Dana Reserve Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report

Chapter 9 Response to Comments

9.3

The following noragency organizations have submitted comments on the Draft EIR.

Table 9.3-1. Non-Agency Organization Comments

NON-AGENCY ORGANIZATION COMMENT LETTERS
AND RESPONSES

Respondent Code Contact Information Page
California Wildlife Foundation / CWF/CO 201 University Avenue, H-43 9.3-3
California Oaks Coalition Berkeley, CA 94710
Letter dated: 07/27/2022 Contact: Janet Cobb, Executive Officer, CWF
Angela Moskow, Manager, CO
League of Women Voters of San Luis Obispo Lwv 4111 Broad Street 9.3-14
County San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Letter dated: 07/27/2022 Contact: Cindy-Marie Absey, President; Neil
Havlik, Co-Chair, Natural Resources
Committee; and Kim Murry, Co-Chair,
Natural Resources Committee
Nipomo Recreation Association NRA 261 W Dana Street 9.3-21
Letter dated: 07/29/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444
Contact: Jeff Long, CEO/Executive Director
Sierra Club SCSLC P.O. Box 15755 9.3-23
Santa Lucia Chapter San Luis Obispo, CA 93406
Letter dated: 07/29/2022 Contact: Andrew Christie, Director
California Native Plant Society CNPS San Luis Obispo Chapter 9.3-32
Letter dated: 07/30/2022 P.O. Box 784
San Luis Obispo, CA 93406
Contact: Melissa Mooney, President
Nipomo Native Garden NNG 999 Osage Street, #927 9.3-59
Letter dated: 07/30/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444
Contact: Cynthia Jelinek, President
Californians for Homeownership CFH 525 South Virgil Avenue 9.3-64
Letter dated: 08/01/2022 Los Angeles, CA 90020
Contact: Matthew Gelfand, Counsel
Coalition of Labor Agriculture & Business of COLAB PO Box 13601 9.3-67
San Luis Obispo County San Luis Obispo, CA 93406
Letter dated: 08/01/2022 Contact: Michael Brown, Government Affairs
Director
Healthy Communities Work Group HCWG 2180 Johnson Avenue 9.3-94
Letter dated: 08/01/2022 San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Contact: Kealoha Ghiglia, REHS, Chair
Home Builders Association of the Central HBA P.O. Box 748 9.3-97
Coast San Luis Obispo, CA 93406
Letter dated: 08/01/2022 Contact: Lindy Hatcher, Executive Director
Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters SWRCC 139 South Hudson Avenue, Suite 200 9.3-99
(via Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law) Pasadena, California 91101
Letter dated: 08/01/2022 Contact: Mitchell M. Tsai, Attorney at Law
Environmental Center of San Luis Obispo ECOSLO 1012 Pacific Street, Suite B-1 9.3-376

Letter dated: (undated)

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Contact: Grant Helete, Community Organizer
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page
Northern Chumash Tribal Council NCTC 1590 18th Street, #1831 9.3-378
Letter dated: (undated) Los Osos, CA 93402

Contact: Violet Sage Walker, Chairwoman
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California Wildlife Foundation / California Oaks
Coalition

CauiForNIA WILDLIFE
FounpaTiOn

California Wildlife Foundation/California Oaks, 201 University Avenue, H-43 Berkeley, CA 94710, (510) 763-0282

July 27, 2022

Jennifer Guetschow

Department of Planning and Building
976 Osos Street, Room 300

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Dana Reserve Specific Plan (PLN- 1118,
SUB2020-00047, LRP2020-00007, ED21-094)

Transmitted via email: jguetschow(@co.slo.ca.us

Dear Ms. Guetschow:

The California Oaks program of California Wildlife Foundation works to conserve oak
ecosystems because of their critical role in sequestering carbon, maintaining healthy watersheds,
providing plant and wildlife habitat, and sustaining cultural values. This letter follows the July
15, 2021 comments that California Wildlife Foundation/California Oaks (CWF/CO) submitted
on the Dana Reserve Specific Plan Initial Study.

CWEF/CO reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), focusing our attention on
the project’s impacts on the site’s oak communities. CWF/CO has reached the conclusion that
the County of San Luis Obispo should not advance this project, which will degrade the county’s
biodiversity while not necessarily advancing affordable housing. '

The no project alternative should be the preferred alternative because of proposed removal of
over 3,943 oak trees, including 96% of the site’s coast live oak woodland, which supports
imperiled biodiversity; inadequate mitigation, including the possibility that suitable coast live
oak woodland habitat within the range of Burton Mesa chaparral mitigation habitat may not be
available in the county; many inconsistencies with county habitat protection policies; the
conclusion of the DEIR (BIO Impact 19) that off-site transportation improvements and/or
trenching of new water and wastewater pipelines could result in additional oak tree impacts; and
the conclusion of the DEIR (BIO Impact 20) that development would induce substantial

unplanned population growth on the Nipomo Mesa with additional cumulative impacts.?

! Page 70 of the Executive Summary of the DEIR states: However, based on the clustered development and other
site constraints, this alternative may not meet project goals for the provision of affordable market rate housing
units.

2 The discussion of “over” 3,943 reflects the omission of trees smaller than 4 inches at breast height in the

calculation of tree removals.

CWF/CO-1

CWFI/CO-2
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Lastly, the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions chapter (4-8) fails to analyze or propose to
mitigate for the impacts of proposed tree removals.

:[CWFICO-3

Environmental impacts will degrade unique and irreplaceable San Luis Obispo County oak
habitat and proposed mitigation is inadequate: The project proposes to remove greater than
3,943 oaks growing in woodland, forest, and Burton Mesa chaparral and grassland habitat. A
great deal of the proposed mitigation for the oak impacts is meant to be accomplished through
conservation of lands on Dana Ridge, which the DEIR states is of lower biological value than the
land that the project would impact. Page 42 of the Biological Resources Chapter notes this
deficiency (underline is used for emphasis):

Policy BR 1.9 Preserve Ecotones. Require that proposed discretionary
development protects and enhances ecotones, or natural transitions between
habitat types because of their importance to vegetation and wildlife. Ecotones of
particular concern include those along the margins of riparian corridors, baylands
and marshlands, vernal pools, and woodlands and forests where they transition to
grasslands and other habitat types.

Potentially Inconsistent. It is currently unknown whether it would be feasible to
locate and preserve coast live oak woodland within the range of Burton Mesa
chaparral, as required by mitigation measure BIO/mm 13.1, because that
combination of habitats is not a common occurrence. It is within this unique
transitional area where certain special-status plant species thrive. Similar ecotones
will be preserved on the Dana Ridge Mitigation Site, but it does not preserve the
same habitat types or support the same woodland species.

CWF/CO-4

Page 74 of the Biological Resources Chapter of the DEIR provides further clarification of the
problem, including discussion of the vegetation matrix that the project proposes to destroy and
the possibility that the proposed mitigation strategy may not be feasible (underline is used for
emphasis):

BIO Impact 15: The project will directly impact coast live oak woodland.

Impacts would be significant and unavoidable (Class I).

Approximately 78.3 acres of the project area consists of coast live oak woodland.
The proposed development will remove 75.3 acres (approximately 96%) and
preserve 3 acres (approximately 4%) of this habitat on-site. The Quercus
agrifolial Adenostoma fasciculatum — (Salvia mellifera) alliance has a Global/State
rank of G3/S3 and is considered a sensitive natural community by the CDFW
(CDFW 2021b). Therefore, loss of almost all (approximately 96%) Quercus
agrifolial Adenostoma fasciculatum — (Salvia mellifera) habitat would be
considered significant, and mitigation is necessary to reduce project impacts. On-
site mitigation opportunities are limited; therefore, off-site conservation and
restoration would be required to fully mitigate for project impacts. \
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County COSE Policy BR 3.3.1 requires the maintenance of the integrity and
diversity of oak woodlands, chaparral communities, and other significant
vegetation as part of the compliance with the Oak Woodlands Preservation Act
(PRC Section 21083.4). The coast live oak woodland in the project area regularly
integrates with the Burton Mesa chaparral. The main difference between the
designation of Burton Mesa chaparral and coast live oak woodland is that the
canopy threshold of coast live oak trees does not exceed 20% absolute cover.
Other than this, these two vegetation communities are virtually identical in terms
of species composition. Many of the species described within Burton Mesa
chaparral are also present in coast live oak woodland and vice versa. These two
vegetation communities. along with the coast live oak forest and California native
perennial grassland. create a habitat matrix that, when left intact. supports a wide
range of native and special-status species. Specifically, this diverse habitat
supports a unique assemblage of nine special-status plants, most of which are
highly endemic to coastal communities in San Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara
Counties. In order to maintain the diversity of oak woodlands in the County, per
County COSE Policy BR 3.3.1, mitigation for coast live oak woodlands should
occur adjacent to the conservation/restoration of Burton Mesa chaparral on sites
with sandy soil conditions suitable to support the special-status plant species that
occur in the project area. This would effectively maintain and/or recreate the
habitat matrix that supports the unique assemblage of species that would be lost as
a result of the proposed project. However. implementation of this mitigation may
not be feasible: therefore, potential impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

The Biological Resource’s chapter’s discussion on pages 73 and 74 of BIO Impact 14 notes that
the applicant may fulfill half of the mitigation requirement through Restoration of Mesa
chaparral in Santa Barbara County. 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. Further, the Biological Resource chapter’s discussion on page 95 of BIO Impact 20
indicates additional anticipated development will further degrade remaining sensitive vegetation
areas that support threatened and endangered plant populations, as noted below.

The DEIR also discusses 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 (page 6 of Executive Summary). (Underlined text is added for emphasis.):

Coast live oak woodland habitat within the Specific Plan Area supports
Blainville’s (Coast) horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii), a CDFW SSC
(CDFW 2022), which was observed on-site during surveys (Althouse and Meade
2022a). The following special-status species are also supported by coast live oak

woodland habitat but are unlikely to be observed without appropriately timed

focused surveys: northern California legless lizard. pallid bat. silver-haired bat.
western red bat., hoary bat. Yuma myotis. USFWS BCC observed in oak

CWF/CO-4
(cont’d)

CWF/CO-5

CWF/CO-6
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woodlands include the cavity-nesting oak titmouse and Nuttall’s woodpecker
(USFWS 2008). Coast live oak woodlands support many songbirds, raptors, and
common rodents, such as mice, voles, and woodrats. Oak tree canopies, cavities,
and loose bark may provide roosting habitat for multiple bat species, including
little brown bat and California myotis.

Project impacts to the oak forest and plants and wildlife dependent upon the habitat are also
profound, as described on page 82 of the Biological Resources chapter:

The project will result in the permanent loss of up to 21.7 acres in the proposed
plan of available coast live oak forest habitat. Approximately 17.0 acres of coast
live oak forest will be protected as a biological open space easement on site. The
remaining 21.9 acres the coast live oak forest and remnant woodland patches
would be indirectly impacted by recreational activities from the surrounding
community, the invasion of non-native species used in landscaping, and regular
fire fuel management activities that would occur within a 100-foot buffer of any
structures.

Coast live oak forest contributes significantly to the project area’s overall
biological diversity, indirectly supporting eight special-status plants (Pismo
clarkia, mesa horkelia, Nipomo Mesa ceanothus, mesa manzanita, Michael’s rein
orchid, California spineflower, sand almond, and sand buck brush) and directly
supporting four special-status nesting birds (Cooper’s hawk, oak titmouse, white-
tailed kite, and Nuttall’s woodpecker). Sensitive reptiles such as Blainville’s
horned lizard are also supported by this habitat. California’s Central Coast
contains 90% of the state’s coast live oak forests (Gaman 2008). This habitat type
is considered sensitive due to its biological diversity and presence of sensitive
plant and animal species; therefore, impacts are considered significant, and
mitigation is required to reduce project impacts.

Additional inconsistencies with San Luis Obispo County policies: The project also results in a
net loss of oak trees, which is inconsistent with Biological Resources Policy 1.4 No Net Loss.
The DEIR conclusion that there is a “potential” inconsistency in the proposal to remove greater
than 3,943 oak trees and to replant 194 trees is intellectually dishonest. As described on page 42
of the DEIR’s Executive Summary: “Of the 3,943 oak trees to be removed, Mitigation Measure
BIO/mm-17.2 only requires the applicant to plant replacement trees for 194 of the trees being
removed. At this level, this is a significant net loss of oak trees and acreage of oak woodlands in
the County.” The replacement trees will require many years to reach maturity and, if the
restoration is successful, replace the habitat value of the trees that are meant to be removed.
Further, the mitigation strategy does not include a plan for the lost ecosystem services as the
trees mature, nor does it mitigate for GHG impacts of the tree removals, as discussed below.

Among the project’s many other inconsistencies with San Luis Obispo County policies, the
General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element’s Biological Resources Goal 1 is that
“native habitat and biodiversity will be protected, restored, and enhanced.” Again, the DEIR

4

A

CWF/CO-6
(cont’d)

CWF/CO-7

CWF/CO-8

CWFI/CO-9
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describes the native oak tree impacts as “potentially inconsistent” when the proposal clearly runs
counter to this goal.

The DEIR continues to characterize “potential inconsistencies™ with the following Biological
Resource policies from the General Plan (see pages 4 and pages 41-44 of the Biological
Resources chapter of the DEIR) despite the proposal’s clear plan to violate these policies:

Policy BR 3.1 Native tree protection. Protect native and biologically valuable
trees, oak woodlands, trees with historical significance, and forest habitats to the
maximum extent feasible.

Policy BR 3.2 Protection of native trees in new development. Require
proposed discretionary development and land divisions to avoid damage to native
trees (e.g., Monterey Pines, oaks) through setbacks, clustering, or other
appropriate measures. When avoidance is not feasible, require mitigation
measures.

Policy BR 3.3 Oak Woodland Preservation. Maintain and improve oak
woodland habitat to provide for slope stabilization, soil protection, species
diversity, and wildlife habitat.

Policy BR 1.2 Limit development impacts. Regulate and minimize proposed
development in areas that contain essential habitat for special-status species,
sensitive natural communities, wetlands, coastal and riparian habitats, and wildlife
habitat and movement corridors as necessary to ensure the continued health and
survival of these species and protection of sensitive areas.

Policy BR 2.6 Development impacts to listed species. Ensure that potential
adverse impacts to threatened, rare, and endangered species from development are
avoided or minimized through project siting and design. Ensure that proposed
development avoids significant disturbance of sensitive natural plant communities
that contain special-status plant species or provide critical habitat to special-status
animal species. When avoidance is not feasible, require no net loss of sensitive
natural plant communities and critical habitat areas.

The proposed project is also inconsistent with County of San Luis Obispo Inland Land Use
Ordinance (Title 22) Section 22.98.072(H)(1)(e) Landscaping: “Retain and incorporate existing
vegetation as much as feasible into the subdivision design.” (See pages 47-48 of Biological
Resources chapter of DEIR.)

As noted in CWF/CO’s July 2021 letter, section 4.5 of the South County Area Plan addresses the
site’s oak woodland: “The property has a large oak woodland that should be evaluated for
preservation as a long-term habitat.” The letter also referenced San Luis Countywide Design
Guidelines, which specify that development should conserve special areas identified as having
high ecological sensitivity, listing oak woodlands as examples of natural resources to preserve:
“Development should be designed to preserve and protect existing native trees on site if

I

CWF/CO-9
(cont’d)

CWF/CO-10
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feasible.” Lastly, the letter referenced San Luis Obispo County’s Voluntary Oak Management
Plan, which states: “Fragmented habitats provide fewer values for the plant and animal species CWF/CO-11
that remain, increasing competition for resources, and isolating populations, which can lead toa 1
decrease in both plant and animal diversity.”* The proposed oak destruction has risen, since the T

Initial Study was released. from greater than one third of the site’s oaks to greater than three CWF/CO-12
quarters (76%). 1

Additional impacts: The proposed removal of greater than 3,943 oaks—1,073 from oak forest,
2,676 from oak woodland, and 194 from Burton Mesa chaparral and grassland habitat—is,
according to the discussion of BIO Impact 19 on page 93 of the Biological Resources chapter of
the DEIR, not representative of the full extent of oak removals that would result from the build-
out of the proposed project: “Off-site transportation improvements and/or trenching of new water
and wastewater pipelines could result in direct and indirect impacts to oak trees.”

Cumulative impacts resulting from loss of open space and associated habitat from development
generated by the proposed project will further degrade San Luis Obispo County’s biodiversity, as
articulated in the discussion of BIO impact 20 on page 95 of the Biological Resource’s chapter:

Several of the projects occur on or in the vicinity of a limited number of potential
mitigation areas for Burton Mesa chaparral on the Nipomo Mesa (Figure 4.4-14).
Each project individually may not have a significant impact on this natural
community or the plant species that rely on it, such as mesa horkelia, Nipomo
Mesa ceanothus, and sand mesa manzanita. However, considered collectively CWE/CO-13
with the proposed project, these projects could potentially be significant in
preventing the recovery of this natural community or these species on the Nipomo
Mesa.

The construction of the DRSP would result in significant cumulative impacts to
Burton Mesa chaparral and coast live oak woodland and the rare plant species that
are endemic to these areas, such as the Nipomo Mesa ceanothus and mesa
horkelia. The project would induce substantial unplanned population growth on
the Nipomo Mesa. The addition of new commercial infrastructure that supports
residential developments (e.g., grocery stores, gas stations, etc.) will increase the
appeal for additional homes to be built in rural residential areas on the Nipomo
Mesa, thus further reducing and degrading remaining sensitive vegetation areas
that support threatened and endangered plant populations. Therefore, the project
would result in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact to biological
resources 1

DEIR does not analyze nor provide mitigation for greenhouse gas impacts of tree removals:
Chapter 4-8, GHG Emissions, and Appendix D, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions CWF/CO-14
Background Information, have no discussion of the GHG emissions of the proposed tree

3 See 1 and 99.
4See 10.

9.3-8



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

removals. The only discussion of trees is about attempts to avoid tree damage in constructing
roadway infrastructure and the cooling and shading attributes of trees that will be planted—with CWF/CO-14
no discussion of the heating impacts of the proposed tree removals. ot
California requires the analysis and mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions associated with

proposed oak woodland or forest conversions. California Environmental Quality Act’s (CEQA)
sole GHG focus is “the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas
emissions.” Net present value of GHG emissions forms the foundation of the state’s greenhouse CWF/CO-15
reduction objectives, as well as the California Forest Protocol preservation standards. Every ton
of carbon dioxide (CO.) released into the atmosphere by oak woodland or forest conversion

represents a measurable potential adverse environmental effect, which is covered by CEQA.

If this ill-conceived project advances, it is necessary to include mitigation for these impacts.
Mitigation that is based on the preservation (“avoided conversion™) of existing natural lands does
not adequately mitigate GHG emissions of natural lands conversion. Existing trees, understory,
and soil conserved by the mitigation, do not, suddenly, upon the protections afforded by their
conservation sequester more carbon to mitigate impacted biomass GHG emission effects of the
conversion.

CWF/CO-16

The proposed project runs counter to necessary steps to protect biodiversity and carbon
sequestration, which are articulated in many San Luis Obispo County policies. The proposed
retention and installation of trees along the highway to create a “visual screening zone”
(AES/mm-3.1) is reminiscent of clear-cut practices of the timber industry—window dressing for
a project that would unravel vital habitat without addressing the state’s affordable housing crisis.

CWF/CO-17

This project must not go forward as proposed.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

Janstt Cot (gl MatasD

U
Janet Cobb Angela Moskow
Executive Officer Manager
California Wildlife Foundation California Oaks Coalition
jcobb@californiawildlifefoundation.org amoskow(@californiaoaks.org

cc: Neil Havlik, PhD, California Native Plant Society, neilhavlik(@aol.com

Nicholas Jensen, PhD, California Native Plant Society, njensen(@cnsp.org

Brian Trautwein, Environmental Defense Center,
btrautwein@environmentaldefensecenter.org

Tiffany Yap, DEnv, PhD, Center for Biological Diversity, tyap@biologicaldiversity.org
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93.1.1

Response to Letter from California Wildlife Foundation /
California Oaks Coalition

Comment No.

Response

CWEF/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 Countyds abchangesd @ the envirtnmenslidotgmerg ar@anecessary
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 1).

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

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.

CWEF/CO-5

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

CWEF/CO-6 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 Il). 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.

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

CWF/CO-7 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.

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 projectds consistency with applicab

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
CWF/CO-8 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.4" 1332, 1341-1342). The decision

makers are required to evaluate the projectods con

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

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

CWF/CO-9 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 ). 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.

The commentr ai ses concern related to the projectds cor
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.

CWF/CO-10 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 1).
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.

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

CWF/CO-11 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.

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

I't is unclear where the figreater than one thirdo
and circulated for public review in June-July 2021 did not quantify the extent of onsite impacts to oak trees or
CWF/CO-12 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.

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
CWEF/CO-13 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.

CWEF/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

League of Women Voters of San Luis Obispo County

July 27,2022

Department of Planning and Building
Attn: Jennifer Guetschow
jguetschow(@co.slo.ca.us

976 Osos Street Room 300

San Luis Obispo CA 93408

RE: Dana Reserve Specific Plan Draft EIR

The League of Women Voters of San Luis Obispo County (LWV SLOCO) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Dana Reserve Specific Plan and offers the following
comments. LWV SLOCO supports measures that, “Pursue planning and land use policies and actions
in keeping with long-range General Plans which provide for orderly land use, and which respect
environmental and aesthetic considerations.” In addition, LWV SLOCO has policies which call for
effective enforcement of “measures and procedures designed to attain General Plan goals.” The Dana
Reserve Specific Plan is not compatible with, nor does it implement the current San Luis Obispo
County General Plan priorities for the Canada Ranch (which is part of the Dana Reserve Specific
Plan). Please respond to the following comments in the Final EIR.

1. Land Use: The proposed Specific Plan primarily accommodates residential uses which are
currently supported only as incidental uses in the General Plan. 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. This finding does not address

the inconsistency with the current General Plan direction.

2. Housing: With the median house price in the county coming in at $875,000 as of June 2022,
affordability of housing is a major concern. An individual or family that qualifies as Lower
Income is earning a maximum of $62,358 and cannot afford the housing proposed. 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.
“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.

(9%}

now being proposed as the Dana Reserve Specific Plan provided priorities for development of the
property with the first priority listed as Open Space. Subsequent land uses were listed in priority
order of Industrial, Commercial Service, Retail, Highway-oriented Retail; and finally, Residential
in the lowest priority. Nipomo is already a bedroom community of primarily housing uses and
workers in these dwellings must travel north or south to access head-of-household jobs. This
imbalance in jobs versus dwellings creates impacts related to trattic, congestion, and air quality
which is why the General Plan policies directed uses that would support job development for
existing and future residents. While the draft EIR identifies this impact as significant and
unavoidable, it does not offer mitigation. The final EIR should discuss an alternative that lessens

LWV SLOCO Page | of 3

. Jobs-Housing Imbalance: The existing San Luis Obispo County General Plan direction for the area

\
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LWVSLO-2

LWVSLO-3
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the imbalance even if it isn’t possible to reduce impacts to less than significant levels.

resources, including trees, vistas, streams and hills. 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. We will defer to others with more
technical knowledge to address the particulars of how this impact should be addressed as part of
the final EIR, but in general, the alternatives should explore a smaller development that leaves the
oak woodland and associated habitat intact.

Air Quality/GHG/Transportation: The DEIR identifies these impacts as significant and
unavoidable. There are inconsistencies with the Sustainable Communities Strategy as well as
Greenhouse Gas Emissions policies. While mitigations are offered including requiring
Transportation Demand Management plans for the commercial uses (which have had mixed
results), the bulk of the impacts will be coming from the large number of residential dwellings
proposed. Proposed mitigations (i.e. only electric fireplaces, bike safety, providing shade on
parking spaces and park and ride lots, for example) don’t seem to address enforceable mitigations
as required by CEQA to address the proportion of impacts from the residential uses. This
overarching EIR will direct the requirements for future subdivisions and development and should
provide more mitigation direction for the subsequent project level environmental reviews.

Public Services: The DEIR identifies Fire Safety as a potential impact due to response time
challenges for the proposed level of development in this location. The mitigation offered through
the DEIR is to require dedication of land for a future fire station in an appropriate location. The
LWV SLOCO supports this mitigation but would ask that directional language for future
subdivision and development projects to address timing of fire station development be included in
the final EIR. A dedicated vacant lot will not protect future development from emergencies and
some threshold of development should be identified that would trigger the need for actual
construction and staffing of a fire station to meet emergency response times.

Recreation: The DEIR does not identify the Specific Plan development’s demand for regional
parks as an impact. While this determination relies on the underlying County methodology of
counting open space as park space, the LWV SLOCO would offer that areas that are able to be
seen but not accessed should not be included as parks space. Areas such as Bishop Peak, the Elfin
Forest, Lopez and Santa Margarita Lakes; El Chorro, and Monarch Grove are included in the listed
11,991 acres of regional parks. However, much of these open spaces are natural areas and are not
accessible for recreation. The DEIR lists parks as being in a surplus, however, removing some of
these inaccessible areas of natural space from the calculation results in the development being not
compliant with current goals for parks space per 1,000 residents. This may not be a policy
inconsistency, but development will result in a physical adverse impact to the need for parks.

. Aesthetics: The DEIR finds many of the aesthetic impact to be “potentially inconsistent” with
policy direction. The County’s South County Inland Area Plan, Conservation and Open Space
Element, and Framework for Planning policies all contain language that would require maintaining
the rural nature of the area; minimizing landscape removal and grading; retaining land in open
space to preserve oak woodlands; and biological qualities of the county’s open spaces. Although

LWV SLOCO Page 2 of 3

Biological: LWV SLOCO adopted policies support preservation of scenic, natural, and open space T
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the project would preserve the existing oak ridge, the project would inherently change the visual
character of the site and surrounding landscape through the introduction of commercial,
institutional, and residential development; the removal of over 4,000 mature oaks; and substantial
habitat loss and landform alteration. The LWV SLOCO proposes that these impacts are
inconsistent, not potentially inconsistent. While replacement landscaping is proposed, this
landscaping is placed in narrow strips and does not include grading to improve replacement
landscaping’s visual buffering. Wider strips with elevating berms should be discussed. The current
proposal is more urban in appearance, would take decades to provide meaningful screening and
restoration of the character of the site, and would not be able to replace the fauna displaced by the
removal of the oak tree habitat.

9. Alternatives discussion: The LWV SLOCO requests that additional discussion of alternatives be
offered in the final EIR. The DEIR reviews several alternatives but appears to conclude that any
reduction in the number of housing units proposed would prevent the development from including
an affordable mix of housing. The discussion sets up a false dichotomy and is inadequate. There
does not appear to be documentation of whether there is a threshold of residential units required to
meet the project objectives or project feasibility.

For the above reasons, the LWV SLOCO recommends that the County of San Luis Obispo reconsider |

the type, scale, and location of development proposed in the Dana Reserve Specific Plan unless
modifications to the project are required to respond to the many impacts identified in the DEIR. LWV
SLOCO recognizes the need for housing and supports development of housing in appropriate locations.
However, the DEIR for the Dana Reserve Specific Plan appears to indicate that the current location is
not appropriate for the level of development proposed.

Thank you,

Cindy-Marie Absey

President, League of Women Voters of San Luis Obispo County
Neil Havlik

Co-Chair, Natural Resources Committee

League of Women Voters of San Luis Obispo County

Kim Murry

Co-Chair, Natural Resources Committee
League of Women Voters of San Luis Obispo County

LWV SLOCO Page 3 of 3
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9.3.2.1 Response to Letter from League of Women Voters of
San Luis Obispo County

Comment No. Response

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

LWVSLO-1 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.

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 Countyd s pr evi ous | ncl us i ohasdeenregeéaead.sTheng O

LWVSLO-2 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
faffordabl e by domparabet@deddoestsciediiga fafsor dabl e h o gualiyn g o
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
imi ssing middled housing need) .

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.

LWVSLO-3
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Comment No.

Response

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.
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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 offsetthe pr oj ect 6s i ncrement al
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 payrm
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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Comment No. Response

The comment raises concernrelatedtothei denti fi cati on of a number of
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) t o noavtle
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 EI Dorado County v. El Dorado County
Board of Supervisors [1998] 62 Cal.App.4" 1332, 1341-1342). The decision makers are required to evaluate

the projectds consistency with the General Plan a
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
LWVSLO-8 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,re pl acement trees shal ksibtee Op |pa notjeedc twibtohuinnd atrhi
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.

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

LWVSLO-9 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.

The comment recommends the County reconsider the type, scale, and location of development being
proposed unless madifications 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

LWVSLO-10 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

Jennifer Guetschow

From: Nipomo Recreation <nipomorecreation@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2022 12:32 PM

To: Jennifer Guetschow

Subject: [EXT]Re: Dana Reserve Project

ATTENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Dear Jennifer,

The Mission of the Nipomo Recreation Association is to enhance the quality of life for all residents of the
Greater Nipomo are by providing diverse and quality recreation programs, services, athletic opportunities, and
facilities in direct response to the needs of Nipomo.

Nipomo Recreation has many programs that benefit the Nipomo community. We offer Special Events
throughout the year, Youth Basketball League, before and after school care, we own and operate three Little
Bits Preschool & Toddler Centers, and we team up with LMUSD with the Bright Futures program, and much,
much more. We provide service for families of children ages 6 weeks through 8th grade.

Our organization played a key role during the pandemic in meeting the needs of the most vulnerable families
in our community. We support the Dana Reserve project for several reasons. The main reason is the land
donation for a daycare center. This is a very real need in Nipomo. Families in our community have limited
options for childcare. Our three preschools hear from families daily about the struggle for childcare and the
impacts to their life at home and work.

The Dana Reserve will add to the childcare capacity for the community. While we recognize that the EIR
considers the environmental impacts to the community we hope this will be weighed against the human
impacts and benefits to the community.

Sincerely,

Jeff Long

Nipomo Recreation Association
CEO/Executive Director
nipomorecreation@gmail.com
c: 805-215-9295
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9.3.3.1 Response to Letter from Nipomo Recreation Association

Comment No. Response

The comment indicates support for the project and states that the Dana Reserve will add to the needed
childcare capacity for the communityand t hat this fAhumand i mpact and

NRA-1 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

WSIERRA CLUB

SANTA LUCIA
July 29, 2022

Sierra Club comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Dana
Reserve Specific Plan

The Santa Lucia Chapter of the Sierra Club represents the 3,000 members and supporters of the
Sierra Club, the nation’s oldest and largest grassroots environmental group, residing in San Luis
Obispo County. We find the Dana Reserve Specific Plan’s Draft Environmental Impact Report to
be inadequate on multiple fronts:

Loss of carbon sequestration via mature oaks must be part of the EIR’s Greenhouse Gas
emissions evaluation

This project proposes to clear 75 acres of coast live oak woodland and oak forest on the
ranch—about 4,000 individual trees, covering 40 percent of the project area -- and plant
“anywhere from 1,500 to 3,000 oak trees” as mitigation.

While it has always been obvious that the replacement of mature trees with saplings is a
gesture toward mitigation as opposed to actual mitigation, it has become even less appropriate
as the most urgent environmental issue of our time has taken shape over the last 30 years.
With carbon emissions and climate change as the issue that all proposed developments must
address, the full mitigation of such impacts must be a priority. This project proposes to remove SCSLC+1
@ 4,000 of the most efficient carbon absorbing trees -- six mature oaks can sequester 1 ton of
CO2 per year -- replacing them with saplings that have nowhere near the CO2 absorption rate
of mature oaks and which will take decades to achieve it.

Timothy J. Fahey, professor of ecology in the department of natural resources at Cornell
University, states that “An approximate value for a 50-year-old oak forest would be 30,000
pounds of carbon dioxide sequestered per acre. The forest would be emitting about 22,000
pounds of oxygen.”

Further: “Forests need to have a permanence of 100 years to be effective carbon stores. So you
plant your saplings and then you have to maintain the forest for 100 years.”

Better to retain the existing woodlands. Per the California Oak Foundation, “if we assume that
our current oak woodlands and forests average 100 years of age, then we can expect to
sequester almost three million tons of additional carbon a year by protecting and conserving
these trees throughout the 215 century.”

SCSLC-2
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The annual precipitation rate is overstated and unlikely to occur in the future ISCSLC-3

The DEIR does not consider the project to present a significant and unavoidable impact on
water supply. The reader is assured that the Nipomo CSD has sufficient water supply to serve
the project, and by 2025 the CSD will be “contractually required to increase the purchase of
water from Santa Maria by an additional 700 acre-feet.”

Contrary to the evident belief of the authors of the DEIR, water is not a “voluntary groundwater SCSLC-4
reduction goal,” or a “Wholesale Water Supply Agreement,” or “minimum required water
delivery,” or “the license agreement between the County of Santa Barbara and the NCSD,” or
“the NSWP’s designed capacity,” or “pump replacements and additional system pipelines,” all
of which the DEIR offers as proofs that the water to support the proposed development will be
available.

In its discussion of actual water, the DEIR notes that one of the two sources of water for the
proposed project is the Santa Maria River Valley Groundwater Basin. The DEIR states:

“Groundwater recharge of the basin occurs from rainfall percolation, riverbed recharge,
subsurface inflows, and return flows. The average annual precipitation within the basin is 15.65
inches, based on data collected between 1958 and 2020 (MKN 2021).” In the Project Setting,
the DEIR estimates annual rainfall as between 15 and 20 inches per year.

Per the NOWData program of the National Weather Service, mean precipitation in the region
since 2000 has been 11.67 inches. Recent annual precipitation in the area has been as follows:

2018 8.63

2019 17.10

2020 8.28

2021 11.20 SOSLE-S
NWS precipitation levels for the first five months of 2022 are:

Jan.: 0.17

Feb.: 0.07

Mar.: 1.07

Apr.: 0.39

May: 0.00

In 22 years of measurements, the NWS recorded 1 year when precipitation for the project area

met or exceeded 20 inches of rain, which was solely due to a record-breaking month in

December 2010. Of the records lows set for minimum monthly precipitation over the last 22

years, 9 of the 12 record minimums (0.00) were set in the last 4 years.
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This corresponds with California Drought Action’s finding that “2022 had the driest January,
February, and March in over 100 years” (https://drought.ca.gov). Per the State of California, the
last 3 years have produced “a historic level of dryness...and it’s only getting worse.”

SCSLC-5
(cont’d)

This data should be weighed against the DEIR’s statement that average annual precipitation for
the area -- if the average is calculated using data stretching back six decades -- is 15.65 inches. SCSLC-6
For current precipitation levels, see the National Weather Service data above.

In noting that the region is currently in a Stage 4 drought condition, the DEIR appears to rely on
the belief that the “voluntary reduction measures” triggered by Stage 4 and Stage 5
designations will assure available water in any drought condition of any duration. We note that SCSLC-7
the Governor has asked that Californians cut their water use by 15% from 2020 levels, but this
has produced no more than a 3.7% reduction.

The Draft EIR omits to mention or analyze the impact of aridification. The Final EIR should
include current data on this phenomenon and analyze how the effect of increasingly arid
conditions in California that are drying out soils may affect groundwater recharge and
otherwise impact previous projections of the region’s future water supply.

SCSLC-8

Significant air quality impacts are not “potentially consistent” with existing policies

In Table 4.3-7 “Project Consistency with the SLOAPCD’s CAP Transportation and Land Use
Control Measures,” much reliance is placed on AQ/mm-3.3, repeatedly cited as a mitigation
measure that will achieve potential consistency with policy goals on the avoidance of air
pollution increases and toxic exposure, strategic growth, reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions, transportation control measures, etc. However, the DEIR states at 4.2-25: “With
incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ/mm-3.3...to reduce operational air emissions,
operational emissions of fugitive dust would exceed daily SLOAPCD thresholds; however, SCSLC-9
emissions would not exceed quarterly thresholds.”

We note that residents and wildlife in the area breathe on a daily, not quarterly, basis, and
therefore quarterly non-exceedance cannot be said to render the project’s air quality impacts
“potentially consistent” with policies designed to protect residents from the impacts of
breathing unhealthful air. No impacts that result in the conclusion that “the generation of
criteria pollutants in exceedance of established daily emissions thresholds would be significant
and unavoidable” can be said to be "potentially consistent" with existing policies. 1

Proposed mitigations for significant impacts to biological resources won’t work

The coast live oak woodland on the project site “provides important native habitat for plants
and wildlife” and “contributes significantly to...the region’s overall biological diversity.” But

virtually all the proposed mitigations of significant impacts to sensitive biological resources SCSLC-10
share one feature in common: They are more than likely to fail, as noted repeatedly at 5.2.2.:
“...feasible mitigation may not be possible for all species....”  /
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“..there is a lack of information about the cultural requirements to A
successfully propagate California spineflower at a large scale and Sand almond
propagation is very difficult....”

“...due to the limited range of [Burton Mesa chaparral] and the limited availability of off-
site mitigation parcels, implementation of this mitigation may not be feasible....”

“...mitigation for coast live oak woodlands should occur adjacent to the
conservation/restoration of Burton Mesa chaparral on sites with sandy soil conditions
suitable to support the special-status plant species that occur in the project area. This
would effectively maintain and/or recreate the habitat matrix that supports the unique
assemblage of species that would be lost as a result of the proposed project. However,
implementation of this mitigation may not be feasible.” SCSLC-10

We note the manner in which these impacts differ from the usual category of Class | “significant (cont'd)

and unavoidable” impacts encountered in an EIR -- i.e. impacts are considered Class | because
the mitigation measure will partially reduce the impacts but not below a level of significance
(“Mitigation has been included to reduce VMT and associated emissions; however, VMT would
still exceed established thresholds”). The Class | impacts to biological resources this project will
inflict are significant not because mitigations will be unable to reduce impacts below an
established threshold of significance, but because there will be no mitigation at all. The loss of
impacted biological resources will be total. Terms such as “very difficult” and “may not be
possible” — all impermissibly vague per the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines -- mask the
fact that, at this point, the EIR is going through the motions, describing mitigations that cannot
be attempted or will not work but which fulfill the obligation of proposing mitigations rather
than admitting that there will be no mitigation measures for the impacts described.

No overriding consideration can outweigh the project’s unmitigable significant impacts

In noting that the County of San Luis Obispo’s approval of this project will require the adoption
of a Statement of Overriding Considerations due to its significant impacts, the DEIR suggests
that “the County may determine the long-term benefits of the project, such as fostering
additional regional housing opportunities, including affordable housing, [provide] substantial
overriding considerations for approving the project despite the identified adverse
environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the project.”

Before the County determines that a legally defensible Statement of Overriding Considerations SCSLC-11
can be based on the project’s affordable housing component, it would do well to note the
project’s “cumulative impacts associated with substantial unplanned population growth,” which
“would be significant and unavoidable” (5.2.2.5 - Population and Housing). Specifically, “The
project would induce substantial unplanned population growth in the Nipomo area, resulting in
a significant impact. Buildout of the DRSP would result in substantial population growth within
the Inland South County Planning Area that is not specifically projected or planned for in local
or regional County planning documents and would result in the exceedance of projected

population growth for the unincorporated community of Nipomo.”
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In other words, the project would provide an affordable housing component while significantly SCSLC-11
impacting population and housing and “increasing the jobs/housing gap.” (cont’d)

It would be affordable housing provided by a project that relies on a future rate of annual
precipitation that is extremely unlikely, while putting pressure on a water supply in a region
that is already in Stage 4 drought conditions. It would be affordable housing provided by a
project that will mean “maximum daily operational air pollutant emissions [that] exceed
SLOAPCD’s operational significance thresholds” (and deteriorating air quality is not a selling
point for potential home buyers). It would be affordable housing provided by a project that will
result in “a cumulatively considerable impact to greenhouse gas emissions,” not even including
the current and future sequestered carbon lost in the destruction of 4,000 mature oak trees. It
would be affordable housing provided by a project that will run counter to the “goals and
policies identified within the County of San Luis Obispo General Plan Conservation and Open
Space Element, Framework for Planning (Inland), LUO, and South County Area Plan regarding
preservation and no net loss of sensitive biological resources and preservation of rural visual
character.”

The DEIR also notes that the project’s “air emissions and water usage...could indirectly impact SCSLC-12
agricultural operations near the project site and within the region” and that “it is reasonable to
assume that development of the project site with residential and commercial uses could
increase the development pressure on agricultural lands nearby the project site,” resulting in
“conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use,” accelerating the loss of farmland. Hence, the
County’s approval of a Statement of Overriding Considerations would risk sacrificing South
County’s agriculture for a promise of affordable housing while assuring that a “deterioration in
a jobs-to-housing imbalance would be anticipated to hinder regional and local improvements
related to increased transportation mobility and potential increase in VMT.”

In short, 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. The Dana Reserve
Specific Plan illustrates the reason why affordable housing should be an outcome of public
policy, not left to the largesse of developers, inserted into a project proposal like a carrot on a
stick for the sole purpose of persuading elected officials to ignore their project’s highly
destructive environmental impacts. 1

Select the Burton Mesa chaparral avoidance alternative

The DEIR’s alternatives analysis states that “While the Burton Mesa chaparral avoidance

alternative would substantially avoid and reduce impacts to biological resources; reduce air
pollutant and GHG emissions, VMT, and unplanned population growth; and improve project
consistency with applicable plans and policies, this alternative would not reduce significant SCSLC-13
impacts related to aesthetic resources.”

Aside from the attempt to claim that an aesthetic impact outweighs the avoidance of multiple
significant impacts to the environment, the DEIR equates “aesthetic impact” with density and
multi-family residential units.

9.3-27



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

The DEIR argues that this alternative does not “meet the basic project objective of providing a
range of housing types, including affordable housing.” It’s clear that this alternative does
provide a range of housing types, merely in a different ratio (“Single-family units would be
reduced from 831 to 111 and multi-family units would be increased from 458 units to 704
units...resulting in a higher density of commercial and residential development along U.S. Route
(Us) 101"

SCSLC-14

We cite the Urban Land Institute’s report “Higher Density Development: Myth and Fact:”

“Most public leaders want to create vibrant, economically strong communities where
citizens can enjoy a high quality of life in a fiscally and environmentally responsible

manner, but many are not sure how to achieve it.... Arguably, no tool is more important than
increasing the density of existing and new communities, which includes support for infill
development, the rehabilitation and reuse of existing structures, and denser new
development.”

SCSLC-15

The argument that this 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).” And while the developer may
not feel inclined to retain its promised percentage of this alternative’s 704 multi-family units
and/or 111 single-family units as affordable housing, the County is able to require that
designation.

SCSLC-16

As this alternative is the only one that would substantially avoid or reduce impacts to biological
resources while reducing air pollutants, GHG emissions, VMT, and unplanned population
growth while rendering the project consistent with applicable plans and policies, and as the
DEIR’s arguments against housing density and its attempts to allege the loss of affordable
housing are without merit, we urge the County to require Burton Mesa chaparral avoidance
alternative.

SCSLC-17

Thank you for this opportunity to comment,

Andrew Christie, Director

Sierra Club — Santa Lucia Chapter
P.O. Box 15755

San Luis Obispo, CA 93406
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9.34.1 Response to Letter from Sierra Club Santa Lucia Chapter

Comment No. Response

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-1

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

SCSLC-2 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.

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.
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-3

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
Districtébés existing and f ut u-dneandmadtiple-dryyeapcpndiyonsdThe i n
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
SCSLC-4 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.

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-5 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.
The comment raises concern regarding precipitation measurements used to guide the analysis of the EIR.
SCSLC-6 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.

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

SCSLC-7 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.

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.

SCSLC-8
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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 el ements of NockanggdtdtiherRri@itbonsentd 0 0 1
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 contri but ed t.d3rowthand lusingdevelopmenfirheacess of higioricc r
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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Comment No.

Response

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 EIl ement of
Ordinance (now repealed and no longer in effect), and regional housing needs. In concurrence with the goals
and policies of the Count y 0 sforimer indusiongry Holsiagirdnancea n d
(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.

9.3-31



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

9.3.5

California Native Plant Society
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July 30, 2022

Jennifer Guetschow

San Luis Obispo County

Department of Planning and Building
976 Osos Street, Room 300

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

Sent via email to jGuetschow(@co.slo.ca.us

Dear Ms. Guetschow:

These comments are submitted on behalf of the California Native Plant Society, San Luis Obispo
Chapter regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Dana
Reserve Specific Plan project (Project). We have reviewed the DEIR and find the DEIR contains
several deficiencies and believe it does not fully comply with CEQA.. For the reasons detailed
below, we believe the DEIR must be revised and recirculated to remedy these deficiencies.

The San Luis Obispo Chapter (CNPSSLO) of the California Native Plant Society (Society)
focuses on the protection of and education about native plant species and their natural habitats in
San Luis Obispo County and portions of northern Santa Barbara County. The Mission of the
Society is to protect CA’s native plants and their natural habitats, today and into the future,
through science, education, stewardship, gardening. and advocacy.

This development project contemplates a total of 1,289 new residential units on three adjoining
parcels totaling 288-acres outside the Urban Reserve Line in the Nipomo Mesa area. A General
Plan Amendment would be required to expand the Urban Reserve Line. Land uses would be
changed from Residential Rural to Residential Single Family, Recreation, Residential Multi-
Family and Commercial. The Dana Reserve Project is one of, if not the, largest proposed housing
projects in San Luis Obispo County. We believe the project as proposed is too large for the site
and must be reduced in size.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Project.

I. The Project is inconsistent with its own identified Objectives (Project Description
comments)

CEQA Section 15124(b) states “The statement of objectives should include the underlying
purpose of the project and may discuss the project benefits.” While the DEIR presents the
objectives of the Project (DEIR at 2-13), it does not include a clear statement of the underlying
purpose of the project. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that several of the objectives are in apparent
conflict with Objective 9, which states “to maintain the large, centrally located oak woodland

CNPS San Luis Obispo Chapter Comments on Dana Reserve Draft EIR 1
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