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9.5-1 

9.5 PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

The following members of the public have submitted comments on the Draft EIR. 

Table 9.5-1. Public Comments 

Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

Denise Barilla 

Letter dated: 06/18/2022 

DBa goodpasta2@gmail.com  9.5-9 

Alison Martinez 

Letter dated: 06/20/2022 

AM ajaymum@charter.net 9.5-12 

Jose Martinez 

Letter dated: 06/20/2022 

JM infantry1sgt@gmail.com  9.5-13 

Jeff Edwards 

Letter dated: 06/22/2022 

JEd jhedwardscompany@gmail.com  9.5-15 

Gregg Reimers, PE 

Letter dated: 06/25/2022 

GRe 556 Charro Way 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

greim416@gmail.com  

9.5-17 

Judd King 

Letter dated: 07/10/2022 

JK Atascadero 

jkingesp@gmail.com  

9.5-26 

Sue Shaleen 

Letter dated: 07/12/2022 

SSh(1) suequilting@gmail.com  9.5-31 

Alexander Glotov 

Letter dated: 07/13/2022 

AG 750 Sandydale Dr 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

1344 N Martel Ave, #302 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

9.5-33 

alexxvita@gmail.com   

Stacy 

Letter dated: 07/13/2022 

St katherineanddogs@gmail.com  9.5-45 

BC Prewett 

Letter dated: 07/14/2022 

BCP bcprewett@gmail.com  9.5-47 

Beth Ralston 

Letter dated: 07/14/2022 

BR mesagirl@verizon.net  9.5-49 

Danna Weidner 

Letter dated: 07/14/2022 

DMW 1551 Cielo Lane 
Nipomo, California 93444 

9.5-53 

Dan Doberstein 

Letter dated: 07/16/2022 

DaDo dandober@yahoo.com  9.5-55 

Deanna Talerico 

Letter dated: 07/16/2022 

DT scdeannad@hotmail.com  9.5-57 

Pam Howard 

Letter dated: 07/19/2022 

PH 210 Brunos Ct. 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

9.5-59 

Lawrence E. Cools 

Letter dated: 07/20/2022 

LEC 2coolsaints@att.net 9.5-62 

Margaret Cools 

Letter dated: 07/20/2022 

MC 2coolsaints@att.net 9.5-64 

Matt Kobliska 

Letter dated: 07/20/2022 

MK 855 Ten Oaks Way 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

9.5-66 
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

Chris Santala 

Letter dated: 07/20/2022i 

CSa chris.santala@gmail.com  9.5-68 

Elizabeth Scroggs 

Letter dated: 07/21/2022 

ES b-scroggs@msn.com  9.5-70 

Nancy Damron 

Letter dated: 07/22/2022 

NDa nancylee1313@yahoo.com  9.5-72 

Cheryl Eastman 

Letter dated: 07/22/2022 

CE tuppercheryl@gmail.com 9.5-74 

Rachael Hazen 

Letter dated: 07/22/2022 

RH 1347 Black Sage Circle 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

9.5-76 

Samantha Myers 

Letter dated: 07/22/2022 

SM spoblitz@gmail.com  9.5-78 

Gail Roberts 

Letter dated: 07/22/2022 

Gro gatroberts@gmail.com  9.5-80 

Deah Rudd  

Letter dated: 07/22/2022 

DRu deahrudd@att.net  9.5-82 

Julie Tacker 

Letter dated: 07/22/2022 

JuT P.O. Box 6604 
Los Osos, CA 93412 

9.5-84 

Mike Watson 

Letter dated: 07/22/2022 

MW mikewatson827@yahoo.com 9.5-87 

Milly Bruno 

Letter dated: 07/23/2022 

MB 1020 La Serenata Way 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

jomibru@att.net  

9.5-89 

Susan Nanas Calvert 

Letter dated: 07/23/2022 

SNC snanascpa@aol.com  9.5-91 

Christine Freytag 

Letter dated: 07/24/2022 

CF 519 Charro 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

christine.freytag@caci.com  

9.5-93 

Kelly Kephart  

Letter dated: 07/24/2022 

KK mountainviolet@gmail.com  9.5-95 

Toni Destro 

Letter dated: 07/25/2022 

TD tdestro@earthlink.net 9.5-103 

Nicole Duran 

Letter dated: 07/25/2022 

NDu 4nduran@gmail.com  9.5-105 

Jeff Ellis 

Letter dated: 07/25/2022 

JEl 536 Pomeroy Road 
Nipomo CA 93444 

katie.e@sbcglobal.net  

9.5-107 

Kathryn Ellis 

Letter dated: 07/25/2022 

KE 536 Pomeroy Road 
Nipomo CA 93444 

katie.e@sbcglobal.net  

9.5-111 

Joyce Hartwig 

Letter dated: 07/25/22 

JoH hartwighome@att.net 9.5-115 

Melissa and Jack Peterson 

Letter dated: 07/25/2022 

MJP 850 Sandydale Drive 
Nipomo CA 93444 

mlssap@live.com 
K6dmm@live.com 

9.5-118 
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

Sue Shaleen 

Letter dated: 07/25/2022 

SSh(2) suequilting@gmail.com  9.5-120 

Betty Sleeth 

Letter dated: 07/25/2022 

BSl bettysleeth@me.com 9.5-122 

Greg and Pamela Sturgeon 

Letter dated: 07/25/2022 

GPS blue-skies@charter.net  9.5-125 

Kathryn Aurand and Nathan Schleifer 

Letter dated: 07/26/2022 

KANS eddie@tolife.email 9.5-128 

Diane Dolden 

Letter dated: 07/26/2022 

DiDo dianedolden@gmail.com 9.5-130 

Elaine Von Achen 

Letter dated: 07/26/2022 

EVA elainevonachen@hotmail.com 9.5-132 

J Ahler 

Letter dated: 07/27/2022 

JA jlmahler1947@gmail.com 9.5-134 

David Biklen 

Letter dated: 07/27/2022 

DBi davidbiklen@yahoo.com 9.5-136 

Susan Duran 

Letter dated: 07/27/2022 

SD 943 Division 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

togfrog@aol.com 

9.5-138 

Darcia Foose 

Letter dated: 07/27/2022 

DaF 76darcia@gmail.com 9.5-140 

Richard Foose 

Letter dated: 07/27/2022 

RF coolpainterdad@gmail.com 9.5-142 

Sandy Garcia 

Letter dated: 07/27/2022 

SG 718 January St 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

sgarcia.skg@gmail.com 

9.5-144 

B.K. Richard 

Letter dated: 07/27/2022 

BKR (contact information not provided) 9.5-146 

Carol Scalisi 

Letter dated: 07/27/2022 

CSc scalisi.carol@gmail.com 9.5-152 

Linda Shelby 

Letter dated: 07/27/2022 

LSh 1782 Trilogy 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

lshelby805@gmail.com 

9.5-154 

Flora Arguilla, MBA 

Letter dated: 07/28/2022 

FA abiarguilla@me.com 9.5-156 

Sharon Ashworth 

Letter dated: 07/28/2022 

SA leklein@aol.com 9.5-158 

Wanda Cook 

Letter dated: 07/28/2022 

WC 1994 Northwood Road 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

wjcook12@hotmail.com 

9.5-160 

Jim and Peggy Cox 

Letter dated: 07/28/2022 

JPC 720 Black Oak Lane 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

jimpeg65@att.net 

9.5-162 

Nancy Ellison 

Letter dated: 07/28/2022 

NE gardenrose@nwlink.com 9.5-166 
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

Lori Manosar 

Letter dated: 07/28/2022 

LM 828 Inga Road 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

lmanosar@yahoo.com 

9.5-169 

George and Lori Mendez 

Letter dated: 07/28/2022 

GLM 515 Tejas Place 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

mendezlv@aol.com 

9.5-171 

Andrea Wagner 

Letter dated: 07/28/2022 

AW andreacarvel@yahoo.com 9.5-173 

Steve Yamaichi 

Letter dated: 07/28/2022 

SY yamafam@att.net 9.5-175 

Denver Foose 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

DenvF denverfoose@gmail.com 9.5-178 

Erica Foose 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

EF ericadubois@yahoo.com 9.5-180 

Jason Hart 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

JaH 170 West Grand Avenue, Suite 203 
Grover Beach, CA 93433 

jason@hartcre.com 

9.5-182 

Brock Lyster 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

BL 612 Sandydale Drive 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

brocklyster@mac.com 

9.5-184 

Marci Lyster 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

ML 612 Sandydale Drive 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

marcilyster@mac.com 

9.5-186 

Sylvi Lyster 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

SL 612 Sandydale Drive 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

sylvilyster@mac.com 

9.5-188 

Chris and Leslie Mehigan 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

CLM 880 Chata Street 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

lesliehorton3@hotmail.com 

9.5-190 

Maureen Murphy 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

MMu momurphy22@gmail.com 9.5-192 

Short  

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

S(1) 536 Charro Way 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

9.5-194 

Short 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

S(2) 536 Charro Way 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

9.5-196 

Lisa Swiontek 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

LSw 1445 Grand Avenue, Suite H 
Grover Beach, CA 93433 

team@mojotermite.com 

9.5-198 

Jim Taber 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

JiT james.michael.taber@gmail.com 9.5-201 

Rebecca Williams 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

RW 534 Briarwood Lane 
Nipomo CA 93444 

dogslaw@gmail.com  

9.5-203 

Linda Clarke 

Letter dated: 07/30/2022 

LC 825 inga Road  
Nipomo, CA 93444 

9.5-206 

Heidi Ellis 

Letter dated: 07/30/2022 

HE team-e@pacbell.net 9.5-208 
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

Dena Foose 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

DenaF denafoose@yahoo.com 9.5-210 

Eric Greening 

Letter dated: 07/30/2022 

EG dancinngsilverowl@gmail.com 9.5-213 

Kitt and Nora Jenae 

Letter dated: 07/30/2022 

KNJ Nipomo, CA 

hoofmessages@gmail.com 

9.5-216 

Mark Mesesan 

Letter dated: 07/30/2022 

MMe 873 Via Seco 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

markmesesan@hotmail.com 

9.5-218 

David Paschke 

Letter dated: 07/30/2022 

DP twinsfan528@gmail.com 9.5-220 

David Richards 

Letter dated: 07/30/2022 

DRi 449 N Thompson Avenue 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

drwa6aiw@gmail.com 

9.5-222 

Holly Sletteland 

Letter dated: 07/30/2022 

HS 4849 See Ranch Lane 
Templeton, CA 93465 

9.5-224 

Stephanie Statom 

Letter dated: 07/30/2022 

SSt stephaniestatom@yahoo.com 9.5-229 

Jessica Wallace 

Letter dated: 07/30/2022 

JW ladyseamyst@gmail.com 9.5-232 

Laura Ahler 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

LRA jahler93@gmail.com 9.5-235 

Dave and Sandy Christiansen 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

DSC Ten Oaks Way, Nipomo 

mrschristiansen2012@gmail.com 

9.5-237 

Jamie Cortez 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

JC jc40p@yahoo.com 9.5-241 

Cherie Fitz-Gerald 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

CFG 380 Rim Rock Road 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

cherfts@outlook.com 

9.5-243 

Jose Gomez 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

JG jose_gomez_93444@yahoo.com 9.5-246 

Brian and Brenda Hascall 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

BBH North Tejas Place, Nipomo 

bhascall@yahoo.com 

9.5-248 

Neil Havlik 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

NHa 672 Serrano Drive, #11 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 

9.5-250 

Nick Hernandez 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

NHe nickthequick805@outlook.com 9.5-255 

Ryan Jones 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

RJ rjones93444@outlook.com 9.5-257 

Herb Kandel 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

HK(1) 776 Inga Road 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

herbkandel@gmail.com 

9.5-259 

Ken Marschall 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

KM marschallken@gmail.com 9.5-263 
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

Cheryl McGuirk 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

CMG camcguirk@icloud.com 9.5-267 

Dan and Alyssa Peterson 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

DAP 781 Ridge Road 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

9.5-269 

Julie Pinozzotto 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

JP 780 Amber Way 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

pinozzottoj@yahoo.com 

9.5-272 

Natalie Rozier 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

NR natalierozier@gmail.com 9.5-274 

Maria Sanchez 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

MS m_sanchez_805_ca@outlook.com 9.5-277 

Debra Sauerbier 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

DSa 670 Del Sol Street 
Arroyo Grande, CA 93420 

surfblue@charter.net 

9.5-279 

Brian Sawyer 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

BSa 622 Cherokee Place 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

sawyer.brian@gmail.com 

9.5-281 

Chris Smith 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

CSm nipomobro@outlook.com 9.5-284 

Tom Smith 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

TS tscp2000b@yahoo.com 9.5-286 

Dan Stocks 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

DaSt danstocks@charter.net 9.5-288 

Debbra Stoner 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

DeSt dstoner@apaleagues.com 9.5-291 

Brian Thompson 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

BT calpoly1_1997@outlook.com 9.5-293 

Mary Van Ryn 

Letter dated: 07/31/2022 

MVR maryvanryn@yahoo.com 9.5-295 

Cynthia Bodger 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

CB theabodger@gmail.com 9.5-297 

Kevin Buchanan, Lead Organizer 

SLO County YIMBY 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

YIMBY kevaustinbuch@gmail.com 9.5-301 

Cheryl Carlsen 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

CC 714 Glenhaven Place 

cheryl92708@yahoo.com 

9.5-304 

Kenneth Dalebout 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

KD kenneth.dalebout@dignityhealth.org 9.5-306 

Ruth Danielson 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

RD rdanielson@msmarketintel.com 9.5-309 

Diana Daugherty 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

DDa djd46@msn.com 9.5-310 

Joshua Erdman 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

JEr josh@gettorchlight.com 9.5-312 
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Lou Anne and Clyde George 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

LACG 490 Lantana Street 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

l.lockwood@sbcglobal.net 

9.5-314 

Lila Henry 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

LH henrylila42@yahoo.com 9.5-316 

Dolores Howard 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

DH lefortsorganiccrops@gmail.com 9.5-319 

Herb Kandel 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

HK(2) 776 Inga Road 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

herbkandel@gmail.com 

9.5-324 

Nathan Schleifer 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

NS nathan@tolife.email  9.5-327 

Eva Ulz 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

EUl 1124 Nipomo Street, Suite C 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

9.5-330 

Eric Urbain 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

EUr ericu35120@gmail.com 9.5-338 

Valerie Vaz 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

VV valvaz100@gmail.com 9.5-341 

Kimberley and Darrell Victor 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

KDV 665 Sequoia Lane 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

victors2000@att.net 

9.5-343 

Paula Browne 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

PB 765 Glenhaven Place 
Nipomo CA 93444 

9.5-345 

Alfred Holzheu, President 

California Fresh Market 

Letter dated: [undated] 

CFM 2886 Mission Drive 
Solvang CA 93463  

555 Five Cities Drive 
Pismo Beach CA 93449 

9.5-347 

771 E Foothill Blvd 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 

John Joyce 

Letter dated: [undated] 

JJ jbjoyce@yahoo.com 9.5-349 

Timothy O’Brien 

Letter dated: [undated] 

TOB 510 Briarwood Lane 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

myuzuu@gmail.com 

9.5-358 

Dustin and Jennifer Rhoades 

Letter dated: [undated] 

DJR 532 Briarwood Lane 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

9.5-361 

Maria Diets-Stover 

Letter dated: [undated] 

MDS 556 Riviera Circle 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

9.5-364 

Dan Woodson 

Letter dated: [undated] 

DW (contact information not provided) 9.5-366 

Eric Lykens 

Letter dated: 08/03/2023 

EL 886 Hetrick Avenue 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

9-369 
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9.5.1 Denise Barilla 
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9.5.1.1 Response to Letter from Denise Barilla 

Comment No. Response 

DBa-1 This comment raises concern regarding vehicle ingress and egress. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which 
addresses comments related to traffic congestion, hazards, and proposed roadway improvements.  
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9.5.2 Alison Martinez 
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9.5.2.1 Response to Letter from Alison Martinez 

Comment No. Response 

AM-1 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in traffic, lighting, and noise, and neighborhood 
compatibility. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which addresses comments related to traffic congestion, 
hazards, and proposed roadway improvements and PH-1, which addresses comments related to 
neighborhood compatibility. As evaluated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics DRSP Design Guidelines include 
standards that address commercial, residential, and nonresidential outdoor lighting. The DRSP requires all 
lighting design and fixtures to be “dark-sky” compliant, consistent with the International Dark-Sky Association 
and/or County requirements. As evaluated in Section 4.13, Noise, A Noise Impact Study was prepared for 
the proposed project to determine impacts related to short- and long-term noise associated with the 
proposed project. Mitigation Measures N/mm-1.1 and N/mm-1.2 have been identified in the EIR to reduce 
short- and long-term increases in noise associated with the proposed project and ensure the project is 
consistent with the noise standards established in the County’s Land Use Ordinance. 

AM-2 This comment raises concern regarding roadway hazards and vehicle congestion. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and 
DMW-1, which address comments related to traffic congestion, hazards, and proposed roadway 
improvements, including pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  

AM-3 This comment raises concern regarding pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, 
which address comments related to proposed roadway improvements, including pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities. 

AM-4 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in lighting. As evaluated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics 
DRSP Design Guidelines include standards that address commercial, residential, and nonresidential outdoor 
lighting. The DRSP requires all lighting design and fixtures to be “dark-sky” compliant, consistent with the 
International Dark-Sky Association and/or County requirements. As this issue is addressed in the EIR, no 
revisions are necessary.  

AM-5 This comment raises concern regarding neighborhood compatibility and suggests an alternative with a 
gradual transition along the fringe. Refer to PH-1, which addresses comments related to neighborhood 
compatibility and AG-3, which addresses comments related to the alternatives analysis.  

AM-6 This comment expresses support for the proposed visual screen along US 101 and suggests leaving oaks in 
this area. As evaluated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, the project has the potential to alter the existing visual 
character of the project site through new development, grading, and loss of oak trees. Therefore, Mitigation 
Measures AES/mm-3.1 and AES/mm-3.2 were identified to require a visual screen comprised of planted oak 
trees along US 101. As this issue is addressed in the EIR, no revisions are necessary.  

AM-7 This comment raises concern regarding flooding within the project area. As evaluated in Section 4.10, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, the Specific Plan Area does not lie within any designated floodplains. Each 
phase of project development would require a comprehensive drainage plan to demonstrate stormwater 
runoff is conveyed in a non-erosive manner in accordance with the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) stormwater requirements and County Public Improvement Standards. Therefore, the EIR 
determined that with adequate implementation and maintenance of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans 
(SWPPPs), erosion and stormwater control plans, and drainage plans that would be required for any future 
development within the Specific Plan Area, the proposed project would not substantially alter the drainage 
pattern beyond the construction footprint and would not alter off-site drainage patterns. As this issue is 
addressed in the EIR, no revisions are necessary. 

AM-8 This comment requests that notice of future development and/or meetings is provided to the community. This 
comment does not require any revisions to the EIR. 
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9.5.3.1 Response to Letter from Jose Martinez 

Comment No. Response 

JM-1 This comment raises concern regarding neighborhood compatibility. Refer to PH-1, which addresses 
comments related to neighborhood compatibility. 

JM-2 This comment raises concern regarding roadway hazards and vehicle congestion. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and 
DMW-1, which address comments related to traffic congestion, hazards, and proposed roadway 
improvements, including pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 

JM-3 This comment raises concern regarding neighborhood compatibility and the loss of oaks at the project site. 
Refer to PH-1, which addresses comments related to neighborhood compatibility and MR-3, JK-4, and BR-1, 
which addresses comments related to loss of oaks. 

JM-4 This comment raises concern regarding neighborhood compatibility and requests that the Public Study 
Session on July 14th is made available to the community. Refer to PH-1, which addresses comments related 
to neighborhood compatibility. This comment does not require any revisions to the EIR.  

 

  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-15 

9.5.4 Jeff Edwards 

 
  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-16 

9.5.4.1 Response to Letter from Jeff Edwards 

Comment No. Response 

JEd-1 This comment identifies an issue with the accessibility of the EIR on the County of San Luis Obispo’s 
website, which was quickly remedied. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no 
changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.5.1 Response to Letter from Gregg Reimers, PE 

Comment No. Response 

GRe-1 This comment expresses concern related to the affordability and sustainability of Nipomo Community 
Services District (NCSD) water supply. The NCSD has prepared a Water and Wastewater Rate Impact 
Analysis Study for the proposed project, which concludes that implementation of the project would ultimately 
reduce water and wastewater rates for NCSD customers; however, economic impacts are generally not 
considered environmental impacts under the CEQA and only require discussion if the economic impacts 
would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result in 
growth-inducing impacts. The NCSD also recently adopted its 2020 Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP), which characterizes the District’s existing and future water supply during normal, single-dry, and 
multiple-dry year conditions. As identified in Section 19, Utilities and Service Systems, of the EIR, the UWMP 
concludes that based on the existing infrastructure of the Nipomo Supplemental Water Project (NSWP), and 
contractual obligations between the NCSD and City of Santa Maria, water supply from Santa Maria is 
considered reliable and would be available during normal, single, and multiple dry year conditions. Further, 
based on several active wells and current operational practices groundwater supply is considered reliable 
and would be available during normal, single, and multiple dry year conditions. Additionally, a Water Supply 
Analysis (WSA) per the requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 610 was prepared for the proposed project, which 
concluded (consistent with the 2020 UWMP) that the NCSD would have adequate available water supply to 
supply water for the proposed project at full-buildout during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year 
conditions. 

Inevitably, there is a certain level of uncertainty regarding the availability of future water supplies, particularly 
given recent drought conditions, climate change, and the years-long anticipated build-out schedule of the 
project. Therefore, even though the analysis in the EIR consistently shows adequate water supply to serve 
the project, the EIR conservatively included Mitigation Measure USS/mm-3.1, which requires that prior to the 
issuance of development permits for any future project development phase, the project developer is required 
to provide proof of water supply sufficient to meet the estimated water demand for proposed development.  

The results of the UWMP and WSA were summarized in detail in Section 19, Utilities and Service Systems 
of the DRSP EIR. The comment does not include any specific facts or information that would indicate why 
the substantial analysis of this issue in the EIR lacks sufficient detail to adequately demonstrate a less-than-
significant impact; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are necessary. Refer to MR-1, 
which includes a detailed response related to groundwater supply and management.  

GRe-2 This comment expresses concern related to the consistency between the available water supply for the 
population projections included in the UWMP and the DRSP EIR. As identified in Section 3.4.1 of the 
UWMP, Growth Scenario 1, which identifies a population of 18,398 people in the year 2045, was used to 
determine future water supply projections. This population projection includes the existing NCSD population, 
infill development within the existing service area (parcels with reserved NCSD capacity, parcels currently 
served by private wells, and development of vacant parcels), and future population associated with 
annexations under review. Annexation of the DRSP area was under review at the time of preparation of the 
UWMP; therefore, the project population from buildout of the DRSP is included in the population projections 
throughout the UWMP. Section 14, Population and Housing, of the DRSP EIR identifies an increase of 4,555 
new residents and 273 new employees (4,828 people) as a result of full buildout of the proposed project. 
Potential impacts of a population growth of 4,828 new people on the NCSD water supply was evaluated in 
Section 19, Utilities and Service Systems of the DRSP EIR, which exceeds the estimates noted by this 
commenter. According to the UWMP, the NCSD would have a water surplus of 440 acre-feet per year (AFY) 
in the year 2045 under multiple dry-year conditions. According to the WSA prepared for the project, at full 
buildout, the project would have a water demand of 370 AFY; therefore, the NCSD is projected to have 
sufficient water supply to serve the additional demand of 370 AFY generated by the proposed project. 
Mitigation Measure USS/mm-3.1 requires that prior to the issuance of development permits for any project 
phase, the project developer is required to provide proof of water supply sufficient to meet the estimated 
water demand for proposed development. In addition, Section 14, Population and Housing, of the DRSP EIR 
concluded that an increase of 4,286 new people within the community would result in a Class I impact; 
therefore, concern related to substantial population growth expressed in this comment is consistent with the 
evaluation included in the DRSP EIR, and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. Refer 
to MR-1, which includes a detailed response related to groundwater supply and management. 

GRe-3 This comment raises concern over the reliability of groundwater supply based on drought conditions. The 
UWMP uses the average annual rainfall rate of 15.65 inches to evaluate the NCSD’s water supply, which 
was summarized in the DRSP EIR. While precipitation varies over time, those changes are accounted for in 
the single-dry and multiple-dry year conditions that were evaluated in the UWMP. The DRSP EIR 
conservatively includes Mitigation Measure USS/mm-3.1 to address future development proposals that may 
be brought forward during any abnormally low rainfall year in the future in order to ensure there is adequate 
water supply to serve the existing NCSD service area and the proposed development. Therefore, no 
changes in the environmental document are necessary. Refer to MR-1, which includes a detailed response 
related to groundwater supply and management.  
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GRe-4 This comment asserts that the EIR does not adequately address recent local and statewide climate change 
trends. The EIR includes an evaluation of the NCSD Water Supply under normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry 
year conditions. The multiple dry-year condition reflects severe drought conditions. As evaluated in Section 
19, Utilities and Service Systems, there would be a projected average water surplus of approximately 610 
AFY following the fifth year of multiple dry year conditions, which is also considered the worst-case scenario 
available groundwater supply. Therefore, the NCSD would have sufficient water supply to serve existing and 
reasonably foreseeable future demands during normal, single dry, and multiple dry year conditions. 
Additionally, the EIR includes a discussion of the UWMP’s Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP), which 
was prepared in accordance with California Water Code Section 10632(a)(3). The WSCP identifies the 
basin’s current drought conditions in addition to potential future conditions and identifies measures to 
address these conditions. As this discussion is included in the EIR, no changes in the environmental 
document are necessary. Refer to MR-1, which includes a detailed response related to groundwater supply 
and management.  

GRe-5 This comment raises concern over the population increase associated with the proposed project as it relates 
to water management planning. Please refer to GRe-2 which responds to comments regarding the 
availability of existing and future water supply for the projected project population during normal, single-dry, 
and multiple-dry year conditions. Population projections included in the UWMP include the existing NCSD 
population, infill development within the existing service area (parcels with reserved NCSD capacity, parcels 
currently served by private wells, and development of vacant parcels), and future population associated with 
annexations under review. Annexation of the DRSP area was under review at the time of preparation of the 
UWMP; therefore, the project population from buildout of the DRSP is included in the population projections 
throughout the UWMP and implementation of the project would not preclude future development within the 
NCSD service area. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR; therefore, no changes in the 
environmental document are necessary. Refer to MR-1, which includes a detailed response related to 
groundwater supply and management.  

GRe-6 This comment asserts that Section 4.19.3, Utilities and Service Systems Thresholds of Significance, omits a 
threshold related to how long project implementation may extend or necessitate the reinstatement of NCSD 
water shortage restrictions. As identified in this section of the EIR, the determinations of significance of 
project impacts are based on applicable policies, regulations, goals, and guidelines defined by CEQA and 
the County and are derived from CEQA Appendix G. As such the threshold identified by this commenter is 
not included in the EIR; however, a discussion of future water supply and the UWMP WSCP is included in 
the EIR. As this discussion is included in the EIR, no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers 
for their consideration. 

GRe-7 This comment requests clarity of the phrase “less than significant” as used throughout the EIR. The term 
“significance” is used throughout the EIR to characterize the magnitude of the projected impact. For the 
purpose of this EIR, a significant impact is a substantial or potentially substantial change to resources in the 
project area or the area adjacent to the project. In the discussions of each issue area, thresholds are 
identified that are used to distinguish between significant and insignificant impacts. To the extent feasible, 
distinctions are also made between regional and local significance and short-term versus long-term duration. 

Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, includes the following descriptions of the criteria used to classify 
residual impacts: 

• A significant and unavoidable impact would cause a substantial adverse effect on the environment 
that meets or exceeds the applicable significance criteria thresholds for a particular resource, and 
no feasible mitigation measures would be available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level.  

• A less-than-significant impact with mitigation is an adverse impact that would cause a substantial 
adverse effect that meets or exceeds the applicable significance criteria thresholds for a particular 
resource but can be reduced to a less-than-significant level through successful implementation of 
identified mitigation measures.  

• A less-than-significant impact is an adverse impact that does not meet or exceed the applicable 
significance criteria thresholds for a particular resource. Generally, no mitigation measures are 
required for less-than-significant impacts; only compliance with standard regulatory conditions 
would be required. However, mitigation may still be recommended should the lead or responsible 
agencies deem it appropriate to reduce the impact to the maximum extent feasible, as long as 
there is rough proportionality between the environmental impacts caused by the project and the 
mitigation measures imposed on the project. 

These definitions are included in the EIR. As such, the comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR; 
therefore, no changes in the environmental document are necessary. Nevertheless, the comment will be 
made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 
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GRe-8 This comment requests a clear justification of a “less than significant” conclusion. Please refer to GRe-7, 
which responds to comments regarding the criteria used to classify residual impacts. This comment also 
asserts that the project fails to meet Goal 13 of the DRSP that states, “To meet or exceed the requirements 
of the Nipomo Community Services District (NCSD) District Code to ensure that the DRSP constructs the 
water and wastewater infrastructure necessary to serve the project without adverse impacts on the NCSD’s 
ability to serve existing and future users.” Refer to GRe-1 and GRe-2, which responds to comments 
regarding the availability of existing and future water supply for the projected project population during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. Based on the availability of water for the proposed 
project, this comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental 
document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided 
to local decision makers for their consideration. 

GRe-9 This comment identifies that no mitigation was identified to reduce impacts related to HYD Impact 3, which is 
inconsistent with the conclusion of USS Impact 3. HYD Impact 3 evaluates potential project impacts related 
to groundwater recharge into the underlying basin, which could reduce groundwater supply. The NCSD 
relies on water from the Nipomo Supplemental Water Project (NSWP) and groundwater as its two primary 
water sources, with the majority of its water supply coming from the NSWP. As such, the project would not 
solely rely on groundwater resources to provide for the proposed project and impacts related to decreasing 
groundwater supply would be less than significant. Mitigation Measure USS/mm-3.1 is identified in Section 
19, Utilities and Service Systems, to ensure there is adequate water supply to serve the project prior to 
buildout of concurrent project phases. Mitigation Measure USS/mm-3.1 could inadvertently reduce potential 
to substantially decrease groundwater supply by ensuring future project phases are not developed if there is 
not enough available water supply, including groundwater supply; however, this mitigation measure would 
not be necessary to reduce significant project impacts. 

This comment also requests a clarification of phrases used throughout the EIR, including the difference 
between the terms “substantially” and “significantly” as used in HYD Impact 3. Impact statements used 
throughout the DRSP EIR are based on thresholds established by CEQA Statute and Guidelines Appendix G 
and the County. As identified by CEA and the County, the project would be considered to have a significant 
effect on hydrology and water quality if the project would substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin. As evaluated in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, implementation of the 
project would not interfere with groundwater recharge into the basin. Therefore, no changes in the 
environmental document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative 
record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

GRe-10 This comment requests clarity of the qualitative terms and phrases commonly used throughout the EIR, 
which are used to describe the magnitude of an effect. Please refer to GRe-7, which responds to comments 
regarding phrases used to characterize the magnitude of the projected impact. These definitions are 
included in the EIR. As such, the comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR; therefore, no changes 
in the environmental document are necessary. Nevertheless, the comment will be made part of the 
administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

GRe-11 This comment raises concern regarding a potential conflict of interest having MKN and Associates (MKN) 
author both the subject EIR and the NCSD planning report. Section 19, Utilities and Service Systems of the 
EIR is based on the 2020 Nipomo Community Services District Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP; 
MKN 2021), Dana Reserve Water and Wastewater Service Evaluation (Dana Reserve Water and 
Wastewater Evaluation; MKN 2022), and Dana Reserve Water Supply Assessment (WSA; Rick G Sweet 
and RRM Design Group 2021); however, is authored by SWCA. The EIR is supplemented by reports from 
both MKN and Rick G Sweet and RRM Design Group as well as direct communication with the County and 
the NCSD. Therefore, no changes in the environmental document are necessary.  

GRe-12 This comment requests clarification regarding the sizing criteria for the proposed Foothill water tank. The 
project includes the implementation of off-site water and wastewater improvements that were identified by 
the NCSD in the Dana Reserve Water and Wastewater Service Evaluation as necessary to serve the 
existing service area in addition to the proposed project. These improvements were identified in the are 
described in Chapter 2, Project Description, and Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems of the EIR. The 
comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental document 
are necessary.  

GRe-13 This comment restates the initial concern related to the affordability and sustainability of the NCSD water 
supply. Refer to GRe-1, which responds to this comment.  
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Comment No. Response 

JK-1 This comment identifies current drought conditions and raises concern over the reliability of the NCSD water 
supply through the NSWP. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments 
regarding the evaluation of the NCSD water supply during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year 
conditions.  

JK-2 This comment questions whether improvements to the Southland Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) are 
necessary to create an additional treatment system for indirect potable reuse or direct potable reuse of 
wastewater. This comment recognizes that the percolation ponds at the Blacklake WRF largely replenish the 
area in the south of the community where there may not be any wells that are used for utility purposes. The 
project includes the implementation of off-site water and wastewater improvements that were identified by 
the NCSD in the Dana Reserve Water and Wastewater Service Evaluation as necessary to serve the 
existing service area in addition to the proposed project. These improvements were identified in the are 
described in Chapter 2, Project Description, and Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems of the EIR. 
According to CEQA Guidelines, a project is only required to implement improvements necessary to serve the 
proposed project. Therefore, additional improvements to NCSD infrastructure would not be the responsibility 
of the applicant. As such, no changes in the environmental document are needed.  

JK-3 This comment raises concern over the cost of improvements to the Southland WWTP to existing rate payers. 
The project includes the implementation of off-site water and wastewater improvements that were identified 
by the NCSD in the Dana Reserve Water and Wastewater Service Evaluation as necessary to serve the 
existing service area in addition to the proposed project. The applicant would be responsible for 
implementation of these improvements. The NCSD has prepared a Water and Wastewater Rate Impact 
Analysis Study for the proposed project, which concludes that implementation of the project would ultimately 
reduce water and wastewater rates for NCSD customers; however, economic impacts are generally not 
considered environmental impacts under the CEQA and only require discussion if the economic impacts 
would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result in 
growth-inducing impacts. The comment does not include any specific facts or information that would indicate 
why the substantial analysis of this issue in the EIR lacks sufficient detail to adequately demonstrate a less-
than-significant impact; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are necessary. However, the 
comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their 
consideration. 

JK-4 This comment expresses concern over the loss of oak trees at the project site and also asserts that the off-
site mitigation area is not located in an area that would provide public access to preserved areas. As 
evaluated in Section 4, Biological Resources, of the DRSP EIR, the purpose of the off-site mitigation area is 
to preserve oak woodland habitat at the off-site mitigation area in perpetuity. Although this mitigation has 
been included, a Class I impact was identified regarding the loss of oak trees at the site; therefore, this 
comment does not include new information that would change the analysis of the DRSP EIR. The primary 
purpose of the off-site mitigation area is permanent conservation, not public enjoyment or use. It is possible 
that, in the future, there could be a desire to improve the site (consistent with the terms of the permanent 
conservation easement) to allow some limited public use (e.g., as an open space area, or by providing public 
views); however, no such activities are currently proposed. Additionally, as evaluated in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the DRSP EIR, implementation of the project would alter the existing visual character of the 
project area and was also classified as a Class II impact. As such, concern related to the alteration of the 
visual character of the project site, including the loss of availability to view oak trees at the site, is consistent 
with the evaluation included in the DRSP EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are 
needed. Refer to MR-3, which provides a detailed response related to the loss of oak trees and other 
impacts to biological resources.  

JK-5 This comment raises concern of the loss of oak trees at the project site and expresses that the conceptual 
layout should be revised to reduce impacts to sensitive habitat. A range of project alternatives were 
evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, including the Development on Non-Native Grassland 
alternative (Alternative 4), which was developed to address the project’s significant impacts related to 
biological resources. Alternative 4 limits development to non-native grassland areas on the project site to 
avoid the loss of oak trees and other native habitats. However, this alternative would increase the density of 
residential development to maximize the buildout of single-family residential dwellings on the non-native 
grassland habitat throughout the project site. This alternative was determined to have similar impacts to the 
proposed project in all areas except for biological resources, which is consistent with the intent of this 
comment. No changes in the environmental document are necessary. Refer to MR-3, which provides a 
detailed response related to the loss of oak trees and other impacts to biological resources.  

JK-6 This comment raises concern of an increase in traffic congestion along the Tefft Street corridor. As evaluated 
in the Transportation Impact Study (TIS) and Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) Analysis prepared for the 
proposed project, although the project would result in an increase in vehicle trips in the vicinity of the project 
site, the construction of two additional collector roads (Collector A and Collector B) through the site to 
connect to Willow Road from North Frontage Road and Pomeroy Road, respectively, would ultimately reduce 
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traffic congestion along the Tefft Street corridor, alleviating existing and potential future congestion issues. 
Refer to JK-7, which identifies proposed additional transportation improvements intended to alleviate existing 
and potential future transportation issues. In addition, the conceptual phasing plan includes the construction 
of Collectors A and B during Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the project, which would avoid increasing traffic 
congestion along the Tefft Street corridor during buildout of the project. The conceptual development plan 
includes the construction of commercial development during Phase 1 of the proposed project. Further, the 
DRSP proposes the extension of public transit through the site along Collector A where the higher-density 
residential neighborhoods would be developed along with the Specific Plan Area’s employment centers. 
Collector A would include a Park and Ride lot, and implementation of Mitigation Measure TR/mm-2 would 
highlight transportation services, such as dial-a-ride and rideshare, available for residents and employees. 
The beneficial effects of construction of Collectors A and B and other improvements on traffic congestion 
isare evaluated throughout the DRSP EIR. All roadway improvements would be conducted in accordance 
with County requirements to avoid hazardous roadway design. Therefore, no changes in the environmental 
document are needed.  

JK-7 This comment suggests that the project developer should be required to implement infrastructure 
improvements that will immediately impact the traffic and transportation network in the community of Nipomo 
in addition to the payment of traffic impact fees. Buildout of the DRSP includes installation of transportation 
improvements identified by the County and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as a 
means of improving traffic congestion issues in the area and reducing roadway hazards. The project includes 
the construction of the following transportation improvements to serve the proposed project and alleviate 
existing transportation issues within the community:  

• An extension of North Frontage Road at the southeast corner of the Specific Plan Area from 
Sandydale Drive to Willow Road. This improvement would be completed as a part of the project, 
providing site access from two of the four project entries. This improvement must be completed as 
part of the first phase of development and prior to certificate of occupancy for the residential uses 
(i.e., Neighborhoods 1, 2, 3, 5, and 10) and the village commercial, flex commercial, hotel, and 
educational uses. Left-turn lanes would also be provided at intersections along Collector A. 

• Widening of Willow Road and signalization at the Willow Road/Collector A intersection within 
existing ROW areas. This improvement must be completed as part of the first phase of 
development and prior to certificate of occupancy for the residential uses (i.e., Neighborhoods 1, 2, 
3, 5, and 10) and the village commercial, flex commercial, and educational uses. 

• Restriping and one-way stop-control at the Willow Road/Collector B intersection within existing 
ROW areas. This improvement must be completed as part of the second phase of development 
and prior to certificate of occupancy for the residential uses (i.e., Neighborhoods 7, 8, and 9).  

• Improvements/paving at the Cherokee Place/Collectors A and B intersections. These 
improvements must be completed as part of the first and second phases of development, 
respectively, and prior to certificate of occupancy for the residential uses (i.e., Neighborhoods 1, 2, 
3, 5, and 10 and Neighborhoods 7, 8, and 9, respectively). Although the road will not provide the 
fastest or most convenient route to most destinations, a small amount of project traffic may use the 
route to access neighborhoods off Hetrick Avenue. Road maintenance concerns would be 
addressed through a private road maintenance agreement entered into by owners of the access 
road easement or adjacent parcel owners. This requirement would be included in the Development 
Agreement.  

• Removal/closure of the privately maintained Hetrick Avenue access from Pomeroy Road and 
provision of a new access to Hetrick Avenue from Collector B. This improvement must be 
completed as part of the second phase of development and prior to certificate of occupancy for the 
residential uses (i.e., Neighborhoods 7, 8, and 9).  

• Restriping and one-way stop control at the Pomeroy Road/Collector B intersection within existing 
ROW areas. This improvement must be completed as part of the second phase of development 
and prior to certificate of occupancy for the residential uses (i.e., Neighborhoods 7, 8, and 9). 

• Emergency access at Hetrick Avenue and Cory Way. 

In addition, fair-share contributions to other off-site improvements such as the new traffic signals at Willow 
Road/US 101 northbound and southbound ramps would be required as part of the individual projects within 
the Specific Plan Area boundaries. These improvements would include the new traffic signals at Willow 
Road/US 101 NB and SB ramps, US 101/Tefft Street interchange improvements, and construction of an 
additional US 101 interchange at Southland Street, south of the US 101/Tefft Street interchange. All off-site 
transportation improvements would be implemented by the County and/or Caltrans and would be designed 
and constructed to meet the minimum requirements identified in the County’s Public Improvement Standards 
and similar set of Caltrans design and construction specification standards.  

Proposed road improvements would be conducted during Phases 1 and 2 of the proposed project to avoid 
creating traffic congestion and associated hazards during buildout of the proposed project. Improvements 
would be constructed in accordance with County Public Works and Caltrans requirements to avoid 
hazardous roadway design. Proposed transportation improvements would operate acceptably as proposed 
and would not include geometric design features that would create new hazards or an incompatible use. 
Additionally, as identified in Section 4.17, Transportation, the project would be subject to the payment of the 
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adopted South County Traffic Impact Fee based on the latest adopted Fee Area 1 schedule and the number 
of net new weekday PM peak hour trips as estimated based on the trip generation letter. According to CEQA 
Guidelines, a project is only required to implement improvements necessary to serve the proposed project. 
Therefore, additional transportation improvements would not be the responsibility of the applicant. These 
components are addressed in the EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are necessary.  
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SSh(1)-1 This comment raises concern over the availability of commercial services (i.e., grocery stores, etc.) within the 
community and the impact of the project on existing services. Section 14, Population and Housing, of the 
EIR concludes that the project would have a Class I impactsimpact related to substantial population growth 
in the community, which is consistent with the intent of this comment. The DRSP includes a conceptual 
development plan in which commercial uses would be constructed during Phase 1, which may alleviate 
existing supply and demand issues in the community. However, CEQA does not require an evaluation of a 
project on commercial goods and services; therefore, this comment does not identify a deficiency in the EIR 
and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 

SSh(1)-2 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of walking trails following project implementation. As 
described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the project includes the construction of pedestrian, bicycle, and 
equestrian trails throughout the project site, which would provide the existing and future community with 
recreational opportunities. Therefore, this comment does not identify a deficiency in the EIR and no changes 
in the environmental document are necessary.  

SSh(1)-3 This comment raises concern over traffic safety at the corner of Glenhaven and Ten Oaks, which is used as 
a short cut to Willow Road. As discussed in Section 4.17, Transportation, the project includes the 
construction of two additional collector roads (Collector A and Collector B) through the site to connect to 
Willow Road from North Frontage Road and Pomeroy Road, respectively, which would reduce vehicle traffic 
at the corner of Glenhaven and Ten Oaks. Refer to JK-6 and JK-7, which responds to comments regarding 
traffic congestion, vehicle safety, and transportation improvements. This comment does not identify a 
deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary.  

SSh(1)-4 This comment expresses concern over the loss of oak trees at the project site and asserts that the removal 
of mature oak trees would change the visual landscape of the project site. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which 
responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project 
site.  

SSh(1)-5 This comment asserts that an alternative location for the project should be explored. A range of project 
alternatives were evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, including the Alternative Location alternative, 
which was developed to address the project’s significant impacts related to development indevelopment at 
the site. This alternative evaluates impacts related to development of the project at a different location in the 
county. However, this alternative was ultimately dismissed in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(c) because this alternative is infeasible, would not reduce the project’s significant impacts, 
and would not meet the basic project objectives. Since this alternative was evaluated in the DRSP EIR, no 
changes in the environmental document are necessary.  
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9.5.8.1 Response to Letter from Alexander Glotov 

Comment No. Response 

AG-1 This comment expresses concern of the loss of oak trees at the project site and also asserts that the off-site 
mitigation area is not located in an area that would provide public access to preserved areas. Refer to MR-3 
and JK-4, which responds to this comment.  

AG-2 This comment raises concern over the loss of nesting bird habitat at the project site and asserts that 
Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-7.1 does not adequately address impacts related to the loss of this habitat. As 
discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the EIR, special-status birds and raptors, such as 
Cooper’s hawk, oak titmouse, white-tailed kite, and Nuttall’s woodpecker, may be adversely affected by the 
loss of nesting and foraging habitat in oak and chaparral habitats. Loss of grassland habitat could adversely 
affect foraging raptors and ground nesting birds. Incremental habitat loss on a regional scale may adversely 
affect special-status birds. Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-14.1, BIO/mm-15.1, and BIO/mm-18.4 have been 
identified to provide off-site nesting and foraging habitat and reduce impacts related to habitat loss for 
nesting birds. Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-7.1, BIO/mm-14.1, BIO/mm-15.1, and BIO/mm-18.4 adequately 
address impacts to nesting birds and associated habitat. Therefore, no changes in the environmental 
document are necessary. Refer to MR-3, which provides a detailed response related to loss of oak trees and 
other impacts to biological resources.  

AG-3 This comment highlights language used throughout Chapter 5, Alternative Analysis, of the DRSP EIR. Refer 
to AG-4, below, which responds to comments related to the alternatives analysis process.  

A total of six project alternatives (including the No Project Alternative) were evaluated in Chapter 5, 
Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR: 

• No Project Alternative: Under the No Project Alternative, implementation of the DRSP would not 
occur and future buildout of the project site, including off-site improvement areas, would not occur. 
This alternative assumes no development would occur on the site to provide a clear comparison of 
the project to existing (undeveloped) baseline conditions; development as envisioned in the 
current General Plan for La Cañada Ranch is evaluated in Alternative 2, below. As no physical 
changes to the environment would occur, potentially significant and other identified impacts would 
be reduced in comparison to the proposed project. However, this alternative would not meet any of 
the project objectives. 

• Applicant Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1): Under Alternative 1, buildout of the project site 
would be consistent with the scale and proposed land use types included under the proposed 
project. As a result, impacts under this alternative would be generally consistent with impacts 
associated with the proposed project. However, this alternative would change the alignment of 
Collector A and would move a proposed neighborhood from the northeastern portion of the site, 
which would substantially reduce the number of impacted oak trees. Alternative 1 would meet all of 
the project objectives. 

• La Cañada Ranch Specific Plan (Alternative 2): Under Alternative 2, buildout of the project site 
would result in an increase in light industrial and commercial development and a decrease in 
residential development. This alternative would also substantially increase the amount of land 
designated for open space and eliminate recreational land uses. As a result, impacts related to air 
quality, GHG emissions, population and housing, and transportation would be reduced. However, 
this alternative would result in similar impacts related to biological resources and would increase 
impacts related to recreation. Although this alternative would facilitate the future development of 
residential land uses, due to the substantial reduction in the number of proposed units, the number 
of affordable units and affordability of market rate units would be significantly decreased in order to 
provide funding for site development and other improvements. As a result, Alternative 2 would not 
meet some of the basic project objectives, including providing a mix of residential development, 
including affordable homes, and providing public recreational facilities at the project site. 

• Residential Rural Cluster Subdivision (Alternative 3): Under Alternative 3, no commercial 
development would occur, and the density of residential development would be limited, resulting in 
a smaller scale of buildout as compared to the proposed project. Based on the reduction of 
proposed residential units, this alternative would reduce population growth in comparison to the 
proposed project. As a result, impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, GHG emissions, population 
and housing, and transportation would be reduced. However, this alternative could continue to 
potentially impact sensitive biological resources. In addition, this alternative may preclude 
annexation into the NCSD due to infrastructure costs; therefore, this alternative would potentially 
increase impacts related to utilities and service systems. Due to the substantial reduction in the 
number of proposed residential units, the number of affordable units would be significantly 
decreased in order to provide funding for site development and other improvements. As a result, 
Alternative 3 would not meet the basic project objective of providing affordable workforce market 
rate homes. In addition, this alternative would be inconsistent with the commercial and light 
industrial land uses planned for the site as identified in the County’s General Plan. This alternative 
was selected as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 
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• Development on Non-Native Grassland (Alternative 4): Alternative 4 would increase the amount of 
land dedicated to open space by increasing density and reducing the footprint of proposed 
residential, commercial, and recreational development. As a result, the number of residential 
dwelling units would be reduced from 1,289 units to 1,100 units (approximately 189 units or 15%). 
In addition, the land dedicated to commercial land uses would be reduced by 2.3 acres and the 
land dedicated to recreational land uses would be reduced by 6 acres, ultimately increasing the 
amount of open space area on the site and reducing the amount of impacted oak woodland and 
Burton Mesa chaparral habitat. This alternative would marginally reduce population growth in 
comparison to the proposed project. However, buildout of this alternative would still constitute a 
substantial increase in growth within the community, and impacts related to air quality, GHG 
emissions, population and housing, and transportation would be generally consistent with the 
proposed project. This alternative is considered feasible; however, it may conflict with the basic 
project objective of providing a mix of housing types and affordable housing options.  

• Gradual Transition along the Fringe (Alternative 5): Under Alternative 5, the density of residential 
development would be reduced along the perimeter of the project site to support a more gradual 
transition from surrounding rural residential land uses. Based on the slight reduction of proposed 
residential units (approximately 154 units or 12%), this alternative would marginally reduce 
population growth in comparison to the proposed project. However, buildout of this alternative 
would still constitute a substantial increase in growth within the community and impacts related to 
air quality, biological resources, greenhouse gas emissions, land use and planning, population and 
housing, and transportation would be generally consistent with the proposed project. This 
alternative is considered feasible; however, it will likely reduce the affordability of housing within 
the Specific Plan Area and may conflict with the basic project objective of providing a mix of 
affordable housing options. 

This comment does not assert any new information regarding the alternatives analysis; therefore, this 
comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are 
needed.  

AG-4 This comment expresses concern over the ambiguity of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c). As 
described in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) requires that an 
EIR disclose potential alternatives that were considered and eliminated along with a brief explanation of the 
reason for elimination. Factors used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration include: (1) failure 
to meet most of the basic project objectives, (2) infeasibility, and/or (3) inability to avoid significant 
environmental impacts. The DRSP EIR evaluated four alternatives in Section 5.3, Alternatives Considered 
but Discarded, that were ultimately eliminated from further consideration based on the above criteria. 

Additionally, six alternatives (refer to AG-3) were fully evaluated in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6, which states that alternatives should “. . . attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project . . .” As further explained by the California Supreme Court: 

[A]n EIR should not exclude an alternative from detailed consideration merely because it 
‘would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives.’ But an EIR need 
not study in detail an alternative that is infeasible or that the lead agency has reasonably 
determined cannot achieve the project’s underlying fundamental purpose . . . 

Although a lead agency may not give a project’s purpose an artificially narrow definition, 
a lead agency may structure its EIR alternative analysis around a reasonable definition 
of underlying purpose and need not study alternatives that cannot achieve that basic 
goal.” (In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated 
Proceedings, 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1165-1166 [2008]). 

The alternatives selected for further analysis have been evaluated against the proposed DRSP project to 
provide a comparison of environmental effects and to identify the environmentally superior alternative. Note 
that the significance of impacts associated with the proposed project, and the determination of impacts 
presented in this section for comparative purposes, are based on the respective identified changes in 
conditions relative to the environmental baseline (as described in Chapter 4, Environmental Impacts 
Analysis).  

The County has the discretion to approve (or disapprove) whatever alternative or combination of alternatives 
it deems most appropriate, provided that the environmental impacts of the proposed project can be 
mitigated, or to the extent that they cannot, provided that the County adopts a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, per Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

The DRSP EIR contains an evaluation of project alternatives in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, 
noted above. As such, this comment does not require any changes to the environmental document.  
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AG-5 This comment asserts that the housing crisis in the county can be resolved through development in other 
areas such as Los Osos and Cambria, which have hundreds of empty lots; however, development is halted 
due to water shortage. Refer to SSh(1)-5, which responds to comments regarding an alternative location for 
this project. The EIR evaluates the availability and reliability of the NCSD water supply, which would provide 
water for the project. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to the 
NCSD water supply. Therefore, the project would be provided water by the NCSD, which has adequate 
available supply to serve its existing service area in addition to the proposed project. This comment does not 
require any changes to the environmental document. Refer also to Master Response MR-3.  

AG-6 This comment asserts that an alternative location for the project should be explored. Refer to SSh(1)-5, 
which responds to comments regarding an alternative location for this project.  

AG-7 This comment suggests an alternative location for the project, which would reduce the project’s impacts to 
oak trees. The Alternative Location alternative was explored in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR. 
Refer to SSh(1)-5, which responds to comments regarding an alternative location for this project. 
Additionally, refer to MR-3 and AG-3, which identifies the alternatives explored for this project, including 
alternatives intended to reduce impacts to oak trees.  

AG-8 This comment requests that these comments are attached to the environmental documentation. As such, 
this comment does not require any changes to the environmental document. However, the comment will be 
made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

AG-9 This comment suggests an alternative layout for the proposed development to avoid impacts to oak trees 
and asserts that this alternative would be beneficial to state and local entities. Refer to MR-3 and AG-3, 
which responds to comments regarding project alternatives, including an alternative layout intended to avoid 
oak trees.  

AG-10 This comment includes the text of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 and calls out the need to explore 
an alternative location for the proposed project. Refer to SSh(1)-5, which responds to comments regarding 
an alternative location for this project. 
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9.5.9.1 Response to Letter from Stacy 

Comment No. Response 

St-1 This comment raises concerns related to population growth, loss of oak trees, and the change in landscape 
within the county and states this commenter’s opposition to the project. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which 
addresses comments regarding the loss of oak trees and the change to the visual character of the project 
site. In addition, Section 14, Population and Housing, of the DRSP EIR concluded that an increase of 4,286 
new people within the community would result in a Class I impact; therefore, concern related to substantial 
population growth expressed in this comment is consistent with the evaluation included in the DRSP EIR. No 
changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.10.1 Response to Letter from BC Prewett 

Comment No. Response 

BCP-1 This comment expresses concern over the loss of community within Nipomo, increased traffic congestion, 
and loss of local businesses as a result of increasing development projects. Refer to JK-6 and JK-7, which 
responds to comments regarding traffic congestion, hazards, and transportation improvements. In addition, 
economic impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under the CEQA and only require 
discussion if the economic impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the 
economic impacts would result in growth-inducing impacts. The comment does not include any specific facts 
or information that would indicate any deficiency in the EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental 
document are necessary.  
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9.5.11.1 Response to Letter from Beth Ralston 

Comment No. Response 

BR-1 This comment raises concern over impacts to biological resources, including oak trees, native habitats, 
raptors, and common wildlife species. Refer to MR-3 and AG-2, which responds to comments related to loss 
of oak trees and impacts to other biological resources. As evaluated in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, 
the project would result in significant impacts to special-status plant species and sensitive natural 
communities that would constitute a net loss of species and habitat diversity in the county. The applicant 
would be required to mitigate for the loss of California spineflower, sand buck brush, and sand almond at a 
1:1 mitigation ratio in BIO/mm-4.1. However, it is reasonable to assume that a portion of replanted plants 
would not successfully establish, and therefore would constitute a net loss for these species. Of the 3,943 
oak trees to be removed, the mitigation only requires the applicant to plant replacement trees for 194 of the 
trees being removed from habitats other than oak woodland and oak forest. At this level, this is a significant 
net loss of oak trees and acreage of oak woodlands in the County. As such, this issue area was classified as 
a Class I impact, which is consistent with the intent of this comment.  

Special-status birds and raptors, such as Cooper’s hawk, oak titmouse, white-tailed kite, and Nuttall’s 
woodpecker, may be adversely affected by the loss of nesting and foraging habitat in oak and chaparral 
habitats. Loss of grassland habitat could adversely affect foraging raptors and ground nesting birds. 
Incremental habitat loss on a regional scale may adversely affect special-status birds. Mitigation Measure 
BIO/mm-7.1 has been identified to reduce impacts to special-status birds and raptors. Further, the loss of 
approximately 93% of available habitat on the property will adversely affect American badger, woodrat, 
sensitive bat species, and numerous common species, such as coyote (Canis latrans), black-tailed jackrabbit 
(Lepus californicus), and California ground squirrel through loss of available denning/roosting sites, reduction 
in prey base, loss of protective cover, predation by domestic animals (dogs and cats), increased vehicle 
traffic, and increased nighttime lighting and noise. Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-14.1, BIO/mm-15.1, and 
BIO/mm-18.4 have been included to address these impacts. This comment is consistent with the evaluation 
of the EIR; therefore, no changes to the environmental document are necessary.  

BR-2 This comment expresses concern related to the population growth within the community of Nipomo. As 
evaluated in Section 4.14, Population and Housing, of the DRSP EIR, implementation of the project would 
allow for the future construction of 831 single-family dwelling units, 458 multi-family dwelling units, and 152 
ADUs. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the average household size in Nipomo between 2015 and 
2019 was 3.16. Based on the average local household size in Nipomo, future buildout of DRSP residential 
land uses is anticipated to result in a residential population increase of approximately 4,555. In addition to 
proposed residential land uses, the DRSP would allow for the future phased development of village 
commercial and flex commercial uses, which would generate new jobs. Based on Table 1A in the SCAG 
Employment Density Study Summary Report, the project would generate approximately 273 new employees. 
Therefore, the proposed project has the potential to facilitate a population growth of 4,828. The EIR identified 
that this level of growth would further  affect the jobs-to-housing balance within the community. As such, this 
section of the EIR concluded that an increase of 4,286 new people within the community would result in a 
Class I impact related to population and housing growth; therefore, concern related to substantial population 
growth expressed in this comment is consistent with the evaluation included in the DRSP EIR. No changes 
in the environmental document are necessary. 

BR-3 This comment suggests a reduction in the number of proposed residential uses and asserts that new homes 
should be situated on 0.5-acre lots. A range of project alternatives were evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives 
Analysis, including the Residential Rural Cluster Subdivision alternative (Alternative 3), which evaluates a 
future buildout scenario that is consistent with a cluster subdivision of the Residential Rural (RR) land use 
designation for the project site. Refer to AG-3, which responds to comments related to alternatives explored 
for the proposed project. 

BR-4 This comment raises concern over the availability of water supply to serve the existing population and the 
proposed project during drought conditions. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to 
comments regarding the reliability of the NCSD water supply to serve the existing and projected populations 
during normal, single-dry, and multiple dry year conditions.  

BR-5 This comment raises concern over the project’s impact on existing traffic congestion issues within the 
community. Refer to JK-6 and JK-7, which responds to comments regarding traffic congestion and 
transportation improvements.   

BR-6 This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of the Lucia Mar Unified School District (LMUSD) to 
serve the growth of school-aged children. As evaluated in Section 15, Public Services, although the project 
would increase the number of school-aged children in the community, the project would be subject to the 
payment of state taxes for public schools established by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act and 
implemented by California Education Code Section 17620. As identified in California Government Code 
Section 65995(h), the payment of mandatory school development impact fees (through County Public 
Facilities Fees) “. . . is deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or 
adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or 
any change in governmental organization or reorganization.” The comment does not include any specific 
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facts or information that would indicate why the substantial analysis of this issue in the EIR lacks sufficient 
detail to adequately demonstrate a less-than-significant impact; therefore, no changes in the environmental 
document are necessary.  

BR-7 This comment expresses concern regarding the density of the proposed project and the loss of trees and 
local wildlife as a result of the development. Refer to MR-3, JK-4, and BR-1, which addresses this comment.  

BR-8 This comment suggests preserving the community’s “small town feel” by reducing the number of homes and 
avoiding oak trees and wildlife and also suggests the use of solar. Refer to BR-3 and AG-3, which responds 
to project impacts related to a reduction in the number of homes associated with the proposed project and to 
AG-3 and JK-5, which responds to comments regarding an alternative site layout intended to reduce impacts 
to native habitat types. Refer to MR-3, which addresses comments related to the loss of oaks at the project 
site. As evaluated in Section 4.6, Energy, of the EIR, Proposed single-family residential dwellings would also 
be required to incorporate solar PV systems, per current building code requirements. Therefore, no changes 
to the environmental document are need. 
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9.5.12.1 Response to Letter from Danna Weidner 

Comment No. Response 

DMW-1 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in traffic congestion along Willow Road and associated 
vehicle emissions from an increase in vehicle congestion. The project includes improvements to Willow 
Road, including the widening of Willow Road and signalization at the Willow Road/Collector A intersection 
within existing right-of-way (ROW) areas, which be completed as part of the first phase of development and 
prior to certificate of occupancy for the residential uses (i.e., Neighborhoods 1, 2, 3, 5, and 10) and the 
village commercial, flex commercial, and educational uses. Additional improvements include restriping and 
implementation of a one-way stop-control at the Willow Road/Collector B intersection within existing ROW 
areas, which would be completed as part of the second phase of development and prior to certificate of 
occupancy for the residential uses (i.e., Neighborhoods 7, 8, and 9). As evaluated in the TIS prepared for the 
proposed project, proposed improvements would ensure implementation of the project does not increase 
vehicle congestion in these areas. Additionally, implementation of the project would reduce vehicle 
congestion along other roadways within the community, as discussed in JK-6 and JK-7. Further, a Class I 
impact related to an increase in VMT, and associated emissions was identified in the EIR, which is 
consistent with the intent of this comment. As such, no changes in the environmental document are 
necessary.  

DMW-2 This comment raises concern over the availability of water supply to serve the existing community in addition 
to the proposed project. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which addresses comments related to 
water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions.  

DMW-3 This comment raises concern over the loss of oak trees and associated wildlife habitat at the project site and 
the potential to increase dust due to a reduced wind barrier created by the trees. Refer to MR-3, JK-4, and 
BR-1, which addresses comments related to the project’s impacts related to the loss of oak trees, habitat 
loss, and wildlife. In addition, air quality modelling conducted for the proposed project takes wind speed, 
direction, and loss of existing vegetation into consideration in determining project impacts related to long-
term air emissions. The EIR includes the results of the air quality modelling conducted for the project, which 
did not identify a long-term impact related to dust emissions. The comment does not include any specific 
facts or information that would indicate why the substantial analysis of this issue in the EIR lacks sufficient 
detail to adequately demonstrate a less-than-significant impact; therefore, no changes in the environmental 
document are necessary.  

DMW-4 This comment raises concerns, including an increase in population and traffic congestion, and suggests that 
an additional large housing project in the community is not necessary. Refer to BR-2, which addresses the 
project’s impacts related to an increase in population and JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which addresses 
comments related to traffic congestion.  
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9.5.13.1 Response to Letter from Dan Doberstein 

Comment No. Response 

DaDo-1 This comment raises concern over the population growth and availability of water supply for the existing 
community in addition to the proposed project. Refer to BR-2, which addresses the project’s impacts related 
to an increase in population and MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which addresses comments related to 
water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

DaDo-2 This comment asserts that the County Board of Supervisors (BOS) should cease large development in the 
South County area. Refer to BR-2, which addresses the project’s impacts related to an increase in 
population. Ultimately, it will be the decision of the lead agency's decision-making body whether or not to 
reject or approve the proposed project or an alternative. 
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9.5.14.1 Response to Letter from Deanna Talerico 

Comment No. Response 

DT-1 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and raises concerns, including native wildlife, 
habitat loss, air pollution, water supply, traffic congestion, noise, light pollution, and demand on existing 
resources. Refer to MR-3, BR-1, and JK-4, which responds to comments related to native wildlife and habitat 
loss; MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability 
during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions; and JK-6 and JK-7, which responds to comments 
related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements.  

As evaluated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, DRSP Design Guidelines include standards that address 
commercial, residential, and nonresidential outdoor lighting. The DRSP requires all lighting design and 
fixtures to be “dark-sky” compliant, consistent with the International Dark-Sky Association and/or County 
requirements. As evaluated in Section 4.13, Noise, A Noise Impact Study was prepared for the proposed 
project to determine impacts related to short- and long-term noise associated with the proposed project. 
Mitigation Measures N/mm-1.1 and N/mm-1.2 have been identified in the EIR to reduce short- and long-term 
increases in noise associated with the proposed project and ensure the project is consistent with the noise 
standards established in the County’s Land Use Ordinance. As evaluated in Section 4.15, Public Services, 
the project would be subject to the payment of fees to provide funding for maintenance of existing facilities 
and development of additional facilities. In addition, Mitigation Measure PS/mm-1.1 requires the applicant to 
set aside land to provide a location for future development of a new CAL FIRE station in the community. 
Concerns related to light pollution, noise, and public services have been addressed in the EIR and mitigation 
has been included where appropriate to address potential impacts. The comment does not include any 
specific facts or information that would indicate why the substantial analysis of this issue in the EIR lacks 
sufficient detail to adequately demonstrate a less-than-significant impact. 

In addition, the EIR identifies a Class I impact related to air quality emissions, which is consistent with the 
intent of this comment. Therefore, no changes to the environmental document are needed.  

DT-2 This comment notes the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts and inconsistencies with applicable 
planning documents. This comment is consistent with the evaluation included throughout the EIR. The 
County has the discretion to approve (or disapprove) the proposed project based on these factors, which are 
called out in the EIR. Therefore, no changes to the environmental document are necessary. However, the 
comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their 
consideration. 
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9.5.15.1 Response to Letter from Pam Howard 

Comment No. Response 

PH-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s impacts related to the density of proposed 
housing and consistency with the existing rural character of the project area. Refer to BR-2, which addresses 
comments related to housing and population growth. As evaluated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, DRSP Design 
Guidelines include standards that address commercial, residential, and nonresidential outdoor lighting. The 
DRSP requires all lighting design and fixtures to be “dark-sky” compliant, consistent with the International 
Dark-Sky Association and/or County requirements. As evaluated in Section 4.13, Noise, a Noise Impact 
Study was prepared for the proposed project to determine impacts related to short- and long-term noise 
associated with the proposed project. Mitigation Measures N/mm-1.1 and N/mm-1.2 have been identified in 
the EIR to reduce short- and long-term increases in noise associated with the proposed project and ensure 
the project is consistent with the noise standards established in the County’s Land Use Ordinance. 
Additionally, as evaluated in Section 1, Aesthetics, of the DRSP EIR, implementation of the project would 
alter the existing visual character of the rural project area and was also classified as a Class I impact. As 
such, concern related to the alteration of the visual character of the project site is consistent with the 
evaluation included in the DRSP EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are needed.  

PH-2 This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of the Lucia Mar Unified School District (LMUSD) to 
serve the growth of school-aged children. Refer to BR-6, which addresses comments related to public 
schools. 

PH-3 This comment expresses concern related to the reliability of water supply. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through 
GRe-4, which responds to comments related to the availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry 
year conditions. 

PH-4 This comment expresses concern over the ability forof the Southland WWTP to treat an increase in 
wastewater. The project includes the implementation of off-site water and wastewater improvements that 
were identified by the NCSD in the Dana Reserve Water and Wastewater Service Evaluation as necessary 
to serve the existing service area in addition to the proposed project. These are described in Chapter 2, 
Project Description, and Section 4.19, Utilities and Service Systems of the EIR. As evaluated in Section 4.19, 
Utilities and Service Systems of the EIR, implementation of these improvements would ensure the NCSD 
would have adequate capacity to treat future wastewater flows from the proposed project and projected 
growth within the NCSD service area. The comment does not include any specific facts or information that 
would indicate why the substantial analysis of this issue in the EIR lacks sufficient detail to adequately 
demonstrate a less-than-significant impact. As such, no changes in the environmental document are needed.  

PH-5 This comment expresses concern over an increase in traffic. Refer to DMW-1, JK-6, and JK-7, which 
addressesaddress comments related to an increase in traffic congestion and implementation of 
transportation system improvements.  

PH-6 This comment expresses concern regarding the change in visual character of the project area as a result of 
oak tree removal at the project site. Refer to BR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss 
of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

PH-7 This comment raises concern regarding the increase in demand on the County Sherriff. The construction of a 
new patrol station is included in the County’s Capital Improvement Plan. As discussed in Section 15, Public 
Services, the project would be subject to the payment of Public Facilities Fees through a Development 
Agreement by the project applicant and/or prior to issuance of construction permits for subsequent 
development would provide the project’s share of funding for expanded police services and facilities. The 
comment does not include any specific facts or information that would indicate why the substantial analysis 
of this issue in the EIR lacks sufficient detail to adequately demonstrate a less-than-significant impact. 
Therefore, no changes in the environmental document are needed. Refer to MR-2, which provides a detailed 
response related to the provision of emergency services.  

PH-8 This comment raises concern over the increase in demand on other public services (i.e., post office) in the 
community. As evaluated in Section 4.15, Public Services, the project would be subject to the payment of 
fees to provide funding for maintenance of existing facilities and development of additional facilities. The 
County has discretion to use public facilities fees for projects identified in the County’s Capital Improvement 
Plan. The comment does not include any specific facts or information that would indicate why the substantial 
analysis of this issue in the EIR lacks sufficient detail to adequately demonstrate a less-than-significant 
impact. Therefore, no changes in the environmental document are needed.  

PH-9 This comment requests clarity as to whether implementation of the proposed project and associated 
population growth would require the community of Nipomo to be incorporated. This comment does not 
identify a deficiency in the EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are needed.  

PH-10 This comment raises concern over the design of the proposed off-site transportation improvements. Refer to 
JK-7, which responds to comments regarding off-site transportation improvements.  
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Comment No. Response 

PH-11 This comment suggests looking at alternative locations for the proposed project in order to reduce impacts to 
oak trees at the project site. Refer to SSh(1)-5, which responds to comments regarding an alternative 
location for this project. Additionally, refer to MR-3 and AG-3, which responds to comments regarding project 
alternatives to reduce impacts to oak trees at the project site.  

PH-12 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in growth in the community and states opposition to the 
proposed project. Refer to BR-2, which addresses the project’s impacts related to an increase in population.   
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9.5.16.1 Response to Letter from Lawrence E. Cools 

Comment No. Response 

LEC-1 This comment raises concern regarding neighborhood compatibility, drought, and economics. Refer to PH-1, 
which addresses comments related to neighborhood compatibility and MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, 
which responds to comments related to the availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year 
conditions. Economic impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under the CEQA and only 
require discussion if the impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the impacts 
would result in growth-inducing impacts. As such, no changes in the environmental document are needed. 
However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers 
for their consideration. 
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9.5.17.1 Response to Letter from Margaret Cools 

Comment No. Response 

MC-1 
This comment raises concern regarding neighborhood compatibility, drought, and economics. Refer to 
LEC-1, which addresses these issues. 
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9.5.18.1 Response to Letter from Matt Kobliska 

Comment No. Response 

MK-1 This comment expresses concern over an increase in traffic. Refer to DMW-1, JK-6, and JK-7, which 
addressesaddress comments related to an increase in traffic congestion and implementation of 
transportation system improvements.  

MK-2 This comment expresses concern over an increase in traffic along local roadways. Refer to DMW-1, JK-6, 
and JK-7, which addresses comments related to an increase in traffic congestion and implementation of 
transportation system improvements. 

MK-3 This comment expresses concern over an increase in traffic. Refer to DMW-1, JK-6, and JK-7, which 
addresses comments related to an increase in traffic congestion and implementation of transportation 
system improvements. 

MK-4 This comment expresses concern over an increase in traffic. Refer to DMW-1, JK-6, and JK-7, which 
addresses comments related to an increase in traffic congestion and implementation of transportation 
system improvements. 

MK-5 This comment asserts the proposed roadway improvements need to be conducted prior to development. 
Refer to DMW-1, JK-6, and JK-7, which addresses comments related to an increase in traffic congestion and 
implementation of transportation system improvements, including phasing. 

MK-6 This comment suggests denial of this project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and 
no changes in the environmental document are necessary. Additionally, refer to AG-3, which responds to 
comments regarding project alternatives to reduce the density of proposed homes at the project site. 
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9.5.19.1 Response to Letter from Chris Santala 

Comment No. Response 

CSa-1 This comment suggests reducing the density of the proposed residential uses to minimize impacts to oak 
trees, air quality, traffic, and noise. Refer to MR-3, JK-4, and AG-3, which addresses comments related to 
project alternatives, including a rural residential development project alternative.  

CSa-2 This comment raises concern over the loss of oak trees at the project site and the adequacy of mitigation 
included in the EIR to address impacts to oak trees. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which addresses impacts 
related to the loss of oak trees at the project site.  

CSa-3 This comment suggests creating trails at the off-site oak mitigation area to allow for public use and extension 
of the mitigation area to Dana Adobe. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which addresses this comment.  

CSa-4 This comment suggests creating a bicycle/pedestrian path to Nipomo High School, the Nipomo Community 
Park, and "Uptown.” The project includes the construction of off-site transportation improvements as 
discussed in JK-7. These improvements were identified by the County to address an increase in vehicles 
along local roadways associated with the proposed project. According to CEQA Guidelines, a project is only 
required to implement improvements necessary to serve the proposed project. Additionally, the project 
includes the construction of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities for the community. Therefore, additional 
improvements to the transportation system would not be the responsibility of the applicant. As such, no 
changes in the environmental document are needed.  
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9.5.20.1 Response to Letter from Elizabeth Scroggs 

Comment No. Response 

ES-1 This comment raises concerns regarding the project’s impacts to biological resources. Refer to MR-3 and 
JK-4, which address comments related to loss of oak trees and BR-1, which addresses comments related to 
habitat loss and wildlife. 

ES-2 This comment raises concerns regarding an increase in traffic congestion. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, 
which addresses comments related to traffic congestion in the community. 

ES-3 This comment identifies inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable planning documents. 
This issue is evaluated in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, which concludes that there is a Class I 
impact related to the project’s consistency with applicable plans. Therefore, the evaluation included in the 
EIR is consistent with the intent of this comment and no changes to the environmental document are 
needed.  

ES-4 This comment suggests looking at alternative project locations to reduce impacts to oak trees at the project 
site. Refer to SSh(1)-5, which responds to comments regarding an alternative location for this project. 
Additionally, refer to MR-3 and AG-3, which responds to comments regarding project alternatives to reduce 
impacts to oak trees at the project site. 

ES-5 This comment suggests looking at alternative locations for the proposed project or reducing the number of 
proposed residential dwellings. Refer to SSh(1)-5, which responds to comments regarding an alternative 
location for this project and AG-3, which addresses comments related to a rural residential development 
project alternative.  
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9.5.21.1 Response to Letter from Nancy Damron 

Comment No. Response 

ND-1 This comment identifies the project’s impacts related to density, loss of oak trees at the project site, traffic, 
water use, and public services. Refer to BR-2, which responds to comments related to population growth; 
MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to loss of oak trees at the site; MR-1 and GRe-1 
through Gre-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, 
and multiple-dry year conditions; and JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic 
congestion and implementation of improvements.  

As evaluated in Section 4.15, Public Services, the project would be subject to the payment of Public 
Facilities Fees through a Development Agreement by the project applicant and/or prior to issuance of 
construction permits for subsequent development would provide the project’s share of funding for expanded 
police services and facilities. The project would also be subject to the payment of fees to provide funding for 
maintenance of other existing public facilities and development of additional public facilities. In addition, 
Mitigation Measure PS/mm-1.1 requires the applicant to set aside land to provide a location for future 
development of a new CAL FIRE station in the community. The comment does not include any specific facts 
or information that would indicate why the substantial analysis of this issue in the EIR lacks sufficient detail to 
adequately demonstrate a less-than-significant impact. Therefore, no changes in the environmental 
document are needed. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to 
local decision makers for their consideration. 
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9.5.22.1 Response to Letter from Cheryl Eastman 

Comment No. Response 

CE-1 This comment identifies inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable planning documents. 
Refer to ES-3, which addresses this comment.  

CE-2 This comment raises concerns regarding the project’s impacts to biological resources. Refer to MR-3, JK-4, 
and BR-1, which address comments related to loss of oak trees, habitat, and wildlife. 

CE-3 This comment suggests that the limited social and economic benefits would not outweigh significant impacts 
associated with the proposed project. Social and economic impacts are generally not considered 
environmental impacts under the CEQA and only require discussion if the impacts would have a negative 
impact on the physical environment, or if the impacts would result in growth-inducing impacts. As such, no 
changes in the environmental document are needed. However, the comment will be made part of the 
administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 
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9.5.23.1 Response to Letter from Rachael Hazen 

Comment No. Response 

RH-1 This comment raises concern over the loss of oak trees at the project site. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which 
addresses impacts related to the loss of oak trees at the project site. 

RH-2 This comment raises concern over water availability during existing drought conditions. Refer to MR-1 and 
GRe-1 through GRe-4, which addresses comments related to availability of water supply in normal, single-
dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

RH-3 This comment suggests there is not adequate water supply to serve the proposed project. Refer to MR-1 and 
GRe-1 through GRe-4, which addresses comments related to availability of water supply in normal, single-
dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

RH-4 This comment expresses concern over the project’s impacts related to air quality and traffic. Refer to JK-6, 
JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of 
improvements. In addition, the EIR identifies a Class I impact related to air quality emissions, which is 
consistent with the intent of this comment. As such, no changes in the environmental document are needed.  

RH-5 This comment raises concern over the loss of oak trees at the site, which would alter the visual character of 
the project site. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which addresses impacts related to the loss of oak trees and 
alteration of the visual character of the site. 

RH-6 This comment identifies this commenter’s opposition to the proposed project and suggests an alternative 
location for the development. Refer to SSh(1)-5, which responds to comments regarding an alternative 
location for this project. 
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9.5.24.1 Response to Letter from Samantha Myers 

Comment No. Response 

SM-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable planning documents, biological resources, and 
social and economic impacts. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and 
the community’s jobs-housing balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to 
traffic congestion and implementation of improvements; ES-3, which addresses comments related to 
applicable planning policies; MR-3, BR-1, and JK-4, which addresses comments related to habitat loss, 
wildlife, and oak trees; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. In 
addition, the EIR identifies a Class I impact related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, which is 
consistent with the intent of this comment. As such, no changes in the environmental document are needed.  
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9.5.25.1 Response to Letter from Gail Roberts 

Comment No. Response 

GRo-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s impacts related to the density of proposed 
housing. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and the community’s jobs-
housing balance. 

GRo-2 This comment expresses concern related to traffic congestion along Willow Road and Pomeroy Road. Refer 
to DMW-1 and JK-6 and JK-7, which addresses comments related to an increase in traffic along Willow 
Road, Tefft Street, and other local roadways associated with the proposed project.  

GRo-3 This comment addresses concerns of the project’s impacts related to air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions. As evaluated in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the EIR, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 
AQ/mm-3.1 and AQ/mm-3.2, construction-related emissions would not exceed SLOAPCD’s daily or quarterly 
Tier 2 significance thresholds. Mitigation Measure AQ/mm-3.3 has been included to require implementation 
of SLOAPCD-recommended mitigation measures to reduce long-term operational air quality pollutant 
emissions. Additional mitigation measures, in addition to SLOAPCD recommended measures, have also 
been included to further reduce operational emissions. The proposed project includes California Air Pollution 
Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)-recommended VMT reduction strategies within its site design, and 
Mitigation Measure TR/mm-3.1 has also been included to reduce VMT and associated emissions. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ/mm-3.3 and TR/mm-3.1, operational annual emissions would be 
reduced to below SLOAPCD’s significance threshold; however, daily emissions would continue to exceed 
SLOAPCD’s significance threshold. As such, this issue area has been identified as a Class I impact, which is 
consistent with the intent of this comment. 

As evaluated in Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions of the DRSP EIR, With implementation of 
Mitigation Measures AQ/mm-3.1, AQ/mm-3.3, GHG/mm-1.1, and TR/mm-3.1, operation of the Specific Plan 
Area would have a less-than-significant impact on the environment related to GHG emissions. However, a 
Class I impact was identified as a result of the project’s inconsistency with applicable GHG-reduction plans 
due to exceedance of VMT thresholds of significance. Therefore, construction and operation of the DRSP 
area would not exceed GHG emissions thresholds but would contribute to regional VMT in a manner that is 
inconsistent with strategies intended to reduce GHG emissions. As such, this issue area has been identified 
as a Class I impact, which is consistent with the intent of this comment. Therefore, no changes in the 
environmental document are needed.  

GRo-4 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s impacts related to consistency with applicable 
planning documents. Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 

GRo-5 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s impacts related to biological resources. Refer to 
MR-3, BR-1, and JK-4, which addresses comments related to habitat loss, wildlife, loss of oak trees, and 
alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

GRo-6 This comment raises concern over the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to MR-1 
and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

GRo-7 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts and availability of water supply. 
Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts and MR-1 and GRe-1 
through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, 
and multiple-dry year conditions. 
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9.5.26.1 Response to Letter from Deah Rudd 

Comment No. Response 

DR-1 This comment raises concern over the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to MR-1 
and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

DR-2 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable planning documents, and biological resources. Refer 
to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and the community’s jobs-housing 
balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and 
implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse 
gas emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies; MR-3 and BR-1, 
which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife, and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to 
comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

DR-3 This comment expresses concern related to availability of water supply and public services. Refer to MR-1 
and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry year condition. Refer to MR-2, BR-6, PH-7, and PH-8, which responds to 
comments related to public services. As evaluated in Section 4.15, Public Services, the project would be 
subject to the payment of fees to provide funding for maintenance of existing facilities and development of 
additional facilities. In addition, Mitigation Measure PS/mm-1.1 requires the applicant to set aside land to 
provide a location for future development of a new CAL FIRE station in the community. Therefore, no 
changes in the environmental document are needed.  

DR-4 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts and availability of water supply. 
Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.27.1 Response to Letter from Julie Tacker 

Comment No. Response 

JuT-1 This comment requests an extension of the public comment period due to accessibility issues of the DEIR on 
the County’s website, which was quickly remedied, and complexity of the proposed project. In accordance 
with State CEQA Guideline the public review period for an EIR is 45 days. Public circulation of the EIR was 
consistent with this requirement. In addition, refer to JE-1 which addresses comments related to 
accessibility. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental 
document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided 
to local decision makers for their consideration. 
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9.5.28.1 Response to Letter from Mike Watson 

Comment No. Response 

MW-1 This comment expresses concern related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
consistency with applicable planning documents, biological resources, and social and economic impacts. 
Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and the community’s jobs-housing 
balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and 
implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality emissions; ES-
3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies; MR-3, BR-1, and JK-4, which 
addresses comments related to habitat loss, wildlife, loss of oak trees, and alteration of the visual character 
of the project site; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.29.1 Response to Letter from Milly Bruno 

Comment No. Response 

MB-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of the proposed project, which would result in 
impacts to traffic, schools, and the reliability of water supply. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments 
related to population and housing growth; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to 
traffic congestion and implementation of transportation improvements; BR-6, which responds to comments 
regarding public schools; MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water 
supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions; and MR-1 and JK-1, which 
responds to comments related to the reliability of water supply from the NSWP.  

MB-2 This comment expresses concerns related to the loss of oak trees and associated wildlife habitat at the 
project site. Refer to MR-3, BR-1, and JK-4, which addresses comments related to habitat loss, wildlife loss 
of oak trees, and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

MB-3 This comment suggests reducing the size of the proposed project. Refer to AG-3, which addresses 
comments related to a rural residential development project alternative. 
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9.5.30.1 Response to Letter from Susan Nanas Calvert 

Comment No. Response 

SNC-1 This comment expresses concerns related to air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with 
applicable planning documents, biological resources, water supply, and social and economic impacts. Refer 
to GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions; ES-3, which 
addresses comments related to applicable planning policies; MR-3 and BR-1, which addresses comments 
related to habitat loss and wildlife; MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak 
trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site; and CE-3, which addresses comments related 
to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.31 Christine Freytag 
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9.5.31.1 Response to Letter from Christine Freytag 

Comment No. Response 

CF-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the jobs-to-housing ratio in the community, consistency with 
applicable planning documents, and biological resources. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related 
to population growth and associated impacts, including the jobs-to-housing ratio; and ES-3, which addresses 
comments related to applicable planning policies; MR-3, BR-1, and JK-4, which addresses comments related 
to habitat loss, wildlife, loss of oak trees, and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

CF-2 This comment expresses concern regarding water supply for the existing community in addition to the 
proposed project. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water 
supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

CF-3 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts and availability of water supply. 
Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.32.1 Response to Letter from Kelly Kephart 

Comment No. Response 

KK-1 This comment asserts that the proposed project is inconsistent with the County’s Oak Woodland Ordinance 
due to the removal of oak trees at the project site. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments 
related to the loss of oak trees at the project site. In addition, refer to ES-3, which addresses comments 
related to applicable planning policies.  

KK-2 This comment asserts that the proposed project would allow for future large-scale tree removal throughout 
the county. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees at the 
project site and ES-3, which responds to comments related to inconsistency with applicable planning 
documents, including the County’s Oak Woodland Ordinance. 

KK-3 This project suggests developing additional alternatives, which allows for the preservation of native habitat 
on-site or to consider Alternative 3 as an acceptable alternative for this project. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, 
which responds to comments related to a loss of oaks, AG-4, which responds to comments related to the 
alternatives analysis; JK-5, which responds to comments regarding an alternative site layout intended to 
reduce impacts to native habitat; BR-3, which addresses comments related to a rural residential 
development project alternative. 

KK-4 This comment identifies that the proposed project differs from the intended development for the project site 
as identified in the South County Area Plan. Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable 
planning policies. In addition, the La Cañada Ranch Specific Plan alternative (Alternative 2) was evaluated in 
Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the DRSP EIR. Under Alternative 2, buildout of the project site would 
result in an increase in light industrial and commercial development and a decrease in residential 
development. This alternative would also substantially increase the amount of land designated for open 
space and eliminate recreational land uses. As a result, impacts related to air quality, GHG emissions, 
population and housing, and transportation would be reduced. However, this alternative would result in 
similar impacts related to biological resources and would increase impacts related to recreation. Although 
this alternative would facilitate the future development of residential land uses, due to the substantial 
reduction in the number of proposed units, the number of affordable units and affordability of market rate 
units would be significantly decreased in order to provide funding for site development and other 
improvements. As a result, Alternative 2 would not meet some of the basic project objectives. As this 
evaluation is included in the EIR, this comment does not require any change to the environmental document.  

KK-5 This comment raises concern over the density of the proposed project and associated housing and 
population growth, which would further affect the jobs-to-housing ratio. Refer to BR-2, which addresses 
comments related to population growth and the community’s jobs-housing balance. 

KK-6 This comment raises concern regarding the available water supply for the proposed project during drought 
conditions. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply 
availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

KK-7 This comment raises concern regarding the impacts of single-family and multi-family development on raising 
livestock on surrounding parcels and suggests a reduced density of homes along the perimeter of the project 
site. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which addressesaddress comments related to project alternatives. In addition, 
according to the Right-to-Farm Ordinance, pre-existing agricultural processing and other operations shall not 
be considered nuisances due to a change in the area surrounding the operations (Section 5.16.030 and 
5.16.031). As this evaluation is included in the EIR, this comment does not require any change to the 
environmental document.  

KK-8 This project raises concern regarding the viability of proposed commercial uses within the project site and 
the community’s jobs-to-housing balance. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population 
growth and the community’s jobs-housing balance. Additionally, economic impacts are generally not 
considered environmental impacts under the CEQA and only require discussion if the economic impacts 
would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result in 
growth-inducing impacts. Therefore, this comment does not require any change to the environmental 
document.  

KK-9 This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of the LMUSD. Refer to BR-6, which responds to 
comments regarding public schools. 
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KK-10 This comment raises concern regarding recreational facilities and the request to waive associated fees. As 
evaluated in Section 16, Recreation, of the EIR, Construction of the proposed on-site recreational facilities 
would reduce the demand on existing recreational facilities within the county and the community by providing 
new local recreational facilities within the Specific Plan Area. The applicant has requested to waive the 
payment of Quimby Fees based on the dedication of a 10-acre lot to facilitate development of a public park. 
As a result, the project would not contribute funding for maintenance and development of existing and new 
recreational facilities included in the County’s Capital Improvement Plan. However, based on the amount of 
existing regional and community recreational facilities, the project is not anticipated to result in substantial 
physical deterioration of existing parks or other recreational facilities. Additionally, refer to ES-3, which 
addresses comments related to applicable planning policies, including potential policy inconsistencies 
related to a waiver of Quimby Fees.  

KK-11 This comment raises concern over the affordability of housing units with associated fees. As evaluated in the 
EIR, the purpose of the DRSP is to provide affordable homes to the community, which is possible based on 
the density of the proposed development. As such, this concern as addressed in the EIR. However, social 
and economic impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under the CEQA and only 
require discussion if the impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the impacts 
would result in growth-inducing impacts. As such, no changes in the environmental document are needed. 
However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers 
for their consideration.  

KK-12 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

KK-13 This comment expresses concerns related to population growth in addition to social and economic impacts 
and availability of water supply. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and 
the community’s jobs-housing balance and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic 
impacts. 

KK-14 This comment requests clarity of TR Impact 4, which states that off-site improvements would not generate 
VMT in a manner that would be inconsistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b). This comment 
asserts that hazards along existing roadways would preclude use of proposed bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities. Refer JK-6 and JK-7, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation 
of improvements. 

KK-15 This comment requests clarity of TR Impact 5, which states that phased buildout of the Specific Plan Area 
would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses. This 
comment asserts that the project would increase hazards along existing roadways. Refer JK-6 and JK-7, 
which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

KK-16 This comment asserts that a recycled water line should be included as mitigation in the EIR. Refer to MR-1 
and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. The project includes the implementation of improvements 
identified in the Dana Reserve Water and Wastewater Service Evaluation, which have been identified to 
serve the proposed project. Based on the reliability of the NCSD water supply, implementation of necessary 
NCSD water and wastewater improvements, and implementation of USS/mm-3.1, which was conservatively 
included in the EIR, additional mitigation would not be required. According to CEQA Guidelines, a project is 
only required to implement improvements necessary to serve the proposed project. Therefore, additional 
improvements to NCSD infrastructure would not be the responsibility of the applicant. As such, no changes 
in the environmental document are needed.  

KK-17 This comment expresses concerns related to the loss of oak trees and associated change to the existing 
visual character at the project site. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss 
of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

KK-18 This comment asserts that Policy Objective 6.4 “Conserve and protect natural, sensitive, and agricultural 
resources” should be considered potentially inconsistent rather than potentially consistent. The EIR states 
“The project will protect the densest area of oaks on the property. Project mitigation will require the applicant 
to preserve open space that contains sensitive Burton Mesa chaparral and oak woodland habitats that 
contain populations of special-status species.” Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related to 
applicable planning policies. Additionally, refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to 
the loss of oak trees at the project site. 

KK-19 This comment raises concerns related to the adequacy mitigation for pismo clarkia. EIR Mitigation Measure 
BIO/mm-2.3 requires 90 percent of the Pismo clarkia population to be preserved on-site and requires 
restoration of the 10 percent that would be removed. Pismo clarkia will be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio of 
reoccupied habitat to occupied habitat impacted. The population extent and number of plants impacted will 
be equal to or will not exceed 0.02 acre and/or 40 individuals when seasonal climate conditions are similar to 
2020 climate conditions. Using seeds collected from the impacted population and preserved populations on-
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site, additional patches of the plant shall be reestablished at a 3:1 ratio along appropriate boundaries of 
preserved oak woodland habitat areas, resulting in 0.6 acre and/or 120 individuals of restored Pismo clarkia. 
More than 0.6 acre of appropriate oak woodland habitat would be preserved on-site, which would provide 
appropriate restoration habitat for this species. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-2.1 requires a 
Habitat Management Plan for Pismo clarkia to be prepared and approved by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) prior to any disturbance on-site. As these measures are identified in the EIR for 
successful restoration of Pismo clarkia, no changes to the EIR are necessary. 

This comment also raises concern regarding mitigation for Burton Mesa chaparral and asserts that mitigation 
outside of San Luis Obispo County is inadequate. Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-14.1 would ensure Burton 
Mesa chaparral habitat is restored at a minimum 1:1 ratio in San Luis Obispo County and any mitigation 
efforts outside of the county would result in restoration at a 3:1 ratio. However, as evaluated in Section 4.4., 
Biological Resources, the loss of this habitat type at the project site is identified as a Class I impact. 
Therefore, the evaluation of the EIR is consistent with the intent of this comment. As such, no changes in the 
environmental document are needed. Refer to MR-3, which provides a detailed response to comments 
related to Burton Mesa chaparral.  

KK-20 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s impacts on common wildlife species. Refer to BR-1, 
which addresses this comment.  

KK-21 The comment raises concern regarding the alternative analysis and the lack of figures. CEQA does not 
require alternatives to be developed or analyzed with the same level of detail as the proposed project. The 
EIR describes each alternative and provides figures and tables, where appropriate. Refer to AG-4, which 
responds to comments related to the alternatives analysis for the proposed project. 
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9.5.33.1 Response to Letter from Toni Destro 

Comment No. Response 

TD-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable planning documents, biological resources, and 
social and economic impacts. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and 
the community’s jobs-housing balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to 
traffic congestion and implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air 
quality and greenhouse gas emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning 
policies; BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which 
responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project 
site; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.34.1 Response to Letter from Nicole Duran 

Comment No. Response 

NDu-1 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through Gre-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

Ndu-2 This comment expresses concerns related to biological resources. Refer to BR-1, which addresses 
comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to 
the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

NDu-3 This comment expresses concern related to traffic congestion and hazards along Willow Road and Tefft 
Street. Refer to DMW-1, JK-6, and JK-7, which addresses comments related to an increase in traffic along 
Willow Road, Tefft Street, and other local roadways associated with the proposed project. 

NDu-4 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.35.1 Response to Letter from Jeff Ellis 

Comment No. Response 

JEl-1 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

JEl-2 This comment raises concern regarding affordable housing. Refer to KK-11, which responds to comments 
related to affordable housing.  

JEl-3 This comment raises concern regarding the increase in demand on existing public services. Refer to BR-6, 
which responds to comments regarding public schools; MR-2 and PH-7, which responds to comments 
related to police protection services; and PH-8, which responds to comments related to other public services. 
As evaluated in Section 4.15, Public Services, the project would be subject to the payment of fees to provide 
funding for maintenance of existing facilities and development of additional facilities. In addition, Mitigation 
Measure PS/mm-1.1 requires the applicant to set aside land to provide a location for future development of a 
new CAL FIRE station in the community. Concerns related to public services have been addressed in the 
EIR and mitigation has been included where appropriate to address potential impacts. The comment does 
not include any specific facts or information that would indicate why the substantial analysis of this issue in 
the EIR lacks sufficient detail to adequately demonstrate a less-than-significant impact. No changes to the 
environmental document are needed.  

JEl-4 This comment expresses concern related to an increase in traffic congestion as a result of the proposed 
project and associated population increase. Refer to DMW-1, JK-6, and JK-7, which responds to comments 
related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements.  

JEl-5 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s impacts related to biological resources. Refer to 
BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to 
comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

JEl-6 This comment raises concern regarding the impacts of single-family and multi-family development on raising 
livestock and suggests a rural residential land use is more appropriate. Refer to BR-3, which addresses 
comments related to a rural residential development alternative and PH-1, which addresses comments 
related to the project’s consistency with surrounding rural areas. According to the Right-to-Farm Ordinance, 
pre-existing agricultural processing and other operations shall not be considered nuisances due to a change 
in the area surrounding the operations (Section 5.16.030 and 5.16.031). The comment does not include any 
specific facts or information that would indicate why the substantial analysis of this issue in the EIR lacks 
sufficient detail to adequately demonstrate a less-than-significant impact related to agriculture; therefore, no 
changes in the environmental document are necessary.  

JEl-7 This comment expresses concerns related to water supply, affordable housing, public facilities, 
transportation and road safety, consistency with applicable planning documents, and biological resources. 
Refer to KK-11, which responds to comments related to affordable housing; JEl-3, which responds to 
comments related to public services; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic 
congestion and implementation of improvements; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable 
planning policies; BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; and MR-3 and JK-4, 
which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the 
project site. 

JEl-8 This comment suggests reducing the number of proposed residential dwellings. Refer to AG-3, which 
addresses comments related to project alternatives, including a rural residential development project 
alternative. 
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9.5.36.1 Response to Letter from Kathryn Ellis 

Comment No. Response 

KE-1 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

KE-2 This comment raises concern regarding affordable housing. Refer to KK-11, which responds to comments 
related to affordable housing.  

KE-3 This comment raises concern regarding the increase in demand on existing public services. Refer to BR-6, 
which responds to comments regarding public schools; MR-2 and PH-7, which responds to comments 
related to fire and police protection services; and PH-8, which responds to comments related to other public 
services. 

KE-4 This comment expresses concern related to an increase in traffic congestion as a result of the proposed 
project and associated population increase. Refer to DMW-1, JK-6, and JK-7, which responds to comments 
related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements.  

KE-5 This comment expresses concerns related to biological resources. Refer to BR-1, which addresses 
comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to 
the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

KE-6 This comment raises concern regarding the impacts of single-family and multi-family development on raising 
livestock and suggests a rural residential land use is more appropriate. Refer to AG-3 and BR-3, which 
addresses comments related to a rural residential development alternative and JEl-6, which addresses this 
comment. 

KE-7 This comment expresses concerns related to water supply, affordable housing, public facilities, 
transportation and road safety, consistency with applicable planning documents, and biological resources. 
Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply, KK-11, 
which responds to comments related to affordable housing; Jel-3, which responds to comments related to 
public services; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and 
implementation of improvements; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies; 
BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; and JK-4, which responds to 
comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

KE-8 This comment suggests reducing the number of proposed residential dwellings. Refer to AG-3, which 
addresses comments related to project alternatives, including a rural residential development project 
alternative. 
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9.5.37.1 Response to Letter from Joyce Hartwig 

Comment No. Response 

JoH-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable planning documents, biological resources, and 
social and economic impacts. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and 
the community’s jobs-housing balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to 
traffic congestion and implementation of improvements; Gro-3, which responds to comments related to air 
quality and greenhouse gas emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning 
policies; BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; MR-3 and JK-4, which 
responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project 
site; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.38.1 Response to Letter from Melissa and Jack Peterson 

Comment No. Response 

MJP-1 This comment raises concern regarding the density of the proposed development and associated increase in 
traffic congestion, noise, and air pollution. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population 
growth and the community’s jobs-housing balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments 
related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments 
related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. As evaluated in Section 4.13, Noise, A Noise Impact 
Study was prepared for the proposed project to determine impacts related to short- and long-term noise 
associated with the proposed project. Mitigation Measures N/mm-1.1 and N/mm-1.2 have been identified in 
the EIR to reduce short- and long-term increases in noise associated with the proposed project and ensure 
the project is consistent with the noise standards established in the County’s Land Use Ordinance. 
Therefore, no changes to the environmental document are needed.  

MJP-2 This comment expresses concern related to the available water supply for the population projections 
associated with the DRSP. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which addresses this comment.  

MJP-3 This project raises concerns related to social and economic impacts in addition to concern related to the loss 
of trees at the site. Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts and 
MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual 
character of the project site. Additionally, refer to AG-3 and JK-5, which responds to comments regarding an 
alternative layout for the proposed project intended to reduce impacts to oak trees at the project site. 
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9.5.39.1 Response to Letter from Sue Shaleen 

Comment No. Response 

SSh(2)-1 This comment raises concern regarding a potential conflict of interest regarding the planning commission 
and the proposed project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the 
environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.40.1 Response to Letter from Betty Sleeth 

Comment No. Response 

BSl-1 The comment raises concern regarding the alternative analysis and the lack of figures. CEQA does not 
require alternatives to be designed or analyzed to the same level of detail as the proposed project. Refer to 
KK-21, which addresses this comment. 

BSl-2 This comment raises concern over the project’s impacts on monarch butterflies and asserts that no surveys 
were conducted for this species during the overwintering period. As described in Table 4.4-2 in Section 4.4., 
Biological Resources, of the DRSP EIR, multiple surveys were conducted at the project site throughout the 
year between 2017 and 2021. While the eucalyptus grove and oak woodland has potential to provide 
marginally suitable habitat for this species, monarch butterfly is not documented to overwinter at this 
location; therefore, no species-specific surveys were conducted. Additionally, the project would remove two 
isolated eucalyptus trees but does not include the removal of the eucalyptus grove; therefore, direct impacts 
to monarch butterfly are not anticipated. Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-5.1 has been identified to further 
reduce impacts by requiring avoidance of this area during the overwintering season (late October through 
February). If this is not possible, the measure requires focused preconstruction surveys of the potentially 
suitable habitat to ensure no monarch butterfly individuals are present. If detected, this measure requires 
development to be postponed until the overwintering period is over. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-
1.1 through BIO/mm-1.6 have been included to reduce impacts to monarch butterflies and associated 
habitat. Implementation of the identified mitigation would ensure the project does not adversely affect this 
species during construction activities. Therefore, this comment does not require any change to the 
environmental document.  

BSl-3 This comment raises concern over the project’s impacts on monarch butterflies. Refer to BSI-2, which 
addresses comments related to monarch butterfly.  

BSl-4 This comment raises concern over the project’s impacts on monarch butterflies. Refer to BSI-2, which 
addresses comments related to monarch butterfly. 

BSl-5 This comment raises concern regarding mitigation for the loss of oak trees and suggests coordination with 
the board of the Dana Adobe regarding the proposed conservation easement. Refer to MR-3, which 
addresses comments related to the loss of oak trees. As identified in Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-15.1, a 
conservation easement over protected habitat shall be controlled by a qualified conservation organization 
approved by the County of San Luis Obispo. Potential conservation organizations include, but are not limited 
to, The Nature Conservancy, San Luis Obispo Land Conservancy, Greenspace, Cambria Land Trust, or the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. The County of San Luis Obispo is responsible for initiating and 
monitoring coordination efforts. Therefore, this comment does not require any change to the environmental 
document. However, this comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local 
decision makers for their consideration. 

BSl-6 This comment asserts alternatives related to the reduction of residential units should be explored. Refer to 
AG-3 and AG-4, which responds to comments related to the alternatives analysis. 

BSl-7 This comment raises concern regarding the impacts of single-family and multi-family development on raising 
livestock and suggests a rural residential land use is more appropriate. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which 
addresses comments related to project alternatives and JEl-6, which addresses this comment. 

BSl-8 This comment requests clarity regarding the organization in place to monitor the off-site mitigation area. 
Refer to BSI-5, which addresses this comment.  

BSl-9 This comment suggests denial of this project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and 
no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.41.1 Response to Letter from Greg and Pamela Sturgeon 

Comment No. Response 

GPS-1 This comment asserts that the proposed project is inconsistent with the County’s Oak Woodland Ordinance 
due to the removal of oak trees at the project site. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments 
related to the loss of oak trees at the project site. In addition, refer to ES-3, which addresses comments 
related to applicable planning policies. 

GPS-2 This comment raises concern regarding a potential conflict of interest regarding the planning commission 
and the proposed project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the 
environmental document are necessary. 

GPS-3 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

GPS-4 This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of the LMUSD. Refer to BR-6, which responds to 
comments regarding public schools. 

GPS-5 This comment raises concern regarding affordable housing. Refer to KK-11, which addresses this comment.  

GPS-6 This comment expresses concern related to traffic congestion along Willow Road and Pomeroy Road. Refer 
to DMW-1 and JK-6 and JK-7, which addresses comments related to an increase in traffic along Willow 
Road, Tefft Street, and other local roadways associated with the proposed project. 

GPS-7 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.42.1 Response to Letter from Kathryn Aurand and 
Nathan Schleifer 

Comment No. Response 

KANS-1 
This comment raises concern regarding neighborhood compatibility. Refer to PH-1, which addresses 
comments related to neighborhood compatibility. 

KANS-2 

This comment raises concern regarding the proposed number of homes, drought, and wildfire. Refer to 
BR-3, which addresses comments related to a rural residential development project alternative; MR-1 and 
GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to the availability during normal, single-dry, and 
multiple-dry year conditions; and BR-1, which addresses comments related to wildfire. 

KANS-3 
This comment suggests that the developer uses non-combustible materials and expresses support for the 
development of all-electric houses. This comment does not require any revisions to the EIR. 

KANS-4 

This comment suggests reducing the number of homes to reduce impacts to oak woodlands and trees. Refer 
to BR-3 and AG-3, which responds to project impacts related to a reduction in the number of homes 
associated with the proposed project and to MR-3, JK-4, and BR-1, which addresses comments related to 
biological resources, including loss of oaks and impacts to wildlife. 

KANS-5 

This comment raises concern regarding the affordability of the proposed affordable homes. Economic 
impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under the CEQA and only require discussion if 
the impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the impacts would result in 
growth-inducing impacts. As such, no changes in the environmental document are needed. However, the 
comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their 
consideration. 

KANS-6 
This comment requests that the number of homes is reduced, a woodland corridor is provided, and viable 
commercial businesses are developed. This comment does not require revisions to the EIR. 
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9.5.43.1 Response to Letter from Diane Dolden 

Comment No. Response 

DiDo-1 
This comment raises concern regarding the loss of oak woodland, native plants, and wildlife. Refer to MR-3, 
JK-4, and BR-1, which addresses comments related to biological resources, including loss of oaks and 
impacts to plants and wildlife. 

DiDo-2 
This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water within the community. Refer to MR-1 and 
GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to the availability during normal, single-dry, and 
multiple-dry year conditions. 
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9.5-133 

9.5.44.1 Response to Letter from Elaine Von Achen 

Comment No. Response 

EVA-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable planning documents, and biological resources. Refer 
to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and the community’s jobs-housing 
balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and 
implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse 
gas emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies; BR-1, which 
addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments 
related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

EVA-2 This comment expresses concern related to traffic congestion associated with the proposed population 
increase. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which addressesaddress comments related to an increase in 
traffic associated with the proposed project. Additionally, refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related 
to population growth and the community’s jobs-housing balance. 

EVA-3 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project in addition to 
the existing community. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to 
water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

EVA-4 This comment expresses concerns related to the loss of oak trees at the project site. Refer to MR-3 and JK-
4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the 
project site. 

EVA-5 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.45.1 Response to Letter from J Ahler 

Comment No. Response 

JA-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable planning documents, biological resources, and 
social and economic impacts. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and 
the community’s jobs-housing balance; JK-6, JK-7, DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic 
congestion and implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality 
and greenhouse gas emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies; 
BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to 
comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site; and CE-3, 
which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.46.1 Response to Letter from David Biklen 

Comment No. Response 

DBi-1 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project in addition to 
the existing community. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to 
water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

 

 

  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-138 

9.5.47 Susan Duran 

 
  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-139 

9.5.47.1 Response to Letter from Susan Duran 

Comment No. Response 

SD-1 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project in addition to 
the existing community. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to 
water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

SD-2 This comment suggests reducing the number of proposed residential dwellings. Refer to BR-3, which 
addresses comments related to a rural residential development project alternative. 

SD-3 This comment expresses concerns related to the loss of oak trees at the project site. Refer to MR-3 and 
JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of 
the project site. 

SD-4 This comment raises concern over infrastructure and services to provide for the proposed project. Refer to 
KE-3, which responds to comments related to public services. Additionally, as described in Chapter 2, 
Project Description, of the EIR, the project includes the implementation of off-site water, wastewater, and 
transportation improvements necessary to support growth associated with the proposed project. Therefore, 
no changes to the environmental document are needed.  
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9.5.48.1 Response to Letter from Darcia Foose 

Comment No. Response 

DaF-1 This comment raises concern regarding consistency with applicable planning documents. Refer to ES-3, 
which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies.  

DaF-2 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in noise. As evaluated in Section 4.13, Noise, A Noise 
Impact Study was prepared for the proposed project to determine impacts related to short- and long-term 
noise associated with the proposed project. Mitigation Measures N/mm-1.1 and N/mm-1.2 have been 
identified in the EIR to reduce short- and long-term increases in noise associated with the proposed project 
and ensure the project is consistent with the noise standards established in the County’s Land Use 
Ordinance. As this issue is addressed in the EIR, no revisions to the environmental document are required. 

DaF-3 This comment raises concern regarding consistency with an increase in noise. Refer to CE-3, which 
addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 

 

 

  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-142 

9.5.49 Richard Foose 

 
  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-143 

9.5.49.1 Response to Letter from Richard Foose 

Comment No. Response 

RF-1 This comment raises concern regarding consistency with applicable planning documents. Refer to ES-3, 
which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies.  

RF-2 This comment raises concern regarding the removal of oak trees. Refer to MR-3, JK-4, and BR-1, which 
addresses comments related to biological resources, including loss of oaks. 

RF-3 This comment raises concern regarding consistency with an increase in noise. Refer to CE-3, which 
addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.50.1 Response to Letter from Sandy Garcia 

Comment No. Response 

SG-1 This comment expresses concerns related to growth associated with the proposed project and an associated 
increase in traffic congestion. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and 
JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion, hazards, and 
implementation of improvements. 
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9.5.51 B.K. Richard 
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9.5.51.1 Response to Letter from B.K. Richard 

Comment No. Response 

BKR-1 This comment expresses concern related to the Applicant Preferred Alternative. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, 
which addresses comment related to the alternatives analysis.  

BKR-2 This comment expresses the need for figures throughout the alternatives analysis. Refer to KK-21, which 
responds to this comment. 

BKR-3 This comment expresses concern related to the alternatives analysis, including the Burton Mesa Chaparral 
Avoidance alternative. Refer to MR-3, AG-3, and AG-4, which addresses comment related to the alternatives 
analysis and Burton Mesa chaparral. 

BKR-4 This comment suggests routing North Frontage Road away from US 101 to alleviate visual impacts. 
Implementation of proposed roads areis necessary to satisfy County Public Works requirements and reduce 
existing vehicle congestion. In addition, the EIR identifies a Class I impact related to aesthetics, and this 
measure would not reduce identified Class I impacts. Therefore, this comment does not require any change 
to the environmental document.  

BKR-5 This comment identifies a different approach to Alternative 4. 

Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which responds to comments related to the alternatives analysis.  

BKR-6 This comment suggests that the off-site mitigation area is irrelevant and suggests creation of a mitigation 
bank. As identified in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the EIR, the off-site mitigation area would be 
used to mitigate impacts related to the loss of oak woodlands at the project site. This comment does not 
require any change to the environmental document.  

BKR-7 This comment suggests quantifying impacts. Refer to GRe-7, which describes language used to classify 
impacts. The EIR uses both qualitative and quantitative analysis throughout the EIR; however, it is 
impossible to quantify all issue areas identified under CEQA Appendix G (e.g., Aesthetics). This comment 
does not require any change to the environmental document.  

BKR-8 This comment suggests increasing the amount of affordable housing included in the project. Refer to KK-11, 
which addresses comments related to affordable housing.  

BKR-9 This comment includes figures of this commenter’s approach to Alternative 4. Refer to KK-21, which 
addresses this comment.  
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9.5.52.1 Response to Letter from Carol Scalisi 

Comment No. Response 

CSc-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
consistency with applicable planning documents, biological resources, water supply, and social and 
economic impacts. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and the 
community’s jobs-housing balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic 
congestion and implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality 
emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies; BR-1, which addresses 
comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to 
the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site; MR-1 and GRe-1 through 
GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and 
multiple-dry year conditions; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.53.1 Response to Letter from Linda Shelby 

Comment No. Response 

LSh-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, air quality, biological 
resources, water supply, and social and economic impacts. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments 
related to population growth; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality emissions; BR-1, 
which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments 
related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site; MR-1 and GRe-1 
through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, 
and multiple-dry year conditions; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic 
impacts. 

 

 

  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-156 

9.5.54 Flora Arguilla, MBA 

 
  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 
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9.5.54.1 Response to Letter from Flora Arguilla, MBA 

Comment No. Response 

FA-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the loss of oak trees at the project site, which also mitigates air 
emissions. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and 
alteration of the visual character of the project site. Additionally, refer to GRo-3, which responds to 
comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. 

FA-2 This comment raises concerns related to the job-to-housing balance within the community and impacts on 
local infrastructure as a result of population growth associated with the proposed project. Refer to BR-2, 
which addresses comments related to population growth and the community’s jobs-housing balance and 
DR-3, which responds to comments related to utilities and public services.  

FA-3 This project expresses this commenter’s dedication to the existing community. The comment does not 
identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.55.1 Response to Letter from Sharon Ashworth 

Comment No. Response 

SA-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing and associated population 
growth. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth associated with the 
proposed project. 

SA-2 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing and associated population 
growth. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth associated with the 
proposed project. 

SA-3 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project in addition to 
the existing service area. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through Gre-4, which responds to comments related to 
water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 
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9.5.56.1 Response to Letter from Wanda Cook 

Comment No. Response 

WC-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing and associated population 
growth. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth associated with the 
proposed project. 

WC-2 This comment suggests reducing the number of proposed residential dwellings. Refer to BR-3, which 
addresses comments related to a rural residential development project alternative. 

WC-3 This comment raises concern over the loss of oak trees at the project site and associated habitat loss. Refer 
to BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds 
to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

WC-4 This comment raises concern regarding the increase in demand on NCSD water supply and wastewater 
infrastructure. Refer to MR-3 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water 
supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. In addition, refer to JK-2, JK-3, 
and PH-4 which responds to comments related to wastewater infrastructure.  
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9.5.57.1 Response to Letter from Jim and Peggy Cox 

Comment No. Response 

JPC-1 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 

JPC-2 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project in addition to 
the existing service area. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to 
water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

JPC-3 This comment raises concern over the loss of oak trees at the project site and associated habitat loss. Refer 
to BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds 
to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

JPC-4 This comment raises concerns related to public schools, an increase in traffic congestion, and air quality. 
Refer to BR-6, which responds to comments regarding public schools; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which 
responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of transportation improvements; and 
GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality. 

JPC-5 This comment expresses dedication to the community. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the 
EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 

JPC-6 The commenter also submitted a handwritten version of the comment letter; see the responses to comments 
above. 
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9.5.58.1 Response to Letter from Nancy Ellison 

Comment No. Response 

NE-1 This comment asserts this project is incompatible with the existing community and contains Class I 
significant impacts. Refer to DT-2, which addresses this comment. 

NE-2 This comment restates that the project would result in a Class I impact related to biological resources, 
including the loss of oak woodland habitat. Refer to MR-3, JK-4, and BR-1, which addressesaddress 
comments related to biological resources.  

NE-3 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s inconsistency with applicable planning documents and 
the effects of proposed population growth on the community. Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments 
related to applicable planning policies; BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and 
the community’s jobs-housing balance; and MR-2 and KE-3, which responds to comments related to public 
services. 

NE-4 This comment raises concern regarding the adequacy of water supply during drought conditions. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

NE-5 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s impacts related to social and economic impacts. 
Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.59.1 Response to Letter from Lori Manosar 

Comment No. Response 

LM-1 This comment raises concern regarding the impacts of single-family and multi-family development on raising 
livestock and suggests a rural residential land use is more appropriate. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which 
addresses comments related to project alternatives and JEl-6, which addresses this comment. 

LM-2 This comment expresses concern related to consistency with applicable planning documents and asserts 
that Alternative 3 would reduce impacts related to oak woodlands. Refer to ES-3, which addresses 
comments related to applicable planning policies and AG-3 and BR-3, which addresses comments related to 
project alternatives, including Alternative 3. 

LM-3 This comment raises concern over the loss of oak trees at the project site and associated habitat loss, which 
is inconsistent with the County’s Oak Woodland Ordinance. Refer to BR-1, which addresses comments 
related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of 
oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. In addition, refer to ES-3, which addresses 
comments related to applicable planning policies. 

LM-4 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

LM-5 This comment expresses concerns related to traffic congestion. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which 
responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements.  

LM-6 This comment raises concerns related to an increase in demand on public schools. Refer to BR-6, which 
responds to comments regarding to an increase in demand on public schools. 

LM-7 This comment asserts that the benefits of the project do not benefit the community and asserts that the 
project should be postponed. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in 
the environmental document are necessary.  

 

 

  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-171 

9.5.60 George and Lori Mendez 

 
  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-172 

9.5.60.1 Response to Letter from George and Lori Mendez 

Comment No. Response 

GLM-1 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

GLM-2 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

GLM-3 This comment raises concern regarding the impacts of single-family and multi-family development on raising 
livestock and suggests a rural residential land use is more appropriate. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which 
addresses comments related to project alternatives and JEl-6, which addresses this comment. 

GLM-4 This comment raises concern over the loss of oak trees and replanting with young saplings. Refer to MR-3 
and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character 
of the project site. 

GLM-5 This comment suggests reducing the number of proposed residential dwellings. Refer to AG-3, which 
addresses comments related to a rural residential development project alternative. 

GLM-6 This comment suggests denial of this project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and 
no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.61.1 Response to Letter from Andrea Wagner 

Comment No. Response 

AW-1 This comment expresses support for the project and states that the benefits of the project would outweigh 
the concerns regarding growth. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in 
the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.62.1 Response to Letter from Steve Yamaichi 

Comment No. Response 

SY-1 This comment states this commenter’s background and experience as it relates to the environmental review 
process, raises support for the preparation of an EIR, and reiterates the projects potential impacts as listed in 
the EIR. This comment does not identify any deficiency with the EIR and does not require any change to the 
environmental document. However, this comment will be made part of the administrative record and 
provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

SY-2 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

SY-3 This comment raises concern regarding the ability of CAL FIRE to provide fire protection services to the 
community in addition to the proposed project. Refer to MR-2 and KE-3, which responds to comments 
related to public services. 

SY-4 This comment reiterates that the County is responsible for the maintenance of proposed Collectors A, B, and 
C. This comment does not require any change to the environmental document. However, this comment will 
be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

SY-5 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of oak woodlands at the project site and the adequacy of 
mitigation. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak woodlands. 

SY-6 This comment reiterates support for the preparation of an EIR. This comment does not identify any 
deficiency with the EIR and does not require any change to the environmental document. However, this 
comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their 
consideration. 
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9.5.63.1 Response to Letter from Denver Foose 

Comment No. Response 

DenvF-1 This comment raises concern regarding consistency with applicable planning documents. Refer to ES-3, 
which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies.  

DenvF-2 This comment raises concern regarding neighborhood compatibility. Refer to PH-1, which addresses 
comments related to neighborhood compatibility. 

DenvF-3 This comment raises concern regarding consistency with an increase in noise. Refer to CE-3, which 
addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.64.1 Response to Letter from Erica Foose 

Comment No. Response 

EF-1 This comment raises concern regarding consistency with applicable planning documents. Refer to ES-3, 
which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 

EF-2 This comment raises concern regarding biological resources. Refer to MR-3, JK-4, and BR-1, which 
addresses comments related to biological resources. 

EF-3 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable planning documents, biological resources, and 
social and economic impacts. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and 
the community’s jobs-housing balance; JK-6, JK-7, DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic 
congestion and implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality 
and greenhouse gas emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies; 
BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to 
comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site; and CE-3, 
which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 

EF-4 This comment raises concern regarding consistency with an increase in noise. Refer to CE-3, which 
addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5-183 

9.5.65.1 Response to Letter from Jason Hart 

Comment No. Response 

JaH-1 This comment requests clarity regarding the need to widen Cory Road as part of the proposed project. Refer 
to JK-7, which identifies all proposed off-site road improvements. 
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9.5.66.1 Response to Letter from Brock Lyster 

Comment No. Response 

BL-1 This comment states opposition to the proposed project and suggests that there is no need to expand the 
footprint of the existing community. This comment does not identify any deficiency with the EIR and does not 
require any change to the environmental document. However, this comment will be made part of the 
administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

BL-2 This comment asserts that the County should only allow large parcels (i.e., 5 to 20 acres) at the proposed 
project site. Refer to AG-3, which discusses project alternatives, including rural residential development.  

BL-3 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of native habitat, which outweighs social and economic 
benefits. Refer to BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; MR-3 and JK-4, 
which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the 
project site; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 

BL-4 This project expresses this commenter’s dedication to the existing community. The comment does not 
identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.67.1 Response to Letter from Marci Lyster 

Comment No. Response 

ML-1 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 

ML-2 This comment asserts that Nipomo does not need more affordable or other housing. As evaluated in Section 
4.14, Population and Housing, of the EIR, San Luis Obispo County is one of the least affordable housing 
markets in the United States. In fall 2021, the County Board of Supervisors identified housing as one of its 
top priorities for the fiscal year 2021 to 2023 budget and County policies and programs continue to focus on 
creating more housing availability and improving affordability. This comment does not identify any deficiency 
in the EIR; therefore, no changes to the environmental document are necessary. However, this comment will 
be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

ML-3 This comment asserts that the County should only allow large parcels (i.e., 5 to 20 acres) at the proposed 
project site, as intended by applicable planning documents. Refer to BL-2, which addresses this comment. 

ML-4 This comment suggests building homes closer to the city of San Luis Obispo to reduce commuter trips. Refer 
to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and the community’s jobs-housing balance 
and SSh(1)-5, which discusses the alternative location alternative. 

ML-5 This comment states opposition to the proposed project and suggests that there is no need to expand the 
footprint of the existing community, refer to BL-1, which addresses this comment. 
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9.5.68.1 Response to Letter from Sylvi Lyster 

Comment No. Response 

SL-1 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 

SL-2 This comment asserts that Nipomo does not need more affordable or other housing. Refer to ML-2, which 
responds to this comment.  

SL-3 This comment asserts that the County should only allow large parcels (i.e., 5 to 20 acres) at the proposed 
project site, as intended by applicable planning documents. Refer to BL-2, which addresses this comment. 

SL-4 This comment suggests building homes closer to the city of San Luis Obispo to reduce commuter trips. Refer 
to ML-4, which addresses this comment. 

SL-5 This comment states opposition to the proposed project and suggests that there is no need to expand the 
footprint of the existing community, refer to BL-1, which addresses this comment. 

 

 

  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-190 

9.5.69 Chris and Leslie Mehigan 

 
  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-191 

9.5.69.1 Response to Letter from Chris and Leslie Mehigan 

Comment No. Response 

CLM-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable planning documents, biological resources, and water 
supply. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and the community’s jobs-
housing balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and 
implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse 
gas emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies; BR-1, which 
addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments 
related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site; and MR-1 and GRe-1 
through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, 
and multiple-dry year conditions. 

CLM-2 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts and availability of water supply. 
Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.70.1 Response to Letter from Maureen Murphy 

Comment No. Response 

MMu-1 This comment raises concerns related to traffic, water supply, and consistency with the rural community. 
Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and 
implementation of improvement; MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to 
water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions; and PH-1, which 
addresses comments related to project consistency with the rural nature of the area.  

MMu-2 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

MMu-3 This comment raises concern regarding the compatibility with surrounding parcels. Refer to AG-3, which 
addresses project alternatives and PH-1, which addresses comments related to project consistency with the 
rural nature of the area. 

MMu-4 This comment expresses this commenter’s dedication to the community. This comment does not identify any 
deficiency with the EIR and does not require any change to the environmental document. However, this 
comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their 
consideration. 

MMu-5 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

MMu-6 This comment requests clarity regarding buffers. As evaluated in Section 4.13, Noise, A Noise Impact Study 
was prepared for the proposed project to determine impacts related to short- and long-term noise associated 
with the proposed project. Mitigation Measures N/mm-1.1 and N/mm-1.2 have been identified in the EIR to 
reduce short- and long-term increases in noise associated with the proposed project and ensure the project 
is consistent with the noise standards established in the County’s Land Use Ordinance. As evaluated in 
Section 4.1, Aesthetics, the project has the potential to alter the existing visual character of the project site 
through new development, grading, and loss of oak trees. Therefore, Mitigation Measures AES/mm-3.1 and 
AES/mm-3.2 were identified to require a visual screen comprised of planted oak trees along US 101. 
Therefore, no changes to the environmental document are needed. 

MMu-7 This comment raises concern regarding the compatibility with surrounding parcels. Refer to AG-3, which 
addresses project alternatives and PH-1, which addresses comments related to project consistency with the 
rural nature of the area. 

MMu-8 This comment raises concern over temporary traffic during project construction. As evaluated in Section 
4.17, Transportation of the EIR, the project would not result in road closures during short-term construction 
activities or long-term operations. The project would not block or alter egress routes for surrounding 
residents. Individual access to adjacent properties would be maintained during construction activities and 
throughout the project area. As this issue was discussed in the EIR, no changes to the environmental 
document are necessary.  
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9.5.71.1 Response to Letter from Short 

Comment No. Response 

S(1)-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable planning documents, biological resources, and 
social and economic impacts. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and 
the community’s jobs-housing balance; DMW-1, JK-6, and JK-7, which responds to comments related to 
traffic congestion and implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air 
quality and greenhouse gas emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning 
policies; BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which 
responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project 
site; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 

S(1)-2 This comment raises concern regarding Mello-Roos and other issues, which are not evaluated under CEQA. 
Therefore, no changes to the environmental document are necessary. However, the comment will be made 
part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

S(1)-3 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 

S(1)-4 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

S(1)-5 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s increase in demand on police protection services. Refer 
to MR-2 and KE-3, which responds to comments related to public services. 
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9.5-197 

9.5.72.1 Response to Letter from Short 

Comment No. Response 

S(2)-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable planning documents, biological resources, and 
social and economic impacts. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and 
the community’s jobs-housing balance; DMW-1, JK-6 and JK-7, which responds to comments related to 
traffic congestion and implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air 
quality and greenhouse gas emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning 
policies; BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which 
responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project 
site; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.73.1 Response to Letter from Lisa Swiontek 

Comment No. Response 

LSw-1 This comment raises concerns related to air quality, water supply, and traffic. Refer to GRo-3, which 
responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions; MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-
4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-
dry year conditions; and JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion 
and implementation of improvements. 

LSw-2 This comment requests clarity regarding the number of affordable homes. Chapter 2, Project Description, 
identifies that a minimum of 75 affordable homes would be included in the proposed project. In addition, refer 
to KK-11, which responds to comments regarding affordable homes. No changes to the environmental 
document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided 
to local decision makers for their consideration. 

LSw-3 This comments states opposition for the proposed project and raises concern regarding the loss of oak trees 
at the project site. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak 
woodlands. 

LSw-4 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable planning documents, biological resources, and 
social and economic impacts. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and 
the community’s jobs-housing balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to 
traffic congestion and implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air 
quality and greenhouse gas emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning 
policies; BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; MR-3 and JK-4, which 
responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project 
site; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5-202 

9.5.74.1 Response to Letter from Jim Taber 

Comment No. Response 

JiT-1 This comment raises concern regarding the proposed off-site mitigation for oak trees. Refer to MR-3 and 
JK-4, which responds to this comment.  

JiT-2 This comment expresses this commenter’s background. This comment does not identify a deficiency in the 
EIR; therefore, no changes to the environmental document are needed.  

JiT-3 This comment raises concern regarding traffic conditions along local roadways (Sandydale and Frontage). 
Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and 
implementation of transportation improvements. 

JiT-4 This comment asserts that stop signs should be installed at Cory Way and Briarwood Lane. Refer to JK-7, 
which responds to comments related to implementation of transportation improvements. 

Jit-5 This comment asserts that no traffic should occur along Sandydale and Frontage Roads. This comment 
does not identify a deficiency in the EIR; therefore, no changes to the environmental document are needed.  

JiT-6 This comment identifies worsening traffic conditions due to existing special events. This comment does not 
identify a deficiency in the EIR; therefore, no changes to the environmental document are needed.  
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9.5.75.1 Response to Letter from Rebecca Williams 

Comment No. Response 

RW-1 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 

RW-2 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of oak trees at the project site. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, 
which addresses this comment. 

RW-3 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s inconsistency with the South County Area Plan, 
including loss ok oak trees at the project site. Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related to 
applicable planning policies and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak 
trees. 

RW-4 This comment raises concern over the population growth that would be facilitated by the proposed project. 
Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth. 

RW-5 This comment raises concern regarding the compatibility with surrounding parcels. Refer to AG-3, which 
addresses project alternatives and PH-1, which addresses comments related to project consistency with the 
rural nature of the area. 

RW-6 This comment raises concern regarding a potential conflict of interest regarding the planning commission 
and the proposed project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the 
environmental document are necessary. 

RW-7 This comment expresses concern related to water supply and drought conditions. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 
through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, 
and multiple-dry year conditions. 

RW-8 This comment asserts this project is incompatible with the existing community and contains Class I 
significant impacts. Refer to DT-2, which addresses this comment. 

RW-9 This comment expresses concern related to substantial population growth and inconsistency with the South 
County Area Plan. Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies and 
BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth. 

RW-10 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and questions the ability to create affordable 
homes. Refer to KK-11, which responds to comments regarding affordable homes. This comment does not 
identify a deficiency in the EIR; therefore, no changes to the environmental document are needed.  

RW-11 This comment raises concern over the proposed affordable homes. Refer to KK-11, which responds to 
comments regarding affordable homes. 

RW-12 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

RW-13 This comment expresses opposition to the project due to the population growth that would be facilitated by 
the proposed project. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth. 

RW-14 This comment raises concern over the proposed affordable homes. Refer to KK-11, which responds to 
comments regarding affordable homes. 

RW-15 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion and population growth that 
would be facilitated by the proposed project. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments 
related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements and BR-2, which addresses comments 
related to population growth. 

RW-16 This comment asserts the “Lynn Compton” should not be copied on emails. The comment does not identify 
any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.76.1 Response to Letter from Linda Clarke 

Comment No. Response 

LC-1 This comment raises concern regarding the impacts of single-family and multi-family development on raising 
livestock and suggests a rural residential land use is more appropriate. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which 
addresses comments related to project alternatives and JEl-6, which addresses this comment. 

LC-2 This comment expresses concern related to consistency with applicable planning documents and asserts 
that Alternative 3 would reduce impacts related to oak woodlands. Refer to ES-3, which addresses 
comments related to applicable planning policies, and AG-3, which addresses comments related to 
Alternative 3. 

LC-3 This comment asserts that the proposed project is inconsistent with the County’s Oak Woodland Ordinance 
due to the removal of oak trees at the project site. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments 
related to the loss of oak trees at the project site. In addition, refer to ES-3, which addresses comments 
related to applicable planning policies. 

LC-4 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

LC-5 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

LC-6 This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of the Lucia Mar Unified School District (LMUSD) to 
serve the growth of school-aged children. Refer to BR-6, which addresses comments related to public 
schools. 

LC-7 This comment asserts that the benefits of the project do not benefit the community and asserts that the 
project should be postponed. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in 
the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.77.1 Response to Letter from Dena Foose 

Comment No. Response 

DenaF-1 This comment raises concern regarding consistency with applicable planning documents. Refer to ES-3, 
which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies.  

DenaF-2 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in noise and density. Refer to BR-2, which addresses 
comments related to population growth and PH-1, which responds to comments related to neighborhood 
compatibility. As evaluated in Section 4.13, Noise, A Noise Impact Study was prepared for the proposed 
project to determine impacts related to short- and long-term noise associated with the proposed project. 
Mitigation Measures N/mm-1.1 and N/mm-1.2 have been identified in the EIR to reduce short- and long-term 
increases in noise associated with the proposed project and ensure the project is consistent with the noise 
standards established in the County’s Land Use Ordinance. Therefore, this issue is addressed in the EIR, 
and no changes to the environmental document are necessary. 

DenaF-3 This comment raises concern regarding consistency with an increase in noise. Refer to CE-3, which 
addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.78.1 Response to Letter from Heidi Ellis 

Comment No. Response 

HE-1 This comment raises concern regarding wildfire and emergency preparedness/evacuation efforts. As 
evaluated in Section 4.20, Wildfire, the project would provide adequate emergency ingress and egress, 
emergency access, and accessibility to water for fire suppression, and would comply with all appropriate fire 
prevention methods. Implementation of Mitigation Measure WF/mm-1.1 would ensure consistency with 
applicable emergency plans. Additionally, Implementation of Mitigation Measure WF/mm-3.1 and compliance 
with PRC Section 4291 would reduce the potential for wildfire to occur within proposed open space areas 
that could exacerbate risk to proposed residential and commercial development. As this topic was evaluated 
in the EIR, no changes to the EIR are necessary.  

HE-2 This comment expresses concern related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, 
which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

HE-3 This comment expresses concern related to the availability of water for the existing service area in addition 
to the proposed project. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to 
water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

HE-4 This comment identifies the project’s inconsistency with the South County Area Plan. Refer to ES-3, which 
addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 

HE-5 This project raises concern regarding biological resources. Refer to BR-1, which addresses comments 
related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-1 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of 
oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

HE-6 This comment reiterates concerns related to wildfire and emergency preparedness/evacuation efforts, traffic 
congestion, water supply, consistency with applicable plans, and biological resources. Refer to HE-1 through 
HE-5, which addresses this comment.  

HE-7 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5-215 

9.5.79.1 Response to Letter from Eric Greening 

Comment No. Response 

EG-1 This comment expresses concern related to oak mitigation, water supply, greenhouse gas emissions, 
transportation, and public transit. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of 
oak trees; MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability 
during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to 
air quality and greenhouse gas emissions; and JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments 
related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. As discussed in Section 4.17, 
Transportation, of the EIR, the project includes the development of public transit facilities in addition to 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities that connect to existing facilities. As this discussion is included in the EIR, no 
changes in the environmental document are necessary.  

EG-2 This comment raises concern regarding circulation improvements and biological mitigation measures. Refer 
to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, 
which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

EG-3 This comment reiterates concern regarding the effectiveness of mitigation for biological resources and 
asserts additional assessment should be conducted. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which addresses this 
comment.  

EG-4 This comment raises concern regarding public transit and capacity of facilities. As discusses in Section 4.17, 
Transportation, of the EIR, Buildout of the Specific Plan Area would include the development of an 
interconnected system of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, a Park and Ride transit center, and transit stops 
along Collector A. As this discussion is included in the EIR, no changes in the environmental document are 
necessary.  

EG-5 This comment reiterates concern related to public transit and identifies economic impacts related to 
population growth on gas prices and used cars. Refer to EG-4, which addresses comments related to transit 
and BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth. However, economic impacts related to 
are generally not considered environmental impacts under the CEQA and only require discussion if the 
economic impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts 
would result in growth-inducing impacts. Therefore, no changes in the environmental document are 
necessary.  

EG-6 This comment reiterates concern related to public transit. Refer to EG-4, which addresses comments related 
to transit. 
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9.5.80.1 Response to Letter from Kitt and Nora Jenae 

Comment No. Response 

KNJ-1 This comment raises concern regarding population growth and associated impacts on public services and 
infrastructure. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and MR-2 and DR-3, 
which addresses comments related to public services and community infrastructure. 

KNJ-2 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in vehicle congestion along Tefft Street. Refer JK-6, 
which responds to comments related to traffic congestion along Tefft Street.  

KNJ-3 This comment expresses concern related to water supply and drought conditions. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 
through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, 
and multiple-dry year conditions. 

KNJ-4 This comment asserts that open space uses with the oak woodlands should be the top development priority. 
Refer to AG-3, which addresses project alternatives, including the La Cañada Ranch Alternative. 

KNJ-5 This comment identifies project impacts related to the loss of oaks, which reduces air emissions. Refer to 
MR-3, JK-4, and FA-1, which addresses this comment. 

KNJ-6 This comment expresses concern related to the density of housing and associated population growth from 
the proposed project. Refer to BR-2, which addresses this comment. 

KNJ-7 This comment states the project’s inconsistency with applicable planning documents. Refer to ES-3, which 
addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 
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9.5-219 

9.5.81.1 Response to Letter from Mark Mesesan 

Comment No. Response 

MMe-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing and consistency with the 
existing rural character of the project area. Refer to PH-1, which addresses this comment. 

MMe-2 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and 
DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

MMe-3 This comment raises concerns related to air quality. Refer to Gro-3, which addresses comments related to 
air quality and greenhouse gas emissions.  

MMe-4 This comment expresses concerns related to consistency with applicable planning documents. Refer to 
ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 

MMe-5 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through Gre-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

Mme-6 This comment suggests denial of this project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and 
no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.82.1 Response to Letter from David Paschke 

Comment No. Response 

DP-1 This comment raises concern regarding biological resources. Refer to MR-3, JK-4, and BR-1, which 
addresses comments related to biological resources. 

DP-2 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in demand on public services. Refer to KE-3, which 
responds to comments related to public services. 

DP-3 This comment raises concern regarding consistency with an increase in noise. Refer to CE-3, which 
addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.83.1 Response to Letter from David Richards 

Comment No. Response 

DRi-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing and consistency with the 
existing rural character of the project area. Refer to PH-1, which addresses this comment.  

DRi-2 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing and consistency with the 
existing rural character of the project area. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to housing 
and population growth. 

DRi-3 This comment raises concerns over the removal of oak trees at the project site. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, 
which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees at the project site. 

DRi-4 This comment suggests reducing the number of proposed residential dwellings. Refer to BR-3, which 
addresses comments related to a rural residential development project alternative. 
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9.5.84.1 Response to Letter from Holly Sletteland 

Comment No. Response 

HS-1 This comment asserts that the proposed project is inconsistent with the County’s Oak Woodland Ordinance 
due to the removal of oak trees at the project site. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments 
related to the loss of oak trees at the project site. In addition, refer to ES-3, which addresses comments 
related to applicable planning policies. 

HS-2 This comment identifies that the EIR correctly states that the project is inconsistent with the goals identified 
in the County Conservation and Open Space Element (COSE). Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments 
related to applicable planning policies. 

HS-3 This comment expresses concerns related to the loss of oak trees and associated habitat at the site. Refer to 
BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to 
comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

HS-4 This comment raises concern over the loss of oak trees at the project site and the adequacy of mitigation 
included in the EIR to address impacts to oak trees. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which addresses impacts 
related to the loss of oak trees at the project site. 

HS-5 This comment expresses concerns related to the loss of oak trees. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds 
to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

HS-6 This comment expresses concerns related to the loss of oak trees. Refer to JK-4, which responds to 
comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

HS-7 This project raises concern regarding Alternative 3. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which addresses comments 
related to project alternatives.  

HS-8 This comment asserts that the Developer’s Preferred Alternative should be rejected. Refer to AG-4, which 
identifies a discussion of the alternatives analysis.  
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9.5.85.1 Response to Letter from Stephanie Statom 

Comment No. Response 

SSt-1 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts and availability of water supply. 
Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 

SSt-2 This comment expresses concerns related to oak trees and the associated alteration of the visual character 
of the project site. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and 
alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

SSt-3 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing and consistency with the 
existing rural character of the project area. Refer to PH-1, which addresses this comment. 

SSt-4 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing and consistency with the 
existing rural character of the project area. Refer to PH-1, which addresses this comment. 

SSt-5 This comment raises concern regarding noise and population growth associated with the change in zoning. 
Refer to MMu-6, which addresses noise; BR-2, which addresses population growth; and PH-1, which 
addresses comment related to the rural character of the project area. 

SSt-6 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s consistency with the existing rural character of the 
project area and visibility along the freeway. Refer to PH-1, which addresses comment related to the rural 
character of the project area. 

SSt-7 This comment expresses concern related to common wildlife. Refer to BR-1, which addresses this comment. 

SSt-8 This comment praises the community’s open space which provides habitat for wildlife. Refer to MR-3 and 
BR-1, which addresses comment related to habitat loss and wildlife and PH-1, which addresses comments 
related to the rural character of the project area. 

SSt-9 This comment raises concern over the loss of oak trees at the project site and the adequacy of mitigation 
included in the EIR to address impacts to oak trees. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which addresses impacts 
related to the loss of oak trees at the project site. 

SSt-10 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. In addition, refer to GRe-9, which addresses 
groundwater recharge.  

SSt-11 This comment suggests denial of this project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and 
no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.86.1 Response to Letter from Jessica Wallace 

Comment No. Response 

JW-1 This comment established this commenter’s background as it relates to the proposed project. The comment 
does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 

JW-2 This comment expresses concern related to emergency evacuation. Refer to HE-1, which addresses 
comments related to wildfire. 

JW-3 This comment expresses gratitude for the public comment period and identifies that the project consists of 
Class I impacts. Refer to DT-2, which addresses this comment. 

JW-4 This comment expresses concern related to wildfire, emergency preparedness, and emergency evacuation. 
Refer to HE-1, which addresses comments related to wildfire. 

JW-5 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

JW-6 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

JW-7 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s consistency with applicable planning documents. 
Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 

JW-8 This comment expresses concerns related to biological resources. Refer to BR-1, which addresses 
comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to 
the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

JW-9 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s social and economic impacts and availability of 
water supply. Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.87.1 Response to Letter from Laura Ahler 

Comment No. Response 

LRA-1 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable planning documents, and biological resources. Refer 
to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and the community’s jobs-housing 
balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and 
implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse 
gas emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies; BR-1, which 
addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments 
related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

LRA-2 This comment expresses concerns related to water supply and public services. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 
through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, 
and multiple-dry year conditions and KE-3, which responds to comments related to public services. 

LRA-3 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts and availability of water supply. 
Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.88.1 Response to Letter from Dave and Sandy Christiansen 

Comment No. Response 

DSC-1 This comment expresses concern over an increase in traffic. Refer to DMW-1, JK-6, and JK-7, which 
address comments related to an increase in traffic congestion and implementation of transportation system 
improvements.  

DSC-2 This comment expresses concern over an increase in traffic and associated hazards along local roadways. 
Refer to DMW-1, JK-6, and JK-7, which addresses comments related to an increase in traffic congestion and 
implementation of transportation system improvements. 

DSC-3 This comment raises concern regarding the jobs-to-housing balance in the community. Refer to BR-2, which 
addresses this comment. 

DSC-4 This comment suggests that the project would not create affordable homes and asserts that development 
should be moved elsewhere in the county. Refer to ML-4, which addresses this comment.  

DSC-5 This comment raises concern regarding light, noise, and air pollution. Refer to DT-1, which addresses this 
comment.  

DSC-6 This comment raises concern regarding the compatibility with surrounding parcels and devaluation of 
surrounding properties. Refer to AG-3, which addresses project alternatives and PH-1, which addresses 
comments related to project consistency with the rural nature of the area. In addition, refer to CE-3, which 
addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 

DSC-7 This comment raises concern over the reliability of water supply. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, 
which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry 
year conditions. 

DSC-8 This comment expresses concern related to the reliability of PG&E and asserts the number of homes should 
be reduced to avoid burn outs of the electrical grid. As discussed in Section 4.6, Energy, of the EIR, the 
project would be required to implement solar panels and other energy reduction measures, which would 
reduce impacts on existing electrical infrastructure. As this issue was discussed in the EIR, no changes to 
the environmental document are necessary.  

DSC-9 This comment expresses concern related to an increase in demand on public services and commercial 
services. Refer to MR-2 and KE-3, which responds to comments related to public services. 

DSC-10 This comment expresses concern related to an increase in demand on commercial services. Refer to 
SSh(1)-1, which responds to comments related to commercial services. 

DSC-11 This comment expresses concern related to an increase in demand on public services, including police and 
fire protection services. Refer to KE-3, which responds to comments related to public services.  

DSC-12 This comment expresses concerns related to biological resources. Refer to BR-1, which addresses 
comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to 
the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

DSC-13 This comment raises concern over the density of proposed population growth. Refer to BR-2, which 
addresses comments related to population growth. 

DSC-14 This comment expresses concern related to the project’s inconsistency with the rural nature of the project 
area. Refer to PH-1, which addresses this comment. 
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9.5.89.1 Response to Letter from Jamie Cortez 

Comment No. Response 

JC-1 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and 
DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 
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9.5.90.1 Response to Letter from Cherie Fitz-Gerald 

Comment No. Response 

CFG-1 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the existing service area in 
addition to the proposed project. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments 
related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

CFG-2 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the existing service area in 
addition to the proposed project. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments 
related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

CFG-3 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in commuter traffic and availability of emergency 
evacuation. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and 
implementation of improvements. Additionally, the project includes mitigation to support alternative modes of 
transportation to work and options to support remote work. Refer to HE-1, which addresses emergency 
evacuation comments.  

CFG-4 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the existing service area in 
addition to the proposed project. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through Gre-4, which responds to comments 
related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

CFG-5 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in traffic along roads. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, 
which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

CFG-6 This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of the LMUSD to serve the growth of school-aged 
children and associated safety concerns, including evacuation at schools. Refer to BR-6, which addresses 
comments related to public schools. In addition, refer to HE-1, which addresses emergency evacuation 
comments. 

CFG-7 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in commuter traffic. Refer to CFG-3, which addresses 
this comment. 

CFG-8 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s consistency with applicable planning documents. 
Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 

CFG-9 This comment expresses concerns related to biological resources. Refer to BR-1, which addresses 
comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to 
the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

CFG-10 This comment asserts that the County should improve interagency communication. The comment does not 
identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 

CFG-11 This comment supports denial of the project based on impacts related to water supply, road infrastructure, 
and loss of oaks. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water 
supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which 
responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements; and MR-3, BR-1, 
and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character 
of the project site. 
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9.5.91.1 Response to Letter from Jose Gomez 

Comment No. Response 

JG-1 This comment raises concern regarding the increase in demand on existing police protection services. Refer 
to MR-2 and KE-3, which responds to comments related to police protection services 

JG-2 This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of the LMUSD to serve the growth of school-aged 
children. Refer to BR-6, which addresses comments related to public schools. 

JG-3 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 
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9.5.92.1 Response to Letter from Brian and Brenda Hascall 

Comment No. Response 

BBH-1 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 
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9.5.93.1 Response to Letter from Neil Havlik 

Comment No. Response 

NHa-1 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of natural habitat, the community’s jobs-to-housing ratio, 
and inconsistency with applicable planning documents. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to 
population growth and the community’s jobs-housing balance; ES-3, which addresses comments related to 
applicable planning policies; BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; and MR-3 
and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character 
of the project site. 

NHa-2 This comment is an introduction to the topics that are discussed in the letter, including biological impacts and 
the alternatives analysis. Refer to MR-3, BR-1, and JK-4, which responds to comments related to biological 
resources and AG-3 and AG-4, which addresses comment related to the alternatives analysis. This comment 
does not require any changes to the EIR.  

NHa-3 This comment expresses concerns related to the loss of oak woodland and Burton Mesa chaparral and the 
lack of adequate mitigation. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak 
trees and Burton Mesa chaparral and the adequacy of proposed mitigation. 

NHa-4 This comment raises concern regarding adequacy of the off-site mitigation area as a mitigation measure. 
Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and proposed 
mitigation. 

NHa-5 This comment raises concern regarding adequacy of the off-site mitigation area as a mitigation measure. 
Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and proposed 
mitigation. 

NHa-6 This comment raises concern regarding adequacy of the mitigation for Burton mesa chaparral habitat. Refer 
to MR-3 and KK-19, which addresses comments related to Burton Mesa chapparal and associated mitigation 
and performance standards. 

NHa-7 This comments states that the author is aware of State legislation that permits the use of off-site dedications 
of land as suitable mitigation for project impacts and states specific language of this legislation. The 
comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are 
necessary. 

NHa-8 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s consistency with applicable planning documents. 
Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 

NHa-9 This comment asserts that a smaller project would reduce the project’s significant impacts. Refer to AG-3 
and AG-4, which addresses comment related to the alternatives analysis.  

NHa-10 This comment raises concern regarding the adequacy of the alternatives analysis. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, 
which addresses comment related to the alternatives analysis. 

NHa-11  This comment asserts that the Burton Mesa Chapparal Avoidance alternative is prematurely dismisses and 
inadequately evaluates the alternative in comparison to project objectives. As discussed in Chapter 5, 
Alternatives Analysis, this alternative would not provide a diversity of housing types, including affordable 
homes, and would not connect on-site residential neighborhoods to the community through development of 
pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian trails via Collector B and an on-site trail system in the majority of the 
Specific Plan Area, and would not meet most of the basic project objectives. This alternative may also be 
infeasible from a cost perspective. Based on the substantially reduced project footprint, increased density, 
and more compact design, the Burton Mesa chaparral avoidance alternative would accommodate an 
increased number of multi-family units and a decrease in single-family units compared to the proposed 
project. Single-family units would be reduced from 831 to 111 and multi-family units would be increased from 
458 units to 704 units. Not only does this not meet the basic project objective of providing a range of housing 
types, including affordable housing, workforce housing, and affordable by design housing, based on market 
studies conducted by the project applicant, the Nipomo area does not have adequate demand for the 
number of multi-family units. Further, the reduced number of units and utility connections makes expansion 
of NCSD infrastructure to serve the site more expensive per unit, increasing the challenges of providing 
affordable housing within the Specific Plan Area. Since this alternative does not meet the basic project 
objectives, is likely infeasible, and has the potential to generate new potentially significant impacts, this 
alternative was eliminated, consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c). In addition, refer to 
AG-4, which addresses comment related to the alternatives analysis. Refer to MR-3, which provides a 
detailed response related to Burton Mesa chapparal. As this alternative is discussed and dismissed in the 
EIR, no changes to the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5-254 

Comment No. Response 

NHa-12 This comment states that the Burton Mesa Avoidance alternative would not be dismissed as “infeasible” if it 
were the Applicant’s original proposal. This comment does not identify any deficiency of the EIR, and no 
changes to the environmental document are necessary. Refer to NHa-11 for a detailed discussion of the  
Burton Mesa Avoidance alternative.  

NHa-13 This comment asserts that additional analysis is necessary to support the conclusions of Alternatives 3 and 4 
identifies in the alternatives analysis of the EIR. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which responds to comments 
related to the alternative analysis and KK-21, which addresses comments related to the use of figures in the 
alternatives analysis. 

NHa-14 This comment asserts that Alternative 3 does not include a specific site design, which would be necessary to 
support conclusions of this analysis. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which responds to comments related to the 
alternative analysis and KK-21, which addresses comments related to the use of figures in the alternatives 
analysis. 

NHa-15 This comment recommends rejection of the DEIR based on the lack of mitigation for the loss of oak 
woodlands at the project site and the inadequate evaluation of the alternatives analysis. Refer to JK-4, which 
addresses comments related to the loss of oak woodlands and the associated mitigation and AG-3 and AG-
4, which addresses comments related to the alternatives analysis.  

NHa-16 This comment recommends denial of the proposed project based on inconsistency with applicable planning 
documents and significant environmental impacts and suggests adoption of an alternative that would reduce 
impacts to Burton Mesa chaparral. Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning 
policies;DT-2, which addresses comments related to the project’s significant impacts; and MR-3, AG-3, and 
AG-4, which responds to comments related to project alternatives. 
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9.5.94.1 Response to Letter from Nick Hernandez 

Comment No. Response 

NHe-1 This comment raises concern over the affordability of the proposed housing development. An objective of 
this project is to provide affordable homes to the community, which is possible through the density of the 
proposed project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the 
environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.95.1 Response to Letter from Ryan Jones 

Comment No. Response 

RJ-1 This comment raises concern regarding the removal of oak trees. Refer to MR-3, JK-4, and BR-1, which 
addresses comments related to biological resources, including loss of oaks. 
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9.5.96.1 Response to Letter from Herb Kandel 

Comment No. Response 

HK(1)-1 This comment asserts that two other mitigation projects have experienced significant issues and states that 
these mitigation projects have been close to failing to meet established mitigation targets. Refer to MR-3 and 
JK-4, which addresses comments related to the loss of oak trees and associated mitigation.   

HK(1)-2 This comment raises concern over the loss of oak woodlands at the project site and associated reduction in 
carbon sequestration. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees 
and alteration of the visual character of the project site. Additionally, refer to GRo-3, which responds to 
comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. 

HK(1)-3 This comment raises concern over the loss of oak woodlands at the project site and associated reduction in 
carbon sequestration. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees 
and alteration of the visual character of the project site. Additionally, refer to Gro-3, which responds to 
comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. 

HK(1)-4 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of oak woodland and natural habitats at the project site, in 
addition to concern related to the adequacy of proposed mitigation.  Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which 
responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and associated mitigation and BR-1, which addresses 
comments related to habitat loss and wildlife.  

HK(1)-5 This comment expresses the need for an alternative site layout to address the loss of oak woodlands at the 
project site and asserts that the loss of oak woodlands needs to be clearly stated in the EIR. Refer to AG-3 
and AG-4, which addresses comments related to project alternatives. In addition, refer to MR-3 and JK-4, 
which addresses comments related to the project’s Class I impacts as a result of the loss of oak trees at the 
project site.  

HK(1)-6 This comment raises concern over the ability to support mitigation efforts for the loss of oak woodlands at the 
project site during drought conditions. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the 
loss of oak woodlands at the project site and associated mitigation and MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, 
which responds to comments related to water supply.  

HK(1)-7 This comment identifies this commenter’s background in assisting the County with mitigation projects and 
asserts that less than 10 percent of mitigated trees survived. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to 
comments related to the loss of oak woodlands at the project site and associated mitigation. The comment 
does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 

HK(1)-8 This comment identifies that the loss of oak woodlands at the project site would substantially reduce carbon 
sequestration. Refer to GRO-3, which responds to comments related to greenhouse gas emissions. 

HK(1)-9 This comment identifies previous vegetative clearing at the proposed project site. The comment does not 
identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. However, 
the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their 
consideration.  
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9.5.97.1 Response to Letter from Ken Marshcall 

Comment No. Response 

KM-1 This comment provides background on this commenter and expresses concern related to social and 
economic benefits. The comment requests reconsidering this project and to develop alternatives that reduce 
impacts on the environment. Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic 
impacts and AG-3 and AG-4, which addresses comments related to the alternatives analysis.  

KM-2 This comment expresses concerns related to biological resources. Refer to BR-1, which addresses 
comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to 
the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

KM-3 This comment raises concern regarding adequacy of the mitigation for Burton Mesa chaparral habitat. Refer 
to MR-3 and KK-19, which addresses comments related to Burton Mesa chapparal. 

KM-4 This comment expresses concerns related to the loss of oak woodlands at the project site, which is 
inconsistent with the County’ Oak Woodland Ordinance. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to 
comments related to the loss of oak trees and ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable 
planning policies. 

KM-5 This comment asserts that project alternatives should reduce impacts to biological resources at the project 
site. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which addresses comments related to project alternatives.  

KM-6 This comment asserts that the proposed project is inconsistent with the South County Area Plan and 
identifies that Alternative 3 is the most beneficial project alternative. Refer to ES-3, which addresses 
comments related to applicable planning policies. Additionally, refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which addresses 
comments related to the alternatives analysis. 

KM-7 This comment expresses concern related to the change in the rural character of the project area. Refer to 
PH-1, which addresses comments related to consistency with the rural character of the project area and 
visual consistency. 

KM-8 This comment asserts that the proposed project is inconsistent with the South County Area Plan and 
identifies that Alternative 3 is the most beneficial project alternative. Refer to ES-3, which addresses 
comments related to applicable planning policies. Additionally, refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which addresses 
comments related to the alternatives analysis. 

KM-9 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project and asserts 
that a recycled water line should be included in the project. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which 
responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year 
conditions and KK-16, which responds to comments related to installation of a recycled water line. 

KM-10 This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of the LMUSD. Refer to BR-6, which responds to 
comments regarding public schools. 

KM-11 This comment raises concern regarding recreational facilities and the request to waive associated fees. 
Refer to KK-10, which addresses this comment. 

KM-12 This comment raises concern regarding affordable housing. Refer to KK-11, which addresses comments 
related to affordable housing.  

KM-13 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

KM-14 This comment expresses concern related to an increase in vehicles along local roadways and associated 
roadway hazards. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which addresses these comments. 

KM-15 This comment expresses concern related to an increase in traffic congestion along US 101. Refer JK-6, 
JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of 
improvements. 

KM-16 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s Class I impacts in addition to social and economic 
impacts. Refer to DT-2, which addresses comments related to the project’s significant impacts and CE-3, 
which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.98.1 Response to Letter from Cheryl McGuirk 

Comment No. Response 

CMG-1 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in demand on public services and impacts to oak trees. 
Refer to KE-3, which responds to comments related to public services and MR-3, BR-1, and JK-4, which 
addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife. 

CMG-2 This comment raises concern regarding the population growth associated with the proposed project. Refer to 
BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth. 

CMG-3 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 
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9.5.99.1 Response to Letter from Dan and Alyssa Peterson 

Comment No. Response 

DAP-1 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts and availability of water supply. 
Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts.  

DAP-2 This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing and consistency with the 
existing rural character of the project area. Refer to MMe-1, which addresses this comment. 

DAP-3 This comment raises concern regarding the population growth associated with the proposed project. Refer to 
BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth. 

DAP-4 This comment expresses concern related to an increase in vehicles along local roadways and associated 
roadway hazards. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which addresses these comments.  

DAP-5 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

DAP-6 This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of the LMUSD. Refer to BR-6, which responds to 
comments regarding public schools. 

DAP-7 This comment asserts that the proposed project would be inconsistent with the rural nature of the existing 
community. Refer to PH-1, which addresses this comment.  
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9.5.100.1 Response to Letter from Julie Pinozzotto 

Comment No. Response 

JP-1 This comment identifies this commenter’s background in regard to the community. The comment does not 
identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary.  

JP-2 This comment expresses this commenter’s opposition to the proposed project based on the density of 
proposed development and strain on existing community resources. Refer to BR-2, which addresses 
comments related to population and housing growth and DR-3, which addresses comments related to 
community resources. 

JP-3 This comment expresses this commenter’s opposition to the proposed project based on loss of oak trees, 
and native habitat. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and 
BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife. 

JP-4 This comment raises concern regarding traffic congestion along Tefft Street and asserts that an alternative 
design should be considered which reduces impacts to biological resources. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and 
DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 
In addition, refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which addresses comments related to project alternatives. 

JP-5 This comment states that there can be a solution which maintains the rural nature of the area and respects 
members of the community. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the 
environmental document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative 
record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. In addition, refer to AG-3 and AG-4, 
which addresses comments related to project alternatives. 

JP-6 This comment expresses this commenter’s hope for slow and smart growth of the county. The comment 
does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers 
for their consideration. 
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9.5.101.1 Response to Letter from Natalie Rozier 

Comment No. Response 

NR-1 This comment states this commenter’s opposition to the proposed project based on impacts related to traffic, 
the environment, schools, and daily life. Impacts to the environment are evaluated in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines in Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the EIR. As such, no changes to the 
environmental document are necessary. In addition, refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to 
comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements; BR-6, which responds to 
comments regarding public schools; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic 
impacts. 

NR-2 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in demand on public services and recreational facilities 
in the community. Refer to MR-2 and KE-3, which responds to comments related to public services and KK-
10, which addresses comments related to recreational facilities. 

NR-3 This comment raises concern regarding the request to waive fees for recreational facilities. Refer to KK-10, 
which addresses comments related to recreational facilities. 

NR-4 This comment raises concern regarding affordable housing. Refer to KK-11, which addresses this comment. 

NR-5 This comment raises concern regarding affordable housing. Refer to KK-11, which addresses this comment. 

NR-6 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project during 
drought conditions. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water 
supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

NR-7 This comment raises concern regarding the success of mitigation included in the EIR for Pismo Clarkia and 
asserts that allowing mitigation for Burton Mesa chaparral outside of San Luis Obispo County would be 
inadequate. Refer to MR-3 and KK-19, which addresses comments related to Pismo clarkia and Burton 
Mesa chapparal. This comment also raises concern regarding the loss of oak trees at the project site and the 
adequacy of proposed mitigation for the loss of oak trees. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4 which responds to 
comments related to the loss of oak trees and associated mitigation. 

NR-8 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of oak trees at the project site, the adequacy of proposed 
mitigation for the loss of oak trees, and the project’s inconsistency with the Oak Woodland Ordinance. Refer 
to JK-4 which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and associated mitigation and ES-3, 
which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 

NR-9 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s inconsistency with applicable planning documents and 
inconsistency with surrounding rural residential land uses. Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related 
to applicable planning policies; AG-3 and AG-4, which addresses comments related to project alternatives, 
including development according the La Cañada Ranch; and PH-1, which addresses comments related to 
consistency with surround rural residential development.  

NR-10 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s inconsistency with surrounding rural residential land 
uses. Refer to PH-1, which addresses comments related to consistency with surrounding rural residential 
development and JEl-6, which addresses comments related to SFR and MFR development near livestock. 

NR-11 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

NR-12 This comment recognizes the needs for affordable housing in the county; however, it asserts that the density 
and location of the proposed project is not ideal. Additionally, this comment asserts that development at this 
site should be consistent with the South County Area Plan and rural nature of the area. Refer to BR-2, which 
addresses comments related to population and housing growth; ES-3, which addresses comments related to 
applicable planning policies; and PH-1, PH-1, which addresses comments related to consistency with 
surrounding rural residential development. 
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9.5.102.1 Response to Letter from Maria Sanchez 

Comment No. Response 

MS-1 This comment raises concern regarding the potential conflict of interest having MKN and Associates (MKN) 
author both the subject EIR and the NCSD planning report. Refer to GRe-11, which addresses this 
comment. 

MS-2 This comment requests clarity regarding the use of Proposition 218 to approve NCSD water and wastewater 
costs. Refer to JK-3, which addresses this comment. 

MS-3 This comment requests clarity regarding water usage rates used in the WSA prepared for the proposed 
project. As stated in the WSA, 2020 NCSD customer water usage rates were used in the analysis of the 
WSA, which reflects the most recent data available at the time of preparation of the WSA and EIR. 
Therefore, no changes in the environmental document are necessary.  

MS-4 This comment questions whether a long-term contract in place with the City of Santa Maria past 2026 will 
provide long-term water to NCSD. Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to water supply. 

MS-5 This comment identifies this commenter’s opposition to the proposed project based on water supply issues. 
Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply for the 
proposed project in addition to the existing NCSD service area. 
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9.5.103.1 Response to Letter from Debra Sauerbier 

Comment No. Response 

DS-1 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s Class I impacts and the loss of oak trees and wildlife 
habitat at the project site. Refer to DT-2, which responds to comments related to the project’s Class I 
impacts; BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; and MR-3 and JK-4, which 
responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project 
site. 

DS-2 This comment raises concerns related to the density of proposed housing and the project’s impacts on the 
jobs-to-housing balance, transportation, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable 
planning documents, and biological resources. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to 
population growth and the community’s jobs-housing balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to 
comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to 
comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to 
applicable planning policies; BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; and MR-3 
and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character 
of the project site. 

DS-3 This comment raises concerns related to the availability of water during construction and operation of the 
proposed project. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water 
supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

DS-4 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.104.1 Response to Letter from Brian Sawyer 

Comment No. Response 

BSa-1 This comment raises concern regarding limited resources, traffic, air quality, capacity of public schools, and 
limited parks and recreational facilities. Refer to DR-3, which responds to comments related to community 
services; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and 
implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse 
gas emissions; BR-6, which responds to comments regarding capacity of public schools; and KK-10, which 
addresses comments related to recreational facilities. 

BSa-2 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

BSa-3 This comment identifies air quality issues within the community and raises concern regarding an increase in 
air emissions and dust as a result of tree removal. Refer to GRo-3, which responds to comments related to 
air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, refer to DMW-3, which addresses comments related 
to dust. 

BSa-4 This comment asserts that the proposed development is focused on economic profit and dismissed 
environmental stewardship. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the 
environmental document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative 
record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

BSa-5 This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of the LMUSD. Refer to BR-6, which responds to 
comments regarding public schools. 

BSa-6 This comment raises concern regarding parks and recreational facilities and the request to waive associated 
fees. Refer to KK-10, which addresses comments related to recreational facilities. 

BSa-7 This comment raises concern regarding the density of the proposed project and associated impacts on 
traffic, air pollution, schools, and public services. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to 
population and housing growth; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic 
congestion and implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality 
and greenhouse gas emissions; BR-6, which responds to comments regarding public schools; and MR-2 and 
KE-3, which responds to comments related to public services. 

BSa-8 This comment asserts the need for affordable housing in the county but raises concern regarding the density 
and location of the proposed project and the project’s social and economic impacts. Refer to BR-2, which 
addresses comments related to population and housing growth; SSh(1)-5, which responds to comments 
regarding an alternative location for this project; and KK-11, which addresses comments related to affordable 
housing. 
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9.5.105.1 Response to Letter from Chris Smith 

Comment No. Response 

CSm-1 This comment raises concern over an increase in crime and lack of police protection facilities. Refer to MR-2 
and KE-3, which responds to comments related to public services, including police protection facilities.  
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9.5.106.1 Response to Letter from Tom Smith 

Comment No. Response 

TS-1 This comment raises concern regarding air quality. Refer to GRo-3, which responds to comments related to 
air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, refer to DMW-3, which addresses comments related 
to dust. 
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9.5.107.1 Response to Letter from Dan Stocks 

Comment No. Response 

DaSt-1 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

DaSt-2 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

DaSt-3 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

DaSt-4 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

DaSt-5 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

DaSt-6 This comment asserts that the community should be provided access to proposed recreational facilities. As 
evaluated in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR, the proposed project includes the construction of 
pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian trails to connect the proposed project to the existing community. As this 
issue was evaluated in the EIR, no changes to the environmental document are needed. However, the 
comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their 
consideration. 

DaSt-7 This comment asserts that the community should be provided access to proposed recreational facilities. 
Refer to KK-10, DaSt-6, and JK-7, which addresses this comment.  

DaSt-8 This comment asserts that transportation infrastructure should be installed prior to development to allow 
accessibility to the project area. Refer to JK-7, which addresses this comment. 

DaSt-9 This comment raises concern regarding parking. As evaluated in Section 4.17, Transportation, the project 
would be consistent with travel demand management strategies, which calls for a reduction in parking. The 
Specific Plan Area is located adjacent to the URL in an area planned for growth within the NCSD’s sphere of 
influence, including expansion of transit service. Collector A would be designed to include transit stops, a 
Park and Ride lot, commercial uses, and the higher-density residential developments. Proximate land uses 
include the local high school and elementary school, the Tefft Street commercial corridor, the public library, 
and Nipomo Regional Park. As this issue was evaluated in the EIR, no changes to the environmental 
document are needed. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to 
local decision makers for their consideration. 

DaSt-10 This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of the LMUSD. Refer to BR-6, which responds to 
comments regarding public schools. 

DaSt-11 This comment raises concern regarding parks and recreational facilities and the request to waive associated 
fees. Refer to KK-10, which addresses comments related to recreational facilities. 

DaSt-12 This comment raises concern regarding the cost of NCSD water improvements. Refer to JK-3, which 
addresses this comment.  

DaSt-13 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project during 
drought conditions. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water 
supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

DaSt-14 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of oak trees at the project site, inconsistency with the 
County’s Oak Woodland Ordinance, and adequacy of mitigation for biological resources. Refer to MR-3 and 
JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees, associated mitigation, and alteration of 
the visual character of the project site and ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning 
policies. 

DaSt-15 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.108.1 Response to Letter from Debbra Stoner 

Comment No. Response 

DeSt-1 This comment states that this commenter was unable to subdivide their land due to concern over the 
availability of water. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water 
supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. This comment does not identify 
any deficiency with the EIR; therefore, no revisions are necessary.  

DeSt-2 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water to the community in addition to the proposed 
project. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply 
availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

DeSt-3 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s impacts related to social and economic impacts. 
Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.109.1 Response to Letter from Brian Thompson 

Comment No. Response 

BT-1 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in population and emergency evacuation efforts. Refer 
to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and HE-1, which addresses comments 
related to emergency evacuation efforts.  
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9.5.110.1 Response to Letter from Mary Van Ryn 

Comment No. Response 

MVR-1 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s impacts on biological resources. Refer to BR-1, which 
addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments 
related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

MVR-2 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

MVR-3 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

MVR-4 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in population associated with the proposed project and 
concern related to neighborhood compatibility. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to 
population and housing growth and PH-1, which addresses comments related to neighborhood compatibility. 

MVR-5 This comment suggests developing the proposed project in an alternative location to avoid destruction of oak 
trees at the project site, impacts to neighborhood compatibility, and inconsistency with the rural nature of the 
project area. Refer to SSh(1)-5, which addresses comments related to an alternative location for the 
proposed project and PH-1, which addresses comments related to compatibility with the existing community.  

MVR-6 This comment expresses concerns related to transportation infrastructure. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, 
which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. In addition, 
refer to EG-4, which addresses comments related to transit and SSh(1)-2, which addresses pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities. 

MVR-7 This comment identifies unwanted development in the community. The comment does not identify any 
deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. However, the comment 
will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 
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9.5.111.1 Response to Letter from Cynthia Bodger 

Comment No. Response 

CB-1 This comment suggests that the main issue with the proposed development is the proposed location. Refer 
to SSh(1)-5, which addresses comments related to an alternative location for the proposed project. 

CB-2 This comment asserts that the project site consists of unique habitat which should be preserved. The 
comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are 
necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local 
decision makers for their consideration. 

CB-3 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s compatibility with surrounding rural residential 
development. Refer to PH-1, which addresses this comment. 

CB-4 This comment suggests relocating the proposed development to the other side of the freeway. Refer to 
SSh(1)-5, which addresses comments related to an alternative location for the proposed project. 

CB-5 This comment asserts that moving the proposed project to the other side of the freeway would allow future 
expansion of commercial uses. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which responds to comments related to project 
alternatives. This comment also raises concern regarding the jobs-to-housing balance in the community. 
Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and the community’s jobs-housing 
balance. 

CB-6 This comment asserts that moving the proposed project to the other side of the freeway would facilitate 
easier access to Nipomo High School. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which responds to comments related to 
project alternatives. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the 
environmental document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative 
record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

CB-7 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and 
DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

CB-8 This comment raises concern regarding air pollution. Refer to GRo-3, which responds to comments related 
to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions.  

CB-9 This comment raises concern regarding the alteration of the existing visual character of the project site. As 
evaluated in Section 1, Aesthetics, of the DRSP EIR, implementation of the project would alter the existing 
visual character of the rural project area and was classified as a Class I impact. As such, concern related to 
the alteration of the visual character of the project site is consistent with the evaluation included in the DRSP 
EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are needed.  

CB-10 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of oak trees at the project site and economic impacts. Refer 
to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual 
character of the project site. Economic impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under 
the CEQA and only require discussion if the impacts would have a negative impact on the physical 
environment, or if the impacts would result in growth-inducing impacts. As such, no changes in the 
environmental document are needed.  

CB-11 This comment identifies the powers of the County’s Board of Supervisors and discusses politics within the 
community. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental 
document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided 
to local decision makers for their consideration. 

CB-12 This comment discusses politics within the community and asserts that the proposed development would be 
inconsistent with community needs. Refer to CB-11, which addresses this comment. 

CB-13 This comment discusses politics within the community. Refer to CB-11, which addresses this comment. 

CB-14 This comment discusses politics within the community. Refer to CB-11, which addresses this comment. This 
comment also raises concern regarding traffic, pollution, and neighborhood compatibility. Refer to JK-6, 
JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of 
improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions; 
and PH-1, which addresses comments related to the project’s consistency with the surrounding area. 

CB-15 This comment reiterates that the project would result in Class I impacts. Refer to DT-2, which addresses this 
comment. 

CB-16 This comment suggests working together to solve issues raised by the proposed project. The comment does 
not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers 
for their consideration. 
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9.5.112.1 Response to Letter from Kevin Buchanan, SLO County 
YIMBY 

Comment No. Response 

YIMBY-1 This comment identifies the history of the housing crisis in the county and expresses concern related to the 
County’s response to the housing crisis. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no 
changes in the environmental document are necessary. 

YIMBY-2 This comment asserts that the County’s inaction regarding the housing crisis has led to the proposed project. 
The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are 
necessary. 

YIMBY-3 This comment asserts that the project would be inconsistent with the City of San Luis Obispo’s Climate 
Action Plan. The project is not within the City’s jurisdiction; therefore, these policies are not applicable to the 
proposed project. As such, the comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the 
environmental document are necessary. 

This comment also raises concern regarding the density of the proposed development, which would lead to 
an inefficient use of water and other resources. Refer to DR-3, which addresses this comment. Additionally, 
the comment asserts that the proposed project would further impact the community’s jobs-to-housing 
balance. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and the community’s jobs-
housing balance. 

YIMBY-4 This comment identifies the City of Arroyo Grande’s inability to meet housing production. The comment does 
not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 

YIMBY-5 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in traffic congestion and lack of transit and bicycle 
infrastructure. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and 
implementation of improvements; EG-4, which addresses comments related to transit; and SSh(1)-2, which 
addresses pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 

YIMBY-6 This comment encourages building new homes in locations near schools, jobs, and other services. Refer to 
SSh(1)-5, which addresses comments to development of the proposed project at an alternative location.  
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9.5.113.1 Response to Letter from Cheryl Carlsen 

Comment No. Response 

CC-1 This comment identifies this commenter’s background as it relates to the proposed project. The comment 
does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers 
for their consideration. 

CC-2 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of trees at the project site and associated air quality 
impacts. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees; GRo-3, 
which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions; and DMW-3, which 
addresses comments related to dust. 

CC-3 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

CC-4 This comment suggests the development of fewer residential uses. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which responds 
to comments regarding project alternatives. 
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9.5.114.1 Response to Letter from Kenneth Dalebout 

Comment No. Response 

KD-1 This comment expresses support of the proposed project based on the creation of new homes, which could 
facilitate additional employees to the area. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no 
changes in the environmental document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the 
administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

KD-2 This comment expresses support of the proposed project based on improvements to the transportation 
system, additional parks, open space, and pleasing aesthetics. The comment does not identify any 
deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. However, the comment 
will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 
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9.5.115.1 Response to Letter from Ruth Danielson 

Comment No. Response 

RD-1 This comment expresses concern related to biological resources and water supply. Refer to BR-1, which 
addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments 
related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site; and MR-1 and GRe-1 
through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, 
and multiple-dry year conditions. 

RD-2 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s impacts on the jobs-to-housing balance. Refer to BR-2, 
which addresses comments related to population growth and the community’s jobs-housing balance.  

RD-3 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

RD-4 This comment raises concern regarding air quality. Refer to GRo-3, which responds to comments related to 
air quality and greenhouse gas emissions and DMW-3, which addresses comments related to dust. 

RD-5 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s consistency with applicable planning documents. 
Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 

RD-6 This comment expresses concern related to biological resources. Refer to BR-1, which addresses comments 
related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of 
oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

RD-7 This comment expresses concern related to water supply. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which 
responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year 
conditions. 

RD-8 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 

RD-9 This comment suggests denial of the proposed project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the 
EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. However, the comment will be made 
part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 
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9.5.116.1 Response to Letter from Diana Daugherty 

Comment No. Response 

DDa-1 This comment raises concern regarding water supply for the proposed project. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 
through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, 
and multiple-dry year conditions.  
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9.5.117.1 Response to Letter from Joshua Erdman 

Comment No. Response 

JEr-1 This comment expresses support for the proposed project. No revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

JEr-2 This comment expresses support for the proposed project due to the utilization of drinking water 
commitments. No revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

JEr-3 This comment expresses support for the proposed project due to the provision of housing along the Central 
Coast. No revisions to the EIR are necessary. 
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9.5.118.1 Response to Letter from Lou Anne and Clyde George 

Comment No. Response 

LACG-1 This comment identifies this commenter’s background as it relates to the proposed project. The comment 
does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers 
for their consideration. 

LACG-2 This comment raises concern regarding traffic congestion, extensive water use, and overuse of electricity. 
Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and 
implementation of improvements; and DSC-8, which addresses comments related to electrical infrastructure.  

LACG-3 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of oak trees at the project site, the density of proposed 
housing and population growth, traffic congestion, and water use. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds 
to comments related to the loss of oak trees at the project site; BR-2, which addresses comments related to 
population and housing growth; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic 
congestion and implementation of improvements; and MR-1 and GRe-1 through Gre-4, which responds to 
comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

LACG-4 This comment suggests that the proposed project would facilitate housing for workers in the city of San Luis 
Obispo and/or city of Santa Maria. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes 
in the environmental document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative 
record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

LACG-5 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in traffic congestion and nighttime lighting. Refer to 
JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of 
improvements and DT-1, which addresses nighttime lighting.  

LACG-6 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in nighttime lighting. Refer to DT-1, which addresses 
nighttime lighting. 
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9.5.119.1 Response to Letter from Lila Henry 

Comment No. Response 

LH-1 This comment asserts that changing the current zoning of the parcel would be inconsistent with the 
community and applicable planning documents. Refer to PH-1, which addresses the project’s compatibility 
with the community and ES-1, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies.  

LH-2 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-
1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

LH-3 This comment identifies the project’s Class I impacts. Refer to DT-2, which addresses this comment. 

LH-4 This comment asserts that the mitigation for Pismo clarkia is inadequate. Refer to KK-19, which addresses 
comments related to Pismo clarkia. 

LH-5 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of oak trees at the project site and associated mitigation. 
Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which addresses this comment. 

LH-6 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply during drought conditions. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

LH-7 This comment raises concern regarding the affordability of proposed residential units. Refer to KK-11, which 
addresses comment related to affordable homes. 

LH-8 This comment questions whether the proposed development would include housing for homeless 
populations. Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR does not specify development of residential units for 
homeless populations. Refer to KK-11, which addresses comment related to affordable homes. The 
comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are 
necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local 
decision makers for their consideration. 

LH-9 This comment asserts that development at the site should remain consistent with the existing Rural 
Residential land use designation. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which address comments related to project 
alternatives.  
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9.5.120.1 Response to Letter from Dolores Howard 

Comment No. Response 

DH-1 This comment expresses this commenter’s opposition to the proposed project and raises concern regarding 
the density of the proposed project and the project’s Class I impacts. Refer to BR-2, which addresses 
comments related to population growth and DT-2, which addresses comments related to the project’s Class I 
impacts.  

DH-2 This comment raises concern regarding the alternatives analysis. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which address 
comments related to project alternatives.  

DH-3 This comment reiterates the analysis included in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the DRSP EIR. The comment 
does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers 
for their consideration. 

DH-4 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s Class I impacts related to aesthetic resources and 
asserts that alternatives should be developed which are consistent with applicable planning policies. Refer to 
CB-1, which addresses comments related to the project’s visual impacts and AG-3 and AG-4, which address 
comments related to project alternatives. 

DH-5 This comment reiterates the project’s inconsistency with applicable planning documents, which have been 
identified in the EIR. Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 

DH-6 This comment reiterates the project’s Class I impacts related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions in 
addition to the project’s inconsistency with applicable planning documents. Refer to GRo-3, which responds 
to comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions and ES-3, which addresses comments 
related to applicable planning policies. 

DH-7 This comment reiterates the project’s inconsistency with applicable planning documents, which have been 
identified in the EIR. Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 

DH-8 This comment raises concern regarding jobs-to-housing balance, affordable housing, public services, 
recreation, and climate change. The comment asserts that additional alternatives should be developed to 
reduce the project’s Class I impacts. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth 
and the community’s jobs-housing balance; KK-11, which addresses comments related to affordable homes; 
MR-2 and KE-3, which responds to comments related to public services; KK-10, which addresses comments 
related to recreation; and GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions. Additionally, refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which address comments related to project alternatives. 
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9.5.121.1 Response to Letter from Herb Kandel 

Comment No. Response 

HK(2)-1 This comment asserts that the proposed mitigation for restoration of oak trees should include replacement of 
trees at a similar diameter at breast height (dbh) of those removed. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds 
to comments related to loss of oak trees.  

HK(2)-2 This comment asserts that current planning, permitting, and mitigation strategies conducted by the County 
are inadequate and existing measures are inadequate for a project of this size. Examples included in the 
comment include measures for trees and greenhouse gas emissions. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which 
addresses comments related to mitigation for oak trees and Gro-3, which addresses comments related to 
greenhouse gas emissions. This comment does not identify any deficiency in this EIR; therefore, no changes 
in the environmental document are necessary.  

HK(2)-3 This comment identifies a new strategy for planning, which includes an evaluation of cumulative climate 
impacts, project alternatives intended to reduce significant impacts, timing, documentation of existing 
conditions, and residual impacts. As identified in Chapter 4, Environmental Impact Analysis, the DRSP EIR 
was prepared in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines, which includes these methods. This comment 
does not identify any deficiency in this EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are 
necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local 
decision makers for their consideration. 

HK(2)-4 This comment suggests creating and incorporating new planning tools. The comment does not identify any 
deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. However, the comment 
will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 
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9.5.122.1 Response to Letter from Nathan Schleifer 

Comment No. Response 

NS-1 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 

NS-2 This comment raises concern regarding sustainable water supply. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, 
which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry 
year conditions. 

NS-3 This comment raises concern regarding the adequacy of the water studies conducted for the project. Refer 
to MR-1 and GRe-1 through Gre-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions and Gre-11, which addresses comments related to the 
adequacy of the water studies. 

NS-4 This comment raises concern regarding implementation of roadway improvements. Refer to JK-7, which 
addresses comments related to roadway improvements.  

NS-5 This comment raises concern over the change in landscape due to the loss of oak trees at the project site 
and suggests the developer pays for each oak tree that is removed from the site. Refer to BR-1, which 
addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments 
related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

NS-6 This comment raises concern regarding affordable housing. Refer to KK-11, which addresses comments 
related to affordable housing. 

NS-7 This comment includes a photograph of the landscape. No revisions to the EIR are necessary.  
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9.5.123.1 Response to Letter from Eva Ulz 

Comment No. Response 

EUl-1 This comment provides this commenter’s intent in responding to the EIR. This comment does not identify 
any deficiency in this EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are necessary.  

EUl-2 This comment provides this commenter’s background as it relates to the proposed project. This comment 
does not identify any deficiency in this EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are 
necessary.  

EUl-3 This comment asserts that the EIR fails to consult local archives. The technical report contains an expanded 
history discussion. Given the lack of significant historic resources (archaeological or built environment), the 
section’s discussion is commensurate with the findings. There are no documented land uses for the subject 
parcel to suggest that it ever played a distinctive role in the evolution of Rancho Nipomo. The parcel’s 
acreage appears to have remained unsubdivided from 1878 through the present day. This comment does 
not identify any deficiency in this EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are necessary.  

EUl-4 This comment asserts that Section 4.5.1 of the EIR omits critical local historical context related to the 
Nipumu. The omission of Nipumu will be revised in the section.   

EUl-5 This comment asserts that Section 4.5.1 of the EIR omits critical local historical context related to the 
agricultural revolution. No archaeological evidence, or otherwise indicates the project area includes 
agricultural development. The setting and background are commensurate with the types of resources 
present.   

EUl-6 This comment asserts that Section 4.5.1 of the EIR omits critical local historical context from the description 
of existing conditions. The technical report contains an expanded history discussion. Given the lack of 
significant historic resources (archaeological or built environment), the section’s discussion is commensurate 
with the findings. There are no documented land uses for the subject parcel to suggest that it ever played a 
distinctive role in the evolution of Rancho Nipomo. The parcel’s acreage appears to have remained 
unsubdivided from 1878 through the present day. Therefore, no changes in the environmental document are 
necessary.  

EUl-7 This comment asserts that the 0.25-mile radius is inadequate for the proposed project. The comment will be 
made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 
Therefore, no changes in the environmental document are necessary.  

EUl-8 This comment asserts that the 0.25-mile radius is inadequate for off-site improvements. Off-site 
improvements are analyzed at the Programmatic level. Therefore, no changes in the environmental 
document are necessary.  

EUl-9 This comment asserts that adequate reference to Dana Adobe was not adequately addressed in the DEIR. 
There are no documented land uses for the subject parcel to suggest that it ever played a distinctive role in 
the evolution of Rancho Nipomo. The parcel’s acreage appears to have remained unsubdivided from 1878 
through the present day. Therefore, no changes in the environmental document are necessary.  

EUl-10 This comment suggests preparation of a revised and expanded historical and cultural resources report. The 
comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their 
consideration. 

EUl-11 The commenter has included the NCTC comment letter as an attachment. Please refer to Section 9.3.13 for 
responses to the NCTC comments. 
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9.5.124.1 Response to Letter from Eric Urbain 

Comment No. Response 

EUr-1 This comment expresses concerns related to social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses 
comments related to social and economic impacts. 

EUr-2 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s consistency with the existing visual character and rural 
nature of the project area. Refer to PH-1, which addresses this comment.  

EUr-3 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of oak trees at the project site, inconsistency with the 
County’s Oak Woodland Ordinance, and adequacy of mitigation for biological resources. Refer to MR-3 and 
JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of 
the project site and ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 

EUr-4 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of oak trees and natural habitat as a result of proposed 
development. This comment also asserts that the oak trees lend toward the economic and social value of the 
community. Refer to BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; MR-3 and JK-4, 
which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the 
project site; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 

EUr-5 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in social and economic impacts, traffic congestion, 
noise, degradation of views of oak woodlands and natural habitats and adequacy of proposed mitigation, 
consistency with the rural nature of the project area, air pollution, water supply and quality during drought 
conditions, and density of proposed housing. Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social 
and economic impacts; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion 
and implementation of improvements; BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; 
MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual 
character of the project site; PH-1, which addresses comments related to the project’s consistency with the 
rural nature of the project area; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse 
gas emissions; MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply 
availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions; and BR-2, which addresses 
comments related the density of proposed residential uses. 
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9.5.125.1 Response to Letter from Valerie Vaz 

Comment No. Response 

VV-1 This comment states support for the proposed project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the 
EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.126.1 Response to Letter from Kimberley and Darrell Victor 

Comment No. Response 

KDV-1 This comment raises concern regarding climate change and water use. Refer to GRo-3, which responds to 
comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions and MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which 
responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year 
conditions. 

KDV-2 This comment raises concern of the reliability of water supply. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, 
which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry 
year conditions. 

KDV-3 This comment suggests postponing the proposed project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in 
the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 
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9.5.127.1 Response to Letter from Paula Browne 

Comment No. Response 

PB-1 This comment provides background on the commenter. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the 
EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 

PB-2 This comment raises concern regarding traffic, pollution, biological resources, and public services. Refer to 
JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of 
transportation improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions; BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; MR-3 and JK-4, which 
responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project 
site; and MR-2 and KE-3, which responds to comments related to public services. 

PB-3 This comment raises concern regarding water supply and associated costs. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 
through Gre-4, which responds to comments related to water supply and associated costs.  
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9.5.128.1 Response to Letter from Alfred Holzheu, President, 
California Fresh Market 

Comment No. Response 

CFM-1 This comment expresses support for the proposed project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in 
the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 

 

 

  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-349 

9.5.129 John Joyce 

 



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-350 

 



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-351 

 



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-352 

 



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-353 

 



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-354 

 
  



Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
Chapter 9 Response to Comments 

9.5-355 

9.5.129.1 Response to Letter from John Joyce 

Comment No. Response 

JJ-1 This letter expresses this commenter’s opposition to the proposed project and expresses concern related to 
social and economic impacts. Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic 
impacts. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental 
document are necessary. 

JJ-2 This comment identifies the Class I impacts identified in the EIR and raises concern regarding the loss of oak 
trees and native habitats. Refer to DT-2, which addresses comments related to the project’s Class I impacts 
and MR-3, BR-1, and JK-4, which addresses comments related to habitat loss, wildlife, and the loss of oak 
trees at the project site. 

JJ-3 This comment expresses concern related to the project’s inconsistency with the South County Area Plan in 
addition to the development’s inconsistency with the existing rural nature of the community. Refer to ES-3, 
which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies and PH-1, which addresses comments 
related to the project’s consistency with the rural nature of the project area. 

JJ-4 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in housing, which would further divide the community’s 
jobs-to-housing ratio and increase traffic. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population 
growth and the community’s jobs-housing balance and JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to 
comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

JJ-5 This comment expresses concern related to an increase in traffic congestion in the community as a result of 
the proposed project. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic 
congestion and implementation of improvements. 

JJ-6 This comment expresses concern related to dust and other air quality emissions and greenhouse gas 
emissions. Refer to GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions. In addition, refer to DMW-3, which addresses comments related to dust.  

JJ-7 This comment states this commenter’s background to the project area and raises concern regarding 
inconsistency with the rural nature of the area.  Refer to PH-1, which addresses comments related to the 
project’s consistency with the rural nature of the project area. 

This comment asserts that this commenter was not made aware of the proposed development at the time 
their lot was purchased and asserts that sufficient opportunity to comment on the project was not available. 
As discussed in the Executive Summary of the EIR, in compliance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15082, as amended, an Initial Study and Notice of Preparation (IS/NOP) was circulated on June 24, 2021, to 
various agencies, organizations, and interested persons throughout the region. The proposed project was 
described, the scope of the environmental review was identified, and agencies and the public were invited to 
review and comment on the IS/NOP. The close of the IS/NOP review period was July 25, 2021. Following 
the close of the 30-day comment period on the IS/NOP, a review of comment letters was conducted to 
identify any key issues that may require additional technical studies or background research. Pursuant to 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15082 (c)(1), for projects of statewide, regional, or areawide significance, 
the Lead Agency is required to conduct at least one scoping meeting. The scoping meeting is for 
jurisdictional agencies and interested persons or groups to provide comments regarding, but not limited to, 
the range of actions, alternatives, mitigation measures, and environmental effects to be analyzed. The 
County hosted a scoping meeting on July 19, 2021, via a Zoom webinar. In accordance with State CEQA 
Guidelines the public review period for an EIR is 45 days. Public circulation of the EIR was consistent with 
this requirement. This comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the 
environmental document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative 
record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

This comment identifies the Class I impacts identified in the EIR. Refer to DT-2, which addresses comments 
related to the project’s Class I impacts 

JJ-8 This comment raises concern regarding the success of mitigation included in the EIR for Pismo Clarkia. 
Refer to KK-19, which addresses comments related to Pismo clarkia. 

JJ-9 This comment asserts that allowing mitigation for Burton Mesa chaparral outside of San Luis Obispo County 
would be inadequate. Refer to MR-3 and KK-19, which addresses comments related to Burton Mesa 
chapparal. 

JJ-10 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of oak trees at the project site, the adequacy of proposed 
mitigation for the loss of oak trees, and the project’s inconsistency with the Oak Woodland Ordinance. Refer 
to MR-3 and JK-4 which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and associated mitigation 
and ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 
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JJ-11 This comment asserts that additional alternatives should be evaluated, including alternatives which would 
avoid impacts to biological resources and alternatives with a reduction in the number of homes. Refer to 
AG-3 and AG-4, which addresses comments related to project alternatives.  

JJ-12 This comment suggests increasing the lot size along the fringe for consistency between surrounding rural 
residential uses. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which addresses comments related to project alternatives. 

JJ-13 The comment raises concern regarding the alternative analysis and the lack of figures. Refer to KK-21, 
which addresses this comment. 

JJ-14 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s consistency with applicable planning documents. Refer 
to ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies. 

JJ-15 This comment raises concern regarding the community’s jobs-to-housing balance and asserts that 
alternatives should be explored that would reduce impacts related to this issue. Refer to BR-2, which 
addresses comments related to population growth and the community’s jobs-housing balance. Alternatives 
for the proposed project are analyzed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis of the DRSP EIR. Refer to AG-3 
and AG-4, which respond to comments related to alternatives and identify alternatives included in the EIR. 
As discussed in the alternatives analysis, alternatives that would reduce the number of residential units 
would be inconsistent with the project objectives. This issue was evaluated in the EIR; therefore, no changes 
to the environmental document are needed. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative 
record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

This comment also raises concern regarding an increase in traffic along the US 101 as a result of the 
proposed project. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic 
congestion and implementation of improvements. 

JJ-16 This comment raises concern regarding a potential conflict of interest regarding the planning commission 
and the proposed project. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the 
environmental document are necessary. This comment also raises concern regarding the project’s 
consistency with surrounding rural residential land uses. Refer to PH-1, which addresses this comment. 

JJ-17 This comment raises concern regarding the impacts of single-family and multi-family development on raising 
livestock and suggests a rural residential land use is more appropriate. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which 
addresses comments related to project alternatives and JEl-6, which addresses this comment. 

JJ-18 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s consistency with surrounding rural residential uses and 
the adequacy of proposed setbacks. Refer to PH-1, which addresses this comment. 

JJ-19 This comment raises concern regarding the visual impacts of the removal of oak trees on-site and suggests 
implementation of vegetative screening. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to the 
loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site. 

JJ-20 This comment raises concern regarding the reliability of the NCSD water supply and asserts that if water 
supply is deemed inadequate, unfinished development would result in visual impacts and air quality impacts. 
Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability 
during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. Refer to GRo-3, which responds to comments 
related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, refer to DMW-3, which addresses 
comments related to dust. As evaluated in Section 1, Aesthetics, of the DRSP EIR, implementation of the 
project would alter the existing visual character of the rural project area and was classified as a Class I 
impact. As such, concern related to the alteration of the visual character of the project site is consistent with 
the evaluation included in the DRSP EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are needed.  

JJ-21 This comment asserts that a recycled water line should be included in the proposed project. Refer to KK-16, 
which addresses this comment. 

JJ-22 This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of LMUSD facilities and asserts that the increase in the 
number of school-aged children being dropped off and picked up from school would exacerbate existing 
traffic issues. Refer to BR-6, which responds to comments regarding public schools. 

This comment also asserts that an alternative in which the number of residential homes would reduce 
demand on the LMUSD. Refer to AG-3 and Ag-4, which addresses comments related to project alternatives.  

JJ-23 This comment raises concern regarding the proposed park. Refer to KK-10, which addresses this comment. 

JJ-24 This comment raises concern regarding recreational facilities and the request to waive associated fees. 
Refer to KK-10, which addresses this comment. 

JJ-25 This comment raises concern regarding the planning, the long-term maintenance, and fees associated with 
the proposed park. Refer to KK-10, which addresses this comment. In addition, refer to KK-11, which 
addresses comments related to affordable housing.  
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JJ-26 This comment raises concern over the affordability of housing units with associated fees. Refer to KK-11, 
which addresses this comment.  

JJ-27 This comment raises concern regarding the affordability of proposed residential units. Refer to KK-11, which 
addresses comments related to affordable housing. 

JJ-28 This comment expresses concerns related to an increase in traffic congestion. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and 
DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

JJ-29 This comment expresses concern related to an increase in vehicles along local roadways and associated 
roadway hazards. Refer JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which addresses these comments. 

JJ-30 This comment expresses concern related to an increase in traffic congestion along US 101. Refer JK-6, 
JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of 
improvements. 

JJ-31 This comment raises concern regarding the population increase associated with the proposed project and 
associated impact on existing services and infrastructure. Refer to BR-2 and DR-3, which addresses this 
comment. In addition, this comment identifies the project’s Class I impacts. Refer to DT-2, which addresses 
this comment. 

JJ-32 This comment raises concern regarding dust emissions and asserts that the method for determining air 
quality downwind is insufficient. Refer to Gro-3, which addresses comments related to air quality and 
DMW-3, which addresses comments related to dust.  

JJ-33 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s impacts related to social and economic impacts. 
Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 
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9.5.130.1 Response to Letter from Timothy O’Brien 

Comment No. Response 

TOB-1 This comment raises concern regarding the scale of the proposed project and describes Nipomo as a quiet 
place with ease of traffic and limited nighttime lighting. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to 
population growth; PH-1, which addresses comments related to the project’s consistency with the rural 
nature of the project area; DT-1, which addresses comments related to nighttime lighting; MMu-6, which 
addresses comments related to noise; and JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to 
traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

TOB-2 This comment reiterates disapproval of the proposed project based on the scale of development. This 
comment raises concern regarding an increase in vehicle congestion as a result of the proposed project in 
addition to existing traffic conditions. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related 
to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements. 

TOB-3 This comment raises concern regarding degradation of air quality due to an increase in vehicle traffic. Refer 
to GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions.  

TOB-4 This comment asserts that the project would facilitate housing for commuters outside of the county and in 
turn would create more traffic, noise, and pollution. Refer to MMu-6, which addresses comments related to 
noise; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and 
implementation of improvements; and GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

TOB-5 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s consistency with surrounding rural developments. Refer 
to PH-1, which addresses this comment.  

This comment also requests clarity regarding maintenance of the project area. As discussed in Chapter 2, 
Project Description, of the EIR, the project would be maintained by individual HOAs. The comment does not 
identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 

TOB-6 This comment raises concern regarding the reliability of water supply for the proposed project during drought 
conditions. Refer to MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply 
availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 

TOB-7 This comment expresses concern related to the extension of NCSD wastewater services to the proposed 
development. Refer to JK-2, JK-3, and PH-4 which responds to comments related to wastewater 
infrastructure. 

TOB-8 This comment expresses concern over the loss of trees at the site and asserts that trees should be 
preserved on-site rather than removed and mitigated. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments 
related to the loss of oak trees at the project site. 

TOB-9 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in light pollution as a result of the proposed project. 
Refer to DT-1, which addresses comments related to nighttime lighting. 

TOB-10 This comment asserts that North Frontage Road should not be extended until other local transportation 
issues are resolved and that an increase in traffic will create air quality issues in the area. Refer to JK-6, 
JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of 
improvements and GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

TOB-11 This comment suggests an alternative site layout, which includes removing housing along the fringe and 
relocating the proposed equestrian trail. Refer to AG-3 and AG-4, which responds to comments related to 
project alternatives. 

TOB-12 This comment suggests an alternative site layout intended to avoid loss of oak trees at the project site. Refer 
to AG-3 and AG-4, which responds to comments related to project alternatives. 

TOB-13 This comment suggests reducing the number of proposed housing units by 50 percent. Refer to AG-3 and 
AG-4, which responds to comments related to project alternatives. 

TOB-14 This comment expresses concerns related to the project’s impacts related to social and economic impacts. 
Refer to CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 

TOB-15 This comment suggests reconsidering this project based on inconsistency with applicable planning 
documents, water supply, NCSD infrastructure, and increase in traffic congestion. Refer to ES-3, which 
addresses comments related to applicable planning policies; MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which 
responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year 
conditions; JK-2, JK-3, and PH-4, which addresses comments related to NCSD infrastructure; and JK-6, 
JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of 
improvements. 
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9.5.131.1 Response to Letter from Dustin and Jennifer Rhoades 

Comment No. Response 

DJR-1 This comment raises concerns related to biological resources, consistency with surrounding rural 
development, inconsistency with applicable planning documents, traffic, public schools, and social and 
economic impacts. Refer to BR-1, which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife; MR-3 and 
JK-4, which responds to comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of 
the project site; PH-1, which addresses consistency with surrounding rural areas; ES-3, which addresses 
comments related to applicable planning policies; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments 
related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements; BR-6, which responds to comments 
regarding public schools; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts. 

DJR-2 This comment raises concern regarding the loss of oak trees at the project site and the adequacy of 
mitigation at the off-site mitigation are. Refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which addresses this comment. 

DJR-3 This comment raises concern regarding the project’s consistency with surrounding rural development. Refer 
to PH-1, which addresses consistency with surrounding rural areas. 

DJR-4 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in population growth associated with the project and 
inconsistency with surrounding rural development. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to 
population growth and PH-1, which addresses consistency with surrounding rural areas. 

DJR-5 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in population growth associated with the project and the 
associated impact on public schools. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth 
and BR-6, which responds to comments regarding public schools. 

DJR-6 This comment raises concern regarding an increase in traffic congestion. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, 
which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of transportation 
improvements. 

DJR-7 This comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to 
MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during 
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 
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9.5.132.1 Response to Letter from Maria Diets-Stover 

Comment No. Response 

MDS-1 This comment expresses concern related to inconsistency with applicable planning documents, change in 
the rural character of the project area, and density of the proposed project. Refer to ES-3, which addresses 
comments related to applicable planning policies; PH-1, which addresses comments related to consistency 
with the rural character of the project area and visual consistency.  

MDS-2 This comment recognizes the housing shortage in the community but expresses concern related to 
inconsistency with the rural character of the project area. Refer to AG-3, which discusses project 
alternatives, including rural residential development and PH-1, which addresses comments related to 
consistency with the rural character of the project area and visual consistency. 

MDS-3 This comment raises concern regarding the use of transit. Refer to EG-4, which addresses comments 
related to transit. 

MDS-4 This comment questions the use of bicycle lanes within the community. The comment does not identify any 
deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 

MDS-5 This comment raises concern about the availability of water supply for the proposed project. Refer to MR-1 
and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which responds to comments related to water supply availability during normal, 
single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. 
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9.5.133.1 Response to Letter from Dan Woodson 

Comment No. Response 

DW-1 This comment describes this commenter’s background. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the 
EIR and no changes in the environmental document are necessary. 

DW-2 This comment asserts that improving or increasing transit is not possible due to the unwillingness of the 
Regional Transit Authority and asserts this will not mitigate VMT. As evaluated in Section 4.17, 
Transportation, of the EIR, Mitigation Measure TR/mm-3.1 includes the following measures that are 
compliant with transportation demand management (TDM) strategies identified to reduce VMT: 

• Improve or increase access to transit; 

• Increase access to common goods and services; 

• Incorporate affordable housing into the project; 

• Orient the project towards transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities; 

• Improve bicycle and/or pedestrian facilities and/or transit services; 

• Limit or eliminate parking supply; 

• Implement or provide access to commute reduction programs; 

• Provide car-, bike-, and ride-sharing programs; 

• Provide transit passes; and  

• Provide on-site amenities at places of work. 

However, the effectiveness of transit system improvement management strategies and tailored TDM 
strategies in reducing VMT to the extent needed to be at 15% below regional averages is not certain. 
Furthermore, phased buildout would result in an overall increase in regional VMT. Therefore, VMT is 
classified as a Class I impact in the EIR, which is consistent with the intent of this comment. As such, no 
changes in the environmental document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the 
administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

DW-3 This comment asserts that the proposed commercial area would not provide adequate goods and services to 
reduce VMT. Refer to DW-2, which addresses this comment. 

DW-4 This comment asserts that incorporating affordable housing would not reduce VMT. Refer to DW-2, which 
addresses this comment. 

DW-5 This comment asserts that providing transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities would not adequately reduce 
VMT. Refer to DW-2, which addresses this comment.  

DW-6 This comment asserts that improving bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities would not adequately reduce 
VMT. Refer to DW-2, which addresses this comment. 

DW-7 This comment asserts that reducing parking supply would increase VMT rather than mitigating it. Refer to 
DW-2, which addresses this comment. 

DW-8 This comment asserts that implementing commuter reduction programs would not adequately reduce VMT. 
Refer to DW-2, which addresses this comment. 

DW-9 This comment asserts that provided ride-sharing programs would not adequately reduce VMT. Refer to 
DW-2, which addresses this comment. 

DW-10 This comment asserts that providing transit passes would not mitigate VMT. Refer to DW-2, which 
addresses this comment. 

DW-11 This comment asserts that providing on-site amenities at places of work would not adequately reduce VMT. 
Refer to DW-2, which addresses this comment. 
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9.5.134.1 Response to Letter from Eric Lykens 

Comment No. Response 

EL-1 This comment requests that the commenter’s previous comments (received prior to circulation of the Draft 
EIR) be included in the Final EIR. The comments have been included and are responded to herein. No 
changes to the environmental document are needed.  

EL-2 This comment is related to previously submitted comments and does not pertain to any environmental 
issues. No changes to the environmental document are necessary.  

EL-3 Comments EL-3 through EL-12 include previously prepared information from the County Public Works 
Department provided in response to the commenter’s questions from a previous email.  

Comment EL-3 asks whether the project would result in any change in easement rights along the Hetrick 
Road frontage. As confirmed by the responsive information, no such change would occur as a result of this 
project. 

EL-4 This comment asks whether the proposed new access to Hetrick Road via Collector B would extend to the 
commenter’s frontage. Per the information provided, the new access drive would extend from Collector B to 
Hetrick to provide access to the three property owners currently taking access off Pomeroy. This access 
would be private; it would not be a public road.  

EL-5 This comment relates to the tax burden of the new access. Per the County’s response, tax assessment 
would continue to be based off County Assessor’s map information.  

EL-6 This comment relates to previous access rights along Hetrick. Per the County’s response, the project would 
not change any previously established access rights.  

EL-7 This comment questions whether a gate would be installed along the new access from Collector B. Per the 
County’s response, if a gate is desired by the residents that would utilize this new access should the project 
be approved, it would likely be placed at the Dana Reserve property line, not on the commenter’s property.   

EL-8 This comment relates to road width and access. Per the County’s response, the road would be constructed 
to meet all CAL FIRE requirements, including a CAL FIRE-approved turnaround if a gate is planned. These 
details would be further evaluated during the County’s review of the public improvement plans.   

EL-9 This comment relates to the turn movements out of the new access road. Per the County’s response, these 
details have not been confirmed at this time. These would be further evaluated during the public 
improvement plan review and approval process. No changes to the environmental document are needed. 

EL-10 This comment asks whether the road name would change as a result of the new access from Collector B. 
There are no currently known plans to rename Hetrick Road, including in response to the revised access that 
would occur should be project be approved.  

EL-11 The comment relates to the details of the closure of Hetrick Road’s current intersection with Pomeroy Road. 
Per the County’s response, the closure would include installation of a barricade, removal of pavement, 
removal of the existing stop sign, and restriping of Pomeroy Road.  

EL-12 This comment asks whether the project includes any aesthetic requirements at the former Hetrick/Pomeroy 
intersection. Refer to response to comment EL-11. In addition, these design level details would be reviewed 
during the public improvement plan review and approval process.  

EL-13 This comment responds to an email provided by the commenter related to the details of the proposed 
closure of the existing Hetrick/Pomeroy intersection that would be replaced by a new access off of Collector 
B should be project be approved. Per the County’s response, the access rights on property adjacent along 
Hetrick Road would not be changed; the design of Collector B and the new access road would be evaluated 
in detail during the public improvement plan review and approval process. No changes to the environmental 
document are needed. 

EL-14 This comment requests details regarding the new access from Collector B. Please refer to response to 
comment EL-13.  

EL-15 This comment relates to County communication practices and does not relate to any environmental issues. 
No changes to the environmental document are needed. 

EL-16 This comment relates to County communication practices and does not relate to any environmental issues. 
No changes to the environmental document are needed. 
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EL-17 This comment relates to safety at the modified access to Hetrick Road. This EIR has been prepared to 
evaluate the proposed Specific Plan and related entitlement; it has evaluated the project at a programmatic 
level, given the amount of information currently available. The future development under the Specific Plan 
has not been designed and this level of detail and analysis would be conducted during the public 
improvement plan review and approval process. Street lighting would be installed per current County and 
other regulations. The new access was a requirement of the County to improve traffic safety. No changes to 
the environmental document are needed. 

EL-18 This comment is related to previously submitted comments and does not pertain to any environmental 
issues. No changes to the environmental document are necessary.  

EL-19 Please refer to responses to comments EL-3 through EL-12. 

EL-20 This comment relates to the potential for a noise barrier/fence to be installed along Pomeroy to address any 
additional road traffic resulting from the project. Please refer to Table 4.13-10 in Section 4.13, Noise, of the 
EIR; no substantial increase in noise is projected to occur at this location. No changes to the environmental 
document are necessary. 
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