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

9.5 PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

The followingmembers of the publicave submitted comments on the Draft EIR.

Table 9.5-1. Public Comments

Respondent Code Contact Information Page
Denise Barilla DBa goodpasta2@gmail.com 9.5-9
Letter dated: 06/18/2022
Alison Martinez AM ajaymum@charter.net 9.5-12
Letter dated: 06/20/2022
Jose Martinez IM infantrylsgt@gmail.com 9.5-13
Letter dated: 06/20/2022
Jeff Edwards JEd jhedwardscompany@gmail.com 9.5-15
Letter dated: 06/22/2022
Gregg Reimers, PE GRe 556 Charro Way 9.5-17
Letter dated: 06/25/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

greim416@gmail.com
Judd King JK Atascadero 9.5-26
Letter dated: 07/10/2022 jkingesp@gmail.com
Sue Shaleen SSh(1) suequilting@gmail.com 9.5-31
Letter dated: 07/12/2022
Alexander Glotov AG 750 Sandydale Dr 1344 N Martel Ave, #302 9.5-33
Letter dated: 07/13/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444  Los Angeles, CA 90046
alexxvita@gmail.com

Stacy St katherineanddogs@gmail.com 9.5-45
Letter dated: 07/13/2022
BC Prewett BCP bcprewett@gmail.com 9.5-47
Letter dated: 07/14/2022
Beth Ralston BR mesagirl@verizon.net 9.5-49
Letter dated: 07/14/2022
Danna Weidner DMW 1551 Cielo Lane 9.5-53
Letter dated: 07/14/2022 Nipomo, California 93444
Dan Doberstein DaDo dandober@yahoo.com 9.5-55
Letter dated: 07/16/2022
Deanna Talerico DT scdeannad@hotmail.com 9.5-57
Letter dated: 07/16/2022
Pam Howard PH 210 Brunos Ct. 9.5-59
Letter dated: 07/19/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444
Lawrence E. Cools LEC 2coolsaints@att.net 9.5-62
Letter dated: 07/20/2022
Margaret Cools MC 2coolsaints@att.net 9.5-64
Letter dated: 07/20/2022
Matt Kobliska MK 855 Ten Oaks Way 9.5-66

Letter dated: 07/20/2022

Nipomo, CA 93444
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page

Chris Santala CSa chris.santala@gmail.com 9.5-68
Letter dated: 07/20/2022i
Elizabeth Scroggs ES b-scroggs@msn.com 9.5-70
Letter dated: 07/21/2022
Nancy Damron NDa nancyleel313@yahoo.com 9.5-72
Letter dated: 07/22/2022
Cheryl Eastman CE tuppercheryl@gmail.com 9.5-74
Letter dated: 07/22/2022
Rachael Hazen RH 1347 Black Sage Circle 9.5-76
Letter dated: 07/22/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444
Samantha Myers SM spoblitz@gmail.com 9.5-78
Letter dated: 07/22/2022
Gail Roberts Gro gatroberts@gmail.com 9.5-80
Letter dated: 07/22/2022
Deah Rudd DRu deahrudd@att.net 9.5-82
Letter dated: 07/22/2022
Julie Tacker JuT P.O. Box 6604 9.5-84
Letter dated: 07/22/2022 Los Osos, CA 93412
Mike Watson MW mikewatson827 @yahoo.com 9.5-87
Letter dated: 07/22/2022
Milly Bruno MB 1020 La Serenata Way 9.5-89
Letter dated: 07/23/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

jomibru@att.net
Susan Nanas Calvert SNC shanascpa@aol.com 9.5-91
Letter dated: 07/23/2022
Christine Freytag CF 519 Charro 9.5-93
Letter dated: 07/24/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

christine.freytag@caci.com
Kelly Kephart KK mountainviolet@gmail.com 9.5-95
Letter dated: 07/24/2022
Toni Destro TD tdestro@earthlink.net 9.5-103
Letter dated: 07/25/2022
Nicole Duran NDu 4nduran@gmail.com 9.5-105
Letter dated: 07/25/2022
Jeff Ellis JEI 536 Pomeroy Road 9.5-107
Letter dated: 07/25/2022 Nipomo CA 93444

katie.e@sbcglobal.net
Kathryn Ellis KE 536 Pomeroy Road 9.5-111
Letter dated: 07/25/2022 Nipomo CA 93444

katie.e@sbcglobal.net
Joyce Hartwig JoH hartwighome @att.net 9.5-115
Letter dated: 07/25/22
Melissa and Jack Peterson MJP 850 Sandydale Drive 9.5-118

Letter dated: 07/25/2022

Nipomo CA 93444

missap@live.com
K6dmm@live.com
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page

Sue Shaleen SSh(2) suequilting@gmail.com 9.5-120
Letter dated: 07/25/2022

Betty Sleeth BSI bettysleeth@me.com 9.5-122
Letter dated: 07/25/2022

Greg and Pamela Sturgeon GPS blue-skies@charter.net 9.5-125
Letter dated: 07/25/2022

Kathryn Aurand and Nathan Schleifer KANS eddie@tolife.email 9.5-128
Letter dated: 07/26/2022

Diane Dolden DiDo dianedolden@gmail.com 9.5-130
Letter dated: 07/26/2022

Elaine Von Achen EVA elainevonachen@hotmail.com 9.5-132
Letter dated: 07/26/2022

J Ahler JA jlmahler1947 @gmail.com 9.5-134
Letter dated: 07/27/2022
David Biklen DBiI davidbiklen@yahoo.com 9.5-136
Letter dated: 07/27/2022
Susan Duran SD 943 Division 9.5-138
Letter dated: 07/27/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

togfrog@aol.com
Darcia Foose DaF 76darcia@gmail.com 9.5-140
Letter dated: 07/27/2022
Richard Foose RF coolpainterdad@gmail.com 9.5-142
Letter dated: 07/27/2022
Sandy Garcia SG 718 January St 9.5-144
Letter dated: 07/27/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

sgarcia.skg@gmail.com
B.K. Richard BKR (contact information not provided) 9.5-146
Letter dated: 07/27/2022
Carol Scalisi CSc scalisi.carol@gmail.com 9.5-152
Letter dated: 07/27/2022
Linda Shelby LSh 1782 Trilogy 9.5-154
Letter dated: 07/27/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

Ishelby805@gmail.com
Flora Arguilla, MBA FA abiarguilla@me.com 9.5-156
Letter dated: 07/28/2022
Sharon Ashworth SA leklein@aol.com 9.5-158
Letter dated: 07/28/2022
Wanda Cook WC 1994 Northwood Road 9.5-160
Letter dated: 07/28/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

wjcook12@hotmail.com
Jim and Peggy Cox JPC 720 Black Oak Lane 9.5-162
Letter dated: 07/28/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

jimpeg65@att.net
Nancy Ellison NE gardenrose@nwlink.com 9.5-166

Letter dated: 07/28/2022
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page

Lori Manosar LM 828 Inga Road 9.5-169
Letter dated: 07/28/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

Imanosar@yahoo.com
George and Lori Mendez GLM 515 Tejas Place 9.5-171
Letter dated: 07/28/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

mendezlv@aol.com
Andrea Wagner AW andreacarvel@yahoo.com 9.5-173
Letter dated: 07/28/2022
Steve Yamaichi SY yamafam@att.net 9.5-175
Letter dated: 07/28/2022
Denver Foose DenvF denverfoose@gmail.com 9.5-178
Letter dated: 07/29/2022
Erica Foose EF ericadubois@yahoo.com 9.5-180
Letter dated: 07/29/2022
Jason Hart JaH 170 West Grand Avenue, Suite 203 9.5-182
Letter dated: 07/29/2022 Grover Beach, CA 93433

jason@hartcre.com
Brock Lyster BL 612 Sandydale Drive 9.5-184
Letter dated: 07/29/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

brocklyster@mac.com
Marci Lyster ML 612 Sandydale Drive 9.5-186
Letter dated: 07/29/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

marcilyster@mac.com
Sylvi Lyster SL 612 Sandydale Drive 9.5-188
Letter dated: 07/29/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

sylvilyster@mac.com
Chris and Leslie Mehigan CLM 880 Chata Street 9.5-190
Letter dated: 07/29/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

lesliehorton3@hotmail.com
Maureen Murphy MMu momurphy22@gmail.com 9.5-192
Letter dated: 07/29/2022
Short S(1) 536 Charro Way 9.5-194
Letter dated: 07/29/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444
Short S(2) 536 Charro Way 9.5-196
Letter dated: 07/29/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444
Lisa Swiontek LSw 1445 Grand Avenue, Suite H 9.5-198
Letter dated: 07/29/2022 Grover Beach, CA 93433

team@mojotermite.com
Jim Taber JiT james.michael.taber@gmail.com 9.5-201
Letter dated: 07/29/2022
Rebecca Williams RW 534 Briarwood Lane 9.5-203
Letter dated: 07/29/2022 Nipomo CA 93444

dogslaw@gmail.com
Linda Clarke LC 825 inga Road 9.5-206
Letter dated: 07/30/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444
Heidi Ellis HE team-e@pacbell.net 9.5-208

Letter dated: 07/30/2022
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page

Dena Foose DenaF denafoose@yahoo.com 9.5-210
Letter dated: 07/29/2022
Eric Greening EG dancinngsilverowl@gmail.com 9.5-213
Letter dated: 07/30/2022
Kitt and Nora Jenae KNJ Nipomo, CA 9.5-216
Letter dated: 07/30/2022 hoofmessages@gmail.com
Mark Mesesan MMe 873 Via Seco 9.5-218
Letter dated: 07/30/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

markmesesan@hotmail.com
David Paschke DP twinsfan528@gmail.com 9.5-220
Letter dated: 07/30/2022
David Richards DRi 449 N Thompson Avenue 9.5-222
Letter dated: 07/30/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

drwa6aiw@gmail.com
Holly Sletteland HS 4849 See Ranch Lane 9.5-224
Letter dated: 07/30/2022 Templeton, CA 93465
Stephanie Statom SSt stephaniestatom@yahoo.com 9.5-229
Letter dated: 07/30/2022
Jessica Wallace JW ladyseamyst@gmail.com 9.5-232
Letter dated: 07/30/2022
Laura Ahler LRA jahler93@gmail.com 9.5-235
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Dave and Sandy Christiansen DSC Ten Oaks Way, Nipomo 9.5-237
Letter dated: 07/31/2022 mrschristiansen2012@gmail.com
Jamie Cortez JC jc40 ahoo.com 9.5-241
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Cherie Fitz-Gerald CFG 380 Rim Rock Road 9.5-243
Letter dated: 07/31/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

cherfts@outlook.com
Jose Gomez JG jose_gomez_93444@yahoo.com 9.5-246
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Brian and Brenda Hascall BBH North Tejas Place, Nipomo 9.5-248
Letter dated: 07/31/2022 bhascall@yahoo.com
Neil Havlik NHa 672 Serrano Drive, #11 9.5-250
Letter dated: 07/31/2022 San Luis Obispo, CA 93405
Nick Hernandez NHe nickthequick805@outlook.com 9.5-255
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Ryan Jones RJ rjones93444@outlook.com 9.5-257
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Herb Kandel HK(1) 776 Inga Road 9.5-259
Letter dated: 07/31/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

herbkandel@gmail.com
Ken Marschall KM marschallken@gmail.com 9.5-263

Letter dated: 07/31/2022
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page

Cheryl McGuirk CMG camcquirk@icloud.com 9.5-267
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Dan and Alyssa Peterson DAP 781 Ridge Road 9.5-269
Letter dated: 07/31/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444
Julie Pinozzotto JP 780 Amber Way 9.5-272
Letter dated: 07/31/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

pinozzottoj@yahoo.com
Natalie Rozier NR natalierozier@gmail.com 9.5-274
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Maria Sanchez MS m_sanchez_805_ca@outlook.com 9.5-277
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Debra Sauerbier DSa 670 Del Sol Street 9.5-279
Letter dated: 07/31/2022 Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

surfblue@charter.net
Brian Sawyer BSa 622 Cherokee Place 9.5-281
Letter dated: 07/31/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

sawyer.brian@gmail.com
Chris Smith CSm nipomobro@outlook.com 9.5-284
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Tom Smith TS tscp2000b@yahoo.com 9.5-286
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Dan Stocks DaSt danstocks@charter.net 9.5-288
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Debbra Stoner DeSt dstoner@apaleagues.com 9.5-291
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Brian Thompson BT calpolyl 1997@outlook.com 9.5-293
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Mary Van Ryn MVR maryvanryn@yahoo.com 9.5-295
Letter dated: 07/31/2022
Cynthia Bodger CB theabodger@gmail.com 9.5-297
Letter dated: 08/01/2022
Kevin Buchanan, Lead Organizer YIMBY kevaustinbuch@gmail.com 9.5-301

SLO County YIMBY

Letter dated: 08/01/2022
Cheryl Carlsen CcC 714 Glenhaven Place 9.5-304
Letter dated: 08/01/2022 cheryl92708@yahoo.com
Kenneth Dalebout KD kenneth.dalebout@dignityhealth.org 9.5-306
Letter dated: 08/01/2022
Ruth Danielson RD rdanielson@msmarketintel.com 9.5-309
Letter dated: 08/01/2022
Diana Daugherty DDa djd46@msn.com 9.5-310
Letter dated: 08/01/2022
Joshua Erdman JEr josh@gettorchlight.com 9.5-312

Letter dated: 08/01/2022
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Lou Anne and Clyde George LACG 490 Lantana Street 9.5-314
Letter dated: 08/01/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

l.lockwood@sbcglobal.net
Lila Henry LH henrylila42@yahoo.com 9.5-316
Letter dated: 08/01/2022
Dolores Howard DH lefortsorganiccrops@gmail.com 9.5-319
Letter dated: 08/01/2022
Herb Kandel HK(2) 776 Inga Road 9.5-324
Letter dated: 08/01/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

herbkandel@gmail.com
Nathan Schleifer NS nathan@tolife.email 9.5-327
Letter dated: 08/01/2022
Eva Ulz EUI 1124 Nipomo Street, Suite C 9.5-330
Letter dated: 08/01/2022 San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Eric Urbain EUr ericu35120@gmail.com 9.5-338
Letter dated: 08/01/2022
Valerie Vaz \AY valvaz100@gmail.com 9.5-341
Letter dated: 08/01/2022
Kimberley and Darrell Victor KDV 665 Sequoia Lane 9.5-343
Letter dated: 08/01/2022 Nipomo, CA 93444

victors2000@att.net
Paula Browne PB 765 Glenhaven Place 9.5-345
Letter dated: 08/01/2022 Nipomo CA 93444
Alfred Holzheu, President CFM 2886 Mission Drive 555 Five Cities Drive 9.5-347

California Fresh Market Solvang CA 93463 Pismo Beach CA 93449

Letter dated: [undated] 771 E Foothill Blvd

San Luis Obispo, CA 93405
John Joyce JJ jbjoyce@yahoo.com 9.5-349
Letter dated: [undated]
Ti mot hy OO&6Brien TOB 510 Briarwood Lane 9.5-358
Letter dated: [undated] Nipomo, CA 93444

myuzuu@gmail.com
Dustin and Jennifer Rhoades DJR 532 Briarwood Lane 9.5-361
Letter dated: [undated] Nipomo, CA 93444
Maria Diets-Stover MDS 556 Riviera Circle 9.5-364
Letter dated: [undated] Nipomo, CA 93444
Dan Woodson Dw (contact information not provided) 9.5-366
Letter dated: [undated]
Eric Lykens EL 886 Hetrick Avenue 9-369

Letter dated: 08/03/2023

Nipomo, CA 93444
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9.5.1 Denise Barilla

D B <goodpastaz@gmail.com>

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@co.slo.ca.us>

]:DBa-1
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9.5.1.1 Response to Letter from Denise Barilla

Comment No. Response

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

[EXT]RE: Dana Reserve Draft Environmental Impact Report - comments

Alison Martinez <ajaymum@charter.net>
Mon 6/20/2022 1:10 PM
To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@co.slo.ca.us>

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

To whom it may concern

| am writing with some comments regarding the Dana Reserve draft EIR just received via email. | live in the
adjacent neighborhood on Glenhaven very close to Hetrick Road bordering the Dana Reserve project. Firstly, | AM-1
would like to say that this project will significantly impact the local neighborhood not only with traffic increase
through the neighborhood but with lighting and noise and will not blend into the current rural area.

The roads in our neighborhood are currently used as a short cut by traffic from Pomeroy to Willow rather than
traffic staying on Pomeroy to the traffic signal and then onto Willow. Our street and is already impacted by trucks
and school buses in violation of the weight restriction and other traffic. All traffic also ignores the stop sign at the
intersection of Ten Oaks and Glenhaven and many traffic collisions have occurred there, and several vehicles have
crashed into fences and ended up in yards during the night. Hetrick is only 20 ft. wide and posted 15 mph as there
is a severe hairpin turn at the corner of Hetrick and Glenhaven place. In REC impact 2 of the draft, it states that
there will be no increased use of the existing neighborhood however | disagree as it is estimated over 400-600
resident will be trying to exit the project each day, most onto Willow, controlled by only a stop sign, and then
onward to access the freeway. This will inevitably cause backups through the project and housing so people will
start using or continue using alternative existing route through our neighborhood. | believe the 20 ft wide Hetrick
road with a very unsafe hairpin turn at Hetrick Road and Glenhaven should be closed to through traffic this would
avoid the traffic increase in our neighborhood and allow residents to safely access the proposed amenities
available in the project. Currently there are no sidewalks or bike lanes on Hetrick, Glenhaven or Ten Oaks (which
was supposed to be added as stated in the traffic circulation long term goals for Hetrick)

| noted on the draft it states the lighting from the project will not significantly impact the existing area, not sure
how that can be the case when building and lighting over 1200 homes and creating 2 lighted collector roads when AM-4
currently there is no street lighting in the surrounding area or roads

Also, on the report is stated the aim is for the project to blend with the neighborhood however all the

surrounding residence are on at least 1 acre lots, but the largest Dana Reserve lot is 7800 sq ft which is 8 houses AM-5
per acre with the rest on smaller lots so this will no way blends into the area. There appears to be a better
Alternative plan 5 in the EIR to creating a gradual transition along the fringe areas

| read on the EIR (AES impact 3) that there would be a visual screen put in place shielding the homes on the east

AM-2

side of the project from the 101 freeway. | do believe a visual screen, possible leaving the existing oaks and AM-6
grassland in place, should be established between the current neighborhood on Hetrick and this large residential
project 1

WF impact 8 of the draft states there would be no risk of flooding however currently after a rain the water travel
downhill adjacent to the project on Hetrick like a river and onto Glenhaven and even cuts through our yard

causing significant flooding. We have call SLO county on this issue but are unwilling to change the grading or add AM-7
drainage in the roadway 1

These above comments are just a few items that | noted from the draft but do know that many elderly neighbors T

agree with the issues stated above and are not in favor of the project but do not have the ability to use email. Last

April, we as a neighborhood submitted a petition signed by over 30 neighbors who are against the project and AM-8

asking for Hetrick to be closed to minimized traffic. This was sent to Public Works department and to the Board of
Supervisors. | request to be kept apprised of any development or upcoming meetings and that my comment be
noted and considered

Thank you
Alison Martinez
(805) 896 2075
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9521

Response to Letter from Alison Martinez

Comment No.

Response

AM-1

This comment raises concern regarding an increase in traffic, lighting, and noise, and neighborhood
compatibility. Refer to JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which addresses comments related to traffic congestion,
hazards, and proposed roadway improvements and PH-1, which addresses comments related to
neighborhood compatibility. As evaluated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics DRSP Design Guidelines include
standards that address commercial, residential, and nonresidential outdoor lighting. The DRSP requires all
l'ighting design aw#d&yfoi cxtompeés atmd , be ofmMd a sk eJky Assediation
and/or County requirements. As evaluated in Section 4.13, Noise, A Noise Impact Study was prepared for
the proposed project to determine impacts related to short- and long-term noise associated with the
proposed project. Mitigation Measures N/mm-1.1 and N/mm-1.2 have been identified in the EIR to reduce
short- and long-term increases in noise associated with the proposed project and ensure the project is
consist ent with the noise standards established in t

AM-2

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

AM-3

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

AM-4

This comment raises concern regarding an increase in lighting. As evaluated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics

DRSP Design Guidelines include standards that address commercial, residential, and nonresidential outdoor
l'ighting. The DRSP requires all-skyohtiomgpl dasignca
International Dark-Sky Association and/or County requirements. As this issue is addressed in the EIR, no
revisions are necessary.

AM-5

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

AM-6

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

AM-7

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

AM-8

This comment requests that notice of future development and/or meetings is provided to the community. This
comment does not require any revisions to the EIR.
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9.5.3 Jose Martinez

[EXT]Dana Reserve Project Draft EIR

Joe Martinez <infantry1sgt@gmail.com>
Mon 6/20/2022 8:46 PM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@co.slo.ca.us>

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

o whom it may concern,

I have read the report and I have some concerns regarding the draft EIR. This high-density housing
project will no doubt have a significant impact on my neighborhood. yet the claims on the EIR clearly JM-1
states that there will be no significant impact on the surrounding area.

Let’s start with traffic on Ten Oaks, Glenhaven, and Hetrick. With the addition of nearly 1300 new
residences and only two commuter roads through the project going to Willow Road, I believe traffic will
get backed up and residents will be searching for an alternate manner to get to Willow Rd which will be
through my neighborhood. These roads cannot safely host the current traffic much less any increase.
which I am sure will increase due to this project. Hetrick. Glenhaven and Ten Oaks have no sidewalks or JM-2
bike paths and the dangerous roadway is too narrow to have room to add such safety features. An
alternative would be to close the street at Glenhaven and Hetrick which would require traffic to stay on
Pomeroy to reach Willow Rd. The increased population for nearly 1300 residences will greatly increase
traffic and the safety of the residents in the surrounding area.

Currently. Hetrick is bordered by 288 acres of open land filled with oak trees and grassland with great
vistas and mountain views. Adjacent to this area are homes set on one acre lots. Placing nearly 1300 new

residences on this beautiful land and eliminating a large number of mature oaks will cause much

destruction to the neighborhood and surrounding area of Nipomo 1

[ could continue to comment about the many points in the EIR which claims there would be no

significant impact on the surrounding community but if you lived in the neighborhood, you would

acknowledge this is not a true statement. Obviously. no one has spoken to anyone in the neighborhood or JM-4

come and visited the area with these things in mind. All neighbors are very upset and distressed about
this project and will continue to express their concerns at any upcoming meetings. Please send me the
Zoom link when it is available for the July 14 public study session.

Regards,

Jose Martinez
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9.5.3.1 Response to Letter from Jose Martinez

Comment No. Response

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

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

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

IM-4 This comment raises concern regarding neighborhood compatibility and requests that the Public Study
Session on July 14" is made available to the community. Refer to PH-1, which addresses comments related
to neighborhood compatibility. This comment does not require any revisions to the EIR.
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954

Jeff Edwards

TRV 555 A Genad - Dana Resecve DEIR

M Gmail Jeff Edwards <jhedwardscompany@gmail.com>

Dana Reserve DEIR

Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@co.s10.ca us> Thu, Jun 23, 2022 a1 11:00 AM

To: "jhedwardscompany_gmail.com” <jhedwardscompany @gmail. com>
Good moring,
Thank you for your email,
tl:ealsi check the link again and let me know if you are not able to open it. If not, then please try
Q&E&smﬂﬂmnmﬂﬂm&m&mmﬁmﬂl&ﬂsm@gml
Thank you.,
Jenniter
From J;lf Edwards <jhedwardscompany@gmail. com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2022 7:58 AM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@co.slo.ca.us>
Subject: [EXT]Dana Reserve DEIR

iLéT'I’ENTION: This email originated from outside the County's network, Use caution when opening attachments or links,

Hello Jennifer,

1 have tried to access the DEIR and am having trouble. Please send me 3 link. It is unclear if the current kink is live and
may not have been since June 16th,

Thanks,
Joff

Jubie Tacker
Administrative Assistant

J H. Edwards Company
P.O, Box 6070

Los Osos, CA 93412
805.235.0873 - Joff
805.235.8262 - Julie
805.528.3569 - Office

hrpsimal google. commaliuir?ice81 150111828 viewr pthsearchealiSpermmegid=mseg £ 3A 1 7344454 44055084 1008dste 1 S smplemsg LA 1 7364

i

JEd-1
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9.54.1 Response to Letter from Jeff Edwards

Comment No. Response

JEd-1 This comment identifies an issue with the accessi
website, which was quickly remedied. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no
changes in the environmental document are necessary.
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9.5.5

Gregg Reimers, PE

[EXT]JComments: Dana Reserve Draft Environmental Impact Report - SWCA Project No.
64873

G Reimers <greim416@gmail.com>
Mea 7/2572022 214 PM
To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@co.slo.caus>

B 1 attachments (20 K8)
Dana Reserve EIR Comments.docx;

iAﬂ’Em’ION: This email originated from outside the County’s network. Use caution when opening attachments or links. |

Please see attached for comments regarding the subject draft report. Upon review, my conclusion is that
the draft Dana Reserve Specific Plan environmental impact report currently lacks sufficient detail and
clarity to adequately demonstrate a “less than significant™ impact on the affordability and sustainability of
NCSD water to the existing community.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment.

Gregg Reimers. PE
556 Charro Way
Nipomo, CA 93444
805-610-5569

From: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@co.slo.ca.us>

Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2022 8:30 AM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@co.slo.ca.us>

Cc: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@co.slo.ca.us>

Subject: Dana Reserve Draft Environmental Impact Report - Notice of Availability

Good morning,

Please find attached the official Notice of Availability for the Dana Reserve Draft
Environmental Impact Report. Please note, the public comment period closes on August
1, 2022. Thank you.

Jennifer Guetschow
Project Manager
NOTICE OF
AVAILABILITY

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

WHO: County of San Luis Obispo Department of Planning and Building

WHAT: A Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Dounu Reserve Speclfic Plun (PLN-
1118, SUB2020-00047, LRP2020-00007, ED21-094) is complete and available for

GRe-1
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WHERE:

public review and comment. The document addresses the environmental impacts
that may be asscciated with activities related to the adoption of the Dana Reserve
Specific Plan (DRSP), including adoption of the Specific Plan, Conditional Use
Permit for Oak Tree Removal and Grading/Impervious Surfaces, Vesting Tentative
Tract Map (VTTM) 3159, Development Agreement, annexation into the Nipomo
Community Services District's (NCSD) service area for provision of water and
wastewater services, and a County-initiated General Plan Amendment to change
the land use categories within the Specific Plan Area and reflect the proposed
incorporation of the Specific Plan Area into the Nipomo Urban Reserve Line (URL).
The Dana Reserve Specific Plan is a primarily residential project with a majority of
the Specific Plan Area designated for residential uses, which would accommaodate
up to 1,289 single- and multi-family residential units. The DRSP would also allow
for the future phased development of village and flex commercial uses (including a
hotel, educational/training facilities, and retail/light industrial uses), open space,
trails, and a public neighborhood park within the Spexific Plan Area. State
Clearinghouse #2021060558,

The Sperific Plan Area is within the Residential Rural land e categary an thres
adjoining parcels totaling approximately 288 acres, including Assessor’s Parcel
Numbers (APNs) 091-301-030, 091-301-031, and 091-301-073, and is adjacent to
the northern boundary of the Nipomo Urban Reserve Line and NCSD service area.
The project site evaluated in the EIR also includes offsite water, wastewater, and
transportation improvement areas located within the vicinity of the Specific Plan
Area.

The DEIR is available for review or downloading on the Planning Department’s web
site at: hitps://vavw.slocounty.ca.goviDepartments/Planning-Building/Grid-
ltems/Community.Engagement/Active-Planning.Projects/Dana-Reserve-Specific-
Plan.aspx, Copies of the DEIR, and all documents referenced in the DEIR, are also
available for review at the County Department of Planning & Building, 976 Osos
St., Rm 300, San Luis Obispo. Due to COVID-19 restrictions, it is recommended that
you

contact the project manager (contact information below) to arrange for an
appointment. A copy of the DEIR is also available for review at the Nipomo Library
{see SLOLIBRARY org for hours and COVID-19 requirements).

HOW TO COMMENT OR GET MORE INFORMATION:

Anyone interested in commenting on the DEIR should email your comments or questions to:
jGuetschow@¢o,slo.ca.us or submit a written statement directed to Jennifer Guetschow of the
San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building at 976 Osos St., Rm 300, San Luis
Obispo, CA 93408, Comments must be received between June 16, 2022 and August 1, 2022.

If you need more information about this project, please contact Jennifer Guetschow at (805)

788- 2352,

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

4

GRe-1
(cont’d)
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The EIR focuses on the following issues: Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Air 4
Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Energy, Geclogy and Soils, Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use
and Planning, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services,
Recreation, Transportation, Tribal Cultural Resources, Utilities and Service Systems, and
Wildfire.

Per CEQA Section 15087(c)(6), based on a search of the California Department of Toxic
Substance Control's EnviroStor database, the State Water Resources Control Board's GeoTracker
database, and CalEPA's Cortese List website, there is one open cleanup program site located
within the offsite water system improvement area near the Tefft and Carrillo Streets
intersection,

<hitps://geotrackerwaterboards ca, gov/>.

PUBLIC STUDY SESSION

The project will be presented at a public study session before the San Luis Obispo County
Planning Commission on July 14, 2022, beginning at 9:00 a.m. Planning Commission meetings GRe-1
are currently being hald virtually. For information on how to attend virtually (via Zoom platform), (cont’d)
refer to the agenda on the Planning Commission Meetings website:

hitps://www.slocounty.ca gov/Departments/Planning-Building/Grid-Items/Meetings.-Hearings.-
Agendas,-and-Minutes/Planning.Commission-Meetings.aspx. This date is potentially subject to
change.

The project is also planned to be presented at a public study session before the San Luis
Obispo County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) on July 21s, beginning at 9:00 a.m.
LAFCO meetings may be held virtually. For information on how to attend the LAFCO study
session, refer to the agenda on the LAFCO meetings website:

hups: lolaf m/ ission-meetings. This date is potentially subject to change.

DATED: June 16, 2022
Jennifer

Guetschow

Supervising

Planner 1
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1

Comments on the Dana Reserve Specific Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Repont
SWCA Project No. 64873, Dated June 2022
By: Gregg Reimers
556 Charro Way. Nipomo
805-610-5569

Section 2.1.1 states 1,259 residential units are planned. The expected population that will
occupy those units is not provided. Assuming 2.5 people per unit (which is
conservatively low) equates to 3,222 people. The NCSD 2020 Urban Water Management
Plan (MKN Final December 2021) (NCSD website: 2020 Water Management_Plan),
Table 3-1a, estimates the population served with water to be 14,223 in the year 2025,
Should the DRSP be completed on or about 2023, that's a 22.3 percent increase! The §
vear historical growth rate from 2015-2020 was only 1.3 percent, Additionally, the same
planning report (also prepared by MKN) predicts a 2045 water usage population of
16,031 people. That's a planned growth rate of less than 1 percent per year, Regardless
of the vear of completion. the DRSP will exceed the 2045 planning basis, This must be
considered adverse.

The proposed population increase resulting from the DRSP alone will exceed current
NCSD planning by an order of magnitude and potentially decades early. This is definitely
not ‘Less Than Significant.” The subject EIR should not be approved as it fails to
reconcile this significant growth rate difference with that of the NCSD water
management planning report.

The groundwater evaluation documented in Section 4.19.1.1.2 is based on an annual
average precipitation of 15.65 inches. This value is based on data going back to 1958, a
very broad time frame. Given that climate change has been recently recognized as a
threat, the 1958 basis conservatively biases the average rainfall high. Data tabulating the
yearly average rainfall is documented in a “Technical Memorandum from Brad Newton,
Ph.D., P.G, to Mario Iglesias, General Manager NCSD Dated December 22,20217
(NCSD website: Technical Memorandum).  From 2012 to 2021 the average rainfall was
only 13.49 inches. Additionally, the “Nipomo Mesa Management Area 2022 Key Wells
Index-Severe Water Shortage Conditions™ (NSCD website: NCSD_Key Well Index)
indicates that the groundwater index has been below the “severe criterion™ threshold
since 2015.

The subject EIR should not be approved until it addresses recent climate change trends,
local and state wide. The bascline for EIR comparison should be the current Stage IV
drought conditions. The EIR should rely on a shorter historical reference (e.g. past 10

GRe-2

GRe-3

GRe-4
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vears) to predict il and when, the NCSD can recover from the current “Stage 1V" A
drought conditions, Starting from an actual severe water shortage and demonstrating a
less than significant impact will necessitate a more detailed study. The EIR should
consider reductions of the Santa Maria supplemental water supply resulting from
potential state mandates. Non-conformances / deviations from the NCSD strategic plan
(NCSD website: Strategic Plan) regarding water affordability and sustainability should
also be documented.

GRe-4
(cont’d)

3. Section 4.19.3 “Thresholds of Significance,” Item (b), states that one of the significance 1
thresholds is based on sufficient water being available “...to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable development...”™  As presented in Comment #1 above, the
population increase associated with DRSP project would preclude any other future GRe-5
development based on the NCSD 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (MKN Final
December 2021) (NCSD website: 2020 Water Management Plan), That is a *Significant’
impact,

4. An obvious omission from Section 4.19.3 is a threshold relating 1o how long project
implementation may extend or necessitate the reinstatement of NCSD water shortage
restrictions.  Any adverse impact would not be considered “less than significant” as a
Stage IV shortage is classified as “severe.”

5. Scction 4.19.6 "Water,” concludes that "...potential project impacts would be potentially
cumulative considerable, and the cumulative impacts related to water supply would be
less than significant with mitigation.” GRe-7

a. Please clanify what considerable but less than significant actually means.

b. “Executive Summary,” Section 4, Goal #13, reads “To meet or exceed the
requirements of the Nipomo Community Services District (NCSD) District Code
1o cnsure that the DRSP constructs the water and wastewater infrastructure
necessary to serve the project without adverse impacts on the NCSD's ability to
serve existing and future users,”  The phrases ‘withow adverse impacts,
‘cumulatively considerable,” and ‘less than significant” have entirely different
meanings.  Please provide a more detailed hasis 1o justify a *Class 11 less than
significant impact’ conclusion. Also address the failure to meet DRSP Goal #13,

¢ “Executive Summary.” Section 5. Significant Environmental Impact Identified.
Table ES-2, HYD Impact 3 (Pg. ES-51). rcads in part “The project could
substantially decrease groundwater supplies...” The impact response states that GRe-9
“Mitigation is not necessary.”  This directly contradicts the Section 4.19.6
“Water” conclusion. What differentiates *substantially” from *not significantly?’

GRe-8

1
L,
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d. Add a definition section to the EIR. Include qualitative terms and phrases used in
the report.  This is necessary to assist the reader in validating the authors
conclusions regarding the relative scale or magnitude of an effect (e.g.
substantially but not significantly; without adverse impacts: cumulatively
considerable: less than significant; and ete.). Better yet. consistently use a more
limited set of terminology.

6. Explain why there is no conflict of interest in MKN authoring both the subject EIR and
the NCSD planning report.

7. What is the basis for, and sizing criteria applied to, the installation of 2 million gallons of
additional water tank storage at the NCSD's existing Foothill water tank site at the North
Dana Foothill Road and East Teflt Street intersection and a second water storage tank at
the NCSD’s existing Joshua Road pump station? s the additional storage necessary 1o
accommodate periods of peak water demand and / or ensure adequate head throughout
the NCSD distribution system?

Conclusion:
The draft Dana Reserve Specific Plan environmental impact report currently lacks sufficient

detail and clarity to adequately demonstrate a “less than significant” impact on the affordability
and sustainability of NCSD water to the existing community.

GRe-10

IGRe-1 1

-

GRe-12

GRe-13
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9.55.1 Response to Letter from Gregg Reimers, PE

Comment No. Response

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

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

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

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

GRe-3 This comment raises concern over the reliability of groundwater supply based on drought conditions. The
UWMP uses the average annual rainfall rate of 15.
was summarized in the DRSP EIR. While precipitation varies over time, those changes are accounted for in
the single-dry and multiple-dry year conditions that were evaluated in the UWMP. The DRSP EIR
conservatively includes Mitigation Measure USS/mm-3.1 to address future development proposals that may
be brought forward during any abnormally low rainfall year in the future in order to ensure there is adequate
water supply to serve the existing NCSD service area and the proposed development. Therefore, no
changes in the environmental document are necessary. Refer to MR-1, which includes a detailed response
related to groundwater supply and management.
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Comment No.

Response

GRe-4

This comment asserts that the EIR does not adequately address recent local and statewide climate change
trends. The EIR includes an evaluation of the NCSD Water Supply under normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry
year conditions. The multiple dry-year condition reflects severe drought conditions. As evaluated in Section
19, Utilities and Service Systems, there would be a projected average water surplus of approximately 610
AFY following the fifth year of multiple dry year conditions, which is also considered the worst-case scenario
available groundwater supply. Therefore, the NCSD would have sufficient water supply to serve existing and
reasonably foreseeable future demands during normal, single dry, and multiple dry year conditions.
Additionally, the EI R i ncl Wae Shoreage Consngemcy Blang\MSCB)f whithh
was prepared in accordance with California Water Code Section 10632(a)(3). The WSCP identifies the
basindés current drought condi ti on o:didentifies chehsuteston t o
address these conditions. As this discussion is included in the EIR, no changes in the environmental
document are necessary. Refer to MR-1, which includes a detailed response related to groundwater supply
and management.

GRe-5

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

GRe-6

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

GRe-7

This comment requests clarity of the phr as&hefelmess
fisignificanceo is used throughout the EIR to char
purpose of this EIR, a significant impact is a substantial or potentially substantial change to resources in the
project area or the area adjacent to the project. In the discussions of each issue area, thresholds are
identified that are used to distinguish between significant and insignificant impacts. To the extent feasible,
distinctions are also made between regional and local significance and short-term versus long-term duration.

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

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

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

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

These definitions are included in the EIR. As such, the comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR;
therefore, no changes in the environmental document are necessary. Nevertheless, the comment will be
made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration.

9.5-24



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

Comment No.

Response

GRe-8

This comment requests a clear justification of7, a
which responds to comments regarding the criteria used to classify residual impacts. This comment also
asserts that the project fails {TomeeteretceedGtbeadquiréniento f
of the Nipomo Community Services District (NCSD) District Code to ensure that the DRSP constructs the
water and wastewater infrastructure necessary to serve the project without adverse impactson t he N
ability to serve existing and future users.0 Re f e r-1 andGRE-R &hich responds to comments

regarding the availability of existing and future water supply for the projected project population during
normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions. Based on the availability of water for the proposed
project, this comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental
document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided
to local decision makers for their consideration.

GRe-9

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

This comment also requests a clarification of phrases used throughout the EIR, including the difference

bet ween the terms fAisubstantiallyo and fAsignifican
throughout the DRSP EIR are based on thresholds established by CEQA Statute and Guidelines Appendix G
and the County. As identified by CEA and the County, the project would be considered to have a significant
effect on hydrology and water quality if the project would substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin. As evaluated in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, implementation of the
project would not interfere with groundwater recharge into the basin. Therefore, no changes in the
environmental document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative

record and provided to local decision makers for their consideration.

GRe-10

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

GRe-11

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

GRe-12

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

GRe-13

This comment restates the initial concern related to the affordability and sustainability of the NCSD water
supply. Refer to GRe-1, which responds to this comment.

9.5-25



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

9.5.6

Judd King

[EXT]Dana Reserve Specific Plan - Draft EIR comments

Judd King <jkingesp@gmail.com>

Sun 7/10/2022 1109 AM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslo.caus>

[Amrmou: This email originated from ocutside the County’s network. Use caution when opening attachments or links, !
Hello,

| am submitting the following comments regarding the Dana Reserve Specific Plan Draft EIR, Thank
you for your consideration of these observations and questions.

Water

We are in a long term drought. Section 4.19.1 details an analysis of water demand projected out for
the project vs availability from NCSD. This analysis assumes a consistent availability of water delivery
from the City of Santa Maria through the supplemental NCSD water pipeline. The City of Santa Maria
sells water they receive from the coastal branch of the State Water Project. Should there be further
analysis performed to consider a reduction of available water from Santa Maria due to lack of State
Water Project delivery? The State Water Project is often threatening no water delivery or only a few
percentage points.

Wastewater

The project will increase water demand from the existing system. Should improvements to the WRF
on Southland also consider some form of additional treatment system for indirect potable reuse or
direct potable reuse? The percelation ponds at the plant largely replenish the area in the south of the
community where there may not be any wells that are used for utility purposes.

Utilities

There will be needed upgrades at the existing Southland WRF and other water and wastewater
infrastructure improvements. How will these be paid for? If this project impacts the NCSD system
then why should other ratepayers be required to float the costs. Inflationary pressures will increase the
cost of the proposed improvements. Have there been sufficient cost estimates to determine if
developer fees and current rates will offset the future costs of these improvements?

Oak Mitigation and Habitat

This project has been compared to the Wooedlands (Monarch Dunes) where thousands of eucalyptus
trees were removed for that project. Eucalyptus trees do serve as habitat for various species, but they
are not native. This project plans to remove a significant amount of cak trees and associated habitat.
The layout of the villages does appear to try to preserve some of the closed oak woodland within the
center of the parcel. However, the layout of the villages essentially clears entire areas of cak
woodland and chaparral. The off-set mitigation parcel is located 2.1 miles east of the site. | know this
area. | grew up just southeast of the parcel that will be used to “offset” the destruction of habitat. |
am glad to see that the parcel used for offset will not be developed, but only a handful of people have
ever seen or will ever see that parcel. Itis steep, rough terrain. Isn't the purpose of conservation and
off-set preservation to give people an opportunity to see the habitat? The layout of the project
should be revised to further reduce impacts to oak weodlands and other habitat, Clear cutting of oak
forests should be prevented. Goal BR-1 even identifies a lack of conservation and replacement of the
3,943 oaks that would be removed. The proposed conservation/off-set plan is insufficient and lacks
the intent of true conservation and adherence to the county and CEQA regulations,

JK-1

JK-4

1F

JK-5
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JK-5
The project layout should be revised to reduce the cak habitat taken. (cont’d)

Transportation T
Nipomo has become a true commuter community, The EIR even acknowledges the lack of
commercial/jobs in the area? THe project appears to continue the mindset of pushing
workforce housing to areas that are unincorporated in SLO county. Planning and zoning in Nipomo JK-6
has focused on concentrating commercial/retail to one area (Tefft Street between US 101 and
Pomeroy) with this continuing on Frontage Road, If phasing of the project focuses on building
residential housing before commercial/retail then traffic will likely increase and congestion worsen in
the current Tefft Street corridor. Are traffic impact fees going to offset the amount of improvements
that may be required to improve existing intersections. Traffic impact fees are collected from
developers with the intent of implementing infrastructure improvements. San Luis Obispo County and
the cities within the county have not enacted these improvements in a timely manner. There is often a
several year lag between the houses and retail being constructed when local agencies design, bid and
construct a project intended to address traffic impacts. Several examples include: Prado Road
Interchange, Los Osos Valley Road Interchange, Brisco Road Interchange, Vineyard Drive Interchange
and Tefft Strest Interchange  Willow Road Interrhange was significant ta impraving the traffic flow
from developments off Willow Road and the Woodlands, but was constructed several years after those
developments were started.

1L
F

JK-7

The developer should be required to implement infrastructure improvements that will immediately
impact the traffic and transportation of the Nipomo Community. Traffic impact fees for long term
improvements should also be collected.

Sincerely,

Judd King

Atascadero, CA

Resident of Nipomo (1980-1998, 2014-2017)
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9.5.6.1

Response to Letter from Judd King

Comment No.

Response

JK-1

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

JK-2

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

JK-3

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

JK-4

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

JK-5

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

JK-6

This comment raises concern of an increase in traffic congestion along the Tefft Street corridor. As evaluated
in the Transportation Impact Study (TIS) and Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) Analysis prepared for the
proposed project, although the project would result in an increase in vehicle trips in the vicinity of the project
site, the construction of two additional collector roads (Collector A and Collector B) through the site to
connect to Willow Road from North Frontage Road and Pomeroy Road, respectively, would ultimately reduce
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Comment No.

Response

traffic congestion along the Tefft Street corridor, alleviating existing and potential future congestion issues.
Refer to JK-7, which identifies proposed additional transportation improvements intended to alleviate existing
and potential future transportation issues. In addition, the conceptual phasing plan includes the construction
of Collectors A and B during Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the project, which would avoid increasing traffic
congestion along the Tefft Street corridor during buildout of the project. The conceptual development plan
includes the construction of commercial development during Phase 1 of the proposed project. Further, the
DRSP proposes the extension of public transit through the site along Collector A where the higher-density
residenti al nei ghborhoods would be developed al on
Collector A would include a Park and Ride lot, and implementation of Mitigation Measure TR/mm-2 would
highlight transportation services, such as dial-a-ride and rideshare, available for residents and employees.
The beneficial effects of construction of Collectors A and B and other improvements on traffic congestion

are evaluated throughout the DRSP EIR. All roadway improvements would be conducted in accordance
with County requirements to avoid hazardous roadway design. Therefore, no changes in the environmental
document are needed.

JK-7

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1  Emergency access at Hetrick Avenue and Cory Way.

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

Proposed road improvements would be conducted during Phases 1 and 2 of the proposed project to avoid
creating traffic congestion and associated hazards during buildout of the proposed project. Improvements
would be constructed in accordance with County Public Works and Caltrans requirements to avoid
hazardous roadway design. Proposed transportation improvements would operate acceptably as proposed
and would not include geometric design features that would create new hazards or an incompatible use.
Additionally, as identified in Section 4.17, Transportation, the project would be subject to the payment of the
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adopted South County Traffic Impact Fee based on the latest adopted Fee Area 1 schedule and the number
of net new weekday PM peak hour trips as estimated based on the trip generation letter. According to CEQA
Guidelines, a project is only required to implement improvements necessary to serve the proposed project.
Therefore, additional transportation improvements would not be the responsibility of the applicant. These
components are addressed in the EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are necessary.
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9.5.7 Sue Shaleen

[EXT]Nipomo development

sue shaleen <suequilting@gmail.com>
Tue 7/12/2022 9:53 PM
To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslocaus>

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

Hello my name is Susan SHALEEN | live at Glenhaven Pl, Nipomo. I'm writing you in regards to the
development being proposed on 288 acre in Nipomo.

This is close to our house and the impact will be great, With the development of Monarch Dunes homes SSh{1)-1
we have seen a crushing impact. We have ONE grocery store, ONE major pharmacy. We have seen the

store shelves run out of products and the wait at our pharmacy has become very long. The impact it will

have on our town is unacceptable,

The county will not close the Glenhaven/ Hetrick tight corner BUT will Allow the undeveloped part of

Hetrick Rd. To be given to the developers to add to the lots along that side. WE paid taxes on this for I
awver 45 years, many use it as a walking trail for humans, dogs, and horses  [Inacceptahle!

S$Sh(1)-2

-

The safety issue of the corner of Glenhaven and Ten Qaks is very dangerous, as well as increased traffic,

used as a short cut to Willow Road. Does the county want to align with developers or care for the SSh(1)-3
taxpayers of Nipomo? i)
The loss of trees is a heartfelt issue, | understand there will be a replanting across Hwy. 101, The trees to 1
be removed are older, the new ones cannot replace the age of these. There will not be mature green SSh(1)4

scape in this development, only excessive density housing.

Nipomo has carried the brunt of the county and states desire to have more housing, San Luis Obispo is a
large county let them look elsewhere. | strongly oppose this project and ask the county yo reconsider SSh(1)-5
moving forward.
Thank you
Susan SHALEEN

A4
-

4
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9.5.7.1 Response to Letter from Sue Shaleen

Comment No. Response
SSh(1)-1 This comment raises concern over the availability of commercial services (i.e., grocery stores, etc.) within the
community and the impact of the project on existing services. Section 14, Population and Housing, of the
EIR concludes that the project would have a Class | impact related to substantial population growth

in the community, which is consistent with the intent of this comment. The DRSP includes a conceptual
development plan in which commercial uses would be constructed during Phase 1, which may alleviate
existing supply and demand issues in the community. However, CEQA does not require an evaluation of a
project on commercial goods and services; therefore, this comment does not identify a deficiency in the EIR
and no changes in the environmental document are necessary.

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

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

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

SSh(1)-5 This comment asserts that an alternative location for the project should be explored. A range of project
alternatives were evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, including the Alternative Location alternative,
which was developed to address t heevwapogriendevelopmestatg n
the site. This alternative evaluates impacts related to development of the project at a different location in the
county. However, this alternative was ultimately dismissed in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(c) because this alternative is infeasible, wouldn ot r educe the projec
and would not meet the basic project objectives. Since this alternative was evaluated in the DRSP EIR, no
changes in the environmental document are necessary.
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9.5.8

Alexander Glotov

Jaimie Jones

From: Aleodvita AlexxVita <alexxvita@gmailcom>

Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2022 9:45 PM

To: Jennifer Guetschow

Subject: [EXT]Comments on Dana Reserve / Canada Ranch development project in Nipomo

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

County of San Luis Obispo
Jennifer Guetschow. Senior Planner
jeuctschow@co.slo.caus

RE: Comments on Dana Reserve / Canada Ranch development project in Nipomo

1 have nothing much to add to my comments. which 1 provided in July 2021 (I was then in Ukroine and
corresponded from the territory of Ukraine).

In Junc-July 2022, 1 studied new County documents that were made available to the public, as well as lobbying
materials that interested parties publish in the media. In this regard, I would like to make a few additional
comments.

SOURSE: “The Dana Reserve development plan has secured a piece of land on which they will put a permanent
conservation casement, The land has between 10,600 and 14,000 trees. “So, altogether, we will permanently
conserving about between 4 and 3 wrees for every one that we remove,” said Tompkins”

KSBY California Central Coast, June 12,2022

MY COMMENT: If follow the logic of this article in the Internet edition, then the destruction of 288 acres of a
unique oak forest with unique habitats on flat terrain next to 101 Freeway (which has no analogues from Los
Angeles 1o Monterrey) is fully compensated by the "permanent conservation™ of an another oak forest site in a
mountainous arca, where no one lives and no one travels, and where nothing threatens nature even without
"conservation”,

I cannot agree with the above concept.

After all. the initiators of Dana Reserve are not talking about planting new trees or other real, tangible and costly
mitigation measures,

They are irying to solve their issuc exclusively in a pscudo-legal. “paperwork” way.

In my opinion, this is unacceptable.

SOURSE: BIO-7.1: Nesting Bird Preconstruction Survey and Nest Avoidance. Within 1 week prior to ground-
disturbing activities, if work occurs between February 1 and September 15, nesting bird surveys shall be
conducted... The biologist shall collect data on the birds’ baseline behavior and their tolerance to disturbance by
observing the birds at the nest prior to construction activities, If the birds are incubating, the biologist shall record
how frequently adults defiver food and visit the nest. The biologist shall also record the birds™ reaction to the
biologist and how close the biologist ¢can get to the nest before the birds’ behavior is altered or they show signs

of stress or disturbance,
H

AG-1

AG-2

9.5-33



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

Dana Reserve Executive Summary Report, Mitigation Measures, Page 21 4

MY COMMENT: It's funny 10 read this against the background of plans to destroy a unique natural habitat in | AG-2

288 acres of oak forest (when it is obvious that the global construction works here will last about 3 years, after | (cont'd)
which the inhabitants of 1200 dwellings will not leave birds any chance to nest here). The authors of this text
probably expected that no one would study this text o

SOURSE: PROJECT ALTERNATIVES T
Burton Mesa Chaparral Avoidance Alternative. Under this potential altemative, proposed development would be
limited to the eastern portion of the project site by increasing the density of proposed single-family residential
dwellings, multi-family residential dwellings, and proposed commercial development in the castern portion of the
site and reducing the area of proposed buildowt, particularly in sensitive areas of biological resources in the
western portion of the Specific Plan Area, including areas supporting Burton Mesa chaparral. While the Burton
Mesa Chaparral Avoidance Alternative would substantially avoid and reduce impacts to biological resources and
reduce air pollutant and GHG emissions, reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT), reduce unplanned population
growth, and improve project consistency with applicable plans and policies, this alternative would not reduce
significant impacts related o acsthetic resources wnd would potentially increase impacts associated with
compatibility with the surrounding arcas, Further, this altemative would not meet all of the basic project
objectives, such as providing a diversity of housing types, including affordable homes, and connecting on-site
residential neighborhoods 1o the community through development of pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian trails via
Collector B and an on-site trail system in the majority of the Specific Plan Area. The Burton Mesa Chaparral
Avoidance Alternative does not meet all of the basic project objectives and is likely infeasible from a cost
perspective, It also has the potential to generate more severe and/or new potentially significant impacts: therefore,
this alternative was eliminated from further review. consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢).
Dana Reserve Executive Sunimary Report, Project Alternatives, Page 67

AG-3
Residential Rural Development Alternative. This alternative would result in a future buildout scenario that is
consistent with the existing Residential Rural (RR) land use designation for the project site. While this altemative
would result in residential development in a manner that would be more consistent with the scale of adjacent
residential land uses and would reduce air pollutant emissions, GHG emissions, VMT, and population growth,
the Residential Rural Development Altemative would not meet the basic project objectives related to providing 2
diversity of housing types, including affordable homes. This alternative also has the potential to increase impacts
related to utilities and service systems, Therefore, the Residential Rural Development Alterative was eliminated
from further discussion in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 13126.6(¢).

Dana Reserve Executive Sunmary Report, Project Alternatives, Page 67

Exclusively Commercial/Retail Development Alternative, Under this alternative, the 288-acre project site would
not be developed with residential uses and would instead be developed with flex commercial and village
commercial uses over 238.2 acres of the project site. While this alterative would reduce air pollutant emissions,
GHG emissions, VMT, and population growth, the Exclusively Retail Development Altermative would not meet
the basic project objectives and would be inconsistent with the General Plan. This alternative would not meet
project objectives and County objectives (as defined in the County’s MOU with the Applicant) related 1o
providing a diversity of housing types, including affordable homes, and providing public parks. This alternative
would continue to result in the loss of cak woodland, Burton Mesa chaparral, and other natural habitats and would
alter the existing visual character of the project site. This alternative may also be infeasible due to the project ¢

2
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arca’s inability to support this significantly increased extent of commercial/retail uses. Since the Exclusively
Commercial/Retail Development Alternative would not meet the basic project objectives, if potentially infeasible,
and would not reduce all of the project’s significant impacts. this altermative was eliminated from further
consideration, consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c).

Dana Reserve Executive Summary Report, Project Alternatives, Pages 67-68

Alternative Location Alternative, Under this alternative, the project would not be developed on the proposed 288-
acre Dana Reserve and would be developed at another location within the county. An alternative location would
need to be large enough to accommodate approximately 173 acres of residential land uses, including 831
residential single-family units, 458 residential multi-family units, and up to 152 ADUs; 22,3 acres of commercial
land uses; 49.8 acres of open space: 21.9 acres of roadways: and 11 acres of public recreational facilities, The
applicant does not own alternative sites that could accommodate the proposed development: therefore, it is
uncertain whether an altermative site would be feasible, successfully reduce the project’s signilicant impacts, and
meet the basic project objectives. Therefore, the Alterative Location Alternative was climinated from further
discussion in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢).

Dana Reserve Executive Suntmary Report, Project Alternatives, Page 67 AG-3

, ) SEpsE : 5 O X P ; ] 2 (cont’d)
The State CEQA Guidelines require an analysis of altematives to identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the alternatives evaluated in the EIR. The environmentally superior alternative is the altemative that would
minimize adverse impacts to the environment. Based on the evaluation of altemmatives. the No Project Alternative
would be the environmentally superior alternative because it would minimize the project’s adverse impacts to the
environment. However, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6{c)(2) states that if the No Project Altemative is
also the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR should then identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other altematives. Based on the detailed evaluation of project alternatives included in EIR Chapter 5,
Alternatives Analysis, Alternative 3: the Residential Rural Cluster Subdivision Altemnative would be considered
the environmentally superior alternative. Since residential development would be central to this alternative, this
altemative would help the County reach its housing development allocation goals per the County RHNA required
by state Jaw. 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. Therefore, Alternative 3 would reduce
the project’s significant impacts; however, it would not meet all of the project’s objectives. Because it would most
successfully reduce the number and extent of significant environmental impacts, and would meet more of the
project’s primary objectives than other alternatives, Altemative 3 is the Environmentally Superior Alternative,
Dana Reserve Executive Sunmmary Report, Project Alternatives, Page 67

MY COMMENT: The language used in the above parts of the Executive Summary reflects the desire 10 comply |
with the rules. But the rules themselves are amblguous and difficult o understand, as illustrated by the
accompanying text Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15126.6 (See Exhibit A below), Different judges may interpret these
rules in different ways,

Itis clear to me that based on the unilaterally interpreted State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢), the County AG-4
has decided 1o reject all altematives (for example. to force Dana Reserve to downsize development and limit it to
parts of the site where there are no oaks: or find another location for 1200 dwellings where there are no ancient
oaks). In pursuance of such an intention, the County determined that all alternatives were «eliminated from further
reviews, «eliminated from further discussionn, «eliminated from further
considerations. 1
The Exccutive Summary Report contains the emphasis on how this project will help increase the number of I AG-5
housing for workforce and affordable housing in the County and overcome the housing crisis. Unfortunately, this 7
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argument is questionable under the circumstances. The fact is that in some cities such as Los Osos and Cambria, A
there are hundreds of empty plots of land due to the moratorium announced by the County on new construction.
The reason for the moratorium is the shortage of water resources, If the County wants 1o overcome the housing
crisis, then it is not necessary 1o destroy the unique oak forest in Nipomo. It is possible to lift the moratorium on | AG-5
the North of the County and thereby significantly relieve tension in the housing market. As for the water issue. if | (cont’d)
it turns out there is enough water for the new 1200 dwelling units in Dana Reserve, then there should be enough
water for thousands of other houses that the residents of the County are now unable to build due 1o the moratorium
announced by the County, There is a clear inconsistency here.

Another altemative is to designate another site for such a massive project, In my previous comments, 1 suggested
10 pay attention to several alternative sites that were sold at very reasonable prices. But there was no response 10
my suggestion to consider an alternative. And now there are several large areas without vegetation on the real AG-6
estate market of San Luis Obispo County. Of course, these areas will have to be planted and money will be spent
on this, It is ¢lear that it is much easier to build 2 new village for profit in an already existing oak forest, which is
hundreds of years old. But I can't agree with this logic. L

=
i

CONCLUSION:

I don’t want to look like an opponent of progress. I understand that the County wants new development. That is
why, in my comments in July 2021, [ proposed to the County an alternative site plan for Dana Reserve, which
provided for the construction of @ sufficicnt number of new houses in places where there are wo vaks. This pln AG-7
(diagram) has been carefully crafted and provided 1o the County. Unfortunately, 1 did not receive an answer,

It is obvious that a powerful train is moving forward and it is impossible 10 stop it or at least partially change the
direction of its movement,

I can't stop this train by filing grievances.

But the proposed Dana Reserve project affects not only the interests of the population of Nipomo, but also my
personal interests,

I am the only developer in the area of operation of Dana Reserve (although I am a developer of very small scale).
All the rest here are just residents, owners of houses,

They have no business intentions while | have planned a new small real estate development here, Villa Victoria
Estates.

1 am also building a large home on my parcel which is consistent with future subdivision.

1 invested all my money into this subdivision/construction project.

1 had a certain vision for the project; counting on the view o the oak forest from my site (1 could not believe that
in modemn California someone would come up with the idea to destroy this unique oak forest).

Dana Reserve and the County ruin my plans.

Therefore, I ask you to attach my comments to the Dana Reserve (Canada Ranch) project review documentation.
1 reserve the right to defend my rights and interests by legal methods.

Once again [ propose to reduce the appetites of Dana Reserve and foree them to reduce the amount of development
and only build where there are no oak trees (see my alternative site plan below, which I submitted first in July
2021).

Even in this scenario, the project will be sufficiently profitable for its owners/lobbyists,

Everyone will benefit from such a decision, the nature of California, the County, the population of Nipomo, and
the tens of millions of people who drive along Freeway 101,

AG-8

AG-9

Please see below Dana Reserve's plan and my alternative plan in comparison.

Plan proposed by developer ]
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AG9
{cont’d)
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The impact of implementation of the plan proposed by developer
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Oak trees that will be cut down
1 are marked in red

Presorved oak troes are marked

AG9
(cont’d)

MY CONCEPTUAL MASTER PLAN FOR OAK TREES PRESERVATION

Sincerely yours
Alexander Glotov
Owner of parcel of land at 730 Sandydale Dr., Nipomo, CA

July 12,2022
1344 N, Martel Ave.. Apt. 302

Los Angeles, CA 90046
(323) 447-2191
iR onisd

EXHIBIT A

Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 15126.6

Section 15126.6 - Consideration and Discussion of Altematives to the Proposed Project AG-10

(a) Altematives to the Proposed Project. An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives 1o the project.

or to the tocation of the project. which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would

avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of

the altematives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must considera W
7

9.5-39



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

reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public
participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible
for selecting a range of project altematives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting
those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other
than the rule of reason. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors(1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 andLaurel Heights
Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California(1988) 47 Cal.3d 376).
(b) Purpose. Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may
have on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002,1). the discussion of alternatives shall focus on
altermatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant
effects of the project, even if these altematives would impede 1o some degree the attainment of the project
objectives, or would be more costly.(c) Selection of a range of reasonable altematives. The range of potential
alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives
of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects, The EIR should briefly
describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should also identify any alteratives
that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly
explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination. Additional information explaining the choice of
altermatives may be included in the administrative record, Among the factors that may be used to eliminate
alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are:(i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii)
infeasihility. or (i) inahility to avoid significant environmental impacts
(d) Evaluation of alternatives. The EIR shall include sufficient information about ¢ach altemmative 1o aliow
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying the major
characteristics and significant environmental effects of cach alternative may be used to summarize the
comparison, [fan alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused
by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the altemative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the
significant effects of the project as proposed. (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles(1981) 124 Cal.App.3d
1).(¢) "No project™ alterative. AG-10
(1) The specific alternative of "no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact, The purpose of describing | (cont’d)
and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decisionmakers to compare the impacts of approving the
proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project. The no project altemative analysis is
not the baseline for determining whether the proposed project's environmental impacts may be significant, unless
itis identical to the existing environmental seiting analysis which does establish that bascline (see Section 15125),
(2) The "no project” analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published,
or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what
would be reasonably expected to occur in the foresecable future if the project were not approved. based on current
plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.
If the environmentally superior altemative is the "no project” altemnative, the EIR shall also idemtify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other aliematives,
(3) A discussion of the "no project” altemative will usually proceed along one of two lines:
(A) When the project is the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the
"no project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation into the future. Typically
this 1s a situatton where other projects muated under the existng plan will continue while the new plan s
developed. Thus, the projected impacts of the proposed plan or alternative plans would be compared to the impacts
that would occur under the existing plan.
(B) If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a development project on identifiable
property, the "no project” alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not proceed. Here the
discussion would compare the environmental effects of the properly remaining in its exisling state against
environmental effects which would occur if the project is approved. If disapproval of the project under
consideration would result in predictable actions by others, such as the proposal of some other project, this "no
project” consequence should be discussed, In certain instances, the no project aliernative means “no build”
wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained. However, where failure 1o proceed with the project will
not result in preservation of existing environmental conditions, the analvsis should identify the practical result of
8
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the project’s non-approval and not create and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to
preserve the existing physical environment.

(C) After defining the no project altemative using one of these approaches, the lead agency should proceed to
analyze the impacts of the no project alternative by projecting what would reasonably be expected 1o occur in the
foresceable future if the project were not approved, based on currenmt plans and consistent with available
infrastructure and community services.

(N Rule of reason. The range of altematives required in an EIR is governed by a "rule of reason” that requires the
EIR to set forth only those altematives necessary to permit a reasoned ¢hoice, The alternatives shall be limited to
ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant eflects of the project. Of those altermatives,
the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to
foster meaningful public participation and informed decision making.

(1) Feasibility. Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives
are site suitability. economic viability. availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or
regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the
regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the
altemative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). No one of these factors establishes a fixed limit
on the scope of reasonable alternatives. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors(1990) 52 Cal.3d 353;
<ee Save Onr Residential Fovironment v City of West Hallywood(1992) 9 Cal App dth 1745 1753 fn
1)(2) Alternative locations.

(A) Key question. The key question and first step in analysis is whether any of the significant effects of the project
would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location, Only locations that would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the
EIR.

(B) None feasible. If the lead agency concludes that no feasible altermative locations exist, it must disclose the
reasons for this conclusion, and should include the reasons in the EIR. For example, in some cases there may be | AG-10
no feasible alternative locations for a geothermal plant or mining project which must be in close proximity 10 | (cont’d)
natural resources at a given location,

(C) Limited new analysis required. Where a previous document has sufticiently analyzed a range of reasonable
altemative locations and cnvironmental impacts for projects with the same basic purpose, the lead agency should
review the previous document, The EIR may rely on the previous document to help it assess the feasibility of
potential project alternatives 1o the extent the circumstances remain substantially the same as they relate to the
altemnative. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 573).(3) An EIR need not
consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and
speculative. (Residents Ad Hoe Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees(1979) 89 Cal. App.3d 274).

Cal. Code Regs. Tir. 14, § 15126.6

Note: Awuthority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 21002.21002.1, 21003 and
21100, Public Resources Code: Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors. (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553; Lanrel
Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California, (1988) 47 Cal 3d 376; Gemry v. City
of Murrieta(1995) 36 Cal App.dth 1359 and Laurel Heights Improvememt Association v, Regents of the
University of Californial 1993) 6 Cal dth 1112,

&
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9.5.8.1

Response to Letter from Alexander Glotov

Comment No.

Response

AG-1

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

AG-2

This comment raises concern over the loss of nesting bird habitat at the project site and asserts that
Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-7.1 does not adequately address impacts related to the loss of this habitat. As
discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the EIR, special-status birds and raptors, such as
Cooper6s hawk, oakitetdmeuse, whidté&luttall 6s woodpe
loss of nesting and foraging habitat in oak and chaparral habitats. Loss of grassland habitat could adversely
affect foraging raptors and ground nesting birds. Incremental habitat loss on a regional scale may adversely
affect special-status birds. Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-14.1, BIO/mm-15.1, and BIO/mm-18.4 have been
identified to provide off-site nesting and foraging habitat and reduce impacts related to habitat loss for
nesting birds. Mitigation Measures BIO/mm-7.1, BIO/mm-14.1, BIO/mm-15.1, and BIO/mm-18.4 adequately
address impacts to nesting birds and associated habitat. Therefore, no changes in the environmental
document are necessary. Refer to MR-3, which provides a detailed response related to loss of oak trees and
other impacts to biological resources.

AG-3

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

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

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

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

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

1 Residential Rural Cluster Subdivision (Alternative 3): Under Alternative 3, no commercial
development would occur, and the density of residential development would be limited, resulting in
a smaller scale of buildout as compared to the proposed project. Based on the reduction of
proposed residential units, this alternative would reduce population growth in comparison to the
proposed project. As a result, impacts related to aesthetics, air quality, GHG emissions, population
and housing, and transportation would be reduced. However, this alternative could continue to
potentially impact sensitive biological resources. In addition, this alternative may preclude
annexation into the NCSD due to infrastructure costs; therefore, this alternative would potentially
increase impacts related to utilities and service systems. Due to the substantial reduction in the
number of proposed residential units, the number of affordable units would be significantly
decreased in order to provide funding for site development and other improvements. As a result,
Alternative 3 would not meet the basic project objective of providing affordable workforce market
rate homes. In addition, this alternative would be inconsistent with the commercial and light
industrial land uses planned forthe si t e as i denti fi ed iTihisaltdrmativeC
was selected as the Environmentally Superior Alternative.
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Comment No. Response

1 Development on Non-Native Grassland (Alternative 4): Alternative 4 would increase the amount of
land dedicated to open space by increasing density and reducing the footprint of proposed
residential, commercial, and recreational development. As a result, the number of residential
dwelling units would be reduced from 1,289 units to 1,100 units (approximately 189 units or 15%).
In addition, the land dedicated to commercial land uses would be reduced by 2.3 acres and the
land dedicated to recreational land uses would be reduced by 6 acres, ultimately increasing the
amount of open space area on the site and reducing the amount of impacted oak woodland and
Burton Mesa chaparral habitat. This alternative would marginally reduce population growth in
comparison to the proposed project. However, buildout of this alternative would still constitute a
substantial increase in growth within the community, and impacts related to air quality, GHG
emissions, population and housing, and transportation would be generally consistent with the
proposed project. This alternative is considered feasible; however, it may conflict with the basic
project objective of providing a mix of housing types and affordable housing options.

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

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

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

Additionally, six alternatives (refer to AG-3) were fully evaluated in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6, which st.a atmismadstlofahe bagsit dbjectivasaottiev es s
project... o fuktlser explained by the California Supreme Court:

[A]n EIR should not exclude an alternative from detailed consideration merely because it
6woul d i mpede to some degree the attainment «
not study in detail an alternative that is infeasible or that the lead agency has reasonably
determined cannot achieve the projectds unde1

Al t hough a | ead agency may not give a project
a lead agency may structure its EIR alternative analysis around a reasonable definition

of underlying purpose and need not study alternatives that cannot achieve that basic

goal . 0 (Delta Progeammaig/Environmental Impact Report Coordinated

Proceedings, 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1165-1166 [2008]).

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

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

The DRSP EIR contains an evaluation of project alternatives in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines,
noted above. As such, this comment does not require any changes to the environmental document.
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Comment No.

Response

AG-5

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

AG-6

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

AG-7

This comment suggestsan al ternative | ocation for the projec
oak trees. The Alternative Location alternative was explored in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR.
Refer to SSh(1)-5, which responds to comments regarding an alternative location for this project.

Additionally, refer to MR-3 and AG-3, which identifies the alternatives explored for this project, including
alternatives intended to reduce impacts to oak trees.

AG-8

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

AG-9

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

AG-10

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

[EXT]Dana Reserve project

Katherine E <katherineanddogs@gmail.com>

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslocaus>

St-1
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9.5.9.1

Response to Letter from Stacy

Comment No.

Response

St-1

This comment raises concerns related to population growth, loss of oak trees, and the change in landscape
within the county and states this cdtRBamiked vheh opp
addresses comments regarding the loss of oak trees and the change to the visual character of the project

site. In addition, Section 14, Population and Housing, of the DRSP EIR concluded that an increase of 4,286
new people within the community would result in a Class | impact; therefore, concern related to substantial
population growth expressed in this comment is consistent with the evaluation included in the DRSP EIR. No
changes in the environmental document are necessary.
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9.5.10 BC Prewett

[EXT]Dana reserve project

beprewett@gmail.com <beprewett@gmail.com>

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslo.caus>

BCP-1
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9.5.10.1 Response to Letter from BC Prewett

Comment No. Response

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

[EXT]Dana Reserve Project

Beth Ralston <mesagirl@verizon.net>
To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslo.caus>
ATTENTION: Thls emall ongimted lvom ootude lhe County (3 necwork. Use uuﬁon when openllc anthenu or llnks |

l)ust finished Blening to the Zoom p«esentabon

| have quite a few concerns that | want 1o voice, Please bare with me here :) This won't be short lol

- The impact on the wildlife, which | don't believe was addressed, | fear will be very destructive. Removing 4,000 7
mature oak trees seems crazy to me. We love our oak trees. They provide habitats to many different animais,

incluging our amazing raptors. Here is a link to a short 4 minute video where a docant explains why Oak Trees are

s0 important for our wildlife.  hitps://www.youtube. comiwatch?v=1YP-RXqbvm0

Coyotes, deer, squirrels, opossums, skunks, raccoons are just a few of the animals that will be impacted. Now add BR-1
1o that a¥l of the birds that will be impacted with the removal of the trees where they nest. o7

| don't agree with the idea that we should be pushing out wildlife for humans. We've already done that in Nipomo
and we are already feeling the detriment of the removal of a1 of the Eucalyptus trees for the building of Trilogy.
Plus people know want to kill the wildlife that is trying to maintain an existence here because those that move here
find them to be a nuisance.  Won't the same thing happen here?

- Population prodlems.  This will increase our population quickly! 1200 homes, some of which are muiti family!!

If you go best case scenario there will be say 5 people per household. That would be 6500 more people into an
aieady badly impacted area. Tefl is a nightmare sbll, we have 1 grocery store, 3 gas staticns, 2 pharmacies, and BR-2
of course no real sheriff station and 1 fire station,  This just seems way too large of a project for Nipomo to handie
{or want)

- Itwon't match the rural area we all moved here for, A lot of people here moved from So Cal to get away from T
exactly what seems to be projected. Tightly packed cookie cutter homes, | highly suggest lowering the number of BR-3
homes, and increasing the property per house. | left an area where we were on about 1/4 of 3o of an acre. | think 2
10 match the homes that surround it, the homes should be situated on 1/2 acres lots. 1

- Water water water!!! Severe drought doesn't seem like buiiding something of this magnaude is smarn IBR-4

- Traffic - obvicusly this will increase traffic locally and as | already stated, we are struggling already with our BR-5
current pepulation. e

- Schools - our schools are already heavily full.  Are you planning on building a new Elementary School? Middle
School" High School? We honestly do not have the funds now to support our school kids. My son grew up here
and went through the local public schootls from Nipomo Elementary through NHS.  Nipomo High School especially BR-6
was lacking in cfasses for the kids. All of his classes all through his education were very full. Mdmg a large group
of children to this area again, doesn't seem smarnt.

| really could go on and on,

What it basically comes down to is, | think that this project is way to large for Nipomo to handle currently (or ever BR-7
honestly). Way 100 dense for certain, Wil have negatve impacts on the local wildlife and losing all of those Oak

Trees seems unconscionable, 1

1 wouks cut the housing at least by half, put them on larger lots, and hopefully have all of them equipped with solar
energy.

It weuld be nice to keep our *small town feel® , provide homes for famiies for sure.  But this IMHO should be done BR-8
©n @ much simalien scale housing wise,  VWork around the bees! Work sround the wikife! Not the other way
around.
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Thanks 0 much for taking the time to read through my concems

Beth Raiston
Resident here snce 1998
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9.5.11.1

Response to Letter from Beth Ralston

Comment No.

Response

BR-1

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

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

BR-2

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

BR-3

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

BR-4

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

BR-5

This comment raises concern over the projectds im
community. Refer to JK-6 and JK-7, which responds to comments regarding traffic congestion and
transportation improvements.

BR-6

This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of the Lucia Mar Unified School District (LMUSD) to
serve the growth of school-aged children. As evaluated in Section 15, Public Services, although the project
would increase the number of school-aged children in the community, the project would be subject to the
payment of state taxes for public schools established by the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act and
implemented by California Education Code Section 17620. As identified in California Government Code
Section 65995(h), the payment of mandatory school development impact fees (through County Public

Facilities Fees) 0. . . is deemed to be full and
adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or
any change in government al ©he gommantziees notinclude any spexificr g a
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Comment No.

Response

facts or information that would indicate why the substantial analysis of this issue in the EIR lacks sufficient

detail to adequately demonstrate a less-than-significant impact; therefore, no changes in the environmental
document are necessary.

BR-7

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

BR-8

This comment suggests preserving the communityés
avoiding oak trees and wildlife and also suggests the use of solar. Refer to BR-3 and AG-3, which responds
to project impacts related to a reduction in the number of homes associated with the proposed project and to
AG-3 and JK-5, which responds to comments regarding an alternative site layout intended to reduce impacts
to native habitat types. Refer to MR-3, which addresses comments related to the loss of oaks at the project

site. As evaluated in Section 4.6, Energy, of the EIR, Proposed single-family residential dwellings would also

be required to incorporate solar PV systems, per current building code requirements. Therefore, no changes
to the environmental document are need.
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9.5.12 Danna Weidner

Danna M. Weidner & Thomas L Cash
1551 Cielo Lane
Nipomo, California $3444

July 14, 2022

Response 10 EIR on Dana Reserve Project in Nipomo
File # LPR 2020-00007

My husband and | have been residents of Nipome for almost 5 years. After living in two other areas
of SLO county we settied on Nipomo primarily because of its rural character. | have reviewed the
EIR and have several concerns about this peoject.

| use the Willow Street exit off the 101 almost exclusively to avoid heavier traffic on Tefft. Adding
a development of 1,289 homes will have a substantial impact on traffic both getting on and off the
freeway and then on Willow itself. Because of the traffic impact, there will also be an increase in
automobile emissions

| am very concemed about the increased water usage this project would cause, Our water is
already rationed (watering only 2 days/week) causing most folks to give up landscaping altogether.
Our water rates are also already high. Adding 1,289 additional users will have a significant
impact—forcing us to find additional sources of water and having rates ckmb even higher. As
retired seniors who have rain collection barrels, only shower every other day and reuse every drop
of intenor water, we are unwilling and actually unable to do much more especially in the way of
money.

We love our area and its plant and animal ife. Cutting down hundreds of mature live 0ak trees and
the resultant hadbaats they provide i$ unconscionable. Even reéplanting with @ 4:1 ration is not an
answer. Young trees require lots of regular watering and some, despete even goad care, will not
survive. In addition, reptiles, bees and raplors, to name a few, will be displaced and need to find
new homes. Also, the winds will lose a bamer (like when Tnlogy cut all there trees down and
caused an increased dust problem) which witl no doubt increase dust in our air and further degrade
air quality.

| commend the planning depariment in a very thorcugh study, however, quality of life in our county
is surely giving way o increased population. If we as residents wanted 1o live in a congested area
with traffic issues, we would have stayed in our prévious communities. | believe one large housing
development (such as Trilogy) is enough for our small community,

| sincerely appreciate your consideration
Danna M, Weidner
Danna M. Weidner
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9.5.12.1

Response to Letter from Danna Weidner

Comment No.

Response

DMW-1

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

DMW-2

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

DMW-3

This comment raises concern over the loss of oak trees and associated wildlife habitat at the project site and
the potential to increase dust due to a reduced wind barrier created by the trees. Refer to MR-3, JK-4, and
BR-1, which addresses comments relatedtot he pr oj ect 6s | mpact s r édbat ed
loss, and wildlife. In addition, air quality modelling conducted for the proposed project takes wind speed,
direction, and loss of existing vegetation into consideration in determining project impacts related to long-
term air emissions. The EIR includes the results of the air quality modelling conducted for the project, which
did not identify a long-term impact related to dust emissions. The comment does not include any specific
facts or information that would indicate why the substantial analysis of this issue in the EIR lacks sufficient
detall to adequately demonstrate a less-than-significant impact; therefore, no changes in the environmental
document are necessary.

DMW-4

This comment raises concerns, including an increase in population and traffic congestion, and suggests that
an additional large housing project in the community is not necessary. Refer to BR-2, which addresses the
projectds impacts rel ated JK-6 Ja7nand DiViWrlewhisheaddressesp o p u |
comments related to traffic congestion.
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9.5.13 Dan Doberstein

[EXT]Dana Reserve Project

dan doberstein <dandober@yahoo.com>
Sat 7/16/2022 12:57 PM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@co.slo.ca.us>

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

My wife and | have lived near this proposed project since 1996. It used be quite here. No more. We used not worry
about water. No more. As | understand this project they will be adding thousands of residences?? Where is that water DaDo-1
coming from? This is a real bad idea and should be refused/rejected

Nipomo needs to go slow on growth...its already up by nearly 10 fold since we moved here. SLO BOS needs to stop DaDo-2
pushing things they dont want in SLO city area ( like high density housing) on south county. alo-

Dan Doberstein

Nipomo
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9.5.13.1 Response to Letter from Dan Doberstein

Comment No. Response
DaDo-1 This comment raises concern over the population growth and availability of water supply for the existing
community in addition to the proposed project. RefertoBR-2, whi ch addresses the

to an increase in population and MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4, which addresses comments related to
water supply availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year conditions.

DaDo-2 This comment asserts that the County Board of Supervisors (BOS) should cease large development in the
South County area. RefertoBR-2, whi ch addresses the projectds ir
population. Ultimately, it will be the decision of the lead agency's decision-making body whether or not to
reject or approve the proposed project or an alternative.
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9.5.14 Deanna Talerico

[EXT]Dana Reserve Public Comment

Deanna T <scdeannad@hotmail.com>

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslo.caus>

l; A‘EYEN“ON This email originated l'voon;.ny‘de the County’s network. Use caution when opéning attachments or links.
Hello,

As an Arroyo Grande resident and a nearby neighber (off Summit Statien Road) to the proposed project T
site, | am writing today to express my concern and strong opposition to the Dana Reserve Project.
This area is beautiful, peaceful, and home (o abundant native wildlife. Our area also already struggles
with air pollution, habitat loss, and adequate water supply. A project with such dense infill, high DT-1
population and housing, and the increased traffic, noise, light pollution, and demand on resources it
would bring does not belong here among our mostly open land and large (but sparsely developed)
parcels. Given what is proposed, using the name "Reserve” is deceiving and conniving.

By locking over the EIR, it is obvious the project manager and those involved already know this. The
proposed project would cause “significant impacts” to nearly every single environmental category or
concern on the checklist: aesthetics, air quality, sensitive habitat, special-status animals and protected
oaks, water resources, and is in conflict with state and/or local renewable energy, emergency response, DT-2
and sustainable groundwater management plans. The negative impacts it would make would be
detrimental and permanent, and are not able to be adequately mitigated. | urge you to look at all these
factors and conclude that this project is not suitable for the proposed site.

Thank you very much for your concern and time,

Deanna Talerico

9.5-57



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

9.5.14.1

Response to Letter from Deanna Talerico

Comment No.

Response

DT-1

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

As evaluated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, DRSP Design Guidelines include standards that address
commercial, residential, and nonresidential outdoor lighting. The DRSP requires all lighting design and
fixtures -stkoy db ec oimdpalrikant , consi st eSkyAsseciation antd/br Eouhtyn t e
requirements. As evaluated in Section 4.13, Noise, A Noise Impact Study was prepared for the proposed
project to determine impacts related to short- and long-term noise associated with the proposed project.
Mitigation Measures N/mm-1.1 and N/mm-1.2 have been identified in the EIR to reduce short- and long-term
increases in noise associated with the proposed project and ensure the project is consistent with the noise
standards established in the Countyo6s L5PRPullic$ksiees Or
the project would be subject to the payment of fees to provide funding for maintenance of existing facilities
and development of additional facilities. In addition, Mitigation Measure PS/mm-1.1 requires the applicant to
set aside land to provide a location for future development of a new CAL FIRE station in the community.
Concerns related to light pollution, noise, and public services have been addressed in the EIR and mitigation
has been included where appropriate to address potential impacts. The comment does not include any
specific facts or information that would indicate why the substantial analysis of this issue in the EIR lacks
sufficient detail to adequately demonstrate a less-than-significant impact.

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

DT-2

Thiscommentn ot es t he pr ojmeE anavwidabls impgacts ahdiincoasistencies with applicable
planning documents. This comment is consistent with the evaluation included throughout the EIR. The
County has the discretion to approve (or disapprove) the proposed project based on these factors, which are
called out in the EIR. Therefore, no changes to the environmental document are necessary. However, the
comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers for their
consideration.
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9.5.15 Pam Howard

[EXT]Dana Reserve Project

howardsnest@frontiernet.net <howardsnest@frontiernet.net>

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslo.caus>

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

IPH-2
\ IPH-3
ge quantity of was IPH4
handle the arge amount of traf IPH-5
IPH7

JLGE:

populaton sioutd he aty now nced v incorpors IPH-9
RN e e  Tee

IPH-11

PH-12
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9.5.15.1

Response to Letter from Pam Howard

Comment No.

Response

PH-1

This comment expresses concerns related to the pr
housing and consistency with the existing rural character of the project area. Refer to BR-2, which addresses
comments related to housing and population growth. As evaluated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, DRSP Design
Guidelines include standards that address commercial, residential, and nonresidential outdoor lighting. The
DRSP requires all I i ght i ne kdyeds icgprmpad ni da nfti, x tcuornessi stt ce
Dark-Sky Association and/or County requirements. As evaluated in Section 4.13, Noise, a Noise Impact
Study was prepared for the proposed project to determine impacts related to short- and long-term noise
associated with the proposed project. Mitigation Measures N/mm-1.1 and N/mm-1.2 have been identified in
the EIR to reduce short- and long-term increases in noise associated with the proposed project and ensure
the projecti s consistent with the noise standards estab
Additionally, as evaluated in Section 1, Aesthetics, of the DRSP EIR, implementation of the project would
alter the existing visual character of the rural project area and was also classified as a Class | impact. As
such, concern related to the alteration of the visual character of the project site is consistent with the
evaluation included in the DRSP EIR; therefore, no changes in the environmental document are needed.

PH-2

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

PH-3

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

PH-4

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

PH-5

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

PH-6

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

PH-7

This comment raises concern regarding the increase in demand on the County Sherriff. The construction of a
new patrol station is included i.Asdisdussed@®Gection 356PsblicC a
Services, the project would be subject to the payment of Public Facilities Fees through a Development
Agreement by the project applicant and/or prior to issuance of construction permits for subsequent

devel opment would provide the projectds shar eThef
comment does not include any specific facts or information that would indicate why the substantial analysis

of this issue in the EIR lacks sufficient detail to adequately demonstrate a less-than-significant impact.
Therefore, no changes in the environmental document are needed. Refer to MR-2, which provides a detailed
response related to the provision of emergency services.

PH-8

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

PH-9

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

PH-10

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

Response

PH-11

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

PH-12

This comment raises concern regarding an increase in growth in the community and states opposition to the
proposed project. RefertoBR-2, whi ch addresses the projectds i.m
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9.5.16 Lawrence E. Cools

@ Delete

53 Archive @) Report €\ Reply 4\ Replyall > Forward & O

[EXT]Fwd: Agenda item B-1 Dana Reserve Study Session July 21, 2022

To: Jennifer Guetschow

) p
mc Margo Cools <2coolsaints@att.net> SO = 4 B B2
Wed 7/20/2022 7:38 PM

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

S Reply

Subject: Fwd: Agenda item B-1 Dana Reserve Study Session July 21, 2022

From: <2coolsaints@att.net>

Date: July 20, 2022 at 7:26:00 PM PDT

To: mbing@slolafco.com

Subject: Agenda item B-1 Dana Reserve Study Session July 21, 2022

Respectfully To All Commissioners:

As a long time resident of Nipomo living in the neighborhood adjacent to the
proposed Dana Reserve Development, | strongly oppose this project for all the
reasons which you have already heard and received from other residents and
concerned parties. This project in its current form would be devastating to the
character and environment of Nipomo, always cherished in this community.
Please also take into account the indisputable fact that the western United
States is in the midst of both a long term serious drought and economic
downturn. There is no ability to predict when or how either of these situations
might end.

Respectfully,
Lawrence E. Cools

> Forward

LEC-1
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9.5.16.1 Response to Letter from Lawrence E. Cools

Comment No. Response

LEC-1 This comment raises concern regarding neighborhood compatibility, drought, and economics. Refer to PH-1,
which addresses comments related to neighborhood compatibility and MR-1 and GRe-1 through GRe-4,
which responds to comments related to the availability during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year
conditions. Economic impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under the CEQA and only
require discussion if the impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the impacts
would result in growth-inducing impacts. As such, no changes in the environmental document are needed.

However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided to local decision makers
for their consideration.
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9.5.17 Margaret Cools

@ Delete

53 Archive () Report & Reply & Replyall > Forward & J [

[EXT]Fwd: Agenda item B-1 Dana Reserve Study Session July 21, 2022

mc Margo Cools <2coolsaints@att.net> ¥ @O 8a s o« 0

erinifer Gustschow Wed 7/20/2022 7:40 PM

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

&\ Reply

Subject: Fwd: Agenda item B-1 Dana Reserve Study Session July 21, 2022

Respectfully To All Commissioners:

As a long time resident of Nipomo living in the neighborhood adjacent to the
proposed Dana Reserve Development, | strongly oppose this project for all the
reasons which you have already heard and received from other residents and
concerned parties. This project in its current form would be devastating to the
character and environment of Nipomo, always cherished in this community.
Please also take into account the indisputable fact that the western United
States is in the midst of both a long term serious drought and economic
downturn. There is no ability to predict when or how either of these situations
might end.

Respectfully,
Margaret Cools

~ Forward

MC-1
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9.5.17.1 Response to Letter from Margaret Cools

Comment No. Response

This comment raises concern regarding neighborhood compatibility, drought, and economics. Refer to

MC-1 LEC-1, which addresses these issues.
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9.5.18 Matt Kobliska

Jennifer Guetschow

San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building
976 Osos St., Room 300

San Luls Obispo, Ca 93408

RE: Concerns for development in Nipomo off Willow Rd and DEIR
July 20, 2022

Let me start with the traffic studies that have been conducted on Ten Oaks. Even though they
show excessive traffic on Ten Oaks, they are not even close to accurate on the actual traffic. The study
was in July and the second week of December/first two weeks of January. This is the time when the high MK-1
school is out of session. Traffic on our street is triple what has been recorder when the high school is in
session. | have a camera that records our traffic daily..you are welcome to review it any time. i

Ten Qaks is used as a cut-through for ALL people avoiding Tefft Street in the morning and
afternoon, The addition of a traffic signal on the intersection of Willow and Pomeroy was supposed 10 MK-2
allaviate traffic on our stroot. It hag increased traffic...] guecs folks do not want to wait at the light or
travel the extra mile. A B

Everyone who lives in Nipomo knows to avoid Tefft Street at high traffic times (morning, late
afternoon, weekends). This new development will bring an additional 3,000 cars to a 1-mile square
radius...with two exits onto Willow. Cars leaving this development will all use the north exits on to
Willow ...even if destination is south. This will create the same problems we now have on Tefft. Is the MK-3
plan to add additional traffic lights on Willow at the egress? How will you mitigate the traffic back-up to
enter/exit the freeway at Willow? With all these additional vehicles attempting to exit/enter this
development during high traffic times, it will also increase the traffic on surrounding streets...adding to
existing traffic through our neighborhood from all avoiding Tefft Street.

o
The county’s original plan was to extend Hetrick from Pomeroy to Willow. In doing so, they T
made the entrance from Willow to Hetrick look like a major intersection...inviting all to drive through
our neighborhood. We have eighteen wheelers, school buses, tractors, and dump trucks traveling daily MK-4
through our streets that were not designed for this traffic. 1

Major street improvements must completed PRIOR to the start of this development. The
proposed two cut throughs for this development ARE NOT improvements and will not stop cut throughs
to existing neighborhoods, They will turn Willow into the same problems we have on TEFT and ADD
additional traffic through our neighborhood. Hetrick needs 1o be a straight shot from Pomeroy to MK-5
Willow. Willow will need to be four lanes from Pomeroy to east of the highway 101..and the freeway off
ramps will need work as well, What is the plan to mitigate an additional 3,000 cars moving during high
traffic hours in @ ¥ mile stretch? o

| disagree with this development, Tee many homes censelidated on small lots will create traffic
that cannot be mitigated. The current home make-up for this area is homes on 1 +acre. Let us keep it MK-6
this way. ]

Matt Kobliska
855 Ten Oaks Way
Nipomo, Ca 93444
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9.5.18.1

Response to Letter from Matt Kobliska

Comment No.

Response

MK-1

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

MK-2

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

MK-3

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

MK-4

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

MK-5

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

MK-6

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

[EXT]Comments on DEIR for Dana Reserve Specific Plan

chris santala <chris.santala@gmail.com>

Wed 7720/2022 846 AM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslo.caus>

[Afmmou: This email originated from outside the County’s network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Hello Jennifer,
| am a member of the Nipomo Action Committee, a group recently formed to voice our concerns for
the proposed Dana Reserve Development. My specific comments on the DEIR are as follows:

1. Reduce the density of the housing/infrastructure to minimize oak tree, air, traffic, and noise impacts, ICSa.‘I

2. Why are only 194 oaks (of the =4,000) being counted towards replacement planting of 4:17 | see
that the majority of the cak mitigation is preservation of oaks at “Dana Ridge™. Seems to be a
lenient oak impact mitigation strategy. More individual oaks should be included in CSa-2
replacement planting to minimize the loss of oak woodland habitat On-Site, If the housing density is
reduced (#1 above), there will be more spisce 1o plant vaks onsite.

3. If current oak mitigation strategy goes through - | suggest allowing public access (trails) tocreatea T

“Dana Ridge Preser/e”, similarto the Pismo Preserve. In the future, other landowners could add CSa-3
property to Dana Ridge Preserve, possibly even connecting te the Dana Adcbe.
4, Require the developer to construct a separate/ protected bike/pedestrian path to Nipomo High 1
School, the Nipomo Community Park, and “Uptown®. The reason is to create a community connection
to the rest of Nipomo (not just more roads), and to reduce automobile use. Without “connection” this
is just another giant development forced into unincorporated Nipomo because the cities of SLO, CSa4
Pismao, Paso, AG etc don't want "affordable housing” or any other massive projects in their backyard
The County has the power 1o help improve Nipomo and make it an example of how we can create
communities that are connected and bike and pedestrian friendly

Thank you,
Chris
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9.5.19.1

Response to Letter from Chris Santala

Comment No. Response

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

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

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

CSa-4 This comment suggests creating a bicycle/pedestrian path to Nipomo High School, the Nipomo Community

Park, and "Uptown. ®he project includes the construction of off-site transportation improvements as
discussed in JK-7. These improvements were identified by the County to address an increase in vehicles
along local roadways associated with the proposed project. According to CEQA Guidelines, a project is only
required to implement improvements necessary to serve the proposed project. Additionally, the project
includes the construction of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities for the community. Therefore, additional
improvements to the transportation system would not be the responsibility of the applicant. As such, no
changes in the environmental document are needed.
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9.5.20 Elizabeth Scroggs

[EXT]SLO County Planning Commission Dana Reserve Project

Beth Scroggs <b-scroggs@msn.com>
Thu 7/21/2022 02 PM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslo.caus>
Cc: Beth Scroggs <b-scroggs@msncom>

[LMTENTDON: This emall ov'tglnate; ;rom outside the Counn;‘.;nﬂwo;:dw au{i;n when ooe_nlr_!g at:;chmmts or links.

To the SLO County Planning Commission
</o Jennifer Guetschow; jguetschow@co slo.caus

1 am writing to express my concern regarding the Proposed Dana Reserve Project, a development project
that will develop 288 acres in the Unincorporated County Community of Nipomo.

After reading the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the Unmitigatable Significant Class 1 issues
which concern me most are:

« Biological impacts: 3,948 oak trees to be removed, federally endangered species to be removed,
special habitats to be removed. Ihese impacts are not replaceable.

« Transportation -increased traffic, impacts on many roads throughcut Nipomo that are not I
designed for this increased level of traffic ES-2

« Land Planning: multiple elements of the project are out of alignment with the south county area
plan, including how this land was intended to be developed vs the present project.

Our small town relies on the County to do right by us. | can understand the desire for a development in
Nipomo because there are housing needs and land is cheaper than in Arroyo Grande. There is plenty of
treeless open land east of Highway 101 that wouldn’t require the destruction of almost 4000 native cak
trees. 4

As a Citizen of Nipomo | respectfully request that another location should be found or, if not, the
number of homes needs to be significantly reduced, Please deny this project in its current form until the
impacts of the development are greatly decreased. £S5
We owe it to Nipomo to present a project that does not significantly decrease the quality of life for
existing residents and retains the natural beauty of the land given to Captain Dana in 1837,

Thank you for your consideration,

Dated July 21,2022  Signed: Elizabeth Scroggs
Email contact:  b-scroggs@msn.com
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9.5.20.1 Response to Letter from Elizabeth Scroggs

Comment No. Response

ES-1 This comment raises concerns regardi ng Refer®eMR-Bang e c
JK-4, which address comments related to loss of oak trees and BR-1, which addresses comments related to
habitat loss and wildlife.

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

ES-3 This comment identifies inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable planning documents.
This issue is evaluated in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, which concludes that there is a Class |
i mpact related to the projectds consistency with
EIR is consistent with the intent of this comment and no changes to the environmental document are
needed.

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

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

[EXT]Dana Reserve Project

Nancy Lee <nancylee1313@yahoo.com>
Fri 7/22/2022 10:11 AM
To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslo.caus>

ir A‘i"'!M’lON This ;.-mall o@iélnaled?rom outside the County’s network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.
Dear Jennifer Guetschow,

| am voicing my opposition to this project as there are too many issues that cannet be satisfactonly
mitigated. These issues include (1) the extreme size of the project, (2) the removal of almost 4,000 oak
trees which are imeplaceable, (3) over-density of the project resulting in damage to the environment,
increased traffic, increased water usage in a drought, and (4) insufficient public services to handle the
increase in population, such as law enforcement (already too few sheriffs), fire department, and medical
providers and services. The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), fails to properly address these NDa-1
issues,

Due to these, and other, significant impacts of the project, I request that this project be denied. If itis to be
concidered further, it chould be concidered cometime down the road when the drought hae caced and a
more reasonable plan may be proposed. 1

Thank you for your censideration.

Nancy Damvron
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9.5.21.1

Response to Letter from Nancy Damron

Comment No.

Response

ND-1

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

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

SLO Planning Commission
cloJenniter Guetschow; jguetschow @co slo.caus

| am writing to express my concern regarding the Proposed Dana Reserve Project, a
development project that will develop 288 acres in the Unincorporated County
Community of Nipomo.

After reading the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the Unmitigatable
Significant Class 1 issue which concerns me most is (circle item/highlight or write in
your greatest concem):

Housing (imbalanced housing vs job creation, which also increases traffic)

Transportation (increase traffic, impacts on many roads throughout Nipomo)

Air Quality

Greenhouse Gas Emission

CQ Land Planning (multiple elements of the project are out of alignment with the south ICE .
n

ty area plan, including how this lang was intended to be developed vs the present

project)
Q Biological impacts (3,948 oak trees to be removed, federally endangered species CE2
removed, special habitats to be removed) I 3
« Write in other issues of concern (i.e Water, public services) not determined to be a
class 1 issue in the EIR

The limited social and economic benefits of the Dana Reserve Project will not outweigh
the many significant impacts of the project. As a citizen of Nipomo, | ask that this project
be denied until revised to such an extent that the impacts of the development are
greatly decreased. We owe it to Nipomo to present a project that does not significantly
decrease the quality of life for existing residents and retains the natural beauty of the

land given to Captain Dana in 1837. g
oare: "/ &19\‘ sneweo/ d\ / e

CE-3

email: TV

*copy this letter into your word processing program.
Highlight or circle your concern from list.
Date/Sign/add email.

Copy and paste into your email program.

send to jguetschow @co slo caus

OR

mail to: Department of Pianning and Building

ATTN: Dana Reserve/Jennifer Guetschow

976 Osos Street, Room 300

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408 MUST BE RECEIVED BY AUGUST 1
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9.5.22.1 Response to Letter from Cheryl Eastman

Comment No. Response

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

CE-2 This comment raises concerns regarding theMR3d4bec
and BR-1, which address comments related to loss of oak trees, habitat, and wildlife.

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

Response to Letter from Rachael Hazen

Comment No.

Response

RH-1

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

RH-2

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

RH-3

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

RH-4

This comment expresses concern over the proj elb60s
JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and implementation of
improvements. In addition, the EIR identifies a Class | impact related to air quality emissions, which is
consistent with the intent of this comment. As such, no changes in the environmental document are needed.

RH-5

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

RH-6

This comment identifies this commenterés oppositi
location for the development. Refer to SSh(1)-5, which responds to comments regarding an alternative
location for this project.
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9.5.24 Samantha Myers

[EXT]A letter of concern regarding the Proposed Dana Reserve Project

Gmail <spoblitz@gmail.com>

Fri 7/22/2022 8:25 PM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslocaus>

ATTENTION: This email originated from cutside the County’s network. Use caution when opéning attachments or links, !
Attn: Jennifer Guetschow | am writing to express my concern regarding the Proposed Dana Reserve Project,
a development project that will develop 288 acres in the Unincorporated County Community of Nipomo.
After reading the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the Unmitigatable Significant Class 1 issue
which concerns me most is {circle item/highlight or write in your greatest concern): « Housing (imbalanced
housing vs job creation, which also increases traffic) « Transportation (increase traffic, impacts on many

roads throughout Nipomo) = Air Quality » Greenhouse Gas Emission « Land Planning (multiple elements of
the project are out of alignment with the south county area plan, induding how this land was intended to

be developed vs the present project) « Biological impacts (3,948 cak trees to be remaoved, federally SM-1
endangered species to be removed, special habitats to be removed) « Write in other issues of concemn (e
Water, public services) not determined to be a class 1 issue in the EIR The limited social and economic
benefits of the Danag Reserve Project will not outwelgh the many significant impacts of the project. As o
citizen of Nipomo, | ask that this project be denied until revised to such an extent that the impacts of the
development are greatly decreased, We owe it to Nipomo to present a project that does not significantly
decrease the quality of life for existing residents and retains the natural beauty of the land given to Captain
Dana in 1837. DATE: July 22, 2022 4
SIGNED: Samantha Myers

Email: spoblitz@gmail.com
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9.5.24.1 Response to Letter from Samantha Myers

Comment No. Response

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

[EXT]Strong opposition to the Dana Reserve Project

gail roberts <gatroberts@gmail.com>

Fni 772272022 1:51 PM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslo.caus>

[A'rmmou: This email originated from cutside the County’s network. Use caution when opening attachments or links,

Jennifer Guetschow

Department of Planning and Building

County of San Luis Obispo Planning and Building Department
976 Osos St Room 300

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

Re: The Dana Reserve Project:
Dear Ms, Guetschow:

Larm wilting Lo eapress my concern regarding the Proposed Danie Reseirve Project, o develupsnient propussl w
include 288 acres in the Unincorgorated Community of Nipomo, My family has lived in Nipomo for 22 years,
and moved here because it was a green and rural community. We did not choose to live in a densely populated
over-developed area in California, and do not want to live in one now.

concern me most are:

After reading the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the Unmitigatable Significant Class 1 issues which
GRo-1
* The densely packed housing plans (imbalanced housing vs job creation)

« Traffic, especially the impact on Willow Road (already a high-speed truck route) and Pomeroy Road TIGRo-2
* Air quality and increased greenhouse gas emissions from an influx of thousands of new residents and cars IGRo-3

* Land planning distortions. Multiple elements of the project are out of alignment with the South County area
plan, including how this land was Iintended to be developed vs the present project. The project contrasts
dramatically with current residential homes, and telling residents with acreage to "get over it* as an official did GRo-4
at a recent discussion of the project reflects an unwarranted hostility to people who have been part of this
community for years.

* Biological impacts - 3,948 mature, protected coast live oak trees 1o be removed, some of the last contiguous
oak woodlands on the Nipomo Mesa, supposedly to be replaced by oak saplings not suitable for residential
landscaping. For a detailed analysis of the environmental impacts of this proposed development, | expect you GRo-5
are familiar with the July 2021 letter from the California Native Plant Society sent to your office. Unfortunately
none of their concerns appear to have been addressed to date,

* And most importantly for an arid region in the midst of extreme drought conditions - Water. it defies belief
that this project was not immediately denied for that reason alone. There is not enough water for current
residents and businesses in Nipomo, as we are reminded every month in our ever-increasing water bills. The GRo-6
theoretical possibility of purchasing and importing more water from Santa Maria seems an expensive and far-
from-assured ‘solution.’ H 8

The limited social and economic benefits of the Dana Reserve Project do not outweigh the many significant
negative impacts of unchecked growth. As a citizen of Nipomo, | ask that this project be denied. Unless the
world changes dramatically in the next few years there will never be enough water to support the largest GRo-7
proposed housing development in this area for 25 years, We owe it to Nipomo to preserve the quality of life for
existing residents and retain the natural beauty of the land given to Captain Dana in 1837.

Sincerely yours,

Gail Roberts
gatroberts@gmail.com
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9.5.25.1

Response to Letter from Gail Roberts

Comment No.

Response

GRo-1

Thisc omment expresses concerns related to the proje
housing. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growthand t he ¢ ommu
housing balance.

GRo-2

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

GRo-3

This comment addresses concerns of the projectéos
emissions. As evaluated in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the EIR, with implementation of Mitigation Measures
AQ/mm-3.1 and AQ/mm-3.2, construction-r el at ed emi ssions would not ex
Tier 2 significance thresholds. Mitigation Measure AQ/mm-3.3 has been included to require implementation
of SLOAPCD-recommended mitigation measures to reduce long-term operational air quality pollutant
emissions. Additional mitigation measures, in addition to SLOAPCD recommended measures, have also
been included to further reduce operational emissions. The proposed project includes California Air Pollution
Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)-recommended VMT reduction strategies within its site design, and
Mitigation Measure TR/mm-3.1 has also been included to reduce VMT and associated emissions. With
implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ/mm-3.3 and TR/mm-3.1, operational annual emissions would be
reduced to below SLOAPCDO6s significance threshol d
SLOAPCDOGs si gni f Ascsiach, this issueharea sahbedn ientified as a Class | impact, which is
consistent with the intent of this comment.

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

GRo-4

This comment expresses concer ns r e toasistendy withbapplicabde p r
planning documents. Refer to ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies.

GRo-5

This comment expresses concerns r e bidogieldesdumes.tRbfertop r
MR-3, BR-1, and JK-4, which addresses comments related to habitat loss, wildlife, loss of oak trees, and
alteration of the visual character of the project site.

GRo-6

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

GRo-7

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

[EXT]Dana Reserve Project SLO Planning Commission c¢/o Jennifer Guetschow

deah rudd <deahrudd@att.net>

Fri 72242022 14.32 AM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslocaus>
Cc deah nudd <deahrudd@attnet>

f" ATTENTION: This emall originated from outside the County’s network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

To SLO Planning Commission re Dana Reserve Project: SLO Planning Commission c/oJennifer

Guetschow; jauetschow@co.slo.caus

Department of Planning and Building ATTN: Dana ReservelJennifer Guetschow 976 Osos Street,
Room 300 San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

| am writing to express my concern regarding the Proposed Dana Reserve Project, a development
project that will develop 288 acres in the Unincorporated County Community of Nipomo. After reading
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the Unmitigatable Significant Class 1 issue which
concerns me most is Water loss: our dropping water table. We have had to drill a new well at
1189 Mesa View Dr., Arroyo Grande and our neighboring property at 1195 well which was
drilled only about 12 years ago is in need of drilling deeper for water; property without water
is useless and valueless; and in addition the following: « Housing (imbalanced housing vs job T
creation, which also increases traffic) « Transportation (increase traffic, impacts on many roads
throughout Nipomo) « Air Quality = Greenhouse Gas Emission * Land Planning (multiple
elements of the project are out of alignment with the south county area plan, including how
this land was intended to be developed vs the present project) « Biological impacts (3,948 oak
trees to be removed, federally endangered species to be removed, special habitats to be
removed) » Water and public services; not determined to be a class 1 issue in the EIR including
but not limited to all of the aforementioned. The limited social and economic benefits of the DRu-3
Dana Reserve Project will not outweigh the many significant impacts of the project. As a citizen
of Nipomo Mesa, | ask that this project be denied until revised to such an extent that the impacts of
the development are greatly decreased, We owe it to Nipomo to present a project that dees not DRu-4
significantly decrease the quality of life for existing residents and retains the natural beauty of the land
given to Captain Dana in 1837. J

DRu-1

4L

dL
1

DATE: __7/22/22__  SIGNED:;_Deah Rudd email;
_deahrudd@att net phone: 805-710-2738
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9.5.26.1

Response to Letter from Deah Rudd

Comment No.

Response

DR-1

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

DR-2

This comment expresses concerns related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions, consistency with applicable planning documents, and biological resources. Refer
to BR-2, which addressesc o mment s rel ated to popul at i o-hougsingo wt h
balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and
implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality and greenhouse
gas emissions; ES-3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies; MR-3 and BR-1,
which addresses comments related to habitat loss and wildlife, and MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to
comments related to the loss of oak trees and alteration of the visual character of the project site.

DR-3

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

DR-4

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

From the Desk of Julie Tacker

July 22,2022

San Luis Obispo County Planning & Building Department
976 0sos Street, Room 200

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408

Attention: Trevor Keith, Director

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Dana Reserve Specific Plan (PLN1118,
SUB2020-00047, LRP2020-00007, ED21-094) Request for comment period to be extended.

Dear Mr. Keith,

On June 16, 2022 a Notice of Availability for the above referenced project was issued. On
June 22, nearly a week after the published notice, Jeff Edwards and | attempted to access
the county’s web-link to the Dana Reserve Specific Plan DEIR and were unable to. Upon
discovery of the web-link being inoperable, Mr. Edwards immediately notified, by email,
Jennifer Guetschow, the planner on the project that he was having difficulty (email string
attached). Later that day, during a Zoom meeting with Xzandrea Fowler and Schani Siong,
Mr. Edwards also alerted them to the problem accessing the DEIR webpage.

Both Ms. Fowler and Ms. Guetschow were responsive. Ms, Fowler responded later june
22 with a link that was not operable and the next day Ms. Guetschow responded with a
link that takes one to ca.gov (the home page of California state website).

It is unclear how long the DEIR website was unavailable to the public, Out of the JuT-1
abundance of caution, | ask that the comment period remain open at least another week,
due to the possibility that the web-link was unavailable from the noticing date of June 16"
to June 234, the day after Mr. Edwards notified members of your the staff.

Beyond the question of DEIR availability there are several other reasons to consider
extending the comment period. One, this is a large project; it is complicated and will have
potential long-lasting impacts. Secondly, the comment peried occurs during the height of
summer, when people are on vacation and/or distracted with travel and visitors. It would
be best to extend this important project’s DEIR comment period to ensure the procedural
aspects of the projects consideration are defensible when final decisions are made.

All things considered, | request, as lead agency the County of San Luis Obispo, extend the
comment period for the DEIR to August 31+, 4
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From the Desk of Julie Tacker

Sincerely,

Julie Tacker

P.0. Box 6604

Los Osos, CA 93412
805-235-8262

¢« Airlin Singwald
Xsandrea Fowler
Jennifer Guetschow
Schani Siong
Brian Stack
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9.5.27.1

Response to Letter from Julie Tacker

Comment No.

Response

JuT-1

This comment requests an extension of the public comment period due to accessibility issues of the DEIR on
the Countyédés website, which was quickly remedied,
with State CEQA Guideline the public review period for an EIR is 45 days. Public circulation of the EIR was
consistent with this requirement. In addition, refer to JE-1 which addresses comments related to

accessibility. The comment does not identify any deficiency in the EIR and no changes in the environmental
document are necessary. However, the comment will be made part of the administrative record and provided
to local decision makers for their consideration.
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9.5.28 Mike Watson
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9.5.28.1 Response to Letter from Mike Watson

Comment No. Response

MW-1 This comment expresses concern related to the density of proposed housing, transportation, air quality,
consistency with applicable planning documents, biological resources, and social and economic impacts.
Refer to BR-2, which addressesc o mment s rel ated to popul at i o-houging ov
balance; JK-6, JK-7, and DMW-1, which responds to comments related to traffic congestion and
implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments related to air quality emissions; ES-
3, which addresses comments related to applicable planning policies; MR-3, BR-1, and JK-4, which
addresses comments related to habitat loss, wildlife, loss of oak trees, and alteration of the visual character
of the project site; and CE-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic impacts.
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9.5.29 Milly Bruno

[EXT]Fw: Dana Reserve EIR

Milly Bruno <jomibru@att.net>
Sat 7232022 931 AM
To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslo.caus>

llA‘nENTION: This email originated from cutside the County’s network. Use caution when opening attachments or links,

| am a resident of Nipomo and have lived here for almost 24 years,

| want to voice my concern about the huge proposed development called Dana Reserve, |

believe it has too many houses for the area to handle. The impact on traffic, schools and water MB-1
will be enormous. Where are they going to get the water if this drought continues? Will Santa 2
Maria be willing to provide more water when their own population might suffer as a result?

The loss of 3,948 native Oaks is unbelievable and the so-called mitigation of buying some land
on the fringe of where oaks can survive would be laughable, if it wasn't tragic. The loss of Oaks MB-2
goes alnang with the Inss of Oak Waadland and habitats far federally andangered species

Please consider all of the ramifications of a project this size and send the developers back to MB.3
the drawing board. 2

Thank you,
Milly Bruno

1020 La Serenata Way
Nipomo, CA 93444
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9.5.29.1

Response to Letter from Milly Bruno

Comment No.

Response

MB-1

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

MB-2

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

MB-3

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

9.5-90



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

9.5.30 Susan Nanas Calvert

[EXT)Proposed Dana Reserve Project

SNanasCPA <SNanasCPA@aol.com>

Sat 772372022 408 PM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslocaus>

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

SLO Planning Commission c/oJennifer Guetschow; jguetschow®@co.slo.ca.us

| am writing to express my concern regarding the Proposed Dana Reserve Project, a development project
that will develop 288 acres in the Unincorporated County Community of Nipomo. After reading the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the issues which concern me the most are:

+  Air Quality
«  Greenhoise Gas Fmissinn

» Land Planning (multiple elements of the project are out of alignment with the south county area plan,
including how this land was intended to be developed vs the present project)

SNCA1
+  Biological impacts (3,248 cak trees to be removed, federally endangered species to be removed,
special habitats to be removed)

»  Water Shertage

The limited social and economic benefits of the Dana Reserve Project will not cutweigh the many
significant impacts of the project. As a citizen of Nipomo, | ask that this project be denied until revised to
such an extent that the impacts of the development are greatly decreased, We owe it to Nipomo to
present a project that does not significantly decrease the quality of life for existing residents and retains
the natural beauty of the land given to Captain Dana in 1837. )

072323
Susan Nanas Calvert

SNanasCPA@acl.com

Susan
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9.5.30.1 Response to Letter from Susan Nanas Calvert

Comment No. Response

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

[EXT]Dana Reserve Project

Freytag, Christine L. - US <christine.freytag@caci.com>

Sun 7242022 1:10 PM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslo.caus>

€ Freytag, Christine L - US <christine freytag@cacicom>

g ATIEN'I’DON fh}s em;vil o'rglr-\at(;d i}om outndeihc ‘C;)unty‘; nﬂwoﬂn” hse caom;an Wn opmlné ané&wmmts o}.ilr;ks.
July 24, 2022

SLO Pianning Commission
Re: Dana Reserve Project:
C/O Jennifer Guetschow
uetschow@co slo.ca.us
Dear Jennifer Guetschow,

| am writing 1o express my concem regarding the proposed Dana Reserve Project, a development
project that will develop 288 acres in the unincorporated County community of Nipomo. After seeing the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the Unmitigatable Significant Class 1 Issues that concem me
most is:

+ Imbalanced jobs to housing ratio in Nipomo - Nipomo does not have enough local jobs to support
the number of proposed dwellings which will result in much more traffic than we already have, in Nipomo CF-1
and all along 101. More traffic yiekds more road rage, and more environmental harm,

* Misquided Land Planning - Multiple elements of the project are out of alignment with the south
county area plan, including how this land was infended to be developed versus the present project.

+ Habitat impacts - Removal of nearly 4,000 live oak trees and the habitat they provide for the natural
wildlife, vulnerable and endangered species who live in this project area,

* Water Concerns ~ | can’t fathom how water was not considered to be a Class 1 Issue in the DEIR. |
do everything | can to conserve water. 1 might as well stop that altogether because if this faulty project
goees forward, the State and County are going to be telling ME to cut back even more on MY water CF-2
consumption because the Dana Reserve Project is consuming way more water than the DEIR
The limited social and economic benefits of the Dana Reserve Project will not outweigh the detrimental
impacts of the project. As a citizen of Nipomo, | ask that this project be denied until revised to such an
extent that the impacts of the development are greatly decreased. Nipomo deserves a project that does CF-3
gor:d significantly decrease the quality of life for existing residents and retains the natural beauty of the

1L
1

Sincerely,

Christine F
519 Charro, Nipomo, CA, 93444
christine freylag@gcaci.com
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9.5.31.1 Response to Letter from Christine Freytag

Comment No. Response

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

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

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

[EXTJATTN: Dana Reserve/Jennifer Guetschow

Kelly Kephart <mountainviolet@gmail.com>
Sun 772472022 327 PM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslo.caus>

€ Justin Kephant <Kephartjustin@gmail com>

B 1 atachments (71 k8)
Dana Reserve EIR Specific Comeents.pdf,

[mm:mmilu%lwlmmouMemeCounWs k. Use caution when opening attach ts or links.
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hane the capacity for alf studosts expocted 0 atioad, so the EIR statos its Tikely sl of these stadents will noed to go 10 Nipome Elcmcetary. This school is T
on B¢ other side of e froonay. and i's hikely Bhat this will cause addtwnmal bachup on cither North Frootage and TeM o Thempson as most kids will be

pickod wp and dropped off. The EIR coasulkars statcd deriog the Joly 14th call that Luxia Mar Unified School District (IMUSD) bad conserns about this KK-9
plan, but that focs mitigased this coacom soder CEQA. Homever, 1 would say that addrmaal 10 this devel plan, which would redace
the overall amownt of bomes oassite would help o alfoviase 1. \ﬂbbsa\k\mlum conems. 4

Alwma\dwohmk-ﬂ»mﬁﬂeolmbdq-mmum-ml) County Parks comments @ the LIR state that "the proposed 3
pack cits b 100 vonall and encumbired with drsnage fostures that dhould oot sount 10vand scves wead for park: Land* with regards 5o the CLOA saaly civ.
Additoeally, the developer requessed thae a Quimby Fee credit for comvey enoe of the park fasd 1o the County be wanved. However, Cousty Parks stated
M"n\mwor()unbyImwmummclmumnmomwwkmuuumu\wm THow can we Jet 3 deseloper KK-10
propose a park, then ot Bedp pay for the loeg fenm malmenance? [f Quimby Soes are sot posd dovs the developer expect that
‘ep.tu\llbepodouorllw\l’zundumwmmnnlzm‘\p«nﬂcﬂ-‘llwb«dmnﬂmxbcmm.mlb)mmm
residents onsie”

With eegand 10 alfrdable housieg, there s many the Sevch that are proporiod that woedd be dencficial, However, these ameactacs

Com¢ with 3 cost Asudm:hcl)anka«w&m‘ﬁcmH(M\n«Mkmf«mmmmoﬂqumMumllh\be;

9MpwnuaWM|mAumuwnﬂmw #ed b mitipane GHG sed ir Jons, there may be many KK-11
hmm-unh»qhmmhm'nwmﬂummmMummorm«hnnamuk

-w.?

1ave you drven theoagh Nigome latcly * Do you know where Nigomo gas stations arc? Grooery stores” Pharnmacics? Hardware store? They aec all T
accessed by wsing Teflt st This projoct’s acoess so Willow Road and 101 will $o litthe to easc the srafllc Sowing oo Yefll stroct as the addaonal 4500

plus pow poopic 50 Nipomo noed these same senvioes. The Nipomo Swap Meet oo North Froatage road causes buge backups oo Mary stroet and Teflt as
peopie eoner and et on Sundins, so mach so that addtonal enforcomonts on that Sy is moeded just s keep all eraflic Bowing on TeM street. Although
the extensicn of freatage (which is a small two Lane road) sppears 10 b a benefin, it doosa 't work i the ress of Mary and Teilt is backod up feom ohor
raflic. The increased traffic from thas development will cause safety hazands at Camino Caballo’s entry and exit 10 Pomeroy, which as limised visibility KK-12
and is difficult 8o aovess due 10 specding cans. Same ksue at Pomeroy and Ssadydale )\Mlyn.\)lvoo&b(mlmeh@lmlbenh)mm
with sdditiomal traf¥ic for residonts ery ing 10 bam Jeft omo their street. As stated i the IR, the sapocity of peopée 1 Nipomo commeste nonh of souh oa
llmn 101 10 woek. This large developencet s caly 10 exacerbane the backup oa IOInuuthMNmofwmmﬂw
Altond the XK startisg peioe B these new bomes will not be made up with the Tikely Tow payteg serv i jobs ceeatod by this progect U

s 10 Nigomo, we s0¢ so0 rural f0¢ bmpeosements oa this section of highway

Apparenly the appiass and county belicve otherwise, that Nipemo i ready Soe 4,400 plus sew poople even thosgh out infrmtroctise, and senvioes =¢ N
Rackieg. Despae the f3ct that Nipomo s Ring s ws-oqual share of the boosteg which will sicas destroyisg 96% of all cuk woodasd, and 97% of all

special stanes habutts 0 this rar¢ pieve of land. Maybe high doreny and affordable Bousisg abosld be Clonscr 10 the sctaal jobs in B cousty inmtead of

Nipomo which already has an imhalance of bousesg v jodn, which coatnbuies o comsuting and affic ek SLO courty conisually touts il x5 an KK-13
Envircameenal keader, thin propxt b 2 1est of dhar. D0 03¢ let 3 developer got amay with as overly assbitioes project that has 6 sagnificans class | ispacts,
he social and economical benefits do not oulweigh the significant I-p«h 1his project will have oa the exivting habitat and community
membenn Send this progect hadk foe develog of gore al

Relly Kephan

9.5-96



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

Comments on the EIR:
Transportation T

Comment: Although bike and pedestrian paths consistent with county standards are part of the
proposed plan within the development, the overall goal is to reduce VMT regicnally and within
Nipome. The bike paths on Pomeroy are class 2, but are dangerous due to the lack of
separaticn from fast moving vehicles and ingrown vegetation into the bike lane. It is unlikely
that residents will use this to reduce VMT within the plan area, Additionally the North Frontage
has no bike lane and sidewalks are difficult to bike on due to power poles and hydrants within
the sidewalk paths. Although frontage will connect from Sandydale to Willow, walkability and
bike use would increase from the development to major shopping centers on Tefft with the
improvements to this section of road. Improvement of the sidewalk corridor (removal of poles
and hydrants from walkway) and the addition of a bike lane shoukd be incorporated into the off-
site improvements,

TR Impact 4: Off-site improvements would not generate VMT in a manner that would be

incongistont with State CEQA Guidclines Scotion 16084.23(b). Impacts would be less than

significant (Class Ili).
OFF-SITE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS
The proposed project would include off-site transportation improvements (e.g.,
Frontage Road extension near Sandydale Drive adjacent to the southeast corner of the KK-14
plan area, widening of Willow Road, new traffic signals at Wiliow Road intersection with
Collector A). In addition, fair-share contributions to other off-site improvements such as
the new traffic signals at Willow Road/US 101 northbound and southbound ramps
would be required as part of the individual projects within the Specific Pian Area
boundaries. As noted above, transportation projects that add roadway capacity on local
or collector streets can be presumed to have a less-than-significant impact if a project
also substantially improves conditions for pedestrians, cyclists, and transit. Because
the project would develop an interconnected system of pedestrian and bicycle facilities
that connect with existing pedestrians and bicycle facilities in the community of
Nipemo, the project’s off-site transportation improvements would have a less-than-
significant impact 10 VMT as it relates to induced demand.

- Comment: this Impact needs to be clarified as the language is confusing, Additionally, if
what's stated is that impacts to collector roads will be less than significant because of the
addition of pedestrian and bike paths, this is incorrect. The bike paths and pedestrian paths
within the development should be classified as “recreational” and do not really impact VMT
as pedestrians and bikers will be unlikely to use existing bike/sidewalk connectors due to
hazardous conditions in the sidewalks on North Frontage and class two bike lanes
Pomeroy. This impact needs to be re-assessed after being clarified.

TR Impact 5: Phased bulldout of the Specific Plan Area would not substantially increase

hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses. Impacts would be less than

significant (Class Ili).
Comment: Hazards will be substantially increased to due to the design of the project. In
order to access the elementary school identified for this project (Dorthea Lange
Elementary), there will be increased traffic on Pomeroy. This traffic and entry/exit on KK-15
Pomeroy will increase hazards for residents on Sandydale Drive. Access for this
collector read is on a blind corner, where residents have to turn left across traffic. There
has already been one fatality in 2019 and multiple crashes into the residence on the
corner of Sandydale and Pomeroy. In order to mitigate this increased hazard, a left hand
turn lane should be incorporated into the design of the Project. Additionally, increased Y
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traffic will utilize small rural roads such as Camino Caballo and Osage in order to A
access Derothea Lange Elementary. The hazards at the intersection at Camino Caballo
and Pomeroy will increase due to the design of the project, where there is no stoplight KK-15
and visibility its low when turning left towards the development. A stoplight at this .
intersection should be incorporated into the design, This will also increase VMT (cont'd)
opportunities as there would be a safe crosswalk across Pomeroy to access the

Nipomo Park and Native Garden, so walkability and bike-ability will be increased. i

Utilities and Service Systems

Comment: The EIR includes a “conceptual” recyclied water line that was obviously analyzed
during project development as acre foot projections from this line were included in the EIR.
However, it is unclear why this conceptual line was included if not fully developed and part of KK-16
the project? As the EIR states “the reliability of future water supply is uncertain due to the
potential for prolonged periods of drought and increasing water demands due to population
growth” the development and inclusion of the recycled water line should be included as a
mitigation measure for this project.

Biological T

page 4.4-47; Principle 1: Preserve open space, scenic natural beauty, and natural resources.
Conserve energy resources, Protect agricultural land and resources.

Potentially Consistent. The project will protect the densest area of oaks on the property in an KK-17
attempt 10 preserve the scenic natural beauty of the area.

Comment: Why is this considered “Potentially consistent™? The oaks preserved by this project

are the least visible from the community and hwy 101 based on the visual analysis for the

preject and the need to plant screening oaks of certain sizes. This impact should be

considered “potentially inconsistent” ]

Page 4.4-47; Policy Objective 6.4, Conserve and protect natural, sensitive, and agricultural
resources. Again, why is this considered "Potentially consistent™? Based on the rest of the
biclogical analysis, there would be a net loss of caks in the County, therefore the project does KK-18
not conserve and protect natural, or sensitive resources. This impact should be considered
"potentially inconsistent” 4

Page 4.4-56; BIO/mm-2.3 doesn’t appear to include a clarkia mitigation plan required or
timeframe for monitoring of this mitigation, Additionally, there appears to be limited connected
"undeveloped area" adjacent to cak woodland in order to complete this mitigation. Areas
where mitigation is proposed should be included in figures as it is unclear how this mitigation
will be implemented, Concerns with this plan includes: residential and recreational uses
immediately adiacent to the “preserved" ocak woodland on-site and potential mitiqation sites,
potential distance between existing populations and “mitigation” populations for pollination,
and the lack of necessary disturbance in order to continue to provide open spaces for KK-19
germination of this species in the future.

Page 44-73;

If appropriate habitat is not available in San Luis Obispo County at a 2:1 ratio, the applicant
may fulfill half of this mitigation requirement through restoring Burton Mesa chaparral in Santa
Barbara County at an additional 2:1 ratio (e.g., if only 35 acres can be preserved/restored
within San Luis Obispo County, then an additional 70 acres would be required to satisfy the
mitigaticn if purchased in Santa Barbara County), \
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A combination of preservation and restoration at a 2:1 ratio would allow for a no-net-loss of
cover by Burton Mesa chaparral constituent elements and maintain species diversity within the

county. KK-19
Comment: Allowing for preservation of these communities outside of the county is not (cont'd)
acceptable mitigation. Additional preservation on-site in the form of conservation easements

over existing habitat needs to be considered, 4

Page 4.4-78; T

Small residential parcels along the southeastern and southwestern boundaries of the project
area inhibit wildlife movement south or west from the project area.

Comment: This statement is a generalizaticn and is not factually correct. Wildlife routinely KK-20
utilizes the SBR residential parceis on Sandydale, and the property on north frontage to
connect to the Nipomo Native Garden and Nipomo Community Park. Coyotes, garter snakes
and jackrabbits are species commenly seen in these areas. This statement needs to be
corrected. L

Alternatives Analysis

Although Alternatives I-5 are assessed in the EIR, there are no accompanying figures for
anything other than Alternative 3. Alternative 4 only shows a figure showing the habitats on-site.
How can the public determine that the alternatives analysis was sufficient if figures similar to
Alternative 3 are not available within the EIR. Figures showing the development footprint for
each alternative should be included for public viewing within the EIR.

Since alternative figures were not included, it is unclear if an additional alternative where the
total number of housing units in NBD 4-9 were reduced overall 1o cluster housing in smaller,
denser neighborhoods, Perhaps this is Alternative 2, but it’s unclear as Altemative 2 states
“Based on the significantly reduced development {footprint, if properly situated, Alternative 2
could largely avoid direct removal and impacts to cak woodland and Burton Mesa chaparral.”
It appears that Alternative 2 was not fully analyzed as it’s not clear “if the development was
properly situated™ to actwally reduce impacts. Alternative 2 needs 10 be re-analyzed and a figure
showing the proposed Alternative 2 should be included in the EIR.

KK-21

The alternatives are un-inspired. it appears the only goal of this project is maximum buildout of
the project with no regard for biological resources. High density apartments that are not SFR
should be built in the grasslands in the middle of the project 10 add housing that doesn’t conflict
with biological resources. The fact that this impacts visual resources is not an issue as all of the
alternatives already impact visual resources.
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9.5.32.1

Response to Letter from Kelly Kephart

Comment No.

Response

KK-1

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

KK-2

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

KK-3

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

KK-4

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

KK-5

This comment raises concern over the density of the proposed project and associated housing and
population growth, which would further affect the jobs-to-housing ratio. Refer to BR-2, which addresses
comments related to popul ati o-houginglmlaich and the com

KK-6

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

KK-7

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

KK-8

This project raises concern regarding the viability of proposed commercial uses within the project site and
t he ¢ o mmu nto-hoysihgbalanoeb Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population
growth and t he -ooosmghalancet Additonally,cebosomic impacts are generally not
considered environmental impacts under the CEQA and only require discussion if the economic impacts
would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result in
growth-inducing impacts. Therefore, this comment does not require any change to the environmental
document.

KK-9

This comment raises concern regarding the capacity of the LMUSD. Refer to BR-6, which responds to
comments regarding public schools.
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Comment No. Response

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

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

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

KK-13 This comment expresses concerns related to population growth in addition to social and economic impacts
and availability of water supply. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population growth and
t he ¢ o mmu nhodsingdbalange @rd £E-3, which addresses comments related to social and economic
impacts.

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

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

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

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

KK-18 This comment asserts tComsdrve &d pratectyatutalh gemsitve,iand egridiltudal fi
resources0O s houl d be considered potentially |iTheBbRsties t ¢
firhe project will protect the densest area of oaks on the property. Project mitigation will require the applicant
to preserve open space that contains sensitive Burton Mesa chaparral and oak woodland habitats that
contain populations of special-status species.0 R e fES3, whiah addresses comments related to
applicable planning policies. Additionally, refer to MR-3 and JK-4, which responds to comments related to
the loss of oak trees at the project site.

KK-19 This comment raises concerns related to the adequacy mitigation for pismo clarkia. EIR Mitigation Measure
BIO/mm-2.3 requires 90 percent of the Pismo clarkia population to be preserved on-site and requires
restoration of the 10 percent that would be removed. Pismo clarkia will be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio of
reoccupied habitat to occupied habitat impacted. The population extent and number of plants impacted will
be equal to or will not exceed 0.02 acre and/or 40 individuals when seasonal climate conditions are similar to
2020 climate conditions. Using seeds collected from the impacted population and preserved populations on-
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Comment No.

Response

site, additional patches of the plant shall be reestablished at a 3:1 ratio along appropriate boundaries of
preserved oak woodland habitat areas, resulting in 0.6 acre and/or 120 individuals of restored Pismo clarkia.
More than 0.6 acre of appropriate oak woodland habitat would be preserved on-site, which would provide
appropriate restoration habitat for this species. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-2.1 requires a
Habitat Management Plan for Pismo clarkia to be prepared and approved by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) prior to any disturbance on-site. As these measures are identified in the EIR for
successful restoration of Pismo clarkia, no changes to the EIR are necessary.

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

KK-20 This comment raises concern regardingt he pr oj ect ds i mpacts on common
which addresses this comment.
KK-21 The comment raises concern regarding the alternative analysis and the lack of figures. CEQA does not

require alternatives to be developed or analyzed with the same level of detail as the proposed project. The
EIR describes each alternative and provides figures and tables, where appropriate. Refer to AG-4, which
responds to comments related to the alternatives analysis for the proposed project.
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9.5.33 Toni Destro

Recived o
i g0 -
AT . W

Department of Planning and Building
ATTN: Dana Reserve/Jennifer Guetschow

Dear Ms. Guetschow

1 am writing to express my concern regarding the Proposed Dana Reserve Project, a development
project that will develop 288 acres in the Unincorporated County Community of Nipomo.

After reading the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the Unmitigatable Significant Class 1 issue
which concerns me most is (circle item/highlight or write in your greatest concemn):

* Housing (imbalanced housing vs job creation, which also increases traffic)
* Transportation {increase traffic, impacts on many roads throughout Nipomo)
= Air Quality
* Greenhouse Gas Emission
* Land Planning {multiple elements of the project are out of alignment with the south county area
plan, including how this land was intended to be developed vs the present project)
« Biological impacts (3,948 oak trees to be removed, federally endangered species to be removed,
special habitats to be removed)
o \Write in other issues of concern (i.e Water, public services) not determined to be a class 1 TD-1
issue in the EIR
*  Water usage —we are in a severe drought so should we be building this much at this time

The limited social and economic benefits of the Dana Reserve Project will not outweigh the many
significant impacts of the project. As a citizen of Nipomo, 1 ask that this project be denied until revised to
such an extent that the impacts of the development are greatly decreased. We owe it to Nipomo to
present a project that does not significantly decrease the quality of life for existing residents and retains
the natural beauty of the land given to Captain Dana in 1837, 1

DATE: ] 135 /3> seneoZiNL J-\L'-J"(—O
email: _tdestro@earthlinknet

9.5-103



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

9.5.33.1 Response to Letter from Toni Destro

Comment No. Response

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

[EXT]Dana Reserve Project Concerns

Nicole Duran <4nduran@gmail.com>
Moa 772572022 1211 PM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschowi@coslo.caus>
| ATTENTION: This email originated from ocutside the County’s network. Use caution when opening attachments or links.

Good afternoon,

As someone who has lived their entire life in Nipomo, I'm very concerned about this Dana Reserve INDU-‘I
Project. We are already in the middle of a drought and have had to cut back water usage and we do

not have enough water for that many new households. The destruction of so much habitat for wildlife

is unthinkable. Even with replanting caks, it will not take the place of all the old growth oak trees. Just NDu-2
look at the oak mitigation project where they are attempting to grow oaks across the creek from the

Dana Adobe, that has been in the works for years and still has very little progress, Traffic on the Tefft

bridge is horrendous and driving on Willow has it's own hazards and blind corners, The roads are not INDU’3
setup for such a large influx of people. The social and economic benefits of this project do not

outweigh the detrimental impacts this project will have. INDU'4

Thank you,
A concerned citizen
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9.5.34.1 Response to Letter from Nicole Duran

Comment No. Response

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

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

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

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

Jeff Ells

July 25,2022
7% Rorrrexon|
Jennifer Guetschow H t
County of San Luis Obispo mailed 1°28-22
rovd. 8:7°22

Regarding: Dana Reserve Project
Ms. Geutschow,

After review of the Dana Reserve Project, I am writing you to share my concerns regarding this
project. The impacts from the Dana Reserve Project will not overcome the social and economic
benefits of the project.

There are numerous reasons I present these concems to your attention. Most importantly, | am
concemned about the negative impact that this development imposes on the entire community of
Nipomo. Secondly, I reside at 536 Pomeroy Nipomo and am adjacent to the development,

Of top concern, our area has been in different stages of a drought for several years. The JEI1
reliability of future water supply is uncertain; couple that by an increase for water demand from a %
significant population growth suggested by this development (4500+ people) and our area will be
strangulated by even more significant water shortage and increased water prices. If this
development is to serve a low-income population, how will they and the rest of the Nipomo
residents be able to afford and have access to water? 1

Secondly, this project is labeled for “affordable housing™. With the starting price of
$600,000.00, who are the developers targeting to buy these houses? Additionally, along with the
price of the house, who is going to be deemed responsible for upkeep of such identified
equestrian trail and parks? Will the homeowners continue to have increasing HOA fees to live JEI-2
within an affordable housing project? In my opinion, this does not meet any standard of
“affordable housing”. Will the county be responsible for the maintenance of parks and trails?
How will this impact the current financial crisis of the county and/or its residents? 1

Another concern is public facilities. Please address how the county is going to allow for a
developer to propose parks, request a waiver of the Quimby Fees, and expect that the upkeep will
be maintained adequately? The county’s own parks department identified that the park would not
be adequately accommodated. Additionally, our schools are at capacity. What is the plan for
schools offsetting the number of children added to our local schools by this development? JEI-3
LMUSD has already voiced concems about the current plan. If these houses are aimed to attract
working force residents, how do you expect the residents to accommodate dropping off and
picking up their children from schools on the other side of Nipomo when our streets and roads

are already congested with backed up traffic? 1
To continue with the concem about traffic, | am interested to know if anyone considering I JEI4
adopting this project, or the developer, has had the pleasure of using Tefft Street during the
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weekday morning and afternoon hours to get to the 101? How about having to grocery shop at A
the Vons on Sunday and have to wait extensively to get to and from the store because of the swat
meet traffic? The roads identified in the project identifies roads that will need safety
improvements. The plan does not offer any insight into who will be responsible for such
improvements. My driveway is on the comer of Pomeroy, and one house away from Sandydale. JEI4

I have lived here for 24 years and have noticed a significant increase in traffic. I have assisted (cont'd)
many drivers out of their cars after crashing in our neighbor's yards and have also had the
coroner place a body in my driveway because of a deadly accident that occurred in front of my
house. Adding another 4500+ residents to this immediate area does not make any sense until our
road and street infrastructure can accommodate the additional load. 1

This development is not environmentally responsible for preserving oak trees and relocation of

wildlife. There will be 3,948 oak trees lost with this development! Replanting of oaks outside of
SLO county and/or on the Dana Ridge is not appropriate and an inadequate mitigation. In my JEI-5
opinion, it undermines the existing oak tree ordinance and places the entire central coast at risk
of losing the oak population. |

Lastly, I am concemned about the proposed property changing from rural residential to single or
multi family residential. Despite the fact that planning commissioner charged residents to “get
over” having a large development adjacent to our property, this area is used for agriculture.
Along with many of our neighbors, we have livestock that is not appropriate to have in single JEI-6
and multifamily living areas. Perhaps creating a new community within the rural residential
foundation is more appropriate.

As previously stated, the impacts from the Dana Reserve Project will not overcome the social
and economic benefits of the project. This project will negatively impact the entire Nipomo
community and I strongly oppose the project for the following reasons:

Water
Affordable housing JEI-7

Public Facilities
Transportation and road safety
Biological impact

Land planning L

ot B o ot o

Perhaps revisiting the design of the development to significantly reduce the amount of housing
within the acreage will:

1. ensure adequate and affordable water,

2. ensure residents of the project can continue to afford to live there without increasing
HOAS to maintain the community, JEI-8

3. prevent over populating of schools and over extending an already tight county
maintenance budget,

4. allow for the county to devise and implement to ensure safety within our road, street, and
highway infrastructure,

5. prevent the cradication of oak trees being destroyed from the project and future projects,
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6. avoid overpopulation by creating a plan for rural residential, E!:E'n.t? d)

I appreciate your time and I look forward to your input.

536 Pomeroy Road
Nipomo CA 93444
(805) 266-5178

Katic.c@sbeglobal.net
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9.5.35.1 Response to Letter from Jeff Ellis

Comment No. Response

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ka&h v

Blie

5
July 25, 2022 ‘\mm |
Jennifer Guetschow PR-puked 12822
County of San Luis Obispo i 8-2-227_2

Regarding: Dana Reserve Project
Ms. Geutschow,

After review of the Dana Reserve Project, I am writing you to share my concems regarding this
project. The impacts from the Dana Reserve Project will not overcome the social and economic
benefits of the project.

There are niimerons reasons | present these concerns to your attention. Most importantly, [ am
concerned about the negative impact that this development imposes on the entire community of
Nipomo. Secondly, I reside at 536 Pomeroy Nipomo and am adjacent to the development.

Of top concern, our area has been in different stages of a drought for several years. The

reliability of future water supply is uncertain; couple that by an increase for water demand from a KE-1
significant population growth suggested by this development (4500+ people) and our area will be
strangulated by even more significant water shortage and increased water prices. If this
development is to serve a low-income population, how will they and the rest of the Nipomo
residents be able to afford and have access to water? 1 1

Secondly, this project is labeled for “affordable housing”. With the starting price of
$600,000.00, who are the developers targeting to buy these houses? Additionally, along with the
price of the house, who is going to be deemed responsible for upkeep of such identified
equestrian trail and parks? Will the homeowners continue to have increasing HOA fees to live KE-2
within an affordable housing project? In my opinion, this does not meet any standard of
“affordable housing”. Will the county be responsible for the maintenance of parks and trails?
How will this impact the current financial crisis of the county and/or its residents?

Another concern is public facilities. Please address how the county is going to allow for a
developer to propose parks, request a waiver of the Quimby Fees, and expect that the upkeep will
be maintained adequately? The county’s own parks department identified that the park would not
be adequately accommodated. Additionally, our schools are at capacity. What Is the plan for
schools offsetting the number of children added to our local schools by this development? KE-3
LMUSD has already voiced concems about the current plan. If these houses are aimed to attract
working force residents, how do you expect the residents to accommodate dropping off and
picking up their children from schools on the other side of Nipomo when our streets and roads

are already congested with backed up traffic? 1
To continue with the concern about traffic, I am interested to know if anyone considering KE4
adopting this project, or the developer, has had the pleasure of using Tefft Street during the
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weekday morning and afternoon hours to get to the 1017 How about having to grocery shop at A
the Vons on Sunday and have to wait extensively to get to and from the store because of the swat
meet traffic? The roads identified in the project identifies roads that will need safety
improvements. The plan does not offer any insight into who will be responsible for such
improvements. My driveway is on the comer of Pomeroy, and one house away from Sandydale. KE-4

I have lived here for 24 years and have noticed a significant increase in traffic. 1 have assisted (cont'd)
many drivers out of their cars after crashing in our neighbor’s yards and have also had the
coroner place a body in my driveway because of a deadly accident that occurred in front of my
house. Adding another 4500+ residents to this immediate arca does not make any sense until our
road and street infrastructure can accommodate the additional load. L

This development is not environmentally responsible for preserving oak trees and relocation of

wildlife. There will be 3,948 oak trees lost with this development! Replanting of oaks outside of
SLO county and/or on the Dana Ridge is not appropriate and an inadequate mitigation. In my KE-5
opinion, it undermines the existing oak tree ordinance and places the entire central coast at risk
of losing the oak population. )

Lastly, 1 am concemned about the proposed property changing from rural residential to single or
multi family residential. Despite the fact that planning commissioner charged residents to “get
over” having a large development adjacent to our property, this area is used for agriculture.
Along with many of our neighbors, we have livestock that is not appropriate to have in single KE-6
and multifamily living areas. Perhaps creating 8 new community within the rural residential
foundation is more appropriate.

As previously stated, the impacts from the Dana Reserve Project will not overcome the social
and economic benefits of the project. This project will negatively impact the entire Nipomo
community and [ strongly oppose the project for the following reasons:

Water
Affordable housing KE-7

Public Facilities
Transportation and road safety
Biological impact

Land planning

AVLELN -

Perhaps revisiting the design of the development to significantly reduce the amount of housing
within the acreage will:

1. ensure adequate and affordable water,

2. ensure residents of the project can continue to afford to live there without increasing
HOAs to maintain the community, KE-8

3. prevent over populating of schools and over extending an already tight county
maintenance budget,

4. allow for the county to devise and implement to ensure safety within our road, street, and
highway infrastructure,

5. prevent the eradication of oak trees being destroyed from the project and future projects, ]
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KE-8

6. avoid overpopulation by creating a plan for rural residential.
(cont'd)

1 appreciate your time and I look forward to your input.

Kindly,

bl
Kathryn Ellis

536 Pomeroy Road
Nipomo CA 93444

(805) 266-5178
Katic.ci@sbeglobal.net
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9.5.36.1

Response to Letter from Kathryn Ellis

Comment No.

Response

KE-1

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

KE-2

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

KE-3

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

KE-4

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

KE-5

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

KE-6

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

KE-7

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

KE-8

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

301«. Hﬁ/-\vﬂ;s
| am writing to express my concern regarding the

Proposed Dana Reserve Project, a development
project that will develop 288 acres in the
Unincorporated County Community of Nipomo

After reading the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR), the Unmitigatable Significant Class
1issue which concerns me most is (circle
item/highlight or write in your greatest concern):

« Housing (imbalanced housing vs job
creation, which also increases traffic)

- Transportation (increase traffic, impacts on
many roads throughout Nipomo)

« Air Quality JoH-1

+ Greenhouse Gas Emission

« Land Planning (multiple elements of the
project are out of alignment with the south county
area plan, including how this land was intended to
be developed vs the present project)

- Biological impacts (3,948 oak trees to be
removed, federally endangered species to be
removed, special habitats to be removed)

Write in other issu~~ € concern (i.e Water, Y
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CLLQ o) AN O ConCitvre -&1 L ;’L\ S

= Ph o_\)ec,,'f l",

The limited social and economic benefits of the
Dana Reserve Project will not outweigh the many
significant impacts of the project. As a citizen of
Nipomo, | ask that this project be denied until JoH-1
revised to such an extent that the impacts of the {cont)
development are greatly decreased. We owe it to
Nipomo to present a project that does nol
significantly decrease the quality of life for
existing residents and retains the natural beauty
of the land given to Captain Dana in 1837. 1

DATE; ey &) 203 2-

SIGNED:__/Jnesze \C'/i/z,&&?// 9
o, v \/J
email:

/ZQ v cor j/wn?e @ (L"(‘é . 77(",‘[4
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9.5.37.1 Response to Letter from Joyce Hartwig

Comment No. Response

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

[EXT]Dana Reserve Project

Melissa Peterson <missap®@live.com>
Mon 7/25/2022 205 PM
To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@co slo.caus>

ATI’EN‘I’ION Thls emall onelmted lvorn oumde lhe County's ne(wock. Uu uuﬁon when opcnlvg anthems or llnlcs

\klnu md Jn Pﬂ:mn
350 Sandydade Diive
Nipomo CA 93484

July 28,2022

Department of Plarsing snd Baildieg
ATIN: Dana Reserve/Josnifor Guetschon
976 Osos Strect. Room 300

San Laws Obispo, Ca 93408
puctschomir coslo caws

RE: Dana Reserve Progect

Dar Ms Guotsehow,
As residents of Nipoano for the past 12 lf‘\mntum&llc\cbrumsmormnmw&mmmm'xnvﬁwm We
moved to Nipomo bocasse it has a small town focd with aF | and reral peog The 2d&d sebdnaion will make owr small town focd

maove ke a typecal <ity i Southers CaliSornia

Oularnc non\nhv&k l)mrwmcl)wukmcminmmﬂmmdaﬂv&xw-ummmmm. With sereancd traflis comes
d 2ir s Botse 1

ucmalyom)mumnuhmcmwormm-d&worummumllh:a:qmdbu:morlh:mmlmlnugm

# 5, our naler rales have g0ac up coasiderably wocs we moved here and that wend p oL We are .vnm-hu
apparcedty, mcnmu(mmnwnmmmummmmmmwI‘lexvqmaﬂ-nauq&\-m«muu«h roughly 20,
all which means S106¢ naler coasemplon. Nipomo docs 8ot Bane the infras in place 8 s pegoct

The spacts froes the Dans Reserve Progect will st e sovial and Tled Benetins of the peoject and we wosld Tike 1 soc & cd
s0re oSt proposal o the Property, 0ne that 1EECEs moee open spade and s many cak trees. Comual Live Ok mecs take up 10 75 yeans 10 reach
sty and can live for up o 250 years. The peoposed removal of seore thas 3500 0f these majesiic troes o beyoad comprehensaca. We foel this project,
1 goes shead as plannad, will destroy e chares sad warmith of Nipomao

Sascerely,
Helisea Peterson
Lack Petescon

Mehissa Petorson, mboani@ Ing com
Jack Peterson. Kodmm i bne.com

o Lyan Compeon, Cowaty loand of Suporvisoe
datnictdioo soca us
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9.5.38.1 Response to Letter from Melissa and Jack Peterson

Comment No. Response

MJP-1 This comment raises concern regarding the density of the proposed development and associated increase in
traffic congestion, noise, and air pollution. Refer to BR-2, which addresses comments related to population
growth and t he -loosmgralance; JK-&,9IK-7, and BMW-1, which responds to comments
related to traffic congestion and implementation of improvements; GRo-3, which responds to comments
related to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. As evaluated in Section 4.13, Noise, A Noise Impact
Study was prepared for the proposed project to determine impacts related to short- and long-term noise
associated with the proposed project. Mitigation Measures N/mm-1.1 and N/mm-1.2 have been identified in
the EIR to reduce short- and long-term increases in noise associated with the proposed project and ensure
the project is consistent with the noise standard
Therefore, no changes to the environmental document are needed.

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

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

[EXT]Commissioner Don C

sue <suequilting@gmail.com>

Mon 7/25/2022 913 AM

To: Jennifer Guetschow <jGuetschow@coslocaus>

iA'rmmou: This email originated from ocutside the County’s network. Use caution when opening attachments or links,

Jennifer, | would like to say to the head of the planning commission that Commissioner Don Cambel . should be

removed from the Dana Reserve Development panel, My issue is the last meeting, I reviewed the tape, he stated

he went to lunch the day before the meeting with the developer who has been a dose friend for over 30 years, SSh(2)-1
This seems like a major conflict of interest. Also, he stated the land has never been used for algaculture and cattle

purposes . This shows he doesn’t have information about Nipomo and its history. As | write this there are cattle

NOW on the Dana Reserve grazing. Maybe he should have had lunch in Nipomo?

Sent from Mail for Windows
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9.5.39.1 Response to Letter from Sue Shaleen

Comment No. Response

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