CHAPTER 9
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Information received in this Response to Comments chapter clarifies, amplifies, or makes minor
modifications to the Draft EIR. No significant changes have been made to the information
contained in the Draft EIR that would result in a new or substantially increased environmental
impact as a result of the responses to comments, and no significant new information has been
added that would require recirculation of the document under CEQA Guidelines §15088.5.

The Response to Comments chapter includes comment letters received on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the City of Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center.
Any changes referenced in this chapter will be noted in the Final EIR through use of
strikethrough for deleted text and underline for inserted text as well as a vertical line in the
outside margin.

9.1 DRAFT EIR AGENCY COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

The following federal, state, and local agencies have prepared comments on the Draft EIR:

Respondent Code Contact Page

State of California

Office of Planning and Research 1400 10th Street
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit SCH Sacramento, CA 95812 9-3
Notification of Submittal www.ceganet.ca.gov

Letter dated: January 28, 2011

3433 Roberto Court

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
San Luis Obispo County

Air Pollution Control District APCD (805) 781-5912 9-8

Letter dated: January 26, 2011 info@slocleanair.org

Contact: Gary Arcemont,
Air Quality Specialist

50 Higuera Street

State of California San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Department of Transportation, District 5 Caltrans | (805) 549-3101 9-10
Letter dated: January 28, 2011 Contact: Chris Shaeffer,

Development Review

1114 Marsh Street
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

San Luis Obispo Council of Governments _
SLOCOG (805) 781-4219 9-13
Letter dated: January 28, 2011 Contact: Richard Murphy,
Programming and
Project Delivery Manager
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Letter dated: February 4, 2011

(831) 427-4863

Contact: Madeline Cavalieri,
Coastal Planner

Respondent Code Contact Page
Central Coast District Office
725 Front Street, Suite 300
California Coastal Commission Santa Cruz, CA 95080
CCC 9-17

The letters of comment are given in the above chronological order with the responses following
the individual letters. Letters of comment are reproduced in total, and numerical annotation has
been added as appropriate to delineate and reference the responses to those comments. The
pages of the letters have been re-numbered to conform to the page sequence of this section.
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State Clearinghouse Notification of Submittal, dated January 28, 2011

Comment
Response
No.
This notification acknowledges compliance with State Clearinghouse review requirements and identifies the agencies that were notified by the
SCH-1 State Clearinghouse.
This notification is included for informational purposes and no further response to this letter is necessary.
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APCD-6

APCD-7
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Response to Letter from San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District, dated January 26, 2011

Comment
Response
No.
APCD-1 This comment introduces the Air Pollution Control District's comments on the air quality, greenhouse gas, and naturally occurring ashestos

impacts associated with the proposed projects. No further response is necessary.

This comment corrects a mistake in Table 4.2-1, “Attainment Status in San Luis Obispo.” The table is edited to include the updated attainment
APCD-2 status information available at www.slocleanair.org/air/pdf/2010/SLO_Attain_Nov2010.pdf. Table 4.2-1, as amended, is reproduced in Section
4.2, Air Quality, of the EIR.

The comment discusses the potential for naturally occurring asbestos at the project site, and recommends compliance with the measures listed
in the ARB’s Ashestos Toxics Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying and Surface Mining Operations as they relate to
naturally occurring asbestos. The San Luis Obispo region is known to contain areas of ultramafic, or serpentine, rocks which contain naturally
occurring forms of asbestos. Exposure and disturbance of rock and soil that contains naturally occurring asbestos can result in a release of
APCD-3 fibers into the air and a consequent exposure to workers or the public. However, based on review of geologic maps and the Geology Report for
the project (EIR Appendix 1), the project site is underlain entirely by sand dune deposits, older sand dune deposits, and alluvial deposits. There
are no areas of ultramafic or serpentine rocks at the project site that could potentially be disturbed during project construction. Therefore, the
potential for naturally occurring asbestos to be present is not likely, and this is not considered to be an environmental concern. Language
clarifying this result has been added to the Final EIR.

The comment provides clarification to the potential impacts that could be caused by demolition activities where asbestos-containing materials
may be encountered. The following language has been included in the EIR:

“Asbestos containing materials could be encountered during demolition or remodeling of existing buildings. Asbestos can also be found in utility
pipes/pipelines (transite pipes or insulation on pipes). Demolition activities can have potential negative air quality impacts, including issues
surrounding proper handling, demolition, and disposal of ashestos containing material (ACM). If utility pipelines are scheduled for removal or
relocation; or building(s) are removed or renovated, this project may be subject to various regulatory jurisdictions, including the requirements
stipulated in the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR 61, Subpart M — asbestos NESHAP). These requirements
include, but are not limited to: 1) notification requirements to the District, 2) asbestos survey conducted by a Certified Asbestos Inspector, and 3)
applicable removal and disposal requirements of identified ACM.”

APCD-4

This comment discusses the APCD’s policy of requiring off-site mitigation for high vehicle dependent projects, when operational and area
source emissions cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance. The following language has been included in the EIR:

“Due to the vehicle dependent nature of the proposed project, it may be difficult to reduce ROG and NOx emissions from the 18 selected on-site
mitigation measures to a level of insignificance. The project proponent should calculate the emission reduction effectiveness of the 18 selected
mitigation measures and compare the mitigated emissions total to the APCD’s 25 Ib/day ROG and NOx CEQA threshold.

APCD-5

If operational phase emissions cannot be adequately mitigated with on-site mitigation measures alone, off-site mitigation measures are needed
in order to reduce air quality impacts to a level of insignificance. Whenever off-site mitigation measures are deemed necessary, it is important
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Comment
No.

Response

that the developer, lead agency and APCD work together to develop and implement the measures to ensure successful outcome. This work
should begin at least six months prior to issuance of occupancy permits for the project.

Examples of potential off-site mitigation for this project include:

= Support of the SLO Car Free program to promote use of Amtrak train travel to the nearby Grover Beach Amtrak Station as a means of
reducing vehicle trips to the facility;

= |Installation of a rapid charge electric vehicle (EV) station;
=  Assistance in the implementation of the West Grand Avenue Master Plan; and/or

= Contribution to funding of new bike lanes.”

APCD-6

This comment clarifies the requirement in AQ/mm-2 that the CAMP be submitted to the APCD for approval. Mitigation measure AQ/mm-2 has
been edited to clarify APCD requirements as follows:

“Construction Activity Management Plan. Prior to issuance of any grading permits for All Areas of the project, a comprehensive Construction
Activity Management Plan (CAMP), shall be developed and the following construction mitigation measures shall be itemized on the construction
plans. The CAMP will be submitted to the City of Grover Beach Community Development Director and the APCD for review and approval.
Revised post-mitigation emission calculations will be quantified and compared to the 2009 APCD CEQA Handbook thresholds and the
Community Development Director and APCD will review the CAMP to verify that mitigation measures are implemented to reduce emissions
below CEQA thresholds. The Plan shall include the Best Available Control Technology for Construction equipment (CBACT) measures that the
SLOAPCD has identified to reduce construction emissions. The Plan shall also stipulate compliance with the requirements of APCD Rule 403
to reduce fugitive dust emissions. The construction mitigation measures applicable to the proposed project are summarized below...”

APCD-7

The comment states that, pursuant to AB 32, SB 97 and Office of Planning and Research guidance, assessment and mitigation of GHG
emissions is necessary in the EIR. The comment recommends that a good-faith effort be made to add a GHG mitigation measure that lists the
feasible mitigation that would be implemented should the project move forward.

GHGs are discussed separate from Air Quality impacts in the EIR. Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Adaptations, of the EIR
addresses GHG emissions and adaptations associated with the proposed project. Evaluation of the project’s direct and/or indirect impacts on
climate change and GHGs are included in Section 4.5 of the EIR. Mitigation measures that would be implemented should the project move
forward are listed in Section 4.5.5, Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the EIR, including five construction measures and 14
operation measures. This analysis meets the requirements of AB 32, SB 97, and OPR requirements.

City of Grover Beach 9-9 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center
Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



Chapter 9

DEPART

SOPHGERA STREK)

SAN LU OBISPO, CA »3a01-5415
PHENE g3 1 D

AL INERS, (RANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY .

MENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Tanuary 28. 2011

SLO-1-14.09
SCH 2010051002

Mr. Bruce Buckingham
Community Development Director
City of Grover Beach

¢/o Mary B. Reents

SWCA Environmental Consultants
1422 Monterey Street, Suite C200
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Subject: Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center Draft Environmental Iimpact Report
Deur Mr, Buckingham:

Ihank vou for the opportunity to review and comment upon the subject project and Draft
I-nvironmental Impact Report. The project is located adjacent to Meadow Creek. This
creck historically has a propensity to flood State Route | during significant storm events.
I'he DEIR does not appear to adequately appreciate or analyze this relationship and the
proposed project’s additional contributory impacts. Caltrans ofTers the following
comments which are specific to hydrology:

I'he project proposes to detain the flow created by an increase in impervious area
Detention may not be sufficient at this location. Detaining flows only reduces the peak
Mow rate. but the total volume of runoff from the development will be increased. Meadow
Creek is very heavily vegetated and its outlet is controlled by the Oceano Lagoon. The
combination of these factors causes the ereck to back up and take a long time to drain.

I'he increased runoff coming from the Lodge project will likely take much less time to
reach the creek than the time required for the ereek’s flows to diminish during and aficr a
significant storm event,

Because of the known capacity and flood challenges in Meadow Creek, it is Caltrans’
perspective that the total volume of flow from the development will be added to an
already overcapacity creek and exacerbate the existing flooding problems.

I'he only way 1o ensure that this will not oceur is 1o retain, rather than detain. the
additional flow. i.c.. all the additional runofT created by the development would have 1o be
captured and kept from getting to Mcadow Creek at all. This is usually done by building a
large basin. or perhaps series of basins. to hold the flow until it infiltrates into the ground.
However. this concept in itself is of concern in this location due to water table elevation

“Caltrans insproves niobility acrass California”

EDMUNINGLBROWN i,

Caltrans-1

Caltrans-2

Caltrans-3

Caltrans-4

Bruce Buckingham, Director

January 28, 2011

Page 2

and soil sauration during a storm event. Additional analysis regarding retention
leasibility would be required.

With this said. San Luis Obispo County Flood Control should be thoroughly apprised of
this projeet’s proposed course of action and sought for guidance. Following their input.
cither the applicant. the County, or the lead agency should provide evidence to Caltrans

Caltrans-4
(cont'd)

| Caltrans-5
Caltrans-6

that the proposed project’s flow volume increases will not impact the highway, or other

downstream properties.

11"y ou have any questions about this letter or would like to follow up with staff further, |
can be reached at (805) 549-3632.

Sincerely.

P o r;f
Ao A 41 ///

Cliris Shaeffer
Development Review
Caltrans District 5

¢c. L. Newland, C1
L. Wickham. CT
I, Bovle. C'1

“Caltrans improves mobifily ocross Calijoruia”
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Response to Letter from California Department of Transportation, District 5, dated January 28, 2011

Comment
No.

Response

Caltrans-1

This comment introduces Caltrans’s comments on Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the EIR. It is noted that Meadow Creek
historically has flooded State Route 1 during significant storm events. No further response is necessary.

Caltrans-2

This comment states that detention of storm waters may not be sufficient at this site due to the current condition and capacity of Meadow Creek
and the potential increase in total volume of runoff resulting from the development. It is noted that Meadow Creek is heavily vegetated and its
outlet is controlled by Oceano Lagoon.

The project site currently drains naturally into Meadow Creek. The revised Preliminary Hydrology Study, in Appendix N, reports that in a 100-
year storm event, the existing site creates 22.33 18.14-cfs of peak flow runoff into Meadow Creek. Although the proposed project increases
impervious surfaces by approximately 11%, because the proposed project would utilize detention basins to slow surface water runoff into
Meadow Creek and allow percolation into the ground, in a 100-year storm event the proposed project would result in 15.88 17.51 cfs of peak flow
runoff into Meadow Creek. The project would result in a net peak flow reduction of 6.45 6-63-cfs into Meadow Creek. The Hydrology Study also
shows net reductions in peak flows during 2-year, 10-year, and 25-year storms.

In response to Caltrans’ comments related to the potential increase in volume of runoff, the project applicant has provided additional hydrology
calculations, which support the original report and provide an additional comparison of pre- and post-development runoff volumes in a 100-year
storm event. The January 19, 2012 May-2-2011 revised Preliminary Hydrology StudyAddendum (which has been included in the Revised Final
EIR as Appendix Nk-4) concludes that the existing site creates 2.7602.679 acre feet of runoff volume in a 100-year storm. Utilizing the detention
basins identified in the EIR and detailed in the Project Description, the post-development project would result in 2.7612.631 acre feet of volume
in a 100-year storm Therefore, the proposed project would alse-result in a_0.001 increase in runoff volume-netreduction-of volume-of runeff-of

The project applicant proposes to utilize the proposed basins located in areas PR-1A, 2, 3, and 5 for
addltlonal detention, which will decrease the post-development runoff volume to pre-existing rates for the entire project.

The City and project applicant have conferred with Caltrans throughout the comment period, and Caltrans staff have confirmed that the volume
analysis contained in the original Hydrology Addendum satisfies their concern that the project would contribute to the existing flooding in the area
of Highway 1 and Meadow Creek. Caltrans reviewed the Hydrology Addendum and had no further comments on the project. It is anticipated
that the data contained in the January 19, 2012 revised Preliminary Hydrology Study would be similarly acceptable to Caltrans.

Please refer to Chapter 2, Prolect Descr|pt|on and Appendlcesx Kand N of the EIR for information related to the proposed drainage
improvements. 3 y 3

Caltrans-3

This comment states that it is Caltrans’s position that the total volume of flow from the proposed project would be added to an already
overcapacity creek and exacerbate the existing flooding problems.

According to the preliminary hydrologic study prepared by the applicant’s engineer, the proposed project would not increase peak flow runoff to
Meadow Creek. The May 2, 2011 Hydrology Addendum and January 19, 2012 revised similarly concludes that the proposed project would not
result in an increase in overall volume of runoff generated by a 100-year storm. Low Impact Development standards are proposed to detain
drainage on site and the original and revised Preliminary Hydrology Reports and Addendum prepared for the proposed project indicates that
peak flowrate and volume of runoff to Meadow Creek would be maintained or slightly reduced by on site drainage improvements. Caltrans staff
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Comment
No.

Response

have reviewed the Hydrology Addendum and have stated that it adequately satisfies their concerns that the project would exacerbate the existing
flooding problems on Highway 1.

Please refer to the response to Caltrans-2, above, and Chapter 2, Project Description, and Appendicesx K_and N of the EIR for information
related to the proposed drainage improvements.

Caltrans-4

The comment claims that the only way to ensure that the project will not further exacerbate flooding problems at the project site and/or
associated with Meadow Creek is to retain, rather than detain, all additional flows and runoff created by the development.

The proposed project includes detention basins throughout the design (refer to Figure 2-9 of Chapter 2, Project Description). The LID proposal
allows the sandy soil to absorb drainage on site and slightly reduces existing flow into Meadow Creek. The onsite basins and parking areas
would also function as detention facilities and detain flows during flood periods. The Hydrology Reports (Appendicesx K_and N) concludes that
the project would result in a slight decrease in peak flows using the detention basins as designed. The Hydrology Addendum further concludes
that the project would result in a slight decrease in overall volume of runoff using the detention basins as designed.

The Hydrology Addendum (May 2011) also incorporated the results of FEMA'’s Flood Insurance Study for a 100-year storm in the Meadow Creek
Basin. The Addendum concludes that peak flows will be reduced by 4.39 cfs in a 100-year storm. The FEMA study does not include information
for 2-year, 10-year, or 25-year storms; thus, the conclusions reached in the original Hydrology Report for these storm events continue to be
based on the best information available. The FEMA Flood Insurance Study is available for review at City of Grover Beach offices._The revised
Preliminary Hydrology Study (January 2012), which analyzed the proposed project revisions, also concludes that peak flows would be reduced
by 6.45 cfs in a 100-year storm, as well as in a 2-year, 10-year, and 25-year storm.

Because the detention basins_and proposed ponds, as designed, would create net decreases in both peak flows and overall volume, retention
basins are not necessary. Caltrans has reviewed the Hydrology Addendum and had no further comments on the project.

Please also refer to the response to Caltrans-2 and Caltrans-3, above.

Caltrans-5

The commenter recommends that San Luis Obispo County Flood Control be thoroughly apprised of the project’s proposed course of action and
contacted for guidance regarding the potential for flooding at the project site. It is understood that Highway 1 flooded during the December 2010
rains and there was considerable flooding south of Pier Avenue and north of the project site in the North Beach Campground where both
Meadow Creek and Pismo Creek contribute to flooding. City staff contacted the County regarding the project but received no comments or
recommendations from the County.

Caltrans-6

The comment states that Caltrans should be consulted and provided with sufficient evidence to show that the proposed project’s flow volume
increases will not impact the highway or downstream properties. The City and project applicant have conferred with Caltrans throughout the
comment period, and Caltrans has confirmed that the volume analysis contained in the Hydrology Addendum satisfies their concerns that the
project would contribute to the existing hydrologic challenges in the area of Highway 1 and Meadow Creek. Caltrans reviewed the Hydrology
Addendum and had no further comments on the project. Caltrans will be further apprised of and consulted in regards to the proposed project
revisions and findings of the January 19, 2012 revised Preliminary Hydrology Study.

Please refer to Appendicesx K_and N of the EIR for information regarding the calculation of flood detention on site consistent with City policies.
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Response to Letter from San Luis Obispo Council of Governments, dated January 28, 2011

Comment
No.

Response

SLOCOG-1

This comment introduces the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments’s (SLOCOG) comments on Section 4.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Adaptations, and Section 4.8, Transportation/Traffic, of the EIR. No further response is necessary.

SLOCOG-2

The comment discusses the Regional Transportation Plan’s policies regarding GHG mitigation through increase in non-motorized transportation.
The comment recommends inclusion of the following measures: adequate long-term bicycle storage; adequate short term bicycle parking at a
ratio of one bike rack per ten parking spaces; and required enroliment in the iRideShare rewards program, wherein the employer pays into a
program that rewards ridesharing.

Mitigation measure GHG/mm-1, in Section 4.5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Adaptations — Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation
Measures, includes the following related measures:

= The applicant shall demonstrate that measures have been included to promote ridesharing programs such as, but not necessarily
including, publishing ridesharing information for all of the project employees, designating a certain percentage of parking spaces for
ridesharing vehicles, designating adequate passenger loading and unloading and waiting areas for ridesharing vehicles, and providing a
web site or message board for coordinating rides.

=  The applicant shall demonstrate that measures have been included to provide adequate bicycle parking near building entrances to
promote cyclist safety, security, and convenience.

These measures meet the requirements of RTP’s Policy NM-10 by promoting bicycle parking at convenient locations and destination points. The
need for long-term bicycle storage at the project site is not likely because of the short-term nature of visits to a hotel and tourist destination such
as this one. Visitors to the lodge site will presumably be temporary guests at the lodge, and local residents who bike to and from the beach will
not need long-term storage because they will be riding their bikes back to their houses.

Although long-term bicycle storage lockers are not suitable for the proposed project, it is agreed that sufficient short-term bicycle parking,
including bike racks, is appropriate for the project location and will be successful at encouraging non-motorized travel and recreational uses at
the location. The project proposes a total of 393 425-430-parking spaces, which would equate to about 403 bike racks under SLOCOG's
preferred ratio of one bike rack per every 10 parking spaces. Because of the very large parking areas associated with the proposed project and
public beach access, the proposed requirement for one bike rack per every ten parking spaces is not considered feasible or necessary for this
location. The applicant will be required through existing mitigation measures to demonstrate adequate bicycle parking through the use of bike
racks or other measures, consistent with the non-motorized transportation goals of the RTP. While the City recognizes the benefits of the
iRideShare program, forced or required enrollment in the iRideShare program is not considered an appropriate mitigation measure for this project
because of the numerous alternative measures included to promote ridesharing among project employees. Additionally, voluntary participation in
the program is encouraged through existing mitigation measures to promote ridesharing.
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SLOCOG-3

The comment notes that TC Impact 2 and TC/mm-2 do not expressly include a reference to Class Il bike lanes and recommends referencing bike
lanes, vehicular through lanes and a center turn lane. The inclusion of a Class Il bike lane along Grand Avenue will be a standard condition of
approval for the project pursuant to the Grover Beach Master Bicycle Plan. Because it is a standard condition of approval, it is not necessary
that the need be expressly stated in this EIR. Incidentally, TC Impact 2 and TC/mm-2 have also been deleted from the EIR as the Draft EIR
originally overlooked the existence of a second westbound laned. The project traffic engineer has confirmed that no additional center turn lane is
necessary, eliminating the need for TC Impact 2 and TC/mm-2.

Note that project design includes considerable access through the site and some of these pathways would be utilized by bikes, as appropriate.
In addition, bike parking on State Park property would be under the purview of State Parks. State Parks is part of the JPA and would be in
receipt of SLOCOG's comments regarding the need for bike parking.

Due to deletion of TC Impact 2 and Mitigation Measure TC/mm-2, the remainder of the impacts and mitigation measures in the
Transportation/Traffic section have been renumbered (e.g., TC Impact 3 becomes TC Impact 2, TC/mm-3 becomes TC/mm-2, etc.).

SLOCOG-4

The comment discusses the RTP’s Transportation Demand Management Strategy 1(b) and recommends providing facilities to assist in the use
of alternative modes of transportation for commuting, including carpool and vanpool parking, secure bicycle parking, showers and lockers, bus
turnouts, benches and shelters. The EIR includes measures to encourage carpooling, vanpooling, and ridesharing, and provisions for the
addition of adequate bicycle parking to promote cyclist safety and convenience (refer to Section 4.5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Adaptations — Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures). The project location also provides picnic areas, benches and various visitor
serving opportunities within walking distance of the project location that would promote a reduction in vehicle trips. The project’s location near
the Grover Beach Amtrak Station and downtown bus stop facilitate the use of alternative modes of transportation for lodge employees and
guests.

The comment also addresses SLOCOG’s TDM Strategy 1(i), which recommends that major hotels and tourist attractions enable public
transportation, education, and marketing through schedule display and marketing. GHG/mm-1 provides measures intended to meet this
strategy, by promoting the rideshare program and recommending the development of a website or message board for coordinating rides.

SLOCOG-5

The comment discusses the location of the California Coastal Trail and Juan Bautista de Anza Trail Corridors within the project location and
recommends that language be added to ensure the trail corridors are not precluded at the project site. The project has been designed to
enhance these trail corridors and walkability and connectivity at the project location, through the inclusion of multiple trails, connectivity
pathways, and outdoor areas to encourage public recreational activities at the beach. The project connects to an existing boardwalk and walking
trail that extends from the northwest corner of the project site into Pismo Beach. The proposed project would provide additional recreational
facilities to the city by providing, in additional to the lodge and conference facility, considerable boardwalks and paths throughout the site,
renovated picnic areas adjacent to the dunes, access to a Meadow Creek natural area, interpretive signage explaining the habitat values of the
area, outdoor seating, public parking, a public drop off area, and landscape enhancements to increase the aesthetic value of the property.
Because the project would enhance these trail corridors and trail connectivity throughout the project location and surrounding areas, no
significant impacts to these trails would occur.
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SLOCOG-6

The comment recommends the use of signage on Highway 101 to reduce traffic-related impacts in Pismo Beach and encourage travelers to use
the 4™ Street on/off ramps and direct traffic south on 4™ Street to access the Lodge facility. Although these measures could assist in directing
traffic to 4™ Street, the signage would create the potential for additional impacts along 4" Street and would not reduce the significant unavoidable
impacts to Pismo Beach intersections as stated in the EIR. Both the City of Pismo Beach and the City of Grover Beach continually work with
Caltrans to reduce significant traffic impacts to state highways. Note also that neither Caltrans nor the City of Pismo Beach commented on the

potential adverse impacts to intersections in Pismo Beach.

SLOCOG-7

The comment recommends that the City of Grover Beach act as a regional partner by requiring the project developer to pay its fair share of
mitigation of impacts for any areas outside of the Grover Beach city limits. It is noted that no regional impact fee program currently exists under
which Grover Beach could require payment of such fees. The City has sought out the guidance and recommendation from the City of Pismo
Beach related to potential traffic impacts occurring within Pismo Beach jurisdiction as a result of the proposed project. The City of Pismo Beach
was consulted and invited to participate in and comment on the EIR process. No comments were received from the City of Pismo Beach during
the public comment period or otherwise, and the City has indicated that it does not foresee the need to make improvements to these
intersections at this time. Caltrans also declined to comment on traffic issues in the City of Pismo Beach.

Therefore, a regional partnership does not appear to be feasible as it relates to the proposed project. The coordination of Pismo Beach and
Grover Beach on future projects will continue to be encouraged and facilitated, at least to some extent, by the EIR process, until a regional fee
share program can be implemented to better facilitate co-jurisdictional coordination on projects affecting areas outside of the permitting agency’s

jurisdiction.
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Bruce Buckingham

Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center DEIR
February 4, 2011

Page 3

the project for consistency with the LCP, It should be revised to include information on shoreline
crosion rates (both long-term and seasonal), current high water levels, waves and sea level rise.
To determine the safety of the site, the EIR should examine the site and determine the likely
inland-most location of the shoreline over the life of the structure. This is normally the erosion
that could occur over the full life of the structure plus the scasonal erosion that occurs throughout
the year,

The DEIR assumes some new shoreline protection will be necessary for the project, but does not
identify the location or design of the needed protection. The DEIR must provide this information
to allow for a complete evaluation of the project. Further, because shoreline protection is
prohibited by the LCP, except in cases where it would protect existing structures or beaches in
danger of erosion, the EIR must provide details about a project alternative that would not rely on
such shoreline protection. A reduced scale alternative, located on a portion of the site that would
not be impacted by erosion over the life of the project, may be necessary to make such a project
possible. In addition, the project should include an evaluation of managed retreat options, where
parts of the building are removed as they become threatened by erosion over the long term.

Visual Resources

The proposed project is located in a visually sensitive area along the immediate dune shoreling;
one that is visible from Highway 1 and other major public view corridors, including from the
beach itself, Grand Avenue, and the dune boardwalk. As we have stated previously, the EIR
should include an evaluation of the visual impacts of multiple reduced project alternatives,
including at least one alternative that is of size and scope to meet existing LCP requirements in
this respect, Other alternatives should include a reduced number and reduced size/scale of
proposed buildings, a reorientation of buildings to cluster them away from primary viewsheds
and the beach, and a dispersed option that may include a series of smaller buildings. The
information in the EIR should include a full visual analysis of these altermnatives using photo
simulations and renderings, to allow for analysis of the project’s consistency with the certified

LCP and the Coastal Act. We understand and support the primary design premise of bringing the -

dunes and the natural environment into the site and the development, and we believe that this
nesthetic can work well at this location, but we are concerned that the scale proposed will
overwhelm the ability of the site to adequately function in this way. Therefore, the EIR should
provide information about the visual impacts of a range of alternatives, including a reduced-scale
alternative.

Public Access and Recreation .

The proposed project is located seaward of the first public road and thus it must be consistent
with the certified LCP as well as the Public Access and Recreation provisions of the Coastal Act.
The Coastal Act requircs that lower cost visitor and recreational facilities be protected,
encouraged, and where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational
opportunities are preferred. The Act also requires that visitor-serving commercial recreational
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facilities have priority over other land uses on suitable sites. Thus, as we have discussed
previously, it will be critical that the EIR fully evaluate the ways in which this project provides
or could provide for low cost visitor serving opportunities, including low cost overnight
accommodations, and the way in which it relates to the provision of such facilities in the area, so
that a full range of such visitor serving opportunities area-wide, including lodging opportunities,
can be provided. This evaluation should at a minimum document the range of low cost
opportunities in the area and the way in which this project fits into that range. As discussed, to
the extent necessary to meet Coastal Act and LCP tests, it may be necessary to incorporate low
cost features (including low cost overnight accommodations) into the project, and/or to provide
an in lieu fee to offset inconsistencies between the project and existing requirements to provide
fow cost accommodations. In addition, the EIR should evaluate how such facilities and/or fecs
would affect the overall project.

In addition, the proposed project would create multiple, significant impacts on traffic congestion
in the area, several of which may not be able to be mitigated. To be consistent with the LCP and
the Coastal Act, the project must protect existing public access to the coast, which, at this
location, relies heavily of vehicle access via Highway 1. Therefore, the EIR should provide
information about alternative projects and project designs that would reduce the traffic
congestion impacts that would be caused by the proposed project. Such alternative projects may
include the reduced-scale alternative discussed throughout this letter, as well as a project that
incorporates more measures to reduce the number of vehicle trips generated by the project, such
as increased connectivity to public transportation and other alternative modes of transportation.

Finally, according to the LCP, the parking lots at this site provide free beach parking and are at
or beyond capacity during peak use. The EIR should provide information about what the impacts
would be to the existing parking availability for beachgoers who do not wish to use the lodge
facilities. In addition, the EIR should provide information about how those impacts could be
mitigated.

LCP Amendment

As discussed above, the City must provide adequate information to provide for an analysis of the
consistency of the LCP amendment with the Coastal Act when it submits the amendment for
certification by the Commission. The information nceessary for this analysis may or may not be
included in the subject EIR, but it must be provided as part of any City amendment submittal.
The following comments arc general comments on the amendment and the issues it raises, and
are being provided as preliminary feedback. The information that the City provides in response
to these comments may lead to additional recommendations for changes to the proposed LCP
amendment and/or requests for different information in order to allow such a submittal to be
properly filed and brought to the Commission for hearing. We look forward to working with the
City as the amendment progresses through the City’s approval process, including to identify
information gaps and filing needs, as well as to help the City with LCP language suggestions.

CCcC-11
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Public Access and Recreation Component, The proposed amendments to the public access and
recreation component make changes to the conceptual site plan and design guidelines that are in
the LCP to- accommodate the proposed lodge and conference center. These changes, and the
development itself, including its size and scale must be analyzed for consistency with the Coastal
Act. In terms of public access and recreation, the City should analyze whether the proposed
project provides for maximum public access. Such an analysis should consider the negative
impacts of the project to public access, such as increased vehicle congestion, as well as a review
of ‘whether the project could go farther to provide lower cost visitor serving amenities. In
addition, the analysis should include a review of the biological resources on the site, and an
evaluation of whether these resources would be protected by the project’s design, as required in
the Coastal Act. The analysis should also look at the existing hazards from flooding and wave
run-up, and evaluate the project for consistency with the hazards policies of the Coastal Act,
including 30235 and 30253. And finally, the analysis should include an evaluation of the visual
resources in the area and the visual impacts of the project. The comments above are instructive
on this point, and are incorporated hercin by reference.

Given the significant constraints on this site, after performing this Coastal Act analysis, the City
may find it necessary to change some of the proposed project design. We recommend that the
proposal also be amended so that the language of the LCP will acknowledge the constraints on
the site and ensure protection of coastal resources in whatever ultimate project design is chosen.
We also recommend that the language is clarified to indicate that the existing and proposed
design requirements serve as maximum design requirements, and that a smaller and/or different
project may be necessary to accommodate the site resource constraints.

Publiec Works Component. The proposed amendment includes a comprehensive update to the
public works component of the certified LCP. There is extensive background information
included about the status of water resources and public works infrastructure. There are also new
proposed policies to protect public works capacity for Coastal Act priority uses.

The City should provide the documentation to support the background information in the
proposal. Please also include the methodology and information about the City’s build out and
public works demand projections. The term *build out’ should be used to describe the ultimate
demand for services based on the number of residential and transient units, in addition to
commercial and industrial development that could be permitted consistent with the LCP. Such
build out is constrained not only by zoning restrictions, but also by limitations on development
that would be required to protect coastal resources, including biological resources; public access
and availability of public works capacity. In other words, LCP consistent build out is not a rote
arithmetic exercise based on multiplying acreages by maximum allowed development. Rather,
LCP consistent build out figures would use the amount of development allowed by the current
zoning standards as a starting point, but would be reduced in a way so that all development
within the figures would be consistent with the LCP, taking into account coastal resource
constraints such as avoidance of wetlands and ESHA, avoidance of significant public view
blockage, ete.
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The City should also provide information supporting the availability of water supplies and the
location, use and capacity of the existing public and private wells. Please provide any
hydrological reports on the health of the aquifer and other water supplies. Although the City may
be entitled to a certain quantity of groundwater according to previous Court adjudication, the
public works section of the LCP must rely on information about the actual availability of water
supplies. This type of information about groundwater resources may also inform the
development of appropriate policies to address existing private wells in the City. Because the
City is almost entirely urban, it should generally be served by public utilitics. Please consider
what limitations on new private wells or the repair or replacement of existing wells may be
appropriate given the resource limitations and the need to supply existing agricultural uses.

The proposed section on cireulation refers to the design capacity of the City’s major access
roads, but does include information about the existing level of service, or a proposed acceptable
level of service. In order to guide new development to ensure public access to the coast is
protected, enhanced, and maximized consistent with the LCP and the Coastal Act, it is likely that
LOS criteria should be included in these policies. Such LOS criteria should address traffic during
peak commuter as well as peak recrcational periods, such as Saturday aftemoon. Further,
depending on existing and projected traffic congestion, it may be necessary to include policies
requiring new projects to mitigate congestion impacts, including through the use of
transportation demand management measures.

Finally, depending in part on the nature of the requested information about the status of water,
sewer, and road capacity, the public works component should be understood within a context
based on the sustainable use of these resources. Policies should address the feasibility and
demand for reclaimed water, especially in uses such as agriculture and irrigation (e.g., golf
course, municipal landscaping, etc.); additional requirements for new and improved water
conservation measures; and increased availability of public transportation including requirements
for new development to provide for a share of public transportation funding and/or
improvements. In addition, the LCP should not cross-reference the policies of the City's Water
Master Plan and/or Urban Water Management Plan, unless these documents are intended to be
incorporated into the LCP. If they are incorporated into the LCP, any changes to them will need
to be certified by the Commission. If they are not incorporated into the LCP, it may be
appropriate to state some of their existing policies into this component of the LCP.

Conclusion

We have identified several major constraints at the project site that have not been adequately
addressed in the DEIR or otherwsie. We strongly recommend that these issues be adequately
addressed in the final EIR or a revised and re-circulated DEIR to allow for a complete analysis of
the proposed project for consistency with the certified LCP and the Coastal Act. With regard to
the LCP amendment, we look forward to receiving the additional information and analysis
requested in this letter, and to working with the City in developing an LCP amendment that is
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consistent with the Coastal Act. If you have any questions or concerns about this letter, please CCC-26
contact me at (831) 427-4863, (cont’d)

Tladd o e

Madeline Cavalieri
Coastal Planner

Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center
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Response to Letter from California Coastal Commission, dated February 4, 2011

Comment
No.

Response

CCC-1

This comment introduces the Coastal Commission’s (CCC) comments on the proposed project and discusses the Commission’s general support
of the project concept as well as its concern that the project avoids inconsistencies with the LCP and Coastal Act. No further response is
necessary.

CCC-2

This comment indicates that the standard for review for the proposed project is the City’s LCP. It is noted that the City is proposing amendments
to access and recreation policies in the LCP. The proposed amendments would be approved by the City and then submitted to the Coastal
Commission for approval. The standard of review for the amendments would be the Coastal Act. No further response is necessary.

CCC-3

This comment summarizes the CCC’s comments on the proposed project set forth in more detail in later portions of the letter, including
comments related to the project’s size and scale, location in a floodplain, wave run-up issues, impacts to ESHAs at the proposed equestrian
parking area, visual impacts, and traffic congestion impacts. The comment states that a smaller-scale project would have the potential to
minimize or avoid all of these potential coastal resource impacts, and recommends that such an alternative be analyzed in the EIR. Because this
comment only provides a summary of these issues, which are discussed in more detail in the following sections, no further response is
necessary. Please refer to the responses to comment CCC-4 through CCC-13, below, for additional information.

CCC-4

This comment summarizes the CCC’s comments regarding the proposed LCP amendment. The comment states that additional information will
be necessary for a thorough review of the proposed LCP amendment, and that the CCC looks forward to working with the City through the
amendment process. Because this comment only provides an introduction and summary of the comments related to the proposed LCP
amendment discussed in more detail in the following sections, no further response is necessary. Please refer to the responses to Comments
CCC-15 through CCC-25 below, for additional information.

CCC-5

This comment states that the proposed equestrian parking area south of Grand Avenue is located within vegetated dunes that serve as habitat
for several sensitive species and could be considered ESHA. The comment further points out that the LCP specifically protects this dune area
and prohibits any development within it. The EIR recognized that placing the equestrian parking in this location would potentially create
significant unavoidable impacts to potential ESHAs and violate LCP policies (refer to BIO Impacts 1 through 7 in Section 4.3.6, Biological
Resources — Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, of the EIR). Therefore, the EIR recommended an environmentally superior
alternative location for such parking within the large parking area designated for public and lodge uses at the southeastern corner of the project
area. As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR, impacts would be minimal at this alternative location and would not lead to
impacts on dune vegetation or potential ESHA. The EIR recommends an environmentally superior alternative that includes relocating the
equestrian parking area to the north side of Grand Avenue and out of potential ESHA in compliance with CEQA. No other project components
are proposed south of Grand Avenue.

CCC-6

The comment recommends that the City not make any decisions regarding the proposed RV dump station until additional biological information
and a wetland delineation is provided to allow evaluation of the project for consistency with the LCP. The EIR includes a preliminary analysis
that identifies a 0.061-acre area adjacent to the proposed RV dump station expansion as potential wetlands. However, the State Park
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campground has already been significantly altered, and this area is currently routinely mowed as part of campground maintenance. As
proposed, the expansion of the existing dump station would disturb a very small portion of known parameter wetlands, although this area does
not appear to have existing connectivity to Meadow Creek.

An alternative would be to redesign the proposed dump station expansion to avoid the area of known parameter wetlands. A figure has been
included in the FEIAR that depicts the area of known parameter wetlands and the dump station redesign that avoids this area. SWCA biologists
have visited the site and determined that new areas of disturbance identified in the redesigned RV dump station do not support significant
coverage of wetland species or other wetland indicators. Since there is a lack of wetland indicators in the new disturbance areas, the redesigned
project would avoid impacts to wetlands.

Since there appears to be sufficient space to accommodate a modified project design, BIO/mm-21 has been modified to recommend avoidance
of the 0.061 acres of wetland disturbance as follows:

“BlIO/mm-21 Prior to issuance of a grading permit for Area D to expand the North Beach Campground RV Dump Station, the applicant shall
redesign the dump station layout and proposed improvements to avoid take of any wetland areas as shown in Figure 4.3-2.”

The proposed dump station expansion would require issuance of a coastal development permit from the City of Pismo Beach. The EIR has been
amended to reflect Pismo Beach as a responsible agency for this action.

CCC-7

This comment questions the safety of the project site in relation to the 100-year floodplain and shoreline erosion. The comment states that the
shoreline erosion analysis in the EIR is not adequate to evaluate project consistency with the LCP, and recommends revisions to include
information on shoreline erosion rates, current high water levels, waves, and sea level rise. The CCC has recommended that the EIR determine
the likely inland-most location of the shoreline over the lifetime of the structure, and provide details as to the location and design of any proposed
shoreline protection components.

In the Final EIR, GeoSolutions used the USGS Coastal Vulnerability Assessment for Santa Barbara’s estimates and the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration’s estimates for sea level rise as the background for its wave run-up study. The study conservatively estimated one
foot of sea level rise by 2100 (refer to Section 4.6.1.2, Hydrology and Water Quality — Flooding and Drainage, and Appendix K of the EIR).
According to the CCC study, this would only result in 50 to 100 feet of beach loss in this area. Please refer to Appendix K for the wave run-up
analysis, excerpts from various sources including elevation maps.
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Based on additional comments received by the CCC, the project applicant has requested that GeoSolutions revise the original Wave Runup
Study to include a 4.6 foot sea level rise. The revised report calculated a worst case high stillwater elevation of 9.24 feet as follows: mean high
high water (MHHW) of 5.32 feet + 2.33 maximum water level above MHHW + 4.6 sea level rise = 9.24 feet. The revised Wave Runup Study has
been added to Appendix N of the Revised Final EIR. The approximate low elevation at the site is 9 feet and below the estimated stillwater
elevation. However, the report has determined that the low elevation in the dune complex that separates the project site from the Pacific Ocean
to be 18.2 feet. Therefore, the dune complex would appear to be of sufficient height to deter a worst case estimate of 4.6 foot sea level ride.
The report also estimates a 7.5 foot potential wave run-up, which would result in potential run-up to 16.74 (9.24 worst case stillwater elevation +
7.5). The low elevation of the dune complex adjacent to the project site would also be of sufficient height to deter the estimated wave run-up.

y —The EIR found that wave run up could potentlally
occur in Areas A and B through a Iow pornt in the dune complex Iocated adjacent to the existing beach viewing deck and picnic area. Mitigation
was proposed to reduce this impact, including construction of a dune or other obstacle to deter wave run up and associated dune erosion. The
conclusions of the revised Wave Runup Studv conclude that th|s measure is no Ionqer necessarv, as the low elevation in the dune complex is
h|qher than preV|0uslv est|mated 2 2

Even without construction of any type of barrier, the Pacific-Institute-and-CCCreports on sea level rise weuld-indicate that the potential for
impacts on the proposed project would not be likely. The westernmost point of the proposed project boundary is located approximately 430 feet
from the mean high high water line (MHHW) and does not affect the existing dune structures or the shoreline. The first proposed structure is
located approximately 630 feet inland of the MHHW. This is well beyond the CCC'’s estimated zone of disturbance (between 150 and 300 feet).
The_revised Wave Runup Study and Pacific Institute also indicates a potential 4.6 foot sea-level rise along the coast. Based on tide data |

calculated by NOAA between 1983 and 2001, the MHHW line at Port San Luis is at about 1.6 meters. GPS data indicates that the dune complex
located between the proposed project and the ocean is of sufficient height to block a 4.6 foot rise in sea levels. Maps prepared by the Pacific
Institute to demonstrate impacts of sea-level rise along the California coast indicate that no portion of the project site would be impacted by the
estimated 4.6 foot sea level rise scenario (Refer to California Flood Risk: Sea Level Rise, Pismo Beach Quadrangle Map, available at:
http://www.pacinst.org/reports/sea_level_rise/hazmaps.html).

A figure has been added to the EIR that shows the potential run-up area based on the CCC report (between 150 and 300 feet of beach loss) and
the approximate MHHW line after a 3 foot sea-level rise (estimated by the CCC) and a worst case 5 foot sea-level rise (4.6 feet estimated by the
revised GeoSolutions report and Pacific Institute). The project site is situated approximately 360 additional feet inland from the estimated MHHW | |
after a 5 foot rise in sea levels. Safety at the project site does not appear to be an issue due to the distance from the shore.

Since determination of erosion 50 years into the future is speculative at best, the worst-case wave run-up was used in the EIR (4-6-feetincrease

m—sea—level 7.5 feet resultrnq in a worst case run- up elevatron of 16 74 feet) Ihe@@@—m—dw%@@i—repert—esﬂmates—a%—teet—nse—ﬁ—a%ieet—nse
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necessary—At 165.74 feet wave run-up, water would not likely encroach into the project area.

This comment points out that shoreline protection is prohibited by the LCP except in cases where it would protect existing structures or beaches
in danger of erosion, and states that a project alternative that would not rely on any shoreline protection must be analyzed.

Based on the revised GeoSolutions Wave Runup Report (2012), it has been determined that the low elevation of the dune complex would be of
sufficient helqht to block anv water from enterlnq the site after calculatlon of the worst case 4.6 foot sea IeveI rise and 7.5 wave run-up. Given

CCcC-8

> y (referto the response to Comment No. CCC 7, above and Figure
4 6 3, added to Sectlon 4.6, Hydrology and Water Qualrty) There would be no need for any “sea wall” or blockage to deter nuisance damages
onto the site and the reference to the existing sea wall has been removed from the EIR. Based on site elevations generated through onsite field
reconnaissance and GIS mapping, the Pacific Institute’s estimated 4.6 foot sea-level rise would result in a MHHW line that would extend no
closer than approximately 360 feet from the westernmost project boundary (refer to Figure 4.6-3). Because of the distance from the shore, the
proposed project is not in danger of erosion from climate change or sea level rise.

The comment recommends that the EIR address managed retreat options, where parts of the building are removed as they become threatened
by erosion over the long term. The EIR did not identify any significant impacts that would warrant a reduced scale alternative. Shoreline
protection is not necessary for this project. Managed retreat options are not necessary since the existing dune complex is of sufficient height to
block sea water from entering the site and there is an approximately 330-foot buffer between the worst-case sea level rise estimates and the
most seaward proposed structures. Refer to the responses to CCC-7 and CCC-8, above, and Figure4.6-3 in Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water
Quality.

CCC-9

This comment discusses the visual impacts associated with the proposed project, and recommends various project alternative be analyzed to
evaluate visual impacts, including multiple reduced scale alternatives, alternatives utilizing reorientation and/or clustering of the buildings, and a
dispersed option that may include a series of smaller buildings. The comment requests full visual analysis of these alternatives, including photo
CCC-10 simulations and renderings.

Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, of the EIR analyzed potential visual impacts associated with the proposed project and found that the project,
as designed, would be consistent with a resort-style project of this type in a semi-urban setting. The design of the structures effectively utilizes a
great deal of form and surface articulation in order to reduce the overall perceived scale and visual mass of the buildings. The building heights

City of Grover Beach 9-24 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center
Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



Response to Comments

Comment
No.

Response

would not exceed the City zoning standard, and the scale of the structures would not be uncharacteristic of many hotel and resorts in other
urban/beach settings. The proposed LCP amendment would modify the existing height requirements to be consistent with the proposed project
design._Project revisions proposed since the July 21, 2011 Planning Commission hearing have reduced the size and scale of Building 1 by
detaching the conference center. The Building 1 footprint has been reduced from 31,579 to 25,920 square feet, or an 18% reduction, which
reduces the size, scale and bulk of the building especially when viewed from the public plaza area. Further, the addition of a detached
conference center (Building 4) helps re-orient the cluster of buildings away from the beach and primary viewshed areas.

The site layout, placing most of the urbanizing features (such as buildings and parking lots) on the eastern portion of the site near other existing
development, and the less intense uses (such as paths, picnic and open areas) closer to the beach, creates an appropriate transition from the
natural setting of the beach to the built areas. The EIR also proposes measures for undergrounding of all existing and planned utility lines along
West Grand Avenue.

The EIR did not identify any impacts that could not be mitigated to a level of insignificance through implemented design features and
recommended mitigation measures. Therefore, the threshold for justifying the need for a smaller scale project was not met and no smaller scale
alternatives were considered. Although it is correct that a smaller scale project would reduce visual impacts, the EIR didn’t conclude that any
significant impacts would result from the proposed project design necessitating a reduction in scale. Even a smaller project would be visible from
Highway 1, the beach, Grand Avenue, and the dune boardwalk, and would also increase vehicle trips, and be subject to the need to raise the
buildings above flood levels consistent with City standards. The project meets many Coastal Act policies regarding public access to the beach
and the higher number of rooms helps to keep costs down. There is no justification under CEQA to recommend a smaller scale project.

CCC-11

This comment discusses the provisions of the Coastal Act that require lower cost visitor-serving and recreational facilities within the Coastal
Zone. The comment notes that developments providing public recreational opportunities and visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities
have priority over other land uses on suitable sites. Note that the project does not endanger the existing lower cost visitor-serving uses in the
State Park, but rather provides for all income levels by increasing moderate cost hotel facilities and a conference center within the State Park
system. Facilities of this economic category are sorely needed in Grover Beach, which has lower cost hotel rooms, RV Parks, and
campgrounds, but no moderate cost beachfront hotel rooms. This project supports the concept that a “full range” of facilities be provided.
Please refer to the economic study prepared for the City by Keysar Marsten that discusses the need for a facility such as the proposed project in
Grover Beach. Also note that the provision of in lieu fees and the cost of hotel rooms is not generally an EIR issue, but rather a Coastal Act
issue.

CCC-12

This comment relates to multiple, significant impacts on traffic congestion in the area, particularly along Highway 1, several of which may not be
able to be mitigated. The project would add 20 peak hour trips to the two impacted Pismo Beach intersections, or one additional vehicle every
three minutes. Any development along Highway 1 within the City of Pismo Beach would exacerbate the LOS F conditions at the two Pismo
Beach intersections. The LOS F at the Highway 1/Ocean View intersection stems from traffic congestion entering Highway 1 from Ocean View,
not traffic flows along Highway 1. Pismo Beach declined to comment on the EIR and has indicated that it does not foresee the need to make
improvements to the two intersections in connection with the proposed project and Caltrans similarly did not comment on the traffic impacts at
these two intersections.

CCC-13

The comment states that the site currently provides free beach parking that is at or beyond capacity during peak hours and questions the impacts
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to the existing parking availability for beachgoers that do not wish to use the lodge facilities.

The project proposes that all parking be free parking. Parking does not appear to be at or beyond capacity unless this comment disregards the
large dirt overflow parking area and refers to paved beach parking only. All site visits conducted during the preparation of the EIR have viewed
the site parking as very adequate and there have been empty striped spaces in addition to unpaved overflow parking spaces. The JPA has
determined that the proposed project must retain the existing parking (160 spaces) in addition to the proposed hotel parking (23355 spaces) in
accordance with LCP 85.7 Public Access Recommendations, A.2(a), which requires 160 public parking spaces at this location. Please refer to
Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, Project Description, that indicates the total number of spaces to be provided for public, all concessions, and equestrian
parking. The 23355 proposed Lodge parking spaces exceed the City’s parking requirement for hotels, and the City has determined that the
proposed number of parking spaces shown on the project plans is adequate to meet all user needs based on city and State Parks parking
requirements.

However, the traffic engineer, Omni-Means has indicated that the proposed parking plan is poorly designed with several dead end parking areas.
The proposed project revisions have reduced these impacts to a large extent, but the EIR includes mitigation measures specifying that the
parking lots should be redesigned to allow for flow between the lots and to reconfigure the parking to incorporate equestrian parking and to
maximize parking on site. To clarify Coastal Commission concerns, mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR) has been
amended to read as follows:

“Prior to issuance of a grading permit for Area A, the circulation parking patterns shall be reviewed and approved by the City to improve ingress
and egress between the individual parking areas in Area A, to allow turn-around space in each parking area to avoid vehicles from having to
back up to turn around or exit the lots or Grand Avenue, and to maximize parking onsite.”

This comment summarized the CCC’s comments regarding the proposed LCP amendment. The comment states that additional information will
be necessary for a thorough review of the proposed LCP amendment, and that the CCC looks forward to working with the City through the
CCC-14 amendment process. Because this comment only provides an introduction and summary of the comments related to the proposed LCP
amendment discussed in more detail in the following sections, no further response is necessary. Please refer to the responses to Comments
CCC-15 through CCC-25, below, for additional information.

The comment discusses proposed changes to the public access and recreation component of the LCP, and expresses concerns regarding
consistency of the proposed amendment with the Coastal Act. The comment will be brought to the attention of the City so that it can be
considered when reviewing the LCP amendment and preparing the LCP amendment application.

CCC-15 The EIR acknowledges that all mitigation measures would be incorporated into the environmentally superior alternative, including measures
related to redesign of the parking areas to accommodate parking for all users of the area, including RV users, equestrians, bicyclists,
pedestrians, beachgoers, hotel guests, conference center guests, employees, golfers, etc. TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR) has been
amended to provide for maximization of parking in the redesign of the parking areas. Refer to the response to CCC-13, above.

The comment states that the LCP amendment application should consider biological resources and include an evaluation of whether or not these
CCC-16 resources would be protected by the project’s design guidelines set forth in the proposed amendment. The comment will be brought to the
attention of the City so that it can be considered when reviewing the LCP amendment and preparing the LCP amendment application.
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CCC-17

This comment states that the LCP amendment application should consider flooding and wave run-up hazards, and evaluate the amendment for
consistency with relevant Coastal Act policies. The comment will be brought to the attention of the City so that it can be considered when
reviewing the LCP amendment and preparing the LCP amendment application. Refer also to the response to CCC-7, above.

CCC-18

This comment states that the LCP amendment application should consider visual resources and include an evaluation of whether or not these
resources would be protected by the LCP amendment as it relates to the proposed project. The comment will be brought to the attention of the
City so that it can be considered when reviewing the LCP amendment and preparing the LCP amendment application. Refer also to the
response to CCC-10, above.

CCC-19

The CCC states that the City may need to make some changes to the proposed project design given the significant constraints on the site. The
comment will be brought to the attention of the City so that it can be considered when reviewing the LCP amendment and preparing the LCP
amendment application. Refer also to the responses to CCC-4 through CCC-13, above.

CCC-20

The comment discusses the need for the language of the LCP amendment to acknowledge the constraints on the project site and ensure
protection of coastal resources in whatever ultimate project design is chosen. The comment will be brought to the attention of the City so that it
can be considered when reviewing the LCP amendment and preparing the LCP amendment application. It should be noted that the EIR
recommends an environmentally superior alternative that moves the equestrian parking to the north side of West Grand Avenue in order to avoid
potential ESHA.

CCcC-21

The comment recommends that the LCP amendment language be clarified to indicate that the existing and proposed design requirements serve
as maximum design requirements, and that a smaller and/or different project may be necessary to accommodate resource constraints at the site.

None of the impacts identified for the project indicate the need to reduce the size of the project. The significant unavoidable impacts identified for
the project include traffic impacts at two intersections in Pismo Beach that are currently at design capacity. These intersections are located a
moderate distance away from the project site and the City of Pismo Beach has indicated that it does not want to pursue improvements to the
intersections at this time. The City of Grover Beach and the City of Pismo Beach have discussed the two intersections and the City of Pismo
Beach does not wish to pursue any in lieu fees for intersection improvements; Pismo Beach does not plan to improve these intersections in the
near future and Caltrans similarly declined to comment on the potential adverse impacts on these two intersections. Reducing the size of the
project will not lessen the impacts to these intersections since the number of trips allocated to these two intersections is relatively small and
would not substantially decrease with a smaller scale development.

Visual Resources evaluation does not indicate that a reduction in size and scale of the buildings would reduce visual impacts. It is impossible to
hide this development from view, and the buildings would be seen from all surrounding areas regardless of size. Actually, in the public
perception, the availability of such a pleasing development at this entrance to the State Park would be viewed as an improvement to the view and
a potential visual enjoyment of a pleasing place to visit.

Please refer to the visual simulations in the visual impact section, specifically Figures 4.1-15 and 4.1-16 that show the proposed project from the
boardwalk view and the beach view. The existing views show palm trees located off the project site within the RV park. These palm trees are
seen from the beach and are taller than the buildings, which show scale. The palm trees are visible even though the hotel buildings are placed
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Comment
No.

Response

on the project site. Reducing the size of the buildings or moving them back on the lot isn’t going to result in a significant reduction in the visibility
of the buildings. In addition, the buildings mimic the scale of the buildings along Highway 1 and are consistent with the viewer’s perception of
urban development at the intersection of Grand Avenue and Highway 1.

The reference to the Asilomar Lodge in the JPA and Coastal Act documents is vague. Recent visits to Asilomar by the EIR team and a guided
tour of the facilities by a park ranger emphasized the Asilomar architecture as varied and representative of the various architects who designed
the buildings. Emphasis was placed on the ability to provide large modern-designed buildings adjacent to the beach using building materials to
blend in with the coastal surroundings. These same techniques have been requested by State Parks for this site. Variations of design materials
could be used based on the individual requests of the JPA and Coastal Commission through review of the building designs once designs are in
final stages. Aesthetically, if the proposals are followed as specified in the project description and the mitigation measures in the EIR, the project
would conform to the use of natural colors and materials consistent with the coastline character at the West Grand Avenue entrance to the
Vehicular Recreation Area, the entrance to the Pismo Beach State Park and the North Beach Campground, while still providing much needed
moderately priced hotel space and conference facilities that pay for themselves and possibly derive a small profit for the State Park system.

Note that there is a trade-off with the provision of hotel and conference facilities and the size of the buildings. The project must provide revenue
for the concessionaire and State Parks in order to be a viable project. Reducing the number of rooms or the conference facilities would not be
viable. The amenities required by the project could not be provided with a smaller project due to cost. There is ho nexus in terms of
environmental impacts per CEQA Guidelines at Appendix G to warrant a reduced project alternative. The project appears mostly consistent with
the City’s LCP, specifically with regard to the guidelines in the LCP related to size and scale.

The comment will be brought to the attention of the City so that it can be considered when reviewing the LCP amendment and preparing the LCP
amendment application.

CCC-22

This comment addresses background information and analysis necessary for the proposed comprehensive update to the public works
component of the LCP.

Please refer to the Master EIR for the Land Use Element Update. The buildout for the city includes public works demand projections for all uses
in the city, including transient, visitor, residential, commercial, agricultural, and industrial development. Based on the Master EIR for the LUE
Update and the City’s projections for ultimate buildout for the city, including the proposed project, adequate utilities exist to serve the buildout
needs, including adequate water, waste water demand, drainage, etc. If there are errors in the arithmetic exercise based on multiplying
acreages by maximum allowed development, the error overestimates demand to ensure that there are adequate services available. It is unlikely
that every lot will be constructed to utilize the maximum coverage that is used in projecting buildout utility demands. Using a “worst case”
buildout in the LUE Update ensures that the City will have adequate utility service and water for Coastal Act priority uses. The comment will be
brought to the attention of the City so that it can be considered when reviewing the LCP amendment and preparing the LCP amendment
application.

CCC-23

The comment provides a recommendation that the City provide information in the LCP amendment application supporting the availability of water
supplies and the location, use and capacity of the existing public and private wells. The comment will be brought to the attention of the City so
that it can be considered when reviewing the LCP amendment and preparing the LCP amendment application. Refer also to the response to
CCC-22, above.
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Comment
No.

Response

CCC-24

The comment discusses the potential need for LOS criteria to be used in the LCP amendment to address traffic during peak commuter as well as
peak recreational periods. The comment also states that it may be necessary to include policies requiring new projects to mitigate congestion
impacts.

The City’s Circulation Element includes the design capacities for local streets. This information is readily available to the public. The concern is
not the design capacities of the roads but whether or not the roads can accommodate increased traffic. LOS is one means to determine if there
is a significant impact from the development on local roads. Tables in Section 4.8, Transportation/Traffic, of the EIR indicate that all roads and
intersection would operate at a level of service C or better with the proposed project with the exception of the Highway-1t/Le Sage Drive
intersection-and-two intersections in Pismo Beach. These intersections are unavoidably locally impacted—meaning it is difficult to access
Highway 1 at peak hours from these two three-roads. Neither the City of Pismo Beach nor Caltrans commented on this issue.

The comment will be brought to the attention of the City so that it can be considered when reviewing the LCP amendment and preparing the LCP
amendment application.

CCC-25

This comment states that LCP policies, particularly within the public works component, should address the sustainability of water, sewer, and
road capacity resources. The comment will be brought to the attention of the City so that it can be considered when reviewing the LCP
amendment and preparing the LCP amendment application. Refer also to the response to CCC-22, above.

CCC-26

This comment concludes the CCC's letter and does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the EIR. No further response is
necessary.
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9.2 DRAFT

EIR PuBLIC COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

9.2.1 Master Responses

Many comments submitted by members of the public related to substantially similar issues. The
responses are master responses intended to address all of the comments
submitted in relation to these issue areas. All individual responses set out in Section 9.2.2,
Public Comments, below, related to comments regarding one of these issue areas are referred
back to the appropriate master response to avoid unnecessary length and duplication in this

following 13

document.
RESIPOITES Master Response
No.
Equestrian Issues

EQ-1 Potential Loss of Equestrian Parking Spaces
EQ-2 Adequacy of the Equestrian Parking Survey
EQ-3 Design/Safety of the Equestrian Parking Area
EQ-4 Equestrian Beach Access Issues
EQ-5 Finding and Sufficiency of Five Equestrian Parking Spaces
EQ-6 Leasing of State Park Lands to a Commercial Developer
EQ-7 Consideration of Dune Area for Equestrian Parking
EQ-8 Grand Avenue Re-Alignment Alternative
EQ-9 Equestrians’ First Choice for Alternative Parking Area
EQ-10 Parking for Large Non-Equestrian Vehicles
EQ-11 Economic Benefits of Equestrian Uses
EQ-12 Understanding that Twenty-Five Equestrian Spaces Would Be Provided
EQ-13 Agreement for Equestrian Parking at Close of Oso Flaco Lake Access
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Master Response EQ-1. Potential Loss of Equestrian Parking Spaces

Although phrased in several different ways, the most frequently expressed comment from
members of the public regarding the proposed Grover Beach Lodge was that more parking was
needed for equestrian uses than are included in the proposed project. Commenters state that
they need as many as 50 spaces to fulfill the growing needs of equestrian riders in this area,
and feel the project minimizes the importance of this recreational use. Commenters claim that
there are not enough places left to ride horses in the state, and that the closure of Oso Flaco
Lake in 1982 limited the available spaces even further. They also have concerns about the
lodge being an inappropriate commercial development in this beach town, and a step towards
“Los Angelesation” of the Central Coast — uses which should not take priority over their
established equestrian uses.

CEQA requires an EIR to analyze a project to determine if it would result in significant
environmental impacts to resources, such as recreation, and if so to require feasible changes in
any or all activities involved in the project in order to substantially lessen or avoid significant
effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines 8§15041). Equestrian rides are a protected
recreational activity under CEQA. Appendix G of CEQA states that a significant impact would
potentially occur if the project:

a) increases the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated; or

b) includes recreational facilities or requires the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.

CEQA recognizes that in determining whether and how a project should be approved, a public
agency has an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including economic,
environmental, and social factors, and in particular the goal of providing a decent home and
satisfying living environment for every Californian (CEQA Guidelines §15021(d)). Nevertheless,
potential impacts on a particular recreational use at a particular location as a result of a
proposed project do not fall within the Appendix G framework listed above. This impact is not
necessarily one that impacts the physical environment, which is what CEQA is intended to
protect. The issue of the amount of equestrian parking is a policy issue, which the City should
consider, in consultation with State Parks, as part of balancing this interest with all other
interests for the proposed project. This frames the question at issue: Is it appropriate for the
City to approve the proposed project under CEQA if the project would result in the loss in
equestrian parking spaces?

Utilizing the thresholds of significance set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (see
above), it is not anticipated that the project would result in a significant impact on recreational
resources, including equestrian uses. The project is not expected to result in an increase in the
use of existing neighborhood parks and recreational facilities such that the facilities would
deteriorate more quickly. Use of existing onsite recreational facilities, including the existing
boardwalk, beach access routes, adjacent golf course, and Monarch butterfly grove, are
expected to experience additional activity as a result of the lodge and conference center guests.
However, these facilities have sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional use and no
deterioration of those facilities is expected to occur. The Lodge is not expected to bring
additional equestrian riders into the area. It is unlikely that an increase in horse riders will result
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from the lodge facilities being built, as the lodge and conference center do not provide amenities
needed by equestrians or that would encourage that use. (See (a), above).

The project does include recreational facilities and requires the relocation of existing
recreational facilities, but these have been designed to avoid adverse physical effects on the
environment. The EIR recommends the environmentally superior alternative where equestrian
parking would be designed within the proposed parking areas to serve the lodge guests and
public (the project proposes 132,464 square feet of parking and hardscape coverage). This
alternative would avoid impacts to ESHA and dune habitat located south of Grand Avenue.
Therefore, the EIR also found that the proposed project did not meet the significance thresholds
under subsection (b), above. The potential loss of equestrian parking is not a significant
environmental impact as defined by CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.

Interestingly, the CEQA Guidelines have recently been changed to delete a reference to
adequate parking capacity. Appendix G of the 2009 CEQA Guidelines, under
Transportation/Traffic, states that impacts may be significant if the project “would result in
inadequate parking capacity” (Appendix G (2009) XV(f)). However, this item was deleted from
the 2010 CEQA Guidelines’ thresholds of significance. This indicates an intent by the
legislature to minimize the importance of parking in a CEQA analysis. This could be because
parking spaces are generally governed by local zoning ordinances and municipal codes. The
change in policy could also reflect an effort to encourage non-motorized travel.

The EIR found that the proposed project would provide additional recreational facilities to the
city by providing, in addition to the needed lodge and conference facilities, added boardwalks
and paths throughout the site, renovated picnic areas adjacent to the dunes, access to a
Meadow Creek natural area, interpretive signage explaining the habitat values of the area,
outdoor seating, public parking, a public drop off area, and landscape enhancements to
increase the aesthetic value of the property. The proposed use is consistent with the State
Parks Development Plan and the City’s General Plan and LCP. Revenue increase is expected
to occur through concession contracts and through increased user fees as a result of the
attractiveness of the proposed project and potential assistance in providing funds for added
maintenance of nearby recreational uses, thereby resulting in a net benefit to recreational
resources for all Californians. Nevertheless, the project would result in a decrease in equestrian
parking, which could potentially reduce equestrian uses at peak times. As stated above, this
potential loss does not constitute a significant impact under CEQA thresholds, and the impacts
are further minimized by the applicant’s and City's effort to preserve equestrian parking as part
of the project design.

Currently, this property is being underutilized, with a large vacant dirt lot located in an area with
great potential to serve as a public access point and visitor-serving location for beach users.
The proposed project would increase recreational activities and interest at this beach access
point, as well as create a better use of the property through design techniques and planning.
The project is designed to preserve equestrian uses onsite, while also permitting additional uses
and growth in this visitor-serving area. This would result in a net benefit to recreational users of
this location.

Equestrians have questioned whether or not there may be prescriptive easements at issue,
based on their historical use of this site for parking. While State Parks has been allowing
equestrian parking on this site for many years, such use has always been informal and is not an
explicit provision of any LUE, LCP, Coastal Act, or other policy permitting its use. Permissive
uses cannot create prescriptive rights. In addition, government property is not susceptible to
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prescriptive easements by public use. Therefore, no legally enforceable right to park in this
location has been created.

Certainly, the numerous equestrian comments and concerns brought forward in the public
review period are appropriate concerns from community members and tax payers in and outside
of this area. Their concerns need to be taken into account by the City in approving and/or
making physical changes to the project. However, the potential loss of equestrian parking
spaces through development of the proposed project is not an environmental issue that can rely
on CEQA guidance for prevention. This policy decision on the size of the equestrian parking
area must be made by the City Council, in consultation with State Parks.
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Master Response EQ-2. Adequacy of the Equestrian Parking Survey

Numerous equestrian commenters challenged the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey
taken by State Parks and included in Appendix F of the EIR. Commenters claim that the
survey, taken over the course of more than a month, was insufficient to accurately gauge
existing equestrian use at the project location for the following reasons, among others:

a) There are substantial inconsistencies between morning and afternoon usage of the
parking area;

b) There are substantial inconsistencies between summer and winter usage of the parking
area,;

c) The survey included counts over the Labor Day holiday weekend, when most
eguestrians stay away from the beach;

d) The survey excludes times when families with children at home can ride;

e) The survey underestimates usage because it was taken after the beginning of the school
year, when usage is reduced;

f) The survey needs to be done in the mornings and weekends for a minimum of two
weeks in good weather;

g) Equestrians generally ride early in the morning;

h) The study did not include a “studies outline defining the criteria needed to provide a
comprehensive evaluation of the communities equestrian needs for the dunes area”;

i) The survey only includes summer months when equestrian usage is potentially lower
due to the presence of heavy non-equestrian crowds at the beach;

i) The survey counts occurred entirely in afternoon hours, at times when equestrians are
less likely to ride the beach because of strong winds and heavier crowds and beach
traffic;

k) The study is being used to minimize equestrian usage, potentially due to the cost of
developing a comprehensive staging area of size to accommodate true usage;

[) The survey didn’t include Tuesday or Wednesday counts;
m) The survey didn’t take into account group rides that occur on a weekly basis; and

n) Often, equestrians choose not to ride on days that are best for them because it is
crowded with holiday and/or out-of-town crowds.

There has been significant confusion regarding the purpose and results of the survey, including
the determination that an average of five horse trailers were parked onsite, and that the project
applicant is therefore proposing five parking spots for equestrians. Both of these assumptions
are incorrect. First, the survey includes counts of (1) equestrian trailers parked in the dirt lot, (2)
the capacity for horses of those trailers parked in the dirt lot, and (3) other non-equestrian
vehicles parked in the dirt lot. Results of the survey show that no more than six trailers were
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present at any one time and that there was only an average of 1.5 equestrian trailers parked at
the project site at any given time during the month-long survey period. These trailers had an
average combined capacity to hold five horses (third column, “Trailer Capacity”). There was
also an average of three non-equestrian vehicles parked in the dirt lot over the course of the
survey, though these numbers varied greatly (ranging from zero to 23) depending on the day of
the week and holiday weekend usage. Therefore, the survey did not conclude that five horse
trailers were parked at the site on average, but rather, that only 1.5 trailers were utilizing parking
spaces on average, which had the average capacity to house 5 horses. The maximum number
of horse trailers present at any survey count was Six.

However, the results of the survey did not dictate the size of the proposed equestrian parking
area. State Parks has been monitoring and managing the area for many years. Based on
observations from State Parks’ personnel, the typical peak usage rarely exceeds approximately
12 trailers, except for special events. Therefore, space for 10 to 15 horse trailer spots would
likely be sufficient to accommodate the typical equestrian use on most occasions.

While the area may not be sufficient to accommodate 100% of equestrians on the busiest days
or special events, the City and State Parks believe there are other alternatives to address peak
usage. In the event of large organized events, with advanced notice and application for a
Special Events permit from State Parks, Parks’ personnel could reserve public parking on the
north side of Grand Avenue for equestrian trailers. In addition, State Parks could also work with
the Lodge operators to make additional private parking available. In this scenario, horses could
be unloaded at the equestrian area and trailers parked across the street. Since large equestrian
events are not likely to occur in the peak summer season, it is anticipated that public and private
parking would be available.

For non-special events when the equestrian parking area is full, a similar approach could be
used. The public parking areas has been designed to have diagonal parking spaces with the
intent of allowing over-sized vehicles to use them as a pull through parking space. State Parks
could work with equestrians to post temporary signage to reserve this parking for equestrians.

The EIR conservatively estimated five horse trailers parked at the lot at any given time, and
therefore found that the proposal to provide between 10 and 15 spaces was reasonable. These
numbers are not intended to minimize the claim that at times there are many more trailers in the
parking area. Many accounts of heavy equestrian usage of the parking lot have been brought
forward for consideration by the City through the comment period and public review process. A
few commenters stated that as many as 50 spaces are needed to accommodate the growing
need for parking. Others pointed out that there are frequently as many as 25 trailers in the
parking area. These anecdotal accounts of current usage are valuable in evaluating the parking
needs of equestrians, and provide insight into what should be considered to accommodate
fluctuations in equestrian use and large group rides.

The proposed project includes plans for an equestrian parking and staging area that will
accommodate between 10 and 15 horse trailers depending on the size of the trailers and
configuration of the area (Refer to Sections 2.5.3, Equestrian Parking (Area C), and 2.5.3.1,
Equestrian Staging Area, of Chapter 2, Project Description). The highest number of horse
trailers counted in the parking lot over the course of the five-week survey was six, on Saturday
August 14, 2010 at 3:00 p.m. The proposed plans for equestrian parking and staging would be
able to accommodate approximately double this number of trailers.
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Usage was also generally consistent throughout the week, as show in the table below. Results
tend to show that equestrian usage was similar on week days and weekends (when non-
equestrian traffic and crowds are generally heavier), despite reports that equestrians typically
avoid the beach on weekends. However, it is not unreasonable that equestrian uses are
scheduled to avoid the busiest beach crowds and it is presumed that this does occur to some
degree. Similarly, the survey may have overestimated non-equestrian parking in the dirt lot, as
other beachgoers predominantly visit the beach in the afternoons and on weekends (times when

survey counts were made).

Day Sundays Mondays Thursdays Fridays Saturdays
Average Horse Trailers
Present Over the Entire Day 42 4.2 32 48 4.0

Note: These numbers include two to four counts in a single day, and are therefore higher than the 1.5 average horse trailers
counted onsite at any specific time.

It is important to note that CEQA requires an analysis and mitigation of significant impacts.
Complete removal of equestrian access from this location would potentially be a significant
impact on that recreational use. However, failure of the proposed parking to completely
accommodate 100% of equestrian users at any given time will not necessarily result in a
significant impact. If proposed parking is sufficient to accommodate typical equestrian uses on
most days, then it is considered to be in compliance with CEQA. The lack of parking spaces on
the busiest of days would not be considered significant unless it was shown that typical usage

exceeded available parking on a significantly frequent basis.

Several commenters have expressed concern for equestrians that travel from outside of Grover
Beach and/or San Luis Obispo County to ride at Pismo State Beach. It would be a significant
burden on equestrians who have traveled a substantial distance to Grover Beach to arrive and
be unable to find parking. However, as discussed herein, the amount of parking proposed
appears to be sufficient to meet the average equestrian parking need and other alternatives are
available to address peak usage and special events. Therefore, out-of-area travelers would

have sufficient parking on most days.

One equestrian user provided a similar survey of horse trailer use of the project site in a
comment letter (Refer to Comment Letter from Deah Rudd (DRu), below). This survey included
morning and/or afternoon counts taken every day for over a week. Results were as follows:
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Mornings 2 4 2 5 6 8 5.5 4.6

Afternoons 6 NA NA NA 2 NA NA 4
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Although the survey is limited in its applicability because it only covers a period of one week, the
survey did not show significantly greater use in the morning times or on weekdays, when
crowding may generally be lower at the beach. More importantly, the survey did not show any
greater use than was analyzed in the EIR. The EIR assumed an average of five horse trailers
onsite, while this survey found slightly lower average uses. The maximum number of trailers at
the site at any given time was eight, on Friday morning. The proposed parking area of 10 to 15
spaces would also be sufficient to accommodate this number of users. Under either set of
circumstances, the proposal for 10 to 15 spaces would appear to meet existing heeds on most
occasions.

These comments will be forwarded to the City for their consideration. Ultimately the City, in
consultation with State Parks, will have to determine whether or not the survey and other
information available to them is sufficient to accurately estimate equestrian usage and parking
needs at the project location. However, it is the professional opinion of the EIR preparer that
based on survey results, site visits, and concern for other uses at the site, the proposal for
providing 10 to 15 spaces is adequate to protect existing equestrian access at this site per
CEQA requirements.
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Master Response EQ-3. Design/Safety of the Equestrian Parking Area

Many commenters expressed concerns related to accidents and safety conditions that can be
caused by the presence of large trailers with limited space and maneuverability. The EIR
evaluated the safety impacts associated with the project and determined that safety of
equestrian users would be increased by the proposed location south of Grand Avenue, which
creates a lot separate from other users and prevents the need for equestrians to cross Grand
Avenue to reach the main trail head. Entrance and internal circulation would be improved with
development of a left-turn pocket on West Grand Avenue and one-way travel within the parking
area, with trailers leaving at the western driveway and turning right on Grand Avenue. The
environmentally superior alternative proposes relocation of the equestrian parking and staging
area to the southeast corner of the project site. This alternative location would result in the
need for horses to travel a greater distance along and across Grand Avenue to reach the trail
head, creating a greater potential for conflicts between horses and automobiles. However, this
parking area would also be designated specifically for equestrian uses and striping and signage
would be utilized to reduce this safety risk.

Limited space and maneuverability at either location could create additional dangers associated
with blind views, insufficient space to enter, park and/or exit the area, and unsafe spacing
between and around vehicles to allow horses and riders to move in and out. If the City
determines that the alternative location for equestrian parking north of Grand Avenue is
preferred, the City could explore other parking designs that could be considered during plan
review. The EIR recommends that the City’s traffic engineer evaluate the final parking designs
and incorporate the design that best meets overall user needs (refer to Chapter 5, Alternatives
Analysis).

While the EIR states that the parking lot will be designed for equestrian uses, and will be of
sufficient size and configured to allow adequate horse trailer parking, comments point out that
the Site Plan (refer to Figure 2-5 of Chapter 2, Project Description) does not appear to provide
adequate spacing around vehicles to allow horse movement, staging, saddling, etc. The
equestrian parking area is not proposing to delineate parking spaces because there is such a
wide variety in the size and type of equestrian trailers. The estimated range of 10 to 15 spaces
is based on the current area accommodating 12 parking spaces with an average width of 12
feet and length of 50 feet. However, the maximum utility of the parking area will be based on
the size and type of trailers and the ability of equestrians to gauge the needs of their trailer and
other trailers.
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Master Response EQ-4. Equestrian Beach Access Issues

Equestrian commenters make several claims that because of the small parking area proposed,
the proposed project is improperly limiting their right to access the beach and utilize this spot for
horse riding activities. Please also refer to Master Responses EQ-1 related to the potential loss
of equestrian parking spaces and EQ-2 regarding the existing usage and need for horse trailer
spaces.

The EIR analyzed the project for consistency with the LCP, Coastal Act, Land Use Element,
Pismo State Beach-Oceano Dunes State Vehicular Recreation Area General Development
Plan, and Amendment to the General Development Plan and found the project to be consistent
with public access policies located in all documents. The City of Grover Beach LCP, Policy
5.7.D, requires that adequate parking and other recreational support facilities are available to
the public. The EIR found the proposed project to be consistent with this policy, finding that the
parking proposed for the public, lodge guests, and equestrian users was adequate to sustain
existing levels and/or support existing uses. Each of these documents has envisioned utilization
of this property for a major lodge/hotel/convention center since the early 1980s. The project
incorporates public parking and preserves 100% of existing public parking at the site, and
protects and enhances public access to the beach and dunes through added boardwalks and
paths throughout the site, renovated picnic areas adjacent to the dunes, access to a Meadow
Creek natural area, interpretive signage explaining the habitat values of the area, outdoor
seating, public parking, a public drop off area, and landscape enhancements to increase the
aesthetic value of the property.

While the project would serve to benefit public beach access in general, equestrians believe
their access rights are being minimized by the smaller, defined equestrian parking area. As
previously discussed, the project proposes an area sufficient to accommodate 10 to 15 horse
trailers depending on trailer size and area configuration. According to the equestrian parking
survey performed by the State, observations by State Parks’ personnel, and observations from
commenters, there do not appear to be many occurrences of more than a dozen trailers using
the site at any one time.  Therefore, space for 10 to 15 horse trailer spots would likely be
sufficient to accommodate all equestrian uses on most occasions. While the area may not be
sufficient to accommodate 100% of equestrians on the busiest days, this impact does not violate
any applicable public access policy or standard and does not rise to a level of significance under
CEQA. Refer to Master Response EQ-2, above, regarding challenges to the survey results and
a discussion about when a significant impact may result from the lack of parking on peak days.

As the EIR has found that the project, and specifically the proposed parking area, does not
conflict with applicable policies regarding the protection and preservation of public access and
parking at the beach, no significant impact to beach access would occur.
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Master Response EQ-5. Sufficiency of Five Equestrian Parking Spaces

Many commenters stated that five equestrian parking spaces were not sufficient to
accommodate the equestrian uses at the park. These comments appear to be the result of
confusion regarding how many spaces were being provided and the results of the equestrian
parking survey included in Appendix F of the EIR. The survey conducted by State Parks over a
month-long period found that there was an average of 1.5 trailers parked at the location with an
average trailer capacity for five horses on the beach at any given time. No more than six trailers
were noted at the beach at any specific time during the survey period.

However, the survey had no bearing on the design of the equestrian area and the project
applicant is proposing 10 to 15 equestrian parking spaces, depending on the size of trailers and
configuration of the parking area. Please refer to Section 2.5.3.1, Equestrian Staging Area, of
Chapter 2, Project Description, and Table 2-1 for a breakdown of equestrian parking spaces.
Because the project does not propose five equestrian parking spaces, no further response to
these comments is necessary.

Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1, EQ-2, EQ-3, EQ-4, and EQ-12 for additional
information regarding the number of equestrian parking spots to be provided.
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Master Response EQ-6. Leasing of State Park Lands to a Commercial Developer

Many comments challenge the utilization of state park lands for commercial development and
claim that such lands are better suited for open space public use. While the basis for these
concerns are recognized as important ones, this is not an environmental issue and these
comments do not raise substantive questions or issues regarding information contained within
the EIR. It should be recognized that in 1994, the state legislature enacted legislation related
specifically to the development of extensive new facilities at this site. Public Resources Code
85003.02.1 provides that:

“(8) The Legislature hereby finds and declares that the department and the City of
Grover Beach, in a joint project, are in the process of entering into an operating
agreement for the purpose of negotiating a concession contract for the development of
extensive new facilities at Pismo Beach State Park, and that the standard, 20-year term
is insufficient to enable the concessionaire to amortize the type and scale of
improvements that the department and the city will require the concessionaire to make.

(b) The Legislature further finds and declares that approval of commercial development
at Pismo Beach State Park does not provide precedent for commercial development in
other units of the state park system and is a one-time exception to Sections 5019.53 and
5080.03 by reason of the following circumstances:

1) The general plan for the state park provides for the area.

2) The site is located on the perimeter of the state park and adjacent to State Route
1.

3) The development will not impact the resources or the public's use of the state
park.

4) The land proposed to be developed is suitable for commercial development.

(c) Pursuant to subdivision (a) of §5080.18, the term of the concession contract entered
into by the department and the City of Grover Beach with a concessionaire for the
development of new facilities at Pismo Beach State Park may be for a period not to
exceed 50 years if the contract also provides that the rent be reviewed and adjusted at
least every five years to reflect market rates and economic conditions prevailing in the
area in which the concession in located.

(d) No contract subject to this section may be advertised for bid, negotiated,
renegotiated, or amended in any material respect unless the Legislature reviews and
approves the proposed contract in the annual Budget Act.”

Furthermore, State Parks’ General Development Plan and the City’'s General Plan and LCP all
identify the site for commercial development. The proposed project would provide additional
important visitor-serving overnight accommodations, recreational access improvements, and
other resource enhancement at this location.
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Master Response EQ-7. Consideration of Dune Area for Equestrian Parking

Many commenters raise the question of why equestrian parking was located and analyzed in
the dune area south of West Grand Avenue when it was generally clear that Coastal
Commission staff was opposed to any development in this area and would not approve this
location. Commenters cite a letter from Coastal Planner Madeline Cavalieri, stating that CCC
staff cannot support proposed development in this dune area.

The EIR preparers were aware of the Coastal Commission staff's previous statements that this
area could potentially support Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas, and that CCC staff was
opposed to any development in this dune area. However, this is the location for equestrian
parking that was brought forward by the project applicant. The EIR must analyze the project as
proposed; therefore, the EIR was predominantly focused on analyzing the environmental
impacts associated with locating the equestrian parking area in this location. The EIR also
considered several alternatives to this parking area, including the following:

a) Alternative Cl1 — relocate equestrian parking to north of Grand Avenue onto the
southeast corner of the proposed lodge site and provide suitable base for horses. This
alternative was carried forward for consideration because it met project objectives,
eliminated impacts to potential ESHAs south of Grand Avenue, and resulted in minimal
impacts generally associated with a slight reduction in vehicular parking, maintenance
issues, and safety issues related to horses crossing Grand Avenue.

b) Alternative C2 — relocation of the equestrian parking to the Highway 1 multi-use site
(refer to Figure 5-2 of Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis), a small vacant area immediately
adjacent to the Meadow Creek riparian area and the State Parks Ranger Station. This
alternative was not brought forward for consideration because the environmental
impacts associated with locating equestrian parking in this area would be more
environmentally damaging than other alternatives, including impacts to biological
resources associated with Meadow Creek and impacts to a known archaeological site in
this area based on State Parks information. Therefore, this alternative was not
considered to be preferable.

c) Alternative C3 — relocation of the equestrian parking to the Pier Avenue beach entrance
in the vicinity of the Oceano Campground. This alternative was not carried forward for
consideration because it was determined that insufficient space existed in disturbed
areas to allow for expansion of parking, and significant environmental impacts would
result. Therefore, this alternative was considered less preferable than Alternative C1.

d) Alternative C4 — relocation of the equestrian parking area to the Silver Spur Road area,
and utilization of the Arroyo Grande Creek levee as beach access. This alternative was
not carried forward for consideration because private property ownership made its
suitability for this purpose speculative at best.

e) No Project Alternative — leave equestrian parking as it currently exists in the site’s
disturbed dirt lot area.

Refer to Chapter 5 of the EIR for the alternatives analysis.
In analyzing the impacts associated with the proposed location of the equestrian parking area

south of Grand Avenue, the City and the applicant have taken into account several benefits that
would result from this design. The proposed location would create a separate area for horse
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parking, rather than integrating it within other public or lodge parking. It would also eliminate the
need for equestrians to cross Grand Avenue, improving safety of riders and other beach users.
The proposed location south of Grand Avenue is directly adjacent to the trail head and would
provide the best accessibility to the dune trails. Therefore, with appropriate mitigation to
minimize impacts to biological resources, the proposed site is an appropriate and beneficial
option suitable for analysis.

Because project plans included equestrian parking in the dune area south of Grand Avenue, this
is the location used as the basis of the EIR analysis. Other alternatives were identified, as
described above, and the EIR recommended an environmentally superior alternative that moves
the equestrian parking to the north side of West Grand Avenue in order to avoid potential ESHA.
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Master Response EQ-8. Grand Avenue Re-Alignment Alternative

Several commenters state that the placement of parking within the Grand Avenue right-of-way
through realignment of that street should have been considered as an alternative. CEQA
requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or the location of
the project, that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to the project (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)). Rather, it must consider
a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making
and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives that are infeasible or
those whose implementation is remote or speculative.

The EIR discussed five alternatives to the proposed equestrian parking area south of Grand
Avenue, including reconfiguration of parking on site, a variety of off-site locations, and the no
project alternative. The EIR need not consider every alternative to the project, and the
placement of equestrian parking in the Grand Avenue right-of-way could create additional
impacts in this area. While the EIR did not analyze this alternative, nothing precludes decision-
makers from considering it in their analysis of the project. This comment will be forwarded to
the City for its review.
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Master Response EQ-9. Equestrians’ First Choice for Alternative Parking Area

Many equestrian comments expressed a preference for an alternative equestrian parking area
located north of the ranger station west of and alongside Highway 1 just north of the State Parks
Corporation Yard. While the location may provide all the benefits mentioned by the comments
(no dunes, suitable distance from crowded Grand Avenue entrance, separate access to dune
trail system, sufficient size, no earth moving required), this location is not property that the
project applicant has any authority to utilize for equestrian or other project purposes. As stated
by the comments, this property is owned by State Parks, who is under no obligation to offer it up
for equestrian uses in order to accommodate this project development. Additionally, moving
equestrian parking to this location would likely result in impacts to existing uses at the ranger
station/maintenance yard, including impacts to biological resources associated with Meadow
Creek and impacts to a known archaeological site in the area according to State Parks
information. State Parks currently uses this property as a storage and staging area for
equipment, sand and any other necessary materials. Unlike the project site, this area does not
serve as a public beach access and creating a public use in this area could expose State Parks
to increased liability for uses occurring onsite. Designing the proposed project in a manner that
continues to allow existing equestrian uses at the same location is the only way to avoid impacts
that would occur if the parking were moved into other areas.

As stated in Master Response EQ-8, above, an EIR is not required to consider alternatives that
are infeasible or those whose implementation is remote or speculative. The feasibility of this
alternative is speculative at best because the project applicant has no authority to offer or
recommend that it be used for equestrian parking.
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Master Response EQ-10. Parking for Large Non-Equestrian Vehicles

Many equestrians in the community expressed concern over the fact that no separate parking
was allotted for large non-equestrian vehicles, such as RVs, campers, and trucks pulling trailers
for off-road vehicles, four-wheelers, etc. This is incorrect. State Parks has required that the
area of public parking at the southeast corner of the site include diagonal pull-through parking
spaces to accommodate over-sized vehicles. In addition, the applicant has included diagonal
pull-through parking spaces within the hotel parking lot to accommodate over-sized vehicles for
hotel and restaurant guests.

It should be noted that the issue of which vehicles park in which parking spots is not necessarily
an environmental issue appropriate for discussion in the EIR. However, as the issue relates to
public access to the beach for all users and project consistency with the City’s LCP and the
Coastal Act, it is important to address.

It is possible for parking areas consisting only of regular sized spaces to accommodate larger
vehicles or vehicles pulling trailers if spaces are striped to allow those vehicles to take up more
than one space. For example, RVs, commercial trucks and vehicles pulling trailers often park in
large box store parking lots by pulling forward into two spaces and utilizing the length of both
spaces to accommodate the vehicle.

The City and State Parks have indicated the desire to retain formal parking for all public uses
currently existing at the project location. Thus, the project will retain the 160 public parking
spaces presently located at the end of Grand Avenue. The existing dirt lot is currently used by
equestrians and large non-equestrian vehicles, as well as for overflow parking during peak
times. It should be noted that these large non-equestrian vehicles also have ample parking
available on the beach, should they choose to drive onto the sand south of the Grand Avenue
entrance.

Transportation/Traffic mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR) (as amended by
other comments herein) directs the City as follows:

“Prior to issuance of a grading permit for Area A, the circulation parking patterns shall be
reviewed and approved by the City to improve ingress and egress between the individual
parking areas in Area A, to allow turn-around space in each parking area to avoid vehicles from
having to back up to turn around or exit the lots, and to maximize parking on site.”
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Master Response EQ-11. Economic Benefits of Equestrian Use

Many comments reference the economic benefit derived from equestrians from both within and
outside of San Luis Obispo County. It is agreeable that equestrians bring not only an economic
benefit to this area, but also a level of recreational and personal enjoyment to riders and
spectators of the horses in this natural setting. While this is a valid point, it is not one directly
related to any environmental impacts or effects resulting from the proposed project. Economics
is generally not discussed in the environmental review process other than to assess the
economic feasibility of various project components or alternatives. CEQA Guidelines §15131
specifically states:

“Economic or social information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever
form the agency desires.

(a) Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision
on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate
economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary
to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis should be on the
physical changes.”

If the economic impact of a project was so significant as to impact area resources, then a
discussion would appropriately be made in an EIR. However, while the economic impact of
eqguestrians in this area and the state is recognized, these conditions do not rise to the level of
significance that would implicate an economics analysis.
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Master Response EQ-12. Understanding that Twenty-Five Equestrian Parking
Spaces Would Be Provided

Several commenters refer to an understanding or agreement that 25 equestrian parking spaces
would be provided by the applicant and City to accommodate their use at the project site. There
have been many meetings and discussions between the City, State Parks, the applicant, and
community members regarding the effect of the project on equestrian parking at the beach and
how best to gauge and accommodate their need for parking at this location. However, at no
time has the City or State Parks made any promises regarding the number or location of spaces
that would be allotted to equestrians.

The State has managed and monitored the existing equestrian area for years and is
knowledgeable about the existing usage and need for equestrian parking at the project location.
The City has also committed to including separate equestrian parking as a part of this project’s
design. However, the proposed number of spaces ultimately lies with the City and State Parks
as part of the Joint Authority. The City Council has final approval authority on the number of
spaces and the discretion to provide less parking.

Refer also to Master Response EQ-1 related to the potential reduction of equestrian parking
spaces at the beach.
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Master Response EQ-13. Agreement for Equestrian Parking at Close of Oso
Flaco Lake Access

Many equestrian comments have referred to an agreement entered into at the close of horse
access at Oso Flaco Lake that equestrian parking would be provided and protected at the end
of Grand Avenue. State Parks has unofficially allowed use of the project site for equestrian
staging since 1982 when the previous facility near Oso Flaco Lake was closed. However, there
are no adopted State Park policies designating the site for use by equestrians. While the City
and State Parks seek to preserve the ability for equestrians to park and use this area, they are
under no legal obligation to provide, protect, or maintain the equestrian parking at its current
capacity in this location.

Other comments have requested that the adoption of formal policies defining and protecting the
equestrian use be made mandatory conditions of approval of the proposed project. The City
has the discretion to adopt and implement policies such as this one, but none currently exist in
the City’s General Plan that would be inconsistent with the proposed project.

The City recognizes that there are limited opportunities to ride horses in public places in
California, and recognizes the benefits derived from protecting this activity. Thus, the City has
taken special steps to assure that equestrian parking will not be terminated by the proposed
project. That being said, it is within the discretion of the City to balance the need for equestrian
parking with all other uses appropriate for the location, including the development of a lodge and
conference center facility such as the proposed project. This particular use has been identified
as appropriate for this location in the City’s General Plan, LCP, Land Use Element Update, and
the Pismo State Beach/Pismo Dunes Vehicular Recreation Area Amendment to the General
Development Plan (among others) and must be balanced with the existing equestrian use.

Please refer also to Master Responses EQ-1, EQ-2, and EQ-4, above.
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9.2.2 Public Comments

The following members of the public have prepared comments on the Draft EIR:

Respondent Code Contact Page
Sigrid Bylsma 805.896.6706
) SB ) ] 9-58
Email dated: January 14, 2011 sig424@gmail.com
Carole Gallegos
CG cowgirlcarole@gmail.com 9-60

Email dated: January 14, 2011

Sheila Harmer

SHa jbsaharmer@prodigy.net 9-62
Email dated: January 14, 2011
Dorothy Hull
) DH djhull@att.net 9-64
Email dated: January 14, 2011
Jeannie Keeffe
JK jeanniekeeffe@mac.com 9-66

Email dated: January 14, 2011

1417 23" Street
Sandra Kramp Oceano, CA 93445
; SK 805) 305-9778 9-68
Email dated: January 14, 2011 (805) 305-

sekramp@yahoo.com

Bill Naylor

BN bnaylor4@sbcglobal.net 9-70
Email dated: January 14, 2011
Patty Rogers

PR peppermint35@gmail.com 9-72
Email dated: January 14, 2011
Janet Sally-Lee

JSL janetsally@gmail.com 9-74
Email dated: January 14, 2011
Lenore Spelbring .

LS nogrownups2@gmail.com 9-76
Email dated: January 14, 2011
Susan Spicer

SSp susanspicer47@aol.com 9-78
Email dated: January 14, 2011
Susan Swagerty

SSw scswag@verizon.net 9-80
Email dated: January 14, 2011
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Respondent Code Contact Page

U.S. Forest Service

Santa Lucia Ranger District
Janis Tremper 1616 North Carlotti Drive
JT Santa Maria, CA 93454-1504 9-82

(805) 925-9538

jtremper@fs.fed.us

Email dated: January 14, 2011

Linda Walden

LW(a) jetspirit@gmail.com 9-84
Email dated: January 14, 2011

1270 Humboldt Drive
Jerry Williams Nipomo, CA 93444

JW 9-86
Letter dated: January 14, 2011 (805) 929-3212

jerry@williams.ms

Jean L Boyd

JLB windyjesse@aol.com 9-88
Email dated: January 15, 2011
Carla Byrd

CB cmbyrd12@yahoo.com 9-90

Email dated: January 15, 2011

2315 Idyllwild Place

El-Jay Hansson @ Arroyo Grande, CA 93420
EJH(a 9-92
Email dated: January 15, 2011 (805) 343-1949

hansson@verizon.net

Mary Wunder
MW wundermary@yahoo.com 9-94
Email dated: January 15, 2011
Marcia Baskin
MB mkloebel@yahoo.com 9-96
Email dated: January 16, 2011
Laurie Gage
LG fullsail@onemain.com 9-98
Email dated: January 16, 2011
Susan Holt
SHo twobayhorses@msn.com 9-100
Email dated: January 16, 2011
Christina and Gerald Sugarman
CGS CBAOl@aol.com 9-102
Email dated: January 16, 2011
CJ Foglietta ) '
CJF(a) | jcfoglietta@yahoo.com 9-104
Email dated: January 17, 2011
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Respondent Code Contact Page
John Keyes
California Equestran Trails and Lands Coalition CETLC keymac@ocsnet.net 9-106
Email dated: January 17, 2011
Kelly Krambs
KK doolittledoc@att.net 9-108
Email dated: January 17, 2011
Claudia Salot-Engel
CSE claudia@thunderheadranch.com 9-110
Email dated: January 17, 2011
Cherie Dodds
CD rcdodds@sbcglobal.net 9-112
Email dated: January 19, 2011
1123 Loreto Court
JL 80 3-0 9-114
Letter dated: January 19, 2011 (805) 473-0545
jl-slo@sbcglobal.net
P.D. Smith
PDS PDSCOCO@aol.com 9-123
Email dated: January 20, 2011
1485 Camino Mariposa
Lee Ashworth LA | Nipomo, CA 93444 9-125
Email dated: January 21, 2011 LeKlein@aol.com
Nora Hernandez (805) 801-4557
NH 9-127
Email dated: January 21, 2011 nora@bonnetslace.com
Dianna and Ed Muraski, Ph.D. (805) 474-9217
) DEM ) 9-129
Email dated: January 21, 2011 demuraski@charter.net
Linda Clarke . .
LC liclarke @thegrid.net 9-134
Letter dated: January 22, 2011
Pamela Krahl ]
PK(a) pkrahl@wildblue.net 9-136
Email dated: January 24, 2011
Patricia L Mensing
PLM plmensing@yahoo.com 9-139
Letter dated: January 24, 2011
Mark and Ellen Morris
MEM emorris2572@yahoo.com 9-141
Email dated: January 24, 2011
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Respondent Code Contact Page
Jackie Pamplona
) JP jpamplona@earthlink.net 9-143
Email dated: January 24, 2011
P.O. Box 221505
SSa 9-145
Email dated: January 24, 2011 (661) 733-6534
ssassoon@abf.com
Superior Guest Care Inc. 25 West Grand Avenue
dba Fin's Seafood Restaurant, Grover Beach, CA 93433
Pismo Beach Golf Course SGC 9-147
Contact: Bruce Van Nort and
Letter dated: January 24, 2011 Lucille T Osborn
Ann Crain
AC wcrain@att.net 9-150
Email dated: January 25, 2011
825 Bear Canyon Lane
Gail Kemble Arroyo Grande, CA 93420
GK 9-152
Letter dated: January 25, 2011 (805) 440-9708
gailkemble@aol.com
Doug Le Sage ) ]
DLS (no contact information) 9-156
Phone call: January 25, 2011
Bill Chaides o Los Padres Unit
Backcountry Horsemen of California BHC P.O. Box 6773 9-158
Letter dated: January 26, 2011 Santa Maria, CA 93456
Kathleen Deragon
KD kathleen.deragon@sbcglobal.net 9-161
Email dated: January 26, 2011
Carol Kennedy '
CK kittykeno@att.net 9-163
Email dated: January 26, 2011
1216 Huasna Road
Mary Jane Alumbaugh MJA Arroyo Grande, CA 93420 9-165
Letter dated: January 27, 2011 (805) 441-4124
Leann Bettencourt
LB leannbettencourt@yahoo.com 9-167
Email dated: January 27, 2011
Marney Montgomery Briggs . )
MMB (no contact information) 9-169
Letter dated: January 27, 2011
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Respondent Code Contact Page
Patti Chambers
) PC pattio555@shcglobal.net 9-171
Email dated: January 27, 2011
898 South Halcyon Road
Anne R Dunbar ARD Arroyo Grande, CA 93420 9-173
Letter dated: January 27, 2011 (805) 441-7391
CJ Foglietta ) '
CJF(b) | jcfoglietta@yahoo.com 9-175
Email dated: January 27, 2011
15131 Garcal Drive
San Jose, CA 95127
Friends of the Oceano Dunes FoD (408) 242-4445 9177
Letter dated: January 27, 2011 "
jim@oceanodunes.org
Contact: Jim Suty, President
. 1075 Cheyenne Court
Stephanie Greene s Nipomo, CA 93444 9.181
Letter dated: January 27, 2011 realvoiceoftwh@aol.com
. . 112 Frances Way
Marcia Guthrie MG Pismo Beach, CA 93449 9-183
Letter dated: January 27, 2011 (805) 709-0500
2315 Idyllwild Place
El-Jay Hansson o Arroyo Grande, CA 93420 015
EJH -185
Email dated: January 27, 2011 (805) 343-1949
hansson@verizon.net
Diane Kastama (805) 343-6026
) DK , 9-187
Email dated: January 27, 2011 dkastama@verizon.net
Pamela Krahl ]
PK(b) pkrahl@wildblue.net 9-189
Additional information received: January 27, 2011
Andre, Morris & Buttery
1102 Laurel Lane
Le Sage Enterprises, Inc. San Luis Obispo, CA 93406
LSE 9-198
Letter dated: January 27, 2011 (805) 543-4171
Contact: Karen Gjerdrum
Fothergill
Karen Luce 1525 Scenic View Way
KL - 9-206
Letter dated: January 27, 2011 Nipomo, CA 93444
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Respondent Code Contact Page
Dawn McVey
DMV (no contact information) 9-208
Letter dated: January 27, 2011
Vicki Moore
VM (no contact information) 9-210
Letter dated: January 27, 2011
Gloria Northcote 1500 Big Baldy Way
GN Grande, CA 93420 9-212
Letter dated: January 27, 2011 Arroyo Grande, CA 934
Shannon Orr (208) 720-3923
SO ) ) 9-214
Letter dated: January 27, 2011 roanyrider2@gmail.com
Beverly L Poorman BLP 1196 Carpenter Canyon Road 9-216
Letter dated: January 27, 2011 Arroyo Grande, CA 93420
. . . . . P.O. Box 1738
Ride Nipomo Equestrian Trails Alliance, Inc. RNETA | Nipomo, CA 93444 9.218
Email dated: January 27, 2011 Contact: Hans Hansson, President
David Rosenthal . )
DRo (no contact information) 9-220
Letter dated: January 27, 2011
Deah Rudd
DRu (no contact information) 9-222
Letter dated: January 27, 2011
David and Anne Sommerville 6010 Las Pilitas Road
DAS S ita. CA 93453 9-234
Letter dated: January 27, 2011 anta Margarita, CA 9345
Jiordana Stark 1505 Tiffany Ranch Road
S Grande, CA 93420 9-236
Letter dated: January 27, 2011 Arroyo Grande, CA 934
Dr. & Mrs. Richard D Tarver
RDT (no contact information) 9-238
Letter dated: January 27, 2011
Stephanie Tippitt ] . )
STi (no contact information) 9-240
Letter dated: January 27, 2011
Susan Tuttle
STu (805) 720-2418 9-242
Letter dated: January 27, 2011
863 Eastview Avenue
Janette and Larry Wesch LW Arroyo Grande, CA 93420 9.244
Email dated: January 27, 2011 jwesch71@gmail.com
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Respondent Code Contact Page
863 Eastview Avenue
Janette and Larry Wesch JLW(b) | ArToyo Grande, CA 93420 9.246
Email dated: January 27, 2011 jwesch71@gmail.com
Rob Dodds
RD (no contact information) 9-248
Letter dated: January 28, 2011
928 Anna Circle
Lisa Fiske Nipomo, CA 93444
LF 9-250
Email dated: January 28, 2011 (805) 343-6020
fiskelisa@msn.com
Brenda Gilardone )
BG gilardoneb@yahoo.com 9-252
Email dated: January 28, 2011
Nora and Kitt Jenae
NKJ (no contact information) 9-254
Letter dated: January 28, 2011
Hillary Klein
HK hillary@hillaryklein.com 9-256
Email dated: January 28, 2011
Pamela Krahl '
PK(c) pkrahl@wildblue.net 9-258
Email dated: January 28, 2011
Lisa Margulies-Chadwick i
LM /2x610 cgam|3a| ?223420 9-260
Letter dated: January 28, 2011 rroyo Grande,
Maureen Martin
MM maureendmartin@aol.com 9-262
Email dated: January 28, 2011
. . 494 Vista Del Robles
Pam.ela Michaelis PM Arroyo Grande, CA 93420 9-264
Email dated: January 28, 2011 horses@surfari.net
Kathy Schwartz
KS (no contact information) 9-266
Letter dated: January 28, 2011
380 Butterfly Lane
Denise Seidman < Nipomo, CA 93444 0268
D -
Email dated: January 28, 2011 (805) 267-7228
deniseseidman@yahoo.com
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Response to Comments

Respondent Code Contact Page
Saragail Standish fnoi
Sst &578 '”'”g‘;‘g’&{l . 9-270
Letter dated: January 28, 2011 Ipomo,
. . 2139 Equestrian Road
Laura Linda Strickland LS Paso Robles, CA 93446 9.272
Letter dated: January 28, 2011 (805) 550-2711
Linda Walden o )
LW (b) jetspirit@gmail.com 9-274
Email dated: January 28, 2011
1152 Easy Lane
Else Wolff Nipomo, CA 93444
EW 9-276
Email dated: January 28, 2011 (805) 929-6815
Else_Wolff@URSCorp.com
Donna Joyce
DJ (no contact information) 9-278
Letter dated: January 29, 2011
Darcy Murphy
DM DMurphy8l@aol.com 9-280

Email dated: January 29, 2011

The comment letters are provided in this section in the above chronological order with the
Comment letters are reproduced in total, and
numerical annotation has been added as appropriate to delineate and reference the responses
to those comments. The pages of the letters have been re-numbered to conform to the page
sequence of this section. All comments related to issues discussed in the master responses,

responses following the individual letters.

above, are referred to the appropriate response in the previous section.
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| sB-2
| sB-3
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Sigrid Bylsma, dated January 14, 2011

Comment Response
No.
SB-1 The comment questions the adequacy of the equestrian usage survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
SB-2 The comment states that more than 5 horse trailer spaces are needed. Please refer to Master Response EQ-5.
SB-3 The comment concerns safety issues related to parking lot design and maneuverability of trailers. Please refer to Master Response EQ-3.
City of Grover Beach 9-59 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center

Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



Chapter 9

CG-1

City of Grover Beach 9-60 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center
Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



Response to Comments

Response to Email from Carole Gallegos, dated January 14, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
CG-1 The comment concerns the potential taking of equestrian parking places at the beach. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Sheila Harmer, dated January 14, 2011

Comment Response
No.
SHa-1 This comment claims that 20 equestrian parking spaces are being eliminated. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1.
SHa-2 This comment states that the City was to provide 25 equestrian parking spaces. Please refer to Master Response EQ-12.
SHa-3 This comment challenges the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
SHa-4 This comment concerns the design and spacing needed to accommodate large horse trailers and motor homes. Please refer to Master

Response EQ-3.

The comment recommends a requirement for reservations of the equestrian parking spots and questions the feasibility of managing that task.
SHa-5 Reservations are not considered necessary for park_ing at _th_is location. Qsage estimates show that s_ufficient parking w_ould exist onsite to
accommodate average and above-average equestrian activity. The requirement may also serve to discourage equestrians from using the site if
they are required to plan ahead with a reservation.

SHa-6 Please refer to Master Responses EQ-4 related to beach access and EQ-12 regarding the comment’s reference to a “plan for 25 adequate
spaces.”
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Dorothy Hull, dated January 14, 2011

Comment

No. Response

The comment states that California has over 1,000 miles of coast but there are only a few places on California beaches where equestrians can
DH-1 ride, and requests that the City allow equestrians to have their little bit of coast. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1 regarding the potential
loss of equestrian parking spaces and EQ-4 related to beach access.
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| JK-7
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JK-3

JK-4
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Jeannie Keeffe, dated January 14, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

JK-1 This comment states that five equestrian parking spaces are not enough. Please refer to Master Response EQ-5.

IK-2 The comment points out that many equestrians come from outside of Grover Beach and/or San Luis Obispo County to ride at Pismo State
Beach. Refer to Master Response EQ-2. Please also refer to Master Response EQ-5 related to the provision of five parking spaces.

IK3 The comment discusses the process and deadline for commenting on the Draft EIR and does not contain any substantive comments or
questions about the EIR. No further response is necessary.

JK-4 This comment discusses the equestrian parking survey times and dates. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.

IK5 This comment states that there is a high likelihood that parking will be unavailable, and group rides will be impaossible, if only five equestrian
parking spaces are allowed. Please refer to Master Response EQ-5.
This comment refers to an agreement to provide a minimum of 25 trailer parking spaces when State Parks closed trailer access at Oso Flaco

JK-6
Lake. Please refer to Master Response EQ-13.

IK-7 The comment discusses the need for spaces to tie horses to the sides of trailers, load and unload buggies, and accommodate large trailers and
motor homes with trailers. Please refer to Master Response EQ-3.

City of Grover Beach 9-67 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center

Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



Chapter 9

SK-1

SK-3

| SK-2
|
| SK-4

City of Grover Beach 9-68 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center
Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



Response to Comments

Response to Email from Sandra Kramp, dated January 14, 2011

Comment

Response
No. P

This comment discusses the need to know sufficient parking would exist at Pismo State Beach before significant equestrian purchases are
SK-1 made. The EIR very conservatively estimated that on average, five horse trailers were utilizing the parking area at any given time. The

proposed 10-15 space area would be sufficient to meet equestrian needs on most days. Please also refer to Master Responses EQ-1 related to
the potential loss of equestrian parking and EQ-2 regarding the determination of average equestrian usage.

The comment suggests providing 25 spaces, rather than five. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1, EQ-5, and EQ-12, related to the number
of equestrian spaces to be provided. The commenter states that typically parking plans are made to increase parking because of growing

SK-2 demands and populations. The project has been designed to retain existing on-site parking (all 160 public spaces as well as equestrian parking).
CEQA requires a review of the project to determine whether or not it would significantly impact existing conditions. Because all existing parking
is being accommodated, the EIR did not conclude that any significant impacts to parking would occur.

The commenter offers to gather a list of trailer owners in the project vicinity who use the beach. Thank you for the assistance; the offer will be

SK-3 forwarded to the City for their consideration.
SK-4 The comment states that local businesses profit from local riders. Please refer to Master Response EQ-11 regarding the economic benefits of
equestrian use.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Bill Naylor, January 14, 2011

Comment

No. Response

This comment states that parking for equestrians is too limited. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1 regarding the potential loss of equestrian
BN-1 parking spaces, Master Response EQ-2 regarding adequacy of the parking survey, and Master Response EQ-5 regarding the sufficiency of five
parking spaces.

The comment discusses the dimensions and spaces needed to accommodate large horse trailers and horse staging activities. Please refer to

BN-2 Master Comment EQ-3 regarding design and safety of the equestrian parking area.

This comment raises the issue of the economic impact that the horse industry has on the state. Please refer to Master Response EQ-11 related

BN-3 to economic benefits of equestrian use.

The commenter discusses his participation in various volunteer mounted groups that help patrol and monitor public areas for the public good and
BN-4 to help protect our natural resources. We recognize the benefit these groups provide to local communities and state-wide and the hours spent
advocating these causes, and appreciate your service in these organizations.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Patty Rogers, January 14, 2011

Comment

No. Response

The commenter states that we all have the right to enjoy the state parks equally and questions why kiteboarders, shoppers, diners, RVers,
PR-1 motorcyclists, and just plain imprudent drivers have more rights than she does to quietly ride her horse up and down the beach. Please refer to
Master Response EQ-4 related to equestrian beach access issues.

This comment claims that the finding regarding five horse trailer spaces is absurd. Please refer to Master Response EQ-5 regarding the finding

PR-2 and sufficiency of five equestrian parking spaces.

This comment discusses the tendency of equestrians to avoid the beach during afternoons and weekends because of winds and crowding. It is
PR-3 noted that equestrian users are selective in the days/times they choose to go to the beach, just as all other users would be. As the comment
relates to the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey, please refer to Master Response EQ-2.

The City recognizes and appreciated the benefits and advantages provided by equestrians at Pismo State Beach. That has been a guiding
factor in the City’s efforts at preserving that use at this location. The EIR preparers feel that the proposed project has adequately protected this

PR-4 use through design of an individual parking area for these users with capacity to meet average and above-average usage. Please refer to
Master Response EQ-2 for additional information.
PR-5 The commenter states that equestrians need at least as much space as they have had in the past as there are more groups coming to the area
to ride at Pismo State Beach. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1, EQ-2, and EQ-4 related to equestrian parking and beach access issues.
City of Grover Beach 9-73 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center

Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



Chapter 9

JSL-1

City of Grover Beach 9-74 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center
Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



Response to Comments

Response to Email from Janet Sally-Lee, dated January 14, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
The commenter states her opposition to the proposal to limit the area of horse trailer parking at the staging site on Grand Avenue. Please refer
JSL-1 . ; :
to Master Response EQ-1 related to the potential loss of equestrian parking spaces.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Lenore Spelbring, January 14, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

The comment states that the proposed horse trailer parking for five trailers is inadequate, and that there are frequently 10 or more trucks and
LS-1 trailers parked at the project location. Please refer to Master Response EQ-5 regarding the finding and sufficiency of five equestrian parking
spaces. Note that the proposed project would accommodate a minimum of10 horse trailers at the site.

The commenter points out the benefit of seeing horses on the beach. The City recognizes that this is an important recreational use of this area,
LS-2 and in conjunction with the project applicant, has made specific provisions for equestrian parking to protect this use. Please also refer to Master
Responses EQ-1 and EQ-2 related to equestrian parking needs and spaces to be provided.

The comment states that this is the only area for parking a horse trailer. The EIR analyzes various locations for horse trailer parking at the
LS-3 project site as well as three offsite locations, and different project site designs would be able to accommodate a wide range of alternative
locations for on-site equestrian parking.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Susan Spicer, dated January 14, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
SSp-1 The commenter states that five horse trailer parking spaces are not enough for this popular equestrian area. Please refer to Master Response
P EQ-5.

The commenter states that she drives from southern California to ride on Pismo Beach and needs to know she has a chance at finding parking.

SSp-2 -
Please refer to Master Comment EQ-2 related to parking for out-of-area users.
This comment raises safety issues related to parking on the street and the need for more parking for horse trailers. It is agreed that parking on
the street would raise potential safety concerns for equestrians, adjacent traffic, and other beach users. However, parking for 10 to 15

SSp-3 ) . ; C : . .
equestrian trailers has been proposed, which appears sufficient to accommodate equestrian demand at the site on most occasions. Therefore,
this impact is considered insignificant. Please also refer to Master Response EQ-3 regarding design and safety of the equestrian parking area.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Susan Swagerty, dated January 14, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

The commenter requests that the project be amended to provide a minimum of 25 parking spaces for truck and horse trailer combinations.

SSw-1 Please also refer to Master Responses EQ-1 regarding a potential loss of equestrian parking spaces and EQ-12 related to the understanding that
25 parking spaces would be provided.

SSW-2 This comment discusses the various ways equestrians support local business. Please refer to Master Response EQ-11 regarding the economic
benefit of equestrian uses.

SSw-3 The comment discusses the areas where equestrians can legally ride along the central coast, but does not include any substantive comments or
statements on the EIR. No further response is necessary.
This comment requests that another survey of equestrian parking be done in the mornings and weekends in good weather. Please refer to

SSw-4 . :
Master Response EQ-2 related to the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey.

SSW-5 The comment states that equestrians need not only a place to park, but also space to unload and tack up their horses. Please refer to Master
Response EQ-3 regarding design of the parking area.
The commenter discusses the equestrians’ right to use the beach along with all other users and states that San Luis Obispo County is not

SSw-6 L L - . . .
recognizing their right to a place to enjoy their sport. Please refer to Master Response EQ-4 related to equestrian beach access issues.

SSW-7 This comment discusses the volunteer community outreach and service work performed by the group Ride Nipomo. Their efforts are
appreciated and acknowledged as a benefit to surrounding communities. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Janis Tremper, dated January 14, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
IT-1 The commenter states that she and her friends typically ride early in the morning to avoid crowds, kites, etc., and questions the survey of trailers
in the lot during the afternoons. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2 regarding the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey.
JT-2 This comment states that the equestrians need more than five spaces for trailer parking. Please refer to Master Response EQ-5.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Linda Walden, dated January 14, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

LW(a)-1 This comment states that equestrians need up to a minimum of 25 spaces reserved solely for horse trailers and horses. Refer to Master
Responses EQ-1, EQ-2, and EQ-12 for additional information.

LW(a)-2 The comment states that planning for five spaces is off center. Please refer to Master Response EQ-5.

This comment claims that the survey days and times were inadequate to accurately determine the number of equestrian spaces needed. Please
LW(a)-3 . : .
refer to Master Response EQ-2 regarding the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey.

LW(a)-4 The commenter requests that the City not shut out a major group of San Luis Obispo County’s beach users. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-4 relating to equestrian beach access issues.
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Terry Williams thirty units of various sizes off loading, loading, and tacking animals. | JW-3 (cont’d)

Board member;, Ride Nipomo It would be in the best interest of this preject to realistically accommodate the histerical
usage of the dunes for the equestrian community. We are doctors, lawyers, business JW-4

Committee member; TAC . ) L.
people, civil servants, engineers, home owners, and visitors frem all the above from

1270 Humboldt Dr. around the area, Horse back riding is a expensive hobby, we are part of the cere of this
Nipomo, CA 93444 cemmunity both as citizens and are part of the primary tax base of the areas, we want
805.020.3212 our equestrian availability recognized not minimized with a token staging area. We only
o want to supplement what we already have with new equal space to accommodate our
jemry @williams.ms real usage and profile. Our profile should not be minimized, our dune riding history
January 14, 2011 sheuld be endeared in this project to protect the flavor of who lives and plays here. We

live here, we play here now! Please don't attempt to destroy part of the extreme

RE: The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Grover Beach Lodge and recreational value of the area by minimizing the equestrian community for other goals!

Conference Center.

Specifically; Equestrian Survey (Figure F) showing equestrians only need 3
parking spaces.

To Whom it Cencerns; Jerry A. Williams

The survey you published in the for mentioned document is grossly inadequate to
determine the equestrians needs for staging area for horse back riding on the dunes. The JW-1
time frame is only reflective of a short span of two months and reflects stats taken only
across afternoon hours, it does not encompass the true usage as observed by those who
use the staging areas. So it's obvious to the equestrian community that the equestrian
usage of the dunes has taken a low priority in the quest to capitalize on the values the
lodge and cenvention center for the city. A comprehensive study would defiantly reflect
other trends not demenstrated in you study. I would ask the question; Where is this
studies outline defining the criteria needed to provide a comprehensive evaluation of the
communities equestrian needs for the dunes area? I would surmise due to the lack of one
being referenced in this report that it at any level, one was not prepared and does not
exists. Therefore be warned that what your survey reflects is just a quick arbitrary
accounting not preformed with any valid scientific methedology.

It would seem the equestrians in this county, local adjacent cities, coastal region, and
those equestrians in Grove Beach are being minimized in this effort to make this project JW-2
come te fruition, I personally have must draw the conclusion from this shoddy study that
the equestrians are being minimized due possibly to, the cost of developing a
cemprehensive staging area of size to accommodate the true usage that would be
reflected in a scientific study. These motivations may back-fire on the project due to the
equestrian community engaging pessible legal processes that will further delay the
project. No one wants this.

The equestrian community has stated to the preject community at all of public meetings
that the true usage of the dunes on many days can be ten or twelve units, and when clubs JW-3
stage for rides along with private riders using the area it can be as many as twenty or
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Jerry Williams, dated January 14, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

JW-1 This comment addresses the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey conducted by State Parks. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
This comment states that equestrian uses in this county are being minimized because of the cost of developing a parking area that would

JW-2 accommodate the true usage of the site. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-2 regarding the adequacy of the parking usage survey and EQ-4
regarding equestrian beach access issues.

IW-3 The comment states that true equestrian usage of the dunes is 10 to 12 units, and can be as high as 20 to 30 units when clubs stage for rides.
Please refer to Master Comments EQ-1 and EQ-2 regarding the amount of equestrian parking.
The commenter claims that the equestrian profile should not be minimized with a “token staging area” but should instead reflect the realistic

IW-4 historical usage of the dunes for the equestrian community. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-2 regarding the adequacy of the equestrian
parking survey, EQ-11 related to the economic benefits of equestrian uses, EQ-4 for information on beach access, and EQ-6 regarding the
appropriateness of commercial development at this location.

City of Grover Beach 9-87 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center

Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



Chapter 9

| J1R-1
| J1R-2

City of Grover Beach 9-88 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center
Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



Response to Comments

Response to Email from Jean L Boyd, dated January 15, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

This comment relates to limiting parking to space for five horse trailers and restrictions on horse trailer parking at the beach. Please refer to

JLB-1 Master Response EQ-1 related to the potential loss of equestrian parking spaces and EQ-5 regarding the sufficiency of five parking spots for
horse trailers.

JLB-2 The comment points out that outdoor activities such as equestrian riding are what beach access is all about. The benefits of this recreational use
are recognized by the City and project applicant. No further response is necessary.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Carla Byrd, dated January 15, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
CB-1 This comment relates to restrictions on equestrian parking at the project location. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1 related to the potential
loss of equestrian parking spaces.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from El-Jay Hansson, dated January 15, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

EJH(a)-1 The comment related to the proposed location of equestrian parking in the dune area, which the Coastal Commission has previously indicated
would not be allowed. Please refer to Master Response EQ-7 related to this issue.
This comment challenges the sufficiency of the parking survey based on the failure to include morning and Tuesday and Wednesday counts.

EJH(a)-2 . .
Please refer to Master Response EQ-2 related to the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey.

EJH(a)-3 This comment asks whether prescriptive rights for equestrian uses have been established at the project location. Refer to Master Response EQ-
1 for a discussion of prescriptive rights.
The commenter states that there must be adequate room on the side of the vehicles to tie horses as they get saddled and/or cool down. Please

EJH(a)-4 : ; .
refer to Master Response EQ-3 related to design of the equestrian parking area.

EJH(a)-5 The commenter states that there is a need for at least 25 parking spaces. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1, EQ-2, EQ-4, and EQ-12 for
additional information.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Mary Wunder, dated January 15, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
The commenter states that more horse trailer parking spaces are needed at Grover Beach. Please also refer to Master Responses EQ-1 related
MW-1 . . ; . . )
to the potential loss of equestrian spaces, EQ-2 related to the equestrian parking survey, and EQ-4 regarding beach access issues.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Marcia Baskin, dated January 16, 2011

Comment
Response
No.
MB-1 This comment discusses the space needed to park, unload, and saddle a horse with vehicles as large as a six-horse trailer. Please refer to

Master Response EQ-3 related to the design and safety of the equestrian parking area.

The commenter states that the project site was a designated area and that the City’s recognition of the equestrians’ right to have this space is
MB-2 being diminished as the experts believe that only a minimum space is sufficient. Note that although State Parks has allowed this use in the past,
there is no established “right” of equestrians to use this area for parking. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-4 and EQ-13 regarding
equestrian beach access issues and established uses.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Laurie Gage, dated January 16, 2011

Comment
Response
No.
LG-1 The comment requests consideration of comments set out later in the letter, pointing out that several salient points are made. The comment
does not contain any substantive comments or questions about the EIR and no further response is necessary.
LG-2 This comment is substantially identical to Comments JK-3 through JK-7, above. Please refer to the responses to those comments.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Susan Holt, dated January 16, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
SHo-1 The commenter states that five spaces is not enough to accommodate the equestrians who want to enjoy Pismo Beach. Please refer to Master
Responses EQ-2 regarding the equestrian parking survey and EQ-5 related to the sufficiency of five parking spaces.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Christina and Gerald Sugarman, dated January 16, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
This comment addresses the need for safe parking for trailers and vehicles at Pismo Beach. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1, EQ-2, and
CGs-1 . . ;
EQ-3 related to the need, adequacy and design and safety of the proposed equestrian parking area.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from CJ Foglietta, dated January 17, 2011

Comment

No. Response

The comment states that the proposed equestrian parking area is a miniscule amount of space and differs drastically from what equestrians were
CJF(a)-1 told they would be provided. Please also refer to Master Responses EQ-12 related to the understanding that 25 spaces would be provided. Also
refer to Master Responses EQ-2 related to adequacy of the parking survey and EQ-5 regarding the sufficiency of five equestrian parking spaces.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from John Keyes, Chairman, California Equestrian Trails and Lands Coalition, dated January 17, 2011

Comment

No. Response

The commenter asks whether he needs to send additional comments concerning the horse staging area. A response email was sent on January
CETLC-1 18, 2011 stating that he was welcome to submit additional comments before the deadline for responding, and that all previous comments made
in his letter would be addressed in this section. No further response is necessary.

The comment describes the California Equestrian Trails and Lands Coalition structure and membership and expresses concern over the change
CETLC-2 of access for horses at the project site. The comment does not contain substantive statements or questions about the EIR, and no further
response is necessary.

The comment states that equestrians were assured they would be provided access to the beach at the end of Grand Avenue in Grover Beach in

CETLC-3 the early 1990’s when State Parks closed Oso Flaco Lake to animals. Please refer to Master Response EQ-13 regarding this issue.

This comment references an understanding that 25 spaces for equestrians would be provided on the site. Please refer to Master Response EQ-

CETLC-4 12 related to this issue.

The commenter states that current equestrian use in the area supports the need for 50 parking spaces for trailers in the project location, with
CETLC-5 space to tie horses on at least one side of the trailers, and states that the 11 spaces proposed is insufficient. Please refer to Master Responses
EQ-1, EQ-2, and EQ-4 related to equestrian parking needs, spots, and beach access issues.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Kelly Krambs, dated January 17, 2011

Comment

No. Response

The commenter discusses the problems that would arise if out-of-town visitors/equestrians arrived at the beach and found that no parking was
KK-1 available to accommodate them. Refer to Master Response EQ-2 related to parking for out-of-area users, and also to Master Response EQ-1,
EQ-4 related to equestrian usage and beach access issues.

This comment raises the issue of accommodating trailers and motor homes of various sizes. Please refer to Master Response EQ-3 related to

KK-2 the design and safety of the equestrian parking area.

The comment states that the survey is flawed because of its inclusion of afternoons only and Labor Day weekend in the counts, when most
KK-3 equestrians would avoid the beach. Note that the survey period did not include Memorial Day or any other holiday weekend in its counts.
Please refer to Master Response EQ-2 regarding the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey.

The commenter recommends continuing to provide the 25 spaces currently allotted for equestrian use. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1

KK-4 related to the potential loss of equestrian parking and EQ-12 regarding an understanding that 25 spaces would be provided.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Claudia Salot-Engel, dated January 17, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
CSE-1 The comment discusses the equestrian history of the area and points out that the ability to ride horses on Pismo Beach is a special feature of the
Central Coast. The comment does not contain any substantive statements or questions about the EIR, and no further response is needed.
The commenter describes the need for a place to park and prepare for the ride for a variety of large trailer/truck combinations. Please refer to
CSE-2 ; ! .
Master Response EQ-3 related to the design of the equestrian parking area.
The commenter describes her longstanding and involvement in professional and personal equestrian history and urges the City to take notice of
the equestrians in the area who enjoy the special opportunity to ride at Pismo Beach. The City recognizes the importance of the opportunity to
CSE-3 . A : ; ; ) A i
ride at Pismo Beach to the local and extended equestrian community. However, they must rely on available information in gauging the needs of
this community. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2 related to the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey.
This comment states that equestrians need parking for half of a day in most cases to keep their horses on schedule, and urges the City to
CSE-4 provide parking at the lodge site so that all can continue to enjoy the beach. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1 regarding the potential loss
of parking spaces and EQ-4 related to equestrian beach access issues.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Cherie Dodds, dated January 19, 2011

Comment

No. Response

The commenter discusses her history with horses, and decision to relocate to Cal Poly and the Central Coast. The comment does not contain

Cb-1 substantive comments or questions about the EIR and no further response is necessary.

This comment states that many equestrians choose not to ride on days that would be most convenient for them to avoid crowds and holiday
CD-2 travelers from out of town and because they recognize the economic benefit provided by those crowds. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2
related to the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey and EQ-11 related to the economic benefits of equestrian uses.

The comment discusses the limited places left for equestrians to ride, and requests that the state consider re-opening Oso Flaco Beach to
horses even if there is a fee. The request is outside of the scope of the proposed project and this document. This comment does not contain

CD-3 substantive comments about the EIR, and no further response is needed. For more information related to equestrian beach access, please refer
to Master Response EQ-4.
The commenter states that equestrians need at least an acre of land to park their trailers and have horses tied to their vehicles. Please refer to
CD-4 Master Response EQ-1 related to potential loss of equestrian parking spaces and EQ-2 regarding the survey of equestrian use at the project

location.

This comment states that it would be unfair to take away parking for regular trailers to put in spaces for handicapped spaces that require more
room. The proposed project has not differentiated between regular and handicap equestrian spaces. The requirements for handicap access are
CD-5 set out in the ADA. The City of Grover Beach considers handicap beach access as an integral component of the beach area and handicap spots
are proposed in the Fin’s Restaurant parking area. The project applicant has contemplated leaving the equestrian parking area un-striped, much
the same as the existing parking area, so that no spaces would be specifically designed for regular or handicap users.

This comment references an advisory horse group put together for all the various equestrian groups in the county to coordinate their opinions in

CD-6 regards to this project. The City appreciates the coordinated effort put forth by the equestrian community in reviewing this project.
CD-7 This comment points out the economic benefit of equestrian uses in the county. Please refer to Master Response EQ-11.
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Chapter 9

Page 4-140, Section 4.8.1.1:

In the “Existing Train Services”, the Pacific Surfliner is the only train that stops in Grover
Beach. The Coast Starlight doesn’t stop in Grover Beach, but does stop in San Luis Obispe.
Revise the paragraph accordingly to clarify.

Page 4.143, Figure 4.8-3:

Earlier, | made a comment regarding the number of vehicles tabulated during the Noise
survey, The peak hour volume at Le Sage Drive is shown to be 392 Southbound Highway 1,
105 + 226 West Le Sage, 55 + 140 East Le Sage and 345 Northbound Highway 1 for a total
of 1263, Note this is the Saturday peak hour., Hewever, the Noise survey chose arandom 15
minute period and found 928 vehicles for a 15 minute peried equivalent to 3,712 per hour,
Something clearly does not agree. A similar large discrepancy can be found by comparing
traffic velumes at the other three noise monitering stations.

Page 4-144, Section 4.8.3.1:
A comparison review of the Initial Study and this EIR in sections 4.1 through 4.8 for CEQA

Guidelines and related potential areas for significant and less than significant impacts shows
good consistency with the exception of section 4.8. Two items: (1) “Substantially increase
hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)” and (2) “Result in inadequate emergency access’ were classified
as “No Impact” in the Initial Study. This may be a simple mistake. Perhaps they should be
eliminated in the EIR, particularly if no descriptive case is made to contradict the Initial
Stody’s findings.

Page 4-146, Section 4.8.4.1, second paragraph:

The entire analysis is predicated en the assumption that “the project is estimated to generate
1,727 new daily vehicular trips”. While it may be true that the [TE Trip Generaticn Manual
(8th edition) lists this per room rate for a “resort hotel”, something as critical as this needs
some additional explanation. As an example, earlier on page 4-47 when this figure is first
intreduced in the document, there is an accompanying description of weekly deliveries of
“two beer vendors, twe or three liquor/wine vendors, one large food and beverage delivery,
two or three smaller specialty food deliveries (seafood/produce/bakery), and ene linen
delivery.” It is this type of common sense description that is needed te help justify the 1,757
(11.7 trips per each 150 rooms) of this project.

Consider how hard this would be to describe to support this trip level. Dick and Jane arrive
from Bakersfield. After checking in, they found they forget items and went to Rite Aid,
Local friends Bob and Sue drove to meet them at the lodge for dinner. They tried to get into
the ledge restaurant for dinner, but local residents had the place filled to capacity.
Unfortunately, they all had to pile into Beb's car and drive to alesser-crowded Grover Beach
establishment. Meanwhile tables at the lodge’s restaurant continued to turn a couple times
during dinner hours and waits were leng. After returning, the group didn’t find the peace and

Laferriere GB Lodge EIR Comments
Page 5

JL-18

JL-19

JL-20

JL-21

quiet that they expected from the lodge, so they drove out again te a movie. Staff at the hotel
is part-time and each drives themselves there for irregular shifts, sometimes more than once
per day. This is the type of story that is needed to support these additional 1,757 car trips per
day. This figure is 50% more than the peak Saturday hour at Le Sage Drive and Highway;
and, all of them are an additional result of the lodge’s presence. [sn’t at least one of the rocms
filled by the couple that shows up on a Friday and enjoys the many resert-like amenities and
doesn’t choose to get in the car until Sunday after check-out (i.e. 2 trips / 3 days =)0.67 plus
there share of he staff’s trips? Is thell.51 trip/room really a credible average?

This initial assumption of car trips clearly results in impacts in the traffic analysis. It begs the
question, how many trips would be aresult of the project if it were constrained to 135 rooms?
120 rooms? [have reviewed the 90 plus page traffic analysis (Appendix G-1} that results
from this key assumption, It may be solid analysis, but the initial assumption of the per roem
trip traffic may need to be derived from other methods. How about a sample count of all of
the “Ins” and “Outs” from the parking lot of a nearby 100+ room Pismo Beach hotel for
comparisen? [s there other real data frem other projects to use for comparisen?

Page 4-157, Section 4.9, first paragraph:

The first sentence containing “...agricultural resources, cultural resources, land use, hazards,
paleentological resources, land use, population and housing, public services, utilities and
service systems and recreation” needs attentien. That sentence incorrectly summarized the
Initial Study (Appendix A-1) which found insignificant impacts to “agricultural and forest
resources, mineral resources, population/housing, public services, recreation, and
utilities/service systems. It appears both “hazards” and both eccurrences of “land use” should
be removed.

The Initial Study listed eight items of significant impact leading to sections 4.1 — 4.8 in the
EIR. I was expecting Section 4.9 to capture the remaining three “less than significant” areas
of (1) cultural resources; (2) hazards/hazardous materials; and (3) land use planning identified
in the Initial Study. Although the first sentence does have the clause “and further
environmental review" the organization of section 4.9 is surprising and may be in error.

Instead, it starts with section 4.9.1 “Agricultural Resources” which two paragraphs earlier was
an insignificant category. Sections 4.9.2-4.9.4 contains the three areas with “less than
significant findings.” These three sections appear to be well done. However, section 4.9.5
through 4.9.9 addresses other areas that were deemed insignificant in the “less than
significant” section 4.9. [ chose not to make a number of comments regarding sections 4.9.1
and 4.9.5-4.9.9, because I'm hoping this entire section is redone to eliminate the
incensistencies and address only items that are “less than significant” in the “less than
significant” section 4.9 of the document.

Page 5-3 Section 5.3.1:
This section properly dismisses lower-level ledging of camping and motels. However, a
reduction or reallocation in scale could be reviewed as well. In section 1.3 we are reminded
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Chapter 9

Response to Letter from John Laferriere, dated January 19, 2011

Comment

No. Response

Thank you for the time and consideration spent reviewing the EIR and for your thoughtful comments.

This comment points out a discrepancy regarding the expiration date of the Fin’s Restaurant concession contract. The concession contract
expires in August 2012. Incidentally, State Parks has preliminarily indicated that renewal of the concession contract may not be considered until
after the proposed project has completed construction. Therefore, the reference to the contract in Section 2.5.2.1, Fin's Restaurant and Outdoor

IL-1 Concessions, of Chapter 2, Project Description, has been deleted and that section amended as follows:

“The restaurant building may be enlarged approximately 700 square feet to include a beach equipment rental concession area. As a result, the
outdoor patio area would be reconfigured to retain the existing seating. The improvements to the restaurant may occur as part of the new
concession contract awarded by State Parks after completion of the lodge project. Upon reissuance of the concession contract, the State will
require the new restaurant concessionaire to revise the building architecture to be compatible with the lodge buildings. The State envisions this
area to support visitors to the public non-vehicular beachfront area as well as lodge guests.”

This comment discusses dead-end lots and the lack of entrances for various lots shown on project site plans. The commenter is correct that
various deficiencies exist in the parking lot design and configuration. TC Impact 2 (TC Impact 3 in the Draft EIR) identified these deficiencies and
TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR) provides that “Prior to issuance of a grading permit for Area A, the circulation parking patterns shall be
reviewed and approved by the City to improve ingress and egress between the individual parking areas in Area A, and allow turn-around space
in each parking area to avoid vehicles from having to back up to turn around or exit the lots.” This mitigation measure has also been amended in
response to Comment No. CCC-13 to maximize parking.

JL-2

The comment refers to language related to parking lot configuration in Appendix M of the EIR, and states that this language is hidden in the
several hundred pages of Appendices. The commenter correctly points out that information exists indicating the proposed parking lot

JL-3 configuration includes inadequate access and circulation within the proposed parking layout. This language is also discussed in the body of the
EIR, however, in Section 4.8.4.1, Transportation/Traffic — Project Trip Generation-Project Conditions, along with other concerns related to
parking layout and maneuverability and a recommendation that the parking lot design be re-evaluated.

This comment discusses the distinguishing lots for public and lodge parking. Please refer to Table 2-1, in Section 2.5.1, Lodge and Conference
Center (Area A), of Chapter 2, Project Description, for the Total project Parking Summary, and discussion in Sections 2.5.1.4, Lodge Parking,
and 2.5.2.2, State Park Parking. The comment recommends separation of public and lodge parking (as opposed to public, lodge, and a mix of
public and lodge parking currently proposed). The commenter is correct that enforceability between public and private parking will be difficult.
TC/mm-3 (TC/mm-4 in the Draft EIR) recommends that the City post parking areas for specific uses using time limits, permits, meters, or other
JL-4 measures acceptable to the City and concessionaires.

Note also that a mixed parking lot for public and lodge parking could serve as overflow parking should either use need additional space, whereas
completely separate parking areas would limit users to the existing designated spaces with no flexibility. As the parking lot configuration will be
redesigned for City approval prior to project permitting, this comment has been forwarded to the City for their consideration in that re-design
process.
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Comment
No.

Response

JL-5

The comment points out a mistake in the reference to the building in Section 2.5.2.3, Golf Course Facilities, in Chapter 2, Project Description.
The EIR has been corrected to state:

“The existing parking area would become Building 2 of the lodge facility...”

JL-6

The comment points out a mistake in Section 2.5.4, RV Sewer Dump Station (Area D), of Chapter 2, Project Description. The EIR has been
corrected to state:

“The two existing inbound lanes will allow for campground check-ins and a bypass lane for RV’s to enter the sewer dump station.”

JL-7

The comment points out the difficulty reading call-outs in Figure 2-7 of Chapter 2, Project Description. This figure was submitted by the project
applicant and then reduced in scale to allow inclusion in the EIR. Full size plans are available for review at the City offices.

JL-8

This comment points out a mistake in section 2.5.7.1, Natural Areas, of Chapter 2, Project Description. The EIR has been corrected to state:

“1,600 cy of soil amendments will be imported.”

JL-9

The comment questions whether or not telephone service should be included in the discussion regarding Electricity, Natural Gas, and Cable in
Section 2.5.8.4 of Chapter 2, Project Description. This section has been edited to read:

“2.5.8.4 Electricity, Natural Gas, Telephone Service, and Cable

Other private utilities would provide gas, electricity, telephone service, and cable. Natural gas would be provided by Southern California Gas
Company, electricity would be provided by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), cable would be provided by Charter Communications, and
telephone service could be provided by various available service providers.”

JL-10

The comments discusses the use of reference flags to establish visual models for the proposed project, and recommends that the flags be
shown in the top of the photo comparisons of the project site from various viewing points. The reference flags are used to determine the height
of various building components, and determine the scale of the proposed structures so that an accurate computer-generated model of the
structures can be developed and inserted onto existing photos of the site to show what the proposed project would look like after constructed.
The location of the flags corresponds with the critical points and corners of the buildings, but are not shown in the photos once the modeled
buildings (configured based on the reference flags) have been inserted. The top photo of each photo simulation represents the existing view of
the project site from each viewing point. Therefore, inclusion of the reference flags is not appropriate, as they do not make up part of the existing
view.

JL-11

The comment discusses the Land Use Element’s “staggered height” requirement for project buildings to break up building mass and allow view
corridors. Buildings 2 and 3 are three-six feet shorter than Building 1. While the LUE may have envisioned greater staggering of building
heights, this design does technically comply with the LUE. In addition, each building incorporates staggered heights in its individual design,
including two- and three-story elements and varying roof lines. Proposed project revisions would further stagger building heights by separating
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Comment

No. Response

the conference center to a fourth, standalone, one-story building. As no significant unavoidable impacts to aesthetic or visual resources were
identified in the EIR, this impact is not considered significant.

The comment discusses inconsistencies between the construction emission rates information located in Table 4.2-5 and Table 4.2-6. Table 4.2-
5 provides non-project-specific information on general construction emissions based only on the volume of soil removed and the area disturbed.
This information is provided by the APCD, but is not used to quantify emissions of the proposed project. It is included in the EIR for general
informational purposes only. If project-specific data were not available, this Table would provide a basis for estimating emissions, though

IL-12 potentially less accurate.

Projected project construction emissions were calculated through URBEMIS modeling and listed in Table 4.2-6. This information takes into
consideration all project components, activities, and equipment, and considers the entire life of the project rather than just looking at the volume
of soil removed and the area disturbed. This method is more inclusive and more accurate and the APCD prefers this method be used when
analyzing air quality impacts of projects.

JL-13 This comment refers to Transportation/Traffic comments made later in the letter. No further response is necessary.

The commenter points out that a website referenced in Section 4.6.1.2, Hydrology and Water Quality — Flooding and Drainage, does not provide
the relevant information referenced in the EIR. The article Climate Change is Hot Topic In County can be found at:

http://www.sanluisobispo.com/2010/07/03/1203748/climate-change-is-a-hot-issue.html#
JL-14 or by entering the following information in the Google search box:
site:sanluisobispo.com sea level “3.3 to 4.6 feet”

Refer also to the response to comment CCC-7, above.

The comment points out a spacing error in the labeling of Table 4.7-2 in Section 4.7, Noise. The spacing has been corrected to match the table

JL-15 in the City of Grover Beach General Plan (1993).

The commenter discusses inconsistencies found between the traffic counts used in Section 4.7, Noise, and Section 4.8, Transportation/Traffic.
The EIR preparers have double-checked their counts and confirmed that the numbers are correct. The Noise counts, which the commenter
believed to be very high, were taken from actual field counts by the noise specialist. The Noise counts were taken at peak times, on a Friday
JL-16 night, and very heavy traffic was present. While traffic conditions of more than one vehicle per second may sound incredible, this count includes
cross-directional traffic from all directions, turn lanes, etc. Traffic counts used in a noise analysis are rarely the same as those used to determine
roadway and intersection level of service (LOS). The noise counts were taken during the peak period of the peak day during the peak month of
the year. The EIR does not aim to design improvements for this specific condition.
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Comment
No.

Response

JL-17

The comment questions why maximum noise levels are analyzed at a distance of 50 feet. This distance is merely a reference distance used for
all construction activities to quantify the amount of noise and allow comparative analysis between different equipment, areas, topographical
conditions, etc. All published materials use the 50 foot reference distance in analyzing noise impacts.

JL-18

This comment identifies the Pacific Surfliner as the only train that stops in Grover Beach. The EIR has been amended to include this information.

JL-19

This comment refers to the discrepancy in Noise traffic counts and Transportation/Traffic modeling. The traffic counts collected by OMNI-
MEANS are consistent through the Highway 1 corridor and are largely consistent with counts taken in the past, including the Caltrans-published
AADT traffic data. OMNI-MEANS's counts were taken during the summer months, which is the peak vacation time. Therefore the counts in the
traffic study represent a reasonably conservative estimate of vehicular conditions during typical weekdays and weekend periods. However, it
appears that the Noise data was collected on a Friday evening during the summer, which is the peak period of the peak day during the peak
month of the year. The traffic study does not aim to design improvements for this specific condition.

Please also refer to Response to JL-16, above.

JL-20

The comment addresses the threshold criteria identified in the Transportation/Traffic analysis. These are significance criteria that are included in
the CEQA initial study checklist. It is appropriate to include these items here, even if the project itself causes no impact to them, as they are part
of the CEQA significance criteria.

JL-21

This comment questions the estimated new daily vehicular trips associated with the proposed project. The project’s daily trip generation
estimates from the ITE trip generation manual are average trip rated from “Resort Hotel” land uses across the country. These sites have
generally similar facilities. The ITE trip generation manual describes the sites as such:

“Resort hotels are similar to hotels in that they provide sleeping accommodations, restaurants, cocktail lounges, retail shops and guest services.
The primary difference is that resort hotels cater to the tourist and vacation industry, often providing a wide variety of recreational
facilities/programs (golf courses, tennis courts, beach access, or other amenities) rather than convention and meeting business. Resort hotels
are normally located in suburban or outlying locations on larger sites than conventional hotels.”

Of all ITE land use categories, this is the most consistent with the proposed project. However, because the project also includes a conference
center, the “Hotel” land use is also applicable. The “Hotel” land use has a higher AM and PM weekday peak hour trip generation. To provide a
conservative, reasonable worst-case scenario analysis, the greater “Hotel” AM and PM weekday trip generation rates were used. For Saturday
mid-day peak and daily trip generation, the higher “Resort Hotel” trip generation was used, because it accounts for the increased recreational use
typical of a recreational resort destination.

The trip generation estimates are conservative in that they provide an analysis of the hotel’s trip generation characteristics under high occupancy
and full use. Despite the high trip generation rate, the traffic impacts are minimal, and it is not recommended that the study use any other trip
rates.

Other nearby hotels could be surveyed to provide comparisons of trip generation characteristics per room, but it is unclear whether the results of
these surveys would provide any more reliable data than the ITE trip generation manual. Given that unique attributes of nearby communities,
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Comment
No. Response

such as walkability and beach destinations for example, the validity of the comparison between the other hotel sites and the proposed project
could be brought into question.
The comment appears to make a distinction between “less than significant” and “insignificant” impacts. These terms are used interchangeably
throughout Section 4.9, Issue Areas with Less than Significant Impacts, to discuss all CEQA issue areas that were determined not to have

IL-22 significant impacts. The finding of no significant impact for these issue areas was based on the Initial Study as well as additional environmental
review of the project. Each of the issue areas discussed in Section 4.9 were determined not to result in significant impacts that would justify a
more in-depth discussion (agricultural resources, cultural resources, hazards, land use, paleontological resources, population and housing, public
services, utilities and service systems, and recreation).

JL-23 This comment suggests that the EIR should have looked at a reduced scale alternative to the proposed project. Please refer to the response to
Comment No. CCC-10, above, related to the exclusion of a reduced scale alternative.

JL-24 This comment corrects a typo. This change has been reflected in the EIR.

JL-25 This comment corrects an improper reference to the County of San Luis Obispo. The EIR has been edited to refer to the City of Grover Beach.

JL-26 This comment concludes the letter and no further response is necessary.
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Response to Email from P.D. Smith, dated January 20, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

This comment states that the proposed conference center is way too large for the area. Please refer to the response to Comment No. CCC-10,
PDS-1 above, related to the decision not to carry forward a reduced scale alternative._Also refer to Chapter 1, Introduction, for a discussion related to
the decision to relocate and increase the size of the conference center subsequent to preparation of the Final EIR and July 21, 2012 Planning
Commission hearing.

The commenter states that the reduction in public parking is bad for all tax payers in the area. The proposed project has been designed to retain
PDS-2 all 160 public parking spaces currently existing at the project location. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant impact. Note also
mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in response to Comment No. CCC-13, above to include
maximization of parking.
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Response to Email from Lee Ashworth, dated January 21, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

LA-1 This comment describes the commenter’s experience riding horses at Pismo State Beach, but makes no substantive comments on the EIR. No
further response is necessary.

LA-2 This comment questions the validity of the equestrian parking survey. Refer to Master Response EQ-2.

LA-3 The comment requests that ample space for parking be provided as promised. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1 and EQ-12 regarding
equestrian parking.
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Response to Email from Nora Hernandez, dated January 21, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
NH-1 This comment opposes the proposal to provide five equestrian parking spots. Refer to Master Response EQ-5.
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DEM-4

DEM-5

DEM-6
DEM-1

DEM-7

DEM-8
DEM-2

DEM-9

DEM-10
DEM-3

DEM-11
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DEM-12

DEM-13

DEM-14

DEM-15

DEM-16

DEM-17

DEM-18

DEM-19
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Dianna and Ed Muraski, Ph.D., dated January 21, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
DEM-1 The comment introduces the comment letter and provides a history on the commenters’ activities in the area. The comment does not make
substantive comments on the EIR and no further response is necessary.
The comment questions the appropriateness of removing public State Park lands and leasing them for commercial development. Please refer to
DEM-2 i .
Master Response EQ-6 related to the leasing of park lands to a commercial developer.
This comment discusses a reduction in parking spaces that will affect everyone who uses the recreational area. The proposed project has been
designed to retain all 160 public parking spaces currently existing at the project location. While parking areas may be situated in various onsite
DEM-3 inland locations at a further distance from the beach, all formal existing parking is being retained onsite. Impacts related to moving public parking
back a couple hundred feet are not impacts falling under CEQA. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant impact. Note also mitigation
measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in response to Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include maximization
of parking.
This comment states that the proposed equestrian parking is inadequate and improperly designed. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1, EQ-
DEM-4 . ! .
2, and EQ-3 related to the amount, need, and design of the equestrian parking area.
The comment states that the proposed water troughs and ties are not necessary. The equestrian parking area was intentionally left open to
many different designs and configurations to allow for equestrian input in the design process. The applicant is considering leaving the entire
DEM-5 ’ b . - " . ! ) - .
parking area un-striped and open (like existing conditions) in order to accommodate many different types of vehicles and trailer setups. This
would allow equestrian users to design the parking area to best fit their needs.
DEM-6 This comment states that large non-equestrian vehicles will utilize the equestrian parking area. Please refer to Master Response EQ-10.
This comment relates to the agreement to provide equestrian parking at the project location at the close of Oso Flaco Lake to horses. Refer to
DEM-7 Master Response EQ-13, above. Also note that equestrian parking is not being removed from the site; an equestrian parking area sufficient to
accommodate 10 to 15 horse trailers has been proposed to retain this use.
This comment states that motor home owners that utilize onsite parking would not stay in the lodge. It is unclear how this comment relates to the
DEM-8 environmental analysis of the EIR. However, it is noted that motor home owners are more likely to stay in their motor homes than rent out other
accommodations.
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Comment

No. Response

The comment questions the need for a new hotel when several other area hotels are unoccupied. This is not an issue covered by CEQA. CEQA
only requires an analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with local plans, policies, and regulations. This project was found to be generally
in compliance with all applicable policies (Refer to Section 3.5, Environmental Setting — Consistency Analysis, and Table 3-1 for the Consistency
Analysis).

DEM-9

The comment questions the removal of state park land from the community who paid for it. The project does not propose the removal of state
park lands, but rather would result in better utilization of these lands through project design and public facility improvements. The project would
benefit public beach access in general, through added boardwalks and paths throughout the project, renovated picnic areas adjacent to the
dunes, access to a Meadow Creek natural area, interpretive sighage explaining the habitat values of the area, additional concessions in the form
of lower cost snack bar, outdoor seating, public parking, a public drop off area, and landscape enhancements to increases the aesthetic value of
the property.

DEM-10

This comment states that several people have requested that they be contacted to attend any discussions and/or public meetings regarding this
development, but were not contacted. The City has not conducted any additional public meetings or discussions on the project, and the project
is not expected to be agendized in front of the Planning Commission until July 2011. The City has complied with all public noticing and meeting
requirements under CEQA and the municipal code.

DEM-11

The comment refers to pictures taken at the project site, but the email did not contain any pictures attached. A response was sent to the
commenter requesting the pictures, but no response was received. The commenter states that there were as many as 17 large vehicles in the
dirt parking area and that most equestrians do not come to the beach when it is crowded. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2 regarding the
equestrian usage survey.

DEM-12

This comment states that motor homes and RVs utilize the dirt parking lot when they are unable to drive onto the beach. Please refer to Master

DEM-13 Response EQ-10.

The commenter expresses concern for adequate horse, motor home, and public parking. The proposed project has been designed to retain all
160 formal public parking spaces currently existing at the project location. Note also mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR),

which has been amended in response to Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR found this to be
an insignificant impact. Refer also to Master Responses EQ-1, EQ-2, and EQ-10 related to motor home and equestrian parking.

DEM-14

This comment questions the removal of public state park areas from public use. Please refer to the response to Comment No. DEM-10 and

DEM-15 Master Response EQ-6, above.
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Comment

No. Response

This comment challenges the amount of equestrian spaces being proposed in relation to existing needs. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-
1 and EQ-2, above, related to equestrian usage and spaces proposed. The commenter also states that if sufficient parking is not provided, their
DEM-16 health spa guests would be forced to go to Pismo Beach. While the City recognizes the importance of maintaining the local tax base and
providing amenities for the local citizens, the EIR did not find that the amount of parking proposed was insufficient. Refer to response to
Comment No. DEM-14, above.

DEM-17 This comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Refer to Master Response EQ-2, above.

The comment states that the project would result in the loss of state park land which citizens own. Note that local citizens do not “own” state

DEM-18 park land. That land is owned and managed by the state for the public benefit. Please refer to Master Response EQ-6 above.

This comment requests that the proposed project be formally presented to the public. The project has properly been through the CEQA-required
DEM-19 public comment period. This 30-day period provides all members of the public to participate in the process by submitting comments on the EIR
and project.
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LC-1

LC-2

LC-3

LC-4
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Linda Clarke, dated January 22, 2011

Comment

No. Response

This comment discusses the need for additional equestrian parking. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1 and EQ-2 related to the need and
number of spaces provided. The comment also states that the suggested parking location south of Grand Avenue is a good location where
LC-1 environmental impacts could be mitigated. The City and applicant agree and have brought forward this design because of the numerous benefit
of locating equestrian parking in this area. However, the EIR recommended an alternative location as the environmentally superior alternative to
avoid ESHAs and dune habitat. Refer to Master Response EQ-7, above.

This comment suggests an alternative location for equestrian parking north of the ranger station along Highway 1. Please refer to Master

LC-2 Response EQ-9, above.

The comment challenges the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2, above. Note that the survey
LC-3 included a period of over a month; therefore, it does not appear to be a last minute addition to the EIR. The EIR preparers do not believe a year-
long survey, with counts taken at morning, afternoon and night every single day is necessary to establish an estimated use of this parking lot.

This comment states that accommodation for disabled equestrians needs to be addressed. The EIR does not distinguish between disabled and
non-disabled equestrian parking needs. However, the project applicant is proposing to leave the equestrian area un-striped, much like existing

LC-4 conditions. This would enable any variety of trailer types and sizes to utilize the parking area. Refer also to Master Response EQ-3, above,
related to design and safety of the equestrian parking area.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Pamela Krahl, dated January 24, 2011

Comment

No. Response

The comment states that the project does not describe where beach visitors will park and be able to walk to the beach. The proposed project
has been designed to retain all 160 public parking spaces currently existing at the project location. While public parking has been relocated and
PK(a)-1 situated in various onsite location that may require beach goers to walk a further distance to reach the beach, this is not an impact that would be
considered significant for CEQA purposes. Note also mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in
response to Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant impact.

PK(a)-2 The comment questions the location of motor home and RV parking. Please refer to Master Response EQ-10, above.

This comment challenges the proposed equestrian parking area and alternatives analyzed in the EIR. CEQA requires a range of reasonable
alternatives to be analyzed in an EIR. The EIR is not required to discuss alternatives that are not feasible or that would result in greater
environmental impacts. The commenter states that alternative parking north of Grand Avenue would be inadequate. However, this space is of
PK(a)-3 equal size and provides equal flexibility as the proposed location south of Grand Avenue. The EIR concluded that the environmentally superior
alternative would be to locate equestrian parking in this location in order to avoid impacts to potential ESHA and dune habitat. This location
would provide 10 to 15 equestrian spaces. Please refer also to Master Response EQ-8 related to alternatives brought forward for analysis in the
EIR.

PK(a)-4 The comment challenges the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2, above.

This comment states that the proposed parking areas are too small and that 30,000 feet are needed. The commenter refers to the Equestrian
Design Guidebook for Trails, Trailheads and Campgrounds for references of equestrian parking design requirements. This document will be
PK(a)-5 forwarded to the City for their consideration. Please refer to responses to Comment Nos. PK(b)-1 and PK(b)-2, below, for responses to the
Guidebook and parking configuration sketch. Also refer to Master Responses EQ-1 and EQ-2 related to the number of equestrian spaces
needed/to be provided.

The comment states that, even with a 30,000 square foot parking area, there would still be the need for overflow parking at a nearby site. Please

PK(2)-6 refer to Master Responses EQ-1 and EQ-2, related to the need and number of equestrian spaces.

PK(a)-7 This comment refers to use of the equestrian parking area by other large vehicles and campers. Please refer to Master Response EQ-10.

The commenter questions the likelihood of the Coastal Commission’s approval of the equestrian parking area south of Grand Avenue and states
PK(a)-8 that details for the other alternative need to be made available. Please refer to Master Response EQ-7 related to the CCC'’s statements that they
will not support development in the dune area south of Grand Avenue and the EIR discussion of equestrian parking alternatives. Also note that
CEQA does not require alternatives to be analyzed with the same level of detail required for the proposed project components. If the CCC
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Comment
No. Response
rejects the proposed location, a new location and design could be commented on as part of the public hearing process.
The comment states that the management of drifting sand that may escape the retaining wall proposed should be addressed. Please refer to
Geology and Soils mitigation measure GS/mm-5, which addresses this concern:

PK(a)-9 “Prior to issuance of a grading permit for the equestrian parking area, the applicant shall include a retaining wall and fencing or other method, if
needed, along the interior perimeter of the parking area to retain sand and to act as a deterrent to equestrians and horses from crossing the fill
area to gain access to trails. The retaining wall shall be of sufficient height to reduce fill from falling back into the parking area.”
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Mary B. Reents SWCA Environmental Consultant RECEIVED JAN 27 201
1422 Monterey St Suite C200
San Luis Obispo, CA 93201

January 24, 2011

Mary B. Reents,

The City of Grover Beach is collaborating with the State park officials in
planning a Lodge and Conference Center (LCC) at the corner of Grand and

Hwy 1.

We became aware of this plan and noticed that the city is reducing the
number of parking spaces for parking. After reviewing the Environmental PLM-1
Impact Report (EIR) we noticed they were reducing all parking and limiting
everyone's access to the beach. The LCC will have a large parking lot for
their guest.

We are not happy that this development is removing areas devoted for public
State Park Lands and leasing it to a commercial developer in an area which
is growing rapidly and needs more parking spaces not less, We are
concerned about using public park land to build a commercial resort.

PLM-2

The project does not show adequate horse parking, motor home parking, or | PLM-3
parking for local citizens who wish to access the beach. This concerns us
about the overall planning for this proposed project. The idea of removing | PLM-4
public State Park areas from public use is unacceptable. This issue limits
access to the beach, and our land and park will be gone. Where will the dog |

walkers, joggers, walkers, bike riders, and horse riders park? PLM-5

We do not approve the City of Grover Beach plan for the Lodge and | PLM-6

Conference Center or the use of State park land for this use.

Sincerely,

== X S z -
o R S %L«

Patricia L. Mensing

E-mail: plmensing@yahoo.com
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Response to Letter from Patricia L. Mensing, dated January 24, 2011

Comment

No. Response

The commenter states that the project will reduce parking for all uses at the site. The proposed project has been designed to retain all 160 public
parking spaces currently existing at the project location. The project also proposes a separate parking area for equestrian uses. Note also
mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in response to Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include
LML maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant impact.

The project would also protect and enhance public access to the beach through added boardwalks and paths throughout the complex, renovated
picnic areas adjacent to the dunes, access to a Meadow Creek natural area, interpretive signage explaining the habitat values of the area,
additional concessions, outdoor seating, public parking, a public drop off area, and landscape enhancements to increase the aesthetic value of
the property.

The comment objects to the taking public lands out of public use and leasing it to a commercial developer. Please refer to Master Response EQ-

PLM-2 6 related to the commercial leasing of state park lands.

This comment states that the project does not show adequate parking for equestrians, motor homes, or local citizens. The proposed project has
been designed to retain all 160 formal public parking spaces currently existing at the project location. The project also proposes a separate
parking area for equestrian uses. Note also mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in response to
Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant impact.

PLM-3

PLM-4 This comment objects to the use of public lands for commercial purposes. Refer to Master Response EQ-6, above.

The commenter asks where public beach users will park. The proposed project has been designed to retain all 160 public parking spaces
currently existing at the project location. The project also proposes a separate parking area for equestrian uses. While these spaces are
PLM-5 reconfigured and situated in several onsite locations and would require users to walk a greater distance to the beach, this does not rise to the
level of a significant impact covered by CEQA. Note also mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in
response to Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant impact.

The commenter opposes the project and the use of state park land for this use. Refer to Master Response EQ-6 and responses to Comment

PLM-6 Nos. PLM-1 through PLM-5, above.
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MEM-2
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Response to Email from Mark and Ellen Morris, dated January 24, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
MEM-1 This comment objects to the use of public state park lands for commercial development. Please refer to Master Response EQ-6, above.

The comment recommends using the land for more parking rather than for the proposed lodge and conference center facilities. This comment
does not make substantive comments on the environmental analysis in the EIR, but will be forwarded on the City for their consideration. The city
MEM-2 is required to balance a large variety of public objectives in approving/permitting projects. The City will take this and other comments into
consideration when making their decision on whether or not to approve this project. However, the desire to use the land for other purposes is
not an issue that requires discussion under CEQA.
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JP-2
JP-3
JP-4
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Response to Email from Jackie Pamplona, dated January 24, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
JP-1 This comment relates to the design requirements for equestrian parking. Please refer to Master Response EQ-3.
JP-2 This comment states that equestrians typically ride in the mornings. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
IP3 The comment discusses out-of-town users who ride at Pismo State Beach and contribute to the local tax base. Please refer to the discussion of
out-of-area users in Master Response EQ-2.
JP-4 The comment reiterates the need for adequate parking for equestrians. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1.
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SSa-1

SSa-2
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Response to Email from Steve Sassoon, dated January 24, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
SSa-1 This comment challenges the use of public state park lands for commercial uses. Please refer to Master Response EQ-6, above.

The comment recommends using the land for additional parking rather than the proposed lodge and conference facilities. This comment does
not make substantive comments on the environmental analysis in the EIR, but will be forwarded on the City for their consideration. The city is
SSa-2 required to balance a large variety of public objectives in approving/permitting projects. The City will take this and other comments into
consideration when making their decision on whether or not to approve this project. However, the desire to use the land for other purposes is
not an issue that requires discussion under CEQA.
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SGC-5
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Response to Letter from Superior Guest Care Inc. dba Fin’s Seafood Restaurant, Pismo Beach Golf Course,

dated January 24, 2011

Comment
No.

Response

SGC-1

The comment raises issues associated with flooding of Meadow Creek. Please refer to the response to Comment No. Caltrans-2 through
Caltrans-6, above.

SGC-2

The comment states that the parking area adjacent to Fin's Restaurant does not provide adequate parking and that there is no exclusively
enforceable parking for Fin’s customers competing against other beach users. Approximately 40-52parking spaces are proposed directly
adjacent to Fin’s. This parking area would be for short-term parking, principally for the restaurant. However, the amount of parking for the
restaurant will be determined by State Parks as part of the concession contract. All other public parking has been retained under the proposed
project, but has been reconfigured and situated at various onsite locations. These public users will be required to walk a greater distance to the
beach and/or Fin's; however, this is not an impact that would rise to the level of significance under CEQA. This amount of parking is considered
sufficient to accommodate Fin’s customers under average conditions, and impacts are considered less than significant under CEQA thresholds.

SGC-3

The comment raises the issue related to the overflow parking that currently exists in the dirt lot, and claims that parking is not being preserved
with the proposed project. The project has included 160 public parking spots to retain existing formal parking at the site consistent with LCP
requirements. The project also includes a separate equestrian parking area that is intended to replace the equestrian parking in the adjacent dirt
lot. However, the State Park parking survey (Appendix F of the EIR) found that non-equestrian vehicles also use this lot for overflow parking,
particularly on peak days and holidays. The survey identified as many as 23 vehicles in the lot over Labor Day weekend.

Although State Parks has historically allowed parking in this area, no formal right to park has ever existed at this location. State Parks is under
no obligation to provide, protect, or maintain parking at its current capacity at this location. The City and project applicant have taken
considerable effort in preserving onsite parking and have met all requirements of the LCP.

The EIR preparers recognize that this parking use may not entirely be preserved by the project, which has proposed approximately 37,00021,000
square feet for equestrian trailer parking as well as pull through spaces within the public and lodge parking areas that would accommodate other
oversized vehicles. However, this is not an impact that would rise to a level of significance under CEQA thresholds. Ultimately, this is a policy
decision in which the City must balance potential adverse impacts against all beneficial aspects of the proposed project.

SGC-4

This comment reiterates the commenter’s belief that proposed parking is inadequate. Note that the information relating to parking conditions on
Martin Luther King weekend, while useful in gauging peak usage, constitutes the maximum peak usage and congestion at the site. The EIR
does not aim to design improvements for this specific condition, but rather mitigates project impacts to accommodate reasonable demand on
most days under normal circumstances. State Parks has monitored and maintained this parking area for many years. Based on their
observations, the proposed parking would be sufficient to accommodate typical demand on most days. Please refer to the response to SGC-2
and SGC-3, above, for additional information.
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Comment
No.

Response

SGC-5

The comment states that traffic flow from Grand Avenue and Highway 1 is currently extremely congested. The EIR calculated Level of Service
levels for this intersection, and concluded that the intersection currently operates at LOS B (LOS levels range from LOS A to LOS F, with LOS A
being the best traffic conditions and LOS F representing major traffic constraints). With implementation of the proposed project, the Highway
1/Grand Avenue intersection would operate at LOS B to C during peak hours. This level of service meets the target LOS for this intersection
established by the Grover Beach Circulation Element (LOS C). Therefore, the project is not expected to push traffic at the intersection to
unacceptable levels. Re-striping of lanes at this intersection has been proposed to reduce confusion and improve traffic conditions. This is
considered an insignificant impact.

The comment pornts out that entry onto Le Sage Drrve is dangerous and recommends upgrades to exrstrng condrtrons Iranspertatren—and

aeeess—Refer to Sectlon 4.8.5, Transportatron/Traffrc — Project- Specrfrc Impacts and Mltlgatron Measures of the EIR.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Ann Crain, dated January 25, 2011

Comment

No. Response

This comment relates to the removal of state park lands from public use and leasing for commercial development. Please refer to Master

AC-1 Response EQ-6.

The comment recommends using the land for additional parking rather than the proposed lodge and conference facilities. This comment does
not make substantive comments on the environmental analysis in the EIR, but will be forwarded on the City for their consideration. The City is
AC-2 required to balance a large variety of public objectives in approving/permitting projects. The City will take this and other comments into
consideration when making their decision on whether or not to approve this project. However, the desire to use the land for other purposes is
not an issue that requires discussion under CEQA.

This comment states that the project does not show adequate parking for equestrians, motor homes, or local citizens. The proposed project has
been designed to retain all 160 public parking spaces currently existing at the project location. The project also proposes a separate parking

AC-3 area for equestrian uses. Note also mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in response to
Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant impact.
AC-4 This comment objects to the use of public lands for commercial purposes. Refer to Master Response EQ-6, above.

The commenter asks where public beach users will park. The proposed project has been designed to retain all 160 public parking spaces
currently existing at the project location. The project also proposes a separate parking area for equestrian uses. While these spaces are

AC-5 reconfigured and situated in several onsite locations and would require users to walk a greater distance to the beach, this does not rise to the
level of a significant impact covered by CEQA. Note also mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in
response to Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant impact.

AC-6 The commenter states that on Friday, January 22, 2011, there were 11 vehicles in the dirt lot. Refer to Master Response EQ-2.

AC-7 This comment addresses the size and spacing needed in an equestrian parking area. Please refer to Master Response EQ-3.

This comment requests that access to Pismo State Beach not be restricted through inadequate parking. Please refer to the response to

AC-8 Comment No. AC-5, above, and Master Response EQ-1.
AC-9 The commenter opposes the project and the use of state park land for this use. Refer to Master Response EQ-6 and responses to Comment
Nos. PLM-1 through PLM-5, above.
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January 25, 2011

Gail Kemble; Gailkemble@acol.com

Broker Associate, Century 21 Hometown Realty, Pismo Beach

Owner Rainhow Ventures Property Management

Member of CMA

Member of Pismo Beach Chamber of Commerce

Member of Ride Nipome, Longriders, West Coast Recky Mountain Horse Club
President of Thundering Hooves of the Central Coast

825 Bear Canyon Lane, Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

805-440-5708

RE: The Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Grover Beach Lodge
and Conference Center; Equestrian Survey reflecting # of parking spaces
allecated te riders.

To Whom It May Concern:

Good afterncon,

As you can see from my letterhead abeve, | am a member of various riding clubs as well as other
organizations on the Central Coast and have been since 1996. So | feel my experience with both public
interest as well as my own should be heard in regards to the proposed staging area for equestrians at
the end of Grand Avenue in Grover Beach.

As a full time real estate agent, | have been one of the top producers of Century 21 Hometown Realty
for many years. | specialize in listing both beach and ranch properties. | can absolutely assure you that
one of the reasons equestrians move here and even rent our beach houses in the Oceano Strand area is
1o be ahle to utilize the heach as one of their main places to ride and enjoy the Central Coast. Evenif|
sell homes all the way to Paso Robles and as far south as Santa Barbara, one of the main draws for
these horse lovers is to be able to trailer up to Grover Beach, have a safe place to park their rigs, and
oftentimes stay for lunch, thereby spending their meney at the local restaurants .

GK-1

In addition, | manage 8 heach houses in the Oceane Strand area as vacation rentals. We have literally
thousands of tourists that rent these houses, hringing thousands of dollars of revenue into the area.
Many of them bring their horses and trailers with them, knowing there is a safe place to park with their
animals. Inaddition, there is a new County rule as of November, 2010, that states that guests staying
less than 30 days now have to pay an 11% bed tax to the County.

On any given day, there could be as many as 20-25 herse trailers parked in the area that is currently
used for that purpese at the end of Grand. | have Just hecome a member of CMA and | am now starting
to make a log of the number of trailers, trucks, RV's and the actual number of horses from each trailer. |
alone have 4 horses and 2 trailers and many times, | have all of them at the beach at cne time along
with a lot of other people who do the same thing. There is one individual who brings his & horse trailer
to the beach and rents his horses to designated guests and takes them for rides up and down the heach.
His truck and trailer alone take up a large space for parking.

The most important thing is safety for the pecple and their animals. Many members of the horse
community even avoid riding in the afternoon because of the wind and the late afternoon weekends
when there is a mass exodus of RVs and trailers coming up the end of Grand from the beach. These
vehicles many times pull over into the current parking area and sometimes frighten the horses with their
loud metors and roudy pecple. Again, safety is a huge concern for everyone.

The space you are allotting for trailers is totally unreascnable.  Just this merning, | was riding at The
Woodlands which is right off Highway 1 and berders Nipomo. Many equestrians ride there. It was very
prudent of the County to designate some space for the trailers to park at the entrance to the trailheads.
However, again, whoever designed the parking spaces didn’t consider the fact that when veu have a
horse trailer and truck, a certain amount of space is necessary to just pull into the designated space.
Then you have to consider when you have the horses out of the trailer, tied to the sides of the trailer,
there is ancther amount of space that is needed to SAFELY tie a horse not to interfere with the horse
tied from the adjacent trailer. | am attaching 5 pictures that | tock this merning to make my point.
There is no way that it can be considered safe for either the horse or the rider to put these 1,000-plus
pound animals on top of each other, especially when people and their horses have never ridden
together and the horses have never seen each other. That is danger in the making and an accident
waiting to happen.

As you can clearly see, when you have a horse trailer and a truck pulling it, you need the length to fit
both vehicles in a designated parking spot. Then you need at least the equivalent of 3 parking spaces
between the rigs to safely tie up the herses and be able to even walk hehind them. On top of that, you
alse need the turning radius to be able to turn your truck, pulling your trailer out of the space to exit.

Taking into account hew many cars are already on Highway 1 and the amount of cars that go up and
down Grand and Pier ento the beach, oftentimes pulling their giant trailers with 4-wheel vehicles, and
now compeunding the fact that there won't be a large enough space for equestrians to park their trucks
and rigs SAFELY, | think there are going to be massive traffic jams and accidents created because of the
fact you want to take up so much space for parking at a convention center/hotel facility that is not going
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Response to Comments

to be utilized full time. | am sure you realize this is a vacation/retirement community.  As a Realter, |

can assure you that the 5 Cities area is based a lot on tourism. While | believe you will get a lot of GK-7
tourists and will book your convention center, | den’t think it is fair that you disregard the needs and

safety of the local equestrian community as we have supported this area for vears.

| suggest you designate the area equivalent to at least 30 spaces to accommeodate at least 10 trucks and
trailers in order to be able to SAFELY park, mount, dismeunt, reload and exit without accidents

GK-8
OCCUrring.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Gail Kemble
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Response to Letter from Gail Kemble, dated January 25, 2011

Comment

No. Response

The comment discusses the commenter’s participation in various equestrian groups as well as the economic benefit derived by the City and San

CGK-1 Luis Obispo County from equestrians. Please refer to Master Response EQ-11.

The commenter states that there could be as many as 20-25 horse trailers parked in the dirt lot at the end of Grand Avenue. Please refer to

GK-2 Master Responses EQ-1 and EQ-2 above.

The comment discusses the various sizes, capacities, and combinations of horse trailers that use the existing parking area. Please refer to

CK-3 Master Response EQ-3 related to design of the proposed equestrian parking area.

This comment expresses safety concerns related to riding at the beach, but does not make substantive comments on the EIR or environmental

GK-4 analysis of the project. The City recognizes and commends the equestrian community’s commitment to maintaining a safe environment.

GK-5 This comment discusses the spacing needed to safely accommodate horse trailer parking and staging. Please refer to Master Response EQ-3.

The comment states that the project would likely result in massive traffic jams. Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to
transportation/traffic were analyzed in Section 4.8, Transportation/Traffic, of the EIR. The EIR recognized several traffic impacts that would result
from the proposed project, including impacts along Highway 1 and Grand Avenue. Most of those impacts can be mitigated to less than
significant levels through the implementation of recommended mitigation measures. However, impacts to two intersections in Pismo Beach were
determined to be significant and unavoidable due to the infeasibility of mitigation at these locations. The City of Grover Beach does not have the
authority to require improvements within the city limits of Pismo Beach. The City of Pismo Beach has indicated that they did not want to pursue
GK-6 improvements at these intersections at this time and Caltrans did not comment on the potential impacts to Pismo Beach intersections.

For projects which would result in significant environmental impacts that cannot be avoided, CEQA requires that the lead agency balance the
benefits of these projects against the unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve the projects. If the benefits of these
projects outweigh the unavoidable impacts, those impacts may be considered acceptable (CEQA Guidelines §15093[a]). The proposed project
will provide many benefits to the area, including increased beach access and amenities, improved utilization and revitalization of an important
visitor-serving area located in the central core area of the City, increased social benefits through an enhanced beachfront experience, and an
economic benefit derived from onsite concessions.

The commenter states that the tourist draw that would result from the proposed project should not come at the cost of disregarding local

GK-7 equestrians. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1, EQ-2, EQ-4, and EQ-6.
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Comment
No. Response
The commenter recommends providing sufficient space to accommodate at least 10 trailers with sufficient room to safely park, mount, dismount,
reload, and exit without accidents. The project has proposed 10 to 15 equestrian parking spaces, and has left the specific design of the spaces
GK-8 ' o L X ; I . . ! ; : - o
undefined at this time to allow equestrian input and guidance in designing this area to best fit their needs. The project applicant is considering
leaving the area un-striped, much like existing conditions, so that it could accommodate any number of situations.
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DLS-1

DLS-2

DLS-3
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Response to Phone Call from Doug Le Sage, dated January 25, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

This comment introduces the phone call received from the commenter, and his desire to make verbal comments on the project. The commenter

DLS-1 states that he is opposed to the proposed project. The commenter’s opposition is noted, but no specific substantive comments on the EIR are
included, so no further response is necessary.

The comment states that the proposed accessway along Le Sage Drive is improper because this is a private road. State Parks was granted an
DLS-2 easement across Le Sage Drive concurrently with the transfer of the project location property in a deed dated December 10, 1971. Please refer
to the response to Comment No. LSE-1, below, for additional information.

DLS-3 The commenter advised that formal comments would be submitted through his attorney at Andre, Morris & Buttery. Such comments were
received and have been addressed in Comment Nos. LSE-1 through LSE-22, below.
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BHC-8

BHC-9

BHC-10
‘ BHC-1
| BHC-2
| BHC-3
| BHC-4
| BHC-5
| BHC-6
BHC-7
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Response to Letter from Bill Chaides, Backcountry Horsemen of California, dated January 26, 2011

Comment

No. Response

BHC-1 The comment describes the proposed project. As it makes no specific substantive comments on the EIR, no further response is necessary.

The comment states that the project reduces all parking and limits everyone’s access to the beach. The proposed project has been designed to
retain all 160 public parking spaces currently existing at the project location consistent with LCP requirements. The project also proposes a
separate parking area for equestrian uses. Note also mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in
response to Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant impact.

BHC-2 The project would also protect and enhance public access to the beach through added boardwalks and paths throughout the site, renovated

picnic areas adjacent to the dunes, access to a Meadow Creek natural area, interpretive signage explaining the habitat values of the area,
outdoor seating, public parking, a public drop off area, and landscape enhancements to increase the aesthetic value of the property.

Please refer to Master Response EQ-4, above, for additional information.

This comment states that the project does not show adequate parking for equestrians, motor homes, or local citizens. The proposed project has
been designed to retain all 160 public parking spaces currently existing at the project location consistent with LCP requirements. The project
BHC-3 also proposes a separate parking area for equestrian uses. Note also mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been
amended in response to Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant
impact.

The comment states that removing public state park lands from public use will limit access to the beach. All 160 existing parking spaces will be
retained in the proposed project design consistent with LCP requirements, and a separate parking area for equestrian users has also been
BHC-4 proposed. The project would also protect and enhance public access to the beach through added boardwalks and paths throughout the site,
renovated picnic areas adjacent to the dunes, access to a Meadow Creek natural area, interpretive signage explaining the habitat values of the
area, outdoor seating, public parking, a public drop off area, and landscape enhancements to increase the aesthetic value of the property.

This comment discusses the space needed between horse trailers to safely accommodate the horses and riders. Please refer to Master

BHC-5 Response EQ-3 related to the design and safety of the proposed equestrian parking area.
BHC-6 This comment relates to motor homes utilizing the proposed equestrian parking. Please refer to Master Response EQ-10.
BHC-7 This comment relates to the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey in determining actual existing usage. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-2.
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Comment

No. Response

The comment states that equestrians have used this site for parking since the closure of Oso Flaco Lake to horses in 1982. Please refer to

BHC-8 Master Responses EQ-4 and EQ-13.

The comment states equestrian usage is sometime five to 10 trailers, but can be between 10 and 20 rigs. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-
1 and EQ-2 related to the amount of spaces proposed. Note also that the City and State Parks has taken considerable consideration in
protecting equestrian use of this site, although no formal policy, provision or agreement has ever granted equestrians the formal right to utilize
this area for parking.

BHC-9

This comment concerns overflow use that would occur at the project site and states that this need should be accommodated. The project has
included 160 public parking spots to retain existing formal parking at the site consistent with LCP requirements. The project also includes a
separate equestrian parking area that is intended to replace the equestrian parking in the adjacent dirt lot as well as pull through parking within
public and lodge lots to accommodate other oversized vehicles. However, the State Park parking survey (Appendix F of the EIR) found that non-
equestrian vehicles use this lot for overflow parking, particularly on peak days and holidays. The survey identified as many as 23 vehicles in the
lot over Labor Day weekend.

BHC-10 Although State Parks has historically allowed parking in this area, no formal right to park has ever existed at this location. State Parks is under

no obligation to provide, protect, or maintain parking at its current capacity at this location. The City and project applicant have taken
considerable effort in preserving onsite parking.

The EIR preparers recognize that this parking use may not entirely be preserved by the project, which has proposed approximately 37,00021,000
square feet for trailer parking. However, this is not an impact that would rise to a level of significance under CEQA thresholds. Ultimately, this is
a policy decision in which the City must balance potential adverse impacts against all beneficial aspects of the proposed project.
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Response to Email from Kathleen Deragon, dated January 26, 2011

Comment
Response
No.
KD-1 The comment concerns the removal of public state park land for commercial purposes. Please refer to Master Response EQ-6.

The comment recommends that the site be used for more parking rather than the proposed lodge and conference facilities. This comment does
not make substantive comments on the environmental analysis in the EIR, but will be forwarded on the City for their consideration. The City is
required to balance a large variety of public objectives in approving/permitting projects. The City will take this and other comments into

KD-2 consideration when making their decision on whether or not to approve this project. However, the desire to use the land for other purposes is
not an issue that requires discussion under CEQA.

The comment also concerns aesthetic impacts and beach access. Please refer to responses to Comment Nos. CCC-10 and Master Response
EQ-4, above.
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CK-1

CK-2

CK-3

CK-4
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Response to Email from Carol Kennedy, dated January 26, 2011

Comment

No. Response

CK-1 The comment concerns the loss of equestrian parking in the dirt lot. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1.

The commenter states that it is not possible to park on the sandy beach because of the trailer weight and traction concerns. The inability of
CK-2 some equestrian trailers to park on the beach is noted. The comment does not make specific substantive comments on the EIR; no further
response is necessary.

The commenter expresses concern that the ability to ride on the beach will be lost due to the inability to park. Please refer to Master Responses

CK-3 EQ-1 and EQ-2 related to the number of spaces needed and being proposed.

The comment states that a hotel/conference center is not appropriate for this location. This location is a significant component of the City’s
visitor-serving downtown/beachfront area, and a vital component of the City's goal to revitalize this area and provide connectivity to adjacent
CK-4 shops, restaurants, and other concessions. The site is currently being underutilized and would be improved through site design and
improvement of visitor-serving beach amenities. Please refer to the response to Comment No. CCC-10 above, as well as Master Response EQ-
6.
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Mr. Bruce Buckingham : //1} . / “

Community Development Director
City of Grover Beach
C/0 Mary B.Reents SWCA Environmental Consultants

RE: Equestrienne Parking

Dear Sir:

The proposed parking is of course no solution whatsoever. It does appear to be a hastily | MJA-1
drafted halfhearted stab at placating some people while giving the developers the final say.

Once that piece of property is gone it will never come back; much as our famous clams and the | MJA-2

snowy plover.

This matter is clearly not ready for resolution and the hasty push towards a haphazard solution
smacks of yet another land give away. The equestrienne community represents the “quiet MJA-3
users” of the area; the nature watchers/walkers/animal lovers who support this community in a
steady and solid manner. We don’t have the flash and noise of the gas/wheel community who
use the beach but we are just as important. | have been riding and walking on this beach for
over twenty years. | am a member of this community since 1988 and a previous resident of
Grover Beach.

I believe the current plan could destroy a part of this community that gives intangible values
and is part of the draw from all over the country to our beautiful coast. As we all say, “We live MJA-4
in paradise”. Why are you in such a hurry to destroy yet another piece of our community and
give in to "development” at any price?

What is the big hurry? As my grandmother used to say. “Marry in haste, repent in leisure”. | MJIA-5
Once you give this piece away—it is gone forever. | think you need to take more time; look for

better alternatives and consider the future; not the immediate present. Your current plan will MJIA-6
eventually force riders off the beach. Is that the plan? One hopes not. | :

Respectfully,

™ -./
e Abln L ——
/zlﬁnénﬁ.’ﬁh/ffb

' 4

1216 ﬁ’uasna Road
Arroyo Grande, Ca 93420
805-441-4124 X3 =42 F= 472

Q0 M. Cubwadlon

NMLiindo © AUl , Cong
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Response to Letter from Mary Jane Alumbaugh, dated January 27, 2011

Comment
No.

Response

MJA-1

The comment states that the proposed parking is no solution, and constitutes a halfhearted stab at placating some people while allowing the
developer the final say on parking in the area. The comment makes no specific substantive comments on the EIR or environmental analysis and
no further response is necessary.

MJA-2

The comment references the snowy plover and Pismo clams, and states that once the property is gone it will never come back. The proposed
project does not result in the take or removal of any land. The current site is being underutilized and is a significant component to the City’'s
downtown/beachfront visitor-serving area. Project design and revitalization of the onsite recreational amenities will improve beach access and
recreational activities at the site.

MJA-3

The comment states that the project is not ready for resolution and has been hastily pushed towards a haphazard solution. However, according
to relevant City and Coastal Commission documents, a lodge and conference facility has been planned at this location since the early 1980s.

The comment also provides a background on the quiet equestrian users of this site. The EIR has recognized their use, and equestrian uses are
the only recreational use singled out for specific attention in the EIR. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1 and EQ-4.

MJA-4

This comment questions the purported decision to destroy a piece of the community and give in to development. CEQA recognizes that in
determining whether and how a project should be approved, a public agency has an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including
economic, environmental, and social factors and in particular the goal of providing a decent home and satisfying living environment for every
Californian (CEQA Guidelines §15021(d)). Nevertheless, potential impacts on a particular recreational use at a particular location as a result of a
proposed project do not fall within the CEQA framework. This impact is not necessarily one that impacts the physical environment, which is what
CEQA is intended to protect. This issue is a policy issue, whereby the City must consider balancing this interest with all others at issue in
considering and/or planning the development of this project.

This comment has been forwarded to the City for their consideration. Refer also to Master Response EQ-6, related to the leasing of State Park
lands to a commercial developer.

MJA-5

This comment recommends delaying development of this property and considers the project a land giveaway. As stated above, this
development of a lodge facility at this location has been discussed for approximately 30 years. The project does not “giveaway” any property. It
serves to better utilize this property, which has remained underutilized and vacant despite its importance to Grover Beach’s downtown/beachfront
visitor-serving area. Refer also to Master Response EQ-6, above, related to the leasing of State Park lands to a commercial developer.

MJA-6

The comment states that the project will eventually force riders off the beach. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1 and EQ-4.
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LB-2
LB-3

LB-4
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Response to Email from Leann Bettencourt, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

LB-1 The commenter provides a history of her equestrian use of the location. As the comment does not contain substantive comments or questions
related to the EIR, no further response is necessary.

LB-2 The comment relates to the adequacy of five equestrian parking spaces. Please refer to Master Response EQ-5.

LB-3 This comment states that plenty of space is needed to tie horses to the sides of trailers. Please refer to Master Response EQ-3.

LB-4 The comment concerns the preservation of convenient and safe access to the beach. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1, EQ-2, EQ-3, and
EQ-4.
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MMB-1

MMB-2

MMB-3

MMB-4
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Response to Letter from Marney Montgomery Briggs, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

This comment discusses communications by the Coastal Commission that no development in the dunes south of Grand Avenue would be

MMB-1
allowed. Please refer to Master Response EQ-7.

MMB-2 This comment relates to the re-alignment of Grand Avenue alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

MMB-3 This comment discusses a suggested alternative brought forward by equestrians north of the ranger station along Highway 1. Please refer to
Master Response EQ-9.

MMB-4 The comment challenges the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
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PC-1
PC-2
PC-3
PC-4
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Response to Email from Patti Chambers, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

PC-1 This comment states that horse trailer parking is inadequate and will inhibit equestrians’ ability to access the beach for riding. Please refer to
Master Responses EQ-1, EQ-2, and EQ-4.

PC-2 The comment discusses the need for a safe amount of space between vehicles to accommodate horses, riders and other vehicles. Please refer
to Master Response EQ-3.
This comment challenges the replacement of long-established equestrian parking with a “humongous event center.” CEQA recognizes that in
determining whether and how a project should be approved, a public agency has an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including
economic, environmental, and social factors and in particular the goal of providing a decent home and satisfying living environment for every
Californian (CEQA Guidelines §15021(d)). Nevertheless, potential impacts on a particular recreational use at a particular location as a result of a

PC-3 proposed project do not fall within the CEQA framework. This impact is not necessarily one that impacts the physical environment, which is what
CEQA is intended to protect. This issue is a policy issue, whereby the City must consider balancing this interest with all others at issue in
considering and/or planning the development of this project.
This comment has been forwarded to the City for their consideration.

PC-4 This comment states that the project is too large of a structure for this location. Please refer to the response to Comment No. CCC-10.
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Response to Letter from Anne R Dunbar, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

This comment discusses communications by the Coastal Commission that no development in the dunes south of Grand Avenue would be

ARD-1
allowed. Please refer to Master Response EQ-7.

ARD-2 This comment relates to the re-alignment of Grand Avenue alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

ARD-3 This comment discusses a suggested alternative brought forward by equestrians north of the ranger station along Highway 1. Please refer to
Master Response EQ-9.

ARD-4 The comment challenges the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
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CJF(b)-1

CJIF(b)-2

CJF(b)-3
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Response to Email from CJ Foglietta, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

This comment addresses communications by the Coastal Commission that no development in the dunes south of Grand Avenue would be

CJF(b)-1
allowed. Please refer to Master Response EQ-7.

CJF(b)-2 The comment points out that Grand Avenue was recently re-paved. No further response is necessary.

CJF(b)-3 This comment relates to the re-alignment of Grand Avenue alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.
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FOD-1

FOD-2

FOD-2
(cont'd)

FOD-3

FOD-4

FOD-5

FOD-6

FOD-7

FOD-8

FOD-9
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Unfortunately, we feel the development, as written, is having a direct negative. ,
impact on the public’s use of the park. FOD-9 (cont’'d)

Sincerely,

s ﬁ;
Jim Suty

President — Friends of Oceano Dunes

OHV Representative on the Oceano Dunes
SVRA Technical Review Team

CC: Tom Roth
FoOD BOD

Friends of Oceana Dunes is 2 501 (c)(3) California Maot-for-Pro fit Public Benefit Corporation, comprised of
over 28,040 supparters. We represent businesses, envirormentalists, equestrians, campers, ishermen,
farnilies and o ff-road enthusiasts who enjoy the benefits of Public Access through Responsible Recreation at
the Oceano Dunes State Vehicular Recreation Area (ODSVRA). We want to maintain Access Far Alll

Page 3 of 3
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Response to Letter from Friends of the Oceano Dunes, dated January 27, 2011

Comment

No. Response

This comment introduces the Friends of Oceano Dunes organization and its comments on the proposed project. No further response is
necessary.

FOD-1

This comment addresses the need for a large area for RVs to stop as they enter and exit the park. Several portions of the main public and lodge
parking areas have been designed to allow large RVs, motor homes and other oversized vehicles room to pull through two spaces and park. All
FOD-2 160 existing parking spaces have been retained by project design consistent with LCP requirements.

The ultimate design and layout of the project lies with the decision of the City in consultation with State Parks. No significant environmental
impacts associated with RV parking were identified. This comment has been forwarded to the City for its consideration.

This comment addresses traffic impacts associated with relocation of the RV sewer dump station. Project-specific and cumulative impacts
related to transportation/traffic were analyzed in Section 4.8, Transportation/Traffic, of the EIR. The EIR recognized several traffic impacts that
would result from the proposed project, including impacts along Highway 1, Grand Avenue and several Pismo Beach intersections. Most of
those impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels through the implementation of recommended mitigation measures. However,
impacts to several intersections in Pismo Beach were determined to be significant and unavoidable due to the infeasibility of mitigation at these
locations. The City of Grover Beach does not have the authority to require improvements within the city limits of Pismo Beach and the City of
Pismo Beach has indicated that they did not want to pursue improvements at these intersections at this time. Both the City of Pismo Beach and

Caltrans declined to comment on this issue.
FOD-3

For projects which would result in significant environmental impacts that cannot be avoided, CEQA requires that the lead agency balance the
benefits of these projects against the unavoidable environmental risks in determining whether to approve the projects. If the benefits of these
projects outweigh the unavoidable impacts, those impacts may be considered acceptable (CEQA Guidelines §15093[a]). The proposed project
will provide many benefits to the area, including increased beach access and amenities, improved utilization and revitalization of an important
visitor-serving area located in the central core area of the City, increased social benefits through an enhanced beachfront experience, and an
economic benefit derived from onsite concessions.

This comment has been forwarded to the City for its consideration.

FOD-4 Refer to the response to Comment No. FOD-3, above.

FOD-5 Refer to the response to Comment No. FOD-3, above.

This comment recommends an expanded equestrian parking area to accommodate RVs and a large RV dump station. The EIR evaluated
FOD-6 impacts associated with development in the dune area south of Grand Avenue and determined that impacts to biological resources would occur.
The EIR recommended in the environmentally superior alternative that the equestrian parking be relocated north of Grand Avenue within the
main parking area. Several portions of the main public parking area have been designed to allow large RVs and motor homes room to pull
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Comment
No.

Response

through two spaces and park.

The ultimate design and layout of the project lies with the decision of the City in consultation with State Parks. No significant environmental
impacts associated with RV parking were identified. This comment has been forwarded to the City for its consideration.

FOD-7

The comment relates to potential short-term traffic impacts associated with construction of the proposed project. Short-term construction impacts
generally do not rise to a level of significant under CEQA due to their limited nature. Construction activities will be subject to standard Caltrans
and City measures to mitigate any potential impacts to the extent feasible.

FOD-8

The comment recommends development of a long-term strategy to improve beach access parking and public facilities. The project would protect
and enhance public access to the beach and dunes through added boardwalks and paths throughout the site, renovated picnic areas adjacent to
the dunes, access to a Meadow Creek natural area, interpretive signage explaining the habitat values of the area, outdoor seating, public
parking, a public drop off area, and landscape enhancements to increase the aesthetic value of the property. RV and equestrian parking has
been retained at levels that are considered by the EIR preparers to be sufficient for average usage.

FOD-9

This comment refers to the Public Resources Code (5003.02.1) and states that the development would have a negative impact on the public’s
use of the park. The legislature, in this statute, found and declared that the development would not impact the resources or the public’s use of
the state park and that the land proposed to be developed was suitable for commercial development. The EIR concluded that recreational
resources would be protected.

Please also refer to Master Response EQ-4.
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SG-2
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SG-4

SG-5
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Response to Letter from Stephanie Greene, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
SG-1 This comment relates to the re-alignment of Grand Avenue alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.
SG-2 This comment discusses communications by the Coastal Commission that no development in the dunes south of Grand Avenue would be
allowed. Please refer to Master Response EQ-7.
SG-3 The comment states that the only goal is building a bulky, massive project and that no regard has been taken in respect to the equestrian parking

area. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1, EQ-7, EQ-12, and EQ-13.

The comment states that the project is a step towards “LosAngelezation” of the area. CEQA recognizes that in determining whether and how a
project should be approved, a public agency has an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and
social factors and in particular the goal of providing a decent home and satisfying living environment for every Californian (CEQA Guidelines
§15021(d)). Nevertheless, potential impacts on a particular sport at a particular location as a result of a proposed project do not fall within the
SG-4 CEQA framework. This impact is not necessarily one that impacts the physical environment, which is what CEQA is intended to protect. This
issue is more of a planning issue, whereby the City is forced to balance this interest with all others at issue in considering and/or planning the
development of this project.

This comment has been forwarded to the City for their consideration.

SG-5 The comment requests protection of historical equestrian uses at this site and discussion of proper options. Please refer to Master Responses
EQ-1, EQ-2, EQ-4, EQ-7, EQ-8, and EQ-9.
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Response to Letter from Marcia Guthrie, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

MG-1 This comment discusses communications by the Coastal Commission that no development in the dunes south of Grand Avenue would be
allowed. Please refer to Master Response EQ-7.

MG-2 This comment relates to the re-alignment of Grand Avenue alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

MG-3 This comment discusses a suggested alternative brought forward by equestrians north of the ranger station along Highway 1. Please refer to
Master Response EQ-9.

MG-4 The comment challenges the adequacy of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
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Response to Email from El-Jay Hansson, dated January 27, 2011

Comment

No. Response

This comment discusses communications by the Coastal Commission that no development in the dunes south of Grand Avenue would be

EJH(b)-1 allowed. Please refer to Master Response EQ-7.

EJH(b)-2 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.

EJH(b)-3 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.

EJH(b)-4 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.

EJH(b)-5 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.

EJH(b)-6 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.

EJH(b)-7 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.

EJH(b)-8 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.

EJH(b)-9 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.
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Response to Email from Diane Kastama, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
DK-1 This comment discusses communications by Coastal Commission staff that no development in the dunes south of Grand Avenue would be
allowed. Please refer to Master Response EQ-7.
DK-2 The commenter states that she is paralyzed and needs parking capable of accommodating her continued use of the beach for riding. Please
refer to Master Response EQ-3 and the response to Comment No. CD-5, above.
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PK(b)-1 PK(b)-1
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PK(b)-1 PK(b)-2
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Response to Additional Information from Pamela Krahl, received January 27, 2011

Comment

No. Response

Thank you for providing the information on equestrian parking and staging area design guidelines. This information has been forwarded to the
PK(b)-1 City for their review. Note that the project applicant is proposing to leave the equestrian parking area un-striped, similar to existing conditions, so
that maximum flexibility is allowed to best suit equestrian needs.

Thank you for providing the sketch of space needed for equestrian parking. This information has been forwarded to the City for their review.
PK(b)-2 Note that the project applicant is proposing to leave the equestrian parking area un-striped, similar to existing conditions, so that maximum
flexibility is allowed to best suit equestrian needs.
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Response to Letter from Le Sage Enterprises, dated January 27, 2011

Comment
No.

Response

LSE-1

The comment states that a portion of Le Sage Drive between Highway 1 and the western boundary of Le Sage RV Park is privately maintained,
and it is therefore improper for the project to rely on this road as an accessway. State Parks was granted an easement over this portion of Le
Sage Drive concurrently with transfer of the lodge site property in a Corporation Grant Deed recorded in the Official Records of the San Luis
Obispo County Recorder’s Office on December 10, 1971 as Instrument No. 34847. The easement granted to State Parks provides rights of
ingress, egress, sewer, water, and gas lines and incidental purposes. Therefore, State Parks can properly rely on this accessway.

A copy of the Grant Deed has been included in the Final EIR as Appendix F.

LSE-2

This comment states that the bridge along Le Sage Drive is in need of repair and may need to be evaluated to ensure it can safely accommodate
the increased traffic associated with the proposed project.

The City has indicated that it intends to add assessment of the condition of the bridge as a condition of project approval.

LSE-3

The comment states that the EIR fails to adequately address the issues related to the privately maintained portion of Le Sage Drive. Please
refer to the response to Comment No. LSE-1, above.

LSE-4

This comment relates to Traffic Impacts 4 and 8 and impacts to the Le Sage Drive/Highway 1 intersection. The Revised Final EIR evaluated
impacts at this intersection and concluded that noz significant impact would occur as a result of the proposed project because LOS at the
intersection would remain at LOS C and delay would not increase by more than 5 seconds. This determination was the result of proposed
project revisions that orient parking and access further south towards the Grand Avenue access. Based on the new orientation, the revised
traffic analysis estimated that only 25% of traffic would utilize the Le Saqe Dr|ve access, therebv reducmq the number of additional trlps on Le
Saqe Drive. No mlthat|on measures are necessary. Mitiga vy

The proposed use is also conS|stent Wlth existing easement rights across Le Sage
Drive held by State Parks._Refer to Section 4.8, Transportatlon/Trafflc and Appendix N for additional information.
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Comment
No.

Response

LSE-5

The comment discusses a potential decline in appeal that would result from the proposed increase in traffic adjacent to the Le Sage RV Park.
CEQA does not directly protect the “appeal” of properties surrounding a potential development. CEQA requires an analysis of surrounding land
uses and a determination of the proposed project’s consistency with these uses. The project location and its vicinity are designated for Visitor-
Serving/Mixed Use in the Grover Beach Land Use Element. The proposed project is consistent with this use. The legislature has enacted
legislation which specifically found and declared that commercial development such as the proposed project was appropriate for this location
(Public Resources Code §5003.02.1).

The RV Park is already located adjacent to a busy Highway, and CEQA does not require an analysis of any potential impact on rental values
when a project is considered consistent with adjacent uses and appropriate for the location. Additionally, the increased traffic that would result
from the proposed project_-aftermitigation-would not raise the level of service on Le Sage Drive, Highway 1 or Grand Avenue beyond the City's
target LOS C.

LSE-6

This comment states that the increase in traffic on Le Sage may result in difficulty accessing the RV Park. As described above, the_proposed
project, as revised, is not expected to result in any decrease in the IeveI of serV|ce on Le Sage Dr|ve LOS is expected to remam atan
acceotable LOS C and no impacts were |dent|f|ed }

The proposed use is also consistent with State Parks eX|st|ng easement rlghts across Le
Sage Drive. Traffic levels would not degrade below LOS C and no changes to the RV Park entrance or driveways is proposed.

LSE-7

This comment states that increased traffic on Le Sage Drive would result in an increase in vandalism or other property damage. The claim that
increased daily traffic trips would result in an increase in vandalism and property damage is speculative. CEQA only requires an analysis of
direct and indirect impacts associated with a project. It is fairly conjectural to assert that this impact would occur. Both State Parks and the City
of Grover Beach would share responsibility patrolling the area.

LSE-8

This comment concerns safety issues related to increased pedestrian and vehicle encounters on Le Sage Drive. The proposed project would be
subject to City codes and Caltrans requirements regarding speed limits, pedestrian crosswalks, signage, and sidewalks. These requirements are
standard measures that have been established to improve the function, safety, and consistency of parking designs. These measures are
generally considered sufficient to control safety issues associated with combined pedestrian and traffic uses. Also refer to Appendix F for the
State Parks policy regarding accessible environments.

CEQA states that a project may have a significant effect on Transportation/Traffic if the project would result in a substantial increase in hazards
due to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment). The safety issued raised by
the commenter relate to the general increase in traffic congestions and are not related to a specific design feature. The use has also been
determined to be consistent with the surrounding area as described above.

LSE-9

This comment discusses the need to rework the parking design to improve internal circulation and accessibility. The EIR recommends redesign
of the parking area to improve ingress and egress between individual parking areas, to allow turn-around space in each parking area, and to
maximize parking. Refer to TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR) and TC/mm-3 (TC/mm-4 in the Draft EIR) in Section 4.8.5,
Transportation/Traffic — Project-Specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
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Comment
No.

Response

LSE-10

The comment addresses the possibility that overflow parking would utilize Le Sage Drive and the Le Sage RV Park for parking. The project has
been designed to retain all 160 public parking spaces currently existing onsite consistent with LCP requirements. The project also proposes a
separate lot for equestrian trailers, and public and private pull through spaces to accommodate larger trailers and motor homes to replace the dirt
overflow lot that currently exists. Improperly parked vehicles along Le Sage Drive or in Le Sage RV Park could be towed by City or State Parks
patrols.

LSE-11

The comment challenges the conclusion that mitigation would sufficiently mitigate traffic impacts on Le Sage Drive. The addition of a left-turn
pocket is no longer necessary to maintain weuld-resultin-LOS C traffic on Le Sage. LOS levels are an effective factor in determining whether an
existing road system can accommodate projected traffic levels. The City of Grover Beach'’s target level is LOS C or better. Because the
proposed parking layout was re-oriented toward the south end of the site, potential impacts on Le Sage Drive were reduced to less than
significant levels. mitigated-cConditions associated with the proposed project meet the City’s goal of LOS C, andis-goal-they are considered to
be acceptable under CEQA. Refer also to responses to LSE-2 through LSE-4, above, related to increased traffic flows.

LSE-12

The comment proposes closure of Le Sage Drive to public traffic to mitigate impacts mentioned in earlier comments. Because there is an
easement over this sectlon of roadway, closure would not be in the best |nterest of State Parks Rewsed pr0|ect details indicate that no decrease
in LOS would occur. 2 2 2 3
Please refer to the responses to LSE 1, 4 6,and 11 above

LSE-13

This comment proposes 100% project access from Grand Avenue. Project revisions made since the July 21, 2012 Planning Commission
hearing would re-direct internal traffic, with an estimated 25% utilizing Le Sage Drive and 75% using Grand Avenue, thereby reducing the traffic
on Le Sage Drive. Refer to the response to Comment No. LSE-12, above.

LSE-14

This comment also addresses restructuring of the parking plan to be accessed solely from Grand Avenue. Because this option does not appear
to be a preferable option to the public, the applicant, the City or State Parks, an analysis of this alternative is not necessary in the EIR._Refer
also to the response to LSE-13, above.

LSE-15

This comment correctly states that redesign of the internal parking would increase efficiency, traffic flow, and safety. Refer to response to
Comment No. LSE-9, above.

LSE-16

This comment addresses aesthetic impacts on this relatively quiet and tranquil residential and recreational area. Please refer to the response to
Comment Nos. LSE-5 and CCC-10, above.
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Comment
No.

Response

LSE-17

This comment discusses an economic impact that would be felt by the RV Park and mobile home owners. This is not typically an impact that is
considered under CEQA. CEQA Guidelines 8131 states that economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on
the environment and the focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes. As discussed above, the project location has been determined
to be appropriate for this commercial use (refer to response to Comment No. LSE-5, above). The area is designated for visitor-serving uses and
a lodge and conference center project has been planned for this site for almost 30 years. The description of the existing setting as a quiet,
tranquil setting is also questionable as the RV Park is located directly adjacent to Highway 1 and an industrial area located east of the highway.

LSE-18

This comment states that the project would eliminate views from within the Le Sage RV Parks. CEQA does not protect private views, but rather
seeks to maintain scenic view corridors from public roadways and locations. A substantial adverse impact to a scenic vista would occur if the
proposed project would significantly degrade the scenic landscape as viewed from public roads, or from other public areas.

This comment has been forwarded to the City for its consideration; however, related impacts are not considered significant under CEQA.

LSE-19

The comment discusses potential impacts related to lighting and daytime glare and states that a final lighting plan should be reviewed by the City
prior to approval. Mitigation measures AES/mm-4 and AES/mm-5 provide numerous measures that would reduce any potential impacts resulting
from lighting and glare, including submittal of a comprehensive lighting plan subject to review and approval by the City.

LSE-20

This comment states that the potential for noise impacts resulting from increased traffic, activity, and congestion requires additional analysis in
the EIR. The EIR measured existing noise levels at the project location and utilized projected traffic levels to estimate the potential increase in
noise with the proposed project. The difference was an approximately 1 decibel increase, an amount which is generally not even perceptible.

Additional noise modeling was performed after project revisions were proposed, which would relocate the conference center building to the
northeast corner of the site adjacent to the Le Sage Mobile Home and RV Parks. The additional monitoring and noise analysis also concluded
that the uses proposed at the conference center would not result in significant impacts to the Mobile Home Park or RV Park, because of
distance, building design, shielding, and the existing ambient noise in the area currently caused by traffic on Highway 1, the railroad, Oceano
airport, and surf and wind.

Therefore, this impact is considered insignificant.

LSE-21

This comment relates to hydrology issues associated with the project location. Note that the proposed drainage basins will function to slow
runoff into Meadow Creek by detaining waters onsite and allowing percolation into the ground. Please also refer to the responses to Comment
Nos. Caltrans-1 through Caltrans-6.

LSE-22

This comment concludes the letter and no further response is necessary.
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KL-1

KL-2

KL-3
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Karen Luce, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

KL-1 This comment relates to the equestrian-suggested alternative of a parking area north of the ranger station west of Highway 1. Please refer to
Master Response EQ-9.

KL-2 This comment challenges the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.

KL-3 The comment relates to the Grand Avenue re-alignment suggested by the Coastal Commission but not carried forward for review in the EIR.
Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Dawn McVey, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
DMV-1 This comment relates to the proposed equestrian parking area in the dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
7.
DMV-2 The comment relates to the Grand Avenue re-alignment. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.
DMV-3 The comment refers to a preferred equestrian alternative north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-9.
DMV-4 This comment challenges the equestrian parking survey results. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
City of Grover Beach 9-209 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center

Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



Chapter 9

VM-4
VM-1
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VM-3
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Vicki Moore, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
VM-1 The comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in the dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master
Response EQ-7.
VM-2 This comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8
VM-3 The comment discusses an equestrian-preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-9.
VM-4 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Gloria Northcote, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

GN-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

GN-2 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

GN-3 This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.

GN-4 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Shannon Orr, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

SO-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

SO-2 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

SO-3 This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.

SO-4 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Beverly L. Poorman, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

BLP-1 This comment concerns the space necessary to safely accommodate equestrian parking. Please refer to Master Response EQ-3.

BLP-2 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

BLP-3 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

BLP-4 This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.

BLP-5 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.

BLP-6 The commenter states that she rides at Pismo Beach 50-75 times a year, typically in the mornings. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Ride Nipomo Equestrian Trails Alliance, Inc., dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No.
RNETA-1 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.
RNETA-2 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.
RNETA-3 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.
RNETA-4 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.
RNETA-5 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.
RNETA-6 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.
RNETA-7 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.
RNETA-8 Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to impacts to visual resources.
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from David Rosenthal, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

DRo-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

DRo-2 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

DRO-3 This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.

DRo-4 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
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(cont’d)
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Deah Rudd, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

DRu-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

DRu-2 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

DRU-3 This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.

DRu-4 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
This comment refers to the size and spacing of the proposed equestrian parking spaces. Refer to Master Response EQ-3. Note that the project

DRu-5 applicant is proposing to leave the parking area un-striped, much like the existing conditions, to allow for maximum flexibility and equestrian input
in designing an area that best meets their needs.

DRu-6 Refer to the response to Comment No. DRu-5, above.

DRu-7 Refer to the response to Comment No. DRu-5, above.
This comment refers to the California Coastal Trail. The project has been designed to enhance this trail corridor and walkability and connectivity
at the project location, through the inclusion of multiple trails, connectivity pathways, and outdoor areas to encourage public recreational activities
at the beach. The project connects to an existing boardwalk and walking trail that extends from the northwest corner of the project site into
Pismo Beach. The proposed project would provide additional recreational facilities to the city by providing, in additional to the lodge and

DRu-8 i . > .
conference facility, considerable boardwalks and paths throughout the complex, renovated picnic areas adjacent to the dunes, access to a
Meadow Creek natural area, interpretive signage explaining the habitat values of the area, outdoor seating, public parking, a public drop off area,
and landscape enhancements to increase the aesthetic value of the property. Because the project would enhance these trail corridors and trail
connectivity throughout the project location and surrounding areas, no significant impacts would occur.
This comment recommends a condition of project approval that the State adopt policies defining what a staging area is and designating the main

DRU-9 parking area as well as an overflow site for use by equestrians. Many comments have been received from equestrians relating to the need to
provide additional parking for this use. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1 and EQ-13 related to the amount of equestrian parking being
proposed and how that amount relates to CEQA requirements.
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Comment

No. Response

The comment relates to the General Development Plan reference to a 20-vehicle staging area and overflow parking to accommodate 20
DRu-10 additional vehicles. However, this reference was made in discussions regarding parking at Oso Flaco Lake, not Grand Avenue. No similar
recommendations were included in the GDP for parking at the end of Grand Avenue.

The comment discusses the possibility of breaking up overflow parking in several different locations. However, CEQA does not require overflow
parking as a component of the proposed project. The proposed project has been designed to retain all 160 public parking spaces currently
existing at the project location. Usage of the existing dirt lot for equestrian parking has been measured and parking sufficient to accommodate

DRu-11 the typical peak demand has been proposed (Refer to Master Response EQ-2, above). Note also mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in
the Draft EIR), which has been amended in response to Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR
found this to be an insignificant impact.

DRu-12 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.

The comment refers to the General Development Plan for the Pismo Beach State Dunes and Park policy that equestrian parking for 20 vehicles
with trailers plus turfed overflow for 20 additional vehicles be provided. This policy relates to “Passive Recreational Uses in Oso Flaco Lake
DRuU-13 Area,” not the area at the end of Grand Avenue. The GDP provides for “a system of trails for... equestrian use... paralleling access roads and
connecting use areas” at the Grand Avenue location, but no parking recommendations are provided.

Please also refer to Master Response EQ-13.

DRu-14 This comment refers to the need to accommodate group rides make up of 20 to 25 vehicles. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1 and EQ-2.

This comment addresses the potential dangers associated with parking and tacking a horse on the side of the street in the event parking within
the designated area is not available. The City recognizes that this is a potential danger to horses, riders, and drivers. The proposed equestrian
parking facility has been determined to be of a sufficient size to accommodate the typical peak demand (Refer to Master Response EQ-2).
Therefore, although this may be necessary on peak days, this impact is considered insignificant.

DRu-15

This comment states that no arterial road around the development is shown as required by the GDP. The EIR preparers have reviewed the GDP
and have not found any requirements for an arterial road around proposed development at the end of Grand Avenue. Arterial roads are

DRu-16 generally streets that provide for the movement of large volumes of traffic between major traffic generators, collector streets, and/or the
interstate. Grand Avenue is classified as a Major Arterial road by the Grover Beach Circulation Plan. Locating roads of comparable size, width,
and capacity around the entire development would not be appropriate for this beachfront location.

DRu-17 This comment relates to hydrologic conditions on the project site. Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. Caltrans-1 through Caltrans-6.
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Comment
No.

Response

DRu-18

This comment states that there is no clear definition between public and private areas. A large public outdoor recreational area has been
proposed as part of the project. The project has been designed to seamlessly integrate the Lodge into the public area consistent with input from
State Parks. The project also incorporates public visitor-serving and commercial uses at the lodge and conference center. The project
incorporates a system of public trails connecting recreational uses and the project applicant will provide appropriate signage to designate private
areas. This impact is considered less than significant.

DRu-19

This question relates to the circulation problems that would arise under the proposed parking lot configuration, as large vehicles that pulled onto
Grand Avenue are not provided room to turn around and would be required to drive all the way onto the beach access. Refer to TC/mm-2
(TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR) and TC/mm-3 (TC/mm-4 in the Draft EIR), which recommend redesign of the parking areas to provide increased
ingress and egress, to maximize parking and to allow turn-around room. In addition, both the public and private parking lots south of Le Sage
Drive include diagonal pull through parking spaces that would accommodate oversized vehicles. With implementation of this mitigation, this
impact is considered insignificant.

DRu-20

The comment states that public walkways through the lodge and conference center buildings will cause confusion to pedestrians. The placement
of the more urbanizing parking elements away from the beach and dunes and closer to the existing areas of development would help maintain
the transitional character of the site and would reduce the project's visual affect on the natural coastal areas to the west. The project also
proposed a plan for multiple trails and pathways with appropriate sighage that would guide pedestrians to and from recreational areas and public
parking. This impact is considered insignificant.

DRu-21

This comment relates to the dead end parking lots and lack of a passageway from Grand Avenue through to Le Sage Drive. Please Refer to
TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR) and TC/mm-3 (TC/mm-4 in the Draft EIR). The parking lot will be redesigned prior to project approval to
improve internal circulation and connectivity between parking areas.

DRu-22

The comment states that Area 1(C) does not provide adequate room for a motor home vehicle with a horse trailer. Please refer to Master
Response EQ-3 related to design of the proposed equestrian parking area. Note that the project applicant has proposed leaving the equestrian
parking area un-striped, much like existing conditions, to allow for maximum flexibility in accommodating various trailer sizes and equestrian
needs.

DRu-23

The comment states that the lodge and convention center parking would be kept separate from public parking even at times when the convention
center is not in use. The commenter is correct that portions of public and lodge parking are separated under the proposed project. This
comment does not raise substantive comments related to the EIR and no further response is necessary.

DRu-24

This comment states that the proposed parking is not sufficient to accommodate existing parking at the site. The proposed project has been
designed to retain all 160 formal public parking spaces currently existing at the project location consistent with the City’s LCP. The project also
proposes a separate parking area for equestrian uses to accommodate existing use of the adjacent dirt lot. While proposed parking is
reconfigured and situated in several onsite locations that would require users to walk a greater distance to the beach, this does not rise to the
level of a significant impact covered by CEQA. Note also mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in
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Comment
No.

Response

response to Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant impact.

DRu-25

The comment states that the grass park area overpowers the development, making it a traditional park and constituting over-vegetation of the
area. The project includes a landscape plan (refer to Figure 2-10 of the EIR). The plan calls for drought tolerant grasses and native dune
species with an overall landscape concept to integrate the beach dunes into the overall design of the project. The project has been designed to
incorporate natural surrounding plantings; therefore, the potential for the project area to look like a grassy park is considered unlikely.

DRu-26

Refer to the response to Comment No. DRu-25, above.

DRu-27

The comment states that having a reclaimed water system should be a requirement of the development to avoid diminishing of the water table.
The City has determined, through the Land Use Element Update process and Draft Water Master Plan process, that there is adequate water
available to service the project. Please refer to Section 4.9.8, Issue Areas with Less than Significant Impacts — Utilities and Service Systems, of
the EIR for additional information.

DRu-28

The comment states that the project should be required to meet a Green Development Standard at least one level higher than the standard
provided in the EIR “which is the minimum standard.” The project is not proposing to obtain the minimum LEED standard. Buildings can qualify
for four levels of certification: (1) Certified, 40-49 points; (2) Silver, 50-59 points; (3) Gold, 60-79 points; and Platinum, 80 points and above. The
State of California is requiring a minimum of LEED Silver for all new construction on State Parks property.

The proposed project will meet LEED Silver status by incorporating green building materials, orienting the buildings for better solar access
(reducing heating and cooling requirements), utilizing solar panels or other energy efficient systems to obtain electricity for project-wide use,
incorporating energy saving and water saving features throughout the project, using alternative forms of access to the project site, including
design measures to link up with bus and train access as well as vehicular access.

DRu-29

The comment relates to potential wetlands located adjacent to the proposed RV dump station expansion. This 0.061-acre area does not appear
to have existing connectivity to the adjacent Meadow Creek riparian area. However, the applicant has redesigned the area to avoid impacts to
the wetland area.

Refer to the response to Comment No. CCC-6, above.

DRu-30

The comment states that any impact on fish and wildlife should result in a ruling of no project by the Coastal Commission. No impacts to fish or
wildlife would occur as a result of the proposed project.

DRu-31

This comment relates to potential aesthetic impacts associated with the proposed project. Please refer to the response to Comment No. CCC-
10, above, related to visual impacts.
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Comment
No. Response

DRU-32 This comment relates to potential aesthetic impacts associated with the proposed project. Please refer to the response to Comment No. CCC-
10, above, related to visual impacts.
This comment states that the primary purpose of this land is and should be maintained as primarily low (or no) cost day use and multi use beach

DRU-33 access/parking. This decision ultimately lies with State Parks and the City, and this comment has been forwarded to them for their consideration.
Note that a lodge and conference center at the project location has been discussed by the City and State Parks for almost 30 years, and is
identified as planned future developments in various plans and policies dating as far back.
This comment relates to potential impacts associated with lighting and glare that would result from the proposed project. Mitigation measures
AES/mm-4 and AES/mm-5 provide numerous measures that would reduce any potential impacts resulting from lighting and glare, including

DRu-34 submittal of a comprehensive lighting plan subject for review and approval by the City, shielding of exterior lights from off-site views, minimization
of light trespass through downward directional angling, utilization of the lowest level of lamination allowed by public safety standards, and
avoidance of “white” colored light, among others.
The comment claims that the EIR is too rough and does not comply with the GDP for Pismo State Beach. Refer to Section 3.4.1.8,

DRU-35 Environmental Setting — Pismo State Beach-Oceano Dunes State Vehicular Recreation Area General Development Plan (approved by State
Parks April 1975) and Amendment to General Development Plan (approved by State Parks July 1982), of the EIR. Also refer to Table 3-1 in
Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, for a consistency analysis of the proposed project under these plans.
This comment relates to the proposal to locate equestrian parking south of Grand Avenue even though Coastal Commission staff has indicated

DRu-36 . A
that it would not recommend approval of any development in this area. Please refer to Master Response EQ-7.

DRU-37 The comment states that the project needs to be brought into conformance with the General Development Plan. Refer to the responses to
Comment Nos. DRu-10, DRu-13 and DRu-35, above.
The comment refers to a potential conflict of interest that exists because the City owns a reversionary fee estate interest in the hotel. The City

DRu-38 does not own any reversionary interest in the hotel. State Parks, however, does and is also a member of the JPA. CEQA does not disallow this
type of situation, and in fact allows local agencies to approve and permit their own projects as the lead agency under CEQA.
Thank you for the equestrian parking survey. Results have been taken under consideration as part of Master Response EQ-2. The comment

DRu-39 . . . . .
will be forwarded to the City for its consideration.

DRu-40 Thank you for forwarding the pictures. They will be forwarded to the City for its consideration.
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Dave and Anne Sommerville, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

DAS-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

DAS-2 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

DAS-3 This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.

DAS-4 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Jiordana Stark, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

I5-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

JS-2 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

JS-3 This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.

JS-4 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Dr. and Mrs. Richard D. Tarver, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

RDT-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

RDT-2 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

RDT-3 This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.

RDT-4 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
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STi-4
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Stephanie Tippitt, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

STi-1 This comment discusses the need for large, safe equestrian parking. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1, EQ-2 and EQ-4 related to
equestrian parking needs and the spaces proposed to meet existing needs.

STi-2 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

STi-3 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

STi-a This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.

STi-5 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
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STu-1

STu-2
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Susan Tuttle, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

STu-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

STu-2 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

STu-3 This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.

STu-4 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.

City of Grover Beach 9-243 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center

Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



Chapter 9

JLW(a)-1
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Janette and Larry Wesch, dated January 27, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

JLW(a)-1 This comment relates to the equestrian parking survey and states that on Martin Luther King weekend, there were at least 11 horse rigs parked
at the project site. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1 and EQ-2.

JLW(a)-2 The comment questions the size and scale of the proposed project. Please refer to the response to Comment No. CCC-10.

The comment states that tourists enjoy seeing horses on the beach and equestrians need parking to continue to ride there. The City recognizes
JLW(a)-3 the special benefits provided by equestrians at this location. The project applicant and City have specifically arranged for retention of existing
equestrian parking as a component of the proposed project. Please also refer to Master Response EQ-1.

JLW(a)-4 This comment relates to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Janette and Larry Wesch, dated January 27, 2011

Comment

No. Response

JLW(b)-1 This comment relates to a proposed alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-9.

This comment restates comments made in a previous comment letter. Please refer to the responses to Comment Nos. JLW(a)-1 through

JLW(b)-2 JLW(a)-4, above.
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Rob Dodds, dated January 28, 2011

Comment

No. Response

This comment refers to the numerous environmental impacts and extreme mitigation required for the proposed location of equestrian parking. It
RD-1 is unclear exactly what impacts and/or mitigation the commenter is referring to. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1 through EQ-13 for
additional information on the proposed equestrian parking area.

RD-2 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.
RD-3 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-

RD-4 9.
RD-5 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Lisa Fiske, dated January 28, 2011

Comment Response
No.
LE-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.
LF-2 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.
LF-3 Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to potential impacts to visual resources.
LF-4 Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to potential impacts to visual resources.
LF-5 Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to potential impacts to visual resources.
LF-6 Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to potential impacts to visual resources.
LF-7 Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to potential impacts to visual resources.
LF-8 Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to potential impacts to visual resources.
LF-9 Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to potential impacts to visual resources.
LF-10 Please refer to the response to Comment Nos. CCC-1 through CCC-13, above, related to potential impacts to visual resources.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Brenda Gilardone, dated January 28, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
BG-1 The comment requests an adequate equestrian staging and parking area to allow safe, easy access. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1,
EQ-2, and EQ-3.
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Mr. Bruce Buckingham January 28, 2011
Community Development Director

City of Grover Beach

C/o Mary B. Reents, SWCA Environmental Consultants

1422 Menterey Street, Suite C200

San Luis Chispo, CA 83401

Re: Draft EIR-Grover Beach Conference Center
Dear Mr. Buckingham;

In the early 1990°s, we were assured equestrians would have access to the beach at the end
of Grand Ave in Grover Beach, For almost twenty years, the equestrian community has enjoyed
this approximately one and one half acres of unpaved area, next to the parking let for the
restaurant. The State Parks put in the hitching post for cur use.

When this convention motel project was first preposed, on the site presently used by the
equestrians, there was the understanding that 25 spaces for horse trailers units would be provided.
Frankly this is inadequate to supply the current needs of equestrians using this area with no
allowance for any increase. A minimum cf fifty parking spaces for trailers, with room te tie horses
to the trailer on each side, for tacking them would be reasonable and allow for groups which trailer
in, for handicapped people and all size tow vehicles,

The primary suggested equestrian parkin g location South of Grand Avenue is on existing
dunes. In the draft EIR is a September 15, 2010 letter to you from Ms. Madeline Calvalleri,
Coastal Planner, and Central Coast District Office of The California Ceastal Commission., Her
letter has made it VERY clear that they WOULD NOT SUPPCGRT this,

A preferred altemative location that equestrians prefer (North of the ranger station West of
and alongside Highway 1) just North of the State Parks Corporation Yard, (which is filled with
large vehicles and sand moving equipment) received little or no censideratien. It has no dunes, and
it is far from the crowded entrance to the Grand Avenue beach access and would allow separate
access to the dune trail system. It would not attract non-equestrian parking as the propesed
location would. It would provide more than 30,000 sq ft of parking without movement of earth. [
believe any of the minor environmental issues could be addressed and dealt with. This would also
remove the equestrians from the conference center area,

The Equestrian parking survey did not include merning hour usage at all (the primary time
for equestrians in the summer moenths), A complete survey, including morning, afternoon, and
including evening hours during the summer usage, all days of the week and throughout the year
would give an accurate reading of actual equestrian parkin g needs.

Please reconsider reducing this staging area to service the community as planned. Please
do not discriminate against horse pecple riding on the beach. Itis a very special experience for
many from a distance as well as for local residents. Many non-equestrians have been very open in
their appreciated for seeing our horses on the beach.

Sincerely,
Nora Jenae’

Kitt Jenae

NKJ-1

NKJ-2

NKJ-3

NKJ-4

NKJ-5

NKJ-6
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Nora and Kitt Jenae, dated January 28, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

NKJ-1 This comment refers to an agreement for equestrian parking at the end of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response EQ-13.
This comment relates to an understanding that 25 spaces would be provided for equestrians and also states that 50 spaces are needed to meet

NKJ-2 o
existing needs. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1 and EQ-12.

NKJ-3 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

NKJ-4 This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.

NKJ-5 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.

NKJ-6 This comment requests that equestrian uses not be reduced. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Hillary Klein, dated January 28, 2011

Comment

Response
No. P
HK-1 This comment relates to equestrian beach access issues. Please refer to Master Response EQ-4.
The comment states that the project reduces parking and provides a negligible amount of space for equestrian parking. The proposed project
has been designed to retain all 160 public parking spaces currently existing at the project location. The project also proposes a separate parking
HK-2 area for equestrian uses. While these spaces are reconfigured and situated in several onsite locations and would require users to walk a greater

distance to the beach, this does not rise to the level of a significant impact covered by CEQA. Note also mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3
in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in response to Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR
found this to be an insignificant impact.

This comment requests a project that benefits people as well as nature. The project protects and enhances public access to the beach and
dunes through added boardwalks and paths throughout the complex, renovated picnic areas adjacent to the dunes, access to a Meadow Creek
HK-3 natural area, interpretive signage explaining the habitat values of the area, outdoor seating, public parking, a public drop off area, and landscape
enhancements to increase the aesthetic value of the property.

Sensitive environmental resources have been adequately protected through site design and mitigation.
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PK(c)-1

PK(c)-2

PK(c)-3
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Pamela Krahl, dated January 28, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
PK(c)-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in the dune habitat area south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master

Response EQ-7.

This comment relates to alternative parking locations through re-alignment of Grand Avenue or utilization of the area north of the ranger station.
PK(c)-2
Please refer to Master Responses EQ-8 and EQ-9.

PK(c)-3 The comment requests that beach access be maintained for all users. Please refer to Master Response EQ-4.
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January 28, 2011

[ S LS LYY _,__,'
| (/78 ]
Dear City Planners.....

[ am much dismayed at the proposal for the Grover Beach Lodge at Highway | and
Grand Avenue. I feel you have not considered the impact of removing access (parking) to LMC-1
the public. It is unconscionable to remove access from the general public to house hotel
guests. In fact, is there an a¢tual need for an additional hotel in the 5 cities? [ know the

city anticipates tax revenue, but are you sure there is an unfilled need for this use of state LMC-2

park land?

If the city does move forward, perhaps you could re-draft the hotel plans and include
underground parking (like the Sea Venture Hotel in Pismo Beach) leaving ample parking LMC-3
access for those members of the public arriving in cars, motor homes and truck/horse
trailer rigs.

1 know you have received many longer and more eloguent responses from the public
comment period, but I did want to weigh in on this most important matter.

Thank you for your time and consideration of opinjons that oppose this development in
its current form,

Sincerely,

MWW 8 Cﬁﬁa&-«w ele_

Lisa Margulies-Chadwick
2610 Chamisal Lane
Arroyo Grande, CA 93420
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Lisa Margulies-Chadwick, dated January 28, 2011

Comment Response
No. P

The comment concerns the removal of parking and access at the project location. The project incorporates public parking and preserves all 160
existing formal public parking spaces at the site consistent with the City’s LCP. The project protects and enhances public access to the beach

LMC-1 and dunes through added boardwalks and paths throughout the complex, renovated picnic areas adjacent to the dunes, access to a Meadow
Creek natural area, interpretive signage explaining the habitat values of the area, additional concessions, outdoor seating, public parking, a
public drop off area, and landscape enhancements to increase the aesthetic value of the property.

LMC-2 This comment questions the need for an additional hotel in Grover Beach and questions the use of public state park land for this commercial
purpose. Please refer to Master Response EQ-6.
This comment recommends redesign of project plans to include underground parking. This comment has been forwarded to the City for its

LMC-3 consideration. Note that the parking proposed in conjunction with the project has been determined to be consistent with existing uses and CEQA
requirements.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Maureen Martin, dated January 28, 2011

Comment
No.

Response

MM-1

The commenter states that the project will reduce parking for all uses at the site. The proposed project has been designed to retain all 160 public
parking spaces currently existing at the project location. The project also proposes a separate parking area for equestrian uses. Note also
mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in response to Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include
maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant impact.

The project would also protect and enhance public access to the beach through added boardwalks and paths throughout the complex, renovated
picnic areas adjacent to the dunes, access to a Meadow Creek natural area, interpretive signage explaining the habitat values of the area,
additional concessions, outdoor seating, public parking, a public drop off area, and landscape enhancements to increase the aesthetic value of
the property.

MM-2

The comment objects to the taking public lands out of public use and leasing it to a commercial developer. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
6 related to the commercial leasing of state park lands.

MM-3

This comment states that the project does not show adequate parking for equestrians, motor homes, or local citizens. The proposed project has
been designed to retain all 160 formal public parking spaces currently existing at the project location. The project also proposes a separate
parking area for equestrian uses. Note also mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in response to
Comment No. CCC-13, above, to include maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant impact.

MM-4

The commenter opposes the project and the use of state park land for this use. Refer to Master Response EQ-6 and responses to Comment
Nos. PLM-1 through PLM-5, above.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Pamela Michaelis, dated January 28, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

PM-1 The comment objects to the taking public lands out of public use and leasing it to a commercial developer. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
6 related to the commercial leasing of state park lands.

PM-2 This comment relates to existing equestrian usage of the dirt parking area and states that 11 trailers or more have been counted utilizing the
parking area on winter weekends. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.

PM-3 This comment states that no additional hotel facilities are needed in Grover Beach. This is not typically a CEQA concern. Note also that a hotel
has been planned for this site since the 1980s. Refer also to Master Response EQ-6.

PM-4 This comment relates to the spacing needed between horse trailers to provide safe parking conditions. Please refer to Master Response EQ-3.
This comment questions the adequacy of all parking and the use of public lands for commercial purposes. The proposed project has been
designed to retain all 160 public parking spaces currently existing at the project location. The project also proposes a separate parking area for
equestrian uses. Note also mitigation measure TC/mm-2 (TC/mm-3 in the Draft EIR), which has been amended in response to Comment No.

PM.S CCC-13, above, to include maximization of parking. Therefore, the EIR found this to be an insignificant impact.

The project would also protect and enhance public access to the beach through added boardwalks and paths throughout the complex, renovated
picnic areas adjacent to the dunes, access to a Meadow Creek natural area, interpretive signage explaining the habitat values of the area,
additional concessions, outdoor seating, public parking, a public drop off area, and landscape enhancements to increase the aesthetic value of
the property. Please also refer to Master Response EQ-6.

PM-6 This comment refers to an agreement to provide parking at the close of Oso Flaco Lake. Please refer to Master Response EQ-13.

PM-7 This comment requests that local parking needs be accommodated in the project design. Please refer to the response to Comment No. PM-5,
above.
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Kathy Schwartz, dated January 28, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

KS-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

KS-2 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

KS-3 This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.

KS-4 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.

KS-5 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.
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(cont’d)
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DS-2

DS-3

DS-4
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Denise Seidman, dated January 28, 2011

Comment Response

No. P

DS-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

DS-2 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.

DS-3 This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.

DS-4 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.

DS-5 This comment requests adequate equestrian parking be provided. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1 and EQ-2.
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Mr Bruce Buckingham

Community Development Director

City of Grover Beach

cfo Mary B. Reents, SWCA Environmental Consultants
1422 Monterrey Street, Suite, C200

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Re: Draft EIR-Grover Beach Conference Center
Tanuary 28. 2011

Dear Mr, Buckin gham;

As an equestrian of this community, I respectfully request consideration to be given to the proposed

parking area for equestrian use. [ understand that in the Draft BIR the proposed equestrian parking area SSt-1
is to be located within the existing dunes, south of the present location off Grand Ave. It is my

understanding that this proposed lecation may pose a conflict with the Coastal Commission.

As an alternative, [ support the location put forth by Linda Clarke. This proposal suggests locating the SSt-2
equestrian parking area to just north of the State Parks Corporation Yard off Hwy 1.

Thank you for your attention in this matter,
Saragail Standish

1578 Nlinois Way
Nipome, CA 93444
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Saragail Standish, dated January 28, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
Sst-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.
SSt2 This comment discusses the equestrians’ preferred alternative parking location north of the ranger station. Please refer to Master Response EQ-
9.
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Januvary 28, 2011

To:  Bruce Buckingham

From: Laura Linda Strickland

Re:  Horse trailer parking at Pismo Dune Beach

Please allow for horse trailer parking in your plans for development! The trails at the

dunes are very important to us riders and we need access and parking. Please don’t LLS-1
eliminate the use of these wonderful trails for equestrians. It is part of the charm of the

Central Coast and parking needs to be considered. I would appreciate your concern in

this matter, and hepe yeu would allow for parking for larger rigs and roem to tun

around.

Thank you,

Laura Linda Strickland
2139 Equestrian Rd.
Paso Robles, Ca 93446
805 350-2711
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Laura Linda Strickland, dated January 28, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
LLS-1 This comment requests adequate equestrian parking be provided, including parking for larger rigs and room to turn around. Please refer to
Master Response EQ-1, EQ-2 and EQ-3.
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LW(b)-1

| LW(b)-2

LW(b)-3
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Linda Walden, dated January 28, 2011

Comment

No. Response

LW(b)-1 This comment discusses the need for a parking and staging area for equestrian users. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1 and EQ-2.

The comment states that equestrians have eminent domain rights to use the existing parking area. Eminent domain is an authority that lies only
LW(b)-2 with governmental agencies; private equestrians cannot acquire those rights. Please also refer to Master Response EQ-1 related to prescriptive
rights.

LW(b)-3 This comment relates to the need for 25 to 50 equestrian parking spots. Please refer to Master Responses EQ-1 and EQ-2.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Else Wolff, dated January 28, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
EW-1 This comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.
The comment states that the proposed parking is insufficient and that adequate space is needed between trailers to tie horses. Please refer to
EW-2
Master Responses EQ-1 and EQ-3.
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Response to Comments

Response to Letter from Donna Joyce, dated January 29, 2011

Comment Response
No. P
DJ-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.
DJ-2 The comment refers to the Grand Avenue re-alignment alternative. Please refer to Master Response EQ-8.
DJ-3 This comment states that equestrian freedoms are being taken away. Please refer to Master Response EQ-1.
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Response to Comments

Response to Email from Darcy Murphy, dated January 29, 2011

Comment
Response

No.

DM-1 This comment relates to the proposed location of equestrian parking in dune habitat south of Grand Avenue. Please refer to Master Response
EQ-7.

DM-2 The comment challenges the results of the equestrian parking survey. Please refer to Master Response EQ-2.

DM-3 The comment states that spaces need to accommodate horse trailers and horses tied next to them. Please refer to Master Response EQ-3.

DM-4 The commenter does not support the proposed project. The commenter opposes the project and the use of state park land for this use. Refer
to Master Response EQ-6 and responses to Comment Nos. PLM-1 through PLM-5, above.

City of Grover Beach 9-281 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center

Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



Chapter 9

This page intentionally left blank.

City of Grover Beach 9-282 Grover Beach Lodge and Conference Center
Community Development Department Revised Final Environmental Impact Report



	CHAPTER 9   RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
	9.1   Draft EIR Agency Comment Letters and Responses
	9.2   Draft EIR Public Comment Letters and Responses
	9.2.1   Master Responses
	Master Response EQ-1.  Potential Loss of Equestrian Parking Spaces
	Master Response EQ-2.  Adequacy of the Equestrian Parking Survey
	Master Response EQ-3.  Design/Safety of the Equestrian Parking Area
	Master Response EQ-4.  Equestrian Beach Access Issues
	Master Response EQ-5.  Sufficiency of Five Equestrian Parking Spaces
	Master Response EQ-6.  Leasing of State Park Lands to a Commercial Developer
	Master Response EQ-7.  Consideration of Dune Area for Equestrian Parking 
	Master Response EQ-8.  Grand Avenue Re-Alignment Alternative
	Master Response EQ-9.  Equestrians’ First Choice for Alternative Parking Area
	Master Response EQ-10.  Parking for Large Non-Equestrian Vehicles
	Master Response EQ-11.  Economic Benefits of Equestrian Use
	Master Response EQ-12.  Understanding that Twenty-Five Equestrian Parking Spaces Would Be Provided
	Master Response EQ-13.  Agreement for Equestrian Parking at Close of Oso Flaco Lake Access

	9.2.2   Public Comments



