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9.0  COMMENTS and RESPONSES 
 
9.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
In accordance with § 15088 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, the City of Paso Robles, as the lead agency, has reviewed the comments received on 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan and 
has prepared written responses to the written  comments received.  The DEIR was circulated for 
a 60-day public review period that began November 17, 2005 and concluded on January 16, 
2006.  The comment letters included herein were submitted by public agencies, citizens groups, 
and private citizens.   
 
Each comment that the County received is included in this section.  Responses to these 
comments have been prepared to address the environmental concerns raised by the 
commentors and to indicate where and how the EIR addresses pertinent environmental issues. 
 
The Draft EIR and this Comments and Responses section collectively comprise the Final EIR for 
the Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan.  Any changes made to the text of the Draft EIR 
correcting information, data or intent, other than minor typographical corrections or minor 
working changes, are noted in the Final EIR as changes from the Draft EIR. 
 
The comment letters have been numbered sequentially, and each issue within a comment letter, 
if more than one, has a letter assigned to it.  Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety 
with the issues of concern lettered in the right margin.  References to the responses to comments 
identify first the letter number, and second, the lettered comment (6B, for example, would 
reference the second issue of concern within the sixth sequential comment letter). 
 
The focus of the responses to comment is the disposition of environmental issues that are raised 
in the comments, as specified by § 15088 (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines.  Detailed responses 
are not provided to comments on the merits of the proposed project.  However, when a 
comment is not directed to an environmental issue, the response indicates that the comment has 
been noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and consideration, 
and that no further response is necessary. 
 
Where a comment results in a change to the EIR text, a notation is made in the comment 
indicating that the text is revised.  Changes in text are signified by strikeouts (strikeouts) where 
text is removed and by underlining (underlining) where text is added. 
 
9.2 DRAFT EIR CLARIFICATIONS AND MODIFICATIONS 
 
This section presents clarifications and modifications to information contained in the Draft EIR, 
based on the comments and responses presented in Section 9.3 (written comments) and Section 
9.4 (verbal comments) of this report.  Additions are bold and deletions are printed in strike-
through type.  These changes are organized by the sections contained in the Draft EIR.  The 
numbers in parentheses preceding each item refer to the applicable comment number from the 
comments and responses discussion in Section 9.3 and Section 9.4. 
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Section 2.0, Project Description 
 
(Comment 6B) Page 2-1, Section 2.3.1.  The second paragraph under “General Site 
Characteristics” has been changed as follows: 
 

“The subject property is currently used for livestock grazing and has historically been 
used for both dryland farming and grazing.  Model homes (some occupied) from a 
1960s-era development project are located in the southeast corner of the specific plan, in 
an County unincorporated area called “Our Town.”  The historic Chandler Ranch 
headquarters (house and barn) is located in the southwest corner of the specific plan 
area, on the Wilcox parcel.  The Chandler Ranch site is controlled by seven property 
owners. Table 2-1 summarizes the ownership characteristics of the properties on the 
site.” 
 

(Comment 6C) Page 2-9, Table 2-2a.  Note 2 has been modified as follows: 
 

“2. School site; but if school district does not purchase, then may be built under the existing RS designation (0.33 4 du/ac) 
with up to 6 72 housing units transferred from other areas, provided Jonatkim properties so not exceed 825 dwelling units 
total, and City finds housing compatible with adjacent uses” 

 
(Comment 6D) Page 2-10 Table 2-2c.  A new note 3 is added to the end of Table 2-2c as follows: 
 

“3.  Subarea 4 could support up to 40,000 SF of private recreational development not reflected in the totals shown 
in the table.” 

 
(Comment 6F) Page 2-22 of the Draft EIR, Figure 2-5 (found on page 2-20 of Final EIR).  
Changes have been made to the figure as follows: 
 

“Note 4: Traffic circles shall be installed at each street intersection for traffic calming, 
wherever feasible.” 
“Note 6: In areas where adjacent uses allow, such as in 30’ 25’ setbacks,…” 
“Note 7: A left turn lane can be added where warranted when a roundabout is 
determined to be infeasible.” 

 
(Comment 6I) Page 2-25, Figure 2-6.  Changes have been made to Figure 2-6 to address technical 
concerns raised through a comment to the Draft EIR.  Changes will not affect the analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR.  
  
(Comments 6L and 6BF).  The details of the Drainage Basin Summary in Table 2-5 and 4.8-1 
have been updated and corrected where needed.  This will not affect the analysis contained in 
the EIR.  The corrected table, which will be carried forward into Specific Plan Policy I-16, is as 
follows: 
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Table 2-5 (same as 4.8-1). Detention Basin Summary 
 

Detention Basin 
No. 

Contributory 
Drainage Area 

    (Acres) 

Maximum Allowable 
Discharge (Q10 predev) 

(cfs) 

Calculated Basin 
Storage (Acre-ft) 

2 14.4 9.3  0.17 
3B 28.3 20.0  0.31 
4 9.9 7.4  0.06 
5 51.3 33.3  0.51 
6 12.8 9.7  0.26 
7 65.4 48.6  0.56 

8A 83.6 45.1   1.04 
8B 379.8 170.9  5.30 
8C 34.2 16.3  0.89 
10 34.2 25.4  0.24 
11 37.7 28.0  0.48 
12 15.2 11.1  0.14 
13 20.4 17.0  0.16 

14A 80.4 36.7  1.53 
14B 26.3 7.9  0.67 
14C 44.1 29.8  0.76 
14D 28.7 20.6 0.21 
15A 26.6 16.9  0.19 
15B 64.5 34.1  0.50 
15C 12.4 4.1 0.29 

 
 
(Comment 6N) Page 2-31, Figure 2-8.  Changes have been made to Figure 2-8 to address 
technical concerns raised through a comment to the Draft EIR.  Changes will not affect the 
analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR. 
 
(Responses 6Q through 6T) Pages 2-34 to 2-36, Tables 2-7, 2-9, 2-10 and 2-11.  These tables have 
been modified to reflect engineering corrections, which will not affect the EIR analysis. The 
tables as shown are now consistent with those previously shown in the Draft Specific Plan. 
 
(Comment 9B)  Page 2-25, 2-27, and 2-31, figures 2-6, 2-7, and 2-8 respectively.  Changes have 
been made to make the subarea numbering system used in these figures consistent with the 
labeling system used in other figures within the Specific Plan and EIR.  This will not affect the 
analysis or conclusions contained in the EIR.  
 
Section 3.0, Environmental Setting 
 
(Comment 6AB) Page 3-3 Section 3.2.6, the second paragraph as been changed as follows: 
 

“The subject property is currently used for livestock grazing and has historically been 
used for both dryland farming and grazing.  Model homes (some occupied) from a 
1960s-era development project are located in the southeast corner of the specific plan, in 
an County unincorporated area called ‘Our Town.’”   
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Section 4.1, Land Use and Agriculture 
 
(Comments 5A, 5B, and 5C) Page 4.1-7, The following mitigation measures have been added to 
address impact LU-1 as follows, none of which will affect the analysis or conclusions contained 
in the Draft EIR: 
 

“In addition to the policies contained in the Specific Plan, the following additional 
mitigation measures are recommended to reduce potential impacts to nearby 
agricultural uses to the extent feasible: 

 
LU-1(a)  Air Conditioning.  All future residential development that is not 

buffered from adjacent agricultural uses by other homes or 
vegetative screening shall be equipped with air conditioning 
units to reduce potential noise and air quality impacts from 
existing agricultural operations. 

 
LU-1(b) Airport Road Construction Timing.  Grading and construction 

activities associated with the development of Airport Road shall 
not occur during harvest periods of adjacent vineyards.  The 
appropriate timing of such activities shall be determined by the 
City in coordination with the County Agricultural 
Commissioner and neighboring vineyards operators.   

 
LU-1(c) No-Climb Fencing.  Those developers who have the 

responsibility to construct Airport Road shall install no-climb 
fencing on the boundary of the Airport Road right-of-way and 
adjacent vineyard operations to discourage trespassing onto 
agricultural properties, where the Airport Road right-of-way is 
adjacent to such operations. 

 
Section 4.2, Transportation and Circulation  
 
(Caltrans and City staff comments) Page 4.2-38, last paragraph of Draft EIR (found on page 4-
36, third paragraph of Final EIR) is modified to include the following sentence: 
 

“Assuming that residential development occurs before all commercial development, 
the above intersection configuration at SR 46E/Golden Hill Road would allow for 
1,200 residential units (80% of total) within the Specific Plan area to be accommodated 
at acceptable LOS.”   

 
Section 4.4, Noise  
 
(Comment 6AN) Page 4.4-7, Table 4.4-1, 13th entry under “City Roadways” is modified as 
follows: 
 
 “Niblick Road east of Creston Road Sherwood Road” 
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Section 4.5, Safety and Geologic Hazards 
 
(Comment 6AV) Page 4.5-20,  Mitigation measure G-3(a) is modified as follows: 
 

“Soils/Foundation Report.  Upon implementation of the Specific Plan, individual 
property developers proposing development within the areas identified as having a 
moderate potential for landsliding expansive soils (refer to Figure 4.5-4 Table 4.5-1 and 
Figure 4.5-2) shall submit a soils/foundation report as part of the application for any 
proposed Building Permit(s). To reduce the potential for foundation cracking, one or 
more of the following shall be implemented and/or as recommended by a qualified 
engineer, based on the conclusions of the soils report…” 

 
9.3 COMMENTORS on the DRAFT EIR 
 
Commentors on the Draft EIR include public agencies, professional associations, citizen groups, 
and private individuals and businesses.   
 

  Table CR-1.  Commentors on the Draft EIR 
Letter No. Commentor Agency Date 
Public Agencies 
1 Terry Roberts, Director State of California, Governor's Office of 

Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse 

January 31, 2006 

2 Rich Krumholz 
 

California Department of Transportation November 16, 2005 

3 R. Gregg Albright California Department of Transportation December 28, 2005 
4 David Murray 

 
California Department of Transportation January 13, 2006 

5 Lynda Auchinichie County of San Luis Obispo, Department 
of Agriculture 

January 13, 2006 

Private Citizens or Organizations 
6 Jeremy Freund Wallace Group January 16, 2006 
7 Cindy Lewis Wallace Group January 18, 2006 
8 Steven Meixner Centex Homes January 16, 2006 
9 Steven Meixner Private Citizen January 16, 2006 
10 Jeanette Duncan Peoples’ Self-Help Housing January 24, 2006 
11 Kenneth and Arlene 

Clouston 
Ken Clouston, Inc. December 30, 2005 

12 Harvey K. Mundee Private Citizen December 30, 2005 
13 John Scribner Private Citizen December 27, 2005 
14 Chris Fylling Private Citizen December 19, 2005 
15 Michael Sampson Private Citizen December 12, 2005 
16 Donald Hirt Private Citizen January 15, 2006 
17 Katherine Barnett Private Citizen January 12, 2006 
18 Norm Adams Private Citizen January 17, 2006 
19 Pat Connally Private Citizen January 16, 2006 
20 Urban McLellan Centex Homes January 17, 2006 
21 Christie Withers Private Citizen January 14, 2006 
22 Patricia Reading Private Citizen January 15, 2006 
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Letter 1 
 
COMMENTOR: Terry Roberts, Director, California State Clearinghouse 
 
DATE:   January 31, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 1A 
 
The commentor states that he has distributed the Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review 
and acknowledges that the County has complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents.  
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Letter 2 
 
COMMENTOR: Rich Krumholz, Deputy District Director, State of California, Department 

of Transportation (Caltrans) 
 
DATE:   November 16, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 2A 
 
The commentor expresses general concerns regarding the assumptions included in the traffic 
study for the project.  Please refer to the attached response letter from the traffic consultant, 
Omni-Means, dated November 28, 2005. 
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Letter 3 
 
COMMENTOR: R. Gregg Albright, District Director, State of California, Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) 
 
DATE:   December 28, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 3A 
 
The commentor notes that following delay of the receipt of requested data and studies, Caltrans 
now has the documentation needed for review of the Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan Draft 
EIR.  Comment noted.  
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Letter 4  
 
COMMENTOR:  David M. Murray, Branch Chief, Regional Planning & Development 

Review, State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 
 
DATE:   January 13, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 4A 
 
The comment addresses a variety of technical issues regarding the traffic study prepared for the 
project.  Please refer to the attached responses from Omni-Means, Ltd, in a memo dated 
February 9, 2006.   
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MEMORANDUM 

 
This memorandum has been presented by Omni-Means to respond to comments to the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan (CRASP) in the City of Paso 
Robles.  Comments and responses by Omni-Means are listed below. 
 
General Comment from Caltrans Coverletter dated, January 13, 2006 

1. Of particular concern to Caltrans is the lack of appropriate project-specific and cumulative 
mitigation strategies to offset the CRASP’s traffic impacts on State highway facilities.  The traffic 
study, to a great extent, lacks these strategies. 

Response:  Consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Caltrans 
guidelines, traffic impacts from the proposed CRASP project have been identified and appropriate 
mitigation measures recommended.  As to the issue of whether such traffic impact identification and 
mitigation recommendation are “appropriate” is a matter of opinion and is further discussed in the 
response to the specific DEIR comments.   

 
General Comments from CRASP DEIR Comments dated, January 13, 2006 

1. The CRASP should fully characterize the role and responsibilities of Caltrans relative to the 
proposal. 

Response:  The CRASP acknowledges the role and responsibilities of Caltrans as owner-operator of 
the state highway system and your responsibility to maintain safe and efficient highway operations 
both now and into the future.  To that end within the CRASP analysis process, coordination from 
initial scoping to on-going meetings and communication has occurred to address issues of Caltrans 
concern on the state highway system.   
 
2. The planning area boundary is insufficient to properly plan for a new connection to SR 46E at 

Airport Road. 
Response:  The purpose of the CRASP is to evaluate the potential traffic impacts from a development 
project.  In the future, if available, the proposed project would use a new connection at SR 46E at 
Airport Road.  The traffic analysis assessed travel conditions both with and without such a 
connection.  The planning and analysis of the proposed new connection at SR 46E/Airport Road is 
under study in a Project Study Report and uses a planning area boundary as defined and agreed upon 
by both the City and Caltrans. 

 
3. The CRASP is unclear about how a new connection to SR 46E from Airport Road would be 

realized. 

To: City of Paso Robles Date: February 9, 2006 

Attn: Bob Lata, Susan DeCarli,  
John Falkenstein 

Project: Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan 

From: Martin Inouye, Andrew Lee  Traffic Impact Analysis Report 

Re: Response to Comments to Caltrans 
Comments 

Job No.: 25-5945-02 

  File No.: C721MEM024.DOC 

CC: John Rickenbach 
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Response:  The planning, design and funding of the SR 46E/Airport Road connection will be 
described in the Project Study Report.  Until a new connection at SR 46E/Airport Road is 
constructed, full development of the CRASP may not realized. 
 
4. The CRASP is misleading in how it characterizes financial responsibilities.  Caltrans does not 

have financial responsibility to mitigate the effects of the proposed local development. 
Response:  The CRASP has attempted to identify fair share responsibilities for improvements 
required to support their future development on both the State highway and City street systems.  It is 
understood that Caltrans is not responsible to mitigate the effects of proposed local development. 
      
5. The CRASP misrepresents the 1964 Freeway Agreement. 
Response:  The portrayed understanding of the 1964 Freeway Agreement is what it is, with no 
“sunset” to its application.  If there is a change in condition which changes the applicability of the 
agreement then the parties of the agreement need to achieve a new understanding and agreement. 
   
6. Financial responsibilities for transportation improvements to state highways required as 

mitigation for project specific-specific and cumulative impacts must be outlined consistent with 
today’s funding reality.  The CRASP relies upon the findings of an unapproved PSR for 
identifying fair-share improvement of costs.  It is invalid to adopt a funding strategy for anything 
less than the scope of improvement necessary to adequately mitigate the project impacts. 

Response:  The CRASP has and will continue to rely on best available information for required 
improvements for mitigation and for the funding of those improvements. 
 
7. The CRASP relies on an invalid assumption for impact findings related to emergency access. 
Response: The burden falls on CRASP to achieve its policies and mitigate its impacts.  If a new 
connection SR 46E/Airport Road is not permitted, full development of CRASP may not be allowed.   
 
8. Caltrans is developing a comprehensive corridor study to identify and prioritize a series of short-

, mid- and long-range solution over a period of 20 years to improve mobility along a five-mile 
segment of the SR 46E corridor from US 101 east to Jardine Road, approximately five miles. 

Response:  Comment acknowledged. 
 
Specific Comment: Caltrans, Letter to the City, January 13, 2006 

1. Comment states that the LOS standard for the State Highway System is that of “C/D” cusp.  For 
a signalized intersection, the threshold of delay is 35.0 sec/veh. 

Response:  Per the Caltrans-published Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (Dec. 
2002), 
 

“Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS “C” and LOS “D” on 
State highway facilities, however, Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be feasible 
and recommends that the lead agency consult with Caltrans to determine the appropriate target 
LOS. If an existing State highway facility is operating at less than the appropriate target LOS, the 
existing MOE (measures of effectiveness) should be maintained (p. 1).” 

 
The SR 46E highway is operating at deficient LOS “D” or worse (delay greater than 35.0 sec/veh) 
during the existing weekday peak hours at the US 101/SR 46E interchange and at SR 46E 
intersections with Golden Hill Road, Union Road, Mill Road, and Jardine Road (CRASP TIS, Table 
4A and 4B, pp. 17, 18).  During the Friday peak hour, those intersections are further degraded and the 
SR 46E intersection with Airport Road operates at deficient LOS “E”.   
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In that the above intersections exceed the threshold of delay as defined by Caltrans, it is unclear why 
the Department disagrees with the identified unacceptable conditions at these above locations. 
 
2. The Department disagrees with this statement, “Off-site (to be constructed by City through 

payment of fees, a portion of which would be generated by development within the Specific 
Plan”.   

Response: Caltrans, using a 2004 AB 1600 Annual Report of City expenditures, concluded that the 
fee program established under AB 1600 did not include improvement projects on either US 101 nor 
SR 46.  This report only identified the fiscal year expenditures and not the list of projects from which 
the fee was created.  The AB 1600 Study, which its update is still under study, does in fact include 
capital improvement project which are located near and on both US 101 and SR 46.  In addition, the 
City intends to condition the CRASP with a specific plan fee, that will also help fund needed 
circulation improvements that may not be fully covered under the AB 1600 fee program.   
 
Further discussion and understanding needs to be achieved between the City and Caltrans as to City, 
including CRASP, obligations to fund improvements on the State highway system.  For example, 
currently the US 101/SR 46E ramp intersections do not operate at acceptable levels of service, thus 
under AB 1600 (Government Code 66000), they are considered an existing deficiency, whose 
correction are not the responsibility of future development.  Therefore, if funding contributions are 
made, they are voluntary and/or creditable against future fees for future expansion to support new 
development.   
 
Additionally, the further discussion between the City and Caltrans also needs to address several other 
operational and capacity increasing projects on US 101 and SR 46, including: 

• Ultimate reconstruction project for the US 101/SR 46E interchange 
• Interim and ultimate reconstruction project for the US 101/SR 46W interchange, 

currently being studied in a PSR 
• Interim and ultimate SR 46E corridor improvements from US 101 to Jardine Road 
• SR 46E/Airport Road intersection/interchange, currently being studied in a PSR 

 
Lastly, for further discussion is the potential City participation in funding operational improvements 
to SR 46E east of Jardine Road.  Caltrans has identified a safety improvement project on SR 46E 
from Jardine Road to the Wye.  The primary issues for improvement are operational safety, not 
capacity.  Nexus for specific obligation by the City, and specifically CRASP, for funding 
participation in improvements to SR 46E east of Jardine Road to the Wye has not been clearly 
established between the City and Caltrans and requires further discussion. 
 
3. Comment cites a Level-of-Service worksheet as showing the existing SR 46E/Airport Road 

intersection as operating at LOS “A”, which would then be degraded to LOS “D” with the 
addition of the project.  A second comment states that the new SR 46E/Airport Road connection is 
the full responsibility of CRASP because it is projected to degrade the intersection under various 
scenarios. 

Response:  The first comment, which cites that Airport Road will degrade from LOS “A” to LOS “D” 
is based on Attachment B, which is a LOS analysis worksheet for the Short Term Plus Project, with 
SR 46E/Airport Connection scenario (p. 50, Table 16) under the Friday peak hour.  The intersection is 
analyzed with signalized control and improved geometrics for both the “Base” and “Future” scenario.  
The “Base” scenario is not analyzed under existing intersection geometrics and existing control, and 
the LOS “A” delay of 9.4 sec/veh. cited by Caltrans is not the existing LOS.  Table 4A (p. 17) shows 
the estimated operations of the existing SR 46E/Airport Road intersection to be LOS “C” during the 
PM peak hour and LOS “D” during the Friday peak hour (delay = 23.9 sec/veh. and 34.2 sec/veh., 
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respectively, LOS worksheets attached in Appendix A, Base Volume Alternative).  The output 
contained within Attachment B was used for only the “Future” scenario LOS analysis, which is 
presented on Table 16 (p. 50) of the CRASP traffic study. 
 
Technical note: The Traffix v.7.7 (Dowling Associates, 2004) traffic analysis program produces both 
a “Base” and “Future” traffic output based on a manually entered  existing traffic volume (the 
“base” scenario) and a “future” traffic volume, where the existing traffic volume is overlaid with 
project assigned traffic.  Both traffic volume sets are evaluated using the same intersection control 
and geometrics.  Misinterpretation of the Traffix outputs occurs where analysis scenarios are 
significantly different from the existing conditions.  In this case, the “Base” condition was 
misinterpreted as the “Existing” condition, even though the intersection was analyzed with signalized 
control and improved intersection geometrics, whereas the existing SR 46E/Airport Road intersection 
is a minor-approach stop-controlled intersection. 
 
In the second section of Comment 3, Caltrans lists several reasons why CRASP is wholly responsible 
for the cost of the new SR 46E/Airport Road intersection/interchange.  Responses are as follows: 

A. Commercial access to the area bounded by SR 46E and Huer Huero Creek is a benefit 
resulting from a new SR 46E/Airport Road connection and the project recommends that the 
commercial development provide its fair share of improvements. 

B. The misinterpretation of the technical outputs, as explained on the previous page, led Caltrans 
to make incorrect conclusions regarding the estimated and projected LOS.  Under Comment 
3B, the appropriate table for citing the existing LOS is Table 4B of the CRASP traffic study 
(p. 18).  The weekday AM, PM, and Friday peak hour LOS are “C”, “C” and “E”, 
respectively (LOS worksheets attached in Appendix A, Base Volume Alternative).  The 
Caltrans comment incorrectly identifies the AM and Friday peak hour LOS as “B” and “D”. 
 
The Caltrans comment directly compares the existing conditions to the Existing Plus Project 
conditions.  The Existing Plus Project conditions scenario was included at the request of 
Caltrans, but is purely hypothetical in that a scenario where the full CRASP traffic is overlaid 
onto existing traffic conditions is in no way representative of reality.  The CRASP project 
will occur over several years and interregional traffic growth and other development in the 
City will occur during that time. 

C. The technical note on the previous page applies to Comment 3C.  The appropriate tables for 
comparison between “No Project” and “Plus Project” conditions are Table 13 (p. 47) and 
Table 16 (p. 50).  The Short Term No Project conditions LOS for the AM, PM, and Friday 
peak hours are “C”, “E”, and “F” (LOS worksheets attached in Appendix B, Future Volume 
Alternative), thereby demonstrating that deficient conditions will occur at the intersection 
even without CRASP.  The Caltrans comment incorrectly identifies the PM and Friday LOS 
as “C” and “E”. 

D. Comment addressed in the first response to Comment 3 and in the Technical Note.  The LOS 
“A” cited by Caltrans for Friday conditions is based on signalized control and improved 
intersection geometrics; it is not an existing condition LOS.  The existing LOS during the 
Friday peak at the SR 46E/Airport Road intersection is LOS “D” (see Appendix A, Future 
Volume Alternative). 

E. The tables compared between the Year 2025 No Project and Plus Project scenarios with an 
improved six-lane expressway SR 46E was not valid because different traffic control was 
studied.  The LOS tables for comparison between the “No Project’ and Plus Project” 
scenarios under year 2025 are Table 19 (p. 59) and Table 20A (p. 70) of the CRASP Traffic 
Study.  Although Table 19 is the “No Project” scenario, the LOS are projected from 
signalized control and intersection geometrics, including the widening of SR 46E to six lanes.  
The projected operation of the SR 46E/Airport Road intersection at LOS “D” lends credence 
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to the argument that the connection should consider an interchange, but Caltrans’s assertion 
that the cost for improvements should be the full responsibility of CRASP is not reasonable 
as the scenario includes buildout of the City’s entire General Plan substantial growth in 
interregional travel.  Whatever the new connection improvement is, CRASP should pay their 
fair share to the SR 46E/Airport Road connection.   

F. See response to Comment 3E.  CRASP should also pay their fair share to improvements to 
the SR 46E/Golden Hill Road intersection. 

 
4. Comment cites that without the CRASP project LOS “D” can be maintained through year 2025 at 

the SR 46E/Golden Hill Road intersection and that LOS “B” can be maintained at the SR 
46E/Airport Road intersection. 

Response: Table 13 (p. 47) of the Traffic Study, which presents Short Term No Project conditions 
under existing intersection geometrics, projects LOS “E” during the PM peak hour at the SR 46E 
intersections with Golden Hill Road and Airport Road.  Table 19 (p. 59) of the traffic study, which 
presents Year 2025 Base conditions, i.e. build-out of the City without the CRASP project, projects 
LOS “F” with existing intersection geometrics.  The Caltrans-cited LOS are not valid for comparison 
because the intersection configurations are analyzed with the recommended General Plan 
improvements (e.g. widening and/or signalization).  Such improvements are not likely to occur 
independently from development consistent with the General Plan, including CRASP. 
 
5. The comment cites that interchange operations at the US 101/SR 46W interchange and the US 

101/Spring Street interchange will degrade to unacceptable LOS with the addition of the project. 
Response: As cited in Caltrans’s comments, the US 101/SR 46W ramps are currently operating at 
LOS “D” (Table 6, p. 20), which is unacceptable per Caltrans standards.  Therefore, the US 101/SR 
46W interchange is an existing deficiency.  Similarly, Caltrans’s comment cites that the US 
101/Spring Street northbound off-ramp is operating at LOS “E” and is also an existing deficiency.  
The fact that these facilities are existing deficiencies is contrary to Caltrans’s contention that the 
project is fully responsible for mitigating the facilities from a further degraded LOS to the existing 
deficient LOS.  Rather, consistent with AB 1600 (Government Code 66000), the project would not be 
financially responsible to at least improve current conditions to acceptable levels.  Should CRASP 
voluntarily participate in funding correctional improvements and/or seek fee credit for funding 
ultimate improvements on a fair share basis, would be at the discretion of the City to help maintain 
acceptable travel conditions on both local and State facilities in the vicinity of the City.  Given the 
more remote locations to the CRASP project, the City may, at their discretion, consider a funding 
strategy that covers the fair share obligation of the City and works with developers of new projects in 
the vicnity to collectively cover that funding obligation. 
 
For response regarding full financial responsibility for improving both the US 101/SR 46E ramp 
intersections and the SR 46E/Golden Hill Road intersection, please refer to the responses to 
comments 3 and 4 of this memorandum.    
 
6. The comment quotes the CRASP “fair share” responsibility toward widening SR 46E to six lanes. 
Response:  Comment is consistent with the CRASP Traffic Study, which calculated fair share based 
on daily traffic contribution. 
7. The comment quotes the CRASP “fair share” responsibility toward improvements to SR 46E from 

Airport Road to the Wye. 
Response:  See response to Comment 2. 
8. The comment quotes the CRASP “fair share” responsibility toward improvements to the US 

101/SR 46E interchange. 
Response:  Comment is consistent with the CRASP Traffic Study, which calculated fair share based 
on daily traffic contribution. 
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9. The comment suggests that because one of the stated needs for the SR 46E/Airport Road 
connection is CRASP, it substantiates the position that the connection is a project-specific 
mitigation measure. 

Response:  Included in the City’s General Plan, adopted in 2003, are both an urban land use 
designation for the CRASP area and a southerly extension of Airport Road from SR 46E.  Therefore, 
from a City planning perspective, the need for a southerly Airport Road extension was not only driven 
by the proposed CRASP project, but area growth both within and outside the City to serve overall 
City circulation at acceptable levels.  Therefore, possibly the draft Charter Agreement and Need and 
Purpose Statement, if quoted accurately, needs to edited to reflect the greater circulation need to 
support not only CRASP, but all planned area growth both within the City and adjacent County lands. 
10. The comment suggests that the City’s mitigation monitoring program needs to be included in the 

traffic study. 
Response:  Comment acknowledged.  For ease of monitoring purposes, all mitigation monitoring is 
identified in one program in one location in the environmental document.  The City upon adoption of 
the mitigation monitoring program will then be able to fulfill their enforcement responsibility as 
required under Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6. 
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 Letter 5 
 
COMMENTOR: Lynda L. Auchinachie, County of San Luis Obispo, Department of 

Agriculture 
 
DATE:   January 13, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 5A 
 
The commentor suggests additional mitigation measures for the protection of agricultural 
operations and resources.  The commentor suggests that the proposed residences include air 
conditioning units and mechanical ventilation to reduce potential incompatibilities with nearby 
agricultural uses.  These suggestions will be included as mitigation measures to augment the 
development standards for potential residential development within 300 feet of agricultural 
uses within in subareas 6, 7, 9, 14 and 16.  
 
Response 5B 
 
The commentor suggests additional mitigation measures to address potential dust impacts on 
vineyards that could result from adjacent grading activities.  Specifically, it is suggested that the 
grading associated with the extension of Airport Road be conducted post-harvest, during times 
when the vineyards are dormant.  The City will make every effort to does not feel that the 
proposed mitigation measures dealing with air quality are adequate and has suggested others.  
The commentor suggests 1) that construction in the area should coincide with post-harvest and 
dormant periods of the nearby vineyards; and 2) that the Dust Control Monitor coordinate with 
the vineyard manager to ensure water spray does not adversely impact nearby vineyards.  
These suggestions will be included as mitigation measures to augment the development 
standards for the extension of Airport Road where it is adjacent to existing agricultural uses.  
 
Response 5C 
 
The commentor suggests including a “no-climb” fence between Airport Road and adjacent 
agricultural uses to discourage trespassing.  It should be noted that such fencing may hinder the 
passage of wildlife that may use the vineyards for movement.  This suggestion will be included 
as a mitigation measure to augment the development standards for the development of Airport 
Road where it is adjacent to existing agricultural uses.      
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Letter 6 
 
COMMENTOR:  Jeremy Freud, Supervising Planner, Wallace Group 
 
DATE:   January 16, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 6A 
 
As noted by the commentor, all potential changes to the Draft EIR will also be reflected in the 
Executive Summary. 
 
Response 6B 
 
The comment correctly notes that the Our Town area is now part of the City, which will be 
reflected in the Final EIR.  Page 2-1 of the Draft EIR will be modified accordingly. 
 
Response 6C 
 
The comment correctly notes that there is a Planned Development (PD) designation over the 
entire Specific Plan area.  This is accurately reflected in Policy LU-1 of the Specific Plan, and will 
be so noted on page 2-7 of the Final EIR. 
 
The commentor correctly notes an error in Table 2-2a, in which the buildout potential of the RS 
designation within subarea 10.  The underlying RS designation in this area would allow up to 
0.33 dwelling units per acre (see Figure 6-1 of the Draft EIR).  Thus, buildout potential in the 
18.2-acre area would be 6 dwelling units (not 7, as suggested).  This will be reflected in the table 
and elsewhere in the EIR as applicable.  This change will not affect the overall buildout 
potential under the Specific Plan. 
 
Response 6D 
 
A footnote will be added to Table 2-2c to reflect that subarea 4 could support up to 40,000 SF of 
private recreational uses.  This was analyzed in the Draft EIR as written.  Also see response to 
Comment 6C regarding the use of the PD overlay. 
 
Response 6E 
 
The property owner of the property bounding Sherwood Road is seeking a change in General 
Plan and Zoning entitlements from Business Park to Residential, which is a significant change 
from what was contemplated under the Annexation Agreement.  Further, since the annexation 
agreement the city’s General Plan standards for arterial roads have been revised to a 100 foot 
right of way.  It is anticipated that the City will require the current General Plan arterial 
standard in conjunction with the new entitlement requests within the Chandler Ranch Area 
Specific Plan. 
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Response 6F 
 
As noted in Table 2-3, traffic calming measures, including alternatives to traffic signals, should 
be installed wherever feasible.  Figure 2-5 will be modified to indicate that roundabouts should 
be installed at intersections wherever feasible.  The figure will also be modified to indicate that 
a 25-foot, not 30-foot, setback is contemplated.  Finally, the suggestion regarding the addition of 
a left turn lane in lieu of a roundabout, will be added when warranted.  The right-of-way as 
shown is a 64-foot minimum, but could be as much as 72 feet depending on the median width. 
 
Response 6G 
 
The water-related discussion in the EIR Project Description is not an analysis, but a summary 
overview of the proposed project water supply.  Please refer to the attached SB 610 assessment 
contained in the EIR appendix for the analysis of whether this proposed supply is adequate. 
 
Response 6H 
 
Policy I-8 as written is accurate based on the EIR analysis provided by Penfield & Smith, based 
in part on studies conducted by Boyle Engineering.  The SB 610 Water Supply Assessment will 
be modified to be consistent with this analysis.  This will not affect the conclusions contained in 
the EIR. 
 
Response 6I 
 
The Orchard Bungalow water zone boundary will change based on the final grading and design 
of new development.  The boundary shown is representative, and based on data provided.  
Figure 2-6 will be modified as appropriate; existing agricultural wells will not be shown. 
 
Well locations are conceptual and were provided by the City.  It is important to note that the 
number of wells is not the key consideration, but rather the volume of water that is produced.  
The CRASP is setting aside up to three sites, in the event three wells are determined to be 
needed through subsequent CEQA review of that issue, which is not part of the Chandler 
Ranch Area Specific Plan. 
 
In lieu of providing on-site water wells, development within the CRASP will be required to 
purchase additional water supply capacity in proportion to their needs from the Nacimiento 
Pipeline project. 
 
Response 6J 
 
Details for sewers are not provided for those too small to address or below the level of detail of 
the schematic. 
 
Basins and lift station locations and estimated connections to existing sewer pipes were 
developed based on information provided for our analysis and in accordance with our best 
judgment based on this information.  It is schematic only, as they are based on assumed site 
grading pipe invert elevations and per the note on the exhibit, “may be adjusted as required 
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and approved by the City.  Connection points shall be consistent with current Sewer Master 
Plan and updates otherwise proven by analysis” 
 
Pipe sizes, although sized by preliminary analysis “may be adjusted as required and approved 
by the City.” As you may be aware, force main sizes are often selected on velocity criteria 
versus capacity, and can only be accurately sized during final engineering when geometrical 
factors are determined. 
 
Response 6K 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response 6L 
 
Comments accepted. Thanks for catching the errors.  Second column title will be corrected. 
Areas: Although all areas are approximate, the areas in the table, used for analysis are the most 
current provided. A note will be added to the exhibits to qualify the contributing areas.  
Although the Data in the third column is very close to the allowable discharge, it is as has been 
pointed out, the calculated discharge. The data in the third column will be changed to show the 
Maximum Allowable Discharge (Q

10
, predeveloped). See corrected table below. 

 
Table 2-5. Detention Basin Summary 

 

Detention Basin 
No. 

Contributory 
Drainage Area 

    (Acres) 

Maximum Allowable 
Discharge (Q10 predev) 

(cfs) 

Calculated Basin 
Storage (Acre-ft) 

2 14.4 9.3  0.17 
3B 28.3 20.0  0.31 
4 9.9 7.4  0.06 
5 51.3 33.3  0.51 
6 12.8 9.7  0.26 
7 65.4 48.6  0.56 

8A 83.6 45.1   1.04 
8B 379.8 170.9  5.30 
8C 34.2 16.3  0.89 
10 34.2 25.4  0.24 
11 37.7 28.0  0.48 
12 15.2 11.1  0.14 
13 20.4 17.0  0.16 

14A 80.4 36.7  1.53 
14B 26.3 7.9  0.67 
14C 44.1 29.8  0.76 
14D 28.7 20.6 0.21 
15A 26.6 16.9  0.19 
15B 64.5 34.1  0.50 
15C 12.4 4.1 0.29 

 
Response 6M 
 
The City desires to maintain this policy but, as with other policies, will consider alternatives in 
special cases where appropriate.  Any exceptions to the policy for basin design will be 
addressed during development review and approval. 
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Response 6N 
 
Detention basin locations and shapes are schematic only and are placed only to represent a 
possible location near the low point of each drainage basin. Basin capacities are representative 
only and should be refined based on final engineering studies during final design. Having 
schematic locations provides greater flexibility than if it is attempted to “accurately” place them 
in pre-determined areas.  The exhibit qualifies this.  We will add the notes to refer to “Appendix 
D of the Specific Plan”, and the label for the developed area contributing to detention basin 6 
will be corrected to 12.8. If the City agrees to a note qualifying the representation/lack of 
representation of development areas we will reflect changes, as these development areas are 
consistently represented throughout the document.. 
 
Response 6O 
 
The Specific Plan includes provisions for phasing improvements within the open space subarea 
20 (Policy C-10; additional policies for subarea 20, illustrated in Specific Plan Figure 3-13).  The 
distribution of costs can be modified prior to Specific Plan approval at the discretion of the City 
Council.  This will not affect the EIR analysis. 
 
Response 6P 
 
”Per City direction” implies the City can exempt parcels from detention.  Removing this 
statement removes City discretion. There are conceivable situations where detention may be 
required such as to prevent aggravating an existing bad downstream condition. 
 
Response 6Q 
 
Comment noted.  Table 2-7 has been modified to reflect corrections, which will not affect the 
EIR analysis.  
 
Response 6R 
 
Table 2-9 was accurately shown in the Draft Specific Plan, but not in the Draft EIR.  The table in 
the Final EIR will be changed to indicate tie-in to an existing 15” main east of Golden Hills 
Road.  Pipe sizes, although sized by preliminary analysis “may be adjusted as required and 
approved by the City.” As you may be aware, force main sizes are often selected on velocity 
criteria vs. capacity (as well as designer’s choice due to a variety of variable factors), and can 
only be accurately sized during final engineering when geometrical factors and other variable 
factors are determined. The 6-inch is a more conservative selection and is represented as a 
starting point prior to the development team’s final engineering analysis. 
 
Response 6S 
 
Table was corrected in Specific Plan (see below), but changes were not picked up in Draft EIR. 
The changes are now reflected in the Final EIR.   Pipe sizes, including the 12” line are based on 
analysis, as well as a desire to have consistent pipe sizes along a trunk mainline. The 12” size is 
a result primarily due to the desire to have consistent pipe sizes at that location.  Again, per the 
note on the exhibit, the trunk lines “may be adjusted as required and approved by the City.” 
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The alternative for draining the West end of Gilead Road would be the 8” main serving areas 4 
and 10.  
 
Response 6T 
 
The table was corrected in Specific Plan, but changes were not reflected in the Draft EIR. 
Subarea 6 would be served from a low-pressure loop of the Main East Water Zone per the water 
system plan exhibit. 
 
Response 6U 
 
Circulation options A & B are defined in the first two bullets of the table.  
 
Response 6V 
 
Agreed. Although the new Master Plan has not yet been adopted, the statement should indicate 
“or latest Master Plan if superseded”. 
 
Response 6W 
 
Options A & B are defined in the first two bullets of the table. All underground utilities within 
any new road improvements must be built per the specific plan. 
 
Response 6X 
 
The corrections included in the Final EIR drainage infrastructure tables, as previously included 
in the Draft Specific Plan, will clear potential confusion on this point.   
 
Response 6Y 
 
It is anticipated that the City will apply its standard policies with regard to onsite 
improvements, considering the appropriate nexus requirements.  The City does, however, 
routinely provide for reimbursement agreements for over-sized water and sewer lines. 
 
Response 6Z 
 
The project objectives as stated in the EIR need to reflect the objectives of the action under 
consideration in the EIR, which in this case is a City-initiated Specific Plan that implements a 
portion of its General Plan.  Section 2.5 states exactly this in the context of the General Plan.  
Additional objectives of the property owners with regard to development parameters are 
further articulated in the Specific Plan itself. 
 
The comment reflects on a financing aspect of the Specific Plan, and not on the adequacy of the 
EIR analysis.  The City Council may, at its discretion, modify the financial responsibility of the 
property owners to construct various public improvements prior to Specific Plan approval.  
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Response 6AA 
 
Development under the Specific Plan will be required to comply with permitting requirements 
of various responsible agencies, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California 
Department of Fish and Game, as stated on page 2-45 of the Draft EIR.  As stated in the Specific 
Plan and EIR, the nature of the mitigation agreement for the protection of potentially impacted 
San Joaquin Kit Fox Habitat must be implemented consistent with their requirements, and 
consistent with provisions as stated in the City’s General Plan and Specific Plan.   
 
Response 6AB 
 
The comment correctly notes that the Our Town area is now part of the City, which will be 
reflected in the Final EIR.  Page 3-3 of the Draft EIR will be modified accordingly. 
 
Response 6AC 
 
Figure 4.1-1 as included in the Draft EIR reflects information provided by the California 
Department of Conservation.  Our Town still has some farming potential, since very few off the 
homesites have yet been development.  This fact is reflected in Figure 4.1-1, which will remain 
unchanged. 
 
Response 6AD 
 
Comment regarding cost responsibility and existing deficiencies is correct within the context of 
Government Code 66000 (AB 1600).  However, should developers under the Specific Plan 
choose to participate in the cost of the improvement, the fair share percentages provided are 
consistent with the project contribution to total new traffic through each facility.  Possible 
reimbursement of the cost of construction from other development may be negotiated with the 
City. 
 
Response 6AE 
 
The CRASP Traffic Analysis recognizes existing deficiencies at several US Highway 101 ramps.  
It is understood that CRASP in not the sole reason for the significant and unmitigable impacts, 
but rather a contributing factor that will impact the existing deficiencies, similar to other local 
and interregional growth. 
 
Response 6AF 
 
The analysis of “Existing Plus Project” intersection operations was not performed to quantify 
the incremental impact of the project to study intersection and roadway facilities.  The “Existing 
Plus Project” analysis, which was included per a Caltrans request, is a hypothetical “worst case” 
scenario because the Specific Plan will likely build-out over a span of ten to twenty year, during 
which other development in the City will occur.   
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Response 6AG 
 
But for the Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan, the Huerhuero Bridge would not be needed at 
this time.  For the purposes of funding infrastructure, the CRASP is anticipated to be 
responsible for funding design and construction of the Huerhuero Bridge.  If subsequent traffic 
analysis determines that there is a nexus that would support reimbursement from other 
development areas (e.g. Olsen-Beechwood Specific Plan), a share of the cost borne by the 
CRASP may be reimbursed. 
 
 
Response 6AH 
 
The “Short Term” scenario includes the build-out of the list of projects currently that are 
approved or pending approval by the City.  The time period of the projected scenario is 
dependent on the rate of development of the approved/pending projects.  Year 2015 is a 
conservative estimate on the projected time to complete the US 101/SR 46E interchange 
improvements.  The “Short Term” scenario is therefore projected to occur at or before year 2015. 
 
Response 6AI 
 
 The “Year 2025 Base” scenario includes the full residential buildout of the City under the City’s 
2003 General Plan, including approved/pending projects.  Specific Plan share of impact is 
calculated from the “Year 2025 Base” scenario and therefore accounts for the 
approved/pending project contribution.  There has not yet been demonstrated a need for 
disaggregating the City’s fair share impact on study facilities. 
 
Response 6AJ 
 
If the City decides to pursue a mitigation strategy different from the Charolais Road 
overcrossing, the collected fees will be applied to the new mitigations, with any possible excess 
in contribution reimbursed to the Specific Plan. 
 
Response 6AK 
 
Funding of off-site improvements that are needed to mitigate the impacts generated by the 
CRASP will either be by the CRASP or a combination of City AB-1600 funding plus CRASP 
funding. Care will be taken to insure that there will be no “double dipping” of funding (i.e.: 
credit will be provided if an improvement is already covered in the AB-1600 funding program). 
 
Response 6AL 
 
The monitoring requirements for Mitigation Measure AQ-1(a) note that grading plans will be 
reviewed by the City, and the determination of consistency with required BACTs will be made 
in consultation with the APCD.  This approach is consistent with current practices used by the 
City. 
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Response 6AM 
 
Specific Plan Policy C-9 specifies City approval procedures for trail design.  The City Council, at 
its discretion, may modify the approval procedures with respect to this policy.  This will not 
affect the EIR analysis. 
 
The factor of 2.7 persons per dwelling is consistent with recent figures provided by the 
Department of Finance, and is used consistently as a planning projection throughout the EIR 
and Specific Plan.  It is essentially consistently with the figure provided in the comment (2.663), 
and may be considered a rounding of this figure to the nearest tenth.  This projection provides a 
“worst-case” scenario for planning purposes and should not be modified in the context of the 
EIR.  The City may periodically modify its population planning projections when appropriate 
through the life of the Specific Plan as demographic conditions change. 
 
Response 6AN 
 
Table 4.4-1 will be modified to reflect that Niblick Road east of Creston Road becomes 
Sherwood Road. 
 
Response 6AO 
 
Noise modeling calculations are based on traffic projections provided for the project.  The traffic 
study did not differentiate between the two proposed segments of Sherwood Road in question.  
It should be noted that the noise modeling does account for Linne Road eat of Airport Road.  
Once abandoned under the Specific Plan, the noise projections on this segment would likely be 
similar to those reported for “Linne Road east of Airport Road” in Table 4.4-4.  As noted in the 
table, noise increases on Sherwood/Linne east of Creston Road (and east of Airport Road) 
would be significant, primarily because there would be a significant change from the existing 
condition, which currently experiences relatively little traffic. 
 
Response 6AP 
 
Please refer to Response 6AO. 
 
Response 6AQ 
 
The paragraph in question is a portion of the Specific Plan, and is reported in the EIR as such.  It 
is not an EIR mitigation measure.  The Specific Plan standard may be modified at the discretion 
of the City Council as it deems appropriate. 
 
Response 6AR 
 
Please refer to Response 6AQ. 
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Response 6AS 
 
Figure 4.5-1 is intended to show generalized slopes on the site to convey where the steeper 
portions are located.  It is intended to allow the non-technical reader to generally compare the 
location of proposed development to the generalized topography of the site. 
 
Response 6AT 
 
The purpose of Figure 4.5-3 is to show the general fault locations in the region relative to the 
Specific Plan area.  The lay reader should conclude that the region includes numerous faults, 
generally trending northwest to southeast, and while some of the faults are relatively close to 
the City of Paso Robles, none are located within the Specific Plan area.  Figure 4.5-3 is not 
intended as a detailed geologic map for geotechnical purposes.  
 
Response 6AU 
 
The grading provision in question is a portion of the Specific Plan, and is reported in the EIR as 
such.  It is not an EIR mitigation measure.  The Specific Plan standard may be modified at the 
discretion of the City Council as it deems appropriate. 
 
Response 6AV 
 
Mitigation G-3(a) will be modified to more accurately reflect its intended purpose, which is to 
mitigate for potential impacts in areas of high expansive soils, which include Arbuckle-Positas 
complex (on soils greater than 15%), Cropley clay loam, Rincon clay loam, San Ysidro loam, and 
Nacimiento-Ayar complex.  The mitigation measure will reflect these soils as referenced in 
Table 4.5-1 and Figure 4.5-2.  Provisions regarding mitigation for landsliding potential will be 
deleted, except where the required Soils/Foundation Report notes that geotechnical mitigative 
elements are needed. 
 
Provision #2 of mitigation measure G-3(a) is intended for use only in grading Category C (mass 
grading), and not within custom-graded lots (Categories A and B). 
 
Response 6AW 
 
As noted in the discussion for Impact G-5, the Specific Plan area has historically been used for 
agricultural purposes, and there are (and were) industrial uses nearby.  Thus, there is potential 
for onsite contamination as identified.  Mitigation measure G-5(a) simply requires that an 
updated Phase I Environmental Site Assessment be performed to more definitively determine 
the extent of potential contamination, since the original Fugro study was performed in 1995.  
The recommendations of this updated report should be implemented.  This is a common 
requirement associated with due diligence procedures involving land transactions, particularly 
in areas where past activities may have resulted in soils and groundwater contamination. 
 
Response 6AX 
 
Mitigation Measure G-5(b) only applies in the event of the discovery of groundwater during 
grading or construction activities.  That said, the recommendations of the updated Phase I 
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Environmental Site Assessment required in Mitigation Measure G-5(a) may modify this 
requirement, particularly if it is found that such chemicals are unlikely to be encountered in the 
groundwater.  Water quality on the site must meet the requirements of the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board.  
 
Response 6AY 
 
Mitigation Measure G-5(c) is not in the City’s building code, but it is an EIR requirement needed 
to reduce potential soil hazard impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
Response 6AZ 
 
The land use provision in question is a portion of the Specific Plan, and is reported in the EIR as 
such.  It is not an EIR mitigation measure.  The Specific Plan standard may be modified at the 
discretion of the City Council as it deems appropriate.  The policy will be clarified to indicate 
that accessory buildings are allowed, except as specifically prohibited within standards for 
specific subareas, or within the Design Guidelines for those subareas.  
 
Response 6BA 
 
The lighting provision in question is a portion of the Specific Plan, and is reported in the EIR as 
such.  It is not an EIR mitigation measure.  The Specific Plan standard may be modified at the 
discretion of the City Council as it deems appropriate, which could include the modification of 
Grading Category E within the Specific Plan to allow for dry utilities such as limited lighting is 
open space subarea 20.  
 
Response 6BB 
 
The cumulative loss of open space Citywide as a result of development in the Chandler Ranch 
area as in conjunction with other projects in the City is considered significant and unavoidable, 
as reported in the Draft EIR.  Recall that the General Plan applied a Specific Plan designation to 
the Chandler Ranch site, but noted that cumulative loss of open space Citywide was significant 
and unavoidable—even with the Specific Plan designation.  The current EIR draws the same 
conclusion, particularly in light of the fact that the Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan would 
irreversibly commit over 500 acres of land to non-open space uses (refer to Table 3-1b of the 
Specific Plan or Table 2-2b of the EIR).  
 
Response 6BC 
 
Figure 4.8-1 shows FEMA defined 100-year flood plain as included on documentation used by 
the City. 
 
Response 6BD 
 
a.  The language included in the Draft EIR is accurate.  Any confusion is clarified by standards 

in paragraph b. 
d.  Design is already qualified with the language “Detention Basins shall be designed in 

accordance with applicable City Standards and current City practice as directed by the City 
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Engineer.”  Language in Policy I-17 will be modified to state that “the spillway shall be 
engineered and shall be reinforced with appropriate material to ensure function in any event; 
preferably not with the use of reinforced concrete.”  

e.  Provision e will be eliminated as it contradicts control of nuisance water. 
g.  Detention basin locations and shapes are schematic only and are placed only to represent a 

possible location near the low point of each drainage basin. Basin capacities are 
representative only and should be refined based on final engineering studies during final 
design. Having schematic locations provides greater flexibility than if we attempted to 
“accurately” place them in pre-determined areas. The exhibit qualifies this. 

h.  No change to the policy is made. 
 
Response 6BE 
 
It is acknowledged that subareas 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, and 17 are relatively flat, so mass grading 
techniques would not likely alter the existing terrain to the extent it would within other 
subareas where this technique would be applied.  
 
Response 6BF 
 
The comments correctly note factual errors in Table 4.8-1, Detention Basin Summary.  Please 
refer to Response 6L.  Table 4.8-1 will be updated accordingly.     
 
Response 6BG 
 
The purpose of the EIR is to describe potential impacts to onsite resources.  The site has 
extensive oak woodland as described in the Draft EIR, and the impacts to this resource are 
documented.  While the oaks express a range of health, the impacts to these resources is 
accurately described in the EIR.  It is acknowledged that there are dead oak trees on the site, 
and the Specific Plan includes provisions for evaluating the health off individual oaks if they are 
considered for removal. 
 
Response 6BH 
 
The assessment of wildflower fields as contained in the Draft EIR is accurate.  Rincon biologists 
found approximately 0.26 acres of such habitat on the site that qualifies within the definition off 
the Wildflower Field habitat as defined by Holland.  This is documented on page 4.9-7 of the 
Draft EIR and shown on Figure 4.9-1.  About 0.10 acres of this habitat would be impacted as a 
result of the extension of Gilead Lane, and the grading associated with this roadway near the 
central drainage on the site.  Mitigation B-3(d), which calls for a 2:1 replacement ratio if this 
0.10-acre cannot be avoided, is appropriate and will remain in the document.  The mitigation 
measure is specific to the Gilead Lane crossing, where the impact is identified in the Draft EIR. 
 
The Specific Plan does not identify subarea standards to address impacts to the Wildflower 
Field habitat because no development within the 19 development-oriented subareas would 
impact this habitat, as discussed in the Draft EIR.  Mitigation Measure B-3(d) is intended to 
address potential impacts within subarea 20 for the Gilead Lane extension.  Based on this EIR 
mitigation, it may be appropriate to include a provision within the Specific Plan to augment 
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subarea policy 20-o to address the potential impact to this habitat with respect to the Gilead 
Lane crossing within this area, a point that can be done at the discretion of the City Council. 
 
Response 6BI 
 
The comment concerns the appropriate mitigation approach to address the potential loss of 
shining navarretia, a CNPS List 1B species.  The mitigation approach as included in the 
proposed Specific Plan within Policy LU-14 is appropriate for the protection of this species, and 
is evaluated as part of the proposed project under CEQA.  This approach was reviewed by the 
major property owner’s consulting biologist as the City developed the draft Specific Plan policy 
framework.  As noted in the Draft EIR, no additional avoidance mitigation is required to 
address impacts to this species, other than special-status species monitoring pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure B-3(b).  
 
Response 6BJ 
 
The Draft EIR documents the findings of biological resource experts when they evaluated the 
site.  Impacts to special-status plant species are fully documented within Impact B-3 of the Draft 
EIR. This discussion does not identify any impacts to the oval-leaved snapdragon as a result of 
development under the Specific Plan. 
 
Response 6BK 
 
The Draft EIR adequately describes the regulatory setting with respect to the evaluation of 
biological resources.  A discussion of the State of California Endangered Species Act is already 
included as the second full paragraph on page 4.9-25 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 6BL 
 
The impacts for subareas 1-19 shown in Table 4.9-3 are based on a Geographic Information 
Systems (GIS) overlay of the areas of potential disturbance within each subarea (including 
internal roadways) on the known habitat.  Thus, it represents a potential worst-case analysis 
within these areas.  The trail system within subarea 20 could result in impacts, most notably to 
non-native grasslands along the margins of subarea 20.  Potential impacts to the various habitat 
types within the Specific Plan area are accurately identified based on the general order of 
magnitude that might be expected under full buildout of the Plan Area.  Specific Plan policy 20-
n requires that trails within the open space subarea 20 be setback at least 50 feet from riparian 
canopies or top of bank, whichever is further, thus minimizing potential impacts to riparian 
areas.  (It should be noted, however, that there may be instances when exceptions from the 50 
foot setback would be warranted to avoid grading; this language is incorporated into the policy) 
 In addition, Specific Plan policy LU-14 calls for a similar standard for development in general. 
 
Response 6BM 
 
An important purpose of CEQA is to identify potential impacts and recommend appropriate 
mitigation, an approach that was followed with respect to the potential loss of oak trees on the 
site (Impact B-2, Draft EIR pages 4.9-28 through 4.9-31).  It should be noted that the Draft EIR 
does not identify any additional mitigation measures for this impact other than those already 
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included in the Specific Plan.  The Specific Plan includes an HOA as an enforcement mechanism 
for minimizing impacts to oak trees.  This mechanism can be modified by the City Council, if it 
determines that an alternate approach is desirable.  
 
Response 6BN 
 
The major property owner has proposed a clustering of residential development at nearly three 
times the current General Plan entitlement. The property owner presented the preservation of 
open space as a part of their land use proposal. There would appear to be no grounds, no 
policies and no precedents that would support the city providing monetary credit for open 
space that is established through the specific plan or other entitlement process. 
 
Response 6BO 
 
Impacts to the San Joaquin Kit Fox are accurately described in the Draft EIR as Impact B-5.  
Mitigation is consistent with General Plan policy, as carried forward in the Specific Plan, and 
requires compliance with the state and federal Endangered Species Acts.   
 
Response 6BP 
 
Paragraph 1 of Mitigation Measure B-4(a) clearly states that runoff be directed away from 
riparian and wetland habitat and into a stormwater filter before being allowed to discharge into 
sensitive habitat areas.  The language used in the comment does not accurately describe the 
contents of the Draft EIR.  With regard to paragraphs 3 and 8 of the same mitigation measure 
and whether their provisions are a “requirement of CEQA”, it should be noted that CEQA 
requires whatever mitigation measures are deemed appropriate to reduce impacts to the extent 
feasible.  The provisions of paragraphs 3 and 8 are consistent with this requirement.    
 
Response 6BQ 
 
Please refer to Response 6AM. 
 
Response 6BR 
 
Please refer to Response 6BN. 
 
Response 6BS 
 
The comment concerns a Specific Plan policy provision for subarea 5, and requests a change to 
this policy.  The Chief of Emergency Services has determined that the service needs for 
Chandler Ranch and nearby areas can be better met by seeking a new Emergency Services 
Station location elsewhere, not within subarea 5. 
 
Response 6BT 
 
CEQA requirements to address potential impacts may be different or exceed what may be 
standard City requirements.  This is the case with Mitigation Measure PS-3(a).   
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Response 6BU 
 
Financing provisions of the Specific Plan are not an issue appropriately evaluated in an EIR, but 
may be modified as deemed appropriate by the City Council.  With respect to the factor used to 
assess projected persons per dwelling unit, please refer to Response 6AM. 
 
Response 6BV 
 
These are all excellent discussion points, but reflect a perspective that will require the City 
Engineer’s approval to include. 
 
Response 6BW 
 
Disagreement noted. A Change in the statement cited from the 3rd paragraph would have to be 
approved by the City Engineer. Comment on the Master Plan is noted. The new Water Master 
Plan is referenced repeatedly in the Specific Plan & should provide independent analysis of 
storage. 
 
Response 6BX 
 
The status of the entitlements is still unknown. 
 
Response 6BY 
 
Calculations are included in Appendix I.  The analysis shows an average day demand of 
1,104,138 GPD.  Three “typical” wells would provide 1,404,000 GPD based on a 12-hour run 
time.  It should be noted the key consideration is the water volume required, not the total 
number of wells.  The development of new wells, which may or may not occur on the Chandler 
Ranch site, will be the subject of separate CEQA review.  The current Specific Plan provides 
space for those wells to be developed, if future analysis finds that such development is 
appropriate.  
 
Response 6BZ 
 
The comment on the Water Master Plan is noted. The new Water Master Plan is referenced 
repeatedly in the Draft Specific Plan and should provide independent look at current Per Capita 
use and peaking factors. 
 
Response 6CA 
 
With respect to the factor used to assess projected persons per dwelling unit, please refer to 
Response 6AM.   
 
The details of the calculation are shown in appendix I (see below).A 100 gpcpd was used for 
residential and a 880 ADWF gpd/acre flow was used for other uses.  The new Wastewater 
Master Plan is referenced repeatedly in the Specific Plan & should provide independent look at 
current Per Capita flow.  
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CHANDLER RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN WASTEWATER FLOW PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS 

Area 
Number Acreage Landuse Density 

Max 
DU Population 

ADWF 
gpcpd ADWF gpd/acre 

Equivalent 
Dwelling 

Units ADWF gpd PDWF (gpd) PWWF (gpd) 
1 64.0 Residential 1 50 135 100 N/A  13,500 28,350.00 35,100 
2a Residential 1 37 100 100 N/A  9,990 20,979.00 25,974 
2b 

26.9 
Apartments 8 24 65 100 N/A  6,480 13,608.00 16,848 

3a 3 Pack 6 138 373 100 N/A  37,260 78,246.00 96,876 
3b 

59.5 
Residential 2 50 135 100 N/A  13,500 28,350.00 35,100 

4 10.0 Aquatic Center N/A N/A N/A N/A 880 33 8,800 18,480.00 22,880 
5 3.0 Public Facilities N/A N/A N/A N/A 880 10 2,640 5,544.00 6,864 
6 33.7 6 Pack* 8 190 513 100 N/A  51,300 107,730.00 133,380 
7 54.5 Residential 4 141 381 100 N/A  38,070 79,947.00 98,982 
8 46.2 Residential 3 100 270 100 N/A  27,000 56,700.00 70,200 
9 42.3 Residential 4 95 257 100 N/A  25,650 53,865.00 66,690 
10 18.2 School N/A N/A N/A N/A 880 59 16,016 33,633.60 41,642 
11 7.7 Residential 4 31 84 100 N/A  8,370 17,577.00 21,762 
12 30.6 Residential 6 205 554 100 N/A  55,350 116,235.00 143,910 
13 20.6 Residential 4 66 178 100 N/A  17,820 37,422.00 46,332 
14 25.2 Residential 6 83 224 100 N/A  22,410 47,061.00 58,266 
15 0.7 Residential 9 NC NC NC NC  - - - 
16 12.3 Residential 9 139 375 100 N/A  37,530 78,813.00 97,578 
17 9.0 Residential 6 90 243 100 N/A  24,300 51,030.00 63,180 
18a 4.0 Retail/Office N/A N/A N/A N/A 880 13 3,520 7,392.00 9,152 
18b 7.0 Retail/Office N/A N/A N/A N/A 880 23 6,160 12,936.00 16,016 
19a 3.1 Commercial N/A N/A N/A N/A 880 10 2,728 5,728.80 7,093 
19b 3.5 Commercial N/A N/A N/A N/A 880 11 3,080 6,468.00 8,008 
19c 3.4 Commercial N/A N/A N/A N/A 880 11 2,992 6,283.20 7,779 

Alternative 
5 

Totals 475.4  1439 3885   425,666 893,898.60 1,106,732 
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Response 6CB 
 
There is no page 4.13-13 in the Draft EIR, so it is difficult to determine what the comment refers 
to.  No response is possible. 
 
Response 6CC 
 
Please refer to Response 6AM. 
 
Response 6CD 
 
Please refer to Response 6AM. 
 
Responses 6CE through 6CU 
 
Omni-Means will be updating November 2005 Draft Traffic Study as appropriate, based on 
input from the City and responsible agencies such as Caltrans.  The final report will also 
consider the direction provided by the property owner, as described in these comments. 
 
Response 6CV 
 
The SB 610 Water Supply Assessment is currently in draft form and must be endorsed by the 
appropriate representative of the City of Paso Robles.  
 
“Observed” numbers were based on historical data observed and provided by the City. 
 
Response 6CW 
 
The commentor is the major property owner and has provided extensive suggested revisions to 
the Draft Specific Plan as analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Many of the comments are intended to 
correct minor factual errors, and will be corrected in the final version of the Specific Plan.  Other 
suggestions have policy implications, and may be considered by the City Council at the time of 
potential Specific Plan adoption.  A third type of comment concerns differences in technical 
approach from what was included in the Draft Specific Plan.  Many of these comments are 
already addressed in the body of responses to the comments addressed at one or more sections 
of the Draft EIR (Responses 6A through 6CV). 
 
In effect, all comments on the Specific Plan represent requested modifications of the proposed 
project analyzed in the CEQA document, and do not reflect on the EIR analysis itself.  As 
appropriate, based on the criteria described in the previous paragraph, the Specific Plan may 
ultimately incorporate some of the requested changes.  Depending on the nature of the changes, 
a finding of the revised Specific Plan’s consistency with the EIR analysis may need to be made 
prior to certification of the Final EIR and adoption of the Specific Plan.   
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Letter 7 
 
COMMENTOR:  Cindy Lewis, Associate Planner, Wallace Group 
 
DATE:   January 18, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 7A 
 
The commentor is requesting a meeting with California Department of Fish and Game to 
discuss Kit Fox mitigation options pertaining to the Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan.  The 
comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR analysis.  
No specific response is possible. 
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Letter 8 
 
COMMENTOR: Steven C. Meixner, Centex Homes  
 
DATE:   January 16, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 8A 
 
The commentor makes twelve (12) separate comments/suggestions on the language used in the 
Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan.  Comments noted.  Factual errors will be corrected. 
 
A second type of comment concerns differences in technical approach from what was included 
in the Draft Specific Plan.  Many of these comments are already addressed in the body of 
responses to the comments addressed at one or more sections of the Draft EIR (Responses 6A 
through 6CV). 
 
In effect, all comments on the Specific Plan represent requested modifications of the proposed 
project analyzed in the CEQA document, and do not reflect on the EIR analysis itself.  As 
appropriate, based on the criteria described in the previous paragraph, the Specific Plan may 
ultimately incorporate some of the requested changes.  Depending on the nature of the changes, 
a finding of the revised Specific Plan’s consistency with the EIR analysis may need to be made 
prior to certification of the Final EIR and adoption of the Specific Plan. 
 
Response 8B 
 
The comment correctly notes that the Our Town area is now part of the City, which will be 
reflected in the Final EIR.  Page 2-1 of the Draft EIR will be modified accordingly. 
 
Response 8C 
 
The per capita water use factors are provided by the City, and are consistent with those in the 
existing water master plan.  These may be refined as the existing Water Master Plan is updated. 
The figures used are consistent with existing planning factors used in the City for long-range 
evaluation purposes.
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Letter 9 
 
COMMENTOR: Steven C. Meixner 
 
DATE:   January 16, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 9A 
 
The correct assumed size for purposes of the Specific Plan is 6”. Pipe sizes, although sized by 
preliminary analysis “may be adjusted as required and approved by the City.” As you may be 
aware, force main sizes are often selected on velocity criteria vs. capacity (as well as designer’s 
choice due to a variety of variable factors), and can only be accurately sized during final 
engineering when geometrical factors and other variable factors are determined. The 6” is a 
more conservative selection and is represented as a starting point prior to the development 
team’s final engineering analysis. 
 
Response 9B 
 
The commentor suggests that the EIR and Specific Plan figures that depict infrastructure should 
use the same subarea designations for subarea 19 as shown elsewhere in the documents.  This 
change will be made, but will not affect the EIR analysis.   However, because the Penfield & 
Smith analysis consistently uses the other nomenclature, the figure will put “20B” and “20C” in 
parentheses to allow for the reference to the text of the analysis. 
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Letter 10 
 
COMMENTOR: Jeanette Duncan, Executive Director, Peoples’ Self-Help Housing 
 
DATE:   January 24, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 10A 
 
The commentor expresses concern for the need for housing available to very-low, low, and 
moderate income households within the Specific Plan area.  The Specific Plan as proposed 
would include a variety of housing densities, up to 9 dwelling units per gross acre (139 
dwellings at this density).  Another 222 homes would be within areas with densities of 8 
dwelling units per acre.  It is presumed these 361 dwellings, which represent 25% of all homes 
within the Plan Area, will be the most affordable of those included in the Specific Plan. 
 
All housing within the Specific Plan will be required to be consistent with the provisions of the 
City’s adopted Housing Element.  
 
No comment was offered on the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis, so no responses to EIR 
concerns are possible. 
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Letter 11 
 
COMMENTOR: Kenneth R. and Arlene R. Clouston, Ken Clouston Inc. 
 
DATE:   December 30, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 11A 
 
The commentor objects to proposed project densities but does not specifically comment on the 
adequacy or content of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is possible. 
 
Response 11B 
 
The commentor states the opinion that the existing hilltop in Area 3B should be left as is and 
that the existing cut at Golden Hill Road should be re-graded and landscaped rather than 
removing the complete hill.  The comment does not specifically address the adequacy or content 
of the Draft EIR.  Therefore, no further response is possible. 
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Letter 12 
 
COMMENTOR: Harvey K. Mundee 
 
DATE:   December 30, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 12A 
 
The commentor is expressing concern about the potential densities and grading standards 
included in the draft Specific Plan.  The effects of the Specific Plan are analyzed in the Draft EIR. 
The commentor’s suggestions regarding potential changes to the Specific Plan’s proposed land 
use pattern will be considered as the City Council contemplates possible adoption of the 
Specific Plan.        
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Letter 13 
 
COMMENTOR: Jon Scribner 
 
DATE:   December 27, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 13A 
 
The commentor states the opinion that increased traffic in the Shadow Canyon development, 
located adjacent to the Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan, would present an increased hazard 
on the development’s narrow streets.  The commentor is specifically concerned with Grand 
Canyon Drive and Red River Drive. 
 
Access to the Specific Plan area from Shadow Canyon would be via a local roadway developed 
to City standards, and would serve as secondary access to local development within subarea 1, 
and to a lesser extent, subareas 8 and 11.  Collectively, these areas would support up to 181 
homes.  Most of these homes would take access from more direct routes via Golden Hill Road 
and Sherwood Road.  Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that a relatively small portion of the 
estimated 181 peak hour trips (1,180 estimated daily trips) may take access through the Shadow 
Canyon development.  In spite of the narrow road widths within this development, this level of 
future use would not result in significant capacity or traffic safety impacts.   
 
All circulation improvements, including those concerning Grand Canyon Drive and Red River 
Drive, shall be in conformance with the City of Paso Robles Public Works Department 
“Engineering Design Standards and Specifications” (see Specific Plan Policy C-3).  
 
The commentor is encouraged to work with City staff to address perceived existing deficiencies 
in the design of Grand Canyon Drive, but this does not reflect on the analysis as contained in 
the Draft EIR. 
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Letter 14 
 
COMMENTOR: Chris Fylling 
 
DATE:   December 19, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 14A 
 
The commentor requests notice pending bicycle trail-related development in the Plan Area.  
Figure 3-13 in the Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan (page 3-39) establishes general trail 
locations and patterns, while Policy C-10 (page 3-36) outlines the timing and responsibility of 
trail construction and maintenance.  Pursuant to potential development under the Chandler 
Ranch Area Specific Plan, public notice shall be given of said development in accordance with 
applicable law and policy. 
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Letter 15 
 
COMMENTOR: Michael Sampson 
 
DATE:   December 2, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 15A 
 
The commentor objects to the intensity of development proposed under the Specific Plan, citing 
traffic and infrastructure concerns.  These issues are analyzed in the Draft EIR, with impacts 
fully discussed in Sections 4.2, 4.10, and 5.0 of the document.  One provision of the Specific Plan 
is that required infrastructure be built in advance of development under the Plan, with the 
developers paying their fair share of the cost of providing this infrastructure. The commentor 
further suggests that the Specific Plan buildout potential should be reduced to a maximum of 
559 homes, which is generally consistent with Alternative 1 as analyzed in the Draft EIR.  This 
information will be considered as the City Council contemplates adoption of the Specific Plan.  
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Letter 16 
 
COMMENTOR: Donald Hirt   
 
DATE:   January 15, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 16A 
 
The commentor expresses general disagreement with the proposed project, focusing on traffic 
congestion issues and the lack of planned road widening projects.  The traffic concerns are 
noted; however there is no substantial factual evidence to challenge the merit of the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR includes an analysis of full buildout under the 
Specific Plan in the context of cumulative Citywide development, and provides appropriate 
mitigation measures.  This study is based on Citywide traffic modeling that accounts for all 
known development projects that could foreseeably occur based on General Plan buildout.  The 
Draft EIR acknowledges that there could be unavoidable impacts to traffic if the prescribed 
mitigation measures are not implemented in advance of cumulative development as it occurs 
within the City and region.  
 
Response 16B 
 
Please refer to Response 16A.  The widening of Creston Road from South River Road to Rolling 
Hills Road is identified as a future mitigation for projected deficiencies along the corridor 
within the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 16C 
 
Development within the Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan will be required to pay its fair share 
of Citywide roadway improvements through a fee program contained in Section 4.0 of the Draft 
Specific Plan, which includes a combination of development fees (pursuant to AB 1600), specific 
plan fees for major offsite improvements, and full financial responsibility for road 
improvements within the Specific Plan area.  The URS study results will provide a specific cost 
for the widening of Creston Road.  In anticipation of such detailed studies for this and other 
improvements, the Draft EIR utilized cost estimates based on available documentation and bid 
summary information.  These costs should be considered preliminary and should only be used 
for general budgeting purposes (CRASP Traffic Analysis, Omni-Means, 2005).  The results of 
the URS study, along with cost estimates for other improvements, will be used by the City to 
determine the ultimate fee schedule for the Specific Plan. 
 
Response 16D 
 
The City Council has the discretion to extend the Specific Plan approval process to address 
potential public concerns, including the development of an appropriate fee schedule.  Please 
also refer to Response 16C. 
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Letter 17 
 
COMMENTOR: Katherine Barnett 
 
DATE:   January 12, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 17A 
 
The comment expresses the concern that all changes from the original August 2004 Draft EIR 
and the November 2005 Revised Draft EIR were not discussed in the November 20005 public 
workshop.  A summary of the major differences in the two EIRs and Specific Plans was 
presented in that workshop.  The November 2005 Draft EIR does include a discussion of the 
differences in the development potential of the two draft Specific Plan in Section 1.0, 
Introduction (pages 1-1 and 1-2), and within Section 6.0, Alternatives, particularly as it relates to 
Alternative 2, which described the consequences of development under the August 2004 draft 
Specific Plan.  The analysis off this alternative, and a direct comparison of impacts to the 
November 2005 Specific Plan, can be found on pages 6-3 through 6-5, on Figure 6-2 (page 6-9), 
and on pages 6-11 through 6-22.  The public was notified of these changes through the Draft EIR 
Notice of Availability.  The public workshop was intended to provide an additional forum for 
public input on the project.  
 
Response 17B 
 
A Specific Plan may include standards that differ from existing City ordinances; one of the 
purposes of a Specific Plan is to address site-specific conditions that may not otherwise be 
adequately addressed by such ordinances.  Draft Specific Plan Policy LU-13 requires that 
grading follow different approaches to account for differences in topography and development 
types proposed.  Preservation of hillsides and natural topography are key considerations in this 
approach.  The Draft EIR describes potential impacts from proposed grading practices in 
Section 4.5, Safety and Geologic Hazards (Impact G-3) and Section 4.7, Aesthetics and Community 
Design (Impact AES-1).  The discussion under Impact AES-1 describes extensive Specific Plan 
policy requirements to minimize potential visual impacts, including those from grading. 
Hillside Development zoning ordinance provisions are also referenced in Section 4.7 on page 
4.7-12, and were used in the analysis of potential visual impacts. 
 
It should be noted that Policy LU-13 requires that wherever mass grading techniques are 
proposed (subareas 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, the residential portions of 17, and 
roadways) a physical model or visual simulation must be submitted and approved prior to 
potential project approval.  Please refer to Draft EIR Table 4.5-2, provision b., Grading Plans.  
(This is also found in the Draft Specifci Plan as Table 3-2, Grading Requirements.)  In addition, 
in other areas of particular visual sensitivity, the Draft Specific Plan also includes a requirement 
that a visual simulation or model be required prior to approval of any residential development 
in such areas.  This provision applies to subarea 2 (Development Standard 2-a).  
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Response 17C 
 
The original August 2004 Draft EIR remains part of the public record and may be considered by 
the City Council as it contemplates Specific Plan approval.  The alternatives studies in that Draft 
EIR remain under consideration.  The November 2005 Draft EIR included the original August 
2004 Draft Specific Plan for comparative purposes, and also included the CEQA-required No 
Project Alternative. 
 
Response 17D 
 
The comment suggests that less commercial development than allowed under the Draft Specific 
Plan would be preferable, since there is already sufficient commercial land zoned Citywide.  
This opinion will be considered by the City Council. 
 
Response 17E 
 
The proposed school site shown in the 2005 Draft Specific Plan was the preferred site of the 
school district.  Environmental concerns were among those that led to this preference.  The 
Draft EIR analyzes the Specific Plan as proposed, which includes a school site in subarea 10.  All 
public input on this analysis will be considered by the City Council.  
 
Response 17F 
 
The current Draft EIR analyzes the Draft Specific Plan as proposed, which includes the 
agricultural setbacks as described.  It should be noted that the County’s Agricultural 
Commissioner offered comment on the Draft EIR, which may be of interest to the reader.  Please 
refer to the responses to Comment Letter 5.  In summary, the Agricultural Commissioner 
agreed with the technical aspects of te Draft EIR analysis as written, but suggested additional 
mitigation including air conditioning units, mechanical ventilation, seasonally-timed grading 
practices, and the installation of a “no-climb” fence between the extension of Airport Road and 
agricultural uses to the east.  These may be considered as potential mitigation measures to the 
Specific Plan, or possibly as conditions of approval when development occurs, at the discretion 
off the City Council. 
 
Response 17G 
 
The commentor is supportive of phased development within the Specific Plan, consistent with 
proposed Spcific Plan policy.  As noted in Section 3.5, development within each subarea could 
not occur until developers in these areas provide the required infrastructure to support 
development, as described in Tables 3-6 through 3-24 of the Draft Specific Plan). 
 
Response 17H 
 
The comment supports the approach of forming an assessment district to pay for the extension 
of Sherwood Road and Airport Road (between Gilead Land and Linne Road).  The extension of 
those roadways is the direct financial responsibility of the developers of the land on which they 
would traverse, pursuant to the 1980 Annexation Agreement (Draft Specific Plan Appendix C). 
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Response 17I 
 
The commentor’s suggestion to observe night-lighting is noted.  It should be noted that there 
was at least one public workshop held at night in the field precisely for this purpose, especially 
in regard to potential night-lighting impacts from Barney Schwartz Park.  City staff are aware of 
night-lighting issues within the City.  The Draft EIR concludes that potential visual impacts 
from night lighting are potentially significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation as 
included in the Specific Plan (Impact AES-1).  
 
Response 17J 
 
The potential water tanks that could be located within the Chandler Ranch Specific Plan area 
would be intended to serve Citywide needs.  The placement of these tanks would undergo 
separate environmental review, since they are not specifically required for this Specific Plan. 
 
Response 17K 
 
Proposed trails through the specific plan area would be intended for unrestricted public use.  
 
Response 17L 
 
Development under the Specific Plan will be required to comply with permitting requirements 
of various responsible agencies, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California 
Department of Fish and Game, as stated on page 2-45 of the Draft EIR.  As stated in the Specific 
Plan and EIR, the nature of the mitigation agreement for the protection of potentially impacted 
San Joaquin Kit Fox Habitat must be implemented consistent with their requirements, and 
consistent with provisions as stated in the City’s General Plan and Specific Plan. 
 
Response 17M 
 
The Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan as proposed could support up to 1,439 dwelling units.  
The Olson-Beechwood Specific Plan as proposed could support up to 1,347 dwelling units.   
 
Response 17N 
 
The commentor correctly notes an error in Table 2-2a, in which the buildout potential of the RS 
designation within subarea 10.  The underlying RS designation in this area would allow up to 
0.33 dwelling units per acre (see Figure 6-1 of the Draft EIR).  Thus, buildout potential in the 
18.2-acre area would be 6 dwelling units (not 72, as shown in the table).  This will be reflected in 
the table and elsewhere in the EIR as applicable.  This change will not affect the overall buildout 
potential under the Specific Plan. 
 
Response 17O 
 
The commentor is suggesting a language change of “may” to “shall” with regard to a potential 
funding provision of the Specific Plan.  The current language is intended to allow for flexibility 
of approach, but the suggested language will be considered by the City Council. 
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Letter 18 
 
COMMENTOR: Norm Adams 
 
DATE:   January 17, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 18A 
 
The commentor is expressing disapproval of the proposed project.  No specific references are 
made to issues discussed in the Draft EIR, so no response is possible. 
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Letter 19 
 
COMMENTOR: Pat Connally 
 
DATE:   January 16, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 19A 
 
The traffic study in support of the Draft Specific Plan is included in Appendix C of the Draft 
EIR.  The analysis is included in Section 4.2 of the document. 
 
Response 19B 
 
The commentor suggests a change Goal 3 of the Specific Plan, which may be considered by the 
City Council as it contemplates Specific Plan approval. 
 
Response 19C 
 
The Draft Specific Plan as proposed is consistent with the population growth projections of the 
City’s adopted General Plan.  Thus, the implementation of the Specific Plan as proposed would 
not introduce any new population impacts that were not previously anticipated within the 
General Plan EIR.  Under CEQA, mitigation measures are appropriately applied only to new 
impacts that were not previously documented or disclosed. That said, the Draft EIR includes 
numerous mitigation measures, and the Draft Specific Plan includes many policies, that are 
intended to address potential population-related impacts (such as those related to traffic, air 
quality, noise, and public services). 
 
Response 19D 
 
With regard to potential growth-inducing impacts, the extension of roadways anticipated under 
the Specific Plan are those already anticipated under the General Plan.  Airport Road is the 
major new road extension under the Specific Plan, and it is intended to serve primarily the 
development within the Chandler Ranch area, as well as the southeastern portion of the City. 
Development beyond the City limits is constrained by existing development in the County, and 
lack off supporting infrastructure, including roadways.  Thus, the growth-inducing potential off 
the Specific Plan is limited. 
 
The traffic study performed for the Specific Plan fully discloses potential impacts to the City 
and regional roadway systems, and suggests appropriate mitigation. 
 
Response 19E 
 
Please refer to section 4.0 of the Specific Plan, item 4, page 4-12 and 4-13 for a more complete 
discussion of the purpose and application of the Community Facilities District.  
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Response 19F 
 
Mitigation measures PS-5(a) and PS-5(b) are mitigation measures are included to address 
potential impacts to schools.  As noted on page 4.10-18 of the Draft EIR, the payment of 
statutory school fees required as mitigation measures PS-5(b) constitutes full and complete 
mitigation according to state law (Section 65995(3)(h) of the California Government Code).  
Thus, land dedication cannot be included as a mitigation requirement to address school 
impacts. 





Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan EIR 
Section 9.0  Comments and Responses 
 
 

  City of Paso Robles 
  9-178 

Letter 20 
 
COMMENTOR: Urban McLellan, Land Entitlement Manager, Centex Homes, Central 

Coast Division 
 
DATE:   January 17, 2006 
 
RESPONSE:   
 
Response 20A 
 
The comment correctly notes a technical in Table 3-22 of the Specific Plan.   The table has been 
updated to reflect the latest information regarding this issue.   





Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan EIR 
Section 9.0  Comments and Responses 
 
 

  City of Paso Robles 
  9-180 

Letter 21 
 
COMMENTOR: Christie Withers 
 
DATE:   January 14, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 21A 
 
The commentor is concerned with the phasing of traffic improvements relative to development 
under the Specific Plan.  The Specific Plan requires the payment of fees to fund the fair share of 
offsite improvements, and direct financial responsibility for onsite improvements.  Tables 3-6 to 
3-24 of the Draft Specific Plan describe the required infrastructure that must be constructed by 
the developer prior to the development in each subarea.  The comment would like to prioritize 
the more affordable housing components off the Specific Plan.  The development of these areas 
will depend on the market and the desire off the property owners to develop.
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Letter 22 
 
COMMENTOR: Patricia Reading 
 
DATE:   January 15, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 22A 
 
The comment expresses disagreement with potential development under the proposed Specific 
Plan.  There is no specific comment relating to the contents of the Draft EIR, so no response is 
possible. 
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9.4 ORAL COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
 
The Draft EIR was circulated for a public review period that began November 17, 2005 and 
ended January 16, 2006.  In addition, a public workshop during the comment was held on 
November 29, 2005 by the City of Paso Robles Planning Commission in order to receive testimony 
relative to the information included in the EIR.   
 
This section summarizes the oral commentary received at this public hearing.  Responses to written 
comments may be found in Section 9.2 of this document. 
 
Commentor:  Fred Strong 
 
Comment 1:  The comment requests confirmation of the correct build-out date that is assumed for the Air 
Quality impact assessment in the Draft EIR. The comment additionally questions whether or not a change in 
this date would affect project-related air quality impacts and necessary mitigation measures. 
 

Response 1:   Project-related vehicle emissions were calculated using the URBEMIS 2002 
air quality model.  The model assumed a buildout year of 2007, which is a reasonable 
worst case scenario for the proposed Specific Plan.  This worst case scenario would 
result in significant and unavoidable (Class I) air quality impacts in both the short and 
long term.  If the buildout year were extended, short term air quality impacts would be 
reduced to some extent. Long term impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

 
Comment 2: The comment requests justification of the costs of internal wiring of homes to facilitate/ promote 
telecommuting and questions the effectiveness of said measure as mitigation. 
 

Response 2: The San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (SLO APCD) recommends 
that projects generating 25 lbs/day or more of any individual pollutant emissions 
implement all standard mitigation measures outlined in Section 5.7 of the SLOAPCD 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook, as well as select and implement all feasible discretionary 
mitigation measures outlined in Section 5.8 of the Handbook.  As outlined in Section 4.3 
of the Draft EIR (Air Quality), the proposed project is expected to exceed the 25 pounds 
per day threshold for ROC, NOx and PM10. 
 
Wiring of a home network that allows telecommuting, teleconferencing, and telelearning 
is included as a discretionary mitigation measure for residential projects. CEQA does not 
require that the EIR examine economic costs of such mitigation measures. 
 
It should, however, be noted that wireless networking has generally replaced hard-
wired home networking and the APCD’s concerns can be addressed through a relatively 
inexpensive Wi-Fi home network.  Hence, there would not appear to be a significant 
economic issue in meeting the APCD’s goals in an equivalent manner. 

 
Comment 3: The comment requests justification of a bicycle parking ratio of one bike to 10 conventional 
parking spaces. 
 

Response 3:  The City’s approach has been to present any APCD recommendations as 
recommendations to be considered at the time entitlements are sought.  
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Comment 4: The comment requests quantification of the anticipated cost of requiring businesses to 
implement trip reduction requirements. 
 

Response 4: As discussed in Response B above, the proposed project is required to 
implement all standard APCD mitigation measures as well as all feasible discretionary 
measures.   
 
Trip reduction measures outlined in Mitigation Measure AQ-3(b) are included in the 
Discretionary Transportation Demand Management Measures for commercial projects.  

 
Commentor:  Frank Mecham 
 
Comment 1:  The comment questions the status of modeling efforts to depict the impacts of grading.  
 

Response 1:   All modeling efforts to date have been rejected as inadequate, due largely to 
the size of the Specific Plan area.  However, visual impacts resulting from grading would be 
minimized through implementation of General Plan policies, zoning requirements, and 
grading requirements included in the Specific Plan.  One of these requirements is that a 
physical model or photosimulation of grading plans must be used to illustrate the grading 
associated with an individual development.  

 
Comment 2: Traffic is a concern and coordination with Caltrans is important. 
 

Response 2: Comment noted. Coordination with Caltrans has been a priority since January 
2005.  Please refer to the responses to Letters 2, 3 and 4, which were written by Caltrans. 

 
Commentor:  John Hamon, Planning Commission 
 
Comment 1:  Have the grading impacts on Oak Trees been adequately addressed?   
 

Response 1:   Development allowed under the Specific Plan could result in the removal of 
up to 137 healthy oak trees.  Policy C-3A of the General Plan contains measures intended 
to preserve oak trees and promote the planting of new oak trees.  It requires 
implementation of the City Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance and encouragement 
and/or requirement of new development to include planting new oaks where feasible.  
Furthermore, it requires native habitat such as oak woodland to be incorporated into 
project design as feasible. The General Plan and Ordinance measures would 
substantially mitigate the loss of oak trees and oak woodland.  In addition, the Specific 
Plan includes language to protect oak trees, including Policy LU-14, which requires that 
each oak tree removal be subject to City Council approval in order to preserve and 
protect healthy oak trees from the effects of grading and development.   
 
Similar to oak tree impacts, the Specific Plan contains numerous policies intended to reduce 
visual impacts from grading. This includes design standards for the protection of hillsides, 
ridge and hilltop protection, and grading standards.  Grading in Subareas 1 and 2, where 
the Specific Plan’s greatest number of oak trees are found, would consist of custom lot 
grading in order to preserve  the topography and aesthetics of the hillside.  Please refer to 
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Specific Plan Policy LU-13 and Table 4.7-1 of the Draft EIR for specific grading 
requirements. 

 
Commentor:  James Kilmer, Caltrans 
 
Comment 1:  Comment recommends an extension in the comment period. 
 

Response 1:   Request granted.  The comment period was extended from January 2, 2006 to 
January 16, 2006. 

 
Comment 2:  More comments to come in a formal letter.    
 

Response 2:  See responses to Letter 4. 
 
Commentor:  Kathy Barnett 
 
Comment 1:  Comment recommends an extension in the comment period. 
 

Response 1:   Request granted.  See Response A (James Kilmer), above. 
 
Comment 2: Comment questions if CEQA thresholds have been violated with respect to grading, and 
suggests the inclusion of models of grading effects in the EIR. 
 

Response 2: The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not contain specific 
thresholds related to grading.  Please refer to Response 1 (Frank Mecham) and Response 1 
(John Hamon). 

 
Commentor: Greg Kudlick 
 
Comment 1: What was the specific traffic modeling software that was used, and was it accurately applied? 
 

Response 1:  See response to Comment 2. 
 
Comment 2: Does the traffic modeling account for downstream impacts? 
 

Response 2:  The traffic analysis used the TP+/Viper (version 3.2, Citilabs, 2005) software 
package to model the entire City traffic network, which was then used to determine the 
likely CRASP distribution and routing within and through the City.  Intersection-level delay 
calculations were performed with the Traffix Version 7.7 (Dowling Associates, 2004) software.  
Freeway mainline and ramp merge-diverge junction analyses were performed with the 
Highway Capacity Software 2000 (HCS 2000, McTrans 2000) software.   

 
The TP+/Viper software accounts for all downstream impacts in assigning traffic through 
traffic network, but the software is not used to perform capacity analyses.  The HCS 2000 
accounts for downstream impacts at ramp junctions, while the Traffix software analyzes 
intersections on an isolated basis.   
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Commentor: Dr. Joe Kuntze 
 
Comment 1: What opportunities are there to affect the outcome of this process? Seems to make sense that 
fewer homes will mean fewer impacts. 
 

Response 1: The current Draft EIR is a revision of the original August 2004 Chandler Ranch 
Specific Plan, which was circulated for public review from September 1 through 
November 24, 2004.  After the circulation of the draft and prior to the preparation of a 
Final EIR, circumstances arose that suggested a more efficient course of action would be 
to revise the Draft Chandler Ranch Area Specific Plan, revise the Draft EIR, and 
recirculate both for public review.  A more detailed discussion of project background is 
included in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIR. 
 
The Revised Draft EIR was circulated for public review from November 17, 2005 
through January 16, 2006.  All written comments received during the review period, as 
well oral comments received at a November 29, 2005 workshop have been included in 
this document.  Please refer to section 1.6 of the Draft EIR for review of the 
Environmental Impact Review Process. 
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