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9.3 NON-AGENCY ORGANIZATION COMMENT LETTERS 
AND RESPONSES 

The following non-agency organizations have submitted comments on the Draft EIR. 

Table 9.3-1. Non-Agency Organization Comments 

Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

California Wildlife Foundation /  
California Oaks Coalition  

Letter dated: 07/27/2022 

CWF/CO 201 University Avenue, H-43  
Berkeley, CA 94710 

Contact: Janet Cobb, Executive Officer, CWF 
Angela Moskow, Manager, CO 

9.3-3 

League of Women Voters of San Luis Obispo 
County 

Letter dated: 07/27/2022 

LWV 4111 Broad Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

Contact: Cindy-Marie Absey, President; Neil 
Havlik, Co-Chair, Natural Resources 
Committee; and Kim Murry, Co-Chair, 
Natural Resources Committee 

9.3-14 

Nipomo Recreation Association 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

NRA 261 W Dana Street 
Nipomo, CA 93444 

Contact: Jeff Long, CEO/Executive Director 

9.3-21 

Sierra Club  
Santa Lucia Chapter 

Letter dated: 07/29/2022 

SCSLC P.O. Box 15755 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 

Contact: Andrew Christie, Director 

9.3-23 

California Native Plant Society 

Letter dated: 07/30/2022 

CNPS San Luis Obispo Chapter 

P.O. Box 784 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 

Contact: Melissa Mooney, President 

9.3-32 

Nipomo Native Garden 

Letter dated: 07/30/2022 

NNG 999 Osage Street, #927 

Nipomo, CA 93444 

Contact: Cynthia Jelinek, President 

9.3-59 

Californians for Homeownership 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

CFH 525 South Virgil Avenue 

Los Angeles, CA 90020 

Contact: Matthew Gelfand, Counsel 

9.3-64 

Coalition of Labor Agriculture & Business of 
San Luis Obispo County 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

COLAB PO Box 13601 

San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 

Contact: Michael Brown, Government Affairs 
Director 

9.3-67 

Healthy Communities Work Group 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

HCWG 2180 Johnson Avenue 

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

Contact: Kealoha Ghiglia, REHS, Chair 

9.3-94 

Home Builders Association of the Central 

Coast 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

HBA P.O. Box 748 

San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 

Contact: Lindy Hatcher, Executive Director 

9.3-97 

Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters 

(via Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law) 

Letter dated: 08/01/2022 

SWRCC 139 South Hudson Avenue, Suite 200 

Pasadena, California 91101 

Contact: Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law 

9.3-99 

Environmental Center of San Luis Obispo 

Letter dated: (undated) 

ECOSLO 1012 Pacific Street, Suite B-1 

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

Contact: Grant Helete, Community Organizer 

9.3-376 
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

Northern Chumash Tribal Council 

Letter dated: (undated) 

NCTC 1590 18th Street, #1831 

Los Osos, CA 93402 

Contact: Violet Sage Walker, Chairwoman 

9.3-378 
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9.3.1.1 Response to Letter from California Wildlife Foundation / 
California Oaks Coalition 

Comment No. Response 

CWF/CO-1 

The comment asserts that the County of San Luis Obispo should not advance this project because it will 
degrade the county's biodiversity while not necessarily advancing affordable housing. The EIR identified a 
significant and unavoidable impact to oak woodlands due to the loss of diversity of oak woodlands in the 
County (BIO Impact 15), consistent with this comment. The statement that the project would not necessarily 
advance affordable housing is inaccurate; the referenced page 70 of the Executive Summary relates to 
Alternative 3 (the identified Environmental Superior Alternative), not the proposed project, which would 
advance the Countyôs affordable housing goals. No changes to the environmental document are necessary 
in response to this comment; however, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and 
provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

CWF/CO-2 

The comment states that the no project alternative should be the preferred alternative due to the impacts to 
oak trees, inadequate mitigation, inconsistencies with County habitat protection policies, off-site impacts to 
oak trees, and unplanned population growth with additional cumulative impacts. The comment speaks to the 
merits of the project vs. the no project alternative but does not raise specific questions about the adequacy of 
the environmental analysis. Please see Master Response MR-3 related to Oak Tree, Oak Woodland, and 
Burton Mesa Chaparral Impacts, including the analysis of comparative impacts to those resources under a 
range of different project alternatives.  

The decision-making body will review all of the alternatives and comments received in response to the Draft 
EIR for consideration prior to selecting a preferred alternative and approving the project. No changes to the 
environmental document are necessary in response to this comment. 

CWF/CO-3 

The comment states that the Greenhouse Gas chapter (Section 4.8) fails to analyze or propose mitigation for 
the impacts of proposed tree removals. Please see Master Response MR-3 related to Oak Tree, Oak 
Woodland, and Burton Mesa Chaparral Impacts, including the response specifically related to carbon 
sequestration.  

CWF/CO-4 

The comment asserts that environmental impacts will degrade unique and irreplaceable San Luis Obispo 
County oak habitat and proposed mitigation is inadequate. As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological 
Resources, impacts to oak habitat (BIO Impact 15 and BIO Impact 18) are considered significant. Mitigation, 
including off-site mitigation for coast live oak woodland, preparation of an on-site tree protection plan for 
trees to be retained, preparation of a tree replacement plan, protection for on-site oak woodland resources 
intended to be retained and preserved on-site, and off-site preservation has been included to address 
impacts to oak resources. The comment inaccurately asserts that land to be preserved at Dana Ridge is of 
lower biological value than the land that would be impacted. The oak woodland and chamise chaparral 
habitat to be preserved at Dana Ridge is of very high quality, equal to or exceeding that at the project site. 
However, it is not the exact same type or mix/matrix of habitat that would be impacted at the project site; 
therefore, the EIR concluded that it was not in-kind mitigation that would fully mitigate impacts. Impacts to 
on-site oak woodland alone could potentially be mitigated to less than significant within the County, and 
impacts to the on-site degraded Burton Mesa chaparral alone could potentially be mitigated to less than 
significant within the County. However, the areas in which the two interact in the same way they do at the 
Dana Reserve are very limited; therefore, no feasible mitigation was available to reduce this combined 
impact and, thus, no such mitigation is being proposed. Impacts were identified as significant and 
unavoidable.   

As detailed in Section 4.4, mitigation would reduce direct and indirect impacts to coast live oak woodland, 
coast live oak forest, and individual oak trees; however, due to the potential infeasibility of mitigation, the 
significant net loss of oak trees and acreage of oak woodlands in the county, and lack of proper in-kind 
preservation and restoration of coast live oak woodland habitat on similar soil types and in an elevation 
range similar to the project area, residual impacts are still considered significant and unavoidable (Class I).  

A range of project alternatives was evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, to address the project's 
significant and unavoidable impacts. The No Project Alternative and Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would all result 
in reduced impacts to biological resources compared to the proposed project. 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. No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this comment; 
however, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers 
for their consideration. Refer also to Chapter 10, Supplemental Analysis of the 2023 DRSP, which included 
revisions to the proposed project to reduce potential impacts to oak trees.  
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Comment No. Response 

CWF/CO-5 

The comment states the trade-off of San Luis Obispo County's unique biological resources for a housing 
development that may not achieve affordable housing goals is not supportable. The statement that the 
project would not necessarily advance affordable housing is inaccurate (refer to Response to Comment 
CWF/CO-1 above). Additionally, BIO Impact 14 identified a significant and unavoidable impact related to the 
loss of Burton Mesa chaparral, in part, because mitigation in Santa Barbara County would not be in-kind or 
adequate to reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels, consistent with this comment. Refer also 
to Master Response MR-3.  

No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this comment; however, the 
comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their 
consideration. 

CWF/CO-6 

The comment refers to the DEIR discussion of wildlife habitat provided by the site's oak woodlands, noting 
that analysis conducted to date has not been adequate to determine the presence of some special-status 
species.  

The DEIR states that the coast live oak woodland habitat within the Specific Plan Area supports Blainville's 
(coast) horned lizard, which was observed on-site during surveys. The DEIR acknowledges that the coast 
live oak woodland habitat within the Specific Plan Area has the potential to also support the following 
special-status species which were not observed during surveys and were determined unlikely to be observed 
without appropriately-timed focused surveys: northern California legless lizard, pallid bat, silver-haired bat, 
western red bat, hoary bat, and Yuma myotis. As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, focused 
surveys were conducted for these species within the Specific Plan Area. No northern California legless 
lizards were encountered during 2020 focused surveys despite an intensive raking effort, and none were 
detected as of July 21, 2020 (Althouse and Meade 2022a). A focused survey for bat roosts and species 
identification was also conducted as part of this study. Pallid bats were observed visually and acoustically 
during the emergence survey. Silver-haired bats were confirmed present during 2020 nighttime acoustic 
surveys. No western red bats were detected during 2020 nighttime acoustic surveys. Hoary bats were 
confirmed present during 2020 nighttime acoustic surveys. Yuma myotis were observed during 2020 
nighttime acoustic surveys. As discussed in BIO Impact 8, project activities, including tree removal, have the 
potential to impact special-status bat species and roosting bats. With implementation of Mitigation Measures 
BIO/mm-1.1 through BIO/mm-1.6, BIO/mm-8.1, BIO/mm-14.1, BIO/mm-15.1, and BIO/mm-18.4, impacts to 
bats would be less than significant with mitigation (Class II). No changes to the environmental document are 
necessary in response to this comment; however, the comment will be made part of the administrative 
record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. Refer also to Appendix E of the EIR, 
which provides a detailed description of potential project-related impacts to sensitive habitat and special 
status species.  

CWF/CO-7 

The comment states that project impacts to oak forest, plants, and wildlife dependent upon the habitat are 
also profound, as described in Chapter 4.4, Biological Resources, Biological Resources chapter. The 
comment speaks to the merits of the project but does not raise specific questions about the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis. Please see Master Response MR-3 related to Oak Tree, Oak Woodland, and Burton 
Mesa Chaparral Impacts. No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this 
comment; however, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local 
decision makers for their consideration. 

CWF/CO-8 

The comment expresses concern related to inconsistency with local plans related to the protection of 
biological resources and GHG impacts related to the loss of oak trees.  

The term "potential" is used in the DEIR's policy consistency analysis because ultimately, it is a function of 
the local decision-making body (San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors) to make a determination 
regarding the projectôs consistency with applicable plans and policies. Therefore, the EIR preparers 
completed a consistency analysis of the proposed project, but only identified preliminary consistency findings 
(e.g., potentially consistent or potentially inconsistent). It should also be noted that perfect conformity with 
every general plan policy is neither achievable nor required (Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado 
County v. El Dorado County Board of Supervisors [1998] 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1341-1342). The decision 
makers are required to evaluate the projectôs consistency with the General Plan as a whole and a project 
should only be found inconsistent with the General Plan as a whole when it conflicts with a general plan 
policy that is fundamental, mandatory, and clear. 

Refer also to Master Response MR-3. No changes to the environmental document are necessary in 
response to this comment; however, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and 
provided to local decision makers for their consideration.  
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Comment No. Response 

CWF/CO-9 

The comment states the DEIR describes the native oak tree impacts as "potentially inconsistent" with the 
General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element's Biological Resources Goal 1, and states the 
proposal clearly runs counter to this goal.  

Please refer to response to comment CWF/CO-8. As discussed 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. Due to this inconsistency, 
residual impacts associated with BIO Impact 1, BIO Impact 4, BIO Impact 14, BIO Impact 15, BIO Impact 18, 
and BIO Impact 20 have all been found to be significant and unavoidable (Class I). No changes to the 
environmental document are necessary in response to this comment; however, the comment will be made 
part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

CWF/CO-10 

The comment raises concern related to the projectôs consistency with applicable planning documents related 
to the protection of biological resources.  

Please refer to response to comment CWF/CO-8. A detailed discussion of the project's inconsistency with 
Biological Resource policies 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 1.2, and 2.6 of the General Plan and County Land Use Ordinance 
(Title 22) Section 22.98.072(H)(1)(e) Landscaping is provided in Table 4.4-6, Preliminary Policy Consistency 
Evaluation. As described in Table 4.4-6, the project was determined to be potentially consistent with LUO 
Section 22.98.072(H)(1)(e) Landscaping because the project would protect the densest are of oaks on the 
property and includes replanting with native oaks. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-17.2 requires 
planting pallets to include plants typical of the Nipomo Mesa native oak woodlands, consistent with this 
policy.   

Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-1.1 through BIO/mm-1.6, BIO/mm-2.1 through BIO/mm-2.3, BIO/mm-3.1, 
BIO/mm-4.1 and BIO/mm-4.2, BIO/mm-5.1, BIO/mm-6.1, BIO/mm-7.1, BIO/mm-8.1, BIO/mm-9.1, BIO/mm-
11.1, BIO/mm-12.1, BIO/mm-13.1, BIO/mm-14.1, BIO/mm-15.1, BIO/mm-16.1, BIO/mm-17.1 through 
BIO/mm-17.3, BIO/mm-18.1 through BIO/mm-18.4, and BIO/mm-19.1 have been identified to address 
potentially significant impacts. Due to these potential inconsistencies and the potential lack of feasible 
mitigation options, residual impacts associated with BIO Impact 1, BIO Impact 4, BIO Impact 14, BIO Impact 
15, BIO Impact 18, and BIO Impact 20 have all been found to be significant and unavoidable (Class I). 
Additionally, alternatives have been identified to reduce potential impacts on biological resources (refer to 
Master Response MR-3). No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this 
comment; however, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local 
decision makers for their consideration. 

CWF/CO-11 

The comment refers to CWF/CO's July 2021 letter, which referenced San Luis Obispo County's San Luis 
Obispo County's Voluntary Oak Management Plan.  

Section 4.4, Biological Resources, also states the proposed project would result in the conversion of oak 
woodland; therefore, it is subject to mitigation as mandated by SB 1334 and the County oak management 
plan. The EIR further discloses that, even as mitigated, the project would result in fragmented habitats that 
would not retain the habitat value currently provided within the undeveloped Specific Plan Area (e.g., refer to 
the Residual Impacts discussion under BIO Impact 14). No changes to the environmental document are 
necessary in response to this comment; however, the comment will be made part of the administrative 
record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

CWF/CO-12 

The comment states the proposed ñoak destructionò has risen since the Initial Study was released, from 
greater than one third of the site's oaks to greater than three quarters (76%).  

It is unclear where the ñgreater than one thirdò reference comes from, as the IS/NOP prepared for the project 
and circulated for public review in June-July 2021 did not quantify the extent of onsite impacts to oak trees or 
woodland.   

Regardless, potential impacts associated with the proposed project (including impacts to oaks) are 
thoroughly evaluated in the Draft EIR and are mitigated accordingly. No changes to the environmental 
document are necessary in response to this comment; however, the comment will be made part of the 
administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

CWF/CO-13 

The comment raises concern over cumulative loss of oak trees and habitat and biodiversity degradation.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, off-site NCSD improvements have not been designed and 
their precise location is not currently known. For this reason, off-site improvements have been evaluated at a 
more programmatic level in the EIR. However, all off-site improvements would be located within existing road 
shoulder areas and/or public rights of way and potential impacts would be negligible. The direct, indirect, on-
site, off-site, and cumulative impacts of the proposed project on biological resources are detailed in Section 
4.4, Biological Resources, to the extent they can currently be evaluated. The comment does not point to any 
specific inaccuracy or deficiency in the EIR; rather, it largely quotes (like many other portions of the CWF/CO 
comment letter) the findings of the Draft EIR, presumably in order to highlight the significant adverse 
environmental effects to biological resources identified in the EIR. Refer to Master Response MR-3.  
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Comment No. Response 

No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this comment; however, the 
comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their 
consideration. 

CWF/CO-14 

The comment states that the DEIR does not analyze nor provide mitigation for greenhouse gas impacts of 
tree removals. Please refer to Master Response MR-3. No changes to the environmental document are 
necessary in response to this comment; however, the comment will be made part of the administrative 
record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

CWF/CO-15 

The comment states that California requires the analysis and mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with proposed oak woodland or forest conversions.  

Please refer to Master Response MR-3. No changes to the environmental document are necessary in 
response to this comment; however, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and 
provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

CWF/CO-16 

The comment states that if the project advances, it is necessary to include mitigation for impacts related to 
GHG emissions from loss of oaks. Please refer to Master Response MR-3.  

As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-1.1 through BIO/mm-1.6, 
BIO/mm-2.1 through BIO/mm-2.3, BIO/mm-3.1, BIO/mm-4.1 and BIO/mm-4.2, BIO/mm-5.1, BIO/mm-6.1, 
BIO/mm-7.1, BIO/mm-8.1, BIO/mm-9.1, BIO/mm-11.1, BIO/mm-12.1, BIO/mm-13.1, BIO/mm-14.1, BIO/mm-
15.1, BIO/mm-16.1, BIO/mm-17.1 through BIO/mm-17.3, BIO/mm-18.1 through BIO/mm-18.4, and BIO/mm-
19.1 have been identified to address potentially significant impacts. No changes to the environmental 
document are necessary in response to this comment; however, the comment will be made part of the 
administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

CWF/CO-17 

Please refer to Master Response MR-3 and responses to CWF/CO comments above. The comment speaks 
to the merits of the project but does not raise specific questions about the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis. No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this comment; however, 
the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their 
consideration. 
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9.3.2.1 Response to Letter from League of Women Voters of 
San Luis Obispo County 

Comment No. Response 

LWVSLO-1 

The comment states that the proposed Specific Plan primarily accommodates residential uses which are 
currently supported only as incidental uses in the General Plan and that the Draft EIR identifies this impact 
as potentially compatible because the Dana Reserve Specific Plan will replace the language in the General 
Plan to be consistent with what is approved. The comment suggests this finding does not address the 
inconsistency with the current General Plan direction.  

The project includes a proposed General Plan Amendment, which inherently indicates it is requesting some 
revision to General Plan policy to accommodate a different use at the project site. The proposed General 
Plan Amendment is described under Section 2.5.4, General Plan Amendment, in Chapter 2, Project 
Description, of the EIR and analyzed throughout the document. In addition, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 
describe development scenarios that would be consistent with the current General Plan; these alternatives 
are analyzed in Sections 5.4.3 and 5.4.4 of the EIR and provide a comparison of the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed General Plan Amendment. As indicated in Table 5-3, both Alternative 
2 and 3 would result in decreased environmental impacts; however, neither would meet most of the project 
objectives, primarily providing a mix of residential uses, including affordable and market rate workforce 
housing. No changes to the EIR are necessary in response to this comment.  

LWVSLO-2 

The comment suggests the EIR needs to address the recent revocation of the County's Inclusionary Housing 
Ordinance and associated fee and how this impacts the requirement to provide or contribute funds for 
affordable housing. The comment states "Affordable by Design" housing (i.e., housing that is smaller than 
1,890 sq. ft. median size as of June 2022) does not qualify as affordable housing as it is not deed- or price-
restricted and does not qualify under state laws as affordable housing. Relevant sections of the EIR have 
been revised to clarify the Countyôs previous Inclusionary Housing Ordinance has been repealed. The 
remainder of the comment does not address a specific environmental issue. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary in response to this comment. However, it should be noted that the EIR does not consider 
ñaffordable by designò housing as comparable to deed-restricted ñaffordable housingò that would qualify 
under state laws as affordable housing based on established household income ranges. The proposed 
affordable by design housing within the Dana Reserve Specific Plan Area would be market rate (not deed 
restricted) and is intended to meet the needs of workforce housing (or whatôs sometimes referred to as the 
ñmissing middleò housing need).  

LWVSLO-3 

The comment states that the imbalance in jobs versus dwellings creates impacts related to traffic, 
congestion, and air quality and suggests that the EIR discuss an alternative that lessens the imbalance. As 
discussed in Section 4.14, Population and Housing, the project would provide additional housing in the 
community of Nipomo, contributing to the unbalanced jobs-to-housing ratio, which has the potential to result 
in a range of adverse environmental impacts, including increased vehicle miles traveled (VMT); increased 
energy consumption, GHG emissions, and air pollutant emissions from additional commuters; and indirect 
impacts on other communities that build housing, such as loss of habitat. 

Buildout of the Dana Reserve Specific Plan (DRSP) would result in substantial unplanned population growth 
in the unincorporated community of Nipomo and adversely affect the local jobs-to-housing ratio within the 
Inland South County Planning Area. However, the project would also result in the construction of additional 
housing units that would help the County reach its housing development allocation goals per the County 
RHNA required by state law. Based on an evaluation of the project objectives, no feasible mitigation has 
been identified that would reduce this significant impact. Therefore, potential impacts associated with 
substantial unplanned population growth would be significant and unavoidable. Note: please refer to 
Chapter 10, which describes project changes since circulation of the Draft EIR that would reduce this 
impacts).   

As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in reduced population 
and housing impacts compared to the proposed project. Alternative 2 would substantially reduce the number 
of proposed residential units and would increase the amount of commercial and light industrial land uses at 
the project site. This alternative would be consistent with the growth envisioned in the General Plan for the 
Inland South County Planning Area. This buildout scenario would also aid the County in balancing the jobs-
to-housing ratio within the region. However, since residential development would be more limited, Alternative 
2 would be less effective in helping the County reach its housing development allocation goals per the 
County RHNA required by state law and other General Plan policy. In addition, due to the reduced number of 
proposed residential units, this alternative may be infeasible due to the need for expensive water, 
wastewater, and transportation infrastructure extensions/expansions to serve the project site. Because this 
alternative would generate less population growth than the proposed project and would be consistent with 
the General Plan, impacts related to population and housing would be decreased compared to the proposed 
project, as well as related impacts to associated issue areas (e.g., Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
Transportation; refer to Table 5-3).  

Since no commercial development would occur under Alternative 3, this alternative would not generate new 
employment opportunities and, therefore, would not reduce impacts associated with jobs-to-housing balance. 
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However, because this alternative would reduce the number of new residents within the community and be 
consistent with the General Plan land use designation and planned growth projections for the site, 
Alternative 3 would not result in unplanned population growth. However, since residential development would 
be limited, this alternative would not help the County reach its housing development allocation goals per the 
County RHNA required by state law to the same extent as the proposed project. In addition, this alternative 
would result in minimal, if any, affordable housing units, which is inconsistent with the basic project 
objectives. Alternative 3 would generate substantially less population growth than the proposed project, and 
impacts related to population and housing would be decreased compared to the proposed project. No 
changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this comment; however, the comment 
will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

LWVSLO-4 

The comment states the removal of over 4,000 mature oak trees and other native and endangered species 
does not appear to be consistent with either the local League's policies nor those of the County of San Luis 
Obispo and suggests the alternatives should explore a smaller development that leaves the oak woodland 
and associated habitat intact. Refer to Master Response MR-3.  

A range of project alternatives was evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, to address the project's 
significant and unavoidable impacts. Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and 5 all include modified site plans which would 
include reduced development footprints and increased open space areas compared to the proposed project. 
The No Project Alternative and Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would all result in reduced impacts to biological 
resources compared to the proposed project. Alternative 1 would retain approximately 4 acres of additional 
oak woodland habitat in the northeastern portion of the site, ultimately reducing the number of impacted oak 
trees. Under Alternative 2, approximately 137 acres of land would be retained for open space, reducing the 
number of impacted oak trees and the amount of other impacted native habitat (i.e., Burton Mesa chaparral) 
at the project site. Based on the significantly reduced development footprint, if properly situated, Alternative 2 
could largely avoid direct removal and impacts to oak woodland and Burton Mesa chaparral. Buildout of the 
site under Alternative 3 would be reduced due to the lower density of clustered residential development, 
which would ultimately reduce the amount of impacted oak woodland and Burton Mesa chaparral habitat at 
the project site. Under Alternative 4, buildout would be predominantly limited to areas of non-native 
grassland and the potential to disturb special-status plant and wildlife species would be substantially reduced 
compared to the proposed project; however, minimized impacts to special-status plant and wildlife species 
and natural communities, including oak woodland and Burton Mesa chaparral, would continue to occur. 
Under Alternative 5, the density of residential units along the perimeter of the project site would be reduced, 
which would result in slightly less impacts to individual oak trees and oak woodland habitat that occur in 
those areas. 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. No changes to the environmental document are 
necessary in response to this comment. 

LWVSLO-5 

The comment raises concern related to consistency with applicable planning documents, including the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy and GHG policies, and asserts that the EIR should provide more 
mitigation direction for the subsequent project level environmental reviews. 

The DRSP has been developed with input from various governmental agencies and has employed strategic 
growth and transit-oriented development principles for site planning and infrastructure. All available feasible 
mitigation measures have been identified for construction-generated mobile-source and evaporative 
emissions, construction-generated fugitive dust, long-term operational emissions, long-term exposure to 
localized pollutant concentrations, and naturally occurring asbestos, consistent with the CEQA requirement 
that lead agencies mitigate environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible. The DRSP EIR is intended 
to expedite the processing of future projects that are consistent with the DRSP and consistent with the 
analysis and findings of this EIR. Therefore, though the specific details of future developments within the 
DRSP are not currently known, this EIR evaluates a reasonable maximum development scenario that would 
be allowed by the Specific Plan, as illustrated in the Conceptual Master Development Plan. Each subsequent 
subdivision/development within the Specific Plan Area would be required to implement the mitigation 
requirements described in the EIR, which as stated above, include all known feasible mitigation to reduce 
impacts related to Air Quality, GHG emissions, and Transportation.  

If, when considering subsequent development proposals, the County determines that a proposed 
development would be consistent with the uses described herein and would not result in new or more severe 
significant environmental effects or require additional mitigation, the County can approve the project without 
additional environmental review (California Government Code Section 65457 and State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15182). However, if there are significant changes proposed that are not consistent with the approved 
DRSP or the type and level of development analyzed in this EIR that the County concludes may result in 
new significant environmental impacts, additional environmental review would be required consistent with the 
requirements of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. 

No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this comment; however, the 
comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their 
consideration. 



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

9.3-19 

Comment No. Response 

LWVSLO-6 

The comment expresses support for the dedication of land for a future fire station but requests that the 
language of the mitigation measure be revised to address timing for the development of the fire station. The 
precise timing of development of proposed residential and commercial uses within the Specific Plan Area is 
unknown and would depend on market factors and the goals of individual developers. However, based on a 
market analysis prepared by the project applicant and project goals, and for purposes of this EIR analysis, it 
is conservatively anticipated that the project would be built out over approximately 7 years. As discussed in 
Section 4.15, Public Services, the Specific Plan Area would be provided fire protection services by CAL FIRE 
Station 20. Based on the nature and scale of proposed development and associated population growth 
within a high FHSZ, the project would contribute to the increasing demand for fire protection services and the 
need for a new fire station in Nipomo. In order to offset the projectôs incremental demand on the existing 
need for fire protection services in the community, Mitigation Measure PS/mm-1.1 has been included to 
require the project to set aside land to provide a location for future development of a new CAL FIRE station. 
In addition, the project would be subject to payment of the Countyôs Public Facilities Fees, which would 
provide funding for maintenance of existing and future facilities. Since exact timing of buildout is currently not 
known and dependent on market factors, the timing of buildout of the new fire station would be determined 
through coordination with the County of San Luis Obispo and California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection. No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this comment; 
however, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers 
for their consideration. 

LWVSLO-7 

The comment states the Draft EIR does not identify the Specific Plan development's demand for regional 
parks as an impact and suggests removing inaccessible areas of natural space from the parkland 
calculations included in the DEIR. Please refer to responses to comments SLOPRD-1 through SLOPRD-54 
in Section 9.2.9, above. The County of San Luis Obispo Parks and Recreation Department has clarified in 
their comments on the DEIR that they have ample parkland and recreational land in the Nipomo area, 
including the 136-acre Nipomo Community Park, of which only 35 acres are developed with recreational 
amenities. What they lack is the funding to develop that land with additional recreational facilities. Therefore, 
the project has been revised to propose dedication of a privately maintained (but open to the public) park 
within the Specific Plan Area in conjunction with full payment of Quimby fees (refer to Chapter 10), 
consistent with the recommendation of the County Parks Department. 

As discussed in Section 4.16, Recreation, impacts related to increased use of existing neighborhood, 
community, and regional parks and other recreational facilities are evaluated in REC Impact 1. The 
assessment of park acreage and the threshold methodology are consistent with the County's General Plan 
and 2016-2018 Resource Summary Report. Following full buildout and the associated population increase, 
the County would provide approximately 41.5 acres of regional parkland per 1,000 residents in the county 
and approximately 5.6 acres of community parkland per 1,000 residents in the community of Nipomo. Since 
the County would continue to exceed established service goals for both regional and community parkland, 
there would be adequate parkland to provide recreation opportunities to new and existing residents. Based 
on the amount of available parkland, implementation of the project and associated population increase would 
not result in substantial deterioration of existing public recreation facilities. 

In addition to proposed residential, commercial, and light industrial uses, the DRSP includes the proposed 
development of on-site recreational facilities, including pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian trails; 8.5 to 12 
acres of pocket parks within proposed neighborhoods; an 11-acre public park; and 49.8 acres of open space 
areas. Construction of an additional public park within the community of Nipomo would increase the 
community park acreage to 147. Therefore, based on the total buildout population estimate of 24,326 
residents in 2030 in the community of Nipomo, there would be approximately 6 acres of parkland per every 
1,000 residents, which would exceed the goal of 2 to 3 acres of community parkland per 1,000 residents. 
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. No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this comment; 
however, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers 
for their consideration. Refer also to Chapter 10, Supplemental Analysis of the 2023 DRSP.  
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LWVSLO-8 

The comment raises concern related to the identification of a number of ñpotentiallyò inconsistencies with 
applicable policies related to visual resources and the change in the visual character the site and 
surrounding area and adequacy of the proposed mitigation. The term "potentially inconsistent" is used in the 
DEIR's policy consistency analysis because ultimately, it is a function of the local decision-making body (San 
Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors) to make a determination regarding the projectôs consistency with 
applicable plans and policies. Therefore, the EIR preparers completed a consistency analysis of the 
proposed project, but only identified preliminary consistency findings (e.g., potentially consistent or 
potentially inconsistent). It should also be noted that perfect conformity with every general plan policy is 
neither achievable or required (Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado County v. El Dorado County 
Board of Supervisors [1998] 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1341-1342). The decision makers are required to evaluate 
the projectôs consistency with the General Plan as a whole and a project should only be found inconsistent 
with the General Plan as a whole when it conflicts with a general plan policy that is fundamental, mandatory, 
and clear. 

As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, as a result of the loss of so many mature oak trees, extensive 
grading, and lack of visual screening, implementation of the DRSP would substantially degrade the existing 
visual character and quality of the project site and its surroundings. Mitigation has been included which 
would require a U.S. Route 101 Visual Screening Zone along the length of the project adjacent to the utility 
easement and U.S. Route 101 for the purpose of reducing visibility of the development and minimizing visual 
impacts to the vegetated visual character of the site and its surroundings as seen from the highway. The 
U.S. Route 101 Visual Screening Zone shall be a minimum width of 20 feet. The screening zone shall be in 
addition to the minimum 20-foot width of the utility easement. Existing trees in this zone shall be preserved. 
Additionally, replacement trees shall be planted within the ñon-siteò project boundaries in areas that 
maximize their visibility from public roadways and common areas. Replacement trees shall be planted from 
the following container sizes: 45% of the replacement trees shall be a minimum of 15-gallon container size, 
45% of the replacement trees shall be a minimum of 24-inch box container size, and 10% of the replacement 
trees shall be a minimum of 48-inch container size. All replacement trees shall be maintained in perpetuity.  

Landscape Architect, Robert Carr, ASLA, prepared the impact analysis included in the Aesthetics section of 
the DEIR and determined Mitigation Measures AES/mm-3.1 and AES/mm-3.2 would be sufficient to reduce 
potential impacts to the visual character of the site and its surroundings to a less-than-significant level. No 
changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this comment; however, the comment 
will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 

LWVSLO-9 

The comment requests that additional discussion of alternatives be offered in the final EIR.  

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, appropriate alternatives for EIR analysis are those that meet most 
of the basic project objectives and avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant environmental effects of 
the proposed project. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, one of the objectives of the project is to 
provide the primary project objectives identified for the DRSP include a diversity of housing types and 
opportunities for home ownership and rental, including affordable homes consistent with the goals and 
policies of the Housing Element of the County of San Luis Obispo General Plan, the County of San Luis 
Obispo (County) Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, and regional housing needs. 

LWVSLO-10 

The comment recommends the County reconsider the type, scale, and location of development being 
proposed unless modifications to the project are required to respond to the many impacts identified in the 
DEIR. Mitigation has been included throughout the DEIR to address identified impacts. Additionally, a range 
of alternatives has been identified and evaluated in an effort to reduce significant and unavoidable impacts. 
No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this comment; however, the 
comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their 
consideration. 
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9.3.3 Nipomo Recreation Association 
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9.3.3.1 Response to Letter from Nipomo Recreation Association 

Comment No. Response 

NRA-1 

The comment indicates support for the project and states that the Dana Reserve will add to the needed 
childcare capacity for the community and that this ñhumanò impact and benefit should be weighed against the 
environmental impacts to the community. No changes to the environmental document are necessary in 
response to this comment; however, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and 
provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 
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9.3.4 Sierra Club Santa Lucia Chapter 

 



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

9.3-24 

 



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

9.3-25 

 



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

9.3-26 

 



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

9.3-27 

 



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

9.3-28 

 

  



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

9.3-29 

9.3.4.1 Response to Letter from Sierra Club Santa Lucia Chapter 

Comment No. Response 

SCSLC-1 

The comment requests that the loss of mature oaks and associated carbon sequestration be discussed in 
Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Please see Master Response MR-3 related to Oak Tree, Oak 
Woodland, and Burton Mesa Chaparral Impacts, including the response specifically related to carbon 
sequestration.  

SCSLC-2 

The comment asserts that it would be better to retain the existing woodlands. The impacts associated with 
the removal of oak trees have been thoroughly evaluated in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, and in 
Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis. No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to 
this comment. Please see Master Response MR-3 related to Oak Tree, Oak Woodland, and Burton Mesa 
Chaparral Impacts, including the response specifically related to carbon sequestration. 

SCSLC-3 

The comment states the annual precipitation rate is overstated and unlikely to occur in the future. The 
UWMP uses the average annual rainfall rate of 15.65 inches to evaluate the NCSDôs water supply, which 
was summarized in the 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 EIR conservatively 
includes Mitigation Measure USS/mm-3.1 to address future development proposals that may be brought 
forward during an 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. No changes to the environmental 
document are necessary in response to this comment. 

SCSLC-4 

The comment raises concern over the availability of water supply for the proposed project in addition to the 
existing community.  

The NCSD recently adopted its 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), which characterizes the 
Districtôs existing and future water supply during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. The 
UWMP concludes that the NCSD has more than enough available water supply for the existing and future 
NCSD service area during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. Additionally, a Water Supply 
Assessment (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 EIR. No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this comment. Refer 
also to Master Response MR-1, Groundwater Management and Impacts.  

SCSLC-5 

The comment raises concern regarding precipitation measurements used to guide the analysis of the EIR. 
Refer to Master Response MR-1, Groundwater Management and Impacts, and response to comments 
SCSLC-3 and SCSLC-4 for discussion related to precipitation and water supply. No changes to the 
environmental document are necessary in response to this comment. 

SCSLC-6 

The comment raises concern regarding precipitation measurements used to guide the analysis of the EIR. 
Refer to Master Response MR-1, Groundwater Management and Impacts, and response to comments 
SCSLC-3 and SCSLC-4 for discussion related to precipitation and water supply. No changes to the 
environmental document are necessary in response to this comment. 

SCSLC-7 

The comment raises concern regarding the availability of water supply for the project and the evaluation of 
potential drought conditions. Refer to Master Response MR-1, Groundwater Management and Impacts, and 
response to comments SCSLC-3 and SCSLC-4 for discussion related to precipitation and water supply  and 
Mitigation Measure USS/mm-3.1. No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to 
this comment. 

SCSLC-8 

The comment states that the Draft EIR omits to mention or analyze the impact of aridification. Refer to 
Master Response MR-1, Groundwater Management and Impacts, and response to comments SCSLC-3 and 
SCSLC-4 for discussion related to precipitation and water supply. No changes to the environmental 
document are necessary in response to this comment. 
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Comment No. Response 

SCSLC-9 

The comment raises concern related to air quality emissions.  

As stated in Section 4.3, Air Quality, the project would be potentially consistent with policies intended to 
reduce emissions of criteria air pollutants, PM, and TACs to meet federal and state standards with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ/mm-3.1, AQ/mm-3.2, AQ/mm-3.3, GHG/mm-1.1, and TR/mm-3.1. 
AQ Impact 1 identifies a significant and unavoidable impact because the proposed project would be 
inconsistent with elements of the SLOAPCDôs 2001 Clean Air Plan. No changes to the environmental 
document are necessary in response to this comment. 

SCSLC-10 

The comment raises concern related to the feasibility of mitigation included in the EIR to reduce impacts to 
biological resources.  

As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, mitigation has been identified for impacts to special-
status plant and wildlife species, Pismo clarkia, mesa horkelia, Nipomo Mesa ceanothus, sand mesa, 
California Rare Plant Rank 4 and Watch List plant species, monarch butterflies, California legless lizards, 
Blainville's horned lizards, special-status birds, raptors, nesting birds, special-status and roosting bats, 
American badger, California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, two-striped garter snake, Burton Mesa 
chaparral, coast live oak woodland, riparian and aquatic habitat. A variety of mitigation measures has been 
identified to address impacts, including environmental monitoring; a worker environmental training program; 
covering excavations; erosion control; a public education program; prohibition of invasive plants; an 
incidental take permit; avoidance; preservation/restoration mitigation for rare plants; preconstruction surveys; 
special-status reptiles protection and relocation; nesting bird preconstruction surveys and nest avoidance; 
bat preconstruction surveys and passive relocation; badger den preconstruction survey and relocation; 
California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, and two-striped garter snake surveys and relocation; 
Conservation/enhancement/restoration for Burton Mesa chaparral; off-site mitigation for coast live oak 
woodland; delineation setbacks, timing constrains, and monitoring for riparian areas and aquatic habitats; an 
on-site tree protection plan for trees retained; a tree replacement plan; protection for on-site oak woodland 
resources; off-site preservation for oak woodlands; and oak tree monitoring. Impacts for which mitigation 
may not be feasible or sufficient to reduce the severity to be less than significant have been classified as 
significant and unavoidable (Class I). Constraints that would yield identified mitigation as impractical or 
infeasible are clearly defined in Section 4.4, Biological Resources.  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15042 and 15043, the leady agency's decision-making body will 
review the CEQA document prepared for the proposed project and may reject the project if necessary in 
order to avoid one or more significant effects on the environment, or approve the project even though the 
project would cause a significant effect on the environment if the agency makes a fully informed and publicly 
disclosed decision that there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant impact and identified 
benefits from the project outweigh the policy of avoiding significant environmental impacts of the project. No 
changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this comment. Refer also to Master 
Response MR-3, Oak Tree, Oak Woodland, and Burton Mesa Chaparral Impacts.   

SCSLC-11 

The comment states that no overriding consideration can outweigh the project's unmitigable significant 
impacts.  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15042 and 15043, the leady agency's decision-making body will 
review the CEQA document prepared for the proposed project and may reject the project if necessary in 
order to avoid one or more significant effects on the environment, or approve the project even though the 
project would cause a significant effect on the environment if the agency makes a fully informed and publicly 
disclosed decision that there is no feasible way to lessen or avoid the significant impact and identified 
benefits from the project outweigh the policy of avoiding significant environmental impacts of the project. The 
existing planned level of growth in the Nipomo region and countywide, is indicative of historic growth trends 
that have contributed to the existing ñhousing crisis.ò Growth and housing development in excess of historic 
trends is necessary to fix the extreme housing shortage in the state. No changes to the environmental 
document are necessary in response to this comment. 

SCSLC-12 

The comment states the inclusion of a percentage of affordable housing will not override this project's 
impacts to the environment and the economy of the region and the County. 

Please refer to response to comment SCSLC-11. The comment points to the identified significant impacts of 
the project, all of which are clearly stated in the EIR. No changes to the environmental document are 
necessary in response to this comment. 

SCSLC-13 

The comment states that the Burton Mesa chaparral avoidance alternative should be selected as the 
preferred alternative.  

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. As discussed in 
Chapter 5, Alternatives, the Burton Mesa Avoidance alternative does not meet the basic project objective of 
providing a range of housing types, including affordable housing, workforce housing, and affordable by 
design housing. Further, the reduced number of units and utility connections makes expansion of NCSD 
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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). No changes to the environmental 
document are necessary in response to this comment. 

SCSLC-14 
The comment states that the Burton Mesa chaparral avoidance alternative does provide a range of housing 
types. Refer to response to comment SLSLC-13.  

SCSLC-15 

The comment cites the Urban Land Institute's report "Higher Density Development: Myth and Fact" to 
support increasing the density of existing and new communities. The proposed Dana Reserve Specific Plan 
would substantially increase the density of development within the Specific Plan Area. Refer to Section 5.3.2 
of the EIR, which evaluates an alternative that would develop the site consistent with the existing Residential 
Rural land use designation. No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to this 
comment. 

SCSLC-16 

The comment asserts that the argument that the Burton Mesa chaparral avoidance alternative would not 
provide affordable housing is contradicted by the statement in the alternative analysis that "This alternative 
would also have the potential to facilitate the development of accessory dwelling units (ADUs)."  

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, one of the project objectives is to provide a diversity of 
housing types and opportunities for home ownership and rental, including affordable homes consistent with 
the goals and policies of the Housing Element of the General Plan, the Countyôs Inclusionary Housing 
Ordinance (now repealed and no longer in effect), and regional housing needs. In concurrence with the goals 
and policies of the Countyôs Housing Element and intent of the former Inclusionary Housing Ordinance 
(County LUO Section 22.12.080), the DRSP includes the proposed donation of NBD 10 to a local non-
profit(s) to allow for the construction of a minimum of 75 affordable residential units on-site. Additionally, an 
overarching goal and vision of the project is to provide affordable-by-design housing geared towards first-
time homebuyers and starter homes. Based on market research done by the project applicant, NBDs 1 and 2 
would provide the most affordable market-rate housing within the Specific Plan Area. In addition, NBDs 3, 4, 
5, and 6 would provide 1,300- to 2,400-square-foot homes on 3,000- to 5,000-square-foot lots; market 
studies conducted by the project applicant indicate that the majority of development within these 
neighborhoods would be within an affordable range for workforce housing. Although there is no mechanism 
for ensuring long-term affordability of market-rate housing, the DRSP includes standards for the design, 
density, and type of housing in an effort to feasibly meet its goals for affordability by design. In addition, the 
proposed Development Agreement includes a variety of additional elements aimed at ensuring affordability 
goals are met.  

As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives, the Burton Mesa Avoidance alternative would facilitate the future 
development of 815 residential units, including 704 four-story multi-family units and 111 two-story single-
family units. This alternative would also have the potential to facilitate the development of accessory dwelling 
units (ADUs). Under this alternative, the project would not provide a diversity of housing types, including 
affordable homes and workforce housing. In addition, water and wastewater service by the NCSD would 
likely be prohibitively expensive. No changes to the environmental document are necessary in response to 
this comment. 

SCSLC-17 

The comment states the Burton Mesa Avoidance alternative is the only one that would substantially avoid or 
reduce impacts to biological resources while reducing air pollutants, GGH emissions, VMT, and unplanned 
population growth while rendering the project consistent with applicable plans and policies. Refer to 
responses to comments SCSLC-13 through SCSLC-16, above. No changes in the environmental document 
are necessary in response to this comment; however, the comment will be made part of the administrative 
record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration. 
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9.3.5 California Native Plant Society 
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