers to Section 4.11.2.3.2, 2019 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community 
Strategy, in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, and states that the DRSP has incorporated features to 
make it consistent with the RTP/SCS. The analysis included in Land Use and Planning, includes a general 
description of the 2019 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), not 
a project-specific consistency analysis. A discussion of the project’s consistency with the RTP is included in 
Table 4.11-3. No revisions are necessary.  

DRL-58 
This comment requests revisions to the policy consistency analysis related to policy AQ 1.1. The policy 
consistency analysis states that the project is potentially consistent with Policy AQ 1.1; minor modifications, 
consistent with other sections, have been added.  

DRL-59 
This comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to policy Infill 8 and states that the project is 
consistent with this policy. The policy consistency analysis states that the project is potentially consistent 
with Policy Infill 8; however, the project’s location near the Nipomo URL has been clarified. 

DRL-60 
This comment requests revisions to the evaluation of LUP Impact 3. The evaluation of LUP Impact 3 has 
been revised to clarify that the project would further divide the jobs-to-housing ratio in the community of 
Nipomo, which is a jobs and housing imbalance.  

DRL-61 

This comment refers to the goals and policies consistency analysis in Table 4.11-4 (Policies for which the 
Project would be Potentially Inconsistent With) of Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, and states that any 
policy consistency analyses that are updated elsewhere should be reflected in this section. Relevant policy 
consistency analyses have been updated in Table 4.11-4. 

DRL-62 
This comment suggests revisions to LUP Impact 8 in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning. The EIR has 
been revised to remove the reference to maintenance of the bus stop on North Thompson Avenue from 
LUP-8 in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning. 

DRL-63 
This comment requests revisions to LUP Impact 8 in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning. The evaluation 
has been updated to clarify that the project includes a request to adjust the Nipomo URL and Annexation to 
the NCSD. 
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DRL-64 

This comment requests clarification be made regarding the placement of commercial buildings along the 
freeway to Compatibility of Proposed Land Uses with Traffic Noise Levels under N Impact 1 in Section 4.13, 
Noise.  
This revision has been incorporated into Section 4.13, Noise. No discussion of alternatives is provided in this 
section. 

DRL-65 

This comment requests revisions to Mitigation Measure N/mm-1.2(1). It cannot be reasonably determined if 
the commercial buildings would serve as an adequate noise barrier to internal residential uses until 
acoustical assessments are completed based on project specific details such as building height, orientation, 
mass, and spacing. No changes to the EIR are necessary.  

DRL-66 

This comment requests revisions to Mitigation Measure N/mm-1.2(2). It cannot be reasonably determined if 
the placement of the listed equipment on the east side of the buildings would adequately reduce noise 
impacts until acoustical assessments are completed based on project specific details. No changes to the EIR 
are necessary.  

DRL-67 

This comment refers to Section 4.14.1.1.1, County of San Luis Obispo, of Section 4.14, Population and 
Housing, and states that the word “decrease” should be changed to “increase.” This commenter also states 
that the EIR should correctly state that 273 new jobs would be created by the proposed project.  
The word decrease is correctly used in Section 4.14.1.1.1, County of San Luis Obispo, of Section 4.14, 
Population and Housing; therefore, no changes to the EIR are necessary. However, the EIR has been 
updated to correctly state that 273 jobs would be created by the proposed project.  

DRL-68 
This comment requests that paragraphs 3 and 4 on page 4.14-15 of Section 4.14, Population and Housing, 
are updated to state that the Growth Management Ordinance will not apply to the DRSP because it is a 
stand-alone planning document. This is not a CEQA issue; no changes to the EIR are necessary.   

DRL-69 
This comment requests that the reference to Table 4.14-12 is changed to 4.14-13.  
This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.14, Population and Housing. 

DRL-70 

This comment requests revisions to the policy consistency analysis for Principle 2, Policy 2 of Section 4.14, 
Population and Housing. The determination of the policy consistency analysis for Principle 2, Policy 2 of 
Section 4.14, Population and Housing, is supported by evidence in this section. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary.   

DRL-71 

This comment refers to PH Impact 1 of Section 4.14, Population and Housing, and states that the 2030 
population numbers are not consistent with those included in Section 4.16, Recreation, and should be 
revised. The evaluation of Section 4.15, Public Services and Section 4.16, Recreation is based on the total 
buildout population of the DRSP area resulting from 831 new residential single-family units, 458 new 
residential multi-family units, an estimated 152 ADUs, and approximately 203,000 square feet of land 
dedicated to flex commercial development. These sections accurately reflect the total buildout population of 
the proposed project and projected 2030 population for the county and the community of Nipomo; therefore, 
no revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

DRL-72 
This comment requests revisions to PH Impact 1 of Section 4.14, Population and Housing. This discussion 
has been revised to clarify that the project is in response to the SCAP and addresses a range of needed 
housing in the area. 

DRL-73 

This comment requests revisions to PH Impact 5 of Section 4.14, Population and Housing. This discussion 
has been revised to clearly state that the project would contribute to state and local housing goals and would 
be consistent with the need for a Specific Plan in the County’s South County Area Plan; however, PH Impact 
5 would remain a Class I impact because potential impacts associated with substantial unplanned population 
growth are cumulative by nature, in that they are evaluated within the greater context of the region rather 
than impacts on the Specific Plan Area or local community of Nipomo. 

DRL-74 

This comment states that Section 4.15, Public Services, should rely on the final numbers of the 2020 Census 
numbers. The background information presented in Section 4.15.1.4.2, Existing Regional Parkland Level of 
Severity, provides a description of the existing recommended levels of severity for park facilities as 
determined in the County’s 2016 to 2018 Resource Summary Report. As such, these determinations are 
based on final Census numbers from 2010 and the evaluation of the project’s impacts on park facilities is 
based on current and future population numbers. Therefore, no revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

DRL-75 
This comment requests revisions to the policy consistency analysis related to Policy 2.2, Public Facilities #1, 
and Public Facilities #2,3. The determination of the policy consistency analysis is supported by evidence in 
this section. No changes to the EIR are necessary.  
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DRL-76 
This comment requests revisions to the policy consistency analysis related to Principal 1, Policy 2 and 
Strategy 4. The determination of the policy consistency analysis is supported by evidence in this section. No 
changes to the EIR are necessary.  

DRL-77 
This comment requests revisions to PS Impact 1 of Section 4.15, Public Services. This discussion has been 
revised to reflect that CAL FIRE has requested that a fire station be located on-site, and funds be allocated 
toward this new station. 

DRL-78 This comment notes that future development of the fire station will be the responsibility of the County. No 
changes to the EIR are necessary.  

DRL-79 
This commenter suggests that this section should include a conceptual figure of the future fire station for 
reference (see attachment). The conceptual plan is included in the Final EIR and a reference has been 
added to this section. No additional changes to the EIR are necessary.  

DRL-80 This comment requests revisions to Table 4.15-5 and Table 4.15-9. These tables have been revised to 
rectify the population estimates for the community of Nipomo included in Table 4.15-5 and Table 4.15-9.  

DRL-81 This comment is noted; however, no changes to the EIR are necessary.  

DRL-82 

This comment requests revisions to the policy consistency analysis of Policy 2.2-7, Objective B, Policy 6.4, 
Policy 6.9, Policy 6.10, and the South County Area Plan in Section 4.16, Recreation. The determination of 
the policy consistency analysis is supported by evidence in this section. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary.  

DRL-83 This comment requests removal of Policy 4.2 from Table 4.16-3 of Section 4.16, Recreation. This policy has 
been removed from Table 4.16-3.   

DRL-84 
This comment refers to Section 4.17, Transportation, and states that “tis” should be revised to TIS. 
This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.17, Transportation. 

DRL-85 

This comment refers to Figure 4.17-1 of Section 4.17, Transportation, and states that Camino Caballo is not 
shown on this map and states that Hetrick Avenue all the way to Pomeroy and Cory Ways should be shown 
as emergency access. Figure 4.17-1 identifies Camino Caballo. This figure is intended to show the 
intersections that were studied as part of the Transportation Impact Study. Therefore, no revisions to the EIR 
are necessary. 

DRL-86 
This comment requests revisions to Section 4.17.1.1, Roadway Network, of Section 4.17, Transportation. 
This discussion has been updated to clarify the right-of-way associated with Cherokee Place and to include a 
description of Cory Way.  

DRL-87 
This comment requests revisions to Section 4.17.2.3.4, 2015 South County Circulation Study and Traffic 
Impact Fee Update Final Report, of Section 4.17, Transportation. The EIR is based on the traffic report 
prepared for the project; no changes to the EIR are necessary.  

DRL-88 

This comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Policy AQ 1.2 in Table 4.17-1 (Preliminary 
Policy Consistency Evaluation) and states that Mitigation Measure TR/mm-3.1 should be referenced rather 
than TR/mm-2.  
This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.17, Transportation. 

DRL-89 

This comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Policy 7 in Table 4.17-1 (Preliminary Policy 
Consistency Evaluation) and states that Mitigation Measure TR/mm-3.1 should be referenced rather than 
TR/mm-2. 
This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.17, Transportation. 

DRL-90 

This comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Policy 9 in Table 4.17-1 (Preliminary Policy 
Consistency Evaluation) and states that the language of the determination should be revised to reflect the 
project’s provision of two transit centers with dedicated land and infrastructure. 
This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.17, Transportation. 

DRL-91 

This comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Policy 2 in Table 4.17-1 (Preliminary Policy 
Consistency Evaluation) and states that Mitigation Measure TR/mm-3.1 should be referenced rather than 
TR/mm-2. 
This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.17, Transportation. 
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DRL-92 

This comment requests revisions to the policy consistency analysis related to Circulation Objective a and 
Goal #3 in Table 4.17-1 (Preliminary Policy Consistency Evaluation). The policy consistency analyses have 
been updated to reference Mitigation Measure TR/mm-3.1 rather than TR/mm-2 and to clarify that 
implementation of TDM measures are for the whole project rather than individual neighborhoods. 

DRL-93 

This comment refers to the policy consistency analysis related to Circulation Objective d, Public Transit #2, 
Park and Ride #1, and Policy Objective 1.2 in Table 4.17-1 (Preliminary Policy Consistency Evaluation)and 
states that Mitigation Measure TR/mm-3.1 should be referenced rather than TR/mm-2. 
This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.17, Transportation. 

DRL-94 This comment requests revisions to Section 4.17.4, Impact Assessment and Methodology, of Section 4.17, 
Transportation. These discussions have been revised to clarify the design of the new access driveways.  

DRL-95 This comment requests revisions to TR Impact 1 of Section 4.17, Transportation.  Refer to response to 
comment DRL-87.  

DRL-96 This comment requests revisions to TR Impact 1 of Section 4.17, Transportation. This discussion has been 
revised to remove reference to the provision of a Class II bike trail on Thompson Ave.  

DRL-97 This comment requests revisions to TR Impact 1 of Section 4.17, Transportation. This discussion has been 
revised to remove reference to the maintenance of the off-site bus stop. 

DRL-98 

This comment refers to TR Impact 3 of Section 4.17,Transportation and states that reference to the new 
transit route on Frontage road should be made. The discussion included in TR Impact 3 of Section 4.17, 
Transportation, evaluates the project’s ability to be screened out as having less-than-significant impacts on 
VMT using the County’s SB 743 Sketch VMT tool based on existing project conditions; therefore, reference 
to the proposed TDM measures related to provision of transit facilities is not necessary. The discussion of 
the project’s TDM measure, which includes the provision of transit within the project area is discussed further 
in TR Impact 3.  

DRL-99 
This comment requests revisions to TR/mm-3.1 and clarifies that TDM will be done for the whole project not 
individual neighborhoods. This will be determined as appropriate by the County Public Works Department. 
This measure has been revised accordingly.  

DRL-100 
This comment refers to TR Impact 7 of Section 4.17, Transportation and states that there is no mention of 
the future fire station on Collector A.  
This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.17, Transportation.  

DRL-101 
This comment refers to Groundwater under Section 4.19.1.1.2, Water Supply, and states that the word basin 
should be replaced with the phrase management area. This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.19, 
Utilities and Service Systems. 

DRL-102 

This comment refers to Groundwater under Section 4.19.1.1.2, Water Supply, and suggests removing the 
word “basin” when referring to the NMMA management area. This revision has been incorporated in Section 
4.19, Utilities and Service Systems. 
Response needed 

DRL-103 

This comment refers to Groundwater under Section 4.19.1.1.2, Water Supply, and states that the NCSD 
groundwater supply should be rewritten to state that the average groundwater supply was determined based 
on average pumping volumes over a 5-year period. 
This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems. 

DRL-104 
This comment refers to Purchased or Imported Water under Section 4.19.1.1.2, Water Supply, and suggests 
a replacement sentence for the opening sentence of the last paragraph.  
This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems. 

DRL-105 

This comment refers to USS Impact 3 and states that the evaluation incorrectly states that there may not be 
enough water for the project. US1 Impact 3 concludes that the NCSD is projected to have sufficient water 
supply to serve the existing service area, the proposed project, and reasonably foreseeable future demands 
during normal, single dry, and multiple dry year conditions. Due to the uncertainty of buildout, Mitigation 
Measure USS/mm-3.1 has been conservatively included to ensure the availability of water for the existing 
NCSD service are and proposed project. Therefore, no revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

DRL-106 
This comment refers to USS Impact 3 and states that the public park should be referenced as the 10-acre 
public park and 1-acre equestrian staging area. 
This revision has been incorporated in Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems. 
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DRL-107 
This comment refers to Tables 4.19-19 and 4.19-21 and states that they should be revised to reflect the 
construction of 1,289 residential units. Tables 4.19-19 and 4.19-20 do not indicate the number of housing 
units; no changes to the EIR are necessary. Please refer to Appendix H.  

DRL-108 

This comment states that Mitigation Measure USS/mm-3.1 should be removed. US1 Impact 3 concludes that 
the NCSD is projected to have sufficient water supply to serve the existing service area, the proposed 
project, and reasonably foreseeable future demands during normal, single dry, and multiple dry year 
conditions. Due to the uncertainty of buildout, Mitigation Measure USS/mm-3.1 has been conservatively 
included to ensure the availability of water for the existing NCSD service are and proposed project. 
Therefore, no revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

DRL-109 

This comment states that reference to additional service letters for each project should be removed from 
USS Impact 11. Due to the uncertainty of buildout, Mitigation Measure USS/mm-3.1 has been conservatively 
included to ensure the availability of water for the existing NCSD service are and proposed project. This 
mitigation would require future DRSP developers to provide proof of water availability sufficient to meet the 
estimated water demand of proposed development. Therefore, no revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

DRL-110 
This comment refers to WF Impact 3 and states that reference to “fire water storage” should be removed 
because the project would be served by the NCSD. This information is consistent with the Resolute 
Associates report prepared for the project; no changes to the EIR are necessary.  

DRL-111 

This comment refers to Section 5.4.1.1.19, Utilities and Service Systems, under the No Project Alternative 
and states that the No Project Alternative should identify an increase in traffic along Tefft Street due to other 
development.  
This revision has been incorporated in Section 5, Alternatives Analysis. 

DRL-112 

This comment refers to Section 5.4.1.1.17, Transportation and Traffic, under the No Project Alternative and 
states that the No Project Alternative should state that residents within the NCSD service area would be 
subject to higher costs for water for infrastructure improvements and the cost of contracted water. 
This revision has been incorporated in Section 5, Alternatives Analysis. 

DRL-113 
This comment refers to Section 5.4.2.1 Specific Plan Area under Alternative 1 and states that Collector B 
would connect Pomeroy to Willow Road.  
This revision has been incorporated in Section 5, Alternatives Analysis. 

DRL-114 
This comment requests revisions to Specific Plan Area under Section 5.4.2.3.1, Aesthetics, under Alternative 
1. This discussion has been revised to indicate that the DRSP is the guiding document for this area and to 
clarify that visual impacts would be limited to those along US 101. 

DRL-115 

This comment requests revisions to Section 5.4.3.1, Specific Plan Area, under Alternative 2.  This discussion 
has been revised to clearly state that Alternative 2 would not provide land donated for the day center, 
affordable housing, Cuesta College, transit station, and fire station should be added. The evaluation of 
Alternative 2 has also been revised to clarify potential VMT impacts.  

DRL-116 

This comment requests revisions to Specific Plan Area under Section 5.4.3.2.10, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, under Alternative 2 related to higher costs for water for infrastructure improvements and the cost of 
contracted water. A discussion of higher costs for water is not required because this section is related to 
hydrology rather than water supply. No revisions to the EIR are necessary.  

DRL-117 
This comment requests revisions to Section 5.4.3.2.11, Specific Plan Area, under Alternative 2.  This 
discussion has been revised to clearly state that Alternative 2 would not provide land donated for the day 
center, affordable housing, Cuesta College, transit station, and fire station should be added.  

DRL-118 

This commenter states that Section 5.4.4.3, Analysis of Alternative 3, under Alternative 3 should be updated 
to indicate negative environmental justice impacts under this alternative. The Analysis of Alternative 3 states 
that Alternative 3 would not meet the basic project objective of providing affordable workforce market rate 
homes. Therefore, no revisions to the EIR are necessary.  

DRL-119 

This commenter refers to Specific Plan Area under Section 5.4.4.3.4, Biological Resources, under 
Alternative 3 and states that it was incorrectly assumed that this alternative would reduce impacts to 
biological resources. Clustered development could be sited and designed to avoid impacts to sensitive 
biological resources; however, this discussion has been revised to clarify that Alternative 3 would not provide 
dedicated open space to preserve sensitive biological resources. Based on the reduction of the disturbance 
area on the project site, it was determined that impacts to biological resources would be reduced under this 
alternative. Mitigation would continue to be required to require compensatory replanting, which would avoid 
individual landowners from removing additional resources from the project site. Therefore, no additional 
revisions are necessary.  
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DRL-120 

This commenter refers to the GHG analysis under Alternative 3 and states that per capita VMT would likely 
increase. The GHG Analysis for Alternative 3 concludes that VMT generated by the project would continue 
to have the potential to exceed regional thresholds. This alternative would be required to implement 
mitigation to further reduce VMT to ensure consistency with applicable goals, plans, and policies related to 
GHG-reduction strategies. However, since Alternative 3 would result in less population growth and 
associated operational VMT in comparison to the proposed project, with implementation of mitigation to 
further reduce operational VMT, this alternative would be expected to be consistent with applicable goals, 
plans, and policies related to GHG-reduction strategies. Therefore, impacts would be decreased in 
comparison to the proposed project, and no revisions are necessary.  

DRL-121 

This commenter refers to Alternative 3 and states that it should not be the environmentally superior 
alternative because it has greater inconsistencies with applicable land use plans. The analysis provides 
substantial evidence to support the EIR’s conclusion that Alternative 3 is the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative. No changes to the EIR are necessary.  

DRL-122 
This commenter states that paragraph 3 on page 5-52 should be revised to state the uncertainty of the 
maintenance of the proposed trail amenities.  
This revision has been incorporated in Section 5, Alternatives Analysis. 

DRL-123 

This commenter refers to Specific Plan Area under Section 5.4.4.3.16, Recreation, under Alternative 3 and 
states that clarification should be made regarding maintenance of trails, type of proposed residential 
dwellings, and VMT impacts. The discussion of potential recreational impacts has been revised to clarify that 
the maintenance of trails would be unknown. The VMT Analysis for Alternative 3 concludes that VMT 
generated by the project would continue to have the potential to exceed regional thresholds. This alternative 
would be required to implement mitigation to further reduce VMT to ensure consistency with applicable 
goals, plans, and policies related to VMT-reduction strategies. However, since Alternative 3 would result in 
less population growth and associated operational VMT in comparison to the proposed project, with 
implementation of mitigation to further reduce operational VMT, this alternative would be expected to be 
consistent with applicable goals, plans, and policies related to VMT-reduction strategies. Therefore, impacts 
would be decreased in comparison to the proposed project, and no additional revisions are necessary. 

DRL-124 
This commenter states that Specific Plan Area under Section 5.4.4.3.19, Utilities and Service Systems, 
under Alternative 3 should include a calculation for water use under Alternative 3. A rough estimate of water 
demand for Alternative 3 has been included in paragraph 1 on page 5-54 of Chapter 5, Alternative Analysis. 

DRL-125 
This commenter states that Alternative 4 should clarify that approximately 15 acres of land would be used 
private roads. 
This revision has been incorporated in Section 5, Alternatives Analysis. 

DRL-126 

This commenter states that Section 5.5, Environmentally Superior Alternative, should be updated to state 
that Alternative 3 should not be the environmentally superior alternative. Alternative 2 (La Cañada Ranch 
Specific Plan) and Alternative 3 (Residential Rural Cluster Subdivision) would both reduce the project’s 
significant environmental impacts related to GHG emissions, land use and planning, and population and 
housing. In addition, Alternative 2 (La Cañada Ranch) would further reduce impacts to air quality and 
transportation, but would increase potential impacts to recreation. Alternative 3 (Residential Rural Cluster 
Subdivision) would further reduce impacts to biological resources and public services compared to the 
proposed project, but would potentially increase impacts to utilities and service systems if annexation into the 
NCSD service area was not feasible. Because Alternative 3 would be residentially focused, Alternative 3 
would meet more of the project’s basic objectives than Alternative 2. Therefore, the EIR determined that 
Alternative 3 would be considered the environmentally superior alternative because it would reduce the 
project’s significant impacts and more successfully meet the basic project objectives. Minor revisions have 
been addressed. 

DRL-127 

This commenter states that the conclusion of the Alternative Analysis should be updated as Alternative 3 
would increase impacts and would be more inconsistent with the DRSP. As discussed under DRL-126, the 
EIR determined that Alternative 3 would be considered the environmentally superior alternative because it 
would reduce the project’s significant impacts and more successfully meet the basic project objectives. 
Therefore, no revisions are necessary. 
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DRL-128 

This commenter states that Section 6.1.3, Establishment of a Precedent-Setting Action, under Chapter 6, 
Other CEQA Considerations, should include Pomeroy as an additional access point and asks for clarification 
as to why the project would result in a precedent setting action. This revision has been made in Chapter 6, 
Other CEQA Considerations. As described in Section 6.1.3, the project would include establishment of new 
land use designations within the Specific Plan Area to allow for increased density of development as well as 
allow for the development of commercial uses, such as a hotel and educational facilities. Establishment of 
new higher-density residential development, recreational amenities, education facilities, and commercial 
uses within the Specific Plan Area may increase the attractiveness of surrounding rural residential land for 
future residential development at similarly higher densities, including construction of ADUs and/or 
subdivisions and future commercial development. Development of high-density uses within the Specific Plan 
Area would also influence the baseline for future development density and visual character of surrounding 
areas, which may make the demand for future higher-density development in the project vicinity increase, 
compared to existing conditions. No revisions related to a precedent setting action is necessary.  

DRL-129 

This commenter refers to Section 6.1.4, Development or Encroachment into an Isolated Area, under Chapter 
6, Other CEQA Considerations, states that this should not be a Class 1 impact and that the project is 
consistent with the SCAP, RHNA, and many other policies. Although the Class 1 determination comes at the 
end of Section 6.1, it relates to the discussion under 6.1.3. This has been clarified in the EIR. This is a 
conservative determination consistent with the determination of PH Impact 1.  

DRL-130 
This comment includes exhibits provided for reference and a photocopy of a letter evaluating the adequacy 
of the proposed mitigation for the Burton Mesa Chaparral habitat. 
No revisions to the EIR are necessary. 
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