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1.1-1 

CHAPTER 1. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE 
2022 DRAFT EIR 

This chapter of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) presents responses to comment letters that were 
received on the 2022 Draft EIR for the Richards Ranch Annexation Project (project). These comment 
letters were received from multiple entities, including state and local agencies, non-agency organizations, 
and the public. In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 
15132(d), this Final EIR presents the City of Santa Maria (City) response to comments submitted during 
the Draft EIR review and consultation process. 

A set of Master Responses has been developed to address certain topical issues raised multiple times by 
different commenters. These Master Responses are provided in Section 1.1 and referenced throughout the 
chapter. 

The comment documents (letters and emails) are organized by grouping (agency, non-agency 
organizations, and public) and then in chronological order. Comment documents received by the City are 
reproduced in total, and numerical annotation has been added as appropriate to delineate and reference the 
responses to those comments. Responses follow the individual letters and emails. 

1.1 MASTER RESPONSES 
Many comments submitted raised similar concerns. The following responses are master responses 
intended to address all the comments submitted in relation to these areas of concern. All individual 
responses set out in the following sections related to comments regarding one of these areas of concern 
are referred back to the appropriate master response to avoid unnecessary length and duplication in this 
document. 

Table 1.1-1. Master Responses 

Master 
Response # Master Response 

MR-1 Public Services – Emergency Services  

Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, provides an evaluation of the project’s potential impacts 
related to public services and recreation, including fire protection services and police protection services. 
Section 4.12.1.1 discusses the condition of existing fire protection services in the project area, including 
services provided by the Santa Maria Fire Department (SMFD) and the Santa Barbara County Fire 
Department (SBCFD).  
The SMFD responds to emergency services calls via their dispatch center and determines which unit(s) to 
send out depending on the location of the incident and daily conditions. Given the geographic location of fire 
stations through the city and community of Orcutt, SMFD and SBCFD rely on their mutual aid agreements to 
provide fire protection services across each organization’s jurisdictional boundaries when needed. This 
reciprocal arrangement allows for provision of adequate fire protection services and emergency response 
times within the region. The agencies’ commitment to the mutual aid agreement is documented in the 
Cooperative Dispatch Agreement between the Santa Barbara County Fire Protection District and the City of 
Santa Maria as well as through the City’s California Master Mutual Aid Agreement outlined in the General 
Plan’s Safety Element.  
As discussed in Section 4.12.5, Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, average response times 
from SMFD Stations 2 and 4 to the project site would exceed the performance goal response time due to 
station location and distance from the project site. However, the SBCFD Station 21 is located 1.7 miles 
southwest of the project site and is within the goal 4-minute travel time response for first responders 
(Emergency Services Consulting International 2021). Discussions with both SMFD and SBCFD confirmed 
that between the two departments and through mutual aid, there are adequate facility locations to serve the 
project site (SMFD 2022); however, response times to the project site are less than ideal under current 
conditions from the SMFD location. This is largely because the closest SMFD station, the Santa Maria 
Airport Fire Station 6, currently has very limited equipment and staffing and cannot serve emergencies 
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outside of the airport property. However, the SMFD recently received approval and funding to fully staff 
SMFD Station 6 to serve calls beyond the Santa Maria Public Airport. As of April 2024, funding has been 
received to equip Station 6 with a fire engine and provide additional staff (a captain, engineer, and 
firefighter). This staffing is expected to occur in the later summer 2024; at that time, SMFD Station 6 will be 
fully operational to serve areas of the city and county beyond the airport property (SMFD 2024).  
Implementation of the project as shown in the conceptual site plan would result in the construction of up to 
495 multi-family units, 106,800 square feet of commercial uses, and a 39,500–square foot mini-storage 
complex, resulting in an estimated increase of 1,846 new residents as well as employees and patrons of new 
commercial-retail development. This would result in an increase in demand for existing fire protection 
services at the project site of an estimated 180 to 200 calls per year (SMFD 2022). However, given that 
SMFD currently employs 71 full-time fire employees, well above their standard of providing one full-time fire 
employee per 1,820 persons, the increase in population would not result in the need for additional fire 
personnel and would not significantly impact SMFD’s firefighter-to-population ratio.  
Implementation of the project would result in the annexation of the project site into the City of Santa Maria, 
including changing the service area boundary so that the project site would be within the jurisdictional 
boundary of SMFD rather than SBCFD. As well, as part of the annexation process, the City would need to 
develop a Resolution of Application to Initiate Annexation, including Adoption of a Plan for Services. The 
Plan for Services would identify how the City and SMFD would serve the project site using available facilities. 
If the Santa Barbara County Local Agency Formation Commission (SBLAFCO) provides approval of the 
annexation, the County and City would move to a negotiation process to identify a fair and appropriate 
Property Tax Sharing Agreement. It is through this process that consideration for the sharing of property tax 
revenues from the proposed project to support City and County services, including fire protection services, 
would be determined. 
As noted above and in Section 4.12.5, Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, there are adequate 
facility locations to serve the project site (SMFD 2022); however, response times to the project site from the 
SMFD location are less than ideal under current conditions. Because of this current condition, under mutual 
aid agreements, the SBCFD Fire Station 21 would be the most likely first responder in most emergency 
situations at the project site under current conditions. However, the SMFD recently received approval and 
funding to fully staff SMFD Station 6 to serve calls beyond the Santa Maria Public Airport. SMFD Station 6 at 
the Santa Maria location will be fully operational to serve areas of the city and county beyond the airport 
property in late summer 2024 (SMFD 2024). When fully staffed at Fire Station 6, the SMFD would be more 
apt to pick up most of the emergency calls and be the first responder to the project site. Under either 
scenario, the project would not necessitate the requirement of new or physically altered fire facilities.  
As discussed in Section 4.12.5, Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, the SMPD is not currently 
meeting the City’s RME objective of 1.3 sworn police officers per 1,000 residents and the proposed project 
would create an additional demand on police services by increasing population and facilities within the city 
limits. However, the SMPD has determined that they have adequate facilities and personnel to serve the 
project as proposed (Silva 2022). While the City is striving to reach the RME objective, police patrols and 
response times are well within an adequate service level and the SMPD can provide police service to the 
project as proposed (Silva 2022). As well, the City’s Capital Projects budget includes funds budgeted for 
additional fleet expansion as well as technician vehicles (City of Santa Maria 2020). The project site would 
also be provided with police protection as needed by the County of Santa Barbara Sheriff’s Office though 
similar mutual aid agreements as discussed for fire protection services. The California Highway Patrol also 
provides patrols along State Route (SR) 135 as part of the Santa Maria patrol area and has reciprocal 
agreements with SMPD and SBCPD to provide mutual assistance in emergency situations. The project 
would not trigger the need for new or expanded police facilities. In addition, the project would allow for up to 
106,800 square feet of commercial retail space, which would generate local transactions and use tax through 
the City’s approved Measure U, directly supporting the City’s police protection services.  
The EIR concludes that the project would not require the provision of new or physically altered fire or police 
protection facilities; therefore, environmental impacts were determined to be less than significant.  
Potential environmental impacts associated with the provision of emergency services have been adequately 
assessed in the EIR; no revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

MR-2 Public Services – School Facilities 

Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, evaluates the project’s potential impacts related to public 
services and recreation, including existing school facilities. Section 4.12.1.3 identifies the condition of 
existing schools in the project area. Three school districts serve the city of Santa Maria and its Sphere of 
Influence—the Santa Maria-Bonita School District, the Orcutt Union School District (OUSD), and the Santa 
Maria Joint Union High School District (SMJUHSD). The project site is located within the boundaries of the 
OUSD (serving grades K–8), and the SMJUHSD (serving grades 9–12). There is an estimated enrollment of 
4,133 students within OUSD (Orcutt Union School District 2022). The SMJUHSD has an estimated 
enrollment of 9,257 students (SMJUHSD 2022). The schools that would serve the project site include 
Patterson Road Elementary School and Orcutt Junior High School, which are within the OUSD, and Ernest 
Righetti High School, which is within the SMJUHSD.  
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Patterson Road Elementary is located approximately 0.55 miles south of the project site, Orcutt Junior High 
School is located approximately 1 mile southwest of the project site, and Ernest Righetti High School is 
located approximately 0.9 miles northeast of the project site. As described in Section 4.13, Transportation, 
there are existing bicycle lanes and pedestrian facilities within the project area and the Santa Maria 
Bikeways Master Plan identifies future bicycle and pedestrian improvements, including a new shared use 
pathway within the project area. Therefore, the project area would allow residents, including students, to use 
designated trails and pedestrian facilities to travel to other areas of the city. As such, there would be 
opportunities for students to use alternative modes of transportation to travel to designated school sites. 
Based on current enrollment and school capacity data available for the 2021–2022 school year, Patterson 
Road Elementary School is at 81% capacity, Orcutt Junior High School is at 75% capacity, and Ernest 
Righetti High School is over capacity at 145%. As described in Section 4.12.5, the proposed project would 
contribute up to 116 elementary school students, 38 middle school students, and 100 high school students 
for a total of 254 new students at OUSD and SMJUHSD schools upon project buildout. These estimates are 
based on the Developer Fee Justification Study reports from March 2022 that were provided by both school 
districts.  
As stated in Section 4.12.5, the project would be subject to the payment of state-mandated impact mitigation 
fees to offset the increased demand for school services by providing funding for additional facilities to serve 
the area. Section 65995(h) of the California Government Code (Senate Bill 50, chaptered August 27, 1998) 
states that payment of statutory fees “...is deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any 
legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real 
property, or any change in governmental organization or reorganization.” Based on Section 65995(h) of the 
California Government Code (Senate Bill 50, chaptered August 27, 1998), additional mitigation is not 
required to reduce impacts related to an increase in demand on public schools. These fees would be used at 
the discretion of the school districts to provide additional facilities and resources, including classroom 
facilities, staff, school buses, etc. to serve students. The development of school facilities is necessarily up to 
the school districts and their projected need for the facilities. 
After the Draft EIR was published, the EIR consultant, on behalf of the City, reached out to both OUSD and 
SMJUHSD to determine if additional information was available to predict the need and location of future 
additional facilities. No additional information was provided. As such, it would be speculative to identify the 
location of future facilities that would serve the students from the Richards Ranch. The SMJUHSD indicated 
that SMJUHSD must accommodate the students generated by the project and would do so at Ernest Righetti 
High and that additional classrooms and support services would be needed at the school site to 
accommodate the project’s student generation. However, SMJUHSD indicated that, due to the unknown 
timeline for project approval and fluctuations in students and timeline, identifying the exact needs would be 
speculative (SMJUHSD 2023). OUSD did not provide any supplemental information after several attempts by 
the EIR consultant to contact them for supplemental information.  
As recently upheld in Santa Rita Union School District v. City of Salinas (2023) Cal.App.5th Court of Appeal, 
where information from school districts is uncertain and/or vague there is not an ability to further analyze the 
potential indirect impacts of future school facility development. These effects cannot be further analyzed or 
responded to per State Guidelines Section 15145. The school districts have not provided any substantial 
evidence or information regarding future school sites or any reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental 
impacts of providing school facilities on existing or future school sites.  
Therefore, in conjunction with other plans and funding sources used by the school districts, the payment of 
the state-mandated impact mitigation fees would ensure that the effects of the project on the provision of 
school services would be less than significant. Based on the information provided in the Draft EIR and this 
supplemental information, potential environmental impacts associated with the provision of public school 
facilities have been adequately evaluated in the EIR, and no revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

MR-3 Transportation 

Section 4.13, Transportation, of the EIR evaluates the project’s potential impacts to the transportation 
system within the project area consistent with guidance provided by CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines, and 
Senate Bill (SB) 743. SB 743 requires that the analysis of transportation impacts under CEQA promote the 
following: (1) the State’s goals in reducing greenhouse gas emissions and traffic-related air pollution, (2) the 
development of a multimodal transportation system, and (3) clean and efficient methods of travel. Section 
4.13 is based, in part, on the Updated Traffic and Circulation Study (Traffic and Circulation Study) prepared 
for the project by Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE). The Traffic and Circulation Study addresses 
the requirements of CEQA and SB 743 as well as roadway and intersection operations, including level of 
service (LOS). It is important to note that, with the passage of SB 743, intersection operations and roadway 
capacity analyses are generally outside of the scope of CEQA. However, these analyses can be important to 
local Lead Agencies when considering whether to approve or deny a project and when considering policy 
consistency analyses, General Plan consistency, and project development permit conditions of approval. 
As described on page 4.13-1, the roadways within the project area that were evaluated as part of the Traffic 
and Circulation Study include U.S. Highway 101 (US 101), State Route (SR) 135, Union Valley Parkway 
(UVP), Orcutt Road, Foxenwood Lane, Foster Road, and Hummel Drive. The description of roadway and 
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access improvements that are included in the project is described in the EIR in Chapter 2, Project 
Description. The detail of the roadway improvements included in the project is provided in Table 2-4, 
Roadway and Transportation Improvements Included in the Richards Ranch Project. Appendix B of the 2022 
Draft EIR (herein referred to as EIR Volume 1) provides schematic drawings of the planned circulation and 
transportation improvements included in the project description. The project would be accessed from Orcutt 
Road and UVP; no public vehicular access would be allowed from Dancer Avenue. The frontage of Orcutt 
Road along the commercial sites would be widened and sidewalks and bike lanes would be provided. 
Among the roadway improvements and intersection improvements that would be a part of the project is the 
signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive 
would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full buildout of the project.  
It should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the 
project site but could be used for emergency access only. Several comments received during the public 
review period of the Draft EIR express concern about traffic increasing on Mooncrest Lane, which is directly 
south of the project site and would only be logically accessed from Dancer Avenue. However, because 
Dancer Avenue would not be used for public vehicular access with implementation of the project, automobile 
trips on Mooncrest Lane would not increase because of project development. Public automobile access to 
the site would only occur from Orcutt Road and UVP.  
Pedestrian connections would be provided between the sidewalks on UVP and the proposed retail 
uses/buildings as well as between the sidewalks on UVP and the proposed residential buildings. The project 
as depicted in the conceptual site plan would incorporate the inclusion of two city public transit bus stops as 
part of its design strategy to improve accessibility to public transportation. These bus stops are strategically 
positioned to encourage greater usage of public transit, aiming to reduce the reliance on individual vehicles 
and consequently lower the overall vehicle miles traveled (VMT) associated with the project. This project 
element required for future development of the site is geared towards providing convenient alternatives for 
commuters and promoting a more sustainable transportation approach to reduce VMT impact. 
The Traffic and Circulation Study determined that implementation of the project would result in a total of 
20,780 average daily trips, including 1,452 AM peak trips and 1,751 PM peak trips (ATE 2022). EIR 
Tables 4.13-5 and 4.13-6 summarize the Cumulative + Project LOS that would result with implementation of 
the project, including consideration of the signalization and improvements at UVP and Hummel Drive. As 
shown by the analysis, with the improvements at the UVP and Hummel Drive intersection, all interactions 
would operate within the City’s acceptable LOS operational criteria with implementation of the project. In 
summary, the Traffic and Circulation Study determined that the project would not result in a substantial 
increase in vehicle congestion along roadways within the project area.  
The EIR also considers whether the project would conflict or be inconsistent with State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3, subdivision (b), which describes specific considerations for evaluating a project’s 
transportation impacts (EIR Volume 1, Section, 4.13, Transportation, page 4.13-12). As directed by the State 
CEQA Guidelines and consistent with SB 743, VMT is the most appropriate measure of transportation 
impacts. Generally, a project’s effect on automobile delay does not in-and-of-itself constitute a significant 
environmental impact. The Traffic and Circulation Study and the EIR used the National Cooperative Highway 
Research Program (NCHRP) Report 684, “Enhancing Internal Trip Capture Estimation for Mixed-Use 
Developments” to estimate the internal mixed-use trips for the project. This report provides industry-standard 
procedures for developing mixed-use traffic adjustments. The NCHRP 684 report defines mixed-use projects 
as follows: 

Mixed-Use Development: For the purposes of this project, it has been deemed 
appropriate and necessary to expand this definition to include multi-use developments. 
A multi-use development is a real estate project of separate uses of differing and 
complementary, interacting land uses that do not necessarily share parking and may not 
be internally interconnected except by public street and/or other public transportation 
facilities. 

The OPR’s Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR 2018) provides the 
following guidance for analyzing VMT generated by mixed-use projects: For mixed-use projects, the CEQA 
Guidelines recommend either analyzing each component of the proposed project separately or focusing on 
the predominant land use. Because the proposed project is a mixed-use project with no dominating land use, 
potential VMT-related impacts were evaluated by analyzing VMT for each component of the project 
separately. Based on the analysis provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study and represented in the EIR in 
Section 4.13, Transportation, the proposed project would not generate VMT in a manner that would exceed 
state or local thresholds; therefore, the project would not conflict with or be inconsistent with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.3(b). Further, although not required to reduce VMT-related impacts, Mitigation 
Measure GHG/mm-2.1 identifies project design measures to promote alternate transportation modes, which 
would further reduce VMT generated by the project. Therefore, impacts related to VMT would be less than 
significant. 
Another criterion of significance that is considered in the EIR is whether the project would substantially 
increase hazards due to a geometric design feature. As evaluated in the EIR (EIR Volume 1, Section, 4.13, 
Transportation, page 4.13-14), the conceptual design plan for the project includes the construction of new 
access driveways from Orcutt Road and UVP, a new access road from Orcutt Road, and an internal roadway 
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system. The project would be required to comply with City, County, and Caltrans requirements and other 
applicable engineering standards for driveways and access roads to reduce potential hazards related to 
roadway design. As detailed in the Traffic and Circulation Study and the supplemental analysis, with the 
planned intersection configuration and the provision of traffic signals at the UVP and Hummel Drive 
intersection, the project would not cause substandard or hazardous operating conditions at this intersection. 
Following buildout of the project, proposed driveways would have less than two vehicles in queue and would 
operate between LOS A and LOS C, which is consistent with City thresholds (ATE 2022). In addition, sight 
distances and driveways would be required to meet Caltrans’ minimum sight distance standard of 430 feet at 
all driveways for the 50 mile per hour speed limit on UVP. Therefore, the Traffic and Circulation Study and 
EIR did not identify any significant roadway hazards associated with implementation of the project.  
Regarding access and safety, several comments and concerns were raised by the County of Santa Barbara 
Public Works Department Transportation Division (SBPWT) during the Draft EIR comment period (see the 
Response to Comments on the 2022 Draft Environmental Impact Report [herein referred to as EIR 
Volume 2], Chapter 1, page 1.2-81). Several of SBPWT’s comments focused on potential safety concerns 
related to uncontrolled left turns and other design features represented in the conceptual site plan. If they 
were to be approved, the proposed applications for annexation and a General Plan Amendment and Rezone 
would not result in development of the site immediately upon approval. For the annexation proposed by the 
Applicant to occur, first, the City would approve an annexation resolution for the project, which would 
subsequently be submitted to SBLAFCO for approval as a Responsible Agency. If the SBLAFCO were to 
approve the annexation, development of the project would require individual Planned Development Permit 
applications. These applications would be discretionarily reviewed by the City at the time they are received to 
ensure they are consistent with the zoning and have been adequately evaluated under CEQA. Because the 
development permits for the project are not yet being considered, the uncertainty in project timing, and that 
these factors do not affect the CEQA analysis or conclusions, the City will not be determining the exact 
internal circulation at this juncture. More detail regarding internal design features and the supplemental 
analyses that were conducted to response to SBPWT’s comments is provided in response to comments 
SBPWT-1 through SBPWT-32 later in this Section. In addition, EIR Volume 2, Appendix A provides 
supplemental traffic analysis information to support the responses to SBPWT’s comments.  
The supplemental traffic analyses that were conducted between circulation of the Draft EIR and publication 
of this Final EIR resulted in clarifications and confirmations related to the traffic analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR. The modifications to EIR Section 4.13, Transportation, and the provision of the supplemental 
analysis in response to SBPWD’s comments do not constitute “significant” new information because no 
additional substantial environmental effect of the project has been identified, nor has the severity of an 
environmental impact been increased. Further, the conclusions of the analysis do not differ significantly from 
the Traffic and Circulation Study that supported the Draft EIR and was circulated as Draft EIR Appendix C 
(see EIR Volume 1, Appendix C). Lastly, there has been no evidence provided which demonstrates that the 
traffic analysis contained in the Draft EIR was inadequate or conclusory in nature. Therefore, when 
considering the Traffic and Circulation Study and EIR Section 4.13, Transportation, none of the conditions for 
recirculation of the Draft EIR analysis, as specified above in State CEQA Guidelines 15088.5, have been 
met. 

MR-4 Airport Hazards 

At the time the Draft EIR was prepared, the most recent adopted airport land use plan for the Santa Maria 
Airport was the Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP), which was adopted in 1993. The Draft 
EIR included both an analysis of the project’s consistency with this adopted plan, as well as the Draft Santa 
Maria Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), which, at the time the Draft EIR was developed, had not 
yet been adopted. Sections of the Draft EIR that included information on both the 1993 ALUP and the Draft 
ALUCP are 4.1, Aesthetics, 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 4.9, Land Use and Planning, and 4.10, 
Noise. In January 2023, after the Draft EIR was published, the Santa Barbara County Association of 
Governments (SBCAG) adopted the Santa Maria ALUCP. All relevant discussion and figures in the EIR have 
been updated to reflect the adoption of this plan, including the project’s consistency with the policies 
identified therein pertaining to noise, safety, airspace protection, and overflight.  
The proposed project includes an annexation of the project site into the City of Santa Maria. Accordingly, the 
County of Santa Barbara Orcutt Community Plan (OCP) would not be applicable to the project site if the 
annexation and project were to be approved. The OCP, published in 1997, identified a “No Build Zone” 
based on the 1993 ALUP. The mapped runway alignments and associated safety zones for the Santa Maria 
Airport identified in the 1993 ALUP have since been superseded by the Santa Maria ALUCP. Based on the 
Santa Maria ALUCP, there is no designated “No Build Zone” or similar equivalent designation identified by 
SBCAG that restricts development in the area identified by the OCP other than the mapped Safety Zones 
and noise contours, which are described in detail in EIR Sections 4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 4.9 
Land Use and Planning, and 4.10 Noise. Therefore, the OCP No Build Zone is not relevant nor is it 
applicable to the project.  
Section 4.10, Noise, evaluates the project’s potential impacts on the existing ambient noise environment and 
is based, in part, on the Noise and Groundborne Vibration Impact Assessment prepared for the project 
(AMBIENT Air Quality & Noise Consulting [AMBIENT] 2022c). The compatibility of proposed land uses with 
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aircraft noise were assessed based on the most current noise contours available for the Santa Maria Airport 
(Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 2017). The airport noise contours were developed 
considering multiple factors, including (but not limited to) the number of aircraft operations by each type of 
aircraft to be in use at the airport, the percentage of day versus night operations, the distribution of takeoffs 
and landings for each runway direction, and flight tracks. The proposed project would not involve the use of 
aircraft, would not affect existing or projected future airport operations, nor would the proposed project result 
in the location of noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., residential dwellings) within the airport’s 60-dBA CNEL 
noise contour. In addition, proposed commercial development would not be located within the projected 65 
dBA CNEL noise contour. For these reasons, this impact was considered "less than significant." It is 
important to note that although aircraft overflights were included in the noise contours developed for Santa 
Maria Airport, the individual sensitivity to aircraft overflights varies from one person to another. In recognition 
of this fact, the Santa Maria ALUCP includes overflight compatibility policies to help notify community 
residents about the presence of overflights near airports.  

MR-5 Non-Substantive Comments 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, Contents of Final Environmental Impact Report, and Section 
15088, Evaluation of and Response to Comments, the Final EIR shall consist of the response of the Lead 
Agency to significant environmental issues raised in the review and consultation process.  
Substantive comments typically do one or more of the following: 

• question, with reasonable basis, the accuracy of information in the EIR; 
• question, with reasonable basis, the adequacy of, methodology for, or assumptions used for the 

environmental analysis; 
• present new information relevant to the analysis; 
• present reasonable alternatives other than those analyzed in the EIR; and/or 
• cause changes or revisions in one or more of the alternatives. 

In cases where the comment does not raise a substantive issue relevant to the environmental analysis, 
detailed responses are not warranted. Non-substantive comments for the purpose of the Final EIR typically 
include statements of opinion or preferences regarding a project’s design or its presence as opposed to 
points within the purview of the EIR: environmental impact and mitigation. These points are relevant for 
consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the decision-
making body; however, they do not warrant revisions to the EIR or preparation of detailed responses in the 
Final EIR.   

MR-6 Water Supply 

Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the EIR discusses the project’s potential impacts on utilities 
and service systems, including water supply. This section is based, in part, on the Richards Ranch Final 
Water Supply Assessment (Todd Groundwater 2022). As described, the project site is located within the 
Golden State Water Company (Golden State Water) Orcutt Service area and would be provided water by 
Golden State Water. Based on the Golden State Water Orcutt service area population projections and 
anticipated land use types, the current and projected water demand for the service area is estimated to 
reach 6,776 acre-feet per year (AFY) in 2045 (Tully and Young 2021). This estimated water demand comes 
from the projected development of vacant and/or underdeveloped lands within the Orcutt service area, which 
is based on the land use planning documents and designations adopted for each jurisdiction (i.e., the City of 
Santa Maria and the County of Santa Barbara) in place at the time the Orcutt Service Area Urban Water 
Management Plan (UWMP) was developed. Golden State Water’s Orcutt service area water supply comes 
from California State Water Project (SWP) water, SWP return flows, groundwater pumping, and 
supplemental water from the City (Todd Groundwater 2022).  
The project is subject to the supplemental water requirement pursuant to the Court-adopted Stipulation in 
Santa Maria Valley Water Conservation District v City of Santa Maria, et al. (and related actions), Lead Case 
No. CV 770214, Superior Court of the State California, County of Santa Clara, in January 2008, and 
Commission Decision No. 13-05-011. Therefore, a source of supplemental water to offset the increased 
water demand must be provided. Golden State Water does not currently have any available supplemental 
water to serve the project. Therefore, the project would be required to identify and secure a source of 
supplemental water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the 
project site is not a prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to 
the project site, the City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city 
limits. The decision to provide supplemental water is at the discretion of the City of Santa Maria. In the past, 
the City has elected to not provide supplemental water to proposed commercial development on the 
Richards Ranch site. The City has indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the 
project to purchase supplemental water and to be served by Golden State Water.  A formalized agreement 
for the provision of supplemental water by the City of Santa Maria would be required before annexation. The 
City has a standard supplemental water agreement that is used to provide supplemental water to Golden 
State Water when the City determines it is appropriate. Prior to the supplemental water agreement being 
finalized, the City Council would need to adopt a Resolution of Application to Initiate Annexation, including 
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Adoption of a Plan for Services (Resolution), which would occur after EIR certification. If the Resolution is 
approved by the City Council, then the supplemental water agreement would be developed in draft form. 
This would occur prior to, and included within, the application for review and consideration of approval of the 
proposed annexation, which would be submitted to the SBLAFCO to initiate annexation proceedings. The 
supplemental water agreement would only be finalized if annexation were to be approved by SBLAFCO. 
Golden State Water calculated water demand for the project depicted in the conceptual site plan consistent 
with their methodology to estimate the supplemental water needed to serve the project (Todd Groundwater 
2022). The annual water demand for the project is approximately 149.05 acre-feet per year.  
As shown in EIR Tables 4.14-3 through 4.14-5 on pages 4.14-3 through 4.14-4, Golden State Water’s lowest 
available water supply would be 11,000 AFY during the single dry year and second and third multiple dry 
year conditions. The highest available water supply would be 11,423 AFY during normal conditions. 
Therefore, Golden State Water has adequate water supply to serve its existing and projected population. 
The project depicted in the conceptual site plan would allow for the future development of approximately 
131,100 square feet of commercial development, including a retail center, a gas station, a drive-through 
restaurant, and a mini storage facility and 495 multi-family units, including 400 apartments and 95 
townhomes. Table 4.14-8 in the EIR shows that full buildout of the proposed project would have an 
estimated water demand of 103.94 AFY at full buildout around the year 2026, which would result in a total 
water demand between 6,209 and 6,371 AFY at the time of full project buildout between the years 2025 to 
2030 (Todd Groundwater 2022). Based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme 
drought conditions, Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project 
and its existing service area. In addition, the total estimated water demand of the Orcutt service area in 2045 
would be 6,880 AFY. Therefore, Golden State Water would have adequate water supply to serve the future 
demands of the proposed project and its existing service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve 
letter to provide domestic and fire protection water services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 
2023). Therefore, the EIR determines that Golden State Water would have sufficient water supply to serve 
the water demand generated by the proposed project and the existing service area during normal, single dry 
year, and multiple dry years conditions. 
The exact timing of the provision of water infrastructure would be determined during Planned Development 
Permit application review. Typically, infrastructure is included with the overall grading and site improvements 
associated with a project. The required utility connections would be in place before final occupancy 
clearance is given by the City. 
Economic impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require 
discussion if the economic impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the 
economic impacts would result in growth-inducing impacts. As such, economic impacts associated with 
Golden State Water costs have not been evaluated in the EIR. The City does not have visibility into the 
specifics of Golden State Water’s rate structure. As a general matter, Golden State Water’s ability to extend 
water service to new customers is done pursuant to California Public Utilities Commission’s approved rules 
and regulations applicable to Golden State Water. As indicated in Golden State Water’s Can and Will Serve 
Letter for the project, all costs associated with improvements to or new main extensions, water supply, water 
storage and any additional water appurtenances would be paid by the Applicant and contributed to Golden 
State Water. Further, Golden State Water would provide water service to the project, under the same terms 
and conditions as its existing customers. 
Potential impacts associated with water supply have been adequately evaluated in the EIR, and no revisions 
to the EIR are necessary. 

MR-7 Recreation – Parks and Open Space 

Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, evaluates the project’s potential impacts related to public 
services and recreation, parks, and open space. As described therein, the City provides 235.8 net acres and 
262.7 total acres of parkland. The City’s Recreation and Parks Leisure Needs Assessment and Action Plan 
(Leisure Needs Assessment) also includes 35.2 acres of Waller Park—operated by the County of Santa 
Barbara—in its existing parks inventory based on the number of city residents that use the County-operated 
facility (City of Santa Maria 2019). With the inclusion of 35.2 acres of Waller Park, the City provides a total of 
271 acres of parkland. According to the City’s Resource Management Element (RME), the City’s objective 
for provision of parkland is 3 to 5 acres for every 1,000 residents (City of Santa Maria 1996). With the portion 
of Waller Park, the City currently provides a total of 271 acres of developed parkland, resulting in 
approximately 2.5 acres of parkland per every 1,000 residents, which is less than the City’s objective. In 
addition to City-owned and -operated facilities, the County of Santa Barbara Parks and Recreation also 
operates and maintains 10 day-use parks and eight open space areas in the North County portion of Santa 
Barbara County, within close proximity to the project site. 
As discussed in Section 4.12.5 of the EIR, the project would result in an estimated increase of 1,846 new 
residents as well as employees and patrons of new commercial-retail development over an anticipated 3-
year buildout, introducing a new resident population that would increase the demand on existing park and 
recreational facilities. As shown in EIR Tables 4.12-3 and 4.12-4, the City provides 27 community and 
neighborhood parks totaling approximately 236 acres as well as a 1,778-acre regional open space park (Los 
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Flores Ranch Park) within approximately 8 miles of the project site; the County provides over 806 acres of 
day-use parks, open space, and recreational facilities within 5 miles of the project site. In addition, the project 
would include several internal park areas intended for use by future residents. Given the amount of nearby 
park and recreational facilities as well as the inclusion of park areas on-site, future population growth 
associated with the project would not result in the substantial physical deterioration of existing neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities.  
As shown on Figure 2-3 in the EIR, the project shown in the conceptual site plan would include several 
internal pocket park areas intended for use by future residents. Given the conceptual nature of the project’s 
development plan, specific details about the exact size and types of park and open space features on-site 
are not known at this time. Park and open space areas within the project site would be considered as part of 
the overall project development and would not result in physical impacts on the environment outside of those 
described in this EIR. Additionally, as a condition of approval, the proposed project would pay the required 
parkland development fees pursuant to City of Santa Maria Municipal Code Section 11-9.05 and growth 
mitigation fees pursuant to Municipal Code Section 8-15 to maintain and grow the City’s park system.  
Additionally, it should be noted that the project site is privately owned. While it may have been used 
informally for open space and recreational opportunities, it is not a publicly owned or designated open space 
or recreation facility. Local governments are required to allow reasonable development of private land. 
Prohibition of development would be considered a regulatory taking, which occurs when government 
regulations such as zoning ordinances and general plan requirements significantly diminish the economic 
value of a property or interfere with the owner’s reasonable use of the property. Neither the City nor the 
County can require private land to remain open space; local governments are required to provide for 
reasonable use of private properties. 
Potential environmental impacts associated with the provision of public park facilities have been adequately 
evaluated in the EIR, and no revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

MR-8 Annexation and Economics 

As identified in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR, the project site is adjacent to the southeastern 
Santa Maria city limits and lies within the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI), which is a planning boundary 
outside of an agency’s legal boundary (such as the city limit line) that designates the agency’s probable 
future boundary and service area. Therefore, the annexation of this site is accounted for by the City. The 
County’s OCP (1997) identifies the project site as “Key Site 26 (Richards),”. The site is currently zoned Retail 
Commercial (C-2) with the underlying land use designations for commercial, office and professional, and 
residential, which is consistent with the conceptual project components.  
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the Santa Maria City Council would be required to certify the 
EIR, approve pre-zoning of this property, and adopt a Resolution to Initiate Annexation to the City. The City 
would then negotiate a tax exchange agreement with the County and complete the annexation application 
and review process with SBLAFCO. If SBLAFCO approves annexation of the project site into the city of 
Santa Maria, the City would process and review future entitlements and related development permits such 
as planned development permits, tentative maps, and building plans for future development proposals within 
the project site at the time future development applications are received.  
Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, discusses the project’s consistency with SBLAFCO standards related 
to favorable and unfavorable factors for annexations into cities (see Section 4.9.2.4 and Table 4.9-4 of the 
EIR). These are repeated below.  

SBLAFCO Standards for Annexations to Cities and Analysis of the Project Against Them 

LAFCO Standard 
Analysis of the Proposed Richards Ranch 
Annexation 

Factors Favorable to Approval: 
1. Proposal would eliminate islands, 
corridors, or other distortion of existing 
boundaries. 
2. Proposed area is urban in character or 
urban development is imminent, requiring 
municipal or urban-type services. 
3. Proposed area can be provided all urban 
services by agency as shown by agency 
service plan and proposals would enhance 
the efficient provision of urban services. 
4. Proposal is consistent with the adopted 
spheres of influence and adopted general 
plans. 

Potentially Consistent with Mitigation.  
1. The project site is bordered by City of Santa Maria city 
limits to the west. Therefore, annexation of the project 
site would not create an island or distort existing 
boundaries.  
2. The project site is surrounded by existing urban 
development and under the Santa Barbara County Land 
Use and Development Code, the site is zoned 
Commercial (C-2), which is applied to provide retail 
business and commercial land uses for the residents of 
the surrounding community. The County’s C-2 zone also 
allows for mixed use projects with a Minor Conditional 
Use Permit if the residential use is secondary to the 
principal commercial use on the same lot (Santa Barbara 
County Code, 35.42.200). 
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5. Request is by an agency for annexation 
of its publicly owned property, used for 
public purposes. 

3. As described in Section 4.14, Utilities and Service 
Systems, the project would require expanded utility 
infrastructure, including potable water, wastewater, 
stormwater, and other utilities, such as natural gas, 
electricity, telephone, and cable/data service. Future 
development of the project site would require a full range 
of onsite infrastructure improvements as well as several 
improvements that would be necessary outside of the 
boundaries of the 43.75-acre project site. These 
improvements have been scaled to provide acceptable 
levels of service for full buildout of the project site, using 
the proposed conceptual development plan as a guide. 
4. The project has been designed to be consistent with 
the adopted SOI and would be consistent with the goals 
and policies in the City’s General Plan with 
implementation of mitigation measures identified in this 
EIR.  
5. The project is not publicly owned property, therefore 
this factor is not applicable.  

Factors Unfavorable to Approval: 
1. Proposal would create islands, corridors, 
or peninsulas of city or district area or 
would otherwise cause or further the 
distortion of existing boundaries. 
2. The proposal would result in a premature 
intrusion of urbanization into a 
predominantly agricultural or rural area. 
3. For reasons of topography, distance, 
natural boundaries, or like considerations, 
the extension of services would be 
financially infeasible, or another means of 
supplying services by acceptable 
alternatives is preferable. 
4. Annexation would encourage a type of 
development in an area which due to 
terrain, isolation, or other economic or 
social reason, such development is not in 
the public interest. 
5. The proposal appears to be motivated by 
inter-agency rivalry, land speculation, or 
other motives not in the public interest. 
6. Boundaries of proposed annexation do 
not include logical service area or are 
otherwise improperly drawn. 
7. The proposal is inconsistent with adopted 
spheres of influence and adopted general 
plans. 

Potentially Consistent with Mitigation.  
1. The project site is bordered by City of Santa Maria city 
limits to the west. Therefore, annexation of the project 
site would not create an island or distort existing 
boundaries.  
2. The project site is surrounded by existing urban 
development and under the Santa Barbara County Land 
Use and Development Code, the site is zoned 
Commercial (C-2), which is applied to provide retail 
business and commercial land uses for the residents of 
the surrounding community. The County’s C-2 zone also 
allows for mixed use projects with a Minor Conditional 
Use Permit if the residential use is secondary to the 
principal commercial use on the same lot (Santa Barbara 
County Code, 35.42.200). 
3. The project would require new connections to 
proximate existing utility infrastructure. These 
improvements have been scaled to provide acceptable 
levels of service for full buildout of the project site, and 
would not require a significant and/or cost-prohibitive 
expansion of infrastructure.  
4. The project site is located in the City of Santa Maria’s 
SOI and would allow for the future development of local 
community-serving commercial retail land uses, as well 
as allow for the future development of a mix of housing 
types that would help the City meet its RHNA. 
5. Based on available information and preliminary inter-
agency coordination efforts, the project is not motivated 
by inter-agency rivalry, land speculation, or other motives 
not in the public interest.  
6. The project would not change existing service 
boundaries for water or wastewater services.  
7. The project has been designed to be consistent with 
the adopted SOI and would be consistent with the goals 
and policies in the City’s General Plan with 
implementation of mitigation measures identified in this 
EIR. 

 
In addition, EIR Volume 2, Appendix B provides a preliminary analysis of the project’s consistency with 
SBLAFCO policies and factors identified in SBLAFCO’s comments on the Draft EIR, dated March 6, 2023. 
The analysis provided in EIR Volume 2, Appendix B supplements EIR Section 4.9.2.4 and EIR Table 4.9-4. 
Table 4.9-4 lists applicable plans and policies pertaining specifically to land use and planning that were 
“adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and a preliminary evaluation of the 



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report  Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on the 2022 Draft EIR 

1.1-10 

Master 
Response # Master Response 

project’s consistency with the guidelines and requirements detailed therein.” This approach is consistent with 
the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d) and the environmental checklist questions in Appendix G of 
the State CEQA Guidelines. The CEQA interest in policy consistency is narrower than the consideration of 
the analysis of policy consistency that is required for the annexation to be successfully approved by the City 
and the SBLAFCO Commission. 
As determined in the EIR, the project would be consistent with the SBLAFCO standards for favorable factors 
for annexations into cities. 
Section 5.3.3 of Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, considers whether an alternative location should be 
evaluated within the context of the EIR and the requirements of CEQA. As discussed therein, only locations 
that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for 
inclusion in the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126[5][B][1]). In addition, an alternative site need not 
be considered when implementation is “remote and speculative,” such as when the alternative site is beyond 
the control of a project applicant. As described in Section 5.3.3, there are no suitable alternative sites within 
the control of Richards Ranch, LLC (the Applicant). Given the nature of the project and the project 
objectives, it would be impractical and infeasible to propose the project on an alternate site in the area with 
fewer environmental impacts. 
Economic impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under the CEQA and only require 
discussion if the economic impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the 
economic impacts would result in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. 
As such, economic impacts are not discussed in the EIR. No revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

MR-9 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Section 4.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions discusses the project’s potential impacts associated 
with air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. This section is based, in part, on the Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Impact Assessment prepared for the Richards Ranch Project (AMBIENT 2022a; EIR 
Volume 1, Appendix E).  
As discussed in Section 4.2, a significant impact related to air quality would occur if the proposed project 
would conflict with an applicable air quality plan, result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria 
air pollutants above applicable standards, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, 
or result in odors that may affect a substantial number of people. A significant impact related to GHGs would 
occur if the proposed project would generate GHG emissions that exceed established Santa Barbara County 
Air Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD) thresholds or conflict with a plan, policy, or regulation related to 
GHG emissions. Air quality and GHG emissions associated with the construction of the proposed project 
were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2020.4.0. Project 
construction is anticipated to occur over an approximately 36-month period beginning in 2024 and would be 
short-term in nature. Short-term activities refer to activities that would not occur over the life of the project. 
With regard to construction activities, activities that occur in less than five years are typically considered to 
be short term. Construction of proposed land uses was assumed to require grubbing (removal of 
brush/trees), site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and application of architectural 
coatings. Project-generated emissions were evaluated in accordance with SBCAPCD recommended 
methodologies and significance thresholds.  
As shown in EIR Table 4.2-5, the maximum annual unmitigated construction-generated emissions would 
total approximately 2.19 tons per year of ROG and 5.13 tons per year of NOx, and would not exceed the 
SBCAPCD threshold of 25 tons per year for combined ROG and NOx. Santa Barbara County currently is in 
non-attainment for the state standard for PM10. As such, dust control measures are required for all projects 
that require earthmoving activities, regardless of the significance of the fugitive dust impacts. Mitigation 
Measures AQ/mm-2.1 and AQ/mm-2.2 require the implementation of dust control measures and mobile-
source PM reduction measures to be implemented during project construction. Operational emissions would 
not exceed established SBCAPCD thresholds. Although not necessary to reduce operational emissions, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG/mm-2.1 identified in Impact GHG-2, would further reduce long-
term operational air emissions. It should be noted that some mitigation measures include the language 
"where locally available" because hauling in reclaimed water or a specific piece of equipment from other 
areas of the state can potentially generate more emissions than using what is locally available. The 
mitigation measures included in the EIR are feasible and would ensure compliance with SBCAPCD 
thresholds; therefore, potential environmental impacts were determined to be less than significant with the 
incorporation of mitigation. 
Construction of the proposed project would result in an increase in GHG emissions from vehicle and 
equipment use and associated energy consumption. Long-term GHG emissions would primarily be 
generated by operational vehicle trips to and from the project site and building energy use. A locally 
appropriate GHG efficiency significance threshold used for this analysis is based on Senate Bill 32 GHG 
emission reduction goals, which take into consideration the emission reduction strategies outlined in ARB’s 
Scoping Plan. The efficiency threshold was calculated based on ARB’s GHG emissions inventory identified 
in the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update. Emissions sectors that do not apply to the proposed 
project (i.e., agriculture) were excluded from the calculation to create a locally-appropriate emissions target 
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for the City of Santa Maria. As shown in EIR Table 4.2-8, operational GHG emissions for the proposed 
project, with the inclusion of amortized construction GHGs, would total approximately 6,079.3 MTCO2e per 
year for the year 2027. Under 2030 operating conditions, GHG emissions would total approximately 5,751 
MTCO2e per year. Based on an estimated service population of 2,331, the calculated GHG efficiency for the 
proposed project, without mitigation, would be 2.61 MTCO2e per service population per year in 2027 and 
2.47 MTCO2e per service population per year in 2030. Therefore, GHG emissions generated by the 
proposed project would not exceed the 2030 efficiency threshold of 3.4 MTCO2e per service population per 
year.  
Therefore, the EIR determines that impacts related to GHG emissions would be less than significant. 
Mitigation Measures EN/mm-1.1, GHG/mm-2.1, and GHG/mm-2.2 have been included to further reduce 
construction-related and operational GHG emissions and ensure consistency with the Santa Barbara County 
Association of Governments (SBCAG) Connected 2050 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (2050 RTP/SCS) and California Air Resources Board (CARB) 2017 Climate Change 
Scoping Plan. 
Potential impacts associated with air quality and GHG emissions have been adequately analyzed in the EIR, 
and no revisions to the EIR are necessary.  

MR-10 Aesthetics 

Specific design plans for the project have not been submitted to the City given the current application is 
solely for consideration of a General Plan Amendment, Rezone, and annexation of the project site to the City 
of Santa Maria. The timing of the development application is not currently known; consideration of the 
development application would only occur if annexation was to be approved by the City and then 
subsequently by the SBLAFCO. However, a conceptual plan for future development of the project site has 
been prepared for the project to facilitate analysis of potential environmental impacts of the eventual 
development of the project site if the proposed annexation and pre-zoning were to be approved. The 
conceptual plan shows the potential future development that could occur consistent with the project’s 
proposed pre-zone designations.  
As addressed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, the project site is not located within a designated scenic vista or 
within the viewshed of a designated or eligible State Scenic Highway. The County has identified both SR 135 
and UVP as public view corridors that provide prominent views of the area (County of Santa Barbara 2022). 
As identified in the EIR, the existing visual character of the project site predominantly includes a vacant, 
relatively flat area covered with low-lying non-native grasses and scattered native scrub vegetation. Two 
large non-native eucalyptus windrows and numerous individual eucalyptus trees are present mostly along 
the south side and north side of UVP frontage, and along the eastern border of the project site north of UVP. 
Section 4.1 of the EIR discloses that future build-out of the proposed project would include the removal of all 
or most of the existing vegetation on-site to accommodate development that would result in a notable 
change in the existing visual character of the project site by inhabitants of the surrounding residential land 
uses as well as motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians traveling along SR 135, UVP, Orcutt Road, Hummel 
Drive, Mooncrest Lane, and other public roadways.  
As presented in Section 4.10, Noise, to reduce long-term exposure to the effects of noise, noise walls are 
recommended in Mitigation Measure NOI/mm-1.2. These barriers would be located on the north side of the 
proposed commercial uses, between the proposed commercial uses and residences to the north, as well as 
along the proposed residential uses adjacent to Orcutt Road and UVP. The aesthetic effects of these 
proposed noise barriers have also been considered in Section 4.1, Aesthetics.  
The project, including the pre-zoning of the project site to PD/C-2 for retail commercial and PD/R-3 for high 
density residential as shown in the conceptual development plan, would be consistent with the existing and 
proposed zoning and land use designations. Any proposed future development at the project site would be 
required to adhere to the guidance set forth in City Municipal Code Section 12-39 for design review, ensuring 
height and setback requirements are met and all structures are visually complementary to surrounding uses. 
Additionally, City Municipal Code Section 12-44 provides landscape standards to ensure the installation of 
landscape features that provide the appropriate buffers to soften views of new buildings. With adherence to 
the City’s development and landscape standards, project implementation would not substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public views of the project site and its surroundings, nor conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. Therefore, the EIR determines that the 
project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to aesthetic resources. 
Potential impacts associated with aesthetic resources have been adequately analyzed in the EIR. Additional 
information has been added to the analysis contained in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, to specifically address the 
proposed noise barriers recommend in Mitigation Measure NOI/mm-1.2. These additions to the analysis do 
not change the conclusions of the EIR; instead, these textual additions to the EIR clarify that no additional 
aesthetics impacts would occur with the construction or the recommended noise barriers. No further 
revisions to the EIR are necessary to adequately consider aesthetics consistent with CEQA, the State CEQA 
Guidelines, and CEQA case law. 
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MR-11 Biological Resources 

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, provides the evaluation of the project’s potential impacts to biological 
resources.  
Following the release of the Draft EIR, new information was obtained regarding the monarch butterfly 
(Danaus plexippus) and overwintering habitat for the species. Specifically, the Xerces Society and the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) have identified the stand of eucalyptus trees along the 
southern side of Union Valley Parkway as a Western Monarch Overwintering Site (mapped as #2688, 7.63 
acres). Further, the CDFW has indicated that this eucalyptus grove is an important inland overwintering 
grove of the monarch butterfly and that it has high conservation value (CDFW 2023). Based on this new 
information presented by CDFW, the City revised its findings regarding the existing 7.63-acre overwintering 
site that is within the project site boundaries.  
Because of the new information provided, revisions to the recommended mitigation measures for the 
monarch butterfly were warranted. Also, the conclusion regarding the impacts following implementation of 
the mitigation measures required revision. As presented in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, it is now 
concluded that removal of this habitat would create a significant and unavoidable impact that cannot be fully 
mitigated. While the City has determined that feasible mitigation measures are not available to reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level, several mitigation measures have been identified in Mitigation 
Measure BIO/mm-2.1, which would be required to address the significant impact to the extent feasible and 
reasonable.  
In order to develop and inform the measures specified in Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-2.1, the City 
conducted additional research to identify opportunities for monarch butterfly habitat conservation activities 
appropriate for the impact, given poor health and lack of long-term viability of the existing grove on-site.1 
These efforts included identifying the organizations that could be considered as recipients of conservation 
funding to offset impacts to the monarch butterfly habitat that would be caused by the project. EIR Volume 2, 
Appendix B includes this technical analysis prepared by SWCA (SWCA 2024), as well as an additional 
technical letter from the Applicant’s biologist, which provides some additional preliminary input (DWE 2024). 
The complete mitigation measure is provided in Section 4.3 of the EIR; the specific elements of Mitigation 
Measure BIO/mm-2.1 are the following: 

a. If possible, site disturbance and construction activity that would impact eucalyptus trees onsite 
shall not occur during the monarch butterflies' fall and winter migration period (October 15 through 
February 29).  

b. If tree or vegetation removal or site disturbance is required during the monarch butterflies' fall and 
winter migration period (October 15 through February 29), a City-approved biologist familiar with 
monarchs and monarch overwintering habitat shall conduct focused surveys for monarch colonies 
within the identified overwintering site and will identify any colonies found within 7 days of 
proposed vegetation removal or site disturbance or when known monarch overwintering is 
occurring at other locations within the region. If monarch butterflies are detected, development 
shall be postponed until after the overwintering period or until the City-approved biologist 
determines monarch butterflies are no longer using the trees for overwintering. 

c. To provide further protection to non-overwintering populations and/or adjacent over-wintering 
populations, no Asclepias curassavica (tropical milkweed) will be allowed in any planting palettes 
for the project. Native milkweed species, such as Asclepias fascicularis (narrowleaf milkweed) are 
also not recommended by the USFWS to be planted adjacent to existing overwintering sites as 
this may interfere with normal migrating behavior (USFWS 2023b). To contribute to local monarch 
butterfly conservation efforts, native nectar-providing plant species will be incorporated into 
landscaping following construction activities, such as those recommended in the Monarch Butterfly 
Nectar Plant List for Conservation Plantings, to enhance local nectar sources (Xerces Society 
2018).  
 
In addition, as a condition of approval for the Planned Development permit(s), the use of 
neonicotinoids and synthetic pesticides shall be prohibited in the initial project plantings and 
throughout the life of the project in open space, pocket parks, and other common landscaped 
areas. This condition shall apply to the common open spaces for the life of the project and shall be 
included in the CC&Rs which will be recorded against the property prior to the issuance of a first 

 
1 The primary trees included in the Richards Ranch on-site monarch overwintering habitat area have been previously cut down and 
have resprouted resulting in multi-trunk trees. In eucalyptus, these trunk sprouting forms have branches with a weak attachment that 
can fail in high winds and are hazards to public safety. This grove is not currently maintained and it not expected to have long-term 
viability. The existing grove at the project site supports an overwintering population of up to 30 monarch butterflies (0–30 based on 
Western Monarch Count Viewer between 2015 and 2021), average of 13.9 per year. The existing grove is not maintained and would 
not be maintained in the absence of the project. For these reasons, the existing grove at the Richards Ranch site that provides 
monarch butterfly overwintering habitat is not sustainable and will likely, ultimately, be lost.  
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certificate of occupancy. In addition, Future residents and occupants shall be encouraged to not 
used neonicotinoids, synthetic pesticides, and/or plants treated with these materials; residents and 
occupants will be provided educational materials describing 1) viable alternatives to these 
products, and 2) the detrimental effects of these products on butterflies and other pollinators. 

d. Prior to the approval of a Planned Development permit and prior to the removal of any trees within 
the overwintering site, the developer shall hire a City-approved biologist familiar with monarchs 
and monarch overwintering habitat to prepare and implement a monarch butterfly habitat 
enhancement plan. At a minimum, the plan shall identify area(s) on the property appropriate for 
onsite habitat enhancement to partially address the direct impacts of tree removal. The 
recommendations in this plan shall be included within the project's future project's landscaping 
plans for review and approval by the City prior to implementation.   

e. Prior to the approval of the first building permit for the project, the developer, in consultation with 
the City of Santa Maria Community Development Department, shall identify and provide a 
donation to a Qualified and Suitable Conservation Entity for monarch habitat conservation that can 
receive financial support to further enhance and/or promote conservation efforts in the region. A 
Qualified and Suitable Conservation Entity is defined as a conservation or government 
organization that:  

i. Has an established preserve in Santa Barbara or San Luis Obispo Counties within the 
ecological range of overwintering monarch butterfly that is dedicated to conservation 
purposes and is actively managing lands or resources for conservation in Santa Barbara 
or San Luis Obispo County; 

ii. Has specific experience and/or land holdings with monarch butterfly and their habitats; 
and 

iii. Can specifically identify at least 7.6 acres of habitats within their preserve(s) to be 
managed or enhanced as regionally significant monarch overwintering habitat within the 
Santa Barbara or San Luis Obispo County area.  

The developer shall provide a donation in an amount required by the Suitable Conservation Entity 
to fund 5 years of conservation research, restoration, site protection, and/or maintenance and 
management activities to the benefit of overwintering monarch butterfly habitat.  Examples of 
funding opportunities would be for use in maintenance of existing grove trees, exotic species 
control, native grove tree planting and/or replacement of eucalyptus trees with native tree species, 
planting of understories with native plant communities, general grove habitat maintenance, and/or 
qualitative and quantitative monitoring efforts over a 5-year period. These efforts may also 
contribute to improving scientific studies on monarch butterflies and their conservation in the city 
and/or Santa Barbara or San Luis Obispo County.  
A copy of the final executed agreement between the developer and the Qualified and Suitable 
Conservation Entity shall be submitted to the City prior to the City's issuance of the first building 
permit for the Richards Ranch project.   

Even with the application of the efforts and conservation support outlined in Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-2.1, 
residual impacts to monarch butterflies would continue to be significant and unavoidable with development of 
the proposed project. Development of the project site under the conceptual development plan or any project 
of a similar density would necessitate the removal of the 7.63-acre monarch overwintering site (mapped as 
#2688) that exists on the project site. Impacts cannot not be fully mitigated because there are no known local 
mitigation banks for monarch butterfly overwintering habitat, there is significant risk that restored off-site 
habitat would not be used by the monarch for overwintering, and there would be a significant temporal loss 
of the habitat while potential created or restored overwintering habitat matures. For these reasons, while 
mitigation is available through supporting existing conservation efforts of established habitats that are 
actively managed by qualified conservation entities, the City determines that feasible mitigation measures 
are not available to fully reduce potentially significant impacts to the monarch butterfly from loss of habitat to 
a less-than-significant level. Thus, residual impacts to monarch butterflies would continue to be significant 
and unavoidable with the buildout of the conceptual development plan or of a project on the project site that 
is similar in density. 
Regarding other potentially significant biological resource impacts, as discussed in Section 4.3 of the 
PRDEIR and this Final EIR, a significant impact related to biological resources would occur if the proposed 
project would result in the temporary or permanent modification of sensitive communities, or habitats 
occupied by special-status species, or directly affect special-status species. Special-status species include 
those that have been designated as rare, threatened, or endangered, as well as those which are candidate 
species for listing. Section 4.3.1.6 Special-Status Plant Species and 4.3.1.7 Special-Status Wildlife Species 
discuss these designations in more detail. Based on the special-status species assessment, it was 
determined that two additional special-status wildlife species (northern California legless lizard, and western 
red bat) and nesting migratory birds and raptors could potentially occur on the project site (DWE 2022). 
Other common species are known to use the project site; however, the project site is generally surrounded 
by urban residences and the SR 135 corridor. As such, it has been concluded that minimal quality habitat for 
locally common wildlife species is provided by the project site.  
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Section 4.3 concludes that direct and indirect impacts of project construction to biological resources would 
be significant due to the potential impacts to special-status species, as discussed below. The impacts 
described in the following bullets, however, can be mitigated to less-than-significant levels with the mitigation 
measures identified in the EIR. 

• The potential for direct and indirect impacts to northern California legless lizard during construction 
of the project would be significant. The sandy soils on the project site and remnants of disturbed 
coastal scrub represent suitable habitat for the northern California legless lizard. Construction 
activities such as grading and other excavation could result in direct impacts, loss of habitat, and 
mortality.  

• Direct and indirect impacts to nesting birds and raptors during construction of the project would be 
significant. All the vegetation onsite has the potential to support nesting birds. If the trees or other 
vegetation were removed while birds were nesting, the nesting individuals could be directly or 
indirectly impacted by the vegetation removal. The potential for direct impacts may include 
physically destroying an active nest and the nest’s occupants. Indirect impacts may include 
excessive noise or movement causing nest abandonment.  

• The potential for direct and indirect impacts to roosting western red bats during construction of the 
project would be significant. The eucalyptus trees onsite have the potential to support roosting 
western red bats. If bats were roosting in the trees at the time the trees were removed, the bats 
could be directly impacted by the tree removal. Impacts to bats could include disrupting a maternal 
roost, loss of roosting habitat, and/or crushing or otherwise physically harming individuals.  

As a result of these impacts, the project would be required to implement several mitigation measures to 
minimize direct and indirect impacts to special-status species during project construction. Most mitigation 
measures would result in biological impacts being reduced to less than significant. Specifically, Mitigation 
Measures BIO/mm-1.1 through BIO/mm-1.5, BIO/mm-3.1, BIO/mm-4.1, BIO/mm-5.1, and BIO/mm-11.1, 
potential impacts to special-status species during project construction would reduce the associated impacts 
to less than significant with mitigation. 

MR-12 Noise 

Section 4.10, Noise, evaluates the project’s potential impacts on the existing ambient noise environment and 
is based, in part, on the Noise and Groundborne Vibration Impact Assessment prepared for the project 
(AMBIENT 2022c; EIR Volume 1, Appendix J).  
To document existing ambient noise levels in the project area, short-term ambient noise measurements were 
conducted on April 6, 2022, using a Larson Davis Laboratories, Type I, Model 820 integrating sound-level 
meter. The meter was calibrated before use and is certified to be in compliance with Acoustical National 
Standards Institute (ANSI) specifications. Ambient noise levels within the project area are predominantly 
influenced by vehicle traffic on roadways within the area. To a lesser extent, birds and the occasional 
airplane overflight also contribute to the ambient noise environment.  
Daytime average-hourly noise levels in the project vicinity ranged from the mid-40s to high-60s (in dBA Leq), 
with the highest ambient noise occurring approximately 25 feet south of UVP and the lowest ambient noise 
occurring near the south end of Michell Drive. Long-term Measurement L-1 was taken near the northeastern 
boundary of the project site, approximately 90 feet from the edge of UVP. Noise levels at this location were 
primarily affected by vehicle traffic on UVP. Measured average-hourly noise levels ranged from 
approximately 54.7 dBA Leq during the nighttime hours to approximately 68.3 dBA Leq during the daytime 
hours. Measured nighttime noise levels were approximately 13 dBA lower than the highest measured 
daytime noise level. The measured average-daily noise level was 68.86 dBA CNEL, which includes the 
penalties applied to the more noise-sensitive evening and nighttime hours. Long-term measurement LT2 was 
taken near the southwest boundary of the proposed residential development, approximately 54 feet east of 
Orcutt Road and 43 yards east of SR 135. Noise levels at this location were primarily affected by vehicle 
traffic on SR 135 and Orcutt Road. Measured average-hourly noise levels at LT2 ranged from approximately 
48.7 dBA Leq during the nighttime hours to approximately 67.6 dBA Leq during the daytime hours. Measured 
nighttime noise levels were approximately 5 to 19 dBA lower than the highest measured daytime noise level. 
The measured average-daily noise level, including penalties applied to the more noise-sensitive evening and 
nighttime hours, was 65 dBA CNEL. 
Section 4.10 of the EIR includes a description of the methodology for determining short-term construction-
related noise, traffic noise, and operational noise associated with the project. Short-term noise impacts 
associated with construction activities were analyzed based on typical construction equipment noise levels 
and distances to the nearest noise-sensitive land usage. Noise levels were predicted based on 
representative off-road equipment noise levels derived from the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) 
Roadway Construction Noise Model based on average equipment usage rates and assuming a noise-
attenuation rate of 6 decibel (dB) per doubling of distance from the source.  
The compatibility of proposed land uses with aircraft noise were assessed based on the most current noise 
contours available for the Santa Maria Airport (Santa Barbara County Association of Governments, 2017). 
The airport noise contours were developed considering multiple factors, including (but not limited to) the 
number of aircraft operations by each type of aircraft to be in use at the airport, the percentage of day versus 
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night operations, the distribution of takeoffs and landings for each runway direction, and flight tracks. The 
proposed project would not involve the use of aircraft, would not affect existing or projected future airport 
operations, nor would the proposed project result in the location of noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., residential 
dwellings) within the airport’s 60-dBA CNEL noise contour. In addition, proposed commercial development 
would not be located within the1.1-15rojectted 65 dBA CNEL noise contour. For these reasons, this impact 
was considered "less than significant.” It is important to note that although aircraft overflights were included 
in the noise contours developed for Santa Maria Airport, the individual sensitivity to aircraft overflights varies 
from one person to another. In recognition of this fact, the Santa Maria ALUCP includes overflight 
compatibility policies to help notify community residents about the presence of overflights near airports.  
Traffic noise levels were calculated using the FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-
108) based on California vehicle reference noise levels and traffic data obtained from the traffic analysis 
prepared for this project. Noise levels associated with vehicle parking areas were calculated in accordance 
with Federal Transit Authority’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidelines (2018) assuming 
a reference noise level of 92 dBA sound-exposure level. Noise levels generated by other onsite noise 
sources, including onsite building mechanical equipment, loading docks, HVAC (heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning) units, car wash, and drive-through operations, were assessed based on representative 
manufacturer and measured data obtained from similar sources. Predicted noise levels associated with 
onsite sources were compared to the City’s noise standards for non-transportation noise sources. 
As stated on pages 4.10-23 and 4.10-24, construction activities would not exceed screening noise criteria for 
construction noise recommended by federal agencies; however, construction activities would have the 
potential to result in temporary exceedances of the maximum acceptable noise levels for residential land 
uses set forth in the City’s Municipal Code. Mitigation Measure NOI/mm-1.1 would reduce construction-
related noise levels by limiting construction activities to less noise-sensitive periods of the day and requiring 
the use of mufflers and other best practices. Implementation of the identified noise-reduction measures 
would reduce construction equipment noise levels by approximately 10 dBA. With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure NOI/mm-1.1, the EIR determines that the project would not result in short-term noise 
impacts. 
Buildout of the proposed project as depicted in the conceptual development plan would result in the 
construction of retail commercial, mini-warehouse, and housing uses. Full buildout of land uses on the 
project site with the development and uses shown in the conceptual development plan would be anticipated 
to generate a total service population of 2,331 and approximately 20,780 daily trips (Associated 
Transportation Engineers [ATE] 2022). Long-term, permanent increases in ambient noise levels would be 
primarily associated with potential increases in vehicle traffic on nearby roadways as well as onsite activities. 
Mitigation Measure NOI/mm-1.2 has been identified to avoid long-term noise impacts through the installation 
of a noise barrier and other site design and noise-reduction features to reduce noise levels associated with 
the commercial-use heating, ventilation, and HVAC units; commercial-use loading docks; drive-through 
restaurant; car wash; and commercial-use mechanical equipment. Predicted increases in traffic noise levels 
along area roadways, including UVP, were calculated for existing and future cumulative conditions. In 
comparison to existing and future cumulative conditions, the proposed development would result in less than 
a 1 dB increase in predicted traffic noise levels along UVP and would not exceed established thresholds. 
With incorporation of Mitigation measures NOI/mm-1.1 and NOI/mm-1.2, the operational components of the 
project would not exceed City of Santa Maria noise standards.    
Potential impacts associated with noise have been adequately analyzed in the EIR, and no revisions to the 
EIR are necessary. 

MR-13 Pollution 

As discussed in Section 4.2 of the EIR, the buildout of the project site as shown in the conceptual 
development plan has the potential to increase air pollutant emissions during construction and operational 
activities. Mitigation Measures AQ/mm-2.1 and AQ/mm-2.2 identify dust control measures and mobile-source 
PM reduction measures to be implemented during project construction. Estimated daily operational 
emissions from all sources of ROG, NOX, and PM10 would not exceed the SBCAPCD operational thresholds. 
Although not necessary to reduce operational pollutant emissions, implementation of Mitigation Measures 
GHG/mm-2.1 and GHG/mm-2.2 would further reduce long-term operational emissions through 
implementation of measures to promote the use of alternative means of transportation, installation of 
electrically powered appliances and building mechanical equipment in place of natural gas–fueled 
equipment, installation of EV-ready parking spaces, to prohibit the installation of new natural gas 
connections in residential development, and to provide direct GHG emission reductions and carbon offsets 
for any use of natural gas at the commercial land uses. Based on the information currently available, the 
proposed project would not include the installation of major stationary sources of TACs and no major 
sources of toxic air contaminant (TACs) have been identified in the project area. Refer to MR-9, which 
includes additional information on air quality and GHG emissions.  
Future construction of residential and commercial land uses within the project site would be required to 
comply with California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) Sections 4.408 and 5.408, which require 
the diversion of at least 65% of the waste generated during construction. In accordance with the 
requirements of Senate Bill 1383 for organic waste disposal, the City would provide residents and 
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businesses in the project site with green waste bins for diversion of organic materials. In addition, the City 
would provide project site tenants with recycling bins for the diversion of recyclable materials. Per Assembly 
Bill 341, multi-family homes and commercial businesses would be required to implement a recycling program 
and participate in local recycling collection services. The project’s solid waste generation of 1.94 tons per 
day would equate to approximately 13.58 tons of solid waste per week, which would represent a negligible 
amount of the Santa Maria Regional Landfill’s permitted disposal rate of 6,006 tons per week. Therefore, 
there would be adequate services and landfill capacity to serve the proposed project, which would avoid the 
potential to increase waste and pollution from waste disposal.  
Mitigation Measures HYD/mm-1.1 and HYD/mm-1.2 have been included in the EIR to ensure compliance 
with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Construction General Permit requirements, 
including preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) with best 
management practices (BMPs) to address stormwater and other pollutants at the project site during 
construction activities. Mitigation Measure HYD/mm-2.1 through HYD/mm-2.3 have been identified to ensure 
compliance with the Central Coast RWQCB post-construction stormwater management requirements, in 
accordance with the Post-Construction Stormwater Management Resolution R3-2013-0032 and the City’s 
Stormwater Guidance Document. During construction and operation, the project would be required to comply 
with California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22 and Health and Safety Code Division 20, Chapter 6.95, 
which would avoid or minimize the potential for risk to the public due to improper handling of hazardous 
materials. In addition, Mitigation Measures HAZ/mm-2.1 and HAZ/mm-2.2 have been identified to avoid 
disturbance of aerially deposited lead if present in soils at the project site. Therefore, mitigation has been 
incorporated to address other short- and long-term pollutants. Potential impacts associated with pollution 
have been adequately analyzed in the EIR, and no revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

MR-14 Utilities and Infrastructure – Electricity, Natural Gas, Energy, Wastewater, Stormwater, Solid Waste 

Other utility infrastructure, including electricity, natural gas, water supply, wastewater treatment, local 
landfills, and stormwater are discussed in Section 4.5, Energy, Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, 
and Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. As discussed in Section 4.14, the 43.75-acre project site is 
currently undeveloped. The western portion of the project site is crossed in a north-south direction by Orcutt 
Road and the central portion of the project site is crossed in an east-west direction by UVP. There is an 
existing natural gas line located within the portion of Orcutt Road and UVP that runs through the project site. 
There is an existing 10-inch asbestos concrete water line, an existing 12-inch ductile iron pipe water line, and 
an existing electrical line located along the western property boundary. No existing sewer lines are located 
within the project site; however, they are very close to the project site. Figure 4.14-3 shows existing utility 
infrastructure at and near the project site. The project would require expanded utility infrastructure, including 
potable water, wastewater, stormwater, and other utilities, such as natural gas, electricity, telephone, and 
cable/data service that would be placed underground within the footprint of the project site and/or under 
nearby roadways. Specifically, proposed onsite water delivery infrastructure would include an internally 
looped system of 8-inch public water main line, which would provide potable water and fire suppression 
water supplies within the project site. Off-site improvements would include Golden State Water Company 
water system improvements, including main/system upgrades under Orcutt Road and UVP. Sewer 
connections required for the project include a connection at the Laguna County Sanitation District (LCSD) 
sewer manhole ID MH1010, located near the northwest corner of the project site in Orcutt Road (adjacent to 
the driveway of the property located at 4174 Orcutt Road). LCSD wastewater system improvements would 
include upsizing the existing downstream sewer pipe from a 6-inch-diameter pipe to an 8-inch-diameter pipe 
from MH1010 to Foster Road (approximately 675 feet of pipeline). 
Construction and installation of new and expanded utility infrastructure would have the potential to result in 
various environmental impacts. However, these potential impacts are typical of a construction project within 
the city, have been analyzed and addressed by the environmental analyses contained in the EIR, and can be 
reduced to less than significant levels with the mitigation measure identified in the EIR. Further, construction 
and implementation of the infrastructure improvements that are required beyond the 43.75-acre project site 
would occur within existing roadway rights-of-way in areas that have been previously disturbed as a result of 
previous roadway construction. With adherence to applicable state and local regulations and implementation 
of identified mitigation measures, potential impacts related to proposed construction of new or expanded 
utility infrastructure would be less than significant with mitigation. 
The exact timing of the provision of infrastructure would be determined during Planned Development Permit 
application review. Typically, infrastructure is included with the overall grading and site improvements 
associated with a project. The required utility connections would be in place before final occupancy 
clearance is given by the City. 
Section 4.5, Energy, of the EIR evaluates the project’s potential impacts associated with energy use, 
including electricity and natural gas. This section of the EIR is based, in part, on the Energy Impact 
Assessment prepared for the proposed project (AMBIENT 2022b). The project site’s electricity infrastructure 
and distribution would be provided by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, likely in conjunction with Central 
Coast Community Energy. Southern California Gas Company would provide natural gas distribution to the 
project site. As shown in EIR Table 4.5-3, the project would result in the consumption of energy resources 
associated with electricity, water use (i.e., water pumping, heating, etc.), and natural gas. In total, the 



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report  Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on the 2022 Draft EIR 

1.1-17 

Master 
Response # Master Response 

proposed facilities would consume an annual total of approximately 26,075 MMBTU (AMBIENT 2022b). As 
discussed in Section 4.5, the development of increasingly efficient building fixtures would result in increased 
energy efficiency and energy conservation. Further, the project would be subject to energy conservation 
requirements Title 24, Part 6, of the CCR, California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and 
Nonresidential Buildings) and CALGreen (24 CCR Part 11). Mitigation Measure EN/mm-1.1 has been 
identified to require the implementation of additional energy efficiency measures to ensure the project would 
be consistent with the State’s goal of achieving carbon neutrality by year 2045, per the CARB’s Draft 2022 
Climate Change Scoping Plan Update and EO B-55-18. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measures 
GHG/mm-2.1 and GHG/mm-2.2 would further reduce operational energy consumption through the 
implementation of design features (i.e., pedestrian-friendly streetscape, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, 
interconnected bicycle routes/lanes, bicycle parking, electric vehicle parking spaces) to promote the use of 
alternative modes of transportation, prohibit the use of new natural gas connections in residential 
development, and provide direct GHG emission reductions and carbon offsets for any use of natural gas at 
the commercial land uses. Therefore, the EIR determines that impacts related to energy use would be less 
than significant.  
Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems evaluates the project’s impacts on utilities and service systems, 
including wastewater treatment facilities. As described, the project’s wastewater service needs would be 
provided by the LCSD. Wastewater from the project would be collected through the LCSD’s sewer collection 
system and would be treated at the wastewater reclamation plant (WWRP). Full buildout of the project would 
result in approximately 134,265 gpd of wastewater flows that would be collected and treated by LCSD. The 
2019 Sewer Collection System Master Plan (Sewer System Master Plan) defines the future growth scenario 
for the LCSD service area as the development of Key Sites identified in the County of Santa Barbara OCP 
(LCSD 2019). The project site is identified as Key Site 26 (Richards Ranch) in the OCP; therefore, the 
increase in wastewater flows from buildout of this site has been accounted for in the Sewer System Master 
Plan. In addition, the LCSD has provided a letter in May 2022, stating that the LCSD has adequate treatment 
and discharge capabilities to serve the project, and wastewater flows resulting from buildout of future 
residential and commercial land uses onsite would not result in effluent produced by the LCSD WWRP to 
exceed RWQCB standards (LCSD 2022). Therefore, the EIR determines that impacts related to wastewater 
generation would be less than significant. 
Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, evaluates the project’s impacts on stormwater. As described, the 
project would have the potential to increase stormwater flows at the project site. During construction, the 
project would be required to develop and implement a SWPPP in accordance with the RWQCB Construction 
General Permit. These requirements have been included as Mitigation Measures HYD/mm-1.1 and 
HYD/mm-1.2 to ensure proper timing and that the requirements be included on construction plans. Following 
construction, the project would be covered in hardscapes that would increase the amount of impervious 
surface area on-site and could contribute to an increase in operational stormwater discharges. The project 
includes the construction of stormwater infrastructure in accordance with the City’s Public Improvement 
Standards. Further, the project would be subject to Central Coast RWQCB post-construction stormwater 
management requirements, in accordance with the Post-Construction Stormwater Management Resolution 
R3-2013-0032 and the edition of the City’s Stormwater Guidance Document that is current at the time that 
development permits are being sought. These requirements have been included as Mitigation Measures 
HYD/mm-2.1 through HYD/mm-2.3 to ensure inclusion of locally appropriate stormwater BMPs in the final 
design of the stormwater quality system, and to ensure that the stormwater quality system is maintained for 
long-term operation. With incorporation of the identified mitigation, the EIR determines that impacts related to 
stormwater generation would be less than significant. 
Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, evaluates the project’s impacts on utilities and service systems, 
including local landfills. As described, solid waste from the project would be disposed of at Santa Maria 
Regional Landfill, which is anticipated to reach capacity and cease operations in January 2028 (CalRecycle 
2021). The Santa Maria Regional Landfill has a maximum disposal rate of 6,006 tons per week. The project’s 
solid waste generation of 1.94 tons per day would equate to approximately 13.58 tons of solid waste per 
week, which would represent a negligible amount of the Santa Maria Regional Landfill’s permitted disposal 
rate of 6,006 tons per week. Therefore, the EIR determines that impacts related to solid waste generation 
would be less than significant. 
Economic impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under the CEQA and only require 
discussion if the economic impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the 
economic impacts would result in growth-inducing impacts. Therefore, economic impacts associated with 
utility costs and fees have not been included in the EIR. 
Potential impacts associated with electricity, natural gas, energy, wastewater, stormwater, and solid waste 
have been adequately analyzed in the EIR, and no revisions to the EIR are necessary. 
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MR-15 Population Growth and Other Public Services 

As discussed in Section 4.11, Population and Housing, based on the 2050 Regional Growth Forecast 
(SBCAG 2019), there is a projected decrease in City growth rates over time, with a projected annual growth 
rate of 0.9% from 2025 to 2040 and 0.3% between 2040 and 2050 (SBCAG 2018). The City could expect the 
addition of 10,000 new residents between 2020 and 2025, and 5,700 new residents each between 2025 and 
2030, and 2030 and 2035 (EIR Table 4.11-2). This would increase Santa Maria’s regional population share 
from 24% to 27% by 2050. Based on the 2050 Regional Growth Forecast, Santa Maria is forecast to have 
the most significant change in number of households in Santa Barbara County over the 2017 to 2050 period, 
with a 15,308 household increase (a 53% increase) compared to the County’s 38,000 household increase (a 
26% increase) (EIR Table 4.11-3; SBCAG 2019). SBCAG anticipates that population growth will continue to 
occur in the region, and the city will have a higher growth rate than the county over time. Population growth 
projections show Santa Maria’s population increasing by an average growth rate of 1.7% through 2025, 0.9% 
between 2025 and 2040, and slowing to a 0.3% growth rate between 2040 and 2050. The city’s population is 
projected to add 31,200 people between 2020 and 2050 for a final population of 143,100 (see EIR 
Table 4.11-2).  
The project is expected to generate new population growth on-site by facilitating the construction of up to 
495 multi-family units and 106,800 square feet of commercial retail uses. This development would potentially 
increase population within the city by 1,846 residents (EIR Table 4.11-6). The project is expected to be 
complete in 2025, so the project would increase the city’s population by approximately 1.5% over the 2025 
level of 121,900 (U.S. Census Bureau 2022).  
Population growth is considered significant only if it is unplanned or unanticipated by the City. The project 
site is located in the City’s sphere of influence (SOI). According to the City’s Land Use Element (adopted 
1991, as amended in 2011), the SOI is “the probable 20-year boundary of the City,” as approved by the 
Local Agency Formation Commission (City of Santa Maria 2011). The City expects to annex the land 
currently within its SOI. Under Objective L.U. 5b, the City intends to implement an annexation program to 
encourage growth within its SOI (City of Santa Maria 2011). As such, probable growth within the project site 
has been accounted for in the City’s General Plan Land Use Element. 
The total increase in population under the project would be well below the projected population under the 
SBCAG by 2050, which plans for a future additional population of 31,200 (from 111,900 in 2020 to 143,100 
in 2050; see EIR Table 4.11-2). Therefore, population increases resulting from the project would remain 
within planned growth under the SBCAG growth projections. 
Additionally, Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, provides an evaluation of the project’s potential 
impacts related to public services and recreation, including fire protection, police protection, schools, 
libraries, and parks. The project would be subject to payment of the City’s growth mitigation fees as required 
by City Municipal Code Section 8-15 to provide funding for facilities as needed, which would offset the 
project’s increased demand on public facilities. These fees provide for the funding of acquisition, design and 
construction of public facilities and related equipment necessary to serve new development within the City. 
As discussed in Section 4.13, Transportation, the project includes future development near existing transit 
stops, bicycle lanes, and pedestrian facilities, which allow residents to use alternative modes of 
transportation to travel to other areas of the city for commercial and other services.  
It should be noted that for or any future new City facilities determined to be necessary to service the future 
city population, the City would be required to consider the environmental effects of those facilities in 
compliance with CEQA. The potential for future facilities has been addressed in the EIR based, in part, on 
thorough conversations with City staff service providers. While other future facilities not identified in the EIR 
could be required many years in the future, these future facilities do not have known timelines or locations, 
and analyzing the environmental effects of the municipal projects would be speculative.  
Therefore, the project would be consistent with local plans and policies and would not result in unplanned 
growth in a manner that could result in a substantial or unplanned increase in demand on other existing 
public facilities. Potential impacts associated with population and housing and the provision of public facilities 
have been adequately analyzed in the EIR; no revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

MR-16 Hydrology 

Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, evaluates the project’s impacts on hydrology and water quality in 
the project area. As described, the existing topography of the project site is generally flat and drains in sheet 
flow to the northeast. No natural drainage or surface water features are present on the project site and the 
project site is not located within an identified flood zone. The EIR concludes that the alteration of drainage 
patterns is not anticipated to result in flooding on- or off-site because the project site would likely be graded 
to maintain its natural flat grade. During construction, the project would be required to develop and 
implement a SWPPP in accordance with RWQCB Construction General Permit. These requirements have 
been included as Mitigation Measures HYD/mm-1.1 and HYD/mm-1.2 to ensure proper timing and that the 
requirements be included on construction plans. Implementation of a SWPPP with BMPs would address 
short-term stormwater runoff during construction activities. Following construction activities, the project would 
increase the amount of impervious surface area onsite. However, the future project design would be required 
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to be consistent with the Central Coast RWQCB’s post-construction stormwater management requirements 
to address long-term runoff and stormwater flows in the project area. Future proposed stormwater basins 
would be rough graded to create the basin shape, bottom, and top bench. Relatively flat sloped areas would 
be created for each use area to direct stormwater runoff to these proposed basins. Consistent with City 
regulations, each phase of project development would require a comprehensive drainage plan to 
demonstrate stormwater runoff is conveyed in a non-erosive manner in accordance with the RWQCB 
stormwater requirements and City Public Improvement Standards. Therefore, stormwater runoff has been 
adequately addressed in the EIR, and no revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

MR-17 Land Use Consistency 

Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, describes existing and proposed land uses within the project site and 
the site vicinity, their consistency with applicable land use policies, and potential impacts that may result from 
conflicts with applicable land use policies. Figure 4.9-2 of the EIR identifies the existing City of Santa Maria 
General Plan designations of the project area, including the preliminary land classifications of land located 
within the City’s SOI. These preliminary land classifications reflect predicted land use designations for areas 
located within the City’s Sphere of Influence if they are annexed into the City in the future. EIR Table 4.9-4 
lists applicable plans and policies pertaining specifically to land use and planning that were adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and a preliminary evaluation of the project’s 
consistency with the guidelines and requirements detailed therein.  
It should be noted that the conceptual development plan described in Chapter 2, Project Description would 
not apply to the project site without the project site being annexed into the city of Santa Maria. If the site 
were to be annexed into the City limits, discretionary permit entitlements (e.g., Planned Development 
Permits, Tract Maps) would be required. Therefore, the EIR evaluates all potential future development of the 
project site that would be allowed by the proposed annexation and pre-zoning for consistency with all 
relevant city plans and policies that would apply to the project site if the annexation were approved. As such, 
County plans and documents were used for reference only. For example, Section 4.1.2.4 of the EIR 
describes the current adopted zoning designation of the project site, which is designated by the County of 
Santa Barbara, Commercial (C-2). 
Based on the evaluation of the project’s potential consistency with relevant plans and policies evaluated in 
the previous Section 4.9.2.4, the project would not have the potential to result in any inconsistencies with 
plans and policies. Therefore, land use consistency has been adequately addressed in the EIR, and no 
revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

MR-18 Geology 

Specific design plans for the project are currently not known. However, a conceptual plan for future 
development of the project site has been prepared for the project to evaluate potential environmental 
impacts of the eventual development of the project site if the proposed annexation and pre-zoning were to be 
approved. The conceptual plan shows the potential future development that could occur consistent with the 
project’s proposed pre-zone designations. 
Section 4.6, Geology and Soils, discusses the project’s potential impacts relating to geologic hazards and 
resources. This section of the EIR is based, in part, on the results of the Geotechnical Engineering Report 
prepared for the project (Earth Systems Pacific 2021; EIR Volume 1, Appendix H). This report describes the 
geologic conditions of the project site based on a general site reconnaissance, subsurface exploration, 
laboratory testing of selected samples, and geotechnical analysis of data. This report also includes 
engineering approaches for site preparation, grading, utility trenches, foundations, retaining walls, slabs-on-
grade and exterior flatwork, pavement sections, drainage and maintenance, and construction observation 
and testing in accordance with the conceptual development plan. As described, the project site is mostly flat 
with a gentle slope downward from east to west, along with manufactured embankments and fill slopes from 
adjacent residential development and UVP construction. No natural drainage features are present on the 
project site. There are several artificially constructed rock drainage ditches leading to culverts under Orcutt 
Road to manage stormwater from drop inlet storm drains on UVP. As discussed throughout this section of 
the EIR, mitigation measures have been identified to require implementation of design standards included in 
the Geotechnical Engineering Report to ensure that the proposed project would be constructed to withstand 
potential seismic-related and other ground failure events. Upon implementation of the identified mitigation, 
impacts related to geology and soils would be less than significant.  
Potential impacts associated with geology and soils have been adequately analyzed in the EIR; no revisions 
to the EIR are necessary. 
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1.2 AGENCY COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
The following agencies have submitted comments on the Draft EIR. 

Table 1.2-1. Agency Comments 

Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

California Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research State Clearinghouse 
EIR posted: 12/22/2022 

SCH 1400 10th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

1.2-3 

California Department of Conservation 
Geologic Energy Management Division 
Letter dated: 02/01/2023 

CalGEM 195 S Broadway, Suite 101 
Orcutt, CA 93455 
Contact: Miguel Cabrera, Northern District 

Deputy 

1.2-7 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Letter dated: 03/01/2023 

CDFW South Coast Region 
3883 Ruffin Road 
San Diego, CA 92123 
Contact: Erinn Wilson-Olgin, Environmental 

Program Manager I 

1.2-11 

County of Santa Barbara  
Public Works Department 
Letter dated: 01/03/2023 

SBPW 123 East Anapamu 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
Contact: Marty Wilder, Utilities Manager 

1.2-30 

Santa Barbara  
Local Agency Formation Commission 
Letters dated: 01/13/2023 and 03/06/2023 

LAFCO 105 East Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara CA 93101 
Contact: Mike Prater, LAFCO Executive 

Officer 

1.2-32 

Santa Barbara County  
Air Pollution Control District 
Letter dated: 02/24/2023 

APCD 260 N San Antonio Road, Suite A 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 
Contact: Emily Waddington, Air Quality 

Specialist, Planning Division 

1.2-47 

County of Santa Barbara CoSB 105 E Anapamu Street, Room 406 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
Contact: Jasmine McGinty, Principal Analyst 

1.2-63 
Planning and Development Department SBPDD 1.2-66 
Public Works, Transportation Division SBPWT 1.2-83 
Fire Department SBCFD 1.2-158 

Letter dated: 03/06/2023   
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1.2.1 California Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research State Clearinghouse 
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1.2.1.1 Response to Posting from California Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research State Clearinghouse 

Comment No. Response 

SCH-1 

It has been noted that the Draft EIR was received by the California Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research State Clearinghouse and the public review period began on December 22, 2022, and ended on 
March 7, 2023. The Draft EIR, Draft EIR Appendices, Notice of Completion, Notice of Availability, and State 
Clearinghouse Summary Form were made available for public review at 
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/Project/2022020194 for the full duration of the 45-day review period.  
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1.2.2 California Department of Conservation Geologic 
Energy Management Division 
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1.2.2.1 Response to Letter from California Department of 
Conservation Geologic Energy Management Division 

Comment No. Response 

CalGEM-1 

The comment expresses the California Department of Conservation, Geologic Energy Management 
Division’s (CalGEM’s) appreciation for the opportunity to comment on the project and references a previously 
submitted comment letter dated March 9, 2022, which was used during the scoping process for the EIR. 
This is not specific comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; no response is necessary.  

CalGEM-2 
The comment introduces a construction site well review evaluating the potential presence of existing or 
abandoned oil and gas wells on the project site.  
This is not specific comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; no response is necessary. 

CalGEM-3 

The comment notes that the project site is located in Santa Barbara County and is not within the boundary of 
any known oil field.  
Based on research conducted for the Draft EIR and confirmed in early 2024 (via CalGEM’s online well finder 
database, https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/doggr/wellfinder/), the project site is located within a CalGEM Oil 
and Gas Field boundary (CalGem 2019). However, there are no wells on the project site.  

CalGEM-4 

The comment identifies the nearest oil well pad, which lies to the east of the project site. 
The summary of nearby wells provided by the comment is consistent with the research conducted in support 
of the EIR. This information does not change the content or conclusions contained in the EIR, Section 4.7, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  

CalGEM-5 

The comment indicates that a review of CalGEM’s records confirms that there are no know oil or gas wells 
located within the project site. 
This assessment is consistent with the information contained in the EIR, Section 4.7, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials.  

CalGEM-6 

The comment discloses CalGEM’s authority over any activities related to oil and gas wells. The commenter 
also emphasizes that the property owner is required to immediately notify CalGEM upon the discovery of any 
previously unknown wells on the project site. 
This is not a comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; no response is necessary. 
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1.2.3 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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1.2.3.1 Response to Letter from California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

Comment No. Response 

CDFW-1 

The comment introduces the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), notes that the agency has 
reviewed the Draft EIR and describes CDFW’s role as a Trustee and Responsible Agency. This comment 
also provides an overview of the project description and location. 
This comment does not provide a specific comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; no response is 
necessary. 

CDFW-2 

The comment describes CDFW’s concern over the issue of monarch butterflies and indicates that CDFW 
feels the project would have permanent impacts to monarch butterfly due to the proposed removal of trees 
used by the monarch butterflies for overwintering. The CDFW further describes that the project area is part 
of a significant overwintering site, and historical use of this area is documented in the California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB) as Occurrence 354. The CDFW describes, at length, why the CDFW holds the 
position that impacts would occur. Specifically, the Xerces Society and CDFW have identified the stand of 
eucalyptus trees along the southern side of Union Valley Parkway as a Western Monarch Overwintering Site 
(mapped as #2688, 7.63 acres). Further, the CDFW has indicated that this eucalyptus grove is an important 
inland overwintering grove of the monarch butterfly and that it has high conservation value (CDFW 2023). 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, provides the evaluation of the project’s potential impacts to biological 
resources. Following receipt of the March 14, 2023, comment letter from the CDFW, the City revised its 
findings regarding the existing 7.63-acre overwintering site that is within the project site boundaries. Because 
of the new information provided, revisions to the recommended mitigation measures for the monarch 
butterfly were warranted. Additionally, the conclusion regarding the impacts following implementation of the 
mitigation measures required revision. As presented in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the PRDEIR, 
which was published in January 2024, removal of this habitat would create a significant and unavoidable 
impact that cannot be fully mitigated. The information contained in the PRDEIR and this Final EIR is 
consistent with the information contained in this comment. 
The City determined that feasible mitigation measures are not available to reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level. Thus, residual impacts to monarch butterflies would continue to be significant and 
unavoidable with development of the proposed project or any project on the project site similar in density to 
the proposed project.  
Because the proposed project would result in the removal of the 7.63-acre grove that provides overwintering 
habitat for the monarch butterfly, and the CDFW has indicated that this eucalyptus grove is an important 
inland overwintering grove of the monarch butterfly and has high conservation value (CDFW 2023), 
development of the project could directly impact monarch butterflies. The EIR identifies Mitigation Measure 
BIO/mm-2.1, which provides several feasible measures aimed at reducing and partially compensating for the 
significant impacts that would occur to the monarch butterfly and its habitat. The complete mitigation 
measure is provided in Section 4.3 of the EIR; the specific elements of Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-2.1 
include: 

a. If possible, site disturbance and construction activity that would impact eucalyptus trees onsite 
shall not occur during the monarch butterflies' fall and winter migration period (October 15 through 
February 29).  

b. If tree or vegetation removal or site disturbance is required during the monarch butterflies' fall and 
winter migration period (October 15 through February 29), a City-approved biologist familiar with 
monarchs and monarch overwintering habitat shall conduct focused surveys for monarch colonies 
within the identified overwintering site and will identify any colonies found within 7 days of 
proposed vegetation removal or site disturbance or when known monarch overwintering is 
occurring at other locations within the region. If monarch butterflies are detected, development 
shall be postponed until after the overwintering period or until the City-approved biologist 
determines monarch butterflies are no longer using the trees for overwintering. 

c. To provide further protection to non-overwintering populations and/or adjacent over-wintering 
populations, no Asclepias curassavica (tropical milkweed) will be allowed in any planting palettes 
for the project. Native milkweed species, such as Asclepias fascicularis (narrowleaf milkweed) are 
also not recommended by the USFWS to be planted adjacent to existing overwintering sites as 
this may interfere with normal migrating behavior (USFWS 2023b). To contribute to local monarch 
butterfly conservation efforts, native nectar-providing plant species will be incorporated into 
landscaping following construction activities, such as those recommended in the Monarch Butterfly 
Nectar Plant List for Conservation Plantings, to enhance local nectar sources (Xerces Society 
2018). 
 
In addition, as a condition of approval for the Planned Development permit(s), the use of 
neonicotinoids and synthetic pesticides shall be prohibited in the initial project plantings and 
throughout the life of the project in open space, pocket parks, and other common landscaped 
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areas. This condition shall apply to the common open spaces for the life of the project and shall be 
included in the CC&Rs which will be recorded against the property prior to the issuance of a first 
certificate of occupancy. In addition, Future residents and occupants shall be encouraged to not 
used neonicotinoids, synthetic pesticides, and/or plants treated with these materials; residents and 
occupants will be provided educational materials describing 1) viable alternatives to these 
products, and 2) the detrimental effects of these products on butterflies and other pollinators. 

d. Prior to the approval of a Planned Development permit and prior to the removal of any trees within 
the overwintering site, the developer shall hire a City-approved biologist familiar with monarchs 
and monarch overwintering habitat to prepare and implement a monarch butterfly habitat 
enhancement plan. At a minimum, the plan shall identify area(s) on the property appropriate for 
onsite habitat enhancement to partially address the direct impacts of tree removal. The 
recommendations in this plan shall be included within the project's future project's landscaping 
plans for review and approval by the City prior to implementation.   

e. Prior to the approval of the first building permit for the project, the developer, in consultation with 
the City of Santa Maria Community Development Department, shall identify and provide a 
donation to a Qualified and Suitable Conservation Entity for monarch habitat conservation that can 
receive financial support to further enhance and/or promote conservation efforts in the region. A 
Qualified and Suitable Conservation Entity is defined as a conservation or government 
organization that:  

i. Has an established preserve in Santa Barbara or San Luis Obispo Counties within the 
ecological range of overwintering monarch butterfly that is dedicated to conservation 
purposes and is actively managing lands or resources for conservation in Santa Barbara 
or San Luis Obispo County; 

ii. Has specific experience and/or land holdings with monarch butterfly and their habitats; 
and 

iii. Can specifically identify at least 7.6 acres of habitats within their preserve(s) to be 
managed or enhanced as regionally significant monarch overwintering habitat within the 
Santa Barbara or San Luis Obispo County area.  

The developer shall provide a donation in an amount required by the Suitable Conservation Entity 
to fund 5 years of conservation research, restoration, site protection, and/or maintenance and 
management activities to the benefit of overwintering monarch butterfly habitat.  Examples of 
funding opportunities would be for use in maintenance of existing grove trees, exotic species 
control, native grove tree planting and/or replacement of eucalyptus trees with native tree species, 
planting of understories with native plant communities, general grove habitat maintenance, and/or 
qualitative and quantitative monitoring efforts over a 5-year period. These efforts may also 
contribute to improving scientific studies on monarch butterflies and their conservation in the city 
and/or Santa Barbara or San Luis Obispo County.  
A copy of the final executed agreement between the developer and the Qualified and Suitable 
Conservation Entity shall be submitted to the City prior to the City's issuance of the first building 
permit for the Richards Ranch project.   

Development of the project site under the conceptual development plan or any project of a similar density 
would necessitate the removal of the 7.63-acre monarch overwintering site (mapped as #2688) that exists on 
the project site. Removal of this habitat would create a significant and unavoidable impact that cannot be 
fully mitigated. The CDFW is concerned that the loss of trees used by monarch butterflies for overwintering 
could contribute to extirpation of western monarch populations and has indicated that off-site mitigation is not 
feasible for the loss of overwintering habitat at the project site. I 
Impacts cannot not be fully mitigated because there are no known local mitigation banks for monarch 
butterfly overwintering habitat, there is significant risk that restored off-site habitat would not be used by the 
monarch for overwintering, and there would be a significant temporal loss of the habitat while potential 
created or restored overwintering habitat matures. For these reasons, while mitigation is available through 
supporting existing conservation efforts of established habitats that are actively managed by qualified 
conservation entities, the City determines that feasible mitigation measures are not available to fully reduce 
potentially significant impacts to the monarch butterfly from loss of habitat to a less-than-significant level. 
Thus, residual impacts to monarch butterflies would continue to be significant and unavoidable with the 
buildout of the conceptual development plan or of a project on the project site that is similar in density. 

CDFW-3 

The comment describes what CDFW believes are potentially feasible mitigation measures, including 
avoidance and a habitat assessment. 
After receiving this comment letter, the City fully considered options for mitigation and protection of the 
grove, including whether feasible measures were present to provide for the development of the project site 
consistent with private ownership of the project site and current regulatory context. Additionally, a full tree 
evaluation was conducted by Pleinaire Design Group (2023) to determine the health of the trees. Pleinaire 
Design Group visited the project site multiple times, most recently on July 13, 2023, when an evaluation of 
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the condition of the trees occurred; the evaluation was conducted by Kevin J. Small (CA Registered 
Landscape Architect 2929 and ISA Certified Arborist WE-7333A).  
The analysis includes a detailed description of each tree, noting health, conditions, hazard comments, or 
other conditions, such as fire damage. The arborist assessment indicates that the eucalyptus grove that 
provides the overwintering habitat is an old windrow of trees that has been cut down at some point and 
allowed to regrow out of the remaining stumps. There are many trees that were identified as volunteers from 
seed. The trees are growing very close together and, in most cases, there is a tangle of branches and litter 
between them. When eucalyptus grows in very close, similar to the trees at the project site, the roots fuse 
between trees, making them one biological entity. It is not possible to remove individual trees selectively. If 
single trees were to be removed, the sandy soil conditions would increase the possibility of the remaining 
trees falling over. The trees are essentially supporting each other (Pleinaire Design Group 2023). 
There has been no regular maintenance of the trees on the project site; however, the ground has been 
mowed for weed abatement as evidenced by the tire tracks and no high grasses. There are downed trunks 
and branches, deep litter of leaves and shedding bark, and stumps scattered throughout the area. Due to the 
health of the trees, the arborist report recommends against protection for any of the trees. They are 
hazardous, have weak attachment, and could easily fail. There are also many over-extended branches, dead 
crowns, and unbalanced structures (Pleinaire Design Group 2023). The current eucalyptus groves are not 
maintained and are not expected to have long-term viability. They are not planned to be maintained in the 
future. For these reasons, the existing grove at the Richards Ranch site that provides monarch butterfly 
overwintering habitat is not sustainable and will likely, ultimately, be lost. 
Full avoidance of the 7.63-acre monarch overwintering site is not a feasible mitigation measure due to the 
size of the grove and in consideration of the basic purpose of the project to provide a mixed-use 
development on the 43.75-acre site. Due to the central location of the eucalyptus grove, protection of this 
resource, and creation of an adequate buffer zone between the project development and the grove for 
resource protection and hazard abatement, many more acres of the project site would need to remain in 
open space than the 7.63-acre area that delineates the grove. This type of buffer zone and protection of the 
grove would render a project like Richards Ranch (of a similar size and density) as infeasible to develop. 
The CDFW notes, within this comment, that a no-disturbance buffer of 0.5 mile is indicated as an appropriate 
buffer. This large of a buffer would result in the project site not being able to be developed with any urban 
land use. Even if the buffer was significantly reduced (e.g., 200 feet), approximately half or more of the 
43.75-acre site would need to go undeveloped to protect the eucalyptus grove and provide adequate 
protection to the developed land uses. This significant reduction in developable area would likely result in the 
lack of interest on behalf of a private developer in building out the project site.  

CDFW-4 

The comment indicates that the EIR should fully address and analyze the cumulative impacts of the 
proposed project. 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, has been revised to address cumulative biological impacts more fully. As 
presented in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, in the PRDEIR, which was published in January 2024, 
removal of this habitat would create a significant and unavoidable impact that cannot be fully mitigated. The 
information contained in the PRDEIR and this Final EIR is consistent with the information contained in this 
comment. 
While the application of the mitigation measures previously identified would reduce impacts to most species 
to less-than-significant levels, this is not the case for the monarch butterfly. The eucalyptus grove that is 
south of UVP is an important inland overwintering grove of the monarch butterfly. The CDFW has designated 
the project site as an area of high conservation value for monarch butterflies (Area of Conservation Concern 
HEX ID 50049) (CDFW 2023). The inland Santa Maria overwintering sites, including the overwintering site 
south of UVP at the Richards Ranch site, have always been aggregations of smaller numbers of individuals. 
However, they still provide a valuable ecological niche to the species. Removal of smaller overwintering 
roosts could force the congregation of monarch butterflies into larger colonies where stochastic events (e.g., 
disease, fire, grove removal, climate change) could significantly impact the species. For these reasons, the 
existing 7.63-acre overwintering site that is within the project site is considered significant habitat (CDFW 
2023), and any removal or reduction of the grove would be considered cumulatively considerable and 
significant. 
With implementation of the identified mitigation measures, most residual cumulative biological resources 
impacts would be less than significant. However, development of the project site under the conceptual 
development plan or any project of a similar density would necessitate the removal of the 7.63-acre monarch 
overwintering site (mapped as #2688) that exists on the project site. Removal of this habitat would create a 
significant and unavoidable impact that cannot be fully mitigated. The CDFW is concerned that the loss of 
trees used by monarch butterflies for overwintering could contribute to extirpation of western monarch 
populations and has indicated that off-site mitigation is not feasible for the loss of overwintering habitat at the 
project site.  
Impacts cannot not be fully mitigated because there are no known local mitigation banks for monarch 
butterfly overwintering habitat, there is significant risk that restored off-site habitat would not be used by the 
monarch for overwintering, and there would be a significant temporal loss of the habitat while potential 
created or restored overwintering habitat matures. For these reasons, while mitigation is available through 
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supporting existing conservation efforts of established habitats that are actively managed by qualified 
conservation entities, the City determines that feasible mitigation measures are not available to fully reduce 
potentially significant impacts to the monarch butterfly from loss of habitat to a less-than-significant level.  
Thus, residual cumulative impacts to monarch butterflies would continue to be significant and unavoidable 
with the buildout of the conceptual development plan or of a project on the project site that is similar in 
density. 

CDFW-5 

The comment indicates that the EIR should evaluate how the project would impact the known overwintering 
monarch habitat on the project site, as well as how this would affect the regional and local overwintering 
populations. Further, the comment indicates that measures should be provided to mitigate the loss of an 
overwintering inland roost to ensure no net loss of overwintering roost habitat. 
As previously noted, because of the new information provided by this CDFW letter, revisions to the Draft EIR 
analysis were warranted. As presented in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, in the PRDEIR, which was 
published in January 2024, it is acknowledged that removal of the monarch butterfly overwintering habitat 
would create a significant and unavoidable impact that cannot be fully mitigated.  

CDFW-6 

The comment provides information about the detrimental effects of pesticides if used in close proximity to 
monarch butterflies and their overwintering habitat. The comment notes that pesticide use on the project site 
has the potential to impact monarch butterflies if the overwintering grove is retained. It further states that, if 
the on-site grove is removed, the monarch butterflies in the general vicinity that use landscape plants on the 
project site would be exposed to pesticides either by direct spray exposure or residually in pollen/nectar. The 
comment recommends that the EIR include measures that minimize/prohibit the use of synthetic pesticides 
and herbicides at the project site and that use of neonicotinoids, which may include nursery plants or seeds 
that have been treated with neonicotinoids, should be avoided. Further, the comment indicates that spraying 
pesticides within 1 mile of identified overwintering sites from mid-September to mid-March should be 
prohibited. 
In response to this comment, the following has been added to Mitigation Measure/BIO/mm-2.1, item (c): 

“As a condition of approval for the Planned Development permit(s), the use of neonicotinoids and 
synthetic pesticides shall be prohibited in the initial project plantings and throughout the life of the 
project in open space, pocket parks, and other common landscaped areas. This condition shall 
apply to the common open spaces for the life of the project and shall be included in the CC&Rs 
which will be recorded against the property prior to the issuance of a first certificate of occupancy. 
In addition, Future residents and occupants shall be encouraged to not used neonicotinoids, 
synthetic pesticides, and/or plants treated with these materials; residents and occupants will be 
provided educational materials describing 1) viable alternatives to these products, and 2) the 
detrimental effects of these products on butterflies and other pollinators. 

CDFW-7 

The comment provides detailed information on California tiger salamander and indicates that CDFW is 
concerned with the potential for the project to impact California tiger salamander aquatic and upland habitat 
and with the potential for take of California tiger salamander to occur. 
There are known California tiger salamander breeding ponds approximately 1.4 miles west of SR 135 on 
airport lands and elsewhere mostly to the south. Historically, there was a closer breeding occurrence west of 
SR 135, but it has been extirpated. The entire area north of Foster Road all the way west to Blosser Road 
has been planted in strawberries (see DWE 2022; see EIR Volume 1, Appendix F). There is substantial 
residential development, active agriculture, and the four-lane SR 135 separating the project site from any 
known or potential breeding ponds, which are barriers to any California tiger salamander dispersal onto the 
project site. The USFWS maps the project site as outside of the western Santa Maria/Orcutt metapopulation 
and potential distribution (USFWS 2016). Additionally, curbs along Orcutt Road and portions of UVP 
represent additional barriers to California tiger salamander movement. For these reasons, the project site 
does not support upland dispersal or refuge habitat for California tiger salamander. A complete California 
tiger salamander site assessment report substantiating these findings was provided by DWE as an appendix 
to the Biological Resources Assessment (DWE 2022; see EIR Volume 1, Appendix F). After reviewing the 
California tiger salamander site assessment report, the USFWS has also provided feedback to the City that 
the agency is in agreement with the assessment report. Specifically, the USFWS indicates that UVP, SR 
135, and other developed lands between the project and the breeding ponds west of SR 135 create an 
impermeable barrier for California tiger salamander dispersal and that the project area is not California tiger 
salamander upland habitat (USFWS 2023a). 

CDFW-8 

The comment indicates that CDFW believes that features at the project site are subject to Fish and Game 
Code Section 1600 et seq. and that these features may be impacted by the project. The comment indicates 
that the EIR states the project could result in impacts to features CDFW regulates under Section 1600 et 
seq. Additional detail is provided by the CDFW based on the presumption that wetland, riparian, or other 
regulated features exist at the project site.  
The comment is incorrect in stating that the EIR states that the project could result in impacts to features the 
CDFW regulates under Section 1600 et seq. To the contrary, page 4.3-36 of Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, summarizes the wetlands and riparian analysis as follows: 
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No jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the U.S./State or riparian habitat under any 
regulatory authority or definition occur on the project site. The very deep, excessively 
drained sandy soils of the project site have rapid permeability with low water capacity. A 
small area on the eastern edge of the project site—where there was once a stand of 
willows prior to its removal in 2021—in mapped in the NWI as a freshwater emergent 
marsh (USFWS 2022); however, a detailed wetland delineation and jurisdictional 
determination report provided by DWE (2022) did not find this area to be a jurisdictional 
wetland. Therefore, there would be no impact to state or federally protected wetlands. 

There are no features at the project site regulated by the CDFW under Section 1600 et seq. No revisions to 
the EIR analysis are required. 

CDFW-9 

This section of the letter provides the CDFW’s additional recommendations (as opposed to the previous, 
project-specific recommendations). The CDFW’s first recommendation is that a weed management plan 
should be developed for the project area and implemented both during and for at least 3 years after project 
implementation to provide for the avoidance of non-native weeds from becoming established both during and 
after construction.  
The City will consider these additional recommendations as potential conditions of approval for the Planned 
Development Permit(s), which would only occur if the annexation were approved by the City and the 
SBLAFCO. 

CDFW-10 

The CDFW’s second recommendation is that native trees and shrubs are used for landscaping to benefit 
native wildlife such as insect pollinators. Further, the CDFW recommends planting native flowering species 
over non-native ornamental species where possible and that tropical milkweed should never be included in 
landscaping.  
This recommendation is consistent with several of the mitigation measures included in the EIR. Specifically, 
Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-2.1c prohibits the use of tropical milkweed and native milkweed species, such 
as narrowleaf milkweed. Further, native nectar-providing plant species are to be incorporated into 
landscaping following construction activities, such as those recommended in the Monarch Butterfly Nectar 
Plant List for Conservation Plantings, to enhance local nectar sources (Xerces Society 2018). In addition, 
Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-2.1d would require the developer to hire a City-approved biologist to address 
opportunities for on-site habitat enhancement, which would be required to be included within the project’s 
future landscaping plans for review and approval by the City prior to implementation. 

CDFW-11 
The comment provides a summary of the filing fees due upon receipt of the Notice of Determination by the 
Lead Agency. 
This is not a comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; no response is necessary. 

CDFW-12 
The comment provides a conclusion to the CDFW letter. 
This is not a comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; no response is necessary. 

CDFW-13 

The CDFW has provided suggested language for the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan within 
Attachment A to the CDFW letter. 
While this attachment to the CDFW letter was helpful to the City, it does not reflect the exact language 
ultimately determined to be appropriate for the mitigation measures to be included in the Final EIR. Further, 
the MMRP for the Richards Ranch Annexation only includes mitigation measures that directly address 
potentially significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR. The MMRP for the project is contained in 
Chapter 7 of the EIR. 
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Public Works Department 

Comment No. Response 

SBPW-1 
The comment introduces the email. 
This is not a comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; no response is necessary. 

SBPW-2 
The comment indicates an inaccuracy in the Draft EIR on pages 2‐6 to 2‐7 of Chapter 2, Project Description.  
This inaccuracy has been corrected, as described in response to comment SBPW-3. 

SBPW-3 

The comment provides a recommended revision to the EIR text. This text has been corrected in this Final 
EIR to read: 

The Applicant would also be responsible for purchasing supplemental water through a 
supplemental water agreement between the Applicant and the City of Santa Maria. 
Golden State Water, which has existing water lines adjacent to the project site 
underneath Orcutt Road, would then deliver water to the project site. Wastewater would 
continue to be the responsibility of the Laguna County Sanitation District (LCSD). 

SBPW-4 

The comment provides additional information regarding data used in the sewer system model, as 
summarized in Table 4.14‐6 of Section 4.14, Utilities and Service Systems, of the EIR. The commenter 
indicates that the sewer model was based on flow information prior to state-mandated water conservation 
measures and that a more appropriate set of data would be the plant monitoring reports. In support of the 
comment, the commenter has provided the 2019 monitoring report so that an update to the table can be 
made.  
EIR Table 4.14-6 has been updated in this EIR to reflect the information provided in the 2019 monitoring 
report. 
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1.2.5.1 Response to Letters from Santa Barbara Local Agency 
Formation Commission 

Comment No. Response 

LAFCO 1-1 

This letter from the SBLAFCO, dated January 13, 2023, requests an extension of time in order to promote 
the interest of SBLAFCO as a Responsible Agency. The letter further indicates that the SBLAFCO 
Commission intended to hold a study session on March 6, 2023, and that SBLAFCO would like to submit 
their comments after the study session is held. 
The City granted this extension to SBLAFCO. The Responsible Agency’s comments are provided as a 
second letter dated March 6, 2023, which are responded to in the following response to comments. 

LAFCO 2-1 

The comment provides introductory comments to the comment letter and indicates that the SBLAFCO 
provided a letter in response to the Notice of Preparation (February 23, 2022), expresses appreciation of the 
City for taking the time to discuss the proposed project on December 16, 2022, and further indicates that the 
SBLAFCO held a study session regarding the Draft EIR. At the study session, the SBLAFCO Commission 
heard from members of the public and the developer's team, and then directed SBLAFCO staff to submit 
comments; the letter received and responded to below are the comments received by the City as a result of 
this process.  
This comment does not provide a specific comment on the analysis contained in the EIR; no further 
response is necessary. 

LAFCO 2-2 

SBLAFCO introduces the comments provided within the context that the State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15204 requires public agencies to focus on the sufficiency of the document and provide suggestions to 
analyze and/or provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the environmental effects and that the EIR is to be 
used by SBLAFCO as a Responsible Agency in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15096. 
The following provides the specific language of the State CEQA Guidelines Sections referenced by the 
commenter. 

Section 15204. FOCUS OF REVIEW 
(a) In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency 

of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the 
environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided 
or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific 
alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or 
mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be 
aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably 
feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity 
of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA 
does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, 
and experimentation recommended or demanded by commentors. When responding 
to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues 
and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good 
faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. 

(b) [Applicable to Negative Declarations.] 
(c) Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or 

references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect 
shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. 

(d) Reviewing agencies or organizations should include with their comments the name 
of a contact person who would be available for later consultation if necessary. Each 
responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental 
information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility. 

(e) This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the 
general adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to reject comments not 
focused as recommended by this section. 

(f) Prior to the close of the public review period for an EIR or mitigated negative 
declaration, a responsible or trustee agency which has identified significant effects 
on the environment may submit to the lead agency proposed mitigation measures 
which would address those significant effects. Any such measures shall be limited to 
impacts affecting those resources which are subject to the statutory authority of that 
agency. If mitigation measures are submitted, the responsible or trustee agency 
shall either submit to the lead agency complete and detailed performance objectives 
for the mitigation measures, or shall refer the lead agency to appropriate, readily 
available guidelines or reference documents which meet the same purpose. 



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report  Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on the 2022 Draft EIR 

1.2-41 

Comment No. Response 

Section 15096. PROCESS FOR A RESPONSIBLE AGENCY 
(a) General. A Responsible Agency complies with CEQA by considering the EIR or 

Negative Declaration prepared by the Lead Agency and by reaching its own 
conclusions on whether and how to approve the project involved. This section 
identifies the special duties a public agency will have when acting as a Responsible 
Agency. 

(b) Response to Consultation. A Responsible Agency shall respond to consultation by 
the Lead Agency in order to assist the Lead Agency in preparing adequate 
environmental documents for the project. By this means, the Responsible Agency 
will ensure that the documents it will use will comply with CEQA. 
(1) In response to consultation, a Responsible Agency shall explain its reasons for 

recommending whether the Lead Agency should prepare an EIR or Negative 
Declaration for a project. Where the Responsible Agency disagrees with the 
Lead Agency’s proposal to prepare a Negative Declaration for a project, the 
Responsible Agency should identify the significant environmental effects which it 
believes could result from the project and recommend either that an EIR be 
prepared or that the project be modified to eliminate the significant effects. 

(2) As soon as possible, but not longer than 30 days after receiving a Notice of 
Preparation from the Lead Agency, the Responsible Agency shall send a written 
reply by certified mail or any other method which provides the agency with a 
record showing that the notice was received. The reply shall specify the scope 
and content of the environmental information which would be germane to the 
Responsible Agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed 
project. The Lead Agency shall include this information in the EIR. 

(c) Meetings. The Responsible Agency shall designate employees or representatives to 
attend meetings requested by the Lead Agency to discuss the scope and content of 
the EIR. 

(d) Comments on Draft EIRs and Negative Declarations. A Responsible Agency should 
review and comment on draft EIRs and Negative Declarations for projects which the 
Responsible Agency would later be asked to approve. Comments should focus on 
any shortcomings in the EIR, the appropriateness of using a Negative Declaration, or 
on additional alternatives or mitigation measures which the EIR should include. The 
comments shall be limited to those project activities which are within the agency’s 
area of expertise or which are required to be carried out or approved by the agency 
or which will be subject to the exercise of powers by the agency. Comments shall be 
as specific as possible and supported by either oral or written documentation. 

(e) Decision on Adequacy of EIR or Negative Declaration. If a Responsible Agency 
believes that the final EIR or Negative Declaration prepared by the Lead Agency is 
not adequate for use by the Responsible Agency, the Responsible Agency must 
either: 
(1) Take the issue to court within 30 days after the Lead Agency files a Notice of 

Determination; 
(2) Be deemed to have waived any objection to the adequacy of the EIR or Negative 

Declaration; 
(3) Prepare a subsequent EIR if permissible under Section 15162; or 
(4) Assume the Lead Agency role as provided in Section 15052(a)(3). 

(f) Consider the EIR or Negative Declaration. Prior to reaching a decision on the 
project, the Responsible Agency must consider the environmental effects of the 
project as shown in the EIR or Negative Declaration. A subsequent or supplemental 
EIR can be prepared only as provided in Sections 15162 or 15163. 

(g) Adoption of Alternatives or Mitigation Measures. 
(1) When considering alternatives and mitigation measures, a Responsible Agency 

is more limited than a Lead Agency. A Responsible Agency has responsibility for 
mitigating or avoiding only the direct or indirect environmental effects of those 
parts of the project which it decides to carry out, finance, or approve. 

(2) When an EIR has been prepared for a project, the Responsible Agency shall not 
approve the project as proposed if the agency finds any feasible alternative or 
feasible mitigation measures within its powers that would substantially lessen or 
avoid any significant effect the project would have on the environment. With 
respect to a project which includes housing development, the Responsible 
Agency shall not reduce the proposed number of housing units as a mitigation 
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measure if it determines that there is another feasible specific mitigation 
measure available that will provide a comparable level of mitigation. 

(h) Findings. The Responsible Agency shall make the findings required by Section 
15091 for each significant effect of the project and shall make the findings in Section 
15093 if necessary. 

(i) Notice of Determination. The Responsible Agency should file a Notice of 
Determination in the same manner as a Lead Agency under Section 15075 or 15094 
except that the Responsible Agency does not need to state that the EIR or Negative 
Declaration complies with CEQA. The Responsible Agency should state that it 
considered the EIR or Negative Declaration as prepared by a Lead Agency. 

While the sections referenced by the commenter are helpful context, and as such have been reflected in this 
response to comment, this comment does not provide any specific feedback on the EIR. No additional 
response is necessary. 

LAFCO 2-3 

This introduction to the specific comments enumerated in the SBLAFCO letter indicates that it is SBLAFCO's 
belief that the City will provide a reasonable response to SBLAFCO’s comments per State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088 and that SBLAFCO anticipates that the Draft EIR will be required to be re-released in 
accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 for public review.  
The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 provides guidance to Lead Agencies regarding responding to 
comments that have been received on a Draft EIR. Specifically, this section of the CEQA Guidelines 
emphasizes that the Lead Agency shall evaluate and respond to comments “raising significant environmental 
issues” received during the comment period and that the written response shall describe the disposition of 
significant environmental issues raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts 
or objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the Lead Agency‘s position is at 
variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be addressed giving reasons 
why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. Among other points, this section indicates that 
level of detail contained in the responses can vary and also clarifies that a general response may be 
appropriate when a comment does not contain or specifically refer to readily available information or does 
not explain the relevance of evidence submitted with the comment.  
The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 provides direction to Lead Agencies regarding when 
recirculation of all or part of a Draft EIR may be required. Recirculation of a Draft EIR is only required when 
“significant new information” needs to be added to the EIR. As noted in this section of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, the term “information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as 
additional data or other information, however, new information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the 
EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a “substantial 
adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect.” 
Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or makes 
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. 
These clarifications are important in context to the responses provided to the remaining comments received 
in SBLAFCO’s letter. SBLAFCO asks for several revisions to the EIR that are not related to environmental 
issues or a “substantial adverse environmental effect.” There are many policy considerations related to 
SBLAFCO’s consideration of the project that may be important from a policy and consistency standpoint, but 
do not fall within the scope of a CEQA analysis. This background supports the City’s response to many of 
the comments below. 
It is also important to note that the City determined that a partial, but not a full, recirculation of the Draft EIR 
was necessary under State CEQA Guidelines 15088.5. The PRDEIR, released in January 2024, addresses 
two key subjects: 1) addressing monarch butterfly habitat that occurs on-site, and 2) describing and 
providing analysis of an additional project alternative, the No Project/No Annexation alternative. Some 
additional background on these two areas that were the focus of the PRDEIR is provided in the following 
paragraphs. 
Following receipt of a March 14, 2023, comment letter from the CDFW, the City revised its findings regarding 
the existing 7.63-acre overwintering site that is within the project site boundaries. Because of the new 
information provided, revisions to the recommended mitigation measures for the monarch butterfly were 
warranted. Additionally, the conclusion regarding the impacts following implementation of the mitigation 
measures required revision. As presented in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the PRDEIR, which was 
published in January 2024, removal of this habitat would create a significant and unavoidable impact that 
cannot be fully mitigated. The information contained in the PRDEIR and this Final EIR is consistent with the 
information contained in these comments by CDFW. 
In addition, the County, in their comments on the Draft EIR, indicated that an additional No Project 
Alternative be considered. Per these comments, the County requested that an alternative be analyzed that 
considers the continuation of the County plans and policies that apply to the site by projecting what could be 
developed under the current County Specific Plan (Richard’s Specific Plan [83-SP-1]). To respond to this 
County comment, the City added Alternative 4, No Project/No Annexation with Orcutt Community Plan 
Buildout, to the alternatives analysis. Under this alternative, the project as proposed by the Applicant would 
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not be developed and annexation of the project site into the city of Santa Maria would not occur. Instead, the 
project site would remain in the jurisdictional boundaries of the County. Under this alternative, allowable 
development of the project site would be consistent with the land use and zoning as described in the 
County’s Orcutt Community Plan (2022). The City also considered the potential environmental effects of this 
alternative as compared to the proposed project in the PRDEIR.  
The revisions made in the PRDEIR are now reflected in this Final EIR. In addition, additional minor changes 
to the EIR have been made herein that do not meet the recirculation requirements of State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5 (i.e., they do not add new information related to a “substantial adverse environmental 
effect.”) 

LAFCO 2-4 

The comment indicates that the annexation of undeveloped property within the boundaries of the County’s 
OCP should contemplate how the City of Santa Maria will set the stage for how other territory within their 
SOI might be added in subsequent future applications and that an orderly development pattern that does not 
divide community of service providers should be provided. The comment notes that as currently proposed, 
the property would be served by four different entities (Golden State Water, LCSD, County Fire as first 
responder, and the City for all other services). SBLAFCO opines that this has the potential of creating a 
different class of residents within the City limits and that the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act and SBLAFCO 
local policies strive for an effective local government structure that takes into consideration the need for 
enhanced urban services, cost, and adequacy of those services where services and improvements can be 
provided and financed. The comment opines that these elements should be evaluated and discussed in the 
EIR to avoid gaps in the CEQA record for SBLAFCO's use. 
While these are important policy considerations, they are not necessarily within the scope of an EIR analysis. 
As noted by the responses to the previous comments and the State Guideline citations and references 
provided, CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines direct Lead Agencies to focus their EIR analysis on 
environmental issues. Similarly, the State CEQA Guidelines direct Responsible Agencies to focus on the 
sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in 
which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. The following definitions, found 
within the State CEQA Guidelines, provide helpful context: 

15360. ENVIRONMENT 
“Environment” means the physical conditions which exist within the area which will be 
affected by a proposed project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient 
noise, and objects of historical or aesthetic significance. The area involved shall be the 
area in which significant effects would occur either directly or indirectly as a result of the 
project. The “environment” includes both natural and man-made conditions. 
15382. SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT 
“Significant effect on the environment” means a substantial, or potentially substantial, 
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or 
aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a 
significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a physical 
change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant. 

It is SBLAFCO’s responsibility to determine consistency with their own policies. The City offers great 
deference to SBLAFCO in determining consistency with the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act and SBLAFCO 
local policies. SBLAFCO has unique competence to interpret these policies when applying them to its 
adjudicatory capacity. It is also recognized that the SBLAFCO policies reflect a range of competing interests 
and SBLAFCO should solely be allowed to weigh and balance their discretion to construe its policies when 
applying them.  

LAFCO 2-5 

The comment indicates that SBLAFCO comments that were submitted as part of the Notice of Preparation 
process and were focused on the annexation process and analysis of local policies and that the EIR Section 
4.9.2.4, Consistency with Applicable Plans and Policies, generally lists SBLAFCO policies and standards for 
SOIs and standards for annexations to cities with favorable and unfavorable factors. SBLAFCO points out, 
however, that several other policies and factors are not listed and therefore not evaluated in the EIR and 
then goes on to enumerate and quote the specific policies.  
As noted in the introduction to Section 4.9.2.4 of the EIR, Table 4.9-5 lists applicable plans and policies 
pertaining specifically to land use and planning that were “adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect and a preliminary evaluation of the project’s consistency with the guidelines and 
requirements detailed therein.” This approach is consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15125(d) and the environmental checklist questions in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The 
CEQA interest in policy consistency is narrower than the consideration of the analysis of policy consistency 
that is required for the annexation to be successfully approved by the City and the SBLAFCO Commission.  
As such, the EIR has not been revised in response to this comment. However, in an effort to be proactive 
and provide additional information to SBLAFCO, the City has prepared a preliminary analysis of the project’s 



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report  Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on the 2022 Draft EIR 

1.2-44 

Comment No. Response 

consistency with SBLAFCO policies and factors identified in this and the following comments, which is 
provided in EIR Volume 2, Appendix B.  
The analysis in EIR Volume 2, Appendix B, supplements EIR Section 4.9.2.4 and Table 4.9-4. However, it 
does not affect the CEQA analysis for the annexation. Further, it is not the City’s responsibility to determine 
consistency with SBLAFCO policies. For that reason, this analysis is only provided as a preliminary or 
potential consistency analysis. The City offers great deference to SBLAFCO in determining consistency with 
their own policies. In other words, different determinations by SBLAFCO may be made. SBLAFCO has 
unique competence to interpret their own policies when applying them.   

LAFCO 2-6 
The comment provides specific information on the additional policies and factors that SBLAFCO would like 
the City to consider. 
Refer to response to comment LAFCO 2-5 and EIR Volume 2, Appendix B. 

LAFCO 2-7 
The comment provides specific information on the additional policies and factors that SBLAFCO would like 
the City to consider. 
Refer to response to comment LAFCO 2-5 and EIR Volume 2, Appendix B. 

LAFCO 2-8 
The comment provides specific information on the additional policies and factors that SBLAFCO would like 
the City to consider. 
Refer to response to comment LAFCO 2-5 and EIR Volume 2, Appendix B. 

LAFCO 2-9 
The comment provides specific information on the additional policies and factors that SBLAFCO would like 
the City to consider. 
Refer to response to comment LAFCO 2-5 and EIR Volume 2, Appendix B. 

LAFCO 2-10 

The comment provides a summary of the information that is contained in the EIR regarding the provision of 
water supply. After providing this information, the commenter then indicates that SBLAFCO will want to 
better understand any formalized supplemental water agreement before annexation, not after.  
The City has a standard supplemental water agreement that is used when property owners apply to 
purchase supplemental water from the City of Santa Maria. Applications for the purchase of supplemental 
water are reviewed by the City and the City has the discretion to approve or deny applications. In the past, 
the City has elected to not provide supplemental water to proposed commercial development on the 
Richards Ranch site. Prior to the supplemental water agreement being finalized, the City Council would need 
to adopt a Resolution of Application to Initiate Annexation, including Adoption of a Plan for Services 
(Resolution), which would occur after EIR certification. If the Resolution is approved by the City Council, then 
the supplemental water agreement would be developed in draft form. This would occur prior to, and included 
within, the application for review and consideration of approval of the proposed annexation, which would be 
submitted to the SBLAFCO to initiate annexation proceedings. The supplemental water agreement would 
only be finalized if annexation were to be approved by SBLAFCO.  

LAFCO 2-11 

The comment provides input on affordable Housing and the RHNA. As noted in this comment, the EIR 
concludes that the project would not result in substantial unplanned population growth and EIR Section 4.11, 
Population and Housing cites the RHNA from the 5th cycle that covers the period between 2014 to 2022. The 
comment notes that the proposed project would fall under the 6th cycle. SBLAFCO further notes that, as 
mentioned above under Factor (m) discussion regarding the effect on Cities and County in achieving their 
respective fair shares of the regional housing needs would need to be considered by SBLAFCO under the 
6th cycle and SBLAFCO indicates that a transfer of RHNA may be part of property tax exchange negotiation 
process. 
This comment correctly portrays the EIR analysis related to growth inducement. Further, the comment is 
correct that the Draft EIR included reference to the 5th cycle RHNA. Since publication of the Draft EIR, the 6th 
cycle RHNA has been finalized as has the most recent City Housing Element addressing the 6th cycle 
RHNA. The EIR has been updated in this Final EIR to reflect this updated information. The considerations 
that SBLAFCO presents as being with their Responsible Agency responsibilities and the elements that will 
be considered in a possible future tax exchange negotiation process, should the project progress, are noted. 
No further revisions to the EIR are necessary because of this comment. 

LAFCO 2-12 

The comment quotes a section of the EIR that states the following: "While the project is not proposing units 
that are categorized as affordable units through deed restriction, the project does allow for the future housing 
that would provide more affordable options to the community. The project would diversify the range of 
housing types available in the city by increasing the available housing supply for apartments and 
condominiums which are in most cases more affordable than single family dwellings."  The comment further 
notes that no additional analysis is provided that documents the current cost for the proposed housing supply 
type to compare if such diversity and range of types are truly achieving affordability. 
The comment is correct. Additional analysis regarding the current cost for the proposed housing supply type 
is not required to complete a CEQA evaluation. As noted in response to comment LAFCO 2-4, economic or 
social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment, and the focus of the 
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EIR is on “environmental” effects. If SBLAFCO requires additional information regarding the costs of the 
proposed housing supply and/or whether the supply would achieve affordability, this information can be 
provided by the Applicant and/or the City outside of the CEQA process.  

LAFCO 2-13 

The comment notes that an affordable housing component alternative was rejected from the CEQA 
alternatives analysis and quotes the following information from the EIR: "it is important to note that a later 
application could be submitted for this type of development and the City could consider an addendum or 
supplemental analysis to this EIR at that time." The comment notes that other important SBLAFCO policies 
include the importance of affordable housing and economically sound service capabilities and that the 
SBLAFCO Commission at its broad discretion can determine if annexations sufficiently address these topics. 
SBLAFCO further indicates that the City may want to consider greater analysis within the EIR to address 
these topics, including 6th cycle RHNA. 
This comment does not raise a substantive issue relevant to the environmental analysis. It is recognized that 
the SBLAFCO policies reflect a range of competing interests and SBLAFCO is allowed to weigh and balance 
their discretion when applying the agency’s responsibilities. This comment may be relevant for consideration 
in the subsequent project approval process; however, it does not require revisions to the EIR. It should also 
be noted that the Richards Ranch project site is not identified in the most recently adopted City Housing 
Element as a site that is necessary for housing construction for the City to meet its RHNA as allocated by the 
6th cycle.   

LAFCO 2-14 

The comment summarizes sections of the EIR regarding fire and emergency services. In addition, the 
comment references and quotes a Notice of Preparation letter from Deputy Chief Rob Heckman of the 
SBCFD. The letter from the SBCFD indicates that the department does not believe the proposed project is in 
the best interest of the residents and property owners of the Orcutt community and has the potential to result 
in a significant negative impact to public safety. 
The EIR adequately analyzes the need for fire protection facilities and the associated environmental impacts 
of providing those services within the intended scope of CEQA. The analysis of fire protection services 
provided in Section 4.12.5 indicates that the project would not require the provision of new or physically 
altered fire protection facilities due to mutual aid agreements with the SBCFD. Additionally, the annexation of 
the project site into the SMFD jurisdictional boundaries would include coordination with the County and the 
City to identify a fair and appropriate Property Tax Sharing Agreement. It is through this process that 
consideration for the sharing of property tax revenues from the proposed project to support City and County 
services, including fire protection services, would be determined. See also Master Response 1, Public 
Services – Emergency Services. 

LAFCO 2-15 

The comment requests that the City evaluate an alternative which would provide full City services with the 
presumption that providing new infrastructure to serve areas currently not served by the City would alleviate 
the need for multiple service providers for future City residents and businesses. As proposed, upon 
annexation the project site would primarily be served by the City of Santa Maria (e.g., fire services; police 
services; streets, roadways, and other related public works; parks; library; and general governmental 
services). The property owner would also be responsible for providing supplemental water to Golden State 
Water through a supplemental water agreement between the City and Golden State Water. As proposed, 
only water and wastewater services would not be provided by the City. Golden State Water, which already 
has service lines adjacent to the project site underneath Orcutt Road, would deliver water to the project site. 
The applicant has obtained a preliminary Can and Will Serve letter (Dated September 21, 2023) that states 
that Golden State Water Company will be able to provide domestic and fire protection water service to the 
proposed project. The project site would also remain in the service area of the LCSD rather than with the 
City’s wastewater service area and the LCSD has reviewed the project and provided a letter to the applicant 
stating that the LCSD has adequate sewer capacity for the project. SBLAFCO’s request is to consider an 
alternative that would be different than the project as proposed by requiring the extension of the City’s water 
and wastewater service lines to the project site so that full City services could be provided. 
The City has completed an assessment of this alternative by considering what would be required for the 
extension of City-owned and operated water and wastewater service lines. Based upon the analysis 
conducted by the City, the nearest City-owned sewer line is approximately 1.5 miles to the north and the 
nearest water line is located 0.3 miles to the west. Dissimilar to the Golden State Water and LCSD, the City-
operated utility pipelines are not adjacent to the project site. It is not known whether connection to the 
nearest lines would be feasible. If these connections were feasible, connection to these pipelines would 
require the construction of conveyance pipelines to the existing pipelines and the possible enlargement of 
the pipelines that would then need to be connected to. As well, additional infrastructure and/or improvements 
may be required (e.g., pumping stations, treatment, etc.). Further engineering analysis would need to be 
conducted to determine the exact location of new pipeline extensions and system upgrades. 
It is also important to note that Golden State Water currently serves portions of land within the Santa Maria 
city limits (see Figure 4.14-1) as does LCSD (see Figure 4.14-2). The project as proposed would not be 
establishing a new precedent by allowing properties within the city limits to be serviced by utility providers 
not affiliated by the City. 
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The State CEQA Guidelines provide direction for the discussion of alternatives to the project within an EIR. 
Specifically, an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant effects of the project (Section 15126.6(a)). Further, the discussion of alternatives is to 
focus on alternatives to the project which can avoid or substantially lessening any significant effects of the 
project (Section 15126.6(b)). 
All of the improvements that would be necessary for the project site to connect to City water and wastewater 
systems would require ground disturbance which would have the potential to create additional environmental 
impacts beyond what would be required should the project connect to the existing adjacent Golden State 
Water and LCSD infrastructure, including but not limited to the potential to uncover cultural resources and 
new construction activities that would increase air quality and noise effects. While it is not possible to 
determine the extent of these effects without further analysis, the mere potential for these impacts to occur 
means that this alternative would not reduce environmental impacts of the proposed project. Therefore, this 
alternative scenario would not meet CEQA requirements for an alternative that should be evaluated. Further, 
LCSD and Golden State Water have indicated that they are willing and able to serve the project site and the 
proposed development and are supportive of providing services to the project site. Specifically, LCSD has 
adequate wastewater collection, treatment, and discharge capabilities to serve the project and Golden State 
Water has indicated that they will be able to provide domestic and fire protection water service to the project 
site and project.  
For these reasons, the City is not obligated to further consider this alternative within the EIR.   

LAFCO 2-16 

The comment requests that the City outline any specific deed restrictions applicable to the annexation site. 
Deed restrictions are not relevant to the environmental analysis. Further, the City is not aware of deed 
restrictions on the site, but this is not meant to imply they do not exist. If SBLAFCO would like the Applicant 
to provide deed restriction information, this request can be made of the Applicant directly. In this context, it 
should be noted that the project would only move forward to formal SBLAFCO Commission consideration if 
the Santa Maria City Council adopts a Resolution to Initiate Annexation to the City. The City Council has not 
yet made this determination. 

LAFCO 2-17 

The comment indicates that the SBLAFCO Commission has requested the City provide analysis related to 
impacts to the OCP the Program EIR for the OCP. 
It is correct that the EIR does not contain an analysis of consistency with the OCP nor the OCP EIR. It is 
appropriate for the City to exclude consideration of the OCP given the City would be the regulatory authority 
over the project site should the annexation move forward. If annexation were to occur, neither the County’s 
OCP nor the OCP EIR would apply and the City would then have local jurisdictional authority, not the 
County. The analysis requested by the SBLAFCO is not necessary. 
Nonetheless, to provide the information requested by the County of Santa Barbara, the City has conducted a 
preliminary analysis of the project’s consistency with goals, policies, actions, and development standards in 
the County Comprehensive Plan and the OCP that are applicable to the various components of the project 
and the location of Key Site 26, as defined in the OCP. This policy analysis is provided in EIR Volume 2, 
Appendix D.  
The analysis in EIR Volume 2, Appendix D does not affect the CEQA analysis for the annexation, given the 
City would be the regulatory authority over the project site should the annexation be approved by the City 
and the SBLAFCO. Although policy consistency determinations would not result in direct impacts to the 
physical environment beyond the potential impacts identified and addressed in the EIR, the policy 
consistency discussion is provided for informational purposes. Further, it is not the City’s responsibility to 
determine consistency with County policies. For that reason, this analysis is only provided as a preliminary or 
potential consistency analysis. The City offers great deference to the County in determining consistency with 
their own policies. In other words, different determinations by the County may be made if a project like 
Richards Ranch were to be proposed in the County’s jurisdiction without the annexation proposal. The 
County has unique competence to interpret their own policies when applying them. It is also recognized that 
the County policies reflect a range of competing interests; the County should solely be allowed to weigh and 
balance their discretion to construe its policies when applying them. 
In the context of this comment, it is important to note that the OCP EIR was certified in 1997 and the OCP 
was first approved at that time, more than 25 years ago.  

LAFCO 2-18 

The comment indicates that the SBLAFCO Commission has requested that the City provide an analysis 
related to school enrollment impacts resulting from the project. 
The EIR consultant, on behalf of the City, reached out to both OUSD and SMJUHSD to determine if 
additional information was available to predict the need and location of future additional facilities. No 
additional information was provided. As such, it would be speculative to identify school enrollment effects 
and/or the location of future facilities that would serve the students from the Richards Ranch. The SMJUHSD 
indicated that SMJUHSD must accommodate the students generated by the project and would do so at 
Ernest Righetti High and that additional classrooms and support services would be needed at the school site 
to accommodate the project’s student generation. However, SMJUHSD indicated that, due to the unknown 
timeline for project approval and fluctuations in students and timeline, identifying the exact needs would be 
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speculative (SMJUHSD 2023). OUSD did not provide any supplemental information after several attempts by 
the EIR consultant to contact them for supplemental information.  
As recently upheld in Santa Rita Union School District v. City of Salinas (2023) Cal.App.5th Court of Appeal, 
where information from school districts is uncertain and/or vague, it is not necessary to further analyze the 
potential indirect impacts of future school facility development. These effects cannot be further analyzed or 
responded to per State Guidelines Section 15145. The school districts have not provided any substantial 
evidence or information regarding future school sites or any reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental 
impacts of providing school facilities on existing or future school sites.  
Therefore, in conjunction with other plans and funding sources used by the school districts, the payment of 
the state-mandated impact mitigation fees would ensure that the effects of the project on the provision of 
school services would be less than significant. Based on the information provided in the Draft EIR and this 
supplemental information, potential environmental impacts associated with the provision of public schools 
have been adequately evaluated in the EIR. 
See also Master Response 2, Public Services – School Facilities. No further refinements to the analysis 
contained in the EIR are necessary. 

LAFCO 2-19 

The comment indicates that the SBLAFCO Commission would like a better understanding of the City’s 
intentions as they related to the SOI covering the Orcutt community. Specifically, SBLAFCO asks whether 
the City has considered and/or adopted any policies for the existing SOI boundary (e.g., any goals, policies, 
objectives, or implementation programs covering the Orcutt area specifically. 
The City does not have any adopted goals, policies, or similar for the lands outside of the city limits but within 
the SOI boundary. However, the City is currently undergoing a General Plan Update and is addressing 
“Planned Annexation” in the Preferred Land Use Alternative (City of Santa Maria 2023). This Preferred Land 
Use Alternative includes annexing approximately 900 acres east of Highway 101 as part of the General Plan 
Update. However, the Preferred Land Use Alternative does not include annexation of the Orcutt area. The 
Preferred Land Use Alternative has not yet been adopted by the City but has been identified in a recent 
memorandum and community presentations.  
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1.2.6 Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District 
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1.2.6.1 Response to Letter from Santa Barbara County 
Air Pollution Control District 

Comment No. Response 

APCD-1 

The comment introduces the letter from the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD) 
and provides a summary of the project.  
Because this introductory comment does not contain comments on the EIR, no response is necessary. 
It is noted that the City has considered the overall SBCAPCD comment letter. Most comments in the 
SBCAPCD comment letter, including this one, do not affect the findings of the Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gas (GHG) Impact Assessment (EIR Volume 1, Appendix E) and did not result in the need to revise the 
assessment or the EIR analysis (AMBIENT 2022a). However, to support the Final EIR process, additional 
supplemental analyses have been provided to ensure that SBCAPCD’s comments have been addressed for 
the record and to facilitate project consideration by the various agencies involved in deliberation of the 
project and the project decision-making process. The specific results of these analyses are described in the 
following responses. 

APCD-2 

The comment indicates that the SBCAPCD believes that the Air Quality and GHG Impact Assessment (EIR 
Volume 1, Appendix E) and, thus, the EIR does not adequately analyze the project’s impacts for mobile trips. 
Specifically, the commenter asserts that the analysis inappropriately reduces the project’s trip rate by 30%, a 
reduction of approximately 6,233 daily trips, by excluding internal trips. 
Based on the traffic analysis prepared for the EIR (EIR Volume 1, Appendix E), internal trips would be 30% 
of the average daily trips (ADT) or approximately 6,234 daily trips. Based on previous conversations with 
SBCAPCD staff, the SBCAPCD recommended modeling these trips with a trip distance of 0.1 miles to fully 
quantify the emissions of the project. Using the suggested trip distance of 0.1 miles per trip and assuming 
that all trips would be by motor vehicle, internal trips would account for 623.43 VMT per day or an estimated 
total of 226,928.52 VMT per year.  
The emissions presented in the EIR’s Air Quality and GHG Impact Assessment (EIR Volume 1, Appendix E) 
were conservatively based on the “unmitigated” values identified in the CalEEMod output for mobile sources. 
The analysis did not reflect emission reductions associated with the project’s proximity to local transit or 
improved pedestrian network, which is part of the project design. The inclusion of these features would 
reduce the projects annual VMT by 3,157,141 annually, which would more than offset internal trips. 
Reductions in project VMT associated with the project’s proximity to local transit and improved pedestrian 
network are summarized in Table APCD-1. 
An analysis has been prepared using a more conservative internal trip assumption of 19%. This analysis 
provides VMT estimates that are more conservative trip generation estimates, internal trips, and updated 
factors for the pass-by trips from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual. The 
results of supplemental analysis calculations are compared to the EIR calculations as shown in 
Table APCD-1.  

Table APCD-1. Internal VMT Calculations 

Scenario Residential Commercial Internal Total 

October 2022 Traffic and Circulation Study Calculations  
(30% Internal & Default Pass-By Factors) 

VMT without Transit and Pedestrian 
Adjustments 4,236,315 10,447,366 0 14,683,681 

VMT with Transit and Pedestrian 
Adjustments 3,325,464 8,201,076 0 11,526,540 

Reduction with Transit and Pedestrian Adjustments 3,157,141 

Project Calculations in Support of Response to Comments  
(19% Internal & Current ITE Pass-By Factors) 

VMT without Transit and Pedestrian 
Adjustments 4,604,874 10,487,524 146,475 15,238,873 

VMT with Transit and Pedestrian 
Adjustments 3,614,826 8,232,707 146,475 11,994,008 

Reduction with Transit and Pedestrian Adjustments 3,244,865 

Source: ATE (2023; EIR Volume 2, Appendix A) 
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The emissions presented in the EIR and the Air Quality and GHG Impact Assessment (EIR Volume 1, 
Appendix E) are conservatively based on the “unmitigated” values identified in the CalEEMod output for 
mobile sources. The analysis did not reflect emission reductions associated with the project’s proximity to 
local transit or improved pedestrian network, which are a part of the project design. 
As described in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the frontage of Orcutt Road along the commercial sites 
would be widened and sidewalks and bike lanes would be provided. Additionally, pedestrian connections 
would be provided between the sidewalks on UVP and the proposed retail uses/buildings as well as between 
the sidewalks on UVP and the proposed residential buildings. The project as depicted in the conceptual site 
plan would incorporate the inclusion of two city public transit bus stops as part of its design strategy to 
improve accessibility to public transportation. These bus stops are strategically positioned to encourage 
greater usage of public transit, aiming to reduce the reliance on individual vehicles and consequently lower 
the overall VMT associated with the project.  
The inclusion of these features would reduce the projects annual VMT by 3,157,141 annually, which would 
more than offset internal trips. Reductions in project VMT associated with the project’s proximity to local 
transit and improved pedestrian network are summarized in Table APCD-1. The VMT reductions for both the 
October 2022 Traffic and Circulation Study VMT calculations and the more recent calculations completed in 
support of the response to comments for the project are also presented in Table APCD-1. 
Additionally, the inclusion of internal trip emissions of criteria air pollutants and reductions associated with 
the project’s proximity to transit and inclusion of pedestrian network have been quantified and are depicted in 
Table APCD-2 (this table corresponds with EIR Table 4.2-6 in Section 4.2, Air Quality).  

Table APCD-2. Supplemental Daily Operational Air Pollutant Emissions 

Category 

ROG NOX CO SO2 
FUG 
PM10 

EXH 
PM10 

TOT 
PM10 

FUG 
PM2.5 

EXH 
PM2.5 

TOT 
PM2.5 

lbs/day 

Area1,2 16.73 0.47 40.83 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.00 0.23 0.23 

Energy2 0.36 3.17 2.08 0.02 0.00 0.25 0.25 0.00 0.25 0.25 

Mobile External 
Trips3 

23.88 20.55 153.08 0.22 24.35 0.19 24.54 6.50 0.18 6.68 

Mobile Internal Trips4 0.10 0.22 1.53 0.00 0.48 0.00 0.48 0.13 0.00 0.13 

Total 41.07 24.41 197.52 0.24 24.83 0.67 25.50 6.63 0.65 7.28 

SBCAPCD 
Significance 
Thresholds (All 
Sources) 

240 240 - - - - 80 - - - 

Exceeds Significance 
Thresholds? 

No No - - - - No - - - 

Mobile Total 23.98 20.77 154.61 0.22 24.83 0.19 25.02 6.63 0.18 6.81 

SBCAPCD 
Significance 
Thresholds (Mobile 
Sources) 

25 25 - - - - - - - - 

Exceeds Significance 
Thresholds? 

No No - - - - - - - - 

Source: AMBIENT (2023; EIR Volume 2, Appendix E) 

Notes: FUG = Fugitive; EXH = Exhaust; TOT = Total; N/A = Not applicable 
1 Includes default VOC emissions for architectural coatings. 
2 Based on corrected Square Footage derived from project site plan. 
3 Includes reduction for existing transit stop near project site and site design elements for incorporation of pedestrian 
access. 

4 Based on 623.43 miles per day traveled within the project site. 
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As depicted, daily operational emissions would total approximately 41.07 pounds/day of ROG, 24.41 
pounds/day of NOx, and 25.50 pounds/day of PM10. While mobile source emissions would total 23.98 
pounds/day of ROG and 20.77 pounds/day of NOx. Estimated daily operational emissions from all sources of 
ROG, NOX, and PM10 would not exceed the SBCAPCD operational thresholds of 240 pounds/day for ROG 
or NOx; 25 pounds per day of ROG or NOX from mobile sources; or 80 pounds/day for PM10. As a result, 
this impact would remain less than significant. 
The inclusion of internal trip emissions of GHGs and reductions associated with the project’s proximity to 
transit and inclusion of pedestrian network have also been quantified and are depicted in Table APCD-3 
(this table corresponds with EIR Table 4.2-8 in Section 4.2, Air Quality).  

Table APCD-3. Supplemental Operational GHG Emissions 

Emission Source 

Emissions (MTCO2e/Year) Residential & Commercial 

2027 2030 

Area1 6.2 6.2 

Energy1 925.6 880.1 

Mobile2 3,866.3 3,639.8 

Mobile Internal Trips3 66.6 61.3 

Waste 158.7 158.7 

Water 50.0 46.3 

Total Operational Emissions: 5,073.4 4,792.4 

Amortized Construction Emissions: 126.2 126.2 

Total with Amortized Construction 
Emissions: 

5,199.6 4,918.6 

Service Population (SP)4: 1,802 1,802 

MTCO2e/SP: 2.9 2.7 

Locally-Appropriate GHG Efficiency 
Significance Threshold: 

n/a 3.4 

Exceeds Threshold? n/a No 

Source: AMBIENT (2023; EIR Volume 2, Appendix E) 

Note: GHG = Greenhouse gas; SP = Service population; MTCO2e = Metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
1 Based on corrected Square Footage derived from project site plan. 
2 Includes reduction for existing transit stop near project site and site design elements for incorporation of pedestrian 
access. 

3 Based on 623.43 miles per day traveled within the project site. 
4 Service population was quantified based on employment and population estimates obtained from CalEEMod and ITE. 

 
As depicted in Table APCD-3, GHG emissions would total approximately 5,199.6 MTCO2e during the 
opening year and 4,918.6 MTCO2e in 2030. The calculated GHG efficiency value for the proposed project, 
without mitigation, would be 2.9 MTCO2e/SP/yr in 2027 and 2.7 MTCO2e/SP/yr in 2030.  
Further, it should be noted that the following revisions have been included on page 4.2-25 of EIR Section 4.2 
to account for more accurate service population projections associated with the proposed project: 

Using the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2020 persons-per-household of 3.73, the project is 
estimated to generate 1,846 new residents (see EIR Table 4.11-6, Summary of 
Estimated Project-Related Population Growth, 3.73 x 495 = 1,846). In addition to the 
permanent population introduced by the project, the development would also bring 
additional employees to the area. Proposed commercial uses include drive-through 
commercial spaces, a retail center, corner gas station, and mini storage. Potential for job 
creation would depend on the exact nature and type of commercial uses developed. 
However, the based on an estimate developed by the Applicant, approximately 485 new 
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jobs are expected to be created. In total, these numbers bring the estimated service 
population to 2,331. 

As such, the GHG service population efficiency estimates have been updated accordingly. See EIR 
Table 4.2-8 in Section 4.2, Air Quality. 
As a result, the proposed project would not be considered to generate GHG emission, either directly or 
indirectly, that would have a significant impact on the environment. Implementation of the proposed project 
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to impacts related to GHG emissions or climate 
change. This impact would remain less than significant. 
In summary, with the inclusions of internal site trips and additional reductions associated with the project’s 
proximity to existing transit services and inclusion of pedestrian improvements, project-generated emissions 
would remain below applicable operational emissions thresholds for ROG, NOx, PM10, and GHG. However, 
it is important to note that the air quality and GHG analysis was conservatively based on the default pass-by 
trip rates identified in CalEEMod. Based on the 2022 Traffic and Circulation Study (EIR Volume 1, 
Appendix C) prepared for the proposed project, several of the proposed land uses within the project would 
have higher pass-by trip rates than the defaults contained in CalEEMod (See Table 5 of EIR Volume 1, 
Appendix C). These higher pass-by rates are reflected in the supplemental CalEEMod analysis completed 
for the project, which is provided as EIR Volume 2, Appendix E. It is also important to note that the 2022 
Traffic and Circulation Study (EIR Volume 1, Appendix C) prepared for the proposed project also noted that 
the project would reduce countywide VMT by 43,303 VMT (See Table 22 of EIR Volume 1, Appendix C). The 
reduction is the result of the current lack of retail service in the area and the mixed-use nature of the project. 
This reduction of emissions associated with this estimated reduction in regional VMT would result in further 
reductions in project-generated emissions. 
As demonstrated in Tables APCD-2 and APCD-3, the emission results from the supplemental CalEEMod 
analysis are lower than the emission results disclosed in the EIR analysis (see EIR Tables 4.2-6 and 4.2-8 in 
Section 4.2, Air Quality). Therefore, the analysis presented in the EIR is conservative, and no revisions are 
required as a result of this comment. 

APCD-3 

The comment indicates that internal trips, trips that originate and end within the project site, emit air pollution 
and should not be subtracted from the project’s trip rate. Also, the comment indicates that the SBCAPCD 
believes that the traffic and circulation study is going to be updated.  
The comments received on the traffic and circulation study prepared and circulated as part of the Draft EIR 
(EIR Volume 1, Appendix E) did not result in the need to revise the traffic and circulation study.  
Further, for the annexation proposed by the Applicant to occur, first, the City would approve an annexation 
resolution for the project, which would subsequently be submitted to SBLAFCO for approval as a responsible 
agency. If the SBLAFCO were to approve the annexation, future project buildout would require individual 
Planned Development Permit applications for development. These applications would be discretionarily 
reviewed by the City at the time they are received to ensure they are consistent with the zoning and have 
been adequately evaluated under CEQA. For these reasons, the exact project components could be 
adjusted in the future as the project is considered in these various approval processes.  
Additionally, refer to response to comment APCD-2 regarding how trip rates and inclusion of internal trips 
was addressed appropriately within the analysis. 

APCD-4 

The comment notes that project emissions are very close to exceeding several thresholds of significance 
and then further reiterates that if the traffic study, including consideration of internal trips, is revised, revisions 
to the conclusions of the analysis may be required. Additional information is also provided in the comment 
about the resources and references that air quality and GHG analyses should use in assessing air quality 
and GHG impacts.  
Refer to response to comment APCD-2 regarding the approach used to address internal trips. 

APCD-5 

The comment notes that subsequent CEQA review for the gas stations will be required to support SBCAPCD 
permit issuance. This additional project-specific information will be required when the development plans for 
the gas stations are available. Specifically, SBCAPCD states that gas station projects are required to 
prepare a health risk assessment to determine the potential level of risk associated with the emission of toxic 
air contaminants (TACs) from its operations. The comment notes that the EIR does not include an evaluation 
of potential health risk impacts or quantify operational emissions from fugitive reactive organic compounds 
(ROCs) and that the City should evaluate whether subsequent project-specific CEQA review is required for a 
gas station when processing land use permits for future individual development proposals. 
The proposed project as depicted in the conceptual site plan includes an approximate 10-pump gasoline-
dispensing station. Exposure to gasoline-dispensing station emissions may lead to adverse health impacts 
for individuals nearby. Associated pollutants of primary concern are largely associated with potential 
releases of benzene, as well as other pollutants, such as toluene, xylenes, naphthalene, propylene, and n-
Hexane. The proposed gasoline-dispensing station would be subject to the SBCAPCD permitting 
requirements for stationary emission sources. As part of the SBCAPCD’s permit review process, a health 
risk assessment would be conducted to characterize potential cancer and noncancer health impacts to the 
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public. If associated health impacts exceed the SBCAPCD’s health risk thresholds, the facility would be 
required to reduce potential health impacts. 
For the annexation proposed by the Applicant to occur, first, the City would approve an annexation resolution 
for the project, which would subsequently be submitted to SBLAFCO for approval as a responsible agency. If 
the SBLAFCO were to approve the annexation, future project buildout would require individual Planned 
Development Permit applications for development. These applications would be discretionarily reviewed by 
the City at the time they are received to ensure they are consistent with the zoning and have been 
adequately evaluated under CEQA.  
Given the first approval under consideration by the City will be the annexation, the site plan that has been 
prepared is only conceptual at this time to facilitate review under CEQA. Detailed project-specific information 
(e.g., daily/annual throughput, operational hours/days, fuel type) is not yet available that would support the 
preparation of a health risk assessment for the proposed facility. However, based on health risk 
assessments prepared for similar-sized facilities and the distance to the nearest land uses, predicted health 
risks would not be anticipated to exceed SBCAPCD’s significance thresholds. For instance, a health risk 
assessment recently completed for a larger 12-pump, high volume, gasoline dispensing station identified a 
maximum predicted off-site cancer risk of 1.5 in a million and a non-cancer hazard index of 0.09 at distances 
roughly equivalent to that of the proposed project (City of Seaside 2020). Other similar gasoline-dispensing 
station projects have, likewise, concluded potential health risks to have a less-than-significant impact 
(County of Santa Barbara 2019; City of Novato 2021).  
In addition, the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (2005) recommends 
siting sensitive land uses, such as residences, at least 50 feet from typical gasoline-dispensing stations and 
at least 300 feet from large gasoline dispensing stations to adequately reduce potential health risks. The 
nearest existing or proposed residential land uses would be in excess of 300 feet from the proposed 
gasoline-dispensing station. Based on the proposed site plan, the nearest sensitive land uses would be 
located approximately 358 feet from the proposed gas station. For these reasons, the proposed gasoline 
dispensing station would not exceed SBCAPCD’s corresponding significance thresholds of 10 in a million for 
cancer risk or a hazard index of 1 and would be considered to have a less-than-significant long-term impact. 
Compliance with current SBCAPCD permitting requirements would also help to ensure that potential health 
risks remain below applicable significance thresholds. 

APCD-6 

The comment notes a discrepancy in the project size characterized in the Draft EIR.  
To support processing of the proposed annexation application received by the City, the Applicant prepared a 
conceptual site plan, which underwent several iterations before it was finalized for EIR analysis purposes. 
The Air Quality and GHG Impact Assessment (EIR Volume 1, Appendix E), was prepared when a prior site 
plan was being considered. However, as finalized, the EIR project description considers a maximum buildout 
of 106,800 square feet of retail commercial uses and a 39,500–square foot mini-storage complex on 16.35 
acres of the project site, as well as 400 apartments and 95 townhomes on the remaining 27.40 acres. 
Because the site plan is conceptual at this time and the only application under consideration at this juncture 
is the annexation, the City has not required each of the technical reports to be updated to the exact square 
footage depicted by the conceptual site plan.  
EIR Table S-1, Summary of Proposed Conceptual Development Plan Buildout, on page S-2 of the EIR; the 
Project Description on page 2-8; and EIR Table 2-6, Conceptual Future Project Buildout Schedule, on 
page 2-13 are all correct in listing the maximum potential commercial buildout of the project as 106,800 
square feet. Any erroneous notations of the project’s commercial square footage that are not consistent with 
this have been corrected in the EIR. The several locations of text in the Draft EIR that that did not correctly 
reference 106,800 square feet of commercial development were typographical errors and have been 
corrected in this Final EIR. These corrections do not change any of the significance determinations for the 
environmental issues areas analyzed throughout Chapter 4 of the EIR.  
The corrected commercial square footage is reflected in the supplemental CalEEMod analysis completed for 
the project, which is provided as EIR Volume 2, Appendix E. The inclusion of the additional commercial 
square footage would result in an increase of 0.1 lbs/day of ROG and 0.01 lbs/day of CO associated 
primarily with emissions from area sources and energy use. This same increase in square footage would 
result in an increase in GHG emissions of 4.9 MTCO2e/year. Inclusion of the additional square footage 
would not result in increased emissions of other pollutants (e.g., PM10, PM2.5, NOX). Furthermore, because 
the emissions modeling was consistent with the vehicle trip-generation rates noted in the traffic report, the 
additional square footage would not result in increased emissions from mobile sources. The revised model 
outputs have been included in Tables APCD-2 and APCD-3, provided in response APCD-2 above. As noted 
in Table APCD-2, estimated daily operational emissions from all sources of ROG, NOX, and PM10 would not 
exceed the SBCAPCD operational thresholds of 240 pounds/day for ROG or NOx; 25 pounds per day of 
ROG or NOX from mobile sources; or 80 pounds/day for PM10. As noted in Table APCD-3, the GHG 
efficiency estimate of 2.7 MTCO2e/SP would not exceed the significance threshold of 3.4 MTCO2e/SP. As a 
result, long-term operational air quality and GHG impacts would remain less than significant. 
As demonstrated in Tables APCD-2 and APCD-3, the emission results from the supplemental CalEEMod 
analysis are lower than the emission results disclosed in the EIR analysis (see EIR Tables 4.2-6 and 4.2-8 in 



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report  Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on the 2022 Draft EIR 

1.2-63 

Comment No. Response 

Section 4.2, Air Quality). Therefore, the analysis presented in the EIR is conservative, and no revisions are 
required because of this comment. 

APCD-7 

The comment states that the analysis has assumed the project will only use low volatile organic compound 
(VOC) paint with a VOC content not to exceed 50 grams per liter. The SBCAPCD indicates that this VOC 
content is stricter than what is required by SBCAPCD rules. As such, the comment indicates that the City 
should set a condition of approval that the VOC content of 50 grams per liter is not exceeded for all 
architectural coatings (including interior paint, exterior paint, and parking lot striping) used throughout the life 
of the project. 
The initial CalEEMod emissions modeling for the project contained low VOC paints as mitigation for all land 
uses. However, the residential land uses were also run with low VOC’s paints as the standard for 
architectural coatings. Adjusting the modeling to use paints with the default VOC emissions factors contained 
in CalEEMod for Santa Barbara County resulted in an increase of 0.21 lbs/day of ROG (reactive organic 
gases)/VOC emissions from area sources. This adjustment to the emissions modeling would not result in 
increased emissions of other pollutants. The revised model outputs have been included in Table APCD-2. As 
noted in Table APCD-2 estimated daily operational emissions from all sources of ROG, NOX, and PM10 
would not exceed the SBCAPCD operational thresholds of 240 pounds/day for ROG or NOx; 25 pounds per 
day of ROG or NOX from mobile sources; or 80 pounds/day for PM10. As a result, this adjustment to the 
emissions modeling would not result in a change to the impact conclusions noted in the report. Operational 
air quality impacts would remain less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 
It is also important to note that when initially running the CalEEMod emissions model, various mitigation 
measures are typically selected not knowing how the modeled emissions will compare to the significance 
thresholds to avoid having to subsequently rerun the emissions model to analyze the effects of mitigation 
measures. Although CalEEMod emissions modeling conducted for this project included evaluation of 
emissions associated with the use of low-VOC content architectural coatings, uncontrolled emissions of 
ROG/VOC were determined to not exceed the applicable significance thresholds. As a result, although 
various mitigation measures may be identified in the emissions modeling output files, implementation of 
mitigation measures to reduce emissions below the ROG/VOC significance threshold, such as the use of 
low-VOC content architectural coatings, would not be required. 

APCD-8 

The comment indicates that the air quality and GHG analysis contained in the EIR has assumed that all 
diesel offroad construction equipment will be equipped with Tier 4 Final engines and that the City should 
ensure that the use of Tier 4 Final engine emissions standards for all construction equipment is made a 
condition of approval for the project. 
When initially running the CalEEMod emissions model, various mitigation measures are typically selected 
not knowing how the modeled emissions will compare to the significance thresholds to avoid having to 
subsequently rerun the emissions model to analyze the effects of selected mitigation measures. Although 
CalEEMod emissions modeling included evaluation of emissions associated with the use of Tier 4 off-road 
equipment, uncontrolled construction-generated emissions were determined, based on the modeling 
conducted, to not exceed the applicable significance thresholds. As a result, implementation of mitigation 
measures to reduce construction-generated emissions below the significance thresholds, including the use 
of Tier 4 off-road equipment, would not be required. However, the analysis recognizes that nuisance impacts 
could potentially occur associated primarily with the generation of fugitive dust. Mitigation measures for the 
control of fugitive dust have been included. Additional mitigation measures, including the use of newer off-
road equipment meeting Tier 3 emissions standards, were also included. With proposed mitigation, this 
impact was determined to be less than significant.  

APCD-9 

The comment indicates that the discussion on page 4.2-27 in the EIR and also presented in EIR Table 4.2-5, 
Annual Construction Emissions without Mitigation, cites the 25 ton per year threshold applied to construction 
emissions as “SBCAPCD Significance Thresholds.” The comment notes that SBAPCD does not have 
adopted CEQA thresholds for short-term/construction emissions and that, if the 25 ton per year threshold is 
used by a lead agency on a project-specific basis, the lead agency should cite the threshold as the lead 
agencies, not the District’s. The comment concludes by asking that a revision occur to the EIR. 
References to the construction thresholds within text and tables have been revised within this Final EIR to 
address this comment.  

APCD-10 

The comment indicates that the GHG summary of the impacts and mitigation measures on page S-6 of the 
EIR (for GHG Impact 1) states that “the project would not generate greenhouse gas emissions above 
established SBCAPCD thresholds.” The comment further requests that the statement be revised to reflect 
that the EIR relies on a local efficiency threshold for determination of the significance of GHG, not an 
SBCAPCD threshold. 
References to the thresholds have been corrected throughout the EIR to address this comment. 

APCD-11 
The comment states that the TACs section on page 4.2-31 of the EIR should include a general discussion of 
the impacts and potential risks to sensitive receptors associated with TACs emitted from a gas station and 
other uses than may emit TACs. 
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The evaluation of TACs on page 4.2-31 and 4.2-32 of the EIR has been revised to include the following 
additional discussion: 

The project includes a proposed 10-pump gasoline-dispensing station. Exposure to 
gasoline dispensing station emissions may lead to adverse health impacts for individuals 
nearby. Associated pollutants of primary concern are largely associated with potential 
releases of benzene, which is a known carcinogen, as well as other pollutants, such as 
toluene, xylenes, naphthalene, propylene, and n-Hexane. Acute exposure to such 
pollutants, particularly Benzene, can result in irritation of skin, eyes, and the respiratory 
tract, as well as central nervous system depression and abnormal heart rhythm. Longer-
term exposure to benzene may cause anemia, alterations to the immune system, and 
cancer. 
To reduce potential health risks, the California Air Resources Board’s Air Quality and 
Land Use Handbook (2005) recommends siting sensitive land uses, such as residences, 
at least 50 feet from typical gasoline-dispensing stations and at least 300 feet from large 
gasoline dispensing stations to adequately reduce potential health risks (CARB 2005). 
The nearest existing or proposed residential land uses would be more than 300 feet 
from the proposed gasoline-dispensing station. Based on the proposed site plan, the 
nearest sensitive land uses would be located approximately 358 feet from the proposed 
gas station. For this reason, the proposed gasoline-dispensing station would not be 
anticipated to exceed SBCAPCD’s corresponding significance thresholds of 10 in a 
million for cancer risk or a hazard index of 1 and would be considered to have a less-
than-significant long-term impact. It is also important to note that the proposed gasoline-
dispensing station would be subject to the SBCAPCD permitting requirements for 
stationary emission sources. As part of the SBCAPCD’s permit review process, a health 
risk assessment would be conducted to characterize potential cancer and noncancer 
health impacts to the public. If associated health impacts exceed the SBCAPCD’s health 
risk thresholds, the facility would be required to reduce potential health impacts. 

APCD-12 

The comment indicates that certain projects have the potential to cause odor impacts because of the nature 
of the operation and their location and further requests that that the discussion of the project’s odor impacts 
on page 4.2-32 of the EIR include a discussion of potential odor issues from the operation of a gas station, 
fast-food restaurants, and other uses that could result in nuisance odors. 
The odor impact analysis on page 4.2-33 of the EIR has been revised, as follows: 

The proposed project would not result in the installation of any equipment or processes 
that would be considered major odor emission sources. However, the proposed project 
would include land uses that may result in emissions of odors that may intermittently be 
detectable at nearby land uses for brief periods of time (e.g., minutes). Such land uses 
include proposed restaurants and the gasoline-dispensing facility. These proposed land 
uses would generally be located away from and more than approximately 65 feet from 
the nearest residential land uses. Odors from such land uses are typically intermittent 
and disperse rapidly with increased distance from the source. As a result, odors emitted 
from these land uses would not be anticipated to result in a frequent exposure of a 
substantial number of people to odors. However, Construction of the proposed project 
would involve the use of a variety of gasoline or diesel-powered equipment that would 
emit exhaust fumes. Exhaust fumes, particularly diesel exhaust, may be considered 
objectionable by some people. In addition, pavement coatings and architectural coatings 
used during project construction would also emit temporary odors. However, 
construction-generated emissions would occur intermittently throughout the workday 
and would dissipate rapidly with increasing distance from the source. In addition, the 
project would be required to comply with SBCAPCD Rule 303 that prohibits the 
discharge of air contaminants or other material that would cause injury, detriment, 
nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons. As a result, short-term 
construction activities the proposed project would not expose a substantial number of 
people to frequent odorous emissions. For these reasons, potential exposure of 
sensitive receptors to odorous emissions would be considered less than significant. 

APCD-13 

In addition to the comment letter on the Draft EIR, the SBAPCD provides a second letter that includes 
detailed information on regulatory requirements, suggested conditions of approval, and best practices that 
SBAPCD recommends be included as conditions of approval in the future land use permit issuance.  
The City appreciates this detailed information. Because this information does not contain comments on the 
EIR and is provided in consideration of future permits that may be issued by the City if the project 
progresses, no response is necessary. While this is not a comment specifically on the analysis contained in 
the EIR, this comment may be relevant for consideration in the project approval process. All comments 
received during the EIR public review process will be made available through their publication in this Final 
EIR.  
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 RESPONSE TO LETTER FROM COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 

Comment No. Response 

CoSB-1 

The comment introduces the letters from the County of Santa Barbara and notes that the comment 
package includes letters from the County Fire Department (SBCFD), Planning and Development 
Department (SBPDD), and the Public Works Department (SBPWT). 
Because this introductory comment does not contain comments on the EIR, no response is necessary. 

CoSB-2 

The comment summarizes that SBPDD has summarized concerns regarding the Project Background 
and Overview, Supplemental Water, Aesthetics, Historic Resources, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, Land Use and Planning, Noise, Recreation, Public Services, Traffic and Greenhouse Gases, 
and No Project Alternative. 
The specific comments of and responses to the SBPDD letter are provided in Section 1.1.2.2.  

CoSB-3 
The comment summarized that the SBPWT has also identified several concerns with the ATE Updated 
Traffic and Circulation Study. 
The specific comments of and responses to the SBPWT letter are provided in Section 1.1.2.3. 

CoSB-4 

The comment summarizes that SBCFD indicates that the annexation is not in the best interest of the 
residents and property owners of the unincorporated Orcutt community. Further, the SBCFD 
recommends that any annexation proposal keep the current parcels within the Santa Barbara County 
Fire Protection District, as detailed in SBCFD’s letter. 
The specific comments of and responses to the SBCFD letter are provided in Section 1.1.2.4. 

CoSB-5 

The comment provides a conclusion to the transmittal letter, noting contacts for each of the 
departmental representatives.  
This conclusion to the transmittal letter does not contain comments on the EIR; therefore, no response 
is necessary. 
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1.2.7.2 County of Santa Barbara Planning and Development 
Department 
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 RESPONSE TO LETTER FROM COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Comment No. Response 

SBPDD-1 
The comment states that SBPDD has reviewed the Draft EIR and includes a brief, high-level 
description of the proposed project.  
Because this introductory comment does not contain comments on the EIR, no response is necessary. 

SBPDD-2 

The comment states that the EIR fails to include a description of the approved Specific Plan on the 
property (83-SP-1), the Final EIR and Supplemental EIR prepared for the Specific Plan, or the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the demolition of the existing house on the project site in 
Section 2.3, Chapter 3, or related issue area analysis sections.  
The approved County of Santa Barbara Specific Plan referenced by the commenter (83-SP-1) would 
not apply to the project site if the property were to be annexed into the City of Santa Maria and, 
therefore, it is not relevant to the City’s analysis of the project under CEQA. The Specific Plan would 
not be applicable to the proposed project as the project includes an annexation and pre-zoning of the 
project site into the City of Santa Maria; therefore, the Specific Plan is not included in Chapter 4, 
Environmental Impact Analysis. However, in response to the County and SBLAFCO comments on the 
Draft EIR, the City also provided additional information to compare alternatives in a Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR (PRDEIR), which was published and recirculated in January 2024. In the 
revised Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, the City considers a “No Project/No Annexation with OCP 
Buildout” alternative, which considers the comparative environmental effects of anticipated 
development under the current County OCP. Under this alternative, the project as proposed would not 
be approved and annexation of the project site into the City of Santa Maria would not occur. Analysis 
of this alternative considers the OCP envisioned development of the project site with 141 single-family 
residential or multifamily units, 60,000 square feet of general commercial, 30,000 square feet of office-
professional spaces, and approximately 12 acres of open space and recreational uses (County of 
Santa Barbara 2022). 
Further, the EIR has been revised to include a description of the previously prepared Mitigated 
Negative Declaration prepared for the demolition of the existing house on the project site in Section 
4.4, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources.  

SBPDD-3 

The comment provides information that is provided in the EIR and then notes that annexation is not a 
prerequisite to or requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies.  
The commenter is correct that annexation is not a prerequisite to allowing for the use of supplemental 
water supplies. The objective cited by the commenter is modified in this EIR to provide this clarity. The 
decision to provide supplemental water is at the discretion of the City. In the past, the City has elected 
to not provide supplemental water to proposed commercial development on the Richards Ranch site. 
As well, additional information regarding water supply is provided in Master Response 6, Water 
Supply. 

SBPDD-4 

The comment states that the project would present a potentially significant environmental impact if it 
would conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect. Then, the comment indicates that the EIR does not analyze 
potentially significant impacts related to aesthetic and visual resources. Further, the comment quotes a 
section of the EIR related to visual resources indicating that the County has identified both SR 135 and 
UVP as public view corridors that provide prominent views of the area (County of Santa Barbara 2020). 
The statement that the EIR does not analyze potentially significant impacts related to aesthetic and 
visual resources is incorrect. Section 4.1, Aesthetics, provides a thorough analysis of the potentially 
significant aesthetic and visual resources that would result from the proposed development depicted in 
the conceptual site plan. The statement quoted by the commenter is correct; the County has identified 
both SR 135 and UVP as public view corridors and this classification has been considered in the 
analysis in Section 4.1.  
As identified in the EIR, the existing visual character of the project site predominantly includes a 
vacant, relatively flat area covered with low-lying non-native grasses and scattered native scrub 
vegetation. Two large non-native eucalyptus windrows and numerous individual eucalyptus trees are 
present mostly along the south side and north side of UVP frontage, and along the eastern border of 
the project site north of UVP. Section 4.1 of the EIR discloses that future build-out of the proposed 
project would include the removal of all or most of the existing vegetation on-site to accommodate 
development, resulting in a notable change in the existing visual character of the project site by 
inhabitants of the surrounding residential land uses as well as motorists, cyclists, and pedestrians 
traveling along SR 135, UVP, Orcutt Road, Hummel Drive, Mooncrest Lane, and other public 
roadways.  
The project, including the pre-zoning of the project site to PD/C-2 for retail commercial and PD/R-3 for 
high density residential development as shown in the conceptual development plan, would be 
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consistent with the existing and proposed zoning and land use designations. Any proposed future 
development at the project site would require discretionary Planned Development entitlements that 
would be required to adhere to the guidance set forth in City Municipal Code Section 12-39 for design 
review, ensuring height and setback requirements are met and all structures are visually 
complementary to surrounding uses. Additionally, City Municipal Code Section 12-44 provides 
landscape standards to ensure the installation of landscape features that provide the appropriate 
buffers to soften views of new buildings. With adherence to the City’s development and landscape 
standards, project implementation would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the project site and its surroundings, nor conflict with applicable zoning and 
other regulations governing scenic quality. Therefore, the EIR determines that the project would result 
in less-than-significant impacts related to aesthetic resources. 
Additional information regarding aesthetics is also provided in Master Response 10, Aesthetics. 

SBPDD-5 

The comment provides additional comments on the aesthetic and visual resource analysis. The 
comment introduces the OCP EIR and indicates that the OCP EIR, for which the lead agency was the 
County of Santa Barbara, identifies significant and unavoidable aesthetic impacts related to 
fragmentation of continuous open space, including on Key Site 26, which is the same property as the 
project site.  
The OCP EIR referenced by the commenter was certified by the County of Santa Barbara and the 
County adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the significant impacts identified in the 
EIR to approve the OCP. According to the Visual Resources/Open Space Section of the OCP EIR 
(Section 5.15), “Because potential development allowed in the proposed Orcutt Community Plan would 
result in a permanent loss of open space areas, the fragmentation of scenic and natural resources, the 
degradation of scenic view corridors, the extension of the urban perimeter into rural areas and the 
transformation of the Orcutt area from semi-rural to urban, impacts to visual resources remain Class I, 
significant and unavoidable.”  
Since the approval of the OCP, the County has approved many projects in the Orcutt area, which has 
resulted in further development of the area since the EIR was developed and certified. The existing 
conditions present when the OCP EIR was developed are different than the current setting. The 
baseline and existing setting for the Richards Ranch EIR and its associated technical analyses is the 
time at which the Notice of Preparation was issued for the EIR (early 2022). The OCP EIR was 
certified in July 1997, almost 25 years prior to the Notice of Preparation for the Richards Ranch EIR. In 
addition, different lead agencies are free to conclude differently depending upon their individual 
regulatory context and the information available to them. Also, CEQA case law has evolved 
significantly in the past 25 years with more clarification and limitation regarding what should be 
considered a “significant” aesthetic impact within a CEQA analysis. For these reasons, the fact that the 
County found a significant and unavoidable impact to visual resources and open space when 
conducting an environmental analysis for the OCP almost 25 years ago does not affect the conclusions 
of the Richards Ranch EIR. No revisions to the EIR are necessary in response to this comment.  

SBPDD-6 

The comment indicates that several mitigation measures that apply to Key Site 26 were adopted in the 
OCP EIR related to Impact VIS-8. 
The City does not disagree with this comment. However, because the City is analyzing the potential of 
the site to be annexed into the City of Santa Maria, these mitigation measures would not apply if the 
annexation were to be approved, as the City would then have local jurisdictional authority, not the 
County. For that reason, modifications to the EIR are not necessary. See also Master Response 10, 
Aesthetics, and response to comment SBPDD-4. 

SBPDD-7 

The comment indicates that many mitigation measures were also incorporated into the County’s OCP 
in the form of policies and regulations, like the development standards contained in DevStd KS26-3. 
The City does not disagree with this comment. However, because the City is analyzing the potential of 
the site to be annexed into the City of Santa Maria, these policies and development standards would 
not apply if the annexation were to be approved, as the City would then have local jurisdictional 
authority, not the County. For that reason, modifications to the EIR are not necessary. See also Master 
Response 10, Aesthetics, and response to comment SBPDD-4. 
It should also be noted that in response to the County and SBLAFCO comments on the Draft EIR, the 
City also provided additional information to compare alternatives in a PRDEIR, which was published 
and circulated from January 31 to March 15, 2024. In the revised Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, the 
City considers a “No Project/No Annexation with OCP Buildout” alternative, which considers the 
comparative environmental effects of anticipated development under the current County OCP. Under 
this alternative, the project as proposed would not be approved and annexation of the project site into 
the City of Santa Maria would not occur. Instead, the project site would remain in the jurisdictional 
boundaries of the County. Under this alternative, allowable development of the project site would be 
consistent with the land use and zoning as described in the County’s OCP (2022). Analysis of this 
alternative considers the OCP envisioned development of the project site with 141 single-family 
residential or multifamily units, 60,000 square feet of general commercial, 30,000 square feet of office-
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professional spaces, and approximately 12 acres of open space and recreational uses (County of 
Santa Barbara 2022).  

SBPDD-8 

The comment opines that the EIR must analyze and account for impacts to aesthetic and visual 
resources consistent with the policies and regulations in the County’s OCP.  
The City disagrees. Given the City would be the regulatory authority over the project site should the 
annexation move forward, the County’s OCP would no longer apply. The policies and development 
standards of the OCP would no longer apply if the annexation were to be approved, as the City would 
then have local jurisdictional authority, not the County. For that reason, the analysis requested by the 
SBPDD is not necessary. If the project site were to be annexed into the City of Santa Maria, any 
proposed future development at the project site would be required to adhere to the guidance set forth 
in City Municipal Code Section 12-39 for design review, ensuring height and setback requirements are 
met and all structures are visually complementary to surrounding uses. Additionally, City Municipal 
Code Section 12-44 provides landscape standards to ensure the installation of landscape features that 
provide the appropriate buffers to soften views of new buildings. With adherence to the City’s 
development and landscape standards, project implementation would not substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public views of the project site and its surroundings, nor conflict 
with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. Therefore, the EIR determines 
that the project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to aesthetic resources. 

SBPDD-9 

The comment references previous historical studies that have been conducted for the project site 
suggests the EIR should identify the impact associated with demolition of an existing farmhouse 
structure that was determined eligible as a County of Santa Barbara Place of Historic Merit, and 
incorporate previously documented recommendations and special conditions.  
Section 4.4.1.2, Historical Resources, has been revised to refer to the previous historical resources 
documentation that has been completed for the project site and the previous recommendations and 
special condition that have been developed for demolition of the farmhouse structure that was 
determined eligible as a County of Santa Barbara Place of Historic Merit. These recommendations and 
special condition are not applicable to the proposed project and are not appropriate to incorporate as 
mitigation measures for the proposed project; however, they have been included in the discussion of 
historical resources to provide further background and context. 

SBPDD-10 

The comment states that the EIR should include a discussion of the proposed General Plan 
Amendment’s compliance with compatibility criteria for density of residential development and intensity 
of non-residential development established by the ALUCP for Safety Zone 2, Zone 4, and Zone 6. The 
comment also states that the EIR does not identify whether the General Plan Amendment has 
obtained an ALUC determination of consistency with the ALUCP. 
The EIR provides an analysis of project consistency with the development density standards set forth 
in the Santa Maria ALUCP and has been updated from the 2022 draft plan to the adopted 2023 plan. 
This analysis is summarized in EIR Tables 4.7-3 and 4.7-4 (SBCAG 2022, 2023). In addition, on June 
20, 2024, SBCAG found the Richards Ranch project, as depicted in the conceptual development plan, 
to be consistent with the ALUCP. Input and final decision by the Airport Land Use Commission is 
forthcoming.  

SBPDD-11 

The comment states that the EIR should address consistency with the County of Santa Barbara and 
City of Santa Maria Goals and Objectives related to Hazardous Materials and appropriate mitigation 
should be included to address any significant adverse impacts.   
The EIR includes a consistency analysis with the City of Santa Maria General Plan Goals and Policies, 
including those related to Hazardous Materials, in Section 4-9, Land Use and Planning. The proposed 
project includes an annexation and pre-zoning of the project site into the City of Santa Maria, by which 
the County of Santa Barbara General Plan, OCP, and Land Use and Development Code would not be 
applicable to the project site. The conceptual development plan described in Chapter 2, Project 
Description, would not apply to the site without the site being annexed into the City of Santa Maria, and 
following the approval of discretionary permit entitlements. Therefore, the EIR evaluates all potential 
future development of the site that would be allowed by the proposed annexation and pre-zoning for 
consistency with all relevant city plans and policies that would apply to the site if the annexation were 
approved. As such, County plans and documents were used for reference only and no changes to the 
EIR are necessary. 

SBPDD-12 

The comment states that the EIR does not include consideration of policies from the County of Santa 
Barbara’s General Plan, OCP, or Land Use and Development Code even though the project is located 
in the unincorporated area and has an approved Specific Plan under County jurisdiction. The comment 
states that because of this, the EIR fails to analyze the currently applicable policy framework and is not 
adequate to address conflicts between the proposed project and the currently applicable policies and 
regulations adopted in the OCP for the purpose of avoiding and mitigating environmental effects 
identified in the OCP EIR.  
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The proposed project includes an annexation and pre-zoning (including a General Plan Amendment) of 
the project site into the City of Santa Maria, by which the County of Santa Barbara General Plan, OCP, 
and Land Use and Development Code would not be applicable to the project site. The conceptual 
development plan described in Chapter 2, Project Description, would not apply to the site without the 
site being annexed into the City of Santa Maria and the future approval of discretionary permit 
entitlements by the City of Santa Maria Planning Commission. Therefore, the EIR evaluates all 
potential future development of the site that would be allowed by the proposed annexation and pre-
zoning for consistency with all relevant city plans and policies that would apply to the site if the 
annexation were approved. As such, County plans and documents were used for reference only and 
no changes to the EIR are necessary.  
Nonetheless, to provide the information requested by the County of Santa Barbara, the City has 
conducted a preliminary analysis of the project’s consistency with goals, policies, actions, and 
development standards in the County Comprehensive Plan and the OCP that are applicable to the 
various components of the project and the location of Key Site 26, as defined in the OCP. This policy 
analysis is provided in EIR Volume 2, Appendix D.  
The analysis in EIR Volume 2, Appendix D does not affect the CEQA analysis for the annexation, 
given the City would be the regulatory authority over the project site should the annexation be 
approved by the City and the SBLAFCO. Although policy consistency determinations would not result 
in direct impacts to the physical environment beyond the potential impacts identified and addressed in 
the EIR, the policy consistency discussion is provided for informational purposes. Further, it is not the 
City’s responsibility to determine consistency with County policies. For that reason, this analysis is only 
provided as a preliminary or potential consistency analysis. The City offers great deference to the 
County in determining consistency with their own policies. In other words, different determinations by 
the County may be made if a project like Richards Ranch were to be proposed in the County’s 
jurisdiction without the annexation proposal. The County has unique competence to interpret their own 
policies when applying them. It is also recognized that the County policies reflect a range of competing 
interests; the County should solely be allowed to weigh and balance their discretion to construe its 
policies when applying them. 

SBPDD-13 

The comment indicates that the EIR should include a discussion of noise from surrounding uses and 
facilities, including but not limited to, traffic along SR 135, Orcutt Expressway, and UVP, as well as 
overflights associated with the Santa Maria Airport. Further, the comment indicates that the EIR should 
include appropriate mitigation measures to address any significant adverse impacts. 
Section 4.10, Noise, and the associated technical appendix to the EIR (Appendix J) thoroughly 
address the potential for noise impacts, including consideration for noise from surrounding uses and 
facilities. Section 4.10.5, pages 4.10-29 and 4.10-30 of the EIR includes a discussion of noise from 
traffic along nearby roadways. No existing major stationary sources of noise were identified that would 
impact proposed land uses. Predicted on-site traffic noise levels were evaluated in comparison to the 
City's noise standards for land use compatibility. Mitigation measures were included to ensure 
consistency with the City's noise standards, which included the construction of noise barriers to reduce 
predicted exterior noise levels at proposed on-site residential land uses (refer to Mitigation Measure 
NOI/mm-1.2a). See also Master Response 4, Airport Hazards, and Master Response 12, Noise. 

SBPDD-14 
The comment indicates that mitigation measures should address impacts to the outdoor living spaces 
in the proposed residential area. 
Mitigation Measure NOI/mm-1.2 provides the required mitigation measures requested by the comment. 

SBPDD-15 

The comment indicates that noise mitigation measures should include more details on the noise barrier 
walls to ensure that sound attenuation will be sufficient. 
Mitigation Measure NOI/mm-1.2a would require the construction of noise barriers to reduce on-site 
noise levels. Noise barriers are described as - "Noise barriers may consist of walls or a combination of 
walls and earthen berms. Barrier walls should be constructed of masonry block, or material of similar 
density and usage, with no visible air gaps at the base of the barrier or between construction 
materials."  Recommended barrier heights are depicted in Figure 4.10-6. With implementation of 
proposed mitigation measures, predicted on-site noise levels would not exceed the City's noise 
standards. 

SBPDD-16 

The comment requests that analysis of the traffic noise levels in Appendix J be updated to reflect any 
increases to traffic trips as traffic analyses for the proposed conceptual development are updated in 
response to comments. 
Updates have been made accordingly in Section 4.10, Noise, as provided in the Final EIR. Given the 
minor adjustments to the traffic noise levels, an update to Appendix J was determined to not be 
necessary. No changes to the significance conclusions of the technical report in Appendix J nor the 
conclusions of the EIR are necessary because of these minor refinements.  
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SBPDD-17 

The comment states that the EIR should include a discussion of how the Airport Noise Contour that 
overlaps the northeast corner of the site was incorporated into mitigation measures ensuring that noise 
impacts will be less than significant.  
As depicted in Figure 4.10-4, the projected 60 dBA noise contour for Santa Maria Airport extends onto 
the northeastern portion of the project site. Predicted exterior noise levels for proposed development 
would not exceed exterior noise standards for either residential or commercial uses. Within the 60 dBA 
CNEL noise contour, standard construction is typically sufficient to ensure that predicted interior noise 
levels of proposed commercial uses would not exceed the commonly applied interior noise standard of 
50 dBA CNEL. As a result, the proposed land uses would be considered compatible with the projected 
airport noise contours. Additional analysis and mitigation measures are not required.   

SBPDD-18 

The comment indicates that the EIR fails to adequately address the loss of anticipated recreational and 
open spaces resources in the community and goes on to provide information about recreational 
resources envisioned by the OCP. 
An EIR is not required to analyze the loss of future (i.e., yet to be developed and, thus, speculative) 
recreational and/or open space resources. Rather, the open space and recreation analysis contained 
in an EIR is typically guided by the most recent State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G checklist 
questions. For the Richards Ranch EIR, the City chose to use these checklist questions as the guiding 
threshold for the impact analysis. Thus, the thresholds that have guided the environmental analysis 
related to parks, recreation, and open space resources are whether the project would result in 
substantial physical deterioration of existing parks and recreation facilities and/or whether the project 
would include recreational facilities that may have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 
Neither of these guiding questions consider the loss of facilities that have yet to be developed. Such an 
analysis would be speculative and would not fall within the scope of a CEQA analysis. See also Master 
Response 7, Recreation – Parks and Open Space.  

SBPDD-19 

The comment indicates that the City should consider a significant environmental impact due to a 
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect. The comment further opines that the "No Build" area established in the 
adopted OCP Open Space Area map has the stated purpose of providing a contiguous open space 
network for the community, to promote recreational opportunities, to avoid hazards, and to minimize 
impacts to sensitive resources. 
The EIR includes a thorough analysis of the threshold of whether the project would cause an 
“environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.” Section 4.9.2.4, Consistency with 
Applicable Plans and Policies, contains this analysis. Further, impact conclusions regarding this 
consistency analysis begins on page 4.9-45 of the EIR. However, this analysis does not contain an 
analysis of consistency with the OCP. As noted in previous responses, it is appropriate for the City to 
exclude consideration of the OCP given the City would be the regulatory authority over the project site 
should the annexation move forward. If annexation were to occur, the County’s OCP would no longer 
apply and the City would then have local jurisdictional authority, not the County. For that reason, the 
analysis requested by the SBPDD is not necessary.  
Nonetheless, to provide the information requested by the County of Santa Barbara, the City has 
conducted a preliminary analysis of the project’s consistency with goals, policies, actions, and 
development standards in the County Comprehensive Plan and the OCP that are applicable to the 
various components of the project and the location of Key Site 26, as defined in the OCP. This policy 
analysis is provided in EIR Volume 2, Appendix D.  
The analysis in EIR Volume 2, Appendix D does not affect the CEQA analysis for the annexation, 
given the City would be the regulatory authority over the project site should the annexation be 
approved by the City and the SBLAFCO. Although policy consistency determinations would not result 
in direct impacts to the physical environment beyond the potential impacts identified and addressed in 
the EIR, the policy consistency discussion is provided for informational purposes. Further, it is not the 
City’s responsibility to determine consistency with County policies. For that reason, this analysis is only 
provided as a preliminary or potential consistency analysis. The City offers great deference to the 
County in determining consistency with their own policies. In other words, different determinations by 
the County may be made if a project like Richards Ranch were to be proposed in the County’s 
jurisdiction without the annexation proposal. The County has unique competence to interpret their own 
policies when applying them. It is also recognized that the County policies reflect a range of competing 
interests; the County should solely be allowed to weigh and balance their discretion to construe its 
policies when applying them. 
It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 years old, having been originally adopted in 1997. 
While several amendments have taken place since its adoption, including rezoning the entire site to a 
retail commercial (C-2) zoning, the land uses envisioned in the original 1997 OCP for the Richards 
Ranch site have not been updated by the County. More recently, additional airport-related planning 
has occurred to more clearly understand the current risks and hazards associated with the airport. As a 
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result, the current Santa Maria ALUCP, adopted in 2023, should be used as the guiding policy 
document regarding safety and hazards related to the airport, not the 1997 OCP. The 2023 adopted 
Santa Maria ALUCP no longer establishes a “No Build” zone in the area referenced by the comment. A 
full consideration of the airport-related hazards associated with development of the site, including the 
area identified by the 1997 OCP as a “No-Build” zone is provided in Section 4.7, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials.  

SBPDD-20 

The comment indicates that the EIR should include a discussion of impacts to schools and fire 
protection and should acknowledge whether new public facilities will be required to serve the proposed 
conceptual development. 
The project’s anticipated impacts related to fire protection services and schools are discussed in detail 
in Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation. See also Master Response 1, Public Services – 
Emergency Services. 
Anticipated environmental effects related to school facilities are discussed in Section 4.12.5, PS Impact 
3. This analysis includes the projected student generation rates with project implementation and 
acknowledges that the project would incrementally introduce new students over the 3-year projected 
buildout, resulting in an increased demand on existing OUSD and SMJUHSD school facilities serving 
the project site. As described in the analysis, the project would be subject to pay the state-mandated 
impact mitigation fees, as the amounts are determined by the school districts and the City. See also 
Master Response 2, Public Services – School Facilities. 

SBPDD-21 

The comment indicates that the EIR should address whether the proposed conceptual development 
would impact capacity at various schools and provides information contained in the EIR about the 
SMJUHD already being over capacity and additional information that is provided in the EIR regarding 
enrollment and the projected number of students generated over the three-year project construction 
buildout. In response to this comment, the City initiated further discussions with SMJUHSD regarding 
the District’s ability to accommodate the anticipated number of students generated by project 
(SMJUHSD 2023). Based on the correspondence, the following additional information has been 
provided from the SMJUHSD:   

SMJUHSD must accommodate the students generated by the project and could 
only do so at Ernest Righetti High School. There are no other high schools within 
the SMJUHSD that could or would accommodate students from this project, due to 
both school service area boundaries and the lack of capacity at the other high 
schools (i.e., the other high schools in the SMJUHSD are also over capacity). 
Additional classrooms and support services would be needed at the existing 
school site (Ernest Righetti High) to accommodate the project’s estimated student 
generation, but due to the fluctuations in students and timeline for project 
approval, the exact needs would be speculative (SMJUHSD 2023).  

The project Applicant would be required to pay the state-mandated impact mitigation fees pursuant to 
Senate Bill 50 (Government Code Section 65995 (h)) prior to issuance of the project’s building permit. 
The payment of these fees is considered full and complete mitigation for project-related impacts to 
schools. See also Master Response 2, Public Services – School Facilities. No further refinements to 
the analysis contained in the EIR are necessary.  

SBPDD-22 

The comment opines that fire protection response times are already less than ideal under current 
conditions and further states that the EIR should provide additional evidence as to why the proposed 
conceptual development would not require provision of new or physically expanded fire protection 
facilities.  
The EIR adequately analyzes the need for fire protection facilities. The analysis of fire protection 
services provided in Section 4.12.5 indicates that the project would not require the provision of new or 
physically altered fire protection facilities due to mutual aid agreements with the SBCFD. Additionally, 
the annexation of the project site into the SMFD jurisdictional boundaries would include coordination 
with the County and the City to identify a fair and appropriate Property Tax Sharing Agreement. It is 
through this process that consideration for the sharing of property tax revenues from the proposed 
project to support City and County services, including fire protection services, would be determined. 
See also Master Response 1, Public Services – Emergency Services. 

SBPDD-23 

The comment indicates that the EIR transportation impact assessment classifies the project as a 
mixed-use development project for the purpose of analyzing trip generation and traffic and circulation 
impacts. SBPDD then opines that the project does not appear to qualify as a mixed-use project, and 
that analysis of the project as a mixed-use project may have resulted in a significant underestimation of 
project-generated trips and associated traffic and circulation impacts.  
The Traffic and Circulation Study uses NCHRP 684 to estimate the internal mixed-use trips for the 
project. This report provides industry-standard procedures for developing mixed-use traffic 
adjustments. NCHRP 684 defines mixed-use projects as follows: 
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Mixed-Use Development: For the purposes of this project, it has been deemed 
appropriate and necessary to expand this definition to include multi-use 
developments. A multi-use development is a real estate project of separate uses 
of differing and complementary, interacting land uses that do not necessarily share 
parking and may not be internally interconnected except by public street and/or 
other public transportation facilities. 

The Richard’s Ranch project, as depicted in the conceptual site plan in Chapter 2 of the EIR, meets 
this definition and should be treated as a mixed-use development.  
Refer also to response to comments MR-3 and SBPWT-8. 

SBPDD-24 

The comment indicates that GHG emissions were analyzed using the CalEEMod, version 2020.4.0 
based on the proposed land uses identified for the project, and mobile source emissions were 
calculated based on the vehicle trip-generation rates from the Traffic and Circulation Study. As such, 
the comment indicates that the traffic related GHG impacts associated with the proposed project may 
be significantly underestimated. 
Similar comments were made by the SBAPCD. Refer to response to comments APCD-2 and APCD-3.  

SBPDD-25 

The comment indicates that the Draft EIR failed to evaluate the "no project" alternative in accordance 
with Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) of the State CEQA Guidelines and fails to analyze the impacts of the "no 
project" alternative in accordance with Section 15126.6(e)(3)(C) of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
Specifically, the SBPDD requests that the City consider another “no project” alternative, which is 
development of the project site under the current County Specific Plan (83-SP-1). This comment 
provides significant background and detail on why SBPDD feels this additional alternative should be 
included in the EIR. 
In response to the County and SBLAFCO comments on the Draft EIR, the City has provided additional 
information to compare alternatives in a PRDEIR, which was published and circulated in January 2024. 
In the revised Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, the City considers a “No Project/No Annexation with 
OCP Buildout” alternative, which considers the environmental effects of anticipated development under 
the current County OCP. Under this newly analyzed alternative, the project as proposed would not be 
approved and annexation of the project site into the City of Santa Maria would not occur. Analysis of 
this alternative considers the County Specific Plan (83-SP-1) and OCP envisioned development of the 
project site with 141 single-family residential or multifamily units, 60,000 square feet of general 
commercial, 30,000 square feet of office-professional spaces, and approximately 12 acres of open 
space and recreational uses (County of Santa Barbara 2022). 
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 RESPONSE TO LETTER FROM COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT, TRANSPORTATION DIVISION 

Comment No. Response 

SBPWT-1 The comment introduces the SBPWT letter and indicates that the Traffic and Circulation Study is 
missing a buildout scenario. The commenter indicates that it is important to make sure the 
intersections would function properly once the Orcutt Community Plan (OCP) is built out and that new 
and existing intersections need to be evaluated with buildout numbers and if and if the proposed 
project needs to be appropriately included in the projected buildout volumes. 
The City has considered this comment and the overall SBPWT comment letter. Most comments in the 
SBPWT comment letter, including this one, do not affect the findings of the EIR transportation 
analyses, which is based primarily on VMT. It should also be noted that the comments provided on the 
traffic and circulation study prepared and circulated as part of the Draft EIR (Traffic and Circulation 
Study, Appendix E) did not result in the need to revise the traffic and circulation study. However, to 
support the Final EIR process, Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE) provided supplemental 
analyses to ensure that SBPWT’s comments have been addressed for the record and to facilitate 
project consideration by the various agencies involved in deliberation of the project and the project 
decision-making process. 
Regarding consideration of the OCP, a supplemental trip generation analysis for the proposed 
Richards Ranch project shown in the conceptual site plan in the EIR has been prepared by ATE; the 
analysis was based on the conceptual site plan contained in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. The 
supplemental analysis compares it against the anticipated development of the site through the OCP for 
Key Site 26 (the project site). As shown in Table SBPWT-1, the Richards Ranch project is forecast to 
generate 67 more PM peak hour trips than the anticipated development of the site under the OCP.  

Table SBPWT-1. Supplemental Analysis - Project vs OCP Trip Generation Net Difference 

Land Use 
Proposed 

Project OCP 
Net 

Difference ADT 
PM Peak 

Hour Trips 

Residential (a) 495 DU 141 DU +354 DU + 2,035 +120 

Commercial (b) 94,696 SF  85,626 SF + 9,070 SF + 323 - 3 

Office (c) 0 SF 30,000 SF - 30,000 SF - 383 - 55 

Mini Storage (d) 39,500 SF 0 SF +39,500 SF +52 +5 

Net Totals    + 2,027 + 67 

Source: ATE (2023; EIR Volume 2, Appendix A) 

Notes: ADT = average daily trips; DU = dwelling units; SF = square feet; ITE = Institute of Transportation 
Engineers. The commercial square footage presented in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E) and in 
EIR Volume 2, Appendix A are slightly different from the square footage described in EIR Chapter 2, Project 
Description. These differences are not substantial and would not result in changes in the environmental 
significance of impacts.  

(a) Trip generation based on ITE Code #220 (Multi-Family Housing – Low-Rise). 

(b) Trip generation based on ITE Code #821 (Shopping Plaza 40k-150k). 

(c) Trip generation based on ITE Code #710 (Office). 

(d) Trip generation based on ITE Code #151 (Mini-Warehouse). 

This analysis assumes a shopping center rate for all the commercial land uses of the project and the 
land use envisioned under the OCP to provide a consistent comparison. The analysis also assumes 
internal and pass-by factors for each scenario (internal factors of 1% to 17% and pass-by factors of 
40%). Worksheets that provide the details of these calculations are provided in EIR Volume 2, 
Appendix A. The increase of 67 PM peak hour trips would not change the findings of the Traffic and 
Circulation Study. Refer to response to comment SBPWT-6 for more information regarding the net 
project added traffic to the additional intersections requested by the SBPWT. It is also noted that 
several of the key sites identified in the OCP have been developed with less intensity than originally 
anticipated in the OCP traffic analysis, thus offsetting the minor increases related to the project site. 

SBPWT-2 The comment refers to page 3 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and indicates that uncontrolled 
north-bound and south-bound left turns are not safe due to the high-speed nature of Union Valley 
Parkway (UVP). The comment further indicates that turns should be restricted.  
If they were to be approved, the proposed applications for annexation and a General Plan Amendment 
and Rezone would not result in development of the site immediately upon approval. For the annexation 
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proposed by the Applicant to occur, first, the City would approve an annexation resolution for the 
project, which would subsequently be submitted to SBLAFCO for approval as a Responsible Agency. If 
SBLAFCO were to approve the annexation, development of the project would require individual 
Planned Development Permit applications. These applications would be discretionarily reviewed by the 
City at the time they are received to ensure they are consistent with the zoning and have been 
adequately evaluated under CEQA. Because the development permits for the project are not yet being 
considered, the uncertainty in project timing, and that these factors do not affect the CEQA analysis or 
conclusions, the City will not be determining the exact internal circulation at this juncture.  
It should be noted that this comment and similar comments provided on the traffic and circulation study 
prepared and circulated as part of the Draft EIR (Traffic and Circulation Study, Appendix E) did not 
result in the need to revise the traffic and circulation study. This is because the entitlement review 
process is not the project being considered at this time and details, such as internal circulation of the 
project, do not affect the findings of the CEQA process.  
The City, ATE, and the Applicant reviewed the design of the Parcel 2 and 4A driveways on UVP with 
City staff and the project team and determined that a median configuration should be implemented to 
allow left-turns in at both driveways with no left-turns out. Figure A in EIR Volume 2, Appendix A 
provides an illustration of the proposed median configuration. It is noted that the design provides 
adequate width to allow eastbound U-turns on UVP to accommodate movements to the project’s main 
driveway. A supplemental analysis assuming no left-turns out and a peak hour factor of 0.92 instead of 
1.00 has been provided (calculation worksheets provided in EIR Volume 2, Appendix A). The results 
are shown in Table SBPWT-2. 

Table SBPWT-2. Supplemental Analysis - LOS for UVP/Parcel 2 Easterly and Parcel 4 
Driveways with Revised Median and Eastbound U-Turns 

Intersection 
Peak 
Hour 

Delay / LOS 

Existing +  
Project 

Cumulative +  
Project 

UVP/Parcel 2 Easterly & Parcel 4 Driveways 
   EB Union Valley Parkway Left 
   WB Union Valley Parkway Left 
   NB Parcel 4 Driveway Right 
   SB Parcel 2 Easterly Driveway Right  
Average Weighted Delay 

AM 

 
11.1 sec. / LOS B 
9.5 sec. / LOS A 

11.8 sec. / LOS B 
11.6 sec. / LOS B 
11.2 sec. / LOS B 

 
12.0 sec. / LOS B 
9.8 sec. / LOS A 

12.2 sec. / LOS B 
12.3 sec. / LOS B 
11.9 sec. / LOS B 

UVP/Parcel 2 Easterly & Parcel 4 Driveways 
   EB Union Valley Parkway Left 
   WB Union Valley Parkway Left 
   NB Parcel 4 Driveway Right 
   SB Parcel 2 Easterly Driveway Right 
Average Weighted Delay 

PM 

 
10.1 sec. / LOS B 
11.1 sec. / LOS B 
13.0 sec. / LOS B 
11.1 sec. / LOS B 
10.8 sec. / LOS B 

 
10.7 sec. / LOS B 
11.8 sec. / LOS B 
13.8 sec. / LOS B 
11.6 sec. / LOS B 
11.4 sec. / LOS B 

Source: ATE (2023) 

Note: LOS = level of service; EB = eastbound; WB = westbound; NB = northbound; SB = southbound 
 

SBPWT-3 The comment refers to page 4 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and indicates that internal circulation 
should be improved to prevent dead end roadways. 
The City has considered this comment and agrees. However, it should be noted that the comments 
provided on the traffic and circulation study prepared and circulated as part of the Draft EIR (Traffic 
and Circulation Study, Appendix E) did not result in the need to revise the traffic and circulation study, 
as explained in response to comment SBPWT-2. In addition, it should be noted that these comments 
do not affect the findings of the EIR transportation analyses, which is based primarily on VMT. 

SBPWT-4 The comment refers to page 4 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and notes that OCP Santa Maria 
City buildout should be included in the analysis to ensure all intersections operate in all future 
conditions or to determine if new improvements or rights-of-way would be necessary. 
Refer to response to comment SBPWT-1 regarding OCP buildout and response to comment SBPWT-6 
regarding the net project-added traffic at the additional recommended intersections. 
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SBPWT-5 The comment refers to page 10 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and indicates that counts older 
than 2 years do not meet County standards. 
The original traffic study for the project was initiated in 2021 when the baseline traffic counts were less 
than 2 years old. The traffic counts used for the analysis were collected in 2019 and thus represent 
conditions prior to the Covid-19 pandemic. Supplemental traffic counts conducted on South Broadway 
and UVP in 2023 showed less traffic than the 2019 traffic counts, thus the analysis completed in the 
traffic study is conservative. Refer to EIR Volume 2, Appendix A for the traffic count data that was 
conducted in 2023. 

SBPWT-6 The comment refers to page 11 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and indicates that the study area 
for the analysis should include all major intersections within an approximate one-mile radius. The 
commenter identifies that, in the County’s opinion, the following intersections should be added to the 
study: Lakeview/Bradley, Foster/Bradley, Foster/Hummel Drive, Clark/135 NB, Clark/135 SB, 
Clark/Orcutt Frontage Road, Clark/Foxenwood and Foster/California.  
As explained in response to comment SBPWT-2, the comments provided on the traffic and circulation 
study prepared and circulated as part of the Draft EIR (Traffic and Circulation Study, Appendix E) did 
not result in the need to revise the traffic and circulation study. In addition, it should be noted that these 
comments do not affect the findings of the EIR transportation analyses, which are based primarily on 
VMT. 
The data presented in response to comment SBPWT-1 shows that the development of the proposed 
project depicted in the conceptual site plan would generate 67 more PM peak hour trips than the 
development envisioned for the site in the OCP. The distribution of the net difference in trips would not 
measurably change the levels of service (LOS) or trigger the need to evaluate the additional 
intersections requested by the County. Table SBPWT-3 shows the OCP buildout LOS and net project-
added traffic at these locations.  

Table SBPWT-3. Supplemental Analysis - Study Area Intersections Requested Levels of 
Service, PM Peak Hour 

OCP 
Intersection Intersection 

Buildout  
V/C / Delay 

LOS 

PM Peak 
Hour Project 
Added Trips 

V/C 
Change 

3 Lakeview Rd/Bradley Rd 0.78 LOS C 1 PHT 0.0 

5 Foster Rd/California Blvd 3.7 LOS A 2 PHT 0.0 

7 Foster/Bradley Rd 0.44 LOS A 1 PHT 0.0 

12 Clark Ave/135 SB 0.68 LOS B 0 PHT 0.0 

13 Clark Ave/135 NB 0.72 LOS C 7 PHT 0.0 

14 Clark Ave/Orcutt Frontage Road 0.70 LOS B 8 PHT 0.0 

Source: ATE (2023) 

Note: V/C = volume/capacity; PHT = peak hour trips; SB = southbound; NB = northbound 

Figure B in EIR Volume 2, Appendix A shows the trip distribution and assignment of the net project-
added traffic at these locations. As shown, the additional project-added traffic would not change the 
findings of the OCP buildout analysis. 

SBPWT-7 The comment indicates that the existing UVP/Hummel Drive intersection does not meet County LOS 
standards. 
It should be noted that these comments do not affect the findings of the EIR transportation analyses, 
which is based primarily on VMT.  
The City agrees that the existing UVP/Hummel Drive intersection does not meet County LOS 
standards. Also, the Traffic and Circulation Study that was included in the Draft EIR, which is also 
provided in this Final EIR, also concludes that the UVP/Hummel Drive intersection requires 
improvements. The City has clarified in the EIR Project Description (Chapter 2) that this would be a 
requirement of the future discretionary permit entitlements for development of the project site as 
depicted in the conceptual site plan (EIR Table 2-4 in Chapter 2, Project Description). Further, EIR 
Table 2-6 clarifies the timing of the intersection improvements, as follows: 

UVP and Hummel Drive intersection improvements, including signalization, to be 
constructed in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full buildout of the project 
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(i.e., the 495 units and/or 146,300 square feet of commercial development, 
including the self-storage (106,800 square feet excluding the self-storage). 

SBPWT-8 The comment refers to page 15 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and indicates that SBPWT does 
not see the project as a mixed-use development. The commenter refers to NCHRP 684 (NCHRP 
Report 684: Enhancing Internal Trip Capture Estimation for Mixed-Use Developments), quoting 
language directly from NCHRP 684, but only related to internal trips. The comment further states that 
each quadrant of the project should undergo a separate mixed-use analysis given the commenters 
position that combining all quadrants as a single mixed-use development is not appropriate. The 
comment also indicates that the pass-by analysis needs to be more transparent and show, on a clear 
diagram, the volumes reduced on the main roadway (as negative values) and the trips reassigned (as 
positive values) to the driveways and turn pockets.  
If they were to be approved, the proposed applications for annexation and a General Plan Amendment 
and Rezone would not result in development of the site immediately upon approval. Should the site be 
annexed into the City of Santa Maria, the future development of the project site as depicted in the 
conceptual site plan in the EIR would require the approval of discretionary entitlements (e.g., Planned 
Development Permits, Tract Maps), under the review of the City of Santa Maria Planning Commission. 
The Traffic and Circulation Study uses NCHRP 684 to estimate the internal mixed-use trips for the 
project. This report provides industry-standard procedures for developing mixed-use traffic 
adjustments. NCHRP 684 defines mixed-use projects as follows: 

Mixed-Use Development: For the purposes of this project, it has been deemed 
appropriate and necessary to expand this definition to include multi-use 
developments. A multi-use development is a real estate project of separate uses 
of differing and complementary, interacting land uses that do not necessarily share 
parking and may not be internally interconnected except by public street and/or 
other public transportation facilities. 

The Richard’s Ranch project, as depicted in the conceptual site plan in Chapter 2 of the EIR, clearly 
meets this definition and should be treated as a mixed-use development. NCHRP 684 report 
adjustments were therefore correctly applied in the traffic analysis.  
While the Traffic and Circulation Study will not be revised at this juncture, in order to be responsive to 
the SBPWT’s concerns, a supplemental analysis has been conducted to consider an adjustment in the 
NCHRP internal capture model to include vehicle occupancies, proximity reductions (interchange 
distances), and pass-by trips. The results showed that the AM capture changed from 13% to 8% and 
the PM capture changed from 45% to 43%. The average daily trip capture estimate changed from 30% 
to 26% (average of AM and PM). To provide a more conservative analysis, and to support the 
response to comment process, ATE provided a supplemental analysis with trip generation calculations 
assuming an 8% factor for the AM peak hour, a 30% factor for the PM peak hour, and a 19% factor for 
the average daily trips (average of AM and PM peak hour factors).  
These additional, more conservative, trip generation estimates for the project (as depicted in the 
conceptual site plan in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the EIR) are presented in Table SBPWT-4, 
and Table SBPWT-5 compares the current trip generation estimates with the previous trip generation 
estimates within the Traffic and Circulation Study. EIR Volume 2, Appendix A provides detailed 
calculations to support this comment response and the information presented in the tables.  

Table SBPWT-4. Supplemental Analysis - Project Trip Generation, External Trip Summary 

Land Use ADT (a) 
AM  

Peak Trips (b) 
PM  

Peak Trips (c) 

Shopping Center 2,947 143 227 

Sit Down Restaurants 616 42 48 

Fast Food Restaurants w/Drive-Thru 3,337 385 195 

Gas Station 390 35 32 

Car Wash 110 4 10 

Lube Station 97 8 10 

Mini-Storage 46 3 4 

Residential 2,646 167 167 

Total 10,189 787 693 
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Source: ATE (2023) 

Note: ADT = average daily trips  

(a) Assumes Internal Capture Factor of 19% for ADT. 

(b) Assumes Internal Capture Factor of 8% for the AM Peak Hour. 

(c) Assumes Internal Capture Factor of 30% for the PM Peak Hour. 

 

Table SBPWT-5. Project Trip Generation Estimate Comparison, Supplemental Analysis vs 
Traffic and Circulation Study 

Land Use ADT AM Peak Trips  PM Peak Trips 

Current 10,189 787 693 

Richards Ranch Traffic and 
Circulation Study (ATE 2022) 

8,262 665 547 

Net Totals + 1,927 + 122 + 146 

Source: ATE (2023) 

Note: ADT = average daily trips 

 
Additionally, EIR Volume 2, Appendix A includes Figure C, which shows the pass-by traffic volumes 
are included in the overall project-added traffic volumes, and Figure D, which shows the pass-by trip 
distribution as requested. Sensitivity testing has been completed for the intersections in the project 
study area based on the new internal factors and the revised access system. Table SBPWT-6 presents 
the results of the supplemental sensitivity analysis. 

Table SBPWT-6. Supplemental Analysis - Levels of Service, Adjacent 
Intersections/Sensitivity Analysis 

Intersection Peak Hour 

ICU or Delay / LOS 

Existing + Project Cumulative + Project 

UVP/Orcutt Expressway 
AM 0.70 / LOS B 0.74 / LOS C 

PM 0.78 / LOS C 0.82 / LOS D 

UVP/Orcutt Road 
AM 0.74 / LOS C 0.78 / LOS C 

PM 0.70 / LOS B 0.74 / LOS C 

UVP/Hummel Drive (a) 
AM 0.47 / LOS A 0.49 / LOS A 

PM 0.50 / LOS A 0.54 / LOS A 

Source: ATE (2023) 

Note: ICU = intersection capacity utilization 

(a) Assumes UVP widening and traffic signal installation. 
 

SBPWT-9 The comment refers to page 16 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and states that the pass-by 
percentages are very high, indicating that 10% of adjacent roadway volumes and a max of 25% project 
total are used commonly and are more appropriate. 
The pass-by rates used in the Traffic and Circulation Study were obtained from the ITE Trip 
Generation manual. The pass-by rates used were as follows: Shopping Center (#821 Shopping Plaza 
Weekday PM): 40%, Fast Food Restaurant (#934 Fast-Food With Drive-Thru PM): 55%, Gas Station 
(#945 Convenience Store/Gas Station Between 9 and 20 VFP PM): 75%, Car Wash (Local Studies): 
20%. The pass-by analysis assumed that the trips would be drawn from existing traffic volumes on 
Orcutt Road (3,000 ADT north and 1,000 south), UVP (16,800 ADT), and diverted traffic from Orcutt 
Expressway (29,200 ADT). The existing volumes on the adjacent roadways (50,000 ADT) support the 
pass- by adjustments used for the analysis. 



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report  Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on the 2022 Draft EIR 

1.2-154 

Comment No. Response 

No AM pass-by rates are supplied for shopping centers and sit-down restaurants; therefore the PM 
pass-by rates were used for the AM peak hour. 
To provide supplemental information for consideration in the response to comments process, a more 
conservative 20% pass-by factor for the AM peak hour was applied in the trip generation estimates 
which resulted in a net change of 46 primary peak hour trips (see trip generation spreadsheet in EIR 
Volume 2, Appendix A). This minor change in primary trip generation does not affect the findings of the 
analysis. See the supplemental analysis of trip generation and sensitivity analysis presented in 
response to comment SBPWT-8. 

SBPWT-10 The comment refers to page 19 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and notes that the UVP/Hummel 
Drive intersection does not meet County LOS standards.  
Refer to response to comment SBPWT-7. 

SBPWT-11 The comment refers to page 24 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and notes that the UVP/Hummel 
Drive intersection does not meet County LOS standards.  
Refer to response to comment SBPWT-7. 

SBPWT-12 The comment refers to page 25 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and indicates that the analysis is 
not consistent with County roadway segment analysis procedures; the comment requests that each 
County segment be updated/re-analyzed for consistency with County procedures.  
The Traffic and Circulation Study applied the appropriate County OCP consistency standards for the 
analysis of the UVP, which indicated that the intersections along the segment to the east would 
operate acceptably. The County has reserved the right-of-way to expand the UVP from SR 135 to US 
101 to four lanes in the future as the OCP builds out. The project includes completion of the 4-lane 
widening along its frontage, as indicated in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description.  

SBPWT-13 The comment indicates that full access should not be provided at the Parcel 2 and Parcel 4 driveway 
along UVP due to the high potential for left-turn/through collisions. 
It should be noted that these comments do not affect the findings of the EIR transportation analyses, 
which is based primarily on VMT. ATE and the Applicant reviewed the design of the Parcel 2 and 4A 
driveways on UVP with City staff and the project team and determined that a median configuration 
should be implemented to allow left-turns in at both driveways with no left-turns out. See response to 
comment SBPWT-2 for additional information. 

SBPWT-14 The comment indicates that medians should be provided at the driveways between Parcel 2 and 
Parcel 4 along UVP. 
ATE and the Applicant reviewed the design of the Parcel 2 and 4A driveways on UVP with City staff 
and the project team and determined that a median configuration should be implemented to allow left-
turns in at both driveways with no left-turns out. See response to comment SBPWT-2 for additional 
information. 

SBPWT-15 The comment refers to page 32 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and indicates that the Orcutt Road 
median should be extended per the County-provided markups (see comment SBPWT-32) 
ATE and the Applicant agree that the median can be extended on Orcutt Road to the Orcutt Road/UVP 
intersection (see Figure E in EIR Volume 2, Appendix A). This comment is regarding the project’s 
frontage improvements on Orcutt Road. However, it should be noted that the comments provided on 
the traffic and circulation study prepared and circulated as part of the Draft EIR (Traffic and Circulation 
Study, Appendix E) did not result in the need to revise the traffic and circulation study, as explained in 
response to comment SBPWT-2. In addition, it should be noted that these comments do not affect the 
findings of the EIR transportation analyses, which is based primarily on VMT. The frontage road design 
issues would therefore be addressed during the City of Santa Maria’s design review process.  

SBPWT-16 The comment refers to page 34 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and indicates the Orcutt Road 
intersection with Parcel 4A does not meet County design standards and explains some SBPWT 
preferences.  
It should be noted that these comments do not affect the findings of the EIR transportation analyses, 
which is based primarily on VMT.  
County standards for the 75-foot distance from the property line would not apply to the project if the 
annexation were to be approved and the City became the jurisdiction with authority over the circulation 
system and the project. Nonetheless, ATE, the Applicant, and the City considered sight distance 
triangles for the Parcel 4A driveway on Orcutt Road. The Caltrans Manual indicates that the minimum 
corner sight distance for a private road intersection and rural driveway should be equal to the stopping 
sight distance. The vegetation would need to be kept below 3.5 feet to ensure a minimum of 300 feet 
for stopping sight distance (assuming a 40-mph design speed based on the road curvature). 
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ATE conducted an additional sight distance analysis at the proposed driveway location and confirmed 
that the vertical sight distance looking from the proposed driveway to the south is 495 feet, which 
would satisfy the stopping sight distance requirement for a private road connection or driveway 
assuming a 45-mph design speed (360 feet), thus the sight distance provided satisfies this 
requirement. 

SBPWT-17 The comment refers to page 37 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and indicates that the 
UVP/Parcel 2 intersection is not consistent with County LOS standards. 
It should be noted that these comments do not affect the findings of the EIR transportation analyses, 
which is based primarily on VMT.  
Tables SBPWT-7 and SBPWT-8 present the results of a supplemental analysis for the County’s benefit 
which provides more conservative LOS calculations for AM and PM peak hour project driveway 
operations, using the assumptions described in responses SBPWT-8 and SBPWT-9.  

Table SBPWT-7. Supplemental Analysis - AM Peak Hour Project Driveway Operations 

Intersection 

Delay / LOS 

Existing + Project Cumulative + Project 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 1&2 Driveways 
   EB Parcel 1 Driveway Left+Thru+Right 
   WB Parcel 2 Driveway Left+Thru+Right 
   NB Orcutt Road Left 
   SB Orcutt Road Left 
Average Weighted Delay 

 
9.3 sec. / LOS A 

15.4 sec. / LOS C 
7.5 sec. / LOS A 
7.8 sec. / LOS A 

11.5 sec. / LOS B 

 
9.3 sec. / LOS A 

15.6 sec. / LOS C 
7.5 sec. / LOS A 
7.9 sec. / LOS A 

11.6 sec. / LOS B 

UVP/Parcel 2 Easterly & Parcel 4 Driveways 
   EB Union Valley Parkway Left 
   WB Union Valley Parkway Left 
   NB Parcel 4 Driveway Right 
   SB Parcel 2 Easterly Driveway 
Average Weighted Delay 

 
11.1 sec. / LOS B 
9.5 sec. / LOS A 

11.8 sec. / LOS B 
11.6 sec. / LOS B 
11.2 sec. / LOS B 

 
12.0 sec. / LOS B 
9.8 sec. / LOS A 

12.2 sec. / LOS B 
12.3 sec. / LOS B 
11.9 sec. / LOS B 

UVP/Parcel 2 Westerly Driveway 
   SB Parcel 2 Westerly Driveway Right 

 
14.8 sec./ LOS B 

 
16.5 sec./ LOS C 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 3 Northerly Driveway 
   EB Parcel 3 Northerly Driveway Right 

 
9.7 sec./ LOS A 

 
9.7 sec./ LOS A 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 3 Southerly Driveway 
   EB Parcel 3 Southerly Driveway Left+Right 
   NB Orcutt Road Left 
Average Weighted Delay 

 
12.9 sec./ LOS B 
7.7 sec./ LOS A 
12.6 sec./ LOS B 

 
13.0 sec./ LOS B 
7.7 sec./ LOS A 
12.7 sec./ LOS B 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 5 Driveway 
   WB Parcel 5 Driveway Left+Right 
   SB Orcutt Road Left 
Average Weighted Delay 

 
10.8 sec./ LOS B 
8.0 sec./ LOS A 
10.3 sec./ LOS B 

 
10.8 sec./ LOS B 
8.0 sec./ LOS A 
10.3 sec./ LOS B 

Source: ATE (2023) 

Note: EB = eastbound; WB = westbound; NB = northbound; SB = southbound 
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Table SBPWT-8. Supplemental Analysis - PM Peak Hour Project Driveway Operations 

Intersection 

Delay / LOS Delay / LOS 

Existing + Project Cumulative + Project 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 1&2 Driveways 
   EB Parcel 1 Driveway Left+Thru+Right 
   WB Parcel 2 Driveway Left+Thru+Right 
   NB Orcutt Road Left 
   SB Orcutt Road Left 
Average Weighted Delay 

 
9.0 sec. / LOS A 

13.6 sec. / LOS B 
7.5 sec. / LOS A 
7.6 sec. / LOS A 

10.8 sec. / LOS B 

 
9.0 sec. / LOS A 

13.7 sec. / LOS B 
7.5 sec. / LOS A 
7.7 sec. / LOS A 

10.8 sec. / LOS B 

UVP/Parcel 2 Easterly & Parcel 4 Driveways 
   EB Union Valley Parkway Left 
   WB Union Valley Parkway Left 
   NB Parcel 4 Driveway Right 
   SB Parcel 2 Easterly Driveway 
Average Weighted Delay 

 
10.1 sec. / LOS B 
11.1 sec. / LOS B 
13.0 sec. / LOS B 
11.1 sec. / LOS B 
10.8 sec. / LOS B 

 
10.7 sec. / LOS B 
11.8 sec. / LOS B 
13.8 sec. / LOS B 
11.6 sec. / LOS B 
11.4 sec. / LOS B 

UVP/Parcel 2 Westerly Driveway 
   SB Parcel 2 Westerly Driveway Right 

 
13.7 sec./ LOS B 

 
14.8 sec./ LOS B 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 3 Northerly Driveway 
   EB Parcel 3 Northerly Driveway Right 

 
9.6 sec./ LOS A 

 
9.7 sec./ LOS A 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 3 Southerly Driveway 
   EB Parcel 3 Southerly Driveway Left+Right 
   NB Orcutt Road Left 
Average Weighted Delay 

 
11.1 sec./ LOS B 
7.7 sec./ LOS A 

10.9 sec./ LOS B 

 
11.1 sec./ LOS B 
7.7 sec./ LOS A 

10.9 sec./ LOS B 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 5 Driveway 
   WB Parcel 5 Driveway Left+Right 
   SB Orcutt Road Left 
Average Weighted Delay 

 
9.3 sec./ LOS A 
7.6 sec./ LOS A 
8.4 sec./ LOS A 

 
9.4 sec./ LOS A 
7.6 sec./ LOS A 
8.5 sec./ LOS A 

Source: ATE (2023) 

Note: EB = eastbound; WB = westbound; NB = northbound; SB = southbound 
 

SBPWT-18 The comment states that intersection operations based on reduced volumes assumed by the project 
being mixed-use are not accurate and reiterates the opinion that the project is not a mixed-use project.  
See response SBPWT-8 for discussion on NCHRP 684 methodology and additional trip generation 
data and assumptions. 

SBPWT-19 If they were to be approved, the project applications for annexation and a General Plan Amendment 
and Rezone would not result in development of the site immediately upon approval. Should the site be 
annexed into the City of Santa Maria, the future development of the project site as depicted in the 
conceptual site plan in the EIR would require the approval of discretionary entitlements (e.g., Planned 
Development Permits, Tract Maps), under the review of the City of Santa Maria Planning Commission. 
The comment refers to page 38 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and indicates the commenters 
belief that the queueing analysis does not appear to reflect a project of the size of the proposed 
Richards Ranch project.  
It should be noted that these comments do not affect the findings of the EIR transportation analyses, 
which is based primarily on VMT.  
The queues presented for the concept project driveways were calculated from the data within the LOS 
worksheets using the Highway Capacity Manual. To provide a more conservative analysis to be 
responsive to the County, a supplemental analysis for LOS and queue estimates has been provided 
assuming the new access configuration on UVP, the revised internal capture data, the revised pass-by 
data, and the using a peak hour factor of 0.92 instead of 1.00 (supplemental analysis queue 
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worksheets provided in EIR Volume 2, Appendix A). Tables SBPWT-9 and SBPWT-10 present the 
results of this supplemental driveway queuing analysis.  

Table SBPWT-9. Supplemental Analysis - AM Peak Hour Driveway Queues 

Intersection 

50th Queue Length 95th Queue Length 

Cumulative + Project Cumulative + Project 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 1&2 Driveways 
   EB Parcel 1 Driveway Left+Thru+Right 
   WB Parcel 2 Driveway Left+Thru+Right 
   SB Orcutt Road Left 
   NB Orcutt Road Left 

 
2 Vehicles 
3 Vehicles 
1 Vehicle 

<1 Vehicle 

 
3 Vehicles 
4 Vehicles 
2 Vehicles 
<1 Vehicle 

UVP/Parcel 2 Easterly & Parcel 4 Driveways 
   EB Union Valley Parkway Left 
   WB Union Valley Parkway Left 
   SB Parcel 2 Easterly Driveway Right 
   NB Parcel 4 Driveway Right 

 
3 Vehicles 
1 Vehicle 
1 Vehicle 
2 Vehicles 

 
4 Vehicles 
2 Vehicles 
1 Vehicle 
3 Vehicles 

UVP/Parcel 2 Westerly Driveway 
   SB Parcel 2 Westerly Driveway Right 

 
3 Vehicles 

 
7 Vehicles 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 3 Northerly Driveway 
   EB Parcel 3 Northerly Driveway Right 

 
<1 Vehicle 

 
<1 Vehicle 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 3 Southerly Driveway 
   EB Parcel 3 Southerly Driveway Left+Right 
   NB Orcutt Road Left 

 
2 Vehicles 
<1 Vehicle 

 
3 Vehicles 
<1 Vehicle 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 5 Driveway 
   WB Parcel 5 Driveway Left+Right 
   SB Orcutt Road Left 

 
2 Vehicles 
<1 Vehicle 

 
3 Vehicles 
<1 Vehicle 

Source: ATE (2023) 

Note: EB = eastbound; WB = westbound; NB = northbound; SB = southbound 
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Table SBPWT-10. Supplemental Analysis - PM Peak Hour Driveway Queues 

Intersection 

50th Queue Length 95th Queue Length 

Cumulative + Project Cumulative + Project 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 1&2 Driveways 
   EB Parcel 1 Driveway Left+Thru+Right 
   WB Parcel 2 Driveway Left+Thru+Right 
   SB Orcutt Road Left 
   NB Orcutt Road Left 

 
2 Vehicles 
3 Vehicles 
<1 Vehicle 
1 Vehicle 

 
3 Vehicles 
4 Vehicles 
<1 Vehicle 
2 Vehicles 

UVP/Parcel 2 Easterly & Parcel 4 Driveways 
   EB Union Valley Parkway Left 
   WB Union Valley Parkway Left 
   SB Parcel 2 Easterly Driveway Right 
   NB Parcel 4 Driveway Right 

 
2 Vehicles 
1 Vehicle 
2 Vehicles 
2 Vehicles 

 
4 Vehicles 
2 Vehicles 
4 Vehicles 
2 Vehicles 

UVP/Parcel 2 Westerly Driveway 
   SB Parcel 2 Westerly Driveway Right 

 
4 Vehicles 

 
7 Vehicles 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 3 Northerly Driveway 
   EB Parcel 3 Northerly Driveway Right 

 
<1 Vehicle 

 
<1 Vehicle 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 3 Southerly Driveway 
   EB Parcel 3 Southerly Driveway Left+Right 
   NB Orcutt Road Left 

 
3 Vehicles 
1 Vehicle 

 
4 Vehicles 
2 Vehicles 

Orcutt Road/Parcel 5 Driveway 
   WB Parcel 5 Driveway Left+Right 
   SB Orcutt Road Left 

 
2 Vehicles 
<1 Vehicle 

 
3 Vehicles 
<1 Vehicle 

Source: ATE (2023) 

Note: EB = eastbound; WB = westbound; NB = northbound; SB = southbound 

It is noted that this comment relates to the project’s site access and circulation design components, 
which are conceptual at this time. However, it should be noted that the comments provided on the 
traffic and circulation study prepared and circulated as part of the Draft EIR (Traffic and Circulation 
Study, Appendix E) did not result in the need to revise the traffic and circulation study, as explained in 
response to comment SBPWT-2. If the conceptual project proceeds following annexation with the 
Planned Development Permit process, revisions would continue to be required by the City and made 
by the Applicant.  

SBPWT-20 The comment refers to page 39 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and indicates that the queueing 
analysis does not appear to reflect a project of the size of the proposed Richards Ranch project.  
Refer to response to comment SBPWT-19. 

SBPWT-21 The comment indicates that sight distance should be evaluated as part of the EIR for each driveway 
location and provides some additional explanation of this request. 
It should be noted that these comments do not affect the findings of the EIR transportation analyses, 
which is based primarily on VMT. Refer also to response to comment SBPWT-19. 

SBPWT-22 The comment refers to page 40 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and indicates that the 
UVP/Parcel 2 intersection is potentially dangerous as shown and that SBPWT feels it should be 
redesigned. The commenter reiterates that SBPWT does not view the project as a mixed-use project. 
See response to comment SBPWT-2 for discussion on the revised conceptual plan to allow left-turns in 
at both driveways with no left-turns out. The final design of access to the site will be completed through 
the future discretionary Planned Development process, following annexation of the site into the City of 
Santa Maria. Tables SBPWT-11 and SBPWT-12 present the results of the supplemental queuing 
analysis. See also response to comment SBPWT-8 for a discussion of why the project, as depicted in 
the conceptual site plan, is defined as a mixed-use project, contrary to the SBPWT’s perspective.  
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Table SBPWT-11. Supplemental Analysis - AM Peak Hour Storage Length and Left-Turn 
Queues and Storage Requirements 

Intersection Storage Length 50TH % Queue 95th % Queue 

UVP/Orcutt Expressway 
   WB Left-Turn #1 (a) 
   WB Left-Turn #2 (a) 
   WB Through #1 
   WB Through #2 
   SB Left-Turn #1 
   SB Left-Turn #2 

 
465 Feet 

 
340 Feet 
340 Feet 
615 Feet 
615 Feet 

 
113 Feet 
116 Feet 
56 Feet 
105 Feet 
108 Feet 
142 Feet 

 
155 Feet 
179 Feet 
124 Feet 
281 Feet 
157 Feet 
164 Feet 

UVP/Orcutt Road 
   EB Left-Turn (a) 
   EB Through #1 
   EB Through #2 
   WB Left-Turn 
   NB Left-Turn 
   SB Left-Turn 

 
185 Feet 
340 Feet 
340 Feet 
270 Feet 
245 Feet 
145 Feet 

 
119 Feet 
147 Feet 
170 Feet 
136 Feet 
123 Feet 
61 Feet 

 
163 Feet 
237 Feet 
246 Feet 
268 Feet 
158 Feet 
88 Feet 

(a) Assumes modified median on UVP as shown on Figure F in EIR Volume 2, Appendix A. 

Source: ATE (2023) 

Note: WB = westbound; SB = southbound; EB = eastbound; NB = northbound 

 

Table SBPWT-12. Supplemental Analysis - PM Peak Hour Storage Length and Left-Turn 
Queues and Storage Requirements 

Intersection Storage Length 50TH % Queue 95th % Queue 

UVP/Orcutt Expressway 
   WB Left-Turn #1 (a) 
   WB Left-Turn #2 (a) 
   WB Through #1 
   WB Through #2 
   SB Left-Turn #1 
   SB Left-Turn #2 

 
465 Feet 

 
340 Feet 
340 Feet 
615 Feet 
615 Feet 

 
99 Feet 

119 Feet 
90 Feet 
86 Feet 

268 Feet 
316 Feet 

 
145 Feet 
184 Feet 
153 Feet 
138 Feet 
372 Feet 
411 Feet 

UVP/Orcutt Road 
   EB Left-Turn (a) 
   EB Through #1 
   EB Through #2 
   WB Left-Turn 
   NB Left-Turn 
   SB Left-Turn 

 
185 Feet 
340 Feet 
340 Feet 
270 Feet 
245 Feet 
145 Feet 

 
92 Feet 

192 Feet 
204 Feet 
106 Feet 
72 Feet 
64 Feet 

 
131 Feet 
261 Feet 
296 Feet 
202 Feet 
120 Feet 
127 Feet 

(a) Assumes modified median on UVP as shown on Figure F in EIR Volume 2, Appendix A. 

Source: ATE (2023) 

Note: WB = westbound; SB = southbound; EB = eastbound; NB = northbound 
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SBPWT-23 The comment refers to page 41 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and opines that if the intersection 
volumes are based on reduced volumes assuming the project is a mixed-use project then the tables in 
the analysis are not accurate.  
See response to comment SBPWT-8 for a discussion of why the project, as depicted in the conceptual 
site plan, is defined as a mixed-use project, contrary to the SBPWT’s perspective. 

SBPWT-24 As a continuation of comment SBPWT-23, the comment indicated that the project is not a mixed-use 
project. 
See response to comment SBPWT-8 for a discussion of why the project, as depicted in the conceptual 
site plan, is defined as a mixed-use project, contrary to the SBPWT’s perspective. 

SBPWT-25 The comment indicates that the accident analysis on page 44 of the Traffic and Circulation Study 
should be updated to reflect the most recent data available. 
The accident analysis provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study is based on the most recent 3 years 
of accident data available provided by City staff when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data 
was requested from the California Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 
to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 
3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is 
higher than the California State average collision rate of 0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans 
significance test was performed and determined that the number of accidents to be statistically 
significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents during the 3-year period is 
less than significant. 

SBPWT-26 If they were to be approved, the project applications for annexation and a General Plan Amendment 
and Rezone would not result in development of the site immediately upon approval. Should the site be 
annexed into the City of Santa Maria, the future development of the project site as depicted in the 
conceptual site plan in the EIR would require the approval of discretionary entitlements (e.g., Planned 
Development Permits, Tract Maps), under the review of the City of Santa Maria Planning Commission. 
The comment refers to page 45 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and indicates that signal/stop 
warrants should be provided for all project driveways to public roads as required by County Standards 
for arterials and collectors. 
Signal warrants were reviewed by the City and ATE at the conceptual project driveways and the 
warrants are not met, nor are signals advised for these locations. The signal warrants are not met for 
the UVP/Parcel 2 Easterly Driveway. See response to comment SBPWT-2 for discussion plan to allow 
left-turns in at both driveways with no left-turns out at the UVP/Parcel 2 Easterly Driveway. 
This comment relates to the conceptual project’s site access and circulation design components. It 
should be noted that the comments provided on the traffic and circulation study prepared and 
circulated as part of the Draft EIR (Traffic and Circulation Study, Appendix E) did not result in the need 
to revise the traffic and circulation study, as explained in response to comment SBPWT-2. In addition, 
it should be noted that these comments do not affect the findings of the EIR transportation analyses, 
which is based primarily on VMT. 

SBPWT-27 The comment refers to page 48 of the Traffic and Circulation Study. The comment reiterates the 
opinion that the project is not a mixed-use project.  
See response to comment SBPWT-8 for a discussion of why the project, as depicted in the conceptual 
site plan, is defined as a mixed-use project, contrary to the SBPWT’s perspective. 

SBPWT-28 The comment refers to page 50 of the Traffic and Circulation Study and reiterates that SBPWT does 
not view the project as mixed-use and that the VMT analysis should be updated.  
See response to comment SBPWT-8 for a discussion of why the project, as depicted in the conceptual 
site plan, is defined as a mixed-use project, contrary to the SBPWT’s perspective. See also response 
to comments SBPWT-1 and SBPWT-6. 

SBPWT-29 The comment indicates that all roadways should be modeled for anticipated future volumes and 
widened where necessary based on Santa Barbara standards. Further, the comment indicates that all 
roads should be constructed to American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
standards and should be built to State complete street guidelines to include facilities for all anticipated 
users (e.g., sidewalks, bike lanes, multi-modal users). 
See response to comment SBPWT-8 for discussion on the NCHRP internal capture model and VMT. 
The City’s VMT screening map (provided in EIR Volume 2, Appendix A) included in the City’s 
Environmental Procedures and Guidelines manual shows that the residential portion of the project is in 
an area that generates up to the average VMT per capita. Since the project, as depicted in the 
conceptual site plan, meets the definition as a mixed-use development, as further described in 
response to comment SBPWT-8, reductions in the traffic generation and resulting VMT production are 
appropriate. The supplemental analysis completed for the conceptual project show that the internal 
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Comment No. Response 

capture rate for the average daily trips generated by the conceptual project is 26%. Assuming a 
conservative 15% reduction in the residential VMT estimates, the conceptual project would not exceed 
City VMT thresholds and impacts would be less than significant. The VMT analysis completed by DKS 
for the commercial component of the project shows a reduction of 43,303 VMT which is a significant 
reduction in VMT which would reduce the overall project VMT (commercial and residential) to less than 
significant levels. 
The project, as depicted in the conceptual site plan, would incorporate the inclusion of two city public 
transit bus stops as part of its design strategy to improve accessibility to public transportation. These 
bus stops are strategically positioned to encourage greater usage of public transit, aiming to reduce 
the reliance on individual vehicles and consequently lower the overall VMT associated with the project. 
This project element, which is required for future development of the site, is geared towards providing 
convenient alternatives for commuters and promoting a more sustainable transportation approach to 
reduce VMT impact. 

SBPWT-30 The comment states that a thorough VMT analysis should be completed to support the ElR and that 
VMT should be minimized by using mixed-use land planning, bus service, bike infrastructure, 
enhanced walkability, car share programs and/or relocation of the project, or a portion thereof, to a 
different location on to provide more accessible services and reduced trip lengths. 
See response to comment SBPWT-8 for discussion on VMT. The future development of the property 
under the conceptual site plan would incorporate the inclusion of two city public transit bus stops as 
part of its design strategy to improve accessibility to public transportation. These bus stops would be 
strategically positioned to encourage greater usage of public transit, aiming to reduce the reliance on 
individual vehicles and consequently lower the overall VMT associated with the project. This project 
element, which is required for future development of the site, is geared towards providing convenient 
alternatives for commuters and promoting a more sustainable transportation approach to reduce VMT 
impact. 

SBPWT-31 The comment indicates that roadway annexations shall conform to the following criteria: 
f. Annex Orcutt Frontage Road north of the proposed project to a tangent section. It is 

impractical to conform road maintenance in a curve. 
g. Annex Union Valley Parkway to the eastern project limit. 
h. Annex to the southern limit on Orcutt Frontage Road or 250 feet south of any proposed 

intersection, whichever is greater. Having a boundary at or near an intersection is 
problematic for maintenance and for establishing traffic operational control. 

The suggested roadway annexations will be included in the Resolution of Application to Initiate 
Annexation developed by the City for the proposed project. Items “a.” and “c.” of the listing by SBPWT 
are related to the project’s frontage improvements on Orcutt Road and UVP. The project is the 
annexation of the project site (including these frontages) to the City of Santa Maria. If annexation were 
to be approved, the design of these features would be subject to the City of Santa Maria’s roadway 
design standards. The frontage road design issues would be addressed during the City of Santa 
Maria’s design review process, which would occur after the EIR is certified and after the annexation is 
approved, if it is approved. UVP would be widened along the project frontage, and the UVP and 
Hummel Drive intersection would be signalized. These comments do not affect the findings of the EIR 
transportation analyses, which is based primarily on VMT. 

SBPWT-32 The commenter has attached the Richards Ranch Project Updated Traffic and Circulation Study 
prepared by Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE), dated October 7, 2022. 
Responses to comments SBPWT-1 through SBPWT-24 respond to these various markups, page 
numbers of which correspond to the page numbers in the responses. 
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1.2.7.4 County of Santa Barbara Fire Department 
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 RESPONSE TO LETTER FROM COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA 
FIRE DEPARTMENT 

Comment No. Response 

SBCFD-1 The comment introduces the letter and provides significant background information regarding the 
location of fire facilities, response times, and the current conditions related to the SBCFD and the 
SMFD and the provision of emergency services in the Orcutt community. The comment provides 
further detail regarding the planned SBCFD, which the letter indicates was an outgrowth of the SBCFD 
Standards of Cover studies in 2021. The comment indicates that SBCFD has purchased a 4.6-acre lot 
on UVP, 0.4 miles east of the proposed Richards Ranch project and the lot is intended to be the site of 
the proposed SBCFD Fire Station 25. It is states that this proposed station will provide significantly 
reduced response times to both the proposed project area and the unincorporated neighborhoods to 
the north between Hwy 101 and Hwy 135 and that the addition of Fire Station 25 is the highest-priority 
fire station addition project for SBCFD. Furthermore, the SBCFD indicates that there is broad support 
for the new station and that the Standards of Cover did not identify a need to locate a future SMFD fire 
station any closer to the proposed project site and assumed fire protection service in this area would 
continue to be provided by SBCFD. The comment provides additional background information 
regarding the conversations that have occurred between SBCFD, City Planning staff, and SMFD. 
These introductory comments and additional information provide helpful background regarding the 
current plans of SBCFD and provide a good synopsis of the discussions that have occurred to-date 
between the various departments. This information provides important context but does not result in 
any necessary revisions to the EIR. The background information provided by this comment is not in 
conflict with the information presented in the EIR.  
Additionally, it should be noted that the SMFD recently received approval and funding to fully staff 
SMFD Station 6 to serve calls beyond the Santa Maria Public Airport. SMFD Station 6 at the Santa 
Maria Airport location will be fully operational to serve areas of the city and county beyond the airport 
property in late summer 2024 (SMFD 2024). When fully staffed at Fire Station 6, the SMFD would be 
more apt to pick up most of the emergency calls and be the first responder to the project site. See also 
Master Response 1, Public Services – Emergency Services. 

SBCFD-2 The comment indicates that the proposed annexation would remove four parcels from the Santa 
Barbara County Fire Protection District that are currently providing property tax revenue into the Fire 
District. The comment further states that this removal of this revenue could inhibit the SBCFD’s ability 
to build and staff the proposed Fire Station 25.  
As part of the annexation process, the City would need to develop a Resolution of Application to 
Initiate Annexation, including Adoption of a Plan for Services. The Plan for Services would identify how 
the City and SMFD would serve the project site using available facilities. If the SBLAFCO provides 
approval of the annexation, the County and City would move to a negotiation process to identify a fair 
and appropriate Property Tax Sharing Agreement. It is through this process that consideration for the 
sharing of property tax revenues from the proposed project to support City and County services, 
including fire protection services, would be determined. 

SBCFD-3 The comment indicates that the SBCFD does not believe the proposed annexation to be in the best 
interest of the residents and property owners of the unincorporated Orcutt community. The comment 
also proposes that any annexation proposal keep the current parcels within the SBCFD and provides 
some examples of where this has occurred.  
This is not a comment on the environmental analysis contained in the EIR; therefore, a response is not 
necessary. 
While this is not a comment specifically on the analysis contained in the EIR, this comment may be 
relevant for consideration in the project approval process. All comments received during the EIR public 
review process will be made available through their publication in this Final EIR; however, they do not 
warrant revisions to the EIR or preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR.   
Additional information summarizing the EIR’s environmental assessment regarding fire and emergency 
protection services is provided in Master Response 1, Public Services – Emergency Services. 
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1.3 NON-AGENCY ORGANIZATION COMMENT LETTERS 
AND RESPONSES 

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

Table 1.3-1. Non-Agency Organization Comments 

Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 
Letter dated: 01/31/2023 

SYBCI Tribal Elders’ Council 
P.O. Box 517 
Santa Ynez, CA 93460 
Contact: Crystal Mendoza, Administrative 

Assistant | Cultural Resources 

1.3-3 

Santa Barbara County Action Network 
Letter dated: 03/07/2023 

SBCAN P.O. Box 6174 
Santa Maria, CA 93456 
Contact: Ken Hough, Executive Director 

1.3-5 

Urban Planning Concepts, Inc. 
Letter dated: 03/07/2023 

UPC 2624 Airpark Drive 
Santa Maria, CA 93455 
Contact: Laurie Tamura, AICP, Principal 

Planner 

1.3-7 
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1.3.1 Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians 
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1.3.1.1 Response to Letter from Santa Ynez Band of Chumash 
Indians 

Comment No. Response 

SYBCI-1 

The comment expresses appreciation to the City for including the Tribal Elders’ Council for the Santa Ynez 
Band of Chumash Indians in the notification process and indicates that the Elders’ Council requests no 
further consultation on the project. It also indicates that the Elders’ Council can be contacted for Native 
American monitoring during ground disturbance and if any cultural items are unearthed. 
The comment does not provide any specific feedback on the EIR; a response is not necessary. 
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1.3.2 Santa Barbara County Action Network 
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1.3.2.1 Response to Letter from Santa Barbara County Action 
Network 

Comment No. Response 

SBCAN-1 

The comment expresses that the Santa Barbara County Action Network (SBCAN) appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the EIR for the project and provides an introduction to SBCAN. Further, the 
comment indicates that the organization held a roundtable discussion about the project and has attended 
community meetings. Lastly, this comment states that the SBCAN Board and several of the organization’s 
members have concerns about the proposed annexation. 
Because this introductory comment does not contain comments on the EIR, no response is necessary. 

SBCAN-2 

The comment indicates that SBCAN knows that the site has been planned for development and indicates 
that SBCAN is not opposed to development on this site. However, SBCAN is concerned with the 
environmental effects of development, such as increased greenhouse gas emissions, the loss of eucalyptus 
trees, and monarch butterfly habitat. 
The environmental issues areas noted by the comment have been addressed by the environmental analyses 
in the EIR. The commenter does not raise specific questions or concerns regarding how the information is 
presented in the EIR; therefore, a specific response is not necessary. All comments received during the EIR 
public review process will be made available through their publication in this Final EIR and can be 
considered by the City and agency decision-makers that would be required to approve the annexation.   

SBCAN-3 

The commenter expresses that they share the concerns raised in the SBLAFCO staff report for their March 
2nd meeting about the confusion of having several different service providers and being inconsistent from 
the rest of the Orcutt community. Further, SBCAN indicates they believe these parcels should not be 
annexed into the City of Santa Maria.  
These comments are not regarding the environmental analysis contained in the EIR; rather indicate a 
preference regarding whether the project site should be annexed into the City of Santa Maria. No response 
is necessary. However, it should be noted that SBLAFCO provided a comment letter on the EIR, for which 
responses are provided in Chapter 1.2.5. Further, all comments received during the EIR public review 
process will be made available through their publication in this Final EIR and can be considered by the City 
and agency decision-makers that would be required to approve the annexation.   
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1.3.3 Urban Planning Concepts, Inc. 
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1.3.3.1 Response to Letter from Urban Planning Concepts, Inc. 

Comment No. Response 

UPC-1 
The comment provides opening remarks to the Urban Planning Concepts, Inc. (UPC) letter.  
Because this comment does not provide a specific comment on the EIR, no response is necessary. 

UPC-2 
The comment suggests the removal of “adjacent to the northwestern boundary” from the text in the identified 
sentence.  
This revision has been made as suggested. 

UPC-3 

The comment requests that additional information be provided regarding the history of the Richards Ranch 
site, including prior ownership and use. 
The requested additional information has not been added to the EIR. The City does not have verification 
and/or a citation for this information and it is not important for the environmental analysis contained in the 
EIR. However, all comments received during the EIR public review process will be made available through 
their publication in this Final EIR and decision-makers can consider if this information is relevant to their 
consideration of the project and its potential approval.  

UPC-4 
The comment suggests adding reference to PG&E for the delivery and installation of electrical lines.  
This suggestion has been added to the language in Mitigation Measure EN/mm-1.1. 

UPC-5 

The comment points to inconsistencies with the project’s identified square footage for commercial uses.  
The analyses contained in the EIR consider a maximum buildout of 106,800 square feet of commercial uses 
and a 39,500–square foot mini-storage complex on 16.35 acres of the project site, as well as 400 apartments 
and 95 townhomes on the remaining 27.40 acres. Any erroneous notations of the project’s commercial 
square footage that are not consistent with this have been corrected in the EIR. The several locations of text 
in the Draft EIR that that did not correctly reference 106,800 square feet of commercial development were 
typographical errors. These corrections do not change any of the significance determinations for the 
environmental issues areas analyzed throughout Chapter 4 of the EIR. 

UPC-6 
The comment suggests the removal of “adjacent to the northwestern boundary” from the text in the identified 
sentence.  
This revision has been made as suggested. 

UPC-7 
The comment suggests adding “has been farmed periodically and disked for fire control” to the text as 
identified.  
This revision has been made as suggested. 

UPC-8 

The comment suggests correction to the allowable residential uses in the C-2 zoning designation.  
A correction has been made to the EIR in this paragraph to clarify that residential uses can be allowed in the 
C-2 zone under certain circumstances. Specifically, the Santa Barbara County C-2 zone allows for mixed 
use projects with a Minor Conditional Use Permit if the residential use is secondary to the principal 
commercial use on the same lot (Santa Barbara County Code, 35.42.200). 

UPC-9 
The comment requests the addition of the City of Santa Maria jurisdictional boundary of Figure 2-2.  
Refer to Figure 2-1 of the EIR which shows the City of Santa Maria’s jurisdictional boundary, the Sphere of 
Influence, as well as the project site boundary. No further edits to this figure are necessary.  

UPC-10 

The comment notes that the City Ordinance allows mixed use housing in PD/C-2 zones. 
The comment has been noted. No revisions to the text have been made as this discussion is referring to the 
land use designation and not the zoning designation. Because the project site is not currently within the City 
limits, it does not have a zoning designation from the City. For this reason, it would not be appropriate to 
make any suggested revisions.  

UPC-11 
The comment requests the addition of Dancer Avenue to the “Access” row in Table 2-1, with the distinction 
that it is for emergency access only.  
This revision has been made as suggested.  

UPC-12 

The comment suggests addition clarification to the discussion on existing land uses to the east of the project 
site, specifically adding mention of the Northpoint and Mariposa townhomes and their associated open space 
and recreational amenities.  
This clarification has been added as suggested. 
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Comment No. Response 

UPC-13 

The comment notes that that the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) adopted the 
Santa Maria Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) in January 2023 and that the discussion should 
be revised accordingly.  
The language in this section and throughout the EIR has been updated to reflect the adoption of the Santa 
Maria ALUCP. 

UPC-14 

The comment requests that the description be expanded to indicate that dry farming agricultural uses have 
occurred over the years and that there should be additional information about Walmart ownership in this 
paragraph.  
Text has been added in this location to indicate that the site was previously used for dry farming purposes. 
The request for additional information about the ownership history has not been added to the EIR as it is not 
important for the environmental analysis contained in the EIR. However, all comments received during the 
EIR public review process will be made available through their publication in this Final EIR and decision-
makers can consider if this information is relevant to their consideration of the project and its potential 
approval.  

UPC-15 
The comment suggests adding “General Plan” land use designation along with the pre-zoning designation in 
the title.  
This clarification has been made.   

UPC-16 
The comment requests the additional clarification that the City’s Professional Office land use designation 
allows for mixed use, including residential uses.  
This clarification has been added.  

UPC-17 

The comment points to inconsistencies with the project’s identified square footage for commercial uses.  
The analyses contained in the EIR consider a maximum buildout of 106,800 square feet of commercial uses 
and a 39,500–square foot mini-storage complex on 16.35 acres of the project site, as well as 400 apartments 
and 95 townhomes on the remaining 27.40 acres. Any erroneous notations of the project’s commercial 
square footage that are not consistent with this have been corrected in the EIR. The several locations of text 
in the Draft EIR that that did not correctly reference 106,800 square feet of commercial development were 
typographical errors. These corrections do not change any of the significance determinations for the 
environmental issues areas analyzed throughout Chapter 4 of the EIR. 

UPC-18 

The comment clarifies that the project would not connect to Dancer Avenue or be able to be accessed from 
Dancer Avenue.  
Figure 2-3 has been revised to show that Dancer would not provide through access to the south of the 
project site.  

UPC-19 

The comment requests additional details about Dancer Avenue be added to Table 2-4.  
Table 2-4 is meant to describe roadway and transportation improvements associated with the project. Since 
the project does not propose access to and from the site via Dancer Avenue, it would not be appropriate to 
add it to this table. A clarification sentence has been added in the text above the table to acknowledge 
Dancer Avenue and its use for emergency access only. 

UPC-20 
The comment states that the size of necessary water infrastructure improvements (i.e., water service lines) is 
known and to delete reference to this information being unknown. 
This revision has been made as suggested.  

UPC-21 
The comment suggests the removal of “adjacent to the northwestern boundary” from the text in the identified 
sentence.  
This revision has been made as suggested. 

UPC-22 

The comment requests that additional text be added to reference prior land uses and disking. In addition, 
reference to Walmart ownership is requested.  
Some additional information has been added to the EIR in response to this comment. The request for 
additional information about the ownership history has not been added to the EIR as it is not important for 
the environmental analysis contained in the EIR. However, all comments received during the EIR public 
review process will be made available through their publication in this Final EIR and decision-makers can 
consider if this information is relevant to their consideration of the project and its potential approval. 
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Comment No. Response 

UPC-23 

The comment indicates that the OCP and its EIR should be included in the bullet list under regulatory setting. 
In addition, the comment asks that the 1993 Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP) be deleted and replaced with the 
adopted 2023 plan. Lastly, the comment requests that the numbers from the 6th Cycle Regional Housing 
Needs Allocation (RHNA) should be included as well. 
This listing is intended to summarize the plans that would apply to the project if it were to be approved for 
development in the City. The OCP and its EIR are not within the regulatory context of the City of Santa 
Maria; thus, they have not been added to this list since. Further, the City’s 6th Cycle RHNA does not include 
the Richards Ranch site in its estimate of future housing units (i.e., the City’s 6th Cycle Housing Element 
does not presume annexation of the Richards Ranch site). The listing has been corrected to remove 
reference to the 1993 ALUP and update the reference to the ALUCP (which was adopted in 2023). 

UPC-24 

The comment suggests changing the term “rural” to “urban/suburban infill” in the following sentence:  
“The project site is in an area that visually transitions from a more rural setting in the south to a 
more developed area of the city in the north.”  

The comment has been noted; however, no changes have been made to the text. This sentence describes 
the transition in visual character in a broader context than the immediate project site and surrounding area. 
Changing this term would not be appropriate in this sentence.  

UPC-25 
The comment requests the addition of “periodic agricultural operations” be added to the text describing 
existing conditions in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics.  
This revision has been made as suggested.  

UPC-26 
The comment asks for the addition of a column in Table 4.1-1 to add figure numbers.  
This column has been added as suggested.  

UPC-27 
The comment notes that the SBCAG adopted the Santa Maria ALUCP in January 2023 and that the 
discussion within the Aesthetics regulatory setting section should be revised accordingly.  
These revisions have been made to reflect the Santa Maria ALUCP, which was adopted in 2023. 

UPC-28 

The comment suggests adding square footage and residential unit details allowable by the OCP land use 
designation to this discussion.  
The comment has been noted; however, no changes have been made to the text as this detail is not 
necessary for the impact discussion and would not change the significance determination.  

UPC-29 

The comment notes that the SBCAG adopted the Santa Maria ALUCP in January 2023 and that the 
discussion within the Aesthetics impact analysis section pertaining to lighting and glare should be revised 
accordingly. The comment also suggests addressing Dark Sky compliant lighting requirements and KS-26 
policies and development standards. 
These revisions have been made to reflect the adopted Santa Maria ALUCP. The City of Santa Maria does 
not have Dark Sky compliant lighting requirements in its Municipal Code and the OCP KS-26 policies and 
development standards would not apply to the project if annexation of the project site were to occur into the 
City of Santa Maria. However, as stated in Section 4.1.5, AES Impact 4, the project would be required to be 
designed in accordance with lighting and glare requirements set forth in the City’s Municipal Code as listed in 
Section 4.1.2. In addition, as stated in the EIR, the project would also be subject to applicable standards and 
regulations set forth in the ALUCP as well as policies established by the FAA and advisory circulars.  

UPC-30 

The comment indicates that the information on diesel seems dated and should be deleted or updated on new 
CARB standards. 
This section of the report provides a summary/historical overview of toxic air contaminants, including DPM, 
and their associated effects on public health and welfare. Applicable standards and regulations pertaining to 
air pollutants and emissions sources, including on-road and off-road vehicles and fuels, such as Executive 
Order No. N-79-20 which restricts new internal combustion vehicles, are discussed in the Regulatory Setting 
section of Section 4.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, beginning on page 4.2-14 of the EIR. 

UPC-31 
Again, the comment indicates that the information seems dated.  
Refer to response to comment UPC-30. 

UPC-32 

The comment indicates that the commenter feels that updated information about how these chemicals have 
been regulated and reduced should be included. 
Refer to Response to Comment UPC-30. As noted above, applicable standards and regulations pertaining to 
air pollutants, including toxic air contaminants, are discussed in the Regulatory Setting section of Section 
4.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, beginning on page 4.2-14 of the EIR. 
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Comment No. Response 

UPC-33 
The comment asks what the current standards and programs are for these reductions.  
Refer to the Regulatory Setting section of Section 4.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
beginning on page 4.2-14 of the EIR. 

UPC-34 

The commenter asks whether the exceedances noted on page 4.2-10 of the EIR were as a result of wildfires 
in the region. 
Wildfires can, on occasion, influence ambient air quality. However, data from the stations provided by the 
EPA show that no "exceptional events," such as wildland fires, were identified during the period indicated. 

UPC-35 

The comment requests that the paragraph be updated based on 2023 snowfalls and change in the water 
inventory for the foreseeable future. 
The comment has been noted. However, a single year of increased snowfall does not alter the trends 
discussed in the paragraph. 

UPC-36 

The comment requests that page 4.2-23 include a reference to the Air Quality Plan and the local SBCAG 
RTP/SCS.  
These references have been added to the Regulatory Setting in Section 4.2.2.3. It should be noted as of 
2016 the SBCAPCD updated the Air Quality Plan to be referred to as the Ozone Plan. 

UPC-37 

The commenter indicates that construction is anticipated to occur between 2024 and 2027. 
The Project Description has been updated to indicate that construction would begin in 2025, which is an 
estimate provided by the Applicant based on the status of the proposed project and approvals that have not 
yet occurred and would continue to be required before the project proceeds. Air quality modeling was 
conducted based on information provided and the unknown timing of construction is mentioned in the 
paragraph. Given that on-road and off-road fleet emissions are projected to gradually improve in future 
years, the analysis is considered conservative.   

UPC-38 

The comment questions the assumed square footage that has been analyzed in the EIR environmental 
analysis.  
The text of the EIR has been corrected to reflect that the EIR analyzes a maximum buildout of 106,800 
square feet of commercial uses and a 39,500–square foot mini-storage complex on 16.35 acres of the 
project site, as well as 400 apartments and 95 townhomes on the remaining 27.40 acres. Any erroneous 
notations of the project’s commercial square footage that are not consistent with this have been corrected in 
the EIR.  

UPC-39 

The comment states that the air quality impacts reflected in Table 4.2-8, Operational GHG Emissions would 
be less if 106,000 square feet were to be built versus 160,800.  
The air quality and greenhouse gas analyses did not assume 160,800 square feet of commercial 
development, as incorrectly stated in the Draft EIR. This was a typographical error and has been corrected. 

UPC-40 

The comment requests that the section be revised to accommodate natural gas to the commercial sites.  
Mitigation Measure GHG/mm-2.2 has been revised to retain the prohibition of the installation of natural gas 
infrastructure for proposed residential development. However, an alternative mitigation has been provided in 
response to this comment to allow for natural gas at the commercial land uses.   

UPC-41 

The commenter requests that Mitigation Measure GHG/mm-2.2 be revised to allow natural gas for the 
commercial buildings. This request has been considered by the City and the EIR air quality and GHG 
consultant, and it has been determined that equivalent mitigation can be provided that would address and 
compensate for the potential impact of natural gas use at the commercial sites. As a result, Mitigation 
Measure GHG/mm-2.2 has been revised as follows: 

GHG/mm-2.2 The servicing of residential development by natural gas shall be prohibited.  
Natural gas service for commercial development shall only be allowed if the following 
measures are implemented:  

a. The electrical systems for commercial land uses shall be designed with 
sufficient capacity and all prewiring necessary to accommodate the future 
retrofit to all-electric (e.g., such that electric space heating, water heating, and 
cooking appliances could be installed). 

b. A GHG-reduction plan shall be prepared and implemented. The GHG-
reduction plan shall identify additional on-site and/or off-site GHG-reduction 
measures to be implemented sufficient to fully offset GHG emissions 
associated with natural gas service to commercial land uses. The GHG-
reduction plan shall be submitted to City planning staff for review and approval 
prior to issuance of building construction permits. Under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4, subdivisions (c)(3) and (c)(4), respectively, a project’s GHG 
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emissions can be reduced by off-site measures, including offsets that are not 
otherwise required and measures that sequester GHGs. If feasible on-site 
GHG-reduction measures are insufficient to reduce operational GHG 
emissions to below the GHG threshold of significance, off-site mitigation 
measures may be included. Off-site mitigation measures may include “Direct 
Reduction Activities” or the purchase of “Carbon Offset Credits” as discussed 
below: 
Direct Reduction Activities  
Directly undertake or fund activities that will reduce or sequester GHG 
emissions. GHG reduction credits shall achieve GHG emission reductions that 
are real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, enforceable, in accordance with 
the criteria set forth in the ARB’s most recent Process for the Review and 
Approval of Compliance Offset Protocols in Support of the Cap-and-Trade 
Regulation (2013). GHG reduction credits shall be undertaken for the specific 
purpose of reduction project-generated GHG emissions and shall not include 
reductions that would otherwise be required by law. All Direct Reduction 
Activities and associated reduction credits shall be confirmed by an 
independent, qualified third-party. The “Direct Reduction Activity” shall be 
registered with an ARB-approved registry and in compliance with ARB-
approved protocols. In accordance with the applicable Registry requirements, 
the project developer (or its designee) shall retain an independent, qualified 
third-party to confirm the GHG emissions reduction or sequestration achieved 
by the Direct GHG Reduction Activities against the applicable Registry 
protocol or methodology. The project developer (or its designee) will then 
apply for issuance of carbon credits in accordance with the applicable 
Registry rules. 
Carbon Offsets 
Obtain and retire “Carbon Offsets.” Carbon Offsets shall achieve GHG 
reductions that are real, permanent, quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable. 
Carbon offsets shall be purchased from ARB-approved registries and shall 
comply with ARB-approved protocols to ensure that offset credits accurately 
and reliably represent actual emissions reductions. If the purchase of carbon 
offsets is selected, offsets shall be purchased according to the following order 
of preference: (1) within the SBAPCD jurisdictional area; (2) within the State of 
California; then (3) elsewhere in the United States. In the event that a project 
or program providing offsets to the project developer loses its accreditation, 
the project developer shall comply with the rules and procedures of retiring 
offsets specific to the registry involved and shall purchase an equivalent 
number of credits to recoup the loss. 

UPC-42 

The comment requests that a portion of Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-5.1 be removed since the current plan 
of the Applicant is to remove all of the trees from the site. The sentence that the comment requests removal 
is: “If bats are found to be roosting in the project area, the developer shall develop the project in such a way 
that avoids the bat roost.” 
This revision has not been made as it is inappropriate. The measure in-full is provided below: 

BIO/mm-5.1. The developer shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct roosting bat surveys prior to 
any tree removal. Pre-disturbance surveys for bats shall include two daytime and two 
dusk surveys no more than 30 days prior to the tree removal to determine if bats are 
roosting in the trees. The biologist(s) conducting the preconstruction surveys shall 
identify the nature of the bat utilization of the area (i.e., no roosting, night roost, day 
roost, maternity roost). If bats are found to be roosting in the project area, the developer 
shall develop the project in such a way that avoids the bat roost. If avoidance of the bat 
roost is not feasible, tree removal shall be delayed until the bats have left the area. 

The revision has not been made since it cannot be pre-determined what is feasible when it comes to tree 
removal and/or the specific project site plans, since they have not been received and/or processed by the 
City. Should the annexation and project be approved for development, the City will work with the developer 
to determine what is feasible and acceptable regarding Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-5.1 should bat roosts be 
detected.  

UPC-43 

The comment notes that the Applicant does not intend to develop any public parks. 
This comment is noted. The language referenced in the EIR does not indicate whether the parks would be 
public or private. Rather, the language describes that there will be park resources within the developed 
project site and that landscaping would be required to comply with the City’s landscaping standards in the 
Municipal Code. No revisions to the EIR have been made. 
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UPC-44 

The comment requests a revision to Mitigation Measure BIO/mm-11.1 to focus on replanting trees on site 
and providing compensating trees as an “in lieu fee” for the City Parks Department. 
A revision has not been made to the mitigation measure. While the comment implies that the mitigation 
measure requires tree protection in-place, this is not the case. Instead, the measure in the EIR requires that 
a City-approved biologist or arborist to “prepare a tree protection, replacement and monitoring program or 
another mechanism that ensures consistency with RME Goal 3 and Policy 3, and compliance with the City’s 
Municipal Code.” As allowed by the mitigation measure, it is recognized that tree replacement will likely be 
an important element of the tree program that is developed by the City-approved biologist/arborist. The City 
recognizes the hazard that the eucalyptus trees could pose. However, the required tree plan would be 
required to demonstrate protection of existing trees the “greatest extent feasible,” in accordance with 
Municipal Code Section 12-44.4. It is recognized that it may not be feasible or desirable to protect the 
existing eucalyptus trees on site. 

UPC-45 

The comment requests that Santa Maria Airport Business Park be added to the cumulative projects list in the 
analysis of cumulative biological resources. 
The portions of the Santa Maria Airport Business Park project that are proposed for development in the near-
term based on the City’s Major Developments List have been added to the cumulative project list, both in 
Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, and in Section 4.3.6 of the biological resources analysis. Specifically, the 
Santa Maria Airport Foxenwood Self Storage project, which would be a 101,450 square foot mini warehouse 
facility, would be located at the northwest corner of Highway 135 and UVP. Also, the Planes of Fame 
Museum, which would be an air museum consisting of two aircraft hangers, would be located at 3335 
Corsair Circle. This addition does not change any of the analyses contained in the EIR. 

UPC-46 
The comment notes an error regarding including the Newlove House in the listing of historical buildings and 
structures in the OCP area.  
This revision has been made to this background section of the EIR. 

UPC-47 The comment notes a typographical error, which has been corrected in the EIR. 

UPC-48 
The comment notes that PG&E does not provide natural gas in Santa Maria and Orcutt.  
The EIR has been revised to reflect this correction. 

UPC-49 

The comment points to inconsistencies with the project’s identified square footage for commercial uses.  
The analyses contained in the EIR consider a maximum buildout of 106,800 square feet of commercial uses 
and a 39,500–square foot mini-storage complex on 16.35 acres of the project site, as well as 400 apartments 
and 95 townhomes on the remaining 27.40 acres. Any erroneous notations of the project’s commercial 
square footage that are not consistent with this have been corrected in the EIR. The several locations of text 
in the Draft EIR that that did not correctly reference 106,800 square feet of commercial development were 
typographical errors. These corrections do not change any of the significance determinations for the 
environmental issues areas analyzed throughout Chapter 4 of the EIR. 

UPC-50 

The comment asks for clarification about what is included in Table 4.5-3, Operational Electricity, Water, and 
Natural Gas Consumption, and whether additional information should be provided to show the anticipated 
reduction in energy use after mitigation. Further, the comment requests that natural gas be allowed for the 
commercial uses.  
The table referenced by the commenter provides an estimate of energy consumption prior to consideration of 
the measures included in GHG/mm-2.1 and GHG/mm-2.2, which is estimated as 26,075 annual million 
British thermal units (MMBTU). Implementation of Mitigation Measures GHG/mm-2.1 and GHG/mm-2.2 
would further reduce operational energy consumption, including the prohibited use of natural gas for the 
proposed residential uses. With implementation of proposed mitigation measures, total annual energy 
consumption would be reduced to approximately 19,535 MMBTU. 
The request to allow natural gas for the commercial uses has been considered by the City and the EIR air 
quality and GHG consultant, and it has been determined that equivalent mitigation can be provided that 
would address and compensate for the potential impact of natural gas use at the commercial sites. Refer to 
response to comment UPC-41. 

UPC-51 

The comment notes that the Applicant is planning for all buildings to be connected to Central Coast 
Community Energy but that the commercial areas are intended to have natural gas. will have access to 
natural gas for the commercial buildings.  
Mitigation Measures EN/mm-1.1 and GHG/mm-2.2 have been revised to reflect this comment. Also, please 
refer to response to comment UPC-41. 

UPC-52 
The comment requests that page 4.6-2 include soil type descriptions and agricultural classifications. 
The descriptions and agricultural classifications for each soil type present on the project site have been 
added. 
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UPC-53 
The comment requests that page 4.6-4 include a discussion of the Casmalia and Santa Maria faults. 
Additional information regarding the Casmalia and Santa Maria faults has been added. It has also been 
clarified that the Los Alamos fault is classified as an active fault, rather than potentially active. 

UPC-54 

The comment asks for GEO/mm-9.1 to be deleted, indicating the no project in the area has had to do a 
paleontological study in the past and that no resources were found as a result of road construction that 
occurred in the area for UVP and the Orcutt frontage road and that no paleontological resources have been 
found in the project area.   
The City has considered this comment and will not be deleting the mitigation measure due to the potential for 
undocumented paleontological resources to occur below the ground surface at the project site. The history of 
paleontological studies and documented resources is not the only consideration regarding the potential for 
paleontological resources. The potential exists for resources to be uncovered at the project site due to the 
underlying formations present. In consideration of this comment and based on consultation with the 
paleontologist supporting the environmental analysis, the measure can be revised to delete the requirements 
for a monitoring plan and only require a paleontological monitor during the initial ground disturbance 
associated with grading of the site. This revision has been made in the Final EIR. 

UPC-55 

The comment suggests including the specific names of the residential neighborhoods located east of the 
project site in the general description of surrounding land uses.  
These neighborhood names have been added into the description of surrounding land uses in Section 4.7.1 
of the EIR.  

UPC-56 

The comment notes that while the records search performed to support the Phase I Environmental Site 
Assessment for the project did not identify agricultural uses as a historic use of the property, the project site 
was historically used for row crop cultivation and dry farming at the time the property was owned by the 
Richards family.  
Section 4.7.1 of the EIR has been updated with this information.  

UPC-57 

Section 4.7.1.3 of the EIR identifies several areas of the project region that are more likely to be the site of 
an accident involving hazardous materials, based on information provided in the City of Santa Maria General 
Plan Safety Element. The comment notes that while the Casmalia hazardous waste facility is included in this 
discussion, the status of this facility has changed from an active hazardous waste facility to an inactive 
facility that is currently undergoing ongoing hazardous waste cleanup efforts after it was identified as a 
Superfund site by the U.S. EPA in the early 1990s.  
This section of the EIR has been revised to clarify that the Casmalia hazardous waste facility is a Superfund 
cleanup site rather than an operating facility. In addition, the approximate distance from this site to the 
project site was added to provide additional clarification as to the applicability to the project.  

UPC-58 

The comment notes that the EIR incorrectly defines idle wells as pipelines that are not currently producing 
but have the potential to be reactivated.  
Section 4.7.1.4 has been updated to state that idle wells are defined as wells that have not been used for 
two years or more and has not been properly plugged and abandoned, as defined on the California 
Department of Conservation Geologic Energy Management (CalGEM) Idle Well Program webpage.  

UPC-59 

The comment notes that that the SBCAG adopted the Santa Maria ALUCP in January 2023 and that the 
discussion within Section 4.7.1.8 should be revised accordingly.  
The language in this section and throughout the EIR has been updated to reflect the recent adoption of the 
Santa Maria ALUCP.  

UPC-60 

The comment states that Figure 4.7-1 should be deleted as it shows the airport safety zones as reflected in 
the 1993 Santa Barbara County ALUP, which was just superseded by the adopted Santa Maria ALUCP in 
January 2023.  
This figure has been removed from the EIR as the 2023 Santa Maria ALUCP reflects the current plan and 
policies applicable to the project now that it has been adopted.  
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UPC-61 

The comment states that the Orcutt Community Plan (OCP) No Build Zone should be identified on Figure 
4.7-2 and that the Safety Zone 2 layer on this figure does not look correct.  
The proposed project includes an annexation of the project site into the City of Santa Maria, by which the 
County of Santa Barbara OCP would not be applicable to the project site. In addition, the OCP, published in 
1997, identified a “No Build Zone” based on the 1993 Santa Barbara County Airport Land Use Plan. The 
mapped runway alignments and associated safety zones for the Santa Maria Airport identified in the 1993 
Santa Barbara County ALUP have since been superseded by the Santa Maria ALUCP, which was adopted 
in January 2023. Based on the Santa Maria ALUCP, there is no designated “No Build Zone” or similar 
equivalent designation identified by SBCAG that restricts development in the area identified by the OCP 
other than the mapped Safety Zones and noise contours, which are described in detail in the EIR. Therefore, 
the OCP No Build Zone is not applicable to the project and no changes to the EIR are necessary.  
Safety Zone 2 and the other safety zones identified within Figure 4.7-2 are consistent with the mapped safety 
zones identified in the adopted Santa Maria ALUCP. Therefore, no changes to the EIR are necessary.  

UPC-62 

The comment lists a page number and states “should be deleted.” It appears this comment is likely 
recommending the deletion of the 1993 Santa Barbara County ALUP from the Regulatory Setting section of 
Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  
SBCAG has adopted the Santa Maria ALUCP in January 2023 and the discussion within Section 4.7.2.3 of 
the EIR has been revised accordingly, as the 2023 Santa Maria ALUCP reflects the most recent up-to-date 
plan and policies applicable to the project. 

UPC-63 

The comment lists a page number and states “should be deleted.” It appears this comment is likely 
recommending the deletion of the 1993 Santa Barbara County ALUP from the Regulatory Setting section of 
Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  
SBCAG has adopted the Santa Maria ALUCP in January 2023 and the discussion within Section 4.7.2.3 of 
the EIR has been revised accordingly, as the 2023 Santa Maria ALUCP reflects the most recent up-to-date 
plan and policies applicable to the project. 

UPC-64 

The comment lists a page number and states “should be deleted.” It appears this comment is likely 
recommending the deletion of the 1993 Santa Barbara County ALUP from the Regulatory Setting section of 
Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  
SBCAG has adopted the Santa Maria ALUCP in January 2023 and the discussion within Section 4.7.2.3 of 
the EIR has been revised accordingly, as the 2023 Santa Maria ALUCP reflects the most recent up-to-date 
plan and policies applicable to the project. 

UPC-65 

Mitigation Measure HAZ/mm-2.1 states that soil sampling shall be conducted for the presence of hazardous 
materials, including aerially deposited lead (ADL), shall be required for all areas where excavation is 
proposed within 30 feet of Union Valley Parkway (UVP). The comment states that because Union Valley 
Parkway has only been operational for the past 10 years, it would not have the potential to have 
accumulated potentially harmful levels of ADL along its roadway shoulders. 
As described in Section 4.7.5 of the EIR, ADL is known to occur in road shoulder areas along highways that 
have historically experienced heavy vehicle traffic in the project vicinity and elsewhere in the state; however, 
the highest lead concentrations are usually found within 10 feet of the edge of the pavement and within the 
top 6 inches of the soil. In some cases, lead is as deep as 2 to 3 feet below the surface and can extend 20 
feet or more from the edge of pavement of principal arterial roadways, freeways, highways, and 
expressways. SR 135 is classified as a freeway south of its intersection with UVP. Potential impacts related 
to ADL could result from project-related work and infrastructure improvements adjacent to SR 135. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure HAZ/mm-2.1 has been corrected to clarify that soil testing shall be required 
for project-related excavation activities within 30 feet of SR 135, not UVP.  

UPC-66 

The comment requests Section 4.7.5 be updated to reflect the adopted Santa Maria ALUCP.  
This section of the EIR has been revised to reflect the recent adoption of the Santa Maria ALUCP, which has 
superseded the Santa Barbara County ALUP as the applicable airport land use plan for the Santa Maria 
Airport and its associated AIA.  

UPC-67 

The comment requests Section 4.7.5 be updated to reflect the adopted Santa Maria ALUCP.  
This section of the EIR has been revised to reflect the recent adoption of the Santa Maria ALUCP, which has 
superseded the Santa Barbara County ALUP as the applicable airport land use plan for the Santa Maria 
Airport and its associated AIA.  
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UPC-68 

The comment indicates that the water demand calculation should also include the recharge to the ground 
water basin through LCSD recharge and states that a 25% credit is normally allowed in the experience of the 
commenter. Also, the commenter suggests deleting the last sentence of the paragraph.  
Golden State Water calculated water demand for the project consistent with their methodology to estimate 
the supplemental water needed to serve the project (Todd Groundwater 2022). The annual water demand for 
the project depicted in the conceptual plan is approximately 149.05 acre-feet per year (not including any 
recharge to the groundwater basin). The final amount of supplemental water to be purchased would be 
calculated at the time that Planned Development Permits are reviewed and approved by the City. The City 
has indicated that if the property is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase 
supplemental water and to be served by Golden State Water. Supplemental water agreement details would 
need to be formalized and would occur after annexation. As such, the last sentence is retained. 

UPC-69 

The comment states that the City of Santa Maria’s CPO zoning designation should be included as an 
additional City zoning designation in the discussion of City zoning designations within the general vicinity of 
the project site.  
The City’s Land Use Element identifies the Commercial/Professional Office (CPO) land use classification as 
a preliminary land use classification for the project site. Land use classifications are generally applied to 
reflect the range of uses that could be developed and identify corresponding zoning districts which guides 
development an area. According to the City of Santa Maria Land Use Element, the CPO land classification 
identifies the Commercial Office and Professional Office (CPO) and the Planned Development (PD) overlay 
as corresponding zoning districts. There is currently no land that is currently designated under the City of 
Santa Maria CPO zoning district within or near the project site. The CPO land use designation purpose and 
allowable development types is described under Section 4.9.1.4 of the EIR, Project Site Land Use 
Designations and Zoning. Therefore, no changes to the EIR are necessary.   

UPC-70 

The comment states that the EIR has conflicting information in that it identifies the Sphere of Influence 
zoning for the project site is Commercial but Figure 4.9-2 shows that it is CPO.  
Section 4.9.1.4 of the EIR describes the current adopted zoning designation of the project site, which is 
designated by the County of Santa Barbara, Commercial (C-2). Alternatively, Figure 4.9-2 of the EIR 
identifies the existing City of Santa Maria General Plan designations of the project area, including the 
preliminary land classifications of land located within the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI). These preliminary 
land classifications reflect predicted land use designations for areas located within the City’s Sphere of 
Influence if they are annexed into the City in the future. The current Commercial zoning of the site applied by 
the County does not contradict the preliminary SOI land use classification identified on the site by the City of 
Santa Maria. Therefore, no changes to the EIR are necessary.  

UPC-71 

The comment notes that that the SBCAG has adopted the Santa Maria ALUCP in January 2023 and that the 
discussion within Section 4.9.1.3 should be revised accordingly.  
The language in this section and throughout the EIR has been updated to reflect the recent adoption of the 
Santa Maria ALUCP. 

UPC-72 

The comment notes that that the SBCAG has adopted the Santa Maria ALUCP in January 2023 and that the 
discussion within Section 4.9.1.3 should be revised accordingly.  
The language in this section and throughout the EIR has been updated to reflect the recent adoption of the 
Santa Maria ALUCP. 

UPC-73 

The comment points to inconsistencies with the project’s identified square footage for commercial uses.  
The analyses contained in the EIR consider a maximum buildout of 106,800 square feet of commercial uses 
and a 39,500–square foot mini-storage complex on 16.35 acres of the project site, as well as 400 apartments 
and 95 townhomes on the remaining 27.40 acres. Any erroneous notations of the project’s commercial 
square footage that are not consistent with this have been corrected in the EIR. The several locations of text 
in the Draft EIR that that did not correctly reference 106,800 square feet of commercial development were 
typographical errors. These corrections do not change any of the significance determinations for the 
environmental issues areas analyzed throughout Chapter 4 of the EIR. 
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UPC-74 

The comment notes that SBCAG adopted the Santa Maria ALUCP in January 2023 and that the land use 
density requirements identified therein should be incorporated into Table 4.9-4 of the EIR. The comment also 
states that Table 4.9-3 and Table 4.9-4 should be consistent with the tables provided in Section 4.7, Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials of the EIR.  
The language in this section and throughout the EIR has been updated to reflect the recent adoption of the 
Santa Maria ALUCP. Land Use intensity (i.e., density) requirements associated with the airport safety zones 
that are applicable to the project site was provided in Table 4.9-3 of the Draft EIR, and this information is 
provided in Table 4.9-2 of the Final Draft EIR. 
Table 4.9-4 of the Draft EIR (i.e., Table 4.9-3 of the Final Draft EIR) has been revised to identify land uses 
that are “conditionally compatible” rather than “potentially compatible” to better reflect the ability of these land 
uses to be compatible uses within the corresponding airport safety zone if certain conditions are met and to 
be consistent with the language used in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials of the EIR.  

UPC-75 

The comment states that the City of Santa Maria General Plan Update is now projected to be reviewed and 
approved in 2024.  
The General Plan Update is now projected to be completed and reviewed by decision makers in 2025 rather 
than the summer of 2023 as previously predicted. Section 4.9.2.3 of the EIR has been updated accordingly.  

UPC-76 

The comment points to inconsistencies with the project’s identified square footage for commercial uses.  
This square footage reference, and several others in Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, have been 
corrected to reflect a commercial square footage of 106,800 square feet. These corrections do not change 
any of the significance determinations contained in this chapter. 

UPC-77 

The comment points to inconsistencies with the project’s identified square footage for commercial uses.  
This square footage reference, and several others in Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning, have been 
corrected to reflect a commercial square footage of 106,800 square feet. These corrections do not change 
any of the significance determinations contained in this chapter. 

UPC-78 

The comment notes that that the SBCAG adopted the Santa Maria ALUCP in January 2023 and that all 
policy discussion within Section 4.9 should be revised accordingly.  
The language in this section and throughout the EIR has been updated to reflect the recent adoption of the 
Santa Maria ALUCP. 

UPC-79 

The comment notes that the Hummel Drive signal is planned for and has been coordinated with the County 
of Santa Barbara. 
This is correct. The Project Description has been revised to reflect that the UVP and Hummel Drive 
intersection improvements, including signalization, to be constructed in Year 1 of the development, prior to 
the full buildout of the project (i.e., the 495 units and/or 146,300 square feet of commercial development, 
including the self-storage (106,800 square feet excluding the self-storage). These additions/clarifications 
have also been added to the policy consistency evaluation contained in Section 4.9. 

UPC-80 
The comment notes that Hummel Drive signalization is a regional improvement. 
Additional text has been added to the policy consistency analysis related to Implementation Program 1. See 
also response to comment UPC-79. 

UPC-81 

The comment states that while several policy consistency discussions in Section 4.9.2.4 of the EIR refer to 
project development being all-electric (no natural gas), the project applicant team wants to include natural 
gas infrastructure for the proposed commercial buildings on-site.  
The request to allow natural gas for commercial uses has been considered by the City and the EIR air quality 
and GHG consultant. It has been determined that equivalent mitigation can be provided that would address 
and compensate for the potential impact of natural gas use at the commercial sites. Refer to response to 
comment UPC-41. 

UPC-82 

The comment notes that that the SBCAG adopted the Santa Maria ALUCP in January 2023 and that the 
policy consistency discussion in Section 4.9.2.4 of the EIR should be revised accordingly.  
The language in this section and throughout the EIR has been updated to reflect the recent adoption of the 
Santa Maria ALUCP. 
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UPC-83 

The comment points to inconsistencies with the project’s identified square footage for commercial uses.  
The analyses contained in the EIR consider a maximum buildout of 106,800 square feet of commercial uses 
and a 39,500–square foot mini-storage complex on 16.35 acres of the project site, as well as 400 apartments 
and 95 townhomes on the remaining 27.40 acres. Any erroneous notations of the project’s commercial 
square footage that are not consistent with this have been corrected in the EIR. The several locations of text 
in the Draft EIR that that did not correctly reference 106,800 square feet of commercial development were 
typographical errors. These corrections do not change any of the significance determinations for the 
environmental issues areas analyzed throughout Chapter 4 of the EIR. 

UPC-84 

The comment states that Figure 4.10-3 in the EIR should be updated to only identify the noise contours as 
shown in the adopted Santa Maria ALUCP.  
Figure 4.10-3 and Figure 4.10-4 show the Santa Maria Airport noise contours overlaid onto the project site. 
At the time the Draft EIR was prepared, the most up to date mapped noise contours were used which were 
based on the 2022 Draft Santa Maria ALUCP. After comparing the noise contours of the adopted 2023 Santa 
Maria ALUCP and the previous 2022 Draft Santa Maria ALUCP, no difference was found. Therefore, no 
revisions to the EIR are necessary.  

UPC-85 

The comment states that the exterior noise for residential units has been changed to 75 dBA in the City of 
Santa Maria Ordinance.  
Table 4.10-7 represents the City's noise standards for determination of land use compatibility for new 
development projects, as identified in the City's currently adopted General Plan, Table N-4 (2009). For 
residential development, the exterior noise standard of 60 dBA CNEL is consistent with the "normally 
acceptable" limitation identified in Figure 2 of the State's General Plan Noise Element Guidelines (2017). As 
noted in the footnote for Table 4.10-7, an exception has been included stating "Outdoor living areas such as 
patios and balconies may be incorporated into multifamily development projects ("duplex" and "multiple 
family", and mixed-use projects which incorporate these uses) in areas which experience elevated noise 
levels. These noise levels may not exceed the "Normally Unacceptable" CNEL (75 dB and above)." This 
exception is consistent with the City of Santa Maria's Municipal Code, Title 12-Zoning, Section 12-8.15a. 
This 75 dBA CNEL standard is consistent with the "normally unacceptable" limitation identified in Figure 2 of 
the State's General Plan Noise Element Guidelines. 

UPC-86 

The comment states that the wall height in Mitigation Measure NOI/mm-1.2 should acknowledge the change 
of elevation changes as part of the noise wall between the commercial development and the existing 
residential lots. 
In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure NOI/mm-1.2 has been revised to read: 
 "The wall shall be constructed to a minimum height of 6 to 8 feet above ground level as determined by a 
final acoustical assessment” 

UPC-87 
The comment states that the wall height in Mitigation Measure NOI/mm-1.2 should be 6 to 8 feet based on 
the changes in elevation. 
Refer to response to comment UPC-86.  

UPC-88 
The comment notes a typographical error in Mitigation Measure NOI/mm-1.2. 
This text has been corrected in this Final EIR.  

UPC-89 

The comment notes that Santa Maria is one of seven cities in Santa Barbara County. 
Both the comment and the text that was published in the Draft EIR are incorrect. The text of the Draft EIR 
incorrectly indicated that Santa Maria is one of 14 cities in Santa Barbara County. The incorporated cities in 
Santa Barbara county are: Buellton, Carpinteria, Goleta, Guadalupe, Lompoc, Santa Barbara, Santa Maria, 
and Solvang. The text of the EIR has been updated to correct this error and note that eight incorporated 
cities are in Santa Barbara County. 
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UPC-90 

The comment notes that the Draft EIR is inconsistent in the numbers used for project-related projected 
population and employment. Specifically, Table 4.11-6 and elsewhere in the Draft EIR indicated that the 
project would result in an estimated 1,846 new residents. However, several other sections of the EIR state 
that the project would result in a new population of 1,346. 
The projected population and employment numbers contained in the EIR have been revised to be internally 
consistent. The analysis and projected population contained in the Draft EIR, Section 4.11, Population and 
housing are correct. Specifically, this section of the Draft EIR correctly used the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2020 
persons-per-household projection of 3.73, which results in a projected population resulting from the 
residential units of 1,846 people (3.73 x 495 = 1,846). 
In addition to the permanent population introduced by the project, the development would also bring 
additional employees to the area. Proposed commercial uses include drive-through commercial spaces, a 
retail center, corner gas station, and mini storage. Potential for job creation would depend on the exact 
nature and type of commercial uses developed. However, the based on an estimate developed by the 
Applicant, approximately 485 new jobs are expected to be created.  
Refinements to the population and employment growth anticipated to result from project development 
occurred after publication of the Air Quality and GHG Impact Assessment (Appendix E, September 2022). 
Only minor refinements to the technical analyses included in the EIR were required to accommodate these 
updated projections. Therefore, the Air Quality and GHG Impact Assessment was not revised/republished. 
Specifically, revisions to Table 4.2-8 in Section 4.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas, have been made. The 
calculations in Table 4.2-8, Operational GHG Emissions without Mitigation, and the associated 
environmental analysis in this section of the EIR have been revised to account for the updated and more 
accurate population projections. 

UPC-91 
The comment clarifies that not all the 10,868 service calls made to the Santa Maria Fire Department (SMFD) 
in 2021, referenced in paragraph 2 of page 4.12-3 of the EIR, are for fires.  
A revision has been made in the EIR to clarify that not all the service calls are for fires. 

UPC-92 

The comment indicates that the commenter believes that this service upgrade at the Station 6 in Santa Maria 
and the new Fire Station 25 in Orcutt should be available by the time the proposed project would be built and 
that, in the meantime, the mutual aid agreement would come into play with Santa Barbara County Fire 
Department (SBCFD) responding to calls, but only in times where Orcutt fire trucks are closer. 
This comment is not in conflict with the information contained in the EIR. At the time the Final EIR was 
published, there were not further updates to the timing of the SBCFD Fire Station 25. 

UPC-93 

The comment indicates that the City just entered into agreement for the Blosser Southeast Area 5B Specific 
Plan 20-acre regional sports complex and that this park facility should be included in Table 4.12-3. The 
comment also indicates that the Waller park acreage should also be included in this table. 
Table 4.12-3 only includes City-managed parks that are already constructed and accessible. While the City 
of Santa Maria may develop a new Sports Complex within the Blosser Southeast Area 5B Specific Plan, this 
development has not yet occurred. Waller park is appropriately included in Table 4.12-4, which summarizes 
nearby County-managed parks. Waller park, and other County-managed parks, are described correctly in 
the text of the EIR as nearby recreational resources that would be available to Richards Ranch residents. 
Based on this comment and additional research, the acreage of Waller park has been updated in Table 
4.12-4. 

UPC-94 

The comment asks whether the discussion on page 4.12-15 should include the Orcutt Library in Old Town 
Orcutt and the current effort to build or buy a larger library in the Orcutt area. 
The text on page 4.12-15 is regarding fire facilities and response time. Existing library facilities are described 
on page 4.12-7 and the impact analysis for library facilities is on page 4.12-18. The existing conditions text 
provides the information necessary for assessing library facilities, including reference to the Orcutt Branch, 
located at 175 South Broadway, approximately 1.5 miles southwest of the project site. In addition, 
information has been added to reflect the anticipated new Orcutt Branch library, which is not yet constructed 
but is in Santa Barbara County's Fiscal Year 2023-2028 Capital Improvement Plan. 

UPC-95 

The comment asks whether the discussion on page 4.12-15 should include information regarding building 
code requirements for residential uses to be fully sprinklered.  
The information provided by the commenter is not directly related to the analysis of fire protection services, 
so it has not been added to the EIR. 
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UPC-96 

The commenter indicates that they believe that the Tax Exchanges Agreement between the County and the 
City needs to be completed before SBLAFCO will consider annexation of the project. Page 4.12-16 of the 
EIR has been changed in the Final EIR as follows: 

Implementation of the project would result in the annexation of the project site into the 
City of Santa Maria, including changing the service area boundary so that the site would 
be within the jurisdictional boundary of SMFD rather than SBCFD. As well, as part of the 
annexation process, the City would need to develop a Resolution of Application to 
Initiate Annexation, including Adoption of a Plan for Services. The Plan for Services 
would identify how the City and SMFD would serve the project site using available 
facilities. Before the executive officer issues a certificate of filing, the involved city, 
county and affected special districts are required to negotiate the allocation of property 
tax revenues during a 60-day mandatory negotiation period, unless extended to 90 
days. It is through this process that consideration for the sharing of property tax 
revenues from the proposed project to support City and County services, including fire 
protection services, would be determined. 

UPC-97 

The comment indicates that the commenter believes the number of 13,000 students cited in the EIR is wrong 
because OUSD has 4,133 students and Righetti has 2,467 so there are only 6,600 students in the Orcutt 
area. 
As summarized on page 4.12-5 of the EIR: 

The project site is located within the boundaries of the OUSD (serving grades K–8), and 
the SMJUHSD (serving grades 9–12). The OUSD consists of 12 schools, including one 
early learning center, six elementary schools, two junior high schools, two charter 
schools, and one independent study program. There is an estimated enrollment of 4,133 
students within OUSD (Orcutt Union School District 2022a). The SMJUHSD consists of 
four high schools and the Mark Richardson Career Technical Education Center and 
Agricultural Farm, with an estimated enrollment of 9,257 students (SMJUHSD 2022a). 

The summarization of 13,000 students was not intended to only include students in just the Orcutt area but 
was, instead, meant to summarize the students served by both school districts in total. In 2022, the numbers 
provided by both school districts indicate they do, in fact, serve more than 13,000 students. A minor edit has 
been made to the language on page 4.12-17 to avoid confusion of what is meant by the reported student 
count. 

UPC-98 

The comment indicates that the commenter believes that the student calculation provided in the EIR is the 
worst case as the project is 70% 1-, 2-, and 3-bedroom apartments and 30% townhomes and asks that this 
be noted in the paragraph.  
This notation is unnecessary; the commenters opinion is speculative. The analysis contained in the EIR is 
based on information derived from the school districts, population projections made for the proposed project 
and carried through the analysis. No changes to the EIR have been made. 

UPC-99 
The comment indicates that the paragraph summarizing school impact fees on page 4.12-18 should include 
the current school fees for both districts. 
This information has been added to the EIR. 

UPC-100 
The comment indicates that the analysis regarding library facilities provided on page 4.12-18 of the EIR 
should include information on the proposed new library being proposed in Orcutt.  
This information has been added to the EIR. 

UPC-101 

The comment indicates that the first paragraph on page 4.12-19 of the EIR should be updated to include the 
new park the city has agreed to purchase.  
While the City of Santa Maria may develop a new Sports Complex within the Blosser Southeast Area 5B 
Specific Plan, this development has not yet occurred. 

UPC-102 

The comment indicates that the Richards Ranch project would include pocket parks and community center 
with pool and outdoor recreation to serve the project residents, and that there would not be a dedicated 
public park with the project.  
The EIR text referenced by the commenter has been revised in the Final EIR to not reference dedication of 
the parklands as public facilites.  

UPC-103 

Regarding Table 4.13-3 and 4.13-4, the comment indicates that the UVP and Bradley Road intersection is 
signalized and the table indicated that it is unsignalized.  
This comment is correct; the UVP and Bradley Road intersection is signalized. This typographical error has 
been corrected in this Final EIR. 
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UPC-104 

The comment suggests that Figure 4.14-1 be amended to included Tanglewood State Water line along Black 
Road along with the interconnects with the City of Santa Maria and existing Golden State Water wells and 
storage tanks.  
This information has not been added to the figure; the intent of the figure is to only show the Golden State 
Water Orcutt service area boundary. 

UPC-105 

The comment suggests that Figure 4.14-2 (incorrectly referenced as Figure 4.14-4 by the commenter) be 
amended to include notes on the Laguna County Sanitation District (LCSD) plant and property owned by the 
County and the surrounding agricultural operations for discharge for agricultural uses. The comment further 
suggests that the exhibit needs to show the purple lines that have been installed to provide recycled water to 
the surrounding area including Waller Park.  
This information has not been added to the figure; the intent of the figure is to only show the Laguna County 
Sanitation District service area boundary. 

UPC-106 

The comment indicates that recycled water is used by the Airport District, Waller Park, and Skyway industrial 
park. The comment also indicates that recycled water is also provided to Rancho Maria Golf Course. 
This information has been added to the EIR except for the reference to Skyway industrial park as no 
additional information was available to confirm the use of recycled water from LCSD. Santa Maria Golf 
Course was also added to the list of user sites. 

UPC-107 

The comment indicates that paragraph 5 on page 4.14-9 should include a description of the expansion and 
upgrade being conducted at LCSD now to meet new state laws for treatment and to serve future 
development in the area.  
A refence to the ongoing expansion of the LCSD WWTP from 3.7- to 5-MGD has been added to page 
4.14-7. 

UPC-108 
The comment merely states: “PGE/3CE.” It is assumed that the commenter wants additional clarification 
regarding the delivery of electricity by PG&E but being provided by Central Coast Community Energy.  
Additional clarifying language has been added in this section of the EIR.  

UPC-109 

The comment asks why biological resource mitigation measures are listed in the utilities section. 
As described on page 4.14-20, construction and installation of new and expanded utility infrastructure would 
have the potential to result in a full range of environmental effects, especially when grading for utilities occurs 
on the 43.75-acre project site. As required by CEQA, the environmental effects of construction of the project, 
including the utilities required for the project, must be addressed by the EIR. The mitigation measures listed, 
including biological resources, have been identified to reduce potential impacts associated with construction 
of future uses onsite, including construction and installation of new utility infrastructure within the boundaries 
of the 43.75-acre site. 

UPC-110 

The comment indicates that water supply would be provided by purchase contract with City of Santa Maria 
through Golden State Water. In addition, the commenter notes the discrepancy regarding the commercial 
square footage of the proposed project. Lastly, the comment request that a more explained discussion of 
Santa Maria water supply occur in the section. 
The typographical error regarding the commercial square footage has been corrected in the EIR. While it is 
not clear what is meant by a more explained discussion of Santa Maria water supply, additional information 
regarding water supply is provided in Master Response 6, Water Supply. The project is subject to the 
supplemental water requirement pursuant to the Court-adopted Stipulation in Santa Maria Valley Water 
Conservation District v City of Santa Maria, et al. (and related actions), Lead Case No. CV 770214, Superior 
Court of the State California, County of Santa Clara, in January 2008, and Commission Decision No. 13-05-
011, therefore, a source of supplemental water to offset the increased water demand must be provided. 
Golden State Water does not currently have any available supplemental water to serve the project. 
Therefore, the project would be required to identify and secure a source of supplemental water. The City of 
Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. Annexation of the site is not a prerequisite to or requirement 
for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the site. The decision to provide supplemental 
water is at the discretion of the City of Santa Maria. In the past, the City has elected to not provide 
supplemental water to proposed commercial development on the Richards Ranch site. The City of Santa 
Maria reviews and approves requests for the purchase of supplemental water supplies on a case-by-case 
basis. The City has indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to 
purchase supplemental water as required by Golden State Water Company. The final Supplemental Water 
Agreement would be formalized after annexation. Additional information regarding the water supply 
assessment is also contained in Appendix K of the EIR, which is the Water Supply Assessment prepared by 
Todd Groundwater. 
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UPC-111 

In reference to Table 4.14.10, the comment notes the project only includes 106,000 (actual, 106,800) square 
feet of commercial/retail uses.  
While the commenter is correct that the project includes 106,800 square feet of commercial retail uses, the 
analysis in Appendix K and Table 4.14.10 are based on land use acreages, not square footage. No revision 
to the EIR is required to respond to this comment. 

UPC-112 

The comment requests that bullet 8 on page 5-2 be revised based on the adopted 2023 LUP.  
It is assumed the commenter means “Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan,” rather than LUP. This project 
objective has been revised throughout the EIR, as follows: 

Create uses that are consistent with the noise, height, and safety guidelines of the Santa 
Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) adopted Santa Maria Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan (Santa Maria ALUCP). 

UPC-113 

The comment indicates that the commercial square footage in Table 5-4, which summarizes Alternative 2, is 
noted as 134,096 which is 28,000 sf more than the Applicant proposes in the project. 
The commenter is correct in reflecting the commercial square footage of Alternative 2, as summarized in 
Table 5-4. Revisions have been made throughout this chapter to clarify that the total square footage in the C-
2 zone that are assumed in the alternative include square footage for the retail commercial uses as well as 
the mini-storage. In the case of Alternative 2, 95,096 square feet of retail commercial and 39,000 square feet 
of mini-storage is assumed.   

UPC-114 

The comment indicates, in reference to Figure 5-2, that Dancer Avenue would have to be extended as a full 
access road to provide through circulation to the project which would have an adverse impact on the 
neighborhoods to the south. 
Figure 5-2 was not intended to show Dancer Avenue as a through road. Bollards have been added to Figure 
5-2 to indicate that Dancer Avenue is not a through road. Like the proposed project, this access would only 
be for emergency access. 

UPC-115 

The comment indicates that the transportation analysis for Alternative 2 should discuss the impacts on the 
Dancer Avenue/Mooncrest neighborhood.  
As noted above, Figure 5-2 was not intended to show Dancer Avenue as a through road. Bollards have been 
added to Figure 5-2 to indicate that Dancer Avenue is not a through road. Like the proposed project, this 
access would only be for emergency use. 

UPC-116 

The comment indicates that the commenter believes that Alternative 3 is the environmentally superior 
alternative because Alternative 2 must show that transportation would be increased on Dancer Avenue. 
This is incorrect. As noted in response to comment UPC-114, Alternative 2 does not have through access on 
Dancer Avenue. 

UPC-117 

The comment indicates that the signal at Hummel Drive is a county project that is funded by AB 1600 fees. 
The project includes frontage improvements along these roadways as well as the installation of a traffic 
signal at the UVP and Hummel Drive intersection. The County of Santa Barbara also has this improvement 
noted in their planned infrastructure improvements. The exact funding and timing would need to be finalized 
at the time that the discretionary permit entitlements for the construction of the project is completed.  

UPC-118 
The comment indicates that EIR Section 6.1.4 does not seem to address the setting of the site. 
This section has been revised to provide more detail regarding the land uses surrounding the project site and 
to more accurately describe the existing setting. 

UPC-119 

The comment asks for additional information on the class levels of the soils at the project site. 
It is assumed the commenter is looking for more information regarding the soil texture classes of the soils; 
the United States Department of Agriculture identifies twelve soil texture classes (e.g., sandy loam, silt loam, 
clay, silty clay). General information on these classes is included in this section. Additional information from 
Section 4.6, Geology and Soils, has also been added to this section in response to the comment. 

UPC-120 
The comment indicates that there are agricultural uses to the northwest on the airport property. 
The paragraph has been revised in response to this comment; this revision does not change the findings of 
this section of the EIR. 



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report  Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on the 2022 Draft EIR 

1.3-31 

Comment No. Response 

UPC-121 

The comment provides a closing to the letter and indicates that UPC wants to provide updated exhibits for 
the hearing draft EIR. 
This comment does not provide any further comments on the EIR. At the time of release of the Final EIR, 
updated exhibits had not been provided by UPC or the Applicant for the project, so the project description 
figures in the EIR have not be modified, other than to emphasize the bollards preventing through access on 
Dancer Avenue. This slight revision was important to depict more clearly that through access on Dancer 
Avenue is not an element of the proposed project.  
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1.4 PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
The following members of the public have submitted comments on the Draft EIR. 

Table 1.4-1. Public Comments 

Respondent Code Page 

Heather Paige 
Letter dated: 01/07/2023 

HP 1.4-7 

Bob Gnibus 
Letters dated: 01/10/2023, 01/13/2023, and 02/27/2023 

BG 1.4-9 

Susan Bryant 
Letters dated: 01/13/2023 and 01/28/2023 

SBr 1.4-49 

Cynthia Melendez 
Letter dated: 01/16/2023 

CM 1.4-61 

Mary Ellen Peters 
Letter dated: 01/18/2023 

MEP 1.4-65 

Lynn Alvarez 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

LAl 1.4-68 

Alyssa Boger 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

ABo 1.4-70 

Stephanie Burks 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

SBu 1.4-72 

Jermaine Castillo 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

JC 1.4-74 

Ismael and Linda Castillo 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

ILC 1.4-76 

Debra Coker  
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

DC 1.4-78 

Leslie Griego 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

LG 1.4-80 

Jillian Hankins 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

JH 1.4-82 

Tiffany Hopkins 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

TH 1.4-84 

Mary Housel 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

MHo 1.4-86 

Edward and Catriena Lyons 
Letters dated: 01/19/2023 and 01/25/2023 

ECL 1.4-88 

Anastacia Malm 
Letter dated: 01/10/2023 

AM 1.4-91 

Carolyn and Robert McBurney 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

CRM 1.4-94 

Kara Miller 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

KMi 1.4-96 
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Maria Perez 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

MP 1.4-98 

Jesse Skoda 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

JS 1.4-100 

Marisol Vazquez De Duyck 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

MVD 1.4-102 

Charlee Zleisy-Wilson 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

CZW 1.4-104 

Linda Adams 
Letter dated: 01/19/2023 

LAd 1.4-106 

Dan Applebay 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

DA 1.4-108 

Jennifer Arkinson 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

JA 1.4-110 

Natalie Bakke and Family 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

NBF 1.4-112 

Steven Beebe  
Letters dated: 01/20/2023 and 02/03/2023 

SBe 1.4-114 

Anna Blundell 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

AJB 1.4-117 

Lynn Burchard 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

LB 1.4-119 

Cortez Family 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

CF 1.4-121 

Stephanie Cortner 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

SC 1.4-123 

Cherie and Eldon Cribbs 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

CEC 1.4-125 

Haylie Cribbs 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

HC 1.4-127 

Chyanne Gaona 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

CG 1.4-130 

Teresa Gardner 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

TG 1.4-132 

Deborah Guerero 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

DG 1.4-134 

Vivian R. Hernandez 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

VRH 1.4-136 

Jazmín 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

JJ 1.4-139 

Kristina Johnson 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

KJ 1.4-141 

Renee Kolding 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

RK 1.4-143 
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Duft Family 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

DF 1.4-145 

Eric and Natalie Mahoney 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

ENM 1.4-148 

Kayla Moore 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

KMo 1.4-150 

Amber Nelson 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

ANe 1.4-152 

Armando Nol 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

ANo 1.4-154 

Jazmin Nol 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

JN 1.4-156 

Sandra A. Peterson 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

SAP 1.4-158 

Peggy Rokos 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

PR 1.4-160 

Martha Silva 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

MSi 1.4-162 

Patricia S. Sly (Feighner) 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

PSF 1.4-164 

Katie Sly 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

KS 1.4-166 

Dr. Jacob and Melinda Studer 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

JMS 1.4-168 

Carol Toney 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

CTo 1.4-170 

Karli Tripp 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

KT 1.4-172 

James D Valente 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

JDV 1.4-174 

Noemi Vargas 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

NV 1.4-176 

Curtis Warner 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

CW 1.4-178 

Lois Weddle 
Letter dated: 01/20/2023 

LW 1.4-183 

Nancy Jensen 
Letter dated: 01/21/2023 

NJ 1.4-185 

Steigler 
Letter dated: 01/21/2023 

Ste 1.4-187 

Francine Hutchinson 
Letter dated: 01/22/2023 

FH 1.4-189 

Salvador Morales 
Letter dated: 01/22/2023 

SM 1.4-191 
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Respondent Code Page 

Ardis Neilsen 
Letter dated: 01/22/2023 

ArN 1.4-193 

Mary Jo Silbernagle 
Letter dated: 01/22/2023 

MJS 1.4-195 

Candace Thompson 
Letter dated: 01/23/2023 

CTh 1.4-197 

Lynnetta Zuzow 
Letter dated: 01/23/2023 

LZ 1.4-199 

Michelle Betty  
Letter dated: 01/24/2023 

MB 1.4-201 

Elizabeth Lopez-Doll 
Letter dated: 01/25/2023 

ELD 1.4-203 

Alan and Barbara Walker  
Letter dated: 01/25/2023 

ABW 1.4-205 

Ken Hough 
Letter dated: 01/28/2023 

KH 1.4-207 

Robert Whittier 
Letter dated: 01/28/2023 

RW 1.4-209 

Sofy 
Letter dated: 01/29/2023 

So 1.4-211 

Pam Mathews 
Letter dated: 01/30/2023 

PM 1.4-213 

Charlotte Pettit 
Letter dated: 01/30/2023 

CP 1.4-215 

Donna Pulling 
Letters dated: 01/30/2023 and 02/27/2023 

DP 1.4-217 

Chris Seymour 
Letter dated: 01/30/2023 

CSe 1.4-220 

Nancy Snyder 
Letter dated: 01/30/2023 

NS 1.4-222 

Concerned Citizen 
Letter dated: 02/01/2023 

CC 1.4-224 

Tim Rogers 
Letters dated: 02/03/2023 and 03/06/2023 

TR 1.4-226 

Heather Reese 
Letter dated: 02/04/2023 

HR 1.4-238 

Myrna Heldfond 
Letter dated: 02/08/2023 

MHe 1.4-240 

Stephen Teague 
Letter dated: 02/12/2023 

SDT 1.4-242 

Cliff Solomon 
Letter dated: 02/24/2023 

CSo 1.4-244 

Laurie Haro 
Letter dated: 02/25/2023 

LH 1.4-246 
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Respondent Code Page 

Kenneth McCalip 
Letter dated: 02/25/2023 

KMC 1.4-248 

Michael Edberg 
Letter dated: 02/26/2023 

MEd 1.4-250 

Susan Ferrant 
Letter dated: 02/27/2023 

SF 1.4-252 

Kathryn Jacobson and Paul Cooke 
Letter dated: 02/27/2023 

KJPC 1.4-254 

TJ 
Letter dated: 02/27/2023 

TJ 1.4-256 

Mary and Robert Perry 
Letter dated: 02/28/2023 

MRP 1.4-258 

Shirley Randall 
Letter dated: 02/28/2023 

SMR 1.4-260 

Courtnie Hayson 
Letter dated: 03/01/2023 

CH 1.4-262 

Bert Johnson 
Letter dated: 03/01/2023 

BJ 1.4-264 

Chris Straub 
Letter dated: 03/01/2023 

CSt 1.4-268 

Douglas Brown 
Letter dated: 03/03/2023 

DB 1.4-270 

Josh Islas 
Letter dated: 03/03/2023 

JI 1.4-272 

Maureen Soderberg 
Letter dated: 03/03/2023 

MSo 1.4-274 

Steve Strachan 
Letter dated: 03/03/2023 

SS 1.4-276 

Carolyn Christiansen 
Letter dated: 03/05/2023 

CCh 1.4-278 

Steve LeBard 
Letter dated: 03/06/2023 

SLB 1.4-280 

Salvador Melendez II 
Letter dated: 03/05/2023 

SMII 1.4-285 

Adolph Sherer 
Letter dated: 03/06/2023 

AS 1.4-288 

Susan Wilson 
Letter dated: 03/06/2023 

SW 1.4-292 

Carla and Ken Canby 
Letter dated: 03/07/2023 

CKC 1.4-295 

Scott and Cathy Wells 
Letter dated: 03/07/2023 

SCW 1.4-297 

Felix Diaz 
Letter dated: 03/07/2023 

FD 1.4-299 
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Respondent Code Page 

Tara Diaz 
Letter dated: 03/07/2023 

TD 1.4-301 

Pam Gates 
Letter dated: 03/07/2023 

PG 1.4-304 

Allicia King 
Letter dated: 03/07/2023 

AK 1.4-311 

Constance King 
Letter dated: 03/07/2023 

CK 1.4-320 

Vance and Jerrilyn Matzke 
Letter dated: 03/07/2023 

VJM 1.4-323 

Andrew Oman 
Letter dated: 03/07/2023 

AO 1.4-325 

Katy Rogers 
Letter dated: 03/07/2023 

KR 1.4-327 

Eric Wilson 
Letter dated: 03/07/2023 

EW 1.4-331 
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1.4.1 Heather Paige 
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1.4.1.1 Response to Letter from Heather Paige 

Comment No. Response 

HP-1 The comment raises concern related to the provision of police and fire protection services. Refer to MR-1, 
which responds to comments related to emergency services. 

HP-2 

The comment raises concern related to the safety of school-aged children traveling to the designated school 
sites.  
The distance children need to travel to attend school is not considered an environmental effect that is within 
the scope of CEQA. As provided in the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, 
Section 21060.5, “Environment” as used by CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area 
which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” This concern does not change the conclusions contained in the 
EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have 
been made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed 
responses in the Final EIR. 
See also MR-2, which responds to comments related to public school services.  

 

 
  



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report   Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on 2022 Draft EIR 

1.4-9 

1.4.2 Bob Gnibus 
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1.4.2.1 Response to Letters from Bob Gnibus 

Comment No. Response 

BG 1-1 

The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic congestion along roadways within the project 
area. In addition, the commenter indicates that the traffic analysis should consider additional traffic from the 
Dancer Avenue extension or that Dancer Avenue should not provide through access, except for emergency 
access. 
Refer to MR-3, which addresses comments related to the transportation system. MR-3 and the traffic 
analysis provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study contained in Appendix C of the EIR address all the 
specific comments raised by the commenter. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary. 

BG 1-2 The comment raises concern related to building height hazards near Santa Maria Airport. Refer to MR-4, 
which addresses comments related to airport hazards. 

BG 1-3 The commenter has included select pages from the Draft EIR. 

BG 2-1 The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic congestion along roadways within the project 
area. Refer to MR-3, which addresses comments related to the transportation system. 

BG 2-2 The comment raises concern related to building height hazards near Santa Maria Airport. Refer to MR-4, 
which addresses comments related to airport hazards. 

BG 2-3 The commenter has included select pages from the Draft EIR. 

BG 3-1 The comment introduces the comment letter, which does not identify any specific concerns with the EIR 
requiring a response.  

BG 3-2 
The comment asks that the City provide a letter with specific questions to the Applicant so that he is 
prepared before the public meeting, which was held on February 28, 2023. This comment does not identify 
any specific concerns with the EIR requiring a response.  

BG 3-3 

The comment specifically asks whether military aircraft would be prohibited from flying over the proposed 
Richards Ranch structures and, generally, raises concern related to building heights hazards near Santa 
Maria Airport.  
The City nor the Applicant can prohibit military aircraft from flying over the project site. MR-4 addresses 
comments related to airport hazards. Regarding noise associated with the aircraft, the EIR considers the 
number of aircraft operations by each type of aircraft to be in use at the airport, the percentage of day versus 
night operations, the distribution of takeoffs and landings for each runway direction, and flight tracks. The 
proposed project would not involve the use of aircraft, would not affect existing or projected future airport 
operations, nor would the proposed project result in the location of noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., residential 
dwellings) within the airport’s 60-dBA CNEL noise contour. In addition, proposed commercial development 
would not be located within the projected 65 dBA CNEL noise contour. For these reasons, this impact was 
considered less than significant.  
It is important to note that although aircraft overflights were included in the noise contours developed for 
Santa Maria Airport, the individual sensitivity to aircraft overflights varies from one person to another.  In 
recognition of this fact, the Santa Maria Airport's ALUCP includes overflight compatibility policies to help 
notify community residents about the presence of overflights near airports. Refer also to MR-12, which 
responds to comments related to noise, including aircraft-related noise. 
Regarding hazards associated with the Santa Maria Airport, Refer to MR-4, which responds to comments 
related to airport hazards. 
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Comment No. Response 

BG 3-4 

The comment raises concern related to costs associated with expanded Golden State Water Company 
(Golden State Water) infrastructure, and inquires about the project utilizing recycled water.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply and associated costs. Economic 
impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under the CEQA and only require discussion if 
the economic impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts 
would result in growth-inducing impacts. As such, the rates and costs associated with the provision of water 
through Golden State Water are not addressed in the EIR. The City does not have visibility into the specifics 
of Golden State Water’s rate structure. As a general matter, Golden State Water’s ability to extend water 
service to new customers is done pursuant to California Public Utilities Commission’s approved rules and 
regulations applicable to Golden State Water. 
As indicated in Golden State Water’s Can and Will Serve Letter for the project, all costs associated with 
improvements to or new main extensions, water supply, water storage and any additional water 
appurtenances would be paid by the Applicant and contributed to Golden State Water. Further, Golden State 
Water would provide water service to the project, under the same terms and conditions as its existing 
customers. 
At this time, planned connections to the recycled water system are not anticipated; however, during the 
Planned Development Permit process, it would be determined if such connections were appropriate. This 
EIR does not consider the environmental effects of connecting to the recycled water system. 

BG 3-5 

The comment raises questions related to the project’s proposed park and recreation uses.  
As shown on Figure 2-3 in the EIR, the project shown in the conceptual site plan would include several 
internal pocket park areas intended for use by future residents. Given the conceptual nature of the project’s 
development plan, specific details about the exact size and types of park and open space features on-site 
are not known at this time. Park and open space areas within the project site would be considered as part of 
the overall project development and would not result in physical impacts on the environment outside of those 
described in this EIR. Additionally, as a condition of approval, the proposed project would pay the required 
parkland development fees pursuant to City of Santa Maria Municipal Code Section 19-9.05 and growth 
mitigation fees pursuant to Municipal Code Section 8-15 to maintain and grow the City’s park system.  
Potential environmental impacts associated with the provision of public park facilities have been adequately 
evaluated in the EIR, and no revisions to the EIR are necessary.  
Refer also to MR-7, which responds to comments related to recreation and open space.  

BG 3-6 The comment raises concern related to hazards related to aircraft and current and future military activities at 
the Santa Maria Airport. Refer to MR-4, which addresses comments related to airport and aircraft hazards. 

BG 3-7 

The comment raises concern related to costs associated with expanded Golden State Water Company 
(Golden State Water) infrastructure and asks whether the project would result in an increase in the water 
bills to other Golden State Water customers.  
Refer to response to comment BG 3-4 and MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply and 
associated costs.  

BG 3-8 
The comment provides additional information and pages from the Draft EIR related to Comment BG 3-5. 
Refer to the response to comment BG 3-5 and MR-7, which provides response to comments related to 
recreation and open space.  
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1.4.3.1 Response to Letter from Susan Bryant 

Comment No. Response 

SBr 1-1 The comment is an introduction to the comment letter. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive 
comments. 

SBr 1-2 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. The project site is 
bordered by City of Santa Maria city limits to the west. Therefore, annexation of the project site would not 
create a municipal island. 

SBr 1-3 

The comment raises concern related to GHG emissions and the increase in GHG emissions that the project 
would add and opines regarding the appropriateness of the land uses (e.g., gas stations and fast-food drive 
throughs) included in the proposed project.  
There is no disputing that the project would add GHG emissions to the environment. The question that the 
EIR must address is whether the contribution of GHG is determined to be significant. Project-generated 
emissions were evaluated in accordance with SBCAPCD recommended methodologies and significance 
thresholds. Mitigation measures have been included to reduce project-generated emissions, including 
emissions of GHGs, associated with short-term construction and long-term operation of the project. In 
addition, the proposed gasoline-dispensing station would be subject to the SBCAPCD permitting 
requirements for stationary emission sources. 
Analysis of the project was conducted based on consistency with applicable GHG-reduction plans in order to 
evaluate the project's consistency with the State's future GHG-reduction goals. These plans include the 
SBCAG 2050 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategies (2050 RTP/SCS) and 
the CARB Climate Change Scoping Plan. As noted in the analysis, the City of Santa Maria does not have an 
adopted GHG reduction or Climate Action Plan. 
Project design combined with Mitigation Measures EN/mm-1.1, GHG/mm-2.1, and GHG/mm-2.2 enable 
consistency with applicable plans and ensure the project would be contributing its fair share toward 
achieving the State’s goal of carbon neutrality by 2045. No changes to the EIR were found to be necessary 
to address this comment as the points made by to commenter do not provide new information or evidence 
that would result in a change the EIR analysis. 
Refer also to MR-9, which responds to comments related to air quality and GHG emissions. In addition, in 
response to the commenter’s concerns regarding the appropriateness of the land uses proposed, the 
concerns raised could be relevant for consideration by the City’s decision-making bodies in their 
consideration as to whether to approve or deny approval of the project. As such, they have been made 
available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses in the 
Final EIR. 

SBr 1-4 

The comment raises concern related to traffic congestion, traffic-related noise, and parking.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to transportation and MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise.  
Specific questions are raised about how Dancer Avenue would be used with implementation of the project. 
As noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access 
to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary.  
In addition, it should be noted that parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope 
of CEQA. As provided in the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 
21060.5, “Environment” as used by CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which 
will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance.” The concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions 
contained in the EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval 
process and have been made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require 
preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR.  

SBr 1-5 

The comment raises concern related to construction impacts to surrounding properties. Specifically, the 
commenter indicates that impacts on property immediately adjacent to and south of the Richards Ranch 
parcel should be addressed, including the potential for erosion, soil stability, and flooding issues. 
As discussed in Section 4.6, Geology and Soils, all future development within the project site would be 
subject to the CBC, which requires buildings, building foundations, and any other associated structures to be 
constructed to withstand earthquake loads, including liquefaction. Future buildout of the project would also 
be required to comply with the building and design measures included in the Geotechnical Engineering 
Report and associated reports prepared by Earth Systems Pacific for the project, as detailed in Mitigation 
Measures GEO/mm-2.1, GEO/mm-2.2, GEO/mm-2.3, GEO/mm-3.1, GEO/mm-3.2, GEO/mm-3.3, GEO/mm-
5.1, and GEO/mm-6.1. Mitigation Measure GEO/mm-6.1 has been identified to require the developer to 
retain a qualified Geotechnical Engineer to provide consultation during the design phase, to aid in future 
project design consistent with the Geotechnical Engineering Report, to review final plans once they are 



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report   Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on 2022 Draft EIR 

1.4-59 

Comment No. Response 

available, to interpret this report during construction, and to provide construction monitoring in the form of 
testing and observation. In addition, future buildout of the project would be required to comply with all 
applicable CBC standards, including Section 1613 of the CBC to reduce or avoid risk associated with 
development on potentially unstable soils, including liquefaction. The project would also be required to 
implement Mitigation Measure GEO/mm-2.3, which requires measures for building foundations to be 
implemented into future project design criteria to reduce the risk of collapse or other damage due to unstable 
geologic conditions.  
As described in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, as part of the permitting and approval of 
development on the site after annexation to the City, the developer would be required to develop and 
implement a SWPPP in accordance with the Construction General Permit. The SWPPP would include a 
grading plan, a drainage plan, an erosion and sedimentation control plan, pollutant sources, BMP 
identification, and post-construction stormwater management. The SWPPP would include a description of 
potential sources of pollutants, including pollutants originating from offsite, which may flow across or through 
areas of construction. The SWPPP would specify the location, type, and maintenance requirements for 
BMPs necessary to prevent stormwater runoff from carrying construction-related pollutants into nearby 
receiving waters (in this case, Santa Maria River). BMPs must be implemented to address the potential 
release of fuels, oil, and/or lubricants from construction vehicles and equipment (e.g., drip pans, secondary 
containment, washing stations); release of sediment from material stockpiles and other construction-related 
excavations (e.g., sediment barriers, soil binders); and other construction-related activities with the potential 
to adversely affect water quality. The number, type, location, and maintenance requirements of BMPs to be 
implemented as part of the SWPPP depend on site-specific risk factors, such as soil erosivity factors, 
construction season/duration, and receiving water sensitivity. 
An Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan would be included with the SWPPP. The Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan would include a description of the BMPs to reduce the tracking of sediment onto public or 
private roads at all times. The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan would also contain erosion and sediment 
controls, soil stabilization, dewatering, source controls, and pollution prevention measures per the California 
Stormwater Quality Association’s (2003) Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook and must 
describe the rationale used to select BMPs.  
Compliance with the requirements of the Central Coast RWQCB requirements (CWA NPDES Program and 
Porter-Cologne Act waste discharge requirements), Construction General Permit, and City stormwater 
regulations are sufficient to address the potential for buildout of the project to violate water quality standards 
or waste discharge requirements. These requirements have been included in Mitigation Measures HYD/mm-
1.1 and HYD/mm-1.2 to ensure proper timing and that the requirements be included on construction plans. 
With adequate implementation and maintenance of SWPPPs, erosion and stormwater control plans, and 
drainage plans that would be required for any future development within the project site, the proposed 
project would not substantially alter the drainage pattern beyond the construction footprint and would not 
alter offsite drainage patterns. In addition, Mitigation Measure GEO/mm-5.1 has been identified to stabilize 
surface soils during and following grading and construction activities. 
With required adherence to the CBC and implementation of identified mitigation measures, future 
development on the project site would not result in potentially significant impacts associated with unstable 
geologic conditions or off-site flooding. Revisions to the EIR are not necessary in response to The comment. 

SBr 1-6 

The comment raises concern related to recreational trails. The comment specifically states that the project 
offers no trails, walking paths, or preserved areas.  
Given the project design is only conceptual at this time, it does not provide details regarding possible walking 
trails or paths within the development. At the time that a Planned Development Permit application is 
submitted to the City, further consideration by the City would occur about the incorporation of recreational 
features within the proposed development. These considerations would not affect the environmental impact 
analysis contained within the EIR as the CEQA impact assessment contained in the EIR is focused on 
whether the project would deteriorate existing recreational facilities. Given the current property is private 
land, unauthorized use of the current property for recreational activities is not considered a sanctioned or 
frequent use, and thus is not considered in the EIR. 
The comment also questions whether it is appropriate to consider bike racks are accepted as mitigation for 
increased VMT. While it is appropriate to require this type of mitigation for reduction of vehicle trips, the EIR 
does not specify a mitigation measure like this to reduce VMT. However, the EIR does include GHG/mm-2.1, 
which includes a variety of design features to encourage the use of alternate transportation modes and 
reduce mobile-source emissions; this measure specifies several specific requirements to improve and 
increase bicycle usage. These measures would help to ensure the project would be consistent with plans 
and policies adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases, including the 2050 
RTP/SCS and CARB’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan.  
Refer also to MR-7, which responds to comments related to recreation.  

SBr 1-7 The comment raises concern related to visual impacts. Refer to MR-10, which responds to comments related 
to visual resources.  
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SBr 1-8 
The comment raises concern related to animals that use the project site. Refer to MR-11, which responds to 
comments related to biological resources, including the species noted by the commenter as being potentially 
present at the project site. 

SBr 1-9 

The comment raises concern related to noise and other hazards associated with Santa Maria Airport.  
Regarding noise related to the airport, the compatibility of proposed land uses with aircraft noise were 
assessed based on the most current noise contours available for the Santa Maria Airport (Santa Barbara 
County Association of Governments, 2017). The airport noise contours were developed considering a 
multitude of factors, including (but not limited to) the number of aircraft operations by each type of aircraft to 
be in use at the airport, the percentage of day versus night operations, the distribution of takeoffs and 
landings for each runway direction, and flight tracks. The proposed project would not involve the use of 
aircraft, would not affect existing or projected future airport operations, nor would the proposed project result 
in the location of noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., residential dwellings) within the airport’s 60-dBA CNEL 
noise contour. In addition, proposed commercial development would not be located within the projected 65 
dBA CNEL noise contour. For these reasons, this impact was considered less than significant. It is important 
to note that although aircraft overflights were included in the noise contours developed for Santa Maria 
Airport, the individual sensitivity to aircraft overflights varies from one person to another.  In recognition of 
this fact, the Santa Maria Airport's ALUCP includes overflight compatibility policies to help notify community 
residents about the presence of overflights near airports. Refer also to MR-12, which responds to comments 
related to noise, including aircraft-related noise. 
Regarding hazards associated with the Santa Maria Airport, Refer to MR-4, which responds to comments 
related to airport hazards. 

SBr 1-10 

The comment is a conclusion to the comment letter. Specifically, the commenter indicates that they support 
the development of affordable housing, but that all housing should be designed to enhance the environment, 
residents, and neighboring communities.  
This concern does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. These points could be relevant for 
consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the decision-
making body. Refer also to MR-5. 

SBr 2-1 

The comment raises concern related to monarch butterfly and loss of its habitat. Specifically, the commenter 
raises concern regarding the proposed removal of the eucalyptus trees at the project site, supplementing the 
commenter’s previous comments regarding the eucalyptus trees (Comment SBr 1-7). The commenter 
references a newspaper article regarding funding that has been devoted to monarch butterfly conservation 
and requests that the City address the monarch conservation more thoroughly.  
Refer to MR-11, which responds to comments related to biological resources, including those related to the 
monarch butterfly. 
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1.4.4.1 Response to Letter from Cynthia Melendez 

Comment No. Response 

CM-1 

The comment raises concern related to traffic congestion and safety, parking, noise, and Santa Maria 
Airport. Specifically, the commenter provides an expanded discussion of current operations at the Santa 
Maria Airport and the various aircraft activities that may occur from the airport.  
Refer to MR-12, which responds to comments related to noise and MR-4, which responds to comments 
related to airport hazards. The EIR noise analysis took the existing noise conditions in and around the 
project site into consideration. Specifically, noise measurements were taken to characterize the existing 
noise environment, including airport noise caused by the operations described in the comment. This project 
would not result in any redirection of air traffic. Based on the analysis conducted, the project would be 
consistent with the noise compatibility criteria included in the 2022 ALUCP.  
Refer also to MR-3, which responds to comments related to the transportation system. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary. 
In addition, it should be noted that parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope 
of CEQA. As provided in the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 
21060.5, “Environment” as used by CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which 
will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance.” The concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions 
contained in the EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval 
process and have been made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require 
preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 

CM-2 The comment raises concern related to animals that use the project site. Refer to MR-11, which responds to 
comments related to biological resources. 

CM-3 

The comment raises concern related to energy use and associated costs of energy.  
Refer to MR-14, which responds to comments related to other utilities, including electricity and natural gas. 
The proposed project would be required to include numerous measures to help reduce energy use and 
climate change impacts, including measures to promote the installation of solar photovoltaic systems and 
prohibiting the installation of natural gas to service proposed residential development. 

CM-4 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of school facilities and resources. Refer to MR-2, which 
responds to comments related to public school facilities. The schools that would serve the project site 
include Patterson Road Elementary School and Orcutt Junior High School, which are within the OUSD, and 
Ernest Righetti High School, which is within the SMJUHSD. 

CM-5 

The comment indicates that the project site has been used by children and enjoyed as an open space.  
The project site is privately owned. While it may have been used informally for open space and recreational 
opportunities, it is not a publicly owned or designated open space or recreation facility. Local governments 
are required to allow reasonable development of private land. Prohibition of development would be 
considered a regulatory taking, which occurs when government regulations such as zoning ordinances and 
general plan requirements significantly diminish the economic value of a property or interfere with the 
owner’s reasonable use of the property. Neither the City nor the County can require private land to remain 
open space; local governments are required to provide for reasonable use of private properties. 

CM-6 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter which does not identify any specific concerns with the EIR.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. These comments have been made available 
to the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses in the Final 
EIR. 
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1.4.5.1 Response to Letter from Mary Ellen Peters 

Comment No. Response 

MEP-1 The comment is an introduction to the letter. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments.  

MEP-2 The comment raises concern related to the provision of police and fire protection services. Refer to MR-1, 
which responds to comments related to emergency services. 

MEP-3 The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site. Refer to MR-8, which 
responds to comments related to annexation. 

MEP-4 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of public school services. Refer to MR-2, which 
responds to comments related to public school facilities. The schools that would serve the project site 
include Patterson Road Elementary School and Orcutt Junior High School, which are within the OUSD, and 
Ernest Righetti High School, which is within the SMJUHSD. 

MEP-5 

The comment raises concern related to traffic safety and parking.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to the transportation system. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary. 
In addition, it should be noted that parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope 
of CEQA. As provided in the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 
21060.5, “Environment” as used by CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which 
will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance.” The concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions 
contained in the EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval 
process and have been made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require 
preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 

MEP-6 The comment raises concern related to water supply. Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to 
water supply. 

MEP-7 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of recreational facilities and trails.  
Refer to MR-7, which responds to comments related to parks and recreation.  
Given the project design is only conceptual at this time, it does not provide details regarding possible walking 
trails or paths within the development. At the time that a Planned Development Permit application is 
submitted to the City, further consideration by the City would occur about the incorporation of recreational 
features within the proposed development. These considerations would not affect the environmental impact 
analysis contained within the EIR as the CEQA impact assessment contained in the EIR is focused on 
whether the project would deteriorate existing recreational facilities. This concern does not change the 
conclusions contained in the EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project 
approval process and have been made available to the decision-making body. 
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1.4.6.1 Response to Letter from Lynn Alvarez 

Comment No. Response 

LAl-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to transportation and traffic, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

LAl-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

LAl-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.7.1 Response to Letter from Alyssa Boger 

Comment No. Response 

ABo-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to transportation and traffic, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

ABo-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

ABo-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.8.1 Response to Letter from Stephanie Burks 

Comment No. Response 

SBu-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic congestion and safety, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, 
the commenter does not raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to the transportation system. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary. 
Refer also to MR-12, which responds to comments related to noise and MR-13, which responds to 
comments related to pollution. 

SBu-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

SBu-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 

 
  



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report   Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on 2022 Draft EIR 

1.4-74 

1.4.9 Jermaine Castillo 

 
  



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report   Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on 2022 Draft EIR 

1.4-75 

1.4.9.1 Response to Letter from Jermaine Castillo 

Comment No. Response 

JC-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to transportation and traffic, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

JC-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

JC-3 
The comment raises concern related to the provision of public school services and associated traffic. Refer 
to MR-2, which responds to comments related to public school services, and MR-3 which addresses 
comments related to traffic and transportation. 

JC-4 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.10.1 Response to Letter from Ismael and Linda Castillo 

Comment No. Response 

ILC-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to transportation and traffic, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

ILC-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

ILC-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.11.1 Response to Letter from Debra Coker 

Comment No. Response 

DC-1 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

DC-2 

The comment raises concern related to traffic congestion and safety.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary. 

DC-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.12.1 Response to Letter from Leslie Griego 

Comment No. Response 

LG-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to transportation and traffic, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

LG-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

LG-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.13.1 Response to Letter from Jillian Hankins 

Comment No. Response 

JH-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to traffic 
congestion and safety, noise, and pollution.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary.  
Refer also to MR-12, which responds to comments related to noise and MR-13, which responds to 
comments related to pollution.  

JH-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

JH-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.14.1 Response to Letter from Tiffany Hopkins 

Comment No. Response 

TH-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic congestion and safety, noise, and pollution.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary.  
Refer also to MR-12, which responds to comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to 
comments related to pollution.  

TH-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

TH-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.15 Mary Housel 
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1.4.15.1 Response to Letter from Mary Housel 

Comment No. Response 

MHo-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

MHo-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

MHo-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.16.1 Response to Letters from Edward and Catriena Lyons 

Comment No. Response 

ECL 1-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

ECL 1-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

ECL1 -3 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of public school services. Refer to MR-2, which 
responds to comments related to public school services. The schools that would serve the project site 
include Patterson Road Elementary School and Orcutt Junior High School, which are within the OUSD, and 
Ernest Righetti High School, which is within the SMJUHSD.  

ECL1 -4 The comment raises concern related to police and fire protection services. Refer to MR-1, which responds to 
comments related to emergency services.  

ECL 1-5 

The comment raises concern related to taxes. Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to 
annexation and economics. Economic impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under 
CEQA and only require discussion if the economic impacts would have a negative impact on the physical 
environment, or if the economic impacts would result in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions 
exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are not discussed in the EIR. 

ECL 1-6 The comment raises concern related to population growth. Refer to MR-15, which responds to comments 
related to population growth and other public services. 

ECL 2-1 This is a duplicate letter. See the responses to the letter dated January 19, 2023, above. 
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1.4.17 Anastacia Malm 
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1.4.17.1 Response to Letter from Anastacia Malm 

Comment No. Response 

AM-1 

The comment raises concern related to flight path restrictions associated with Santa Maria Airport. Refer to 
MR-4, which responds to comments related to airport hazards. Portions of the project site are located within 
Safety Zone 2 and Safety Zone 4, and the majority of the project site is located within Safety Zone 6 of the 
Santa Maria ALUCP. Uses located within Safety Zone 6 would have no limit on nonresidential development 
intensity or maximum lot coverage limitations. 
The compatibility of proposed land uses with aircraft noise were assessed based on the most current noise 
contours available for the Santa Maria Airport (Santa Barbara County Association of Governments, 2017). 
The airport noise contours were developed considering a multitude of factors, including (but not limited to) 
the number of aircraft operations by each type of aircraft to be in use at the airport, the percentage of day 
versus night operations, the distribution of takeoffs and landings for each runway direction, and flight tracks. 
The proposed project would not involve the use of aircraft, would not affect existing or projected future airport 
operations, nor would the proposed project result in the location of noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., residential 
dwellings) within the airport’s 60-dBA CNEL noise contour. In addition, proposed commercial development 
would not be located within the projected 65 dBA CNEL noise contour. For these reasons, this impact was 
considered less than significant. It is important to note that although aircraft overflights were included in the 
noise contours developed for Santa Maria Airport, the individual sensitivity to aircraft overflights varies from 
one person to another. In recognition of this fact, the Santa Maria Airport's ALUCP includes overflight 
compatibility policies to help notify community residents about the presence of overflights near airports. 
Please refer to the Santa Maria Airport's ALUCP for additional information regarding these airport policies. 

AM-2 The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic. Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments 
related to transportation. 

AM-3 The comment raises concern related to the provision of public school services. Refer to MR-2, which 
responds to comments related to public school services. 

AM-4 The comment raises concern related to police protection services. Refer to MR-1, which responds to 
comments related to emergency services.  

AM-5 

The comment raises concern related to parking.  
Parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope of CEQA. As provided in the 
CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 21060.5, “Environment” as used by 
CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” The 
concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. These points could 
be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to 
the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 

AM-6 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of other public services, including grocery stores.  
Refer to MR-15, which responds to comments related to population growth and other public services. 
Grocery stores are typically private enterprises, and impacts to private businesses are generally not 
considered environmental impacts under CEQA. As provided in the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code 
Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 21060.5, “Environment” as used by CEQA means “the physical conditions 
that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, 
flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” The concern raised does not change the 
conclusions contained in the EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project 
approval process and have been made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require 
preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 

AM-7 The comment raises concern related to public transportation. Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments 
related to the transportation system. 

AM-8 

The comment raises concern related to taxes. Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to 
annexation and economics. Economic impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under 
CEQA and only require discussion if the economic impacts would have a negative impact on the physical 
environment, or if the economic impacts would result in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions 
exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are not discussed in the EIR. 
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Comment No. Response 

AM-9 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of public parks.  
As shown on Figure 2-3 in the EIR, the project shown in the conceptual site plan would include several 
internal pocket park areas intended for use by future residents. Given the conceptual nature of the project’s 
development plan, specific details about the exact size and types of park and open space features on-site 
are not known at this time. Park and open space areas within the project site would be considered as part of 
the overall project development and would not result in physical impacts on the environment outside of those 
described in this EIR. Additionally, as a condition of approval, the proposed project would pay the required 
parkland development fees pursuant to City of Santa Maria Municipal Code Section 19-9.05 and growth 
mitigation fees pursuant to Municipal Code Section 8-15 to maintain and grow the City’s park system.  
Potential environmental impacts associated with the provision of public park facilities have been adequately 
evaluated in the EIR, and no revisions to the EIR are necessary.  
Refer also to MR-7, which responds to comments related to recreation and open space. 

AM-10 The comment is a conclusion to the letter. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments.  
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1.4.18.1 Response to Letter from Carolyn and Robert McBurney 

Comment No. Response 

CRM-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to traffic 
congestion and safety, noise, and pollution.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary.  
Refer also to MR-12, which responds to comments related to noise and MR-13, which responds to 
comments related to pollution.  

CRM-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

CRM-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.19 Kara Miller 
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1.4.19.1 Response to Letter from Kara Miller 

Comment No. Response 

KMi-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

KMi-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

KMi-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.20.1 Response to Letter from Maria Perez 

Comment No. Response 

MP-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

MP-2 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.21 Jesse Skoda 
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1.4.21.1 Response to Letter from Jesse Skoda 

Comment No. Response 

JS-1 
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.22.1 Response to Letter from Marisol Vazquez De Duyck 

Comment No. Response 

MVD-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

MVD-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

MVD-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.23.1 Response to Letter from Charlee Zleisy-Wilson 

Comment No. Response 

CZW-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

CZW-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

CZW-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.24.1 Response to Letter from Linda Adams 

Comment No. Response 

LAd-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

LAd-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

LAd-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.25.1 Response to Letter from Dan Applebay 

Comment No. Response 

DA-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

DA-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

DA-3 
The comment raises concern related to the provision of public services, including school facilities and 
emergency services. Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services and MR-2, 
which responds to comments related to public school facilities.  

DA-4 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.26.1 Response to Letter from Jennifer Arkinson 

Comment No. Response 

JA-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

JA-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

JA-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.27.1 Response to Letter from Natalie Bakke and Family 

Comment No. Response 

NBF-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

NBF-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

NBF-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.28.1 Response to Letters from Steven Beebe 

Comment No. Response 

SBe 1-1 The comment proposes another use. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. 

SBe 2-1 The comment proposes another use. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. 
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1.4.29.1 Response to Letter from Anna Blundell 

Comment No. Response 

AJB-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

AJB-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

AJB-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.30.1 Response to Letter from Lynn Burchard 

Comment No. Response 

LB-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

LB-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

LB-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.31.1 Response to Letter from Cortez Family 

Comment No. Response 

CF-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

CF-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

CF-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.32.1 Response to Letter from Stephanie Cortner 

Comment No. Response 

SC-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

SC-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

SC-3 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of public services, including school facilities and 
emergency services. Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services and MR-2, 
which responds to comments related to public school facilities. The schools that would serve the project site 
include Patterson Road Elementary School and Orcutt Junior High School, which are within the OUSD, and 
Ernest Righetti High School, which is within the SMJUHSD. 

SC-4 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 

 
  



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report   Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on 2022 Draft EIR 

1.4-125 

1.4.33 Cherie and Eldon Cribbs 

 
  



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report   Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on 2022 Draft EIR 

1.4-126 

1.4.33.1 Response to Letter from Cherie and Eldon Cribbs 

Comment No. Response 

CEC-1 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

CEC-2 

The comment raises concern related to traffic and roadway conditions. Refer to MR-3, which responds to 
comments related to traffic and transportation. Additionally, it should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not 
proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency 
access only, if necessary. 
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1.4.34.1 Response to Letter from Haylie Cribbs 

Comment No. Response 

HC-1 

The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic, noise, and pollution.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic, MR-12, which responds to comments related 
to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it should be noted that 
Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be 
used for emergency access only. 

HC-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

HC-3 

The comment raises concern regarding annexation and suggests a different location for the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Section 5.3.3 of Chapter 
5, Alternatives Analysis, considers whether an alternative location should be evaluated within the context of 
the EIR and the requirements of CEQA. As discussed therein, only locations that would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126[5][B][1]). In addition, an alternative site need not be considered when 
implementation is “remote and speculative,” such as when the alternative site is beyond the control of a 
project applicant. As described in Section 5.3.3, there are no suitable alternative sites within the control of 
Richards Ranch, LLC (the Applicant). Given the nature of the project and the project objectives, it would be 
impractical and infeasible to propose the project on an alternate site in the area with fewer environmental 
impacts. Therefore, an alternative location was considered but rejected from further consideration in the 
alternatives analysis in the EIR; revisions to the EIR are not necessary in response to this comment. 

HC-4 
The comment raises concern related to the need to expand existing utility infrastructure.  
Refer to MR-14, which responds to comments related to other utilities and associated infrastructure and MR-
15, which responds to comments related to population growth and other public services. 

HC-5 

The comment raises concern related to parking and the provision of other public services, including grocery 
stores.  
Refer to MR-15, which responds to comments related to population growth and other public services. It 
should be noted that the conceptual development plan includes a mix of commercial and high-density 
residential uses. The northern portion of the project site (north of UVP) would support most of the proposed 
commercial uses, allowing for up to 96,800 square feet of commercial development. Future project buildout 
of this space could include many different types of commercial or retail uses, such as a grocery store.  
Additionally, parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope of CEQA. As provided 
in the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 21060.5, “Environment” as 
used by CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed 
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance.” The concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. 
These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been 
made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses 
in the Final EIR. 

HC-6 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of public services, including school facilities and 
emergency services. Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services and MR-2, 
which responds to comments related to public school facilities. The schools that would serve the project site 
include Patterson Road Elementary School and Orcutt Junior High School, which are within the OUSD, and 
Ernest Righetti High School, which is within the SMJUHSD. 
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Comment No. Response 

HC-7 

The comment raises concern related to provisions of recreational facilities, including trails.  
Refer to MR-7, which responds to comments related to parks and recreation. Given the project design is only 
conceptual at this time, it does not provide details regarding possible walking trails or paths within the 
development. At the time that a Planned Development Permit application is submitted to the City, further 
consideration by the City would occur about the incorporation of recreational features within the proposed 
development. These considerations would not affect the environmental impact analysis contained within the 
EIR as the CEQA impact assessment contained in the EIR is focused on whether the project would 
deteriorate existing recreational facilities. This concern does not change the conclusions contained in the 
EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have 
been made available to the decision-making body. 

HC-8 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.35.1 Response to Letter from Chyanne Gaona 

Comment No. Response 

CG-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to transportation and traffic, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

CG-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

CG-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.36.1 Response to Letter from Teresa Gardner 

Comment No. Response 

TG-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

TG-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

TG-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.37.1 Response to Letter from Deborah Guerero 

Comment No. Response 

DG-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

DG-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

DG-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.38.1 Response to Letter from Vivian R. Hernandez 

Comment No. Response 

VRH-1 

The comment raises concern related to parking.  
Parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope of CEQA. As provided in the 
CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 21060.5, “Environment” as used by 
CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” The 
concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. These points could 
be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to 
the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 

VRH-2 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of public school services. Refer to MR-2, which 
responds to comments related to public school facilities. The schools that would serve the project site 
include Patterson Road Elementary School and Orcutt Junior High School, which are within the OUSD, and 
Ernest Righetti High School, which is within the SMJUHSD. 

VRH-3 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of public parks and recreational facilities.  
Refer to MR-7, which responds to comments related to parks and recreation. Additionally, it should be noted 
that the project site is privately owned. While it may have been used informally for open space and 
recreational opportunities, it is not a publicly owned or designated open space or recreation facility. Local 
governments are required to allow reasonable development of private land. Prohibition of development 
would be considered a regulatory taking, which occurs when government regulations such as zoning 
ordinances and general plan requirements significantly diminish the economic value of a property or interfere 
with the owner’s reasonable use of the property. Neither the City nor the County can require private land to 
remain open space; local governments are required to provide for reasonable use of private properties. 

VRH-4 

The comment is a conclusion to the comment letter. Specifically, the commenter indicates that they are not 
opposed to the development of housing, but they do not support the proposed project, and suggest a 
different type of housing. 
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. This concern does not change the 
conclusions contained in the EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project 
approval process and have been made available to the decision-making body.  
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1.4.39.1 Response to Letter from Jazmín 

Comment No. Response 

JJ-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to transportation and traffic, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

JJ-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

JJ-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.40.1 Response to Letter from Kristina Johnson 

Comment No. Response 

KJ-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

KJ-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

KJ-3 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of public services, including school facilities and 
emergency services.  
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services and MR-2, which responds to 
comments related to public school facilities. The schools that would serve the project site include Patterson 
Road Elementary School and Orcutt Junior High School, which are within the OUSD, and Ernest Righetti 
High School, which is within the SMJUHSD. 

KJ-4 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.41.1 Response to Letter from Renee Kolding 

Comment No. Response 

RK-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

RK-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

RK-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.42.1 Response to Letter from Duft Family 

Comment No. Response 

DF-1 

The comment raises concern related to utility infrastructure and potential flooding issues due to population 
growth.  
Refer to MR-14, which responds to comments related to utilities and associated infrastructure, MR-16, which 
responds to comments related to hydrology, and MR-15, which responds to comments related to population 
growth and other public services. With required adherence to the California Building Codes and 
implementation of identified mitigation measures, future development on the project site would not result in 
potentially significant impacts associated with off-site flooding. 

DF-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

DF-3 

The comment raises concern related to traffic congestion and safety.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary.  

DF-4 

The comment raises concern related to impacts to visual resources, biological resources, and recreation.  
Refer to MR-10, which responds to comments relate to aesthetic resources, MR-11, which responds to 
comments related to biological resources, and MR-7, which responds to comments related to parks and 
recreation. Additionally, it should be noted that the project site is privately owned. While it may have been 
used informally for open space and recreational opportunities, it is not a publicly owned or designated open 
space or recreation facility. Local governments are required to allow reasonable development of private land. 
Prohibition of development would be considered a regulatory taking, which occurs when government 
regulations such as zoning ordinances and general plan requirements significantly diminish the economic 
value of a property or interfere with the owner’s reasonable use of the property. Neither the City nor the 
County can require private land to remain open space; local governments are required to provide for 
reasonable use of private properties. 

DF-5 

The comment raises concern related to the lack of existing employees and associated economic impacts.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR. 

DF-6 The comment raises concern related to the provision of public school facilities. Refer to MR-2, which 
responds to comments relate to public school facilities. 
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Comment No. Response 

DF-7 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.43.1 Response to Letter from Eric and Natalie Mahoney 

Comment No. Response 

ENM-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

ENM-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

ENM-3 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of public services, including school facilities and 
emergency services. Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services and MR-2, 
which responds to comments related to public school facilities. The schools that would serve the project site 
include Patterson Road Elementary School and Orcutt Junior High School, which are within the OUSD, and 
Ernest Righetti High School, which is within the SMJUHSD. 

ENM-4 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.44.1 Response to Letter from Kayla Moore 

Comment No. Response 

KMo-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

KMo-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

KMo-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.45.1 Response to Letter from Amber Nelson 

Comment No. Response 

ANe-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

ANe-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

ANe-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.46.1 Response to Letter from Armando Nol 

Comment No. Response 

ANo-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

ANo-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

ANo-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.47.1 Response to Letter from Jazmin Nol 

Comment No. Response 

JN-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

JN-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

JN-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.48.1 Response to Letter from Sandra A. Peterson 

Comment No. Response 

SAP-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

SAP-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

SAP-3 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of emergency services.  
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services. Implementation of the project 
would result in the annexation of the project site into the City of Santa Maria, including changing the service 
area boundary so that the project site would be within the jurisdictional boundary of SMFD rather than 
SBCFD. As well, as part of the annexation process, the City would need to develop a Resolution of 
Application to Initiate Annexation, including Adoption of a Plan for Services. The Plan for Services would 
identify how the City and SMFD would serve the project site using available facilities. If the Santa Barbara 
County Local Agency Formation Commission provides approval of the annexation, the County and City 
would move to a negotiation process to identify a fair and appropriate Property Tax Sharing Agreement. It is 
through this process that consideration for the sharing of property tax revenues from the proposed project to 
support City and County services, including fire protection services, would be determined. 

SAP-4 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.49.1 Response to Letter from Peggy Rokos 

Comment No. Response 

PR-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

PR-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

PR-3 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of public school facilities. Refer to MR-2, which 
responds to comments related to public school facilities. The schools that would serve the project site 
include Patterson Road Elementary School and Orcutt Junior High School, which are within the OUSD, and 
Ernest Righetti High School, which is within the SMJUHSD. 

PR-4 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.50.1 Response to Letter from Martha Silva 

Comment No. Response 

MSi-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

MSi-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

MSi-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.51.1 Response to Letter from Patricia S. Sly (Feighner) 

Comment No. Response 

PSF-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

PSF-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

PSF-3 

The comment raises concern related to economics.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR. 
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1.4.52.1 Response to Letter from Katie Sly 

Comment No. Response 

KS-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

KS-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

KS-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.53.1 Response to Letter from Dr. Jacob and Melinda Studer 

Comment No. Response 

JMS-1 

The comment raises concern related to traffic congestion and safety.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary.  

JMS-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

JMS-3 
The comment raises concern related to the provision of emergency service. Refer to MR-1, which responds 
to comments related to emergency services. It should be noted that the SMFD recently received approval 
and funding to fully staff SMFD Station 6 to serve calls beyond the Santa Maria Public Airport. 

JMS-4 

The comment raises concern related to parking.  
Parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope of CEQA. As provided in the 
CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 21060.5, “Environment” as used by 
CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” The 
concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. These points could 
be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to 
the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 

JMS-5 

The comment raises concern related to traffic and the provision of public school facilities.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, and MR-2, which responds 
to comments related to public school facilities. The schools that would serve the project site include 
Patterson Road Elementary School and Orcutt Junior High School, which are within the OUSD, and Ernest 
Righetti High School, which is within the SMJUHSD. 

JMS-6 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.54.1 Response to Letter from Carol Toney 

Comment No. Response 

CTo-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

CTo-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

CTo-3 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of public services, including school facilities and 
emergency services. Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services and MR-2, 
which responds to comments related to public school facilities. It should be noted that the SMFD recently 
received approval and funding to fully staff SMFD Station 6 to serve calls beyond the Santa Maria Public 
Airport. 

CTo-4 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR. 

CTo-5 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.55.1 Response to Letter from Karli Tripp 

Comment No. Response 

KT-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

KT-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

KT-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.56.1 Response to Letter from James D Valente 

Comment No. Response 

JDV-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

JDV-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

JDV-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.57.1 Response to Letter from Noemi Vargas 

Comment No. Response 

NV-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

NV-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

NV-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.58.1 Response to Letter from Curtis Warner 

Comment No. Response 

CW-1 The comment is an introduction to the letter. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments.  

CW-2 

The comment raises concern related to roadway conditions, roadway hazards, and parking.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. In addition, it should be 
noted that parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope of CEQA. As provided in 
the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 21060.5, “Environment” as 
used by CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed 
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance.” The concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. 
These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been 
made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses 
in the Final EIR. 

CW-3 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR. 

CW-4 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of police and fire protection services.  
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services. It should be noted that the 
SMFD recently received approval and funding to fully staff SMFD Station 6 to serve calls beyond the Santa 
Maria Public Airport. 

CW-5 

The comment refers to the provision of other public services, including grocery stores.  
Refer to MR-15, which responds to comments related to population growth and other public services. 
However, grocery stores are typically private enterprises, and impacts to private businesses are generally 
not considered environmental impacts under CEQA. 

CW-6 

The comment raises concern related to the safety of school-aged children traveling to designated school 
sites.  
Refer to MR-2, which responds to comments related to public school facilities. Further, the distance children 
need to travel to attend school is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope of CEQA. 
As provided in the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 21060.5, 
“Environment” as used by CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be 
affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic 
or aesthetic significance.” This concern does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. These points 
could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made 
available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses in the 
Final EIR. 

CW-7 The comment raises concern related to the lack of existing transportation services. Refer to MR-3, which 
responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. 

CW-8 

The comment raises concern related to traffic congestion and safety.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. Refer to MR-3, which 
responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis provided in the Traffic and 
Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of accident data available 
when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California Highway Patrol for the 
most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 intersection. The most 
recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 0.71 accidents per 
million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 0.55 for similar 
intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number of accidents to 
be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents during the 3-year 
period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection improvements that would 
be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel Drive. The signalization of 
UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full buildout of the project. 
Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular 
access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary.  
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Comment No. Response 

CW-9 

The comment raises concern related to flooding and stormwater control measures.  
Refer to MR-16, which responds to comments related to hydrology. With required adherence to the 
California Building Codes and implementation of identified mitigation measures, future development on the 
project site would not result in potentially significant impacts associated with off-site flooding. 

CW-10 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.59.1 Response to Letter from Lois Weddle 

Comment No. Response 

LW-1 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and public services. The 
comment also claims that the project would result in a municipal island. 
Refer to MR-2, which responds to comments related to public school facilities, MR-7, which responds to 
comments related to parks and recreation, MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and 
economics and MR-15, which responds to comments related to population growth and other public services. 
The project site is bordered by City of Santa Maria city limits to the west. Therefore, annexation of the project 
site would not create a municipal island. 
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1.4.60.1 Response to Letter from Nancy Jensen 

Comment No. Response 

NJ-1 

The comment raises concern related to parking.  
Parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope of CEQA. As provided in the 
CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 21060.5, “Environment” as used by 
CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” The 
concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. These points could 
be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to 
the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 

NJ-2 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of public school facilities.  
Refer to MR-2, which responds to comments related to public school facilities. The schools that would serve 
the project site include Patterson Road Elementary School and Orcutt Junior High School, which are within 
the OUSD, and Ernest Righetti High School, which is within the SMJUHSD. 

NJ-3 

The comment raises concern related to flight path restrictions associated with Santa Maria Airport.  
Refer to MR-4, which responds to comments related to airport hazards. Portions of the project site are 
located within Safety Zone 2 and Safety Zone 4, and most of the project site is located within Safety Zone 6 
of the Santa Maria ALUCP. Uses located within Safety Zone 6 would have no limit on nonresidential 
development intensity or maximum lot coverage limitations. 
The compatibility of proposed land uses with aircraft noise were assessed based on the most current noise 
contours available for the Santa Maria Airport (Santa Barbara County Association of Governments, 2017). 
The airport noise contours were developed considering a multitude of factors, including (but not limited to) 
the number of aircraft operations by each type of aircraft to be in use at the airport, the percentage of day 
versus night operations, the distribution of takeoffs and landings for each runway direction, and flight tracks. 
The proposed project would not involve the use of aircraft, would not affect existing or projected future airport 
operations, nor would the proposed project result in the location of noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., residential 
dwellings) within the airport’s 60-dBA CNEL noise contour. In addition, proposed commercial development 
would not be located within the projected 65 dBA CNEL noise contour. For these reasons, this impact was 
considered less than significant. It is important to note that although aircraft overflights were included in the 
noise contours developed for Santa Maria Airport, the individual sensitivity to aircraft overflights varies from 
one person to another. In recognition of this fact, the Santa Maria Airport's ALUCP includes overflight 
compatibility policies to help notify community residents about the presence of overflights near airports. 
Please refer to the Santa Maria Airport's ALUCP for additional information regarding these airport policies. 

NJ-4 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.61.1 Response to Letter from Steigler 

Comment No. Response 

Ste-1 This comment requests notifications of meetings. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive 
comments. 
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1.4.62.1 Response to Letter from Francine Hutchinson 

Comment No. Response 

FH-1 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR. 
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1.4.63.1 Response to Letter from Salvador Morales 

Comment No. Response 

SM-1 

The comment raises concerns related to the traffic, emergency services and the proposed annexation of the 
project site. The comment also suggests citing the project in another location. 
Refer to Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services, MR-3, which responds 
to comments related to traffic and transportation, and MR-8, which responds to comments related to 
annexation and economics. Section 5.3.3 of Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, considers whether an 
alternative location should be evaluated within the context of the EIR and the requirements of CEQA. As 
discussed therein, only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126[5][B][1]). In 
addition, an alternative site need not be considered when implementation is “remote and speculative,” such 
as when the alternative site is beyond the control of a project applicant. As described in Section 5.3.3, there 
are no suitable alternative sites within the control of Richards Ranch, LLC (the Applicant). Given the nature 
of the project and the project objectives, it would be impractical and infeasible to propose the project on an 
alternate site in the area with fewer environmental impacts. Therefore, an alternative location was 
considered but rejected from further consideration in the alternatives analysis in the EIR; revisions to the EIR 
are not necessary in response to this comment. 

 
  



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report  Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on the 2022 Draft EIR 

1.4-193 

1.4.64 Ardis Neilsen 

 
  



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report  Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on the 2022 Draft EIR 

1.4-194 

1.4.64.1 Response to Letter from Ardis Neilsen 

Comment No. Response 

ArN-1 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 
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1.4.65.1 Response to Letter from Mary Jo Silbernagle 

Comment No. Response 

MJS-1 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR. 
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1.4.66.1 Response to Letter from Candace Thompson 

Comment No. Response 

CTh-1 

The comment raises concern related to traffic congestion and safety.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only.   
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1.4.67.1 Response to Letter from Lynnetta Zuzow 

Comment No. Response 

LZ-1 

The comment raises concern related to traffic congestion and safety, and requests the installation of a traffic 
light at the intersection of UVP and Morning Ridge Road.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary.  
Furthermore, the intersection of UVP and Morning Ridge Road is located over 1-mile east of the project site. 
This intersection was determined to not be within the necessary scope of the Traffic and Circulation Study 
completed for the project. It is important to note that, with the passage of SB 743, intersection operations and 
roadway capacity analyses are generally outside of the scope of CEQA. Therefore, any improvements to this 
intersection would be outside the scope of the environmental analysis required for the project. 
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1.4.68.1 Response to Letter from Michelle Betty 

Comment No. Response 

MB-1 

The comment raises concern related to biological resources, including wildlife, open space, and trees.  
Refer to MR-11, which responds to comments related to biological resources and MR-7, which responds to 
comments related to parks and recreation. Additionally, it should be noted that the project site is privately 
owned. While it may have been used informally for open space and recreational opportunities, it is not a 
publicly owned or designated open space or recreation facility. Local governments are required to allow 
reasonable development of private land. Prohibition of development would be considered a regulatory taking, 
which occurs when government regulations such as zoning ordinances and general plan requirements 
significantly diminish the economic value of a property or interfere with the owner’s reasonable use of the 
property. Neither the City nor the County can require private land to remain open space; local governments 
are required to provide for reasonable use of private properties. 

MB-2 The comment raises concern related to impacts to visual resources. Refer to MR-10, which responds to 
comments relate to aesthetic resources. 

MB-3 

The comment raises concerns related potential flooding issues, impacts to utility infrastructure, and 
population growth.  
Refer to MR-14, which responds to comments related to utilities and associated infrastructure, MR-15, which 
responds to comments related to population growth and other public services, and MR-16, which responds 
to comments related to hydrology. With required adherence to the California Building Codes and 
implementation of identified mitigation measures, future development on the project site would not result in 
potentially significant impacts associated with off-site flooding. 
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1.4.69.1 Response to Letter from Elizabeth Lopez-Doll 

Comment No. Response 

ELD-1 The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic and noise. Refer to MR-3, which responds to 
comments related to traffic and transportation, and MR-12, which responds to comments related to noise. 
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1.4.70 Alan and Barbara Walker 
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1.4.70.1 Response to Letter from Alan and Barbara Walker 

Comment No. Response 

ABW-1 The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic. Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments 
related to traffic and transportation system. 

ABW-2 The comment raises concern related to the provision of police protection services. Refer to MR-1, which 
responds to comments related to emergency services.  

ABW-3 
The comment raises concern related to impacts to infrastructure and population growth.  
Refer to MR-14, which responds to comments related to utilities and associated infrastructure and MR-15, 
which responds to comments related to population growth and other public services. 
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1.4.71 Ken Hough 
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1.4.71.1 Response to Letter from Ken Hough 

Comment No. Response 

KH-1 The comment raises concern related to wildlife that utilize the project site. Refer to MR-11, which responds 
to comments related to biological resources including those related to the monarch butterfly. 
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1.4.72.1 Response to Letter from Robert Whittier 

Comment No. Response 

RW-1 
The comment raises concern related to roadway conditions and population growth. Refer to MR-3, which 
responds to comments related to traffic and transportation and MR-15, which responds to comments related 
to population growth and other public services. 
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1.4.73.1 Response to Letter from Sofy 

Comment No. Response 

So-1 
This comment states opposition to the project. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. 
The opinions of the commenter could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval 
process and have been made available to the decision-making body.  
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1.4.74.1 Response to Letter from Pam Mathews 

Comment No. Response 

PM-1 

The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic and claims that the project would result in a 
municipal island.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation and MR-8, which responds 
to comments related to annexation and economics. The project site is bordered by City of Santa Maria city 
limits to the west. Therefore, annexation of the project site would not create a municipal island. 
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1.4.75 Charlotte Pettit 
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1.4.75.1 Response to Letter from Charlotte Pettit 

Comment No. Response 

CP-1 

The comment raises concern related to parking, annexation, and proposes a different use for the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. In addition, it should be 
noted that parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope of CEQA. As provided in 
the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 21060.5, “Environment” as 
used by CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed 
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance.” The concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. 
These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been 
made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses 
in the Final EIR. 
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1.4.76.1 Response to Letter from Donna Pulling 

Comment No. Response 

DP-1 

The comment raises concern related to public services, utilities, water supply, wastewater infrastructure, and 
traffic.  
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services, MR-3, which responds to 
comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply, 
MR-14, which responds to comments related to utilities and associated infrastructure, and MR-15, which 
responds to comments related to population growth and other public services. 

DP 2-1 

The comment raises concern related to public schools, emergency services, parks, libraries, and biological 
resources.  
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services, MR-2, which responds to 
comments related to public school facilities, MR-11, which responds to comments related to biological 
resources, and MR-15, which responds to comments related to population growth and other public services.  
Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, provides an evaluation of the project’s potential impacts to 
libraries. The project would be subject to payment of the City’s growth mitigation fees as required by City 
Municipal Code Section 8-15 to provide funding for facilities as needed, which would offset the project’s 
increased demand on public facilities. These fees provide for the funding of acquisition, design and 
construction of public facilities and related equipment necessary to serve new development within the City. 
Recently, approximately $5 million has been set aside to acquire and retrofit a new site for the Orcutt Library 
to provide expanded library access to the community. These funds consist of $2 million in federal funding, $2 
million in community donations, and roughly $1 million from other sources including Santa Barbara County 
(Santa Maria Times 2022). 

DP 2-2 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and claims that the 
guidance of the Ocrutt Community Plan (OCP) should be adhered to.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics and MR-17, which 
responds to comments related to land use consistency. It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 
years old, having been originally adopted in 1997. Several amendments have taken place since its adoption, 
including rezoning the entire site to a retail commercial (C-2) zoning. 
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1.4.77.1 Response to Letter from Chris Seymour 

Comment No. Response 

CSe-1 

The comment raises concern related to water supply, traffic, noise, and police protection services.  
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services, MR-3, which responds to 
comments related to the transportation system, MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply, 
and MR-12, which responds to comments related to noise. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 
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1.4.78.1 Response to Letter from Nancy Snyder 

Comment No. Response 

NS-1 

The comment raises concern related to traffic, water supply, and the proposed annexation of the project site.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to the transportation system, MR-6, which responds to 
comments related to water supply, and MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and 
economics. The project would require a source of supplemental water to offset the increased water demand 
through the service provider of Golden State Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water 
supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use 
of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the City typically would provide supplemental water 
supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, 
the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental water and to be served by Golden State Water. 
The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to be formalized and would occur after annexation 
and in conjunction with the future development of the site under discretionary Planned Development Permits. 
With the supplemental water supply being provided by Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available 
water supply during extreme drought conditions, Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply 
to serve the proposed project and its existing service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter 
to provide domestic and fire protection water services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if 
supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be 
available to serve the water demand generated by the proposed project and the existing service area. 

NS-2 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing the commenter’s disapproval of the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.79.1 Response to Letter from Concerned Citizen 

Comment No. Response 

CC-1 

This comment states opposition to the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body.  

CC-2 

The comment raises concern regarding the Geotechnical report prepared for the project.  
Refer to MR-18, which responds to comments related to the Geotechnical Report and geology and soils. As 
discussed in Section 4.6, Geology and Soils, all future development within the project site would be subject 
to the CBC, which requires buildings, building foundations, and any other associated structures to be 
constructed to withstand earthquake loads, including liquefaction. Future buildout of the project would also 
be required to comply with the building and design measures included in the Geotechnical Engineering 
Report and associated reports prepared by Earth Systems Pacific for the project, as detailed in Mitigation 
Measures GEO/mm-2.1, GEO/mm-2.2, GEO/mm-2.3, GEO/mm-3.1, GEO/mm-3.2, GEO/mm-3.3, GEO/mm-
5.1, and GEO/mm-6.1. Mitigation Measure GEO/mm-6.1 has been identified to require the developer to 
retain a qualified Geotechnical Engineer to provide consultation during the design phase, to aid in future 
project design consistent with the Geotechnical Engineering Report, to review final plans once they are 
available, to interpret this report during construction, and to provide construction monitoring in the form of 
testing and observation. In addition, future buildout of the project would be required to comply with all 
applicable CBC standards, including Section 1613 of the CBC to reduce or avoid risk associated with 
development on potentially unstable soils, including liquefaction. The project would also be required to 
implement Mitigation Measure GEO/mm-2.3, which requires measures for building foundations to be 
implemented into future project design criteria to reduce the risk of collapse or other damage due to unstable 
geologic conditions.  

CC-3 

The comment raises concern related to public schools, parks and recreation, and roads.  
Refer to MR-2, which responds to comments related to public school facilities, MR-3, which responds to 
comments related to the transportation system, and MR-7, which responds to comments related to parks and 
recreation.  

CC-4 

The comment raises concern related to taxes and achieving the County’s RHNA goals.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR.  

CC-5 

The comment raises concern related to visual impacts, parks, and land use consistency.  
Refer to MR-7, which responds to comments related to recreation and open space, MR-10, which responds 
to comments related to aesthetic resources, and MR-17, which responds to comments related to land use 
consistency. 
Additionally, as shown on Figure 2-3 in the EIR, the project shown in the conceptual site plan would include 
several internal pocket park areas intended for use by future residents. Given the conceptual nature of the 
project’s development plan, specific details about the exact size and types of park and open space features 
on-site are not known at this time. Park and open space areas within the project site would be considered as 
part of the overall project development and would not result in physical impacts on the environment outside 
of those described in this EIR. Additionally, as a condition of approval, the proposed project would pay the 
required parkland development fees pursuant to City of Santa Maria Municipal Code Section 19-9.05 and 
growth mitigation fees pursuant to Municipal Code Section 8-15 to maintain and grow the City’s park system. 
Potential environmental impacts associated with the provision of public park facilities have been adequately 
evaluated in the EIR, and no revisions to the EIR are necessary.  
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1.4.80.1 Response to Letter from Tim Rogers 

Comment No. Response 

TR 1-1 

The comment raises concern related to wildlife that utilize the project site, specifically foxes.  
Refer to MR-11, which responds to comments related to biological resources. As discussed in Section 4.3 of 
the PRDEIR and this Final EIR, a significant impact related to biological resources would occur if the 
proposed project would result in the temporary or permanent modification of sensitive communities, or 
habitats occupied by special-status species, or directly affect special-status species. Special-status species 
include those that have been designated as rare, threatened, or endangered, as well as those which are 
candidate species for listing. Section 4.3.1.6 Special-Status Plant Species and 4.3.1.7 Special-Status Wildlife 
Species discuss these designations in more detail. Based on the special-status species assessment, it was 
determined that three special-status wildlife species (monarch butterfly, northern California legless lizard, 
and western red bat) and nesting migratory birds and raptors could potentially occur on the project site (DWE 
2022). Other common species are known to use the project site; however, the project site is generally 
surrounded by urban residences and the SR 135 corridor. As such, it has been concluded that minimal 
quality habitat for locally common wildlife species, including foxes; as such, impacts to foxes would not be 
considered significant.  

TR 2-1 

The comment raises concern related to the transportation system within the project area, traffic congestion 
and safety, the annexation of the site, land use consistency, and parking.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only.   
Additionally, it should be noted that parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope 
of CEQA. As provided in the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 
21060.5, “Environment” as used by CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which 
will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance.” The concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions 
contained in the EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval 
process and have been made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require 
preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 
Refer also MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics, and MR-17, which 
responds to comments related to land use consistency.  

TR 2-2 

The comment raises concern related to emergency services, schools, parks and recreation, and other public 
services. The comment also claims that the project would result in a municipal island. 
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services, MR-2, which responds to 
comments related to public school facilities, MR-7, which responds to comments related to parks and 
recreation, MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics and MR-15, which 
responds to comments related to population growth and other public services. The project site is bordered by 
City of Santa Maria city limits to the west. Therefore, annexation of the project site would not create a 
municipal island. 

TR 2-3 The comment states that the project is not compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. Refer to MR-17, 
which responds to comments related to land use consistency. 

TR 2-4 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and compliance with the 
Orcutt Community Plan (OCP).  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics and MR-17, which 
responds to comments related to land use consistency. It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 
years old, having been originally adopted in 1997. Several amendments have taken place since its adoption, 
including rezoning the entire site to a retail commercial (C-2) zoning. 
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Comment No. Response 

TR 2-5 

The comment raises concern related to recreation and the reduction of open green space in the area.  
Refer to MR-7, which responds to comments related to recreation and open space. As shown on Figure 2-3 
in the EIR, the project shown in the conceptual site plan would include several internal pocket park areas 
intended for use by future residents. Given the conceptual nature of the project’s development plan, specific 
details about the exact size and types of park and open space features on-site are not known at this time. It 
is also not possible to provide details regarding possible walking trails or paths within the development. 
However, as a condition of approval, the proposed project would pay the required parkland development 
fees pursuant to City of Santa Maria Municipal Code Section 19-9.05 and growth mitigation fees pursuant to 
Municipal Code Section 8-15 to maintain and grow the City’s park system. 
At the time that a Planned Development Permit application is submitted to the City, further consideration by 
the City would occur about the incorporation of recreational features within the proposed development. 
These considerations would not affect the environmental impact analysis contained within the EIR as the 
CEQA impact assessment contained in the EIR is focused on whether the project would deteriorate existing 
recreational facilities. This concern does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. These points 
could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made 
available to the decision-making body. 
Additionally, it should be noted that the project site is privately owned. While it may have been used 
informally for open space and recreational opportunities, it is not a publicly owned or designated open space 
or recreation facility. Local governments are required to allow reasonable development of private land. 
Prohibition of development would be considered a regulatory taking, which occurs when government 
regulations such as zoning ordinances and general plan requirements significantly diminish the economic 
value of a property or interfere with the owner’s reasonable use of the property. Neither the City nor the 
County can require private land to remain open space; local governments are required to provide for 
reasonable use of private properties. 

TR 2-6 The comment raises concern related to monarch butterflies. Refer to MR-11, which responds to comments 
related to biological resources. 

TR 2-7 

The comment raises concern related to wildlife that utilize the project site and associated habitat, including 
foxes.  
Refer to MR-11, which responds to comments related to biological resources. As discussed in Section 4.3 of 
the PRDEIR and this Final EIR, a significant impact related to biological resources would occur if the 
proposed project would result in the temporary or permanent modification of sensitive communities, or 
habitats occupied by special-status species, or directly affect special-status species. Special-status species 
include those that have been designated as rare, threatened, or endangered, as well as those which are 
candidate species for listing. Section 4.3.1.6 Special-Status Plant Species and 4.3.1.7 Special-Status Wildlife 
Species discuss these designations in more detail. Based on the special-status species assessment, it was 
determined that three special-status wildlife species (monarch butterfly, northern California legless lizard, 
and western red bat) and nesting migratory birds and raptors could potentially occur on the project site (DWE 
2022). Other common species are known to use the project site; however, the project site is generally 
surrounded by urban residences and the SR 135 corridor. As such, it has been concluded that minimal 
quality habitat for locally common wildlife species, including foxes; as such, impacts to foxes would not be 
considered significant. 
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1.4.81.1 Response to Letter from Heather Reese 

Comment No. Response 

HR-1 

The comment raises concern related to annexation, the size of the project, and land use consistency.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics, MR-15 which responds 
to comments related to population growth and other public services, and MR-17, which responds to 
comments related to land use consistency. It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 years old, 
having been originally adopted in 1997. Several amendments have taken place since its adoption, including 
rezoning the entire site to a retail commercial (C-2) zoning.  

HR-2 

The comment raises concerns related to traffic congestion and safety, water supply, and population growth. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary.   
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 
Refer also to MR-15, which responds to comments related to population growth and other public services. 
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1.4.82.1 Response to Letter from Myrna Heldfond 

Comment No. Response 

MHe-1 

The comment raises concern regarding annexation and suggests a different location for the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Section 5.3.3 of Chapter 
5, Alternatives Analysis, considers whether an alternative location should be evaluated within the context of 
the EIR and the requirements of CEQA. As discussed therein, only locations that would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126[5][B][1]). In addition, an alternative site need not be considered when 
implementation is “remote and speculative,” such as when the alternative site is beyond the control of a 
project applicant. As described in Section 5.3.3, there are no suitable alternative sites within the control of 
Richards Ranch, LLC (the Applicant). Given the nature of the project and the project objectives, it would be 
impractical and infeasible to propose the project on an alternate site in the area with fewer environmental 
impacts. Therefore, an alternative location was considered but rejected from further consideration in the 
alternatives analysis in the EIR; revisions to the EIR are not necessary in response to this comment. 
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1.4.83.1 Response to Letter from Stephen Teague 

Comment No. Response 

SDT-1 

The comment raises concern related to traffic and parking.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. In addition, it should be 
noted that parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope of CEQA. As provided in 
the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 21060.5, “Environment” as 
used by CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed 
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic 
significance.” The concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. 
These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been 
made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses 
in the Final EIR. 

SDT-2 The comment raises concern related to wildlife that utilize the project. Refer to MR-11, which responds to 
comments related to biological resources, including those related to the monarch butterfly. 

SDT-3 The comment raises concern related to traffic. Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic 
and transportation. 

SDT-4 

The comment raises concern related to stormwater runoff. Refer to MR-16, which responds to comments 
related to hydrology. With required adherence to the California Building Codes and implementation of 
identified mitigation measures, future development on the project site would not result in potentially 
significant impacts associated with off-site flooding. 

SDT-5 

The comment states that the project is not compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics, MR-15 which responds 
to comments related to population growth and other public services, and MR-17, which responds to 
comments related to land use consistency. It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 years old, 
having been originally adopted in 1997. Several amendments have taken place since its adoption, including 
rezoning the entire site to a retail commercial (C-2) zoning.  
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1.4.84.1 Response to Letter from Cliff Solomon 

Comment No. Response 

CSo-1 

The comment raises concern related to taxes and the proposed annexation of the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR. 

CSo-2 The comment raises concern related to wildlife that utilize the project. Refer to MR-11, which responds to 
comments related to biological resources, including those related to the monarch butterfly. 

CSo-3 
The comment raises concern related to transportation infrastructure and population growth. Refer to MR-3, 
which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, and MR-15, which responds to comments 
related to population growth and other public services. 
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1.4.85.1 Response to Letter from Laurie Haro 

Comment No. Response 

LH-1 

The comment raises concern related to public services, transportation, population growth, and other utilities. 
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services, MR-3, which responds to 
comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-14, which responds to comments related to utilities, and 
MR-15, which responds to comments related to population growth and other public services.  
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1.4.86.1 Response to Letter from Kenneth McCalip 

Comment No. Response 

KMC-1 The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic and noise. Refer to MR-3, which responds to 
comments related to traffic and transportation and MR-12, which responds to comments related to noise.  

KMC-2 The comment raises concern related to the provision of public school facilities. Refer to MR-2, which 
responds to comments related to public school facilities.  

KMC-3 

The comment raises concern related to water supply and compliance with the OCP.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply, and MR-17, which responds to 
comments related to land use consistancy. It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 years old, 
having been originally adopted in 1997. Several amendments have taken place since its adoption, including 
rezoning the entire site to a retail commercial (C-2) zoning.  
The project would require a source of supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the 
service provider of Golden State Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While 
annexation of the project site is not a prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of 
supplemental water supplies to the project site, the City typically would provide supplemental water supplies 
to properties within the city limits. The City has indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City 
would allow the project to purchase supplemental water and to be served by Golden State Water. The 
Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to be formalized and would occur after annexation and 
in conjunction with the future development of the site under discretionary Planned Development Permits. 
With the supplemental water supply being provided by Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available 
water supply during extreme drought conditions, Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply 
to serve the proposed project and its existing service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter 
to provide domestic and fire protection water services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if 
supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be 
available to serve the water demand generated by the proposed project and the existing service area. 
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1.4.87.1 Response to Letter from Michael Edberg 

Comment No. Response 

MEd-1 This comment states opposition to the project. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments.  
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1.4.88.1 Response to Letter from Susan Ferrant 

Comment No. Response 

SF-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, pollution and compliance with the OCP.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to transportation and traffic, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution, and MR-17, which 
responds to comments related to land use. It should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be 
used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary. 
Additionally, it should be noted that the OCP is almost 25 years old, having been originally adopted in 1997. 
Several amendments have taken place since its adoption, including rezoning the entire site to a retail 
commercial (C-2) zoning.  
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1.4.89.1 Response to Letter from Kathryn Jacobson and Paul 
Cooke 

Comment No. Response 

KJPC-1 This comment states opposition to the project. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments.  
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1.4.90.1 Response to Letter from TJ 

Comment No. Response 

TJ-1 

The comment raises concern related to traffic congestion and safety. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary.  

TJ-2 The comment raises concern related to the provision of public school facilities. Refer to MR-2, which 
responds to comments related to public school facilities.  

TJ-3 

The comment raises concern regarding annexation and suggests a different location for the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Section 5.3.3 of Chapter 
5, Alternatives Analysis, considers whether an alternative location should be evaluated within the context of 
the EIR and the requirements of CEQA. As discussed therein, only locations that would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126[5][B][1]). In addition, an alternative site need not be considered when 
implementation is “remote and speculative,” such as when the alternative site is beyond the control of a 
project applicant. As described in Section 5.3.3, there are no suitable alternative sites within the control of 
Richards Ranch, LLC (the Applicant). Given the nature of the project and the project objectives, it would be 
impractical and infeasible to propose the project on an alternate site in the area with fewer environmental 
impacts. Therefore, an alternative location was considered but rejected from further consideration in the 
alternatives analysis in the EIR; revisions to the EIR are not necessary in response to this comment. 
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1.4.91.1 Response to Letter from Mary and Robert Perry 

Comment No. Response 

MRP-1 The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic. Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments 
related to traffic and transportation.  

MRP-2 

The comment raises concern related to biological resources and open space.  
Refer to MR-7, which responds to comments related to recreation and open space and MR-11, which 
responds to comments related to biological resources, including those related to the monarch butterfly. 
Additionally, it should be noted that the project site is privately owned. While it may have been used 
informally for open space and recreational opportunities, it is not a publicly owned or designated open space 
or recreation facility. Local governments are required to allow reasonable development of private land. 
Prohibition of development would be considered a regulatory taking, which occurs when government 
regulations such as zoning ordinances and general plan requirements significantly diminish the economic 
value of a property or interfere with the owner’s reasonable use of the property. Neither the City nor the 
County can require private land to remain open space; local governments are required to provide for 
reasonable use of private properties. 

MRP-3 The comment raises concern related to the provision of public school facilities. Refer to MR-2, which 
responds to comments related to public school facilities. 

MRP-4 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

MRP-5 The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site. Refer to MR-8, which 
responds to comment related to annexation and economics.  
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1.4.92.1 Response to Letter from Shirley Randall 

Comment No. Response 

SMR-1 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and taxes.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comment related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR. 

SMR-2 The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic. Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments 
related to traffic and transportation. 

SMR-3 The comment raises concern related to the provision of public school facilities. Refer to MR-2, which 
responds to comments related to public school facilities. 

SMR-4 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.93.1 Response to Letter from Courtnie Hayson 

Comment No. Response 

CH-1 

The comment states that the commenter is opposed to the project because of concerns related to increases 
in traffic, noise, and pollution. While the commenter states opposition to the project, the commenter does not 
raise specific concern with the analysis contained in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to transportation and traffic, MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise, and MR-13, which responds to comments related to pollution. Additionally, it 
should be noted that Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project 
site but could be used for emergency access only, if necessary. 

CH-2 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

CH-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.94.1 Response to Letter from Bert Johnson 

Comment No. Response 

BJ-1 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site, emergency services, 
and schools. The comment also claims that the project would result in a municipal island.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comment related to annexation and economics. The project site is 
bordered by City of Santa Maria city limits to the west. Therefore, annexation of the project site would not 
create a municipal island. 
Refer also to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services, MR-2, which responds to 
comments related to public school facilities, and 

BJ-2 This comment expresses dissatisfaction in the city designation of the commenter’s address. Refer to MR-5, 
which responds to non-substantive comments.  

BJ-3 The commenter has provided the Standards for Annexations to Cities for reference. 
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1.4.95.1 Response to Letter from Chris Straub 

Comment No. Response 

CSt-1 

The comment raises concern related to traffic, schools, biological resources, water supply, emergency 
services, and other utility systems.  
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services, MR-2, which responds to 
comments related to public school facilities, MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and 
transportation, MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply, MR-11, which responds to 
comments related to biological resources including those related to the monarch butterfly, and MR-14, which 
responds to comments related to utilities and associated infrastructure. It should be noted that the SMFD 
recently received approval and funding to fully staff SMFD Station 6 to serve calls beyond the Santa Maria 
Public Airport. 
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1.4.96.1 Response to Letter from Douglas Brown 

Comment No. Response 

DB-1 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

DB-2 

The comment raises concern regarding annexation and suggests a different location for the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Section 5.3.3 of Chapter 
5, Alternatives Analysis, considers whether an alternative location should be evaluated within the context of 
the EIR and the requirements of CEQA. As discussed therein, only locations that would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126[5][B][1]). In addition, an alternative site need not be considered when 
implementation is “remote and speculative,” such as when the alternative site is beyond the control of a 
project applicant. As described in Section 5.3.3, there are no suitable alternative sites within the control of 
Richards Ranch, LLC (the Applicant). Given the nature of the project and the project objectives, it would be 
impractical and infeasible to propose the project on an alternate site in the area with fewer environmental 
impacts. Therefore, an alternative location was considered but rejected from further consideration in the 
alternatives analysis in the EIR; revisions to the EIR are not necessary in response to this comment. 

DB-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.97.1 Response to Letter from Josh Islas 

Comment No. Response 

JI-1 

The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic, population growth, and suggests a different 
location for the project site. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation, MR-8, which responds to 
comments related to annexation and economics and MR-15, which responds to comments related to 
population growth and other public services. 
Section 5.3.3 of Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, considers whether an alternative location should be 
evaluated within the context of the EIR and the requirements of CEQA. As discussed therein, only locations 
that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for 
inclusion in the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126[5][B][1]). In addition, an alternative site need not 
be considered when implementation is “remote and speculative,” such as when the alternative site is beyond 
the control of a project applicant. As described in Section 5.3.3, there are no suitable alternative sites within 
the control of Richards Ranch, LLC (the Applicant). Given the nature of the project and the project 
objectives, it would be impractical and infeasible to propose the project on an alternate site in the area with 
fewer environmental impacts. Therefore, an alternative location was considered but rejected from further 
consideration in the alternatives analysis in the EIR; revisions to the EIR are not necessary in response to 
this comment. 
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1.4.98.1 Response to Letter from Maureen Soderberg 

Comment No. Response 

MSo-1 The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic hazards. Refer to MR-3, which responds to 
comments related to traffic and transportation. 
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1.4.99.1 Response to Letter from Steve Strachan 

Comment No. Response 

SS-1 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site, population growth, 
infrastructure, emergency services, and recreation.  
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services, MR-2, which responds to 
comments related to public school facilities, MR-3, which responds to comments related to the transportation 
system, MR-7, which responds to comments related to recreation and open space, MR-8, which responds to 
comments related to annexation and economics, and MR-14, which responds to comments related to utilities 
and associated infrastructure. Economic impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under 
CEQA and only require discussion if the economic impacts would have a negative impact on the physical 
environment, or if the economic impacts would result in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions 
exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are not discussed in the EIR. 
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1.4.100.1 Response to Letter from Carolyn Christiansen 

Comment No. Response 

CCh-1 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and taxes.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comment related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR. 
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1.4.101.1 Response to Letter from Steve LeBard 

Comment No. Response 

SLB-1 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site, taxes, and compliance 
with the OCP.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comment related to annexation and economics and MR-17, which 
responds to comments related to land use consistency. Economic impacts are generally not considered 
environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic impacts would have a 
negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result in growth-inducing 
impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are not discussed in the 
EIR. 
It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 years old, having been originally adopted in 1997. Several 
amendments have taken place since its adoption, including rezoning the entire site to a retail commercial (C-
2) zoning.  

SLB-2 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of public school facilities, emergency services, 
population growth, and recreation and trails.  
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services, MR-2, which responds to 
comments related to public school facilities, MR-7, which responds to comments related to parks and 
recreation, and MR-15, which responds to comments related to population growth and other public services.  
Given the project design is only conceptual at this time, it does not provide details regarding possible walking 
trails or paths within the development. At the time that a Planned Development Permit application is 
submitted to the City, further consideration by the City would occur about the incorporation of recreational 
features within the proposed development. These considerations would not affect the environmental impact 
analysis contained within the EIR as the CEQA impact assessment contained in the EIR is focused on 
whether the project would deteriorate existing recreational facilities. This concern does not change the 
conclusions contained in the EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project 
approval process and have been made available to the decision-making body. 

SLB-3 The comment raises concern related to roadway conditions. Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments 
related to the traffic and transportation. 

SLB-4 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

SLB-5 

The comment raises concern related economics and achieving the County’s RHNA goals. The comment also 
notes the lack of Veterans Memorial Building in Orcutt. 
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR.  
Santa Maria’s Veterans Memorial Park is located 5.5 miles north of the project site and is currently 
undergoing renovations. The Santa Maria Veterans' Services Office is also located only 0.5 miles west of the 
project site. 
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1.4.102.1 Response to Letter from Salvador Melendez II 

Comment No. Response 

SMII-1 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and requests that 
commercial uses be incorporated into the project.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR. 
The conceptual development plan includes a mix of commercial and high-density residential uses. The 
northern portion of the project site (north of UVP) would support most of the proposed commercial uses, 
allowing for up to 96,800 square feet of commercial development. Additional commercial uses at the 
southwestern portion of the site are anticipated to accommodate up to two drive-through commercial sites, 
totaling a maximum of 10,000 square feet. Future project buildout of any of these uses within the project site 
would require individual Planned Development Permit applications for development of each of the proposed 
residential and commercial projects. These applications would be discretionarily reviewed by the City at the 
time they are received to ensure they are consistent with the zoning and have been adequately evaluated 
under CEQA. 

SMII-2 

The comment raises concern related to recreation and open space.  
Refer to MR-7, which responds to comments related to recreation. Additionally, it should be noted that the 
project site is privately owned. While it may have been used informally for open space and recreational 
opportunities, it is not a publicly owned or designated open space or recreation facility. Local governments 
are required to allow reasonable development of private land. Prohibition of development would be 
considered a regulatory taking, which occurs when government regulations such as zoning ordinances and 
general plan requirements significantly diminish the economic value of a property or interfere with the 
owner’s reasonable use of the property. Neither the City nor the County can require private land to remain 
open space; local governments are required to provide for reasonable use of private properties. 

SMII-3 The comment raises concern related to biological resources. Refer to MR-11, which responds to comments 
related to biological resources.  

SMII-4 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

SMII-5 The comment raises concern related to visual impacts. Refer to MR-10, which responds to comments related 
to aesthetic resources. 
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1.4.103.1 Response to Letter from Adolph Sherer 

Comment No. Response 

ASh-1 The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic. Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments 
related to the traffic and transportation. 

ASh-2 

The comment raises concern related to housing development and the proposed annexation of the project 
site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics, and MR-15, which 
responds to comments related to population growth and other public services. 

ASh-3 This comment requests an extension of the comment period. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-
substantive comments. 

ASh-4 

The comment raises concern related to flooding, sewers, and other utilities.  
Refer to MR-14, which responds to comments related to other utilities and associated infrastructure and MR-
16, which responds to comments related to hydrology. With required adherence to the California Building 
Codes and implementation of identified mitigation measures, future development on the project site would 
not result in potentially significant impacts associated with off-site flooding. 

ASh-5 

The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic and population growth. The commenter also 
claims that the traffic analysis prepared for the project is inadequate because it is based on unusually low 
traffic levels during the Covid-19 pandemic. 
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The traffic counts used for 
the analysis were collected in 2019 and thus represent conditions prior to the Covid-19 pandemic. 
Supplemental traffic counts conducted on South Broadway and UVP in 2023 showed less traffic than the 
2019 traffic counts, thus the analysis completed in the traffic study is conservative. Refer to EIR Volume 2, 
Appendix C for the traffic count data that was conducted in 2023. 
Refer also to MR-15, which responds to comments related to population growth and other public services. 

ASh-6 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and compliance with the 
OCP.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics, MR-15 which responds 
to comments related to population growth and other public services, and MR-17, which responds to 
comments related to land use consistency. It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 years old, 
having been originally adopted in 1997. Several amendments have taken place since its adoption, including 
rezoning the entire site to a retail commercial (C-2) zoning.  
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1.4.104.1 Response to Letter from Susan Wilson 

Comment No. Response 

SW-1 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and compliance with the 
OCP.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics and MR-17, which 
responds to comments related to land use consistency. It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 
years old, having been originally adopted in 1997. Several amendments have taken place since its adoption, 
including rezoning the entire site to a retail commercial (C-2) zoning. These points could be relevant for 
consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the decision-
making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 

SW-2 

The comment raises concern related to traffic.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. It should be noted that 
Dancer Avenue is not proposed to be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be 
used for emergency access only, if necessary.  

SW-3 The comment raises concern related to wildlife that use the project site. Refer to MR-11, which responds to 
comments related to biological resources including those related to the monarch butterfly. 

SW-4 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. The project site is 
bordered by City of Santa Maria city limits to the west. Therefore, annexation of the project site would not 
create a municipal island. 

SW-5 

The comment indicates that the commenter believes that annexation is not in the best interest of the 
established community that already exists in this area. The comment also suggests developing the project 
through the County, rather than through the City. 
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics, MR-15 which responds 
to comments related to population growth and other public services, and MR-17, which responds to 
comments related to land use consistency. It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 years old, 
having been originally adopted in 1997. Several amendments have taken place since its adoption, including 
rezoning the entire site to a retail commercial (C-2) zoning.  
It should be noted that it is the choice of the Applicant whether to pursue development under the City through 
proposed annexation and/or to pursue development under the existing jurisdictional boundaries within the 
County. However, the preference of the Applicant does not guarantee approval of the proposed annexation. 
SBLAFCO has the discretion to approve or deny the proposal for annexation. The suggestion regarding 
developing the project through the County is not a comment on the environmental analysis contained in the 
EIR. The concerns raised do not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. These points could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR.  

SW-6 The commenter has provided an additional mailing address. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-
substantive comments. 
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1.4.105.1 Response to Letter from Carla and Ken Canby 

Comment No. Response 

CKC-1 This comment states opposition to the proposed project. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive 
comments.  
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1.4.106.1 Response to Letter from Scott and Cathy Wells 

Comment No. Response 

SCW-1 

The comment raises concern related to public schools, emergency services, utilities, roads and the proposed 
annexation of the project site.  
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services, MR-2, which responds to 
comments related to public school facilities, MR-3, which responds to comments related to the transportation 
system, MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics, and MR-14, which 
responds to comments related to utilities and associated infrastructure. 
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1.4.107.1 Response to Letter from Felix Diaz 

Comment No. Response 

FD-1 

The comment raises concern related to traffic safety and parking.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary.  
In addition, it should be noted that parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope 
of CEQA. As provided in the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 
21060.5, “Environment” as used by CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which 
will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance.” The concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions 
contained in the EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval 
process and have been made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require 
preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 

FD-2 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 
Additionally, refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic 
impacts are generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the 
economic impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts 
would result in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic 
impacts are not discussed in the EIR. 

FD-3 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site, public schools, 
emergency services, recreation, housing development, and the City’s sphere of influence (SOI). The 
comment also states that the project would result in a municipal island. 
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services, MR-2, which responds to 
comments related to public school facilities, MR-7, which responds to comments related to the recreation, 
MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics, MR-15, which responds to 
comments related to population growth and other public services, and MR-17, which responds to comments 
related to land use consistency, and MR-15, which responds to comments related to population growth and 
other public services. 
The project site is bordered by City of Santa Maria city limits to the west. Therefore, annexation of the project 
site would not create a municipal island. SBLAFCO is responsible for establishing, amending, and updating 
SOIs and city limits for the cities within Santa Barbara County. The project site and much of the surrounding 
area was previously determined to be within the City’s SOI by SBLAFCO. 
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1.4.108.1 Response to Letter from Tara Diaz 

Comment No. Response 

TD-1 

The comment raises concern related to traffic safety and parking.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only, if 
necessary.  
In addition, it should be noted that parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope 
of CEQA. As provided in the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 
21060.5, “Environment” as used by CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which 
will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance.” The concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions 
contained in the EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval 
process and have been made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require 
preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 

TD-2 The comment raises concern related to building height hazards associated with Santa Maria Airport. Refer to 
MR-4, which responds to comments related to airport hazards. 

TD-3 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR. 

TD-4 
The comment raises concern related to public schools and recreation. Refer to MR-2, which responds to 
comments related to public school facilities and MR-7, which responds to comments related to the 
recreation. 
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1.4.109.1 Response to Letter from Pam Gates 

Comment No. Response 

PG-1 This comment is an introduction to the letter. Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. 

PG-2 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and claims that the 
project would create a municipal island as the site is divided from the City by Highway 135. The comment 
also claims that the project site should not be considered within the City’s SOI, and that the site should be 
developed according to the OCP.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. SBLAFCO has the 
discretion to approve or deny the proposal for annexation. The site is within the SOI previously approved by 
the SBLAFCO and the annexation of the project site would not create a municipal island.  
Refer to MR-17, which responds to comments related to land use consistency. SBLAFCO is responsible for 
establishing, amending, and updating SOIs for the cities within Santa Barbara County and is also 
responsible for identifying future service areas and jurisdictional boundaries. It should also be noted that the 
OCP is almost 25 years old, having been originally adopted in 1997.  

PG-3 

The comment raises concern related to division of an established community; the commenter states that the 
annexation of the site would physically divide the established Santa Barbara County community that 
surrounds it. The comment also raises concern related to compliance with the OCP.  
The annexation of the site would not result in the physical division of an established community. As 
discussed in Section 4.9, development of land uses on the project site would likely be similar regardless of 
whether the project site is annexed into the city of Santa Maria or if the site were to remain in the County’s 
unincorporated area. Further, the proposed project would not result in the creation of any significant physical 
barriers which would impede movement through the surrounding area, nor would the project result in the 
removal of any transportation infrastructure. Orcutt Road and UVP would still be accessible to residents of 
both Orcutt and Santa Maria. In addition, future development of commercial and residential uses onsite 
would serve city residents, residents of the community of Orcutt, and the general region. Therefore, the 
project would not physically divide an established community. 
Refer to response to comment PG-2, above, and MR-17, which responds to comments related to land use 
consistency. 

PG-4 The comment raises concern related to traffic. Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic 
and transportation. 

PG-5 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

PG-6 

The comment raises concern related to visual impacts and open space.  
Refer to MR-10, which responds to comments related to aesthetic resources, and MR-7, which responds to 
comments related to parks and recreation. Additionally, it should be noted that the project site is privately 
owned. While it may have been used informally for open space and recreational opportunities, it is not a 
publicly owned or designated open space or recreation facility. Local governments are required to allow 
reasonable development of private land. Prohibition of development would be considered a regulatory taking, 
which occurs when government regulations such as zoning ordinances and general plan requirements 
significantly diminish the economic value of a property or interfere with the owner’s reasonable use of the 
property. Neither the City nor the County can require private land to remain open space; local governments 
are required to provide for reasonable use of private properties. 
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Comment No. Response 

PG-7 

The comment raises concern related to air quality emissions. The commenter requests that “short-term 
construction emissions” be defined. The comment also specifically questions measures listed only to be 
followed by “where locally available,” and similar. The commenter also opines that it is wrong to say that 
adding construction equipment for an extended period both during the work day and cumulatively for the two-
year project will not increase pollution even with these mitigation measures.  
Short-term activities refer to activities that would not occur over the life of the project. Regarding construction 
activities, activities that occur less than five years are typically considered to be short term. Some mitigation 
measures include "where locally available" because hauling in reclaimed water or a specific piece of 
equipment from other areas of the state can potentially generate more emissions than using what is locally 
available.  
The project will generate pollution. However, the project would not result in ROG or NOx emissions above 
SBCAPCD thresholds and would be consistent with dust control requirements established by the SBCAPCD; 
therefore, construction-related impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 
Refer also to MR-9, which responds to comments related to air quality and GHG emissions. 

PG-8 The comment raises concern related to wildlife that use the project site. Refer to MR-11, which responds to 
comments related to biological resources including those related to the monarch butterfly. 

PG-9 

The comment raises concern related to division of an established community; the commenter states that the 
annexation of the site would physically divide the established Santa Barbara County community that 
surrounds it.  
Refer response to comment PG-3, above. 

PG-10 

The comment raises concern related to noise.  
Mitigation measures have been identified in the EIR to reduce short-term construction and long-term 
operational noise impacts, including hourly limitations for construction activities in accordance with City of 
Santa Maria requirements. Refer also to MR-12, which responds to comments related to noise. 

PG-11 The comment raises concern related to Public Services and Recreation. Refer to MR-2, which responds to 
comments related to public school facilities. 

PG-12 

The comment indicates that the commenter believes that none of the alternatives considered in the EIR are 
in the public interest and that annexation is not in the best interest of the established community that already 
exists in this area. 
This comment is not specifically on the EIR. These points are relevant for consideration in the subsequent 
project approval process and have been made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not 
require revisions to the EIR or preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 
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1.4.110.1 Response to Letter from Allicia King 

Comment No. Response 

AK-1 

This comment refers to missing project details and inconsistent site plans and graphics depicting different 
concepts and asks what is really being proposed.  
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, a conceptual plan for future development of the project site 
has been prepared to evaluate potential environmental impacts of the eventual development of the site if the 
proposed annexation and pre-zoning were to be approved. The conceptual development plan includes retail 
commercial, mini-storage, and high-density residential uses (Figure 2-3). This conceptual plan shows the 
potential future development that could occur consistent with the project’s proposed pre-zone designations. 
The conceptual development plan would allow a maximum buildout of 106,800 square feet of commercial 
uses on 16.35 acres of the project site, as well as 400 apartments and 95 townhomes on the remaining 
27.40 acres.  
This EIR is intended to expedite the processing of future projects that are consistent with the zoning and 
consistent with the analyses and findings of this EIR. Therefore, though the specific details of future 
developments within the project site are not currently known, this EIR evaluates a reasonable maximum 
development scenario that would be allowed, as illustrated in the conceptual development plan (see Figure 
2-3). Future project buildout of any of these uses within the project site would require individual Planned 
Development Permit applications for development of each of the proposed residential and commercial 
projects. These applications would be discretionarily reviewed by the City at the time they are received to 
ensure they are consistent with the zoning and have been adequately evaluated under CEQA. 
If the proposed annexation is approved, and if and when considering subsequent development proposals, 
the City determines that a proposed development would be consistent with the uses described in the EIR 
and would not result in new or more severe significant environmental effects or require additional mitigation, 
the City could approve the project without additional environmental review. However, if there are significant 
changes proposed that are not consistent with the approved zoning or the type and level of development 
analyzed in this EIR, and the City concludes that these may result in new significant environmental impacts, 
additional environmental review would be required consistent with the requirements of the State CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15162 through 15164. 

AK-2 The comment raises concern related to visual impacts. Refer to MR-10, which responds to comments related 
to aesthetic resources. 

AK-3 

The comment raises concern regarding the Geotechnical report prepared for the project.  
Refer to MR-18, which responds to comments related to the Geotechnical Report and geology and soils. As 
discussed in Section 4.6, Geology and Soils, all future development within the project site would be subject 
to the CBC, which requires buildings, building foundations, and any other associated structures to be 
constructed to withstand earthquake loads, including liquefaction. Future buildout of the project would also 
be required to comply with the building and design measures included in the Geotechnical Engineering 
Report and associated reports prepared by Earth Systems Pacific for the project, as detailed in Mitigation 
Measures GEO/mm-2.1, GEO/mm-2.2, GEO/mm-2.3, GEO/mm-3.1, GEO/mm-3.2, GEO/mm-3.3, GEO/mm-
5.1, and GEO/mm-6.1. Mitigation Measure GEO/mm-6.1 has been identified to require the developer to 
retain a qualified Geotechnical Engineer to provide consultation during the design phase, to aid in future 
project design consistent with the Geotechnical Engineering Report, to review final plans once they are 
available, to interpret this report during construction, and to provide construction monitoring in the form of 
testing and observation. In addition, future buildout of the project would be required to comply with all 
applicable CBC standards, including Section 1613 of the CBC to reduce or avoid risk associated with 
development on potentially unstable soils, including liquefaction. The project would also be required to 
implement Mitigation Measure GEO/mm-2.3, which requires measures for building foundations to be 
implemented into future project design criteria to reduce the risk of collapse or other damage due to unstable 
geologic conditions. 

AK-4 
The comment raises concern related to public schools, parks and recreation, and roads. Refer to MR-2, 
which responds to comments related to public school facilities, MR-3, which responds to comments related 
to traffic and transportation, and MR-7, which responds to comments related to parks and recreation.  

AK-5 

The comment raises concern related to taxes and achieving the County’s RHNA goals.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR.  
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AK-6 

The comment raises concern related to visual impacts, parks, and land use consistency.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics, MR-15 which responds 
to comments related to population growth and other public services, and MR-17, which responds to 
comments related to land use consistency. It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 years old, 
having been originally adopted in 1997. Several amendments have taken place since its adoption, including 
rezoning the entire site to a retail commercial (C-2) zoning.  
Additionally, as shown on Figure 2-3 in the EIR, the project shown in the conceptual site plan would include 
several internal pocket park areas intended for use by future residents. Given the conceptual nature of the 
project’s development plan, specific details about the exact size and types of park and open space features 
on-site are not known at this time. Park and open space areas within the project site would be considered as 
part of the overall project development and would not result in physical impacts on the environment outside 
of those described in this EIR. Additionally, as a condition of approval, the proposed project would pay the 
required parkland development fees pursuant to City of Santa Maria Municipal Code Section 19-9.05 and 
growth mitigation fees pursuant to Municipal Code Section 8-15 to maintain and grow the City’s park system.  
Potential environmental impacts associated with the provision of public park facilities have been adequately 
evaluated in the EIR, and no revisions to the EIR are necessary. Refer also to MR-7, which responds to 
comments related to recreation and open space. 

AK-7 The comment raises concern related to wildlife that utilize the project site. Refer to MR-11, which responds 
to comments related to biological resources including those related to the monarch butterfly. 

AK-8 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and claims that the 
project would create a municipal peninsula. The comment also claims that the project site should not be 
considered within the City’s SOI, and that the site should be developed according to the OCP.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. SBLAFCO has the 
discretion to approve or deny the proposal for annexation. The project site is bordered by City of Santa Maria 
city limits to the west. Therefore, annexation of the project site would not create a municipal island. 
SBLAFCO is responsible for establishing, amending, and updating SOIs and city limits for the cities within 
Santa Barbara County. The project site and much of the surrounding area was previously determined to be 
within the City’s SOI by SBLAFCO. 
Additionally, refer to MR-17, which responds to comments related to land use consistency. It should also be 
noted that the OCP is almost 25 years old, having been originally adopted in 1997. Several amendments 
have taken place since its adoption, including rezoning the entire site to a retail commercial (C-2) zoning. 

AK-9 The comment raises concern related to public transportation. Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments 
related to traffic and transportation. 

AK-10 

The comment raises concern related to the availability of pedestrian facilities.  
Refer to MR-7 which responds to comments related to parks and recreation. Given the project design is only 
conceptual at this time, it does not provide details regarding possible walking trails or paths within the 
development. At the time that a Planned Development Permit application is submitted to the City, further 
consideration by the City would occur about the incorporation of recreational features within the proposed 
development. These considerations would not affect the environmental impact analysis contained within the 
EIR as the CEQA impact assessment contained in the EIR is focused on whether the project would 
deteriorate existing recreational facilities. This concern does not change the conclusions contained in the 
EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have 
been made available to the decision-making body. 
Further, the distance or route residents would take to walk to other residences within City limits is not 
considered an environmental consideration that is within the scope of a CEQA analysis. As provided in the 
CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 21060.5, “Environment” as used by 
CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” This 
concern does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. These points could be relevant for 
consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the decision-
making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 

AK-11 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of emergency services.  
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services. It should be noted that the 
SMFD recently received approval and funding to fully staff SMFD Station 6 to serve calls beyond the Santa 
Maria Public Airport. 
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AK-12 
The comment raises concern regarding the Geotechnical report prepared for the project.  
Refer to response to comment AK-3, above, and MR-18, which responds to comments related to the 
Geotechnical Report and geology and soils. 

AK-13 

The comment raises concern related to air traffic noise associated with Santa Maria Airport.  
Refer to MR-4, which responds to comments related to airport hazards and MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise. Regarding noise associated with aircraft, the EIR considers the number of 
aircraft operations by each type of aircraft to be in use at the airport, the percentage of day versus night 
operations, the distribution of takeoffs and landings for each runway direction, and flight tracks. The 
proposed project would not involve the use of aircraft, would not affect existing or projected future airport 
operations, nor would the proposed project result in the location of noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., residential 
dwellings) within the airport’s 60-dBA CNEL noise contour, which includes considerations for military 
operations. In addition, proposed commercial development would not be located within the projected 65 dBA 
CNEL noise contour. For these reasons, this impact was considered less than significant.  
It is important to note that although aircraft overflights were included in the noise contours developed for 
Santa Maria Airport, the individual sensitivity to aircraft overflights varies from one person to another.  In 
recognition of this fact, the Santa Maria Airport's ALUCP includes overflight compatibility policies to help 
notify community residents about the presence of overflights near airports. 

AK-14 

The comment raises concern related to public school facilities and traffic. The comment also claims that the 
EIR did not analyze impacts to schools.  
Refer to MR-2, which responds to comments related to public school services, and MR-3, which responds to 
comments related to traffic and transportation. Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, evaluates the 
project’s potential impacts related to public services and recreation, including existing school facilities. 
Section 4.12.1.3 identifies the condition of existing schools in the project area. As recently upheld in Santa 
Rita Union School District v. City of Salinas (2023) Cal.App.5th Court of Appeal, where information from 
school districts is uncertain and/or vague there is not an ability to further analyze the potential indirect 
impacts of future school facility development. These effects cannot be further analyzed or responded to per 
State Guidelines Section 15145. The school districts have not provided any substantial evidence or 
information regarding future school sites or any reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental impacts of 
providing school facilities on existing or future school sites.  
Therefore, in conjunction with other plans and funding sources used by the school districts, the payment of 
the state-mandated impact mitigation fees would ensure that the effects of the project on the provision of 
school services would be less than significant. Based on the information provided in the Draft EIR and this 
supplemental information, potential environmental impacts associated with the provision of public school 
facilities have been adequately evaluated in the EIR, and no revisions to the EIR are necessary. 

AK-15 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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CK-1 The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site. Refer to MR-8, which 
responds to comments related to annexation and economics. 

CK-2 

The comment raises concern related to traffic congestion and safety, schools, recreation, and public 
services. The comment also claims that the project would result in a municipal island.  
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only.  
Refer also to MR-2, which responds to comments related to public school facilities, MR-7, which responds to 
comments related to parks and recreation, Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to 
annexation and economics, MR-15 which responds to comments related to population growth and other 
public services, and MR-17, which responds to comments related to land use consistency. The project site is 
bordered by City of Santa Maria city limits to the west. Therefore, annexation of the project site would not 
create a municipal island.  It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 years old, having been originally 
adopted in 1997. Several amendments have taken place since its adoption, including rezoning the entire site 
to a retail commercial (C-2) zoning.  

CK-3 The comment raises concern related to the provision of emergency services. Refer to MR-1, which responds 
to comments related to emergency services. 

CK-4 

The comment raises concern related to noise and airport hazards.  
Refer to MR-4, which responds to comments related to airport hazards and MR-12, which responds to 
comments related to noise. Regarding noise associated with aircraft, the EIR considers the number of 
aircraft operations by each type of aircraft to be in use at the airport, the percentage of day versus night 
operations, the distribution of takeoffs and landings for each runway direction, and flight tracks. The 
proposed project would not involve the use of aircraft, would not affect existing or projected future airport 
operations, nor would the proposed project result in the location of noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., residential 
dwellings) within the airport’s 60-dBA CNEL noise contour. In addition, proposed commercial development 
would not be located within the projected 65 dBA CNEL noise contour. For these reasons, this impact was 
considered less than significant.  
It is important to note that although aircraft overflights were included in the noise contours developed for 
Santa Maria Airport, the individual sensitivity to aircraft overflights varies from one person to another.  In 
recognition of this fact, the Santa Maria Airport's ALUCP includes overflight compatibility policies to help 
notify community residents about the presence of overflights near airports.  

CK-5 The comment raises concern related to air quality emissions. Refer to MR-9, which responds to comments 
related to air quality and GHG emissions. 

CK-6 The comment raises concern related to public transportation. Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments 
related to the traffic and transportation. 

CK-7 The comment raises concern related to wildlife that utilize the project site. Refer to MR-11, which responds 
to comments related to biological resources including those related to the monarch butterfly. 



Richards Ranch Annexation Environmental Impact Report  Volume 2 
Chapter 1 Response to Comments on the 2022 Draft EIR 

1.4-322 

Comment No. Response 

CK-8 

The comment raises concern related to recreation.  
Refer to MR-7, which responds to comments related to recreation and open space. As shown on Figure 2-3 
in the EIR, the project shown in the conceptual site plan would include several internal pocket park areas 
intended for use by future residents. Given the conceptual nature of the project’s development plan, specific 
details about the exact size and types of park and open space features on-site are not known at this time. It 
is also not possible to provide details regarding possible walking trails or paths within the development. 
However, as a condition of approval, the proposed project would pay the required parkland development 
fees pursuant to City of Santa Maria Municipal Code Section 19-9.05 and growth mitigation fees pursuant to 
Municipal Code Section 8-15 to maintain and grow the City’s park system. 
At the time that a Planned Development Permit application is submitted to the City, further consideration by 
the City would occur about the incorporation of recreational features within the proposed development. 
These considerations would not affect the environmental impact analysis contained within the EIR as the 
CEQA impact assessment contained in the EIR is focused on whether the project would deteriorate existing 
recreational facilities. This concern does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. These points 
could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made 
available to the decision-making body. 
Additionally, it should be noted that the project site is privately owned. While it may have been used 
informally for open space and recreational opportunities, it is not a publicly owned or designated open space 
or recreation facility. Local governments are required to allow reasonable development of private land. 
Prohibition of development would be considered a regulatory taking, which occurs when government 
regulations such as zoning ordinances and general plan requirements significantly diminish the economic 
value of a property or interfere with the owner’s reasonable use of the property. Neither the City nor the 
County can require private land to remain open space; local governments are required to provide for 
reasonable use of private properties. 

CK-9 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site, and again states that the 
project would result in a municipal island.  
Refer to response CK-2, above, and MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and 
economics. 

CK-10 

The comment raises concern regarding annexation and suggests a different location for the project site.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Section 5.3.3 of Chapter 
5, Alternatives Analysis, considers whether an alternative location should be evaluated within the context of 
the EIR and the requirements of CEQA. As discussed therein, only locations that would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126[5][B][1]). In addition, an alternative site need not be considered when 
implementation is “remote and speculative,” such as when the alternative site is beyond the control of a 
project applicant. As described in Section 5.3.3, there are no suitable alternative sites within the control of 
Richards Ranch, LLC (the Applicant). Given the nature of the project and the project objectives, it would be 
impractical and infeasible to propose the project on an alternate site in the area with fewer environmental 
impacts. Therefore, an alternative location was considered but rejected from further consideration in the 
alternatives analysis in the EIR; revisions to the EIR are not necessary in response to this comment. 

CK-11 The comment raises concern related to public school facilities. Refer to MR-2, which responds to comments 
related to public school services. 

CK-12 

The comment raises concern related to compliance with the OCP.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics and MR-17, which 
responds to comments related to land use consistency. It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 
years old, having been originally adopted in 1997. Several amendments have taken place since its adoption, 
including rezoning the entire site to a retail commercial (C-2) zoning.  

CK-13 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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Comment No. Response 

VJM-1 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and compliance with the 
OCP.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics and MR-17, which 
responds to comments related to land use consistency. It should also be noted that the OCP is almost 25 
years old, having been originally adopted in 1997. Several amendments have taken place since its adoption, 
including rezoning the entire site to a retail commercial (C-2) zoning.  

VJM-2 

The comment raises concern related to traffic, public schools, emergency services, parks, population growth, 
parking, and other public amenities.  
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services, MR-2, which responds to 
comments related to public school facilities, MR-3, which responds to comments related to transportation 
and traffic, MR-7, which responds to comments related to parks and recreation, and MR-15, which responds 
to comments related population growth and other public services.  
Section 4.12, Public Services and Recreation, provides an evaluation of the project’s potential impacts to 
libraries. The project would be subject to payment of the City’s growth mitigation fees as required by City 
Municipal Code Section 8-15 to provide funding for facilities as needed, which would offset the project’s 
increased demand on public facilities. These fees provide for the funding of acquisition, design and 
construction of public facilities and related equipment necessary to serve new development within the City. 
Recently, approximately $5 million has been set aside to acquire and retrofit a new site for the Orcutt Library 
in order to provide expanded library access to the community. These funds consist of $2 million in federal 
funding, $2 million in community donations, and roughly $1 million from other sources including Santa 
Barbara County (Santa Maria Times 2022). 
In addition, it should be noted that parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope 
of CEQA. As provided in the CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 
21060.5, “Environment” as used by CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which 
will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance.” The concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions 
contained in the EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval 
process and have been made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require 
preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 

VJM-3 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.113.1 Response to Letter from Andrew Oman 

Comment No. Response 

AO-1 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and claims that the 
project would create a municipal peninsula.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR.  
SBLAFCO has the discretion to approve or deny the proposal for annexation and would take into 
consideration whether the city boundaries resulting from the proposed annexation would be appropriate. The 
concern raised regarding the shape of City limits does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. 
These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been 
made available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses 
in the Final EIR. 

AO-2 The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic. Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments 
related to the transportation system. 

AO-3 The comment raises concern related to wildlife that utilize the project site. Refer to MR-11, which responds 
to comments related to biological resources including those related to the monarch butterfly. 

AO-4 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and the City’s SOI. 
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics, and MR-17, which 
responds to comments related to land use consistency. SBLAFCO is responsible for establishing, amending, 
and updating SOIs and city limits for the cities within Santa Barbara County. The project site and much of the 
surrounding area was previously determined to be within the City’s SOI by SBLAFCO. 

AO-5 

The comment is a conclusion to the letter, emphasizing that the commenter does not support the project.  
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 
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1.4.114.1 Response to Letter from Katy Rogers 

Comment No. Response 

KR-1 

The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic congestion and safety and opines regarding the 
appropriateness of the fast-food drive throughs included in the proposed project.   
Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments related to traffic and transportation. The accident analysis 
provided in the Traffic and Circulation Study (Appendix E of the EIR) is based on the most recent 3 years of 
accident data available when the traffic study was initiated. Additional data was requested from the California 
Highway Patrol for the most recent 3 years period (October 1, 2018 to October 18, 2023) at the UVP/SR-135 
intersection. The most recent data shows 29 collisions in the 3-year period. The accident rate calculated was 
0.71 accidents per million entering vehicles, which is higher than the California State average collision rate of 
0.55 for similar intersections. The Caltrans significance test was performed and determined that the number 
of accidents to be statistically significant is 36 accidents within the 3-year period, thus the 29 accidents 
during the 3-year period is less than significant. Among the roadway improvements and intersection 
improvements that would be a part of the project is the signalization and improvement of UVP and Hummel 
Drive. The signalization of UVP and Hummel Drive would occur in Year 1 of the development, prior to the full 
buildout of the project. Further, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, Dancer Avenue is not proposed to 
be used for vehicular access to and from the project site but could be used for emergency access only.  
In addition, in response to the commenter’s concerns regarding the appropriateness of the land uses 
proposed, the concerns raised could be relevant for consideration by the City’s decision-making bodies in 
their consideration as to whether to approve or deny approval of the project. As such, they have been made 
available to the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses in the 
Final EIR.  

KR-2 

The comment raises concern related to the provision of emergency services and includes a quote from the 
NOP comment letter submitted by SBCFD.  
Refer to MR-1, which responds to comments related to emergency services. It should be noted that the 
SMFD recently received approval and funding to fully staff SMFD Station 6 to serve calls beyond the Santa 
Maria Public Airport.  

KR-3 The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site. Refer to MR-8, which 
responds to comments related to annexation and economics. 

KR-4 

The comment raises concern related to public school facilities.  
Refer to MR-2, which responds to comments related to public school services. The schools that would serve 
the project site include Patterson Road Elementary School and Orcutt Junior High School, which are within 
the OUSD, and Ernest Righetti High School, which is within the SMJUHSD. 

KR-5 

The comment raises concern related to water supply.  
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 

KR-6 

The comment raises concern related to provisions of recreational facilities, including parks.  
Refer to MR-7, which responds to comments related to parks and recreation. As shown on Figure 2-3 in the 
EIR, the project shown in the conceptual site plan would include several internal pocket park areas intended 
for use by future residents. Given the conceptual nature of the project’s development plan, specific details 
about the exact size and types of park and open space features on-site are not known at this time. 
Additionally, as a condition of approval, the proposed project would pay the required parkland development 
fees pursuant to City of Santa Maria Municipal Code Section 19-9.05 and growth mitigation fees pursuant to 
Municipal Code Section 8-15 to maintain and grow the City’s park system.  
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Comment No. Response 

KR-7 

The comment raises concern related to wildlife that utilize the project site and associated habitat, including 
foxes and monarch butterflies.  
Refer to MR-11, which responds to comments related to biological resources including those related to the 
monarch butterfly. As discussed in Section 4.3 of the PRDEIR and this Final EIR, a significant impact related 
to biological resources would occur if the proposed project would result in the temporary or permanent 
modification of sensitive communities, or habitats occupied by special-status species, or directly affect 
special-status species. Special-status species include those that have been designated as rare, threatened, 
or endangered, as well as those which are candidate species for listing. Section 4.3.1.6 Special-Status Plant 
Species and 4.3.1.7 Special-Status Wildlife Species discuss these designations in more detail. Based on the 
special-status species assessment, it was determined that three special-status wildlife species (monarch 
butterfly, northern California legless lizard, and western red bat) and nesting migratory birds and raptors 
could potentially occur on the project site (DWE 2022). Other common species are known to use the project 
site; however, the project site is generally surrounded by urban residences and the SR 135 corridor. As 
such, it has been concluded that minimal quality habitat for locally common wildlife species, including foxes; 
as such, impacts to foxes would not be considered significant. 

KR-8 The comment raises concerns related to other nearby commercial developments. Refer to MR-5, which 
responds to non-substantive comments.  
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1.4.115.1 Response to Letter from Eric Wilson 

Comment No. Response 

EW-1 

The comment raises concern related to the proposed annexation of the project site and the elimination of 
open space.  
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics and MR-7, which 
responds to comments related to parks and recreation. Additionally, it should be noted that the project site is 
privately owned. While it may have been used informally for open space and recreational opportunities, it is 
not a publicly owned or designated open space or recreation facility. Local governments are required to allow 
reasonable development of private land. Prohibition of development would be considered a regulatory taking, 
which occurs when government regulations such as zoning ordinances and general plan requirements 
significantly diminish the economic value of a property or interfere with the owner’s reasonable use of the 
property. Neither the City nor the County can require private land to remain open space; local governments 
are required to provide for reasonable use of private properties. 

EW-2 

The comment raises concern related to a different project which replaced a bowling alley with a grocery 
store. 
Refer to MR-5, which responds to non-substantive comments. The opinions of the commenter could be 
relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to the 
decision-making body. 

EW-3 

The comment raises concern related to public school facilities and parking.  
Refer to MR-2, which responds to comments related to public school services. In addition, it should be noted 
that parking is not considered an environmental effect that is within the scope of CEQA. As provided in the 
CEQA Statute, Public Resources Code Division 13, Chapter 2.5, Section 21060.5, “Environment” as used by 
CEQA means “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” The 
concern raised regarding parking does not change the conclusions contained in the EIR. These points could 
be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have been made available to 
the decision-making body; however, they do not require preparation of detailed responses in the Final EIR. 

EW-4 The comment raises concern related to the provision of emergency services. Refer to MR-1, which responds 
to comments related to emergency services. 

EW-5 
The comment raises concern related to housing growth and the need to expand existing utility infrastructure. 
Refer to MR-14, which responds to comments related to utilities and associated infrastructure, and MR-15, 
which responds to comments related to population growth and other public services. 

EW-6 The comment raises concern related to an increase in traffic. Refer to MR-3, which responds to comments 
related to transportation and traffic 

EW-7 

The comment raises concern related to emergency services, schools, trails and recreation, annexation and 
taxes, visual impacts, roads, water supply, population growth, land use consistency, tax rates, and other 
public services. The comment also claims that the project site should not be considered within the City’s SOI. 
Refer to MR-17, which responds to comments related to land use consistency. SBLAFCO is responsible for 
establishing, amending, and updating SOIs and city limits for the cities within Santa Barbara County. The 
project site and much of the surrounding area was previously determined to be within the City’s SOI by 
SBLAFCO. 
Refer to MR-7 which responds to comments related to parks and recreation. Given the project design is only 
conceptual at this time, it does not provide details regarding possible walking trails or paths within the 
development. At the time that a Planned Development Permit application is submitted to the City, further 
consideration by the City would occur about the incorporation of recreational features within the proposed 
development. These considerations would not affect the environmental impact analysis contained within the 
EIR as the CEQA impact assessment contained in the EIR is focused on whether the project would 
deteriorate existing recreational facilities. This concern does not change the conclusions contained in the 
EIR. These points could be relevant for consideration in the subsequent project approval process and have 
been made available to the decision-making body. 
Refer to MR-8, which responds to comments related to annexation and economics. Economic impacts are 
generally not considered environmental impacts under CEQA and only require discussion if the economic 
impacts would have a negative impact on the physical environment, or if the economic impacts would result 
in growth-inducing impacts. Neither of these conditions exist for the project. As such, economic impacts are 
not discussed in the EIR. 
Refer to MR-6, which responds to comments related to water supply. The project would require a source of 
supplemental water to offset the increased water demand through the service provider of Golden State 
Water. The City of Santa Maria has supplemental water supplies. While annexation of the project site is not a 
prerequisite to or a requirement for allowing for the use of supplemental water supplies to the project site, the 
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City typically would provide supplemental water supplies to properties within the city limits. The City has 
indicated that if the project is annexed to the City, the City would allow the project to purchase supplemental 
water and to be served by Golden State Water. The Supplemental Water Agreement details would need to 
be formalized and would occur after annexation and in conjunction with the future development of the site 
under discretionary Planned Development Permits. With the supplemental water supply being provided by 
Santa Maria, based on the lowest projected available water supply during extreme drought conditions, 
Golden State Water would still have adequate water supply to serve the proposed project and its existing 
service area. Golden State Water has issued a will-serve letter to provide domestic and fire protection water 
services for the proposed project (Golden State Water 2023) if supplemental water is provided. Therefore, as 
described in the EIR, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the water demand generated by the 
proposed project and the existing service area. 
Additionally Refer to MR-1, which response to comments related to emergency services, MR-2, which 
responds to comments related to public school services, MR-3, which responds to comments related to 
transportation and traffic, MR-10, which responds to comments related to visual resources, MR-14 which 
responds to comments related to utilities and infrastructure, and MR-15 which responds to comments related 
to population growth and other public services.  
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