






















 
 

COUNTY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE / WEIGHTS & MEASURES 

Martin Settevendemie, Agricultural Commissioner / Sealer of Weights & Measures 

 

 

 

 

2156 Sierra Way, Suite A  |  San Luis Obispo, CA 93401  |  (P) 805-781-5910  |  (F) 805-781-1035 

slocounty.ca.gov/agcomm |  agcommslo@co.slo.ca.us   

 

 

DATE:  August 4, 2017 

TO:  Shawna Scott, Associate Planner 

FROM:  Lynda L. Auchinachie, Agriculture Department 

SUBJECT: Froom Ranch Specific Plan Notice of Preparation (1957) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope and content of the draft 

environmental impact report (DEIR) for the Froom Ranch Specific Plan Project. In addition to the 

issues identified in the initial study the following is recommended to be evaluated in the DEIR: 

• The project includes annexation to the City of San Luis Obispo. The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg 

Local Government Reorganization Act’s definition of “prime agricultural land” should be 

included as part of the evaluation of project impacts to agricultural resources. Prime 

agricultural land as defined in Government Code 56064 includes: 

“Prime Agricultural land” means an area of land, whether a single parcel or contiguous 

parcels, that has not been developed for a use other than an agricultural use and that 

meets any of the following qualifications:  

a) Land that qualifies, if irrigated, for rating as class I or class II in the USDA Natural 

Resources Conservation Service land use capability classification, whether or not land is 

actually irrigated, provided irrigation is feasible. 

Irrigation was determined to be feasible on the project site at the time the agricultural 

easement offset was proposed and established for the Madonna-Gap annexation. 

• How will the integrity of the existing agricultural easement be maintained with the 

proposed development?  

Thank you for your consideration. If you have questions, please call 781-5914. 
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Scott, Shawna

From: Salinantribe 
Sent: Monday, July 31, 2017 8:22 PM
To: Scott, Shawna
Subject: Froom Ranch Specific Plan Project

Greetings Scott, I have reviewed the proposed project and have no concerns at this time. Thanks, Patti Dunton, Tribal 
Administrator  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Scott, Shawna

From: Santa Lucia Chapter of the Sierra Club <sierraclub8@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 25, 2017 3:33 PM
To: Scott, Shawna
Subject: Comments on Froom Ranch NOP

 
 
 
July 25, 2017 
 
Shawna Scott, Associate Planner 
City of San Luis Obispo 
Community Development 
919 Palm St., San Luis Obispo CA  93401 

Dear Ms. Scott, 

We are in receipt of your July 10 letter requesting comment on the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Report for the Froom Ranch Specific Plan Project. 

The Sierra Club has three primary concerns with this project: Its proposed development beyond the Urban 
Reserve Line, the definition of Project objectives, and the inclusion of a full analysis of the Project’s potential 
cumulative impacts in the EIR.  

We appreciate that the City has shown awareness of the first concern in the NOP’s discussion of  the potential 
impacts of the request by the applicant for a General Plan Amendment to allow for hillside development above 
the 150-foot level, and the City’s stated intent to include a project alternative that locates all development below 
the 150-foot elevation line. 

Second, as we pointed out in our comments on the San Luis Ranch Project, when a Specific Plan/General Plan 
amendment is proposed, the Project objectives should be stated in terms of development options within the 
range of intensity of the residential and commercial development called out in the Land Use Element, not just 
the high end of that range. The California Environmental Quality Act does not require analysis of only the 
project design that will assure the maximum level of residential and commercial development allowed in the 
General Plan and dismissal of any alternative of reduced scale as infeasible solely because the scale is reduced. 
We urge the City not to take the position that Project objectives serve as a bar to the analysis of scaled-back 
alternatives, nor maintain that a Project alternative may not be considered unless it meets all of the Project 
objectives. 

Third, per CEQA Guidelines, the EIR must evaluate “past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects,” 
which “when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts.”  
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As of July 20, the City’s website listed the following reasonably foreseeable future projects: 

 

Projects Currently Posted on SLO  City Web Site 

 

                 

Name 

Residential 

Units 

Sq. Feet of  

Commercial/Office  Hotel

Open 

Space Other 

San Luis Ranch  500  350,000  200 5.8   

Avila Ranch  720  20,000          

Froom Ranch  130  30,000  120 2.9 398 Senior Units 

1101 Monterey     27,079          

Marsh & Carmel  8  1,100          

Madonna Plaza     56,257          

San Luis Square  62  19,792  36      

Monterey Place  29  12,255  3      

Vesper Hotel at the Creamery     6,698  47      

Twin Creeks  102  6,566          

Broad St. Collection  10     6      

1185 Monterey  13  2,464          

Bridge Street     21,000          

71 Palomar Av  33             

Wes Creek Development  172             

Ferrini Apartments  5             

22 North Chorro  27  2,000          

Imel Ranch Subdivision  18             

Olive Mixed Use  17  3,500          

Wingate Homes  142  5,000          

Righetti Ranch Subdivision  304             

Digital West     775,000          

Towne Place Suites        114      

French Hospital Expansion                

Motel Inn        55    13 RV spaces and 10 Airstream spaces 

The Junction  69  3,000          

Long Bonetti Public Market     47,000          

Jones Subdivision  65  15,000          

Granada Hotel Expansion        22      

Ellsworth Tract              35 Commercial Lots 

Aerovista Place     37,000          

South Town 18  18  70          

Discovery SLO Bowling     245,000        Reusing existing space 

McCarthy Steel     9,840          

The Yard  43             
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Bishop Street Studios  34             

Caudill Mixed Use  36  5,500          

Perry Ford     7,895          

Laurel Lane Mixed Use  18  2,500          

Poly Performance     30,000          

Tank Farm Commerce Park     29,000          

Broad Street Mixed Use  11  3,000          

Shell Station Development     10,000          

Higuera Brew     15,500        Reusing existing space 

Iron Works  46  4,400          

Monterey Hotel        102      

Homeless Service Center     20,000          

Toscano Moresco  161             

BMW Dealership     23,945          

625 Toro  14             

Serra Meadows  247             

Aerovista Office     37,000          

Hotel Serra  8  25,000  64      

Brownstones  8             

Chinatown Hotel  30  25,000  78      

Direct Injectors     6,200          

Airport Business Center     75,000          

SLO Brew Production     31,290          

Avinvo Townhomes  161             

Pacific Courtyards  9  8,000          

Fxlini Tract  13             

Bridge Street  26             

Boysen Apartments  6             

Total  3315  2,054,851  847 8.7   

                 

                 

                 

  Compiled by David Blakely

We urge the City to insure that in addition to analyzing and considering mitigations for potential impacts on traffic, 
greenhouse gas emissions, air quality, biological resources, land use/planning and all other areas identified in the Initial 
Study as requiring evaluation, the EIR fully analyzes and mitigates the cumulative impacts likely to arise in those 
categories from all of the above projects and any others that are likely to be developed within the approximate timeframe 
of the Froom Ranch Specific Plan. 

Thank you for inviting us to comment, 
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Andrew Christie, Director 
Santa Lucia Chapter of the Sierra Club 
P.O. Box 15755 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 
(805) 543-8717 
 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
August 14, 2017 
 
Emily Creel 
Contract Planner and City Project Manager 
SWCA 
 
Shawna Scott 
Associate Planner (Staff Liaison) 
City of San Luis Obispo 
 
 
RE: Froom Ranch Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report (Notice of Preparation) 
 
Dear Ms. Creel and Ms. Scott: 
 
This letter submits comments from the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments (SLOCOG) related to the 
scope of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to be prepared for the subject project. 
 
Many comments reference SLOCOG’s 2014 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (2014 RTP-SCS). A link to this document, along with project references, is included at the end of 
this letter. 
 
Land Use/Planning 
 

1. The site is not within an adopted Target Development Area of the 2014 RTP-SCS (p. 2-18). 
 

2. The 2014 RTP-SCS’s Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS, Ch. 2) includes policies that 
support, among other things, reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and related emissions 
(SCS 4); compact, mixed-use, and infill development in Target Development Areas (SCS 5); 
equitable, affordable housing (SCS 7); and protection of important farmland and valuable 
habitats (SCS 14 and 15). These policies are related to CEQA impacts, including agricultural 
resources, biological resources, transportation/traffic, climate change, and population and 
housing. 

 
Population/Housing 
 

3. SLOCOG’s 2050 Regional Growth Forecast (2017) found that San Luis Obispo County’s 
housing market is the tenth-least affordable market in the country, and fourth-least 
affordable small market in 2016 Q4 (National Association of Home Builders/Wells Fargo 
Housing Opportunity Index [HOI]). Based on the HOI, only 21.1 percent of family households 
could afford a median-priced home in the region in 2016 Q4 (see Figure 31, page 62). The 
2014 RTP/SCS’s Sustainable Communities Strategy includes policy language that is 



 
 
 
 
 

 

supportive of equitable, affordable housing… for people of all ages, incomes, races and 
ethnicities to increase mobility and lower the combined cost of housing and transportation 
(SCS 7). 
 
The EIR should consider the potential impacts of not accommodating deed-restricted 
affordable housing as part of the project. Not accommodating very low-, low-, and 
moderate-income households may result in increased regional traffic congestion from 
intercity commutes and an associated increase in vehicle-generated greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

 
Transportation/Traffic 
 
US 101 
 

4. The 2014 RTP-SCS (Figure 4-3, p. 4-11) projects the following LOS for US 101 between South 
Higuera and Monterey: 
a. 2010 peak hour: LOS F 
b. 2035 PM peak hour: LOS F 
 
The EIR should consider these projections as it evaluates the project’s impacts to freeway 
LOS. 

 
Prado Road 
 

5. The 2014 RTP-SCS recommends construction of an overcrossing and interchange at Prado 
Rd. (see “References” section at the end of this letter).  The EIR should analyze the project 
trip contribution to the anticipated Prado Rd. overcrossing and US 101-Prado Rd. 
northbound ramp improvements discussed in the San Luis Ranch EIR (now certified) and 
potential mitigations. 

 
Senior transportation 
 

6. The EIR should assess the availability of senior shuttle services, fixed-route bus service, and 
other transportation services for seniors.  It should consider a senior shuttle service or 
contribution to existing senior shuttle services that would provide transportation from the 
project to services in San Luis Obispo. 

 
Transportation demand management 
 

7. The EIR should consider transportation demand management (TDM), including 
encouragement and education about non-single-occupancy-vehicle travel modes, as a 
potential mitigation measure. 

 



 
 
 
 
 

 

SLOCOG’s 2014 RTP-SCS MSE Policy 3 states: “Assist local jurisdictions in developing communities in 
ways that reduce the demand on the roadway system by coordinating residential, commercial and 
industrial development in ways that reduce the need to drive”. 
 
Multi-modal access 
 

8. The number of internal capture trips assumed in the multimodal transportation study’s trip 
generation calculations will affect the projected net external auto trips into and out of the 
site. In addition to internal capture, given the substantial amount of retail in the vicinity, the 
potential for some external trips to be walking and cycling should be studied. Residents may 
be more likely to make those trips if the development’s layout, sidewalks, and bike facilities 
offer convenient, safe, and low-stress connections to the adjoining retail. 
 

9. The EIR should include a consideration of how potential connections to existing and 
proposed future sections of the Bob Jones Trail affect the proposed development’s traffic 
impacts and possible mitigations.  For example, the City is in the preliminary engineering 
phase of two trail segments: the Oceannaire-to-Calle Joaquin / Prefumo Creek Connector 
and the Los Osos Valley Rd.-to-Octagon Barn segment.  Currently, Class II bike lanes exist on 
Los Osos Valley Rd. between the proposed project site and the expected intersection of the 
LOVR-Octagon Barn segment.  The City will be making bike lane and bike-vehicle conflict 
area striping upgrades as part of its repaving project, underway at the time of this writing.  
San Luis Obispo County will soon commence the plans, specifications, and estimate (PS&E) 
phase for the County segment between Octagon Barn and the existing trailhead on Ontario 
Road.  Taken together, these segments, once built, will fulfill a vision of having a bikeway 
from the City of San Luis Obispo to the Pacific Ocean that is almost completely separated 
from motor vehicle traffic. 
 

10. Assess the impacts of potential use of existing and proposed open space in the vicinity of 
the development, including the potential need for a public parking lot/staging area to 
enhance access to trails. 

 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need more information: 788-2104 or 
jbrubaker@slocog.org. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jeff Brubaker, AICP 
Transportation Planner 
 

  

mailto:jbrubaker@slocog.org


 
 
 
 
 

 

References 
 
SLOCOG 2014 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (2014 RTP-SCS) 
http://www.slocogconnectingcommunities.com/ 
 
SLOCOG 2050 Regional Growth Forecast 
http://www.slocog.org/programs/data-services/regional-growth-forecast 
 
2014 RTP-SCS project references 
Froom Ranch Way, Bob Jones Trail: Prefumo Creek Connection 
 

1. CEN-RORS-1013: Froom Ranch Way extension: end of Froom Ranch Way to Dalidio Dr. 
2. CEN-AT1-1014: Bob Jones Trail: Prefumo Creek bike path connector [Madonna Rd. to US 

101] 
 

http://www.slocogconnectingcommunities.com/
http://www.slocog.org/programs/data-services/regional-growth-forecast


United States Department of the Interior 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

OSEVEN00-2017-CPA-0183 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office 

2493 Portola Road, Suite B 

Ventura, California 93003 

Shawna Scott, Associate Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of San Luis Obispo 
919 Palm Street 
San Luis Obispo, California 93401 

August 14, 2017 

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Froom 
Ranch Specific Plan Project, San Luis Obispo County, California 

Dear Ms. Scott: 

This letter provides the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) comments on the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the subject 
project area located within unincorporated San Luis Obispo County immediately west of Los 
Osos Valley Road between U.S. 101 and the Irish Hills Plaza. The 110-acre project includes a 
Specific Plan, General Plan Amendment, and related actions that would allow for the 
development of the Froom Ranch Specific Plan Area (SPA) identified in the City of San Luis 
Obispo's General Plan. Completion of a Specific Plan is necessary before the project area can be 
annexed into the City of San Luis Obispo. Project elements would consist primarily of residential 
uses with some commercial development adjacent to Los Osos Valley Road and the existing 
Irish Hills Plaza. 

The Service's responsibilities include administering the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (Act), including sections 7, 9, and 10. Section 9 of the Act and its implementing 
regulations prohibit the taking of any federally listed endangered or threatened species. Section 
3(19) of the Act defines "take" to mean "to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, 
capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct." Harm is further defined by the 
Service to include significant habitat modification or degradation that results in death or injury to 
listed species by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, 
feeding, or sheltering. Harass is defined by the Service as intentional or negligent actions that 
create the likelihood of injury to a listed species by annoying it to such an extent as to 
significantly disrupt normal behavioral patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, 
feeding, or sheltering. The Act provides for civil and criminal penalties for the unlawful taking 
of listed species. Exemptions to the prohibitions against take may be obtained through 
coordination with the Service in two ways. If a project is to be funded, authorized, or carried out 
by a Federal agency, and may affect a listed species, the Federal agency must consult with the 
Service pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the Act. If a proposed project does not involve a Federal 
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agency but may result in take of a listed animal species, the project proponent should apply to the 
Service for an incidental take permit pursuant to section lO(a)(l)(B) of the Act. 

According to the NOP, the DEIR will identify and evaluate potentially significant impacts, 
whether direct or indirect, that may result from Project implementation. It will also determine 
whether mitigation measures and/or alternatives can be implemented that would mitigate such 
impacts to a level that is less than significant. The NOP identifies a number of environmental 
issues that will be analyzed in the DEIR, one of which is biological resources. Of particular 
concern to us is the presence of Chorro Creek bog thistle ( aka Chorro Creek fountain thistle; 
Cirsiumfontinale var. obispoense), a federally-listed endangered plant, which has been 
documented to occur onsite. We request an alternative that avoids impacts to this edaphic 
endemic species and its necessary hydrology be considered in the DEIR. 

Also of concern to us is the possibility of presence of two federally-listed threatened animal 
species: California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) and vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta 
lynchi). We reviewed the evaluation for these species provided in the biological resource report 
prepared for the proposed project (KMA 2016) but currently do not concur with its conclusion 
that presence of either of these species is not likely. The data for vernal pool fairy shrimp is from 
over 10 years ago and California red-legged frogs may use the ephemeral features identified as 
drainages 1, 2, and 3 (KMA 2016) as well as Froom Creek for some portion of their life cycle. 
Because there may be habitat suitable to support one or both of these species within the project 
area habitat assessments for each, conducted in accordance with current Service guidance, should 
be prepared for inclusion as appendices to the biological resources section of the DEIR. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the NOP for the Froom Ranch Specific 
Plan Project DEIR and look forward to receiving the draft document, inclusive of all relevant 
technical appendices and reports, during the public review period. If you have any questions 
regarding our response to the NOP, please contact Julie M. V anderwier of my staff at (805) 677-
3400 or at julie _ vanderwier@fws.gov. 

Sincerely, 

. cf,, -;;1-
�;itephen P. Henry

Field Supervisor 

cc: 

Brandon Sanderson, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Reference Cited 

KMA. 2016. Froom Ranch Project, San Luis Obispo County California. Biological Resources 
Inventory prepared for John Madonna Construction, Inc. January 



July 19, 2017

City of San Luis Obispo
c/ o Community Development
919 Palm Street

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

Re: Froom Ranch Specific Plan Project

To Whom It May Concern: 

RECEIVED

CITY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO

JUL 2 5 2017

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

I am writing regarding the EIR for the Froom Ranch Specific Plan Project. As a business
owner in the area, I have 3 major concerns that I would like to have included in the EIR: 

Traffic congestion/ Roadway Improvements
Water Use

Flooding

The traffic on Los Osos Valley Road has grown tremendously over the last few years as
more retail has moved into the area. The roadway improvements completed last summer
have helped but traffic still backs up at the major intersections and the entrances to retail
areas by Costco and Target. I would like to see what kind of impact this project would
have on the traffic in the area and what kind of roadway improvements would be needed
to handle the increased congestion. Of note, would a sidewalk be included on the

southside of LOVR? 

Although we have left the drought behind for now, I would like to know if water use will

be an issue for this project. 

The intersection of LOVR & Calle Joaquin flooded several times during our rainy season. 
Sections of roadway along LOVR were also reduced to one lane due to water overflow. 
As part of the EIR, I would like to see how the potential for flooding along the roadway
and any sidewalk would be addressed. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

0&&UU Noz
Kathleen Choal

KSBY-TV, President & General Manager
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From: Mila Vujovich-LaBarre <                    
Sent: Wednesday, July 26, 2017 12: 26 PM
To: Advisory Bodies; E- mail Council Website; Lichtig, Katie
Cc: Harmon, Heidi; Pease, Andy; Gomez, Aaron; Rivoire, Dan; Christianson, Carlyn
Subject: Froom Ranch Scoping Meeting Concerns

To: Planning Commission - City of San Luis Obispo
Cc: San Luis Obispo City Council Members

Katie Lichtig - City Manager
Re: Froom Ranch Development

From: Mila Vujovich- La Barre

Date: July 26, 2017

RECEIVED

CITY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO

JUL 26 2017

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Dear Planning Commission Members - 
Thank you for the opportunity to voice opinions about the Froom Ranch Development. Many of my
concerns were expressed during the Land Use Circulation Element ( LUCE) meetings a few years ago and
at some recent meetings, due to the rush of development in the southern part of our city. 

I wanted to express my concerns for your consideration and the public record. 

From the publicity, it is my understanding that " John Madonna plans to transform 111 -acres in San Luis
Obispo into a $ 500 million mixed- use project that caters to the city's aging population. The proposed Froom
Ranch project includes a continuing care retirement community (CCRC) that offers 350 residential units for
seniors, 150,000- 350,000 square feet of commercial retailers for its residents, 200 apartments and around
60- 100 single-family detached units." 

This particular developer has long and honorable ties to our community. It is my hope that he will realistically
adjust his development plans after this scoping meeting. 

A development of this magnitude will drastically alter the traffic and the visual attractiveness of this part of
town. 

As you all know, the Land Use Circulation Element ( LUCE) was funded by a state grant that maximized
development in San Luis Obispo. It may have been good in theory for the majority of the LUCE members
who had a background or personal financial interest in development. However, the LUCE document - which

has become the blueprint for future development - did not take into consideration many realities. The
minority report from the LUCE highlights this and the fact that the LUCE process did not provide for
substantial public input. 

My concerns about the Froom Ranch Development are primarily the following: 

1. Water. 

Where is the water for this development? City and County residents have been asked to conserve for
months and I do not see water levels increasing at the sources of our water for a development of this
magnitude. John Madonna has stated that, " The project would use some existing wells on the property and
draw from the city' s reservoirs to satisfy its water needs." 

2. Design



The continuing care retirement community (CCRC) that offers 350 residential units for seniors, will be an
asset. However, the proposed 200 apartments and 60- 100 single-family detached units and commercial
space are not necessary. By changing this configuration, and just building the CCRC there will be no
need to encroach over the 150 foot height line established in the LUCE document. 

3. Traffic

This upcoming generation may focus on walking, biking and bus travel out of respect for climate change, 
however most people will still utilize a car. People in the surrounding neighborhoods and businesses of
Laguna Lake deserve an authentic study of what traffic will look like with this proposed development, 
including the cumulative impacts of the traffic from San Luis Ranch and the traffic from the Avila
Ranch development. 

They also deserve an authentic appraisal of parking for the Froom Ranch development. 

Traffic flow from the existing proposed business development should also be part of that same study. If
John Madonna wants to include commercial development in the Froom Ranch development, that increased
traffic also needs to be factored in. 

4. Prado Road. 

As I wrote previously, the proverbial "elephant in the room" is Prado Road. For years now, people have
been asking whether Prado Road is going to be an interchange or an overpass. They have been asking
whether or not it a four -lane truck highway as it appears on the adopted LUCE plan. 

Prado Road was indeed part of the updated Land Use Circulation Element (LUCE) Plan. Also, the LUCE

plan is cited in meetings as the rationale for immense and dense developments. Prado Road is also part of
the traffic circulation plan for San Luis Ranch and Avila Ranch. The public deserves to see the entire plan

and the inclusion of the Prado Road overpass or interchange. One cannot " cherry pick" the LUCE plan
and provide for just the parts that are " easy" and/or profitable. All of the support system should be
in place. 

Since the developers are to date solely responsible for traffic/ road improvements - their "fair share" - this

overpass or interchange, will substantially impact the cost of the projects being proposed. 

City staff continues to entertain and even approve development without getting a clear answer on whether
or not the overpass or interchange is even viable. This is unconscionable. 

A transparent, public discussion should occur with CALTRANS about the Prado Road interchange

and/ or overpass with both the Planning Commission and City Council present as soon as possible. 
Real financial figures and real measurements should be included at that meeting. 

I have personally been on the course of the planned Prado Road with an old-fashioned tape
measure and elected officials, and made the point very clear that at certain points along the route - 
Prado Road - as a " four lane truck highway" simply does not fit. 

After a public meeting City staff and elected officials should insist that the traffic infrastructure - out of the

pocket of the developer - be completed either at the same time the development is being constructed or
prior to it. 

The developer of San Luis Ranch has already received approval to build homes in the first phase in back of
Target and funnel all of the resulting traffic onto Froom Ranch Road and then onto Los Osos Valley Road. 
This was not what was guaranteed in the LUCE and in public meetings. 



The San Luis Ranch developer's representative has publicly quipped, "Who knows when the Prado Road

overpass will ever be built?" For those of us that care about "smart growth" and keeping one' s word, that
statement is not comforting. 

The construction of Prado Road cannot be an aft9rthought. According to CEQA, when " a larger
project is identified" - as in Prado Road from Madonna Road to Broad Street that has been on the

City Master Plan since 1960- it needs to have a comprehensive Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
and be evaluated on the merits of that study. Currently, city staff is allowing Prado Road to be
illegally segmented" or " piecemealed" which is in violation of CEQA. 

As was mentioned in the previous Planning Commission meeting on San Luis Ranch, what happens when
people transit in cars over Highway 101 eastbound towards Broad Street. The "four -lane truck highway" - 
Prado Road - will then cross South Higuera... and then what? Will traffic be funneled to two lanes through
Serra Meadows? Turn North or South onto South Higuera? We deserve to have these answers now. 

5. Affordable housing and Workforce Housing
Affordable housing is proposed and the question is, " At what price?" The cost of road improvements needs
to be factored into the purchase price so that the developer can make a profit. 

It would be good business sense to know where the workers for this CCRC will be living. Will they
be making a " living wage?" Most employees in these types of developments are making $ 12-$ 18 per hour. 

There are only a handful of highly -paid doctors and therapists that will be employed. Let' s analyze this ratio
ahead of time and discuss where the housing exists for these modestly paid workers. 

6. Affordable housing vs. Student rentals. 
Unless there is an opportunity for deed restrictions and/or strict "Conditions, Covenants and Restraints" 
CC and R' s) on the proposed homes and apartments, who is to say that the residential units will not be

turned into a mass of student rentals. 

7. Noise

The noise from this development will need to be mitigated. The noise will be from the people and the

vehicular traffic. Currently that area has a rural atmosphere. 

8. Trees and animal protection

Having viewed the preliminary plan, my attention is also on the fact that construction is on environmentally
sensitive areas. It is my hope that any development will be below the 150- foot line to preserve the view as
established in the LUCE. Even with that, it is my hope that any development will include as many trees and
preservation of the public viewshed of the foothills. 

9. Access to existing commercial development and recreation
Since this is a scoping meeting, I would also like to see access to walking and biking trails be apparent. I
would also like to see access to public transportation for these seniors and future residents. Access to the
Laguna Lake recreational area has not been given the attention that it deserves. 

Having looked at the preliminary plan, I would also like to see as many Class 1 bike paths in the
development to ensure the safety of residents and workers. 

10. Public Input

As I mentioned at the LUCE meetings, it would serve the developer well to send a notice to the
neighborhoods that will be impacted and receive public feedback on the development. 

11. Agricultural Land



wish that John Madonna could use a good portion of this land for grazing or crops. I mourn the demise of
local agricultural land in the name of infill. I believe that it is myopic for the sake of the next generation. 

In closing, thank you for the opportunity to enumerate concerns now so that they can be addressed in the
near future. 

Sincerely, 

Mila Vujovich-La Barre

Mila Vujovich- La Barre

650 Skyline Drive

San Luis Obispo, CA 93405
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Scott, Shawna

From: John McKenzie 
Sent: Friday, July 07, 2017 3:46 PM
To: ecreel@swca.com; Scott, Shawna
Subject: Froom Ranch Specific Plan

Dear Ms. Creel and Ms. Scott, 
 
The City of San Luis Obispo needs an off-leash dog park. It currently does not have one. 
 
Based on nationwide averages and local city census and household data (see assumptions at the end),the City has over 
10,000 dogs. The Froom Ranch Specific Plan (FRSP) will add 540 new residences which will add almost 300 dogs to this 
total. Further, all of the residential lots appear they will be very small with little or no backyard, increasing the need for a 
place to take these 300 dogs for a run. The San Luis Ranch on Madonna Road (likely to be approved later this month) will 
be adding 580 units and a commensurate amount of dogs. The proposed 2.9 acre neighborhood park for FRSP could 
accommodate a dog park (they usually require between 1 and 1.5 acres), but would displace other recreational uses 
better suited for this development.  
 
In 2001, the City approved their Parks and Recreation Element (General Plan, Chapter 7, Section 3.12), which identified 
10 major unmet needs, including ‘Specialty facilities, such as disc golf, dog parks, BMX parks’.  
 
Since the City does not seem to have a definition, Wikipedia provides the following definition for a ‘dog park’: 

A dog park is a park for dogs to exercise and play off-leash in a controlled environment under the supervision of 
their owners. These parks have varying features, although they typically offer a 4' to 6' fence, separate double-
gated entry and exit points, adequate drainage, benches for humans, shade for hot days, parking close to the site, 
water, tools to pick up and dispose of animal waste in covered trash cans, and regular maintenance and cleaning 
of the grounds. Dog parks may also offer wheel-chair access, a pond for swimming and a separate enclosure for 
small dogs. 

The Parks and Recreation Commission and City Council over the last 16 years have passed over meeting this community 
need as specified in the Parks and Recreation Element. Simply making the developer pay an in-lieu fee into the general 
recreation coffers will not meet this unmet demand for our canine companions. 
 
An efficient solution to this issue would be to look to Laguna Lake Park which includes large areas of under-developed 
land, and the only ‘unleashed dog area’ (which is a decades old 'pilot’ program that never received any follow-up or 
formalizing) in the City. However, as defined above, this ‘dog area’ does not meet the definition of a dog park. Being 
unfenced with limited amenities, there are many dogs and dog owners who will not use this under-improved area (e.g. 
small dog owners not wanting big dogs around; water dog owners that do not want their dogs to play in the water/mud 
ponds; owners with ‘wandering’ dogs; dog owners with physical disabilities; etc.). The limited mobility aspect (and making 
the Dog Park ADA accessible) would be very relevant to the target group for FRSP. 
 
For many reasons, Laguna Lake Park is well suited to be the first park to establish a fenced off-leash dog park. An 
important first step would be the preparation of a Dog Park Plan. Such a Plan would be able to identify where and what 
improvements are needed, including more parking areas (existing parking lot is usually full and overflowing and is not 
large enough for existing use). Once the specific improvements are identified in this Plan, and the associated costs are 
known, as money becomes available, the improvements can be prioritized and then completed in phases. Funding of 
these improvements could then be secured in phases through private donations/fundraisers, grants, project exactions, or 
through yearly City budgeting.  
 
The Recreation section of the EIR should include a discussion of this issue. While there is an existing deficiency with this 
unmet need, these large new projects with residential development will be adding substantially to this problem. Unless the 
applicant is interested in building a dog park into this development, it would seem that a reasonable mitigation or condition 
to address FRSP impacts would be to direct the project to prepare the Dog Park Plan, with funding from other sources to 
complete their fair share of improvements, as specified in an approved Dog Park Plan. 
 
Having a Plan prepared/approved will also have the following benefits:  
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1. It will eliminate the hodge-podge ‘improvements’ that have been made over the years, or that are currently being 
installed which would reduce wasteful spending. For example, the replacement fence just installed follows the 
existing fence line, and portions will have to be removed if there will be any expansion of the existing parking area 
along the existing road. Another example is the perimeter boulders – these do nothing to help control the off-leash 
dogs, especially if the dogs are water lovers (owners of such dogs have little ability to control such dogs when 
they race to the water/mud ponds beyond the boulders). The boulders just show where the ranger can issue the 
$500 ticket once the dog runs past the boulders. 

2. It could be used to amend the Quimby fee as an added recreational capital improvement; and/or 
3. It could be used as a part of updating the Parks and Recreation Element relating to dog parks. 

 
A mitigation/ condition could look like the following:  
 
REC-1. Parkland In-lieu Fees. The project applicant shall pay parkland in-lieu fees in accordance with the City’s 
parkland in-lieu fee program. The project’s specific fee shall be determined by the City at the time of project 
approval, after accounting for parkland provided within the Froom Ranch Specific Plan Area. The in-lieu fees 
collected from the project shall be directed to new projects or improvements to existing parks and recreation 
facilities within the City of San Luis Obispo parks system. 
 
Furthermore, a portion of these funds will be set aside to prepare a Dog Park Plan for Laguna Lake Park. The 
applicant will work with the City Parks and Recreation Department to define and complete this Plan. The Plan 
shall be completed prior to __. Elements of the Plan may include but not necessarily be limited to: Identify Off-
leash Dog Park boundaries (include separated small and large dog areas); identify human and dog amenity 
needs; identify additional parking needs; identify costs associated with all proposed improvements, define 
maintenance needs, etc. If a Dog Park Plan has already been prepared by others, a comparable amount of 
funding shall be applied towards Dog Park improvements at Laguna Lake Park. 

 
Please include this item in the EIR analysis, and as you work with the applicant, consider adding a dog park to the project 
or directing a fair share towards getting a dog park. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. Given 
that 16 years have passed with no serious attention being given to our faithful friends, now is the time to address this 
issue in this and all large projects with residential elements until we have at least one real dog park in this town (and catch 
up with the other six, smaller communities in our county that already have off leash dog parks). 
  
Please add me to the Draft EIR notification list. Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
John McKenzie 

 
 
 

10,000 dogs –  Assumptions/Facts 

City of SLO pop – 47,339 (2015 census) 

Per national 2012 estimate, over 1/3 of households (35.6%) own 1‐2 dogs (1.6 average/household). 

Based on the 2010 census for SLO there are 2.2 people per household; and if this is applied to the 2015 City 
pop., there are about 21,518 households. 

Based on these stats there are over 7,000 households with dogs, and when the 1.6 dog average is applied 
there would be over 10,000 dogs within the City of San Luis Obispo. 

 

 



RECEIVED

CITY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO

From: carolyn smith <                       

Sent: Wednesday, July 26, 2017 6: 08 PM COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
To: Advisory Bodies
Subject: July 26, 2017 Planning Commission Meeting - Item I - Froom Ranch EIR Scoping

u p

Chairman Stevenson and Commissioners: 

As a long time resident of the Laguna Lake area I have several concerns that I feel should be
addressed in the EIR for this project: 

1. Traffic: In the Land Use and Circulation Update survey, 91 % of the respondents rated air

quality and open space as very and most important. 74% rated traffic safety and
congestion management as very and most important. It' s impossible to think that the
traffic congestion generated by all these projects is not going to erode those important
quality of life issues. The EIR should thoroughly study the traffic situation as a result of
this project and how it will exacerbate an already significant congestion problem. With the
San Luis Ranch and Avila Ranch projects utilizing the same road and intersections, a
serious traffic study based on reality, not just models, should be performed. 

2. Prado Road Overpass: The Prado Road Overpass is being relied upon as a major
mitigation measure for traffic from all these developments, so it should be thoroughly
studied with a separate EIR, since there has never been an EIR on that extension. While

Staff may have reviewed this extension, I have never seen an actual EIR on it. It needs to
address the feasibility of the overpass and how it will actually reduce the traffic impacts
from these developments and not just move those impacts around. 

3. Air Quality is another important concern. The traffic from this and the other two large
projects in the area will cause us our air quality to significantly deteriorate. It seems this

issue is being ignored by our commissions and council. It is a significant impact that

should not be taken lightly. Do we want the air quality of big cities who have grown so
much blue skies are turning gray? Air quality is another important quality of life issue that
residents and future residents treasure. 

4. The 150 foot hillside encroachment should not even be studied, since it goes against our
General Plan, and if allowed, it could set a dangerous precedence for other projects

throughout the city. Open space and views are a vital part of this community and is one
of the reasons this is such a desirable place to live. If we let one developer break the

rule, then others will follow, destroying what our city has worked so hard over many years
to preserve. 

5. 1 hope there will be viable alternatives in this EIR and not alternatives that are basically
infeasible— which I think is what occurred in the San Luis Ranch EIR. I would like to see
an alternative for this project that suggests a reduced sized project. I think a reduced
project would produce much less traffic, air, and other impacts without the additional
260+ residential housing units and/ or the commercial. A reduced project could also
preserve more trees which will preserve bird and wildlife habitat. New trees do not

provide the same benefits that older trees do. No matter how many new trees you plant, 
it will be take 20-30 years for them to provide the benefits of the mature trees. 

6. Finally, while this may not be an EIR issue, there should be a study as to how this project
will effect our housing/jobs imbalance since there is a senior living business and



commercial that will generate lower paying jobs. If we continue to produce lower paying
jobs via new commercial development and have insufficient housing that workforce can
buy or rent, won' t we be just exacerbating an existing problem? 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Carolyn Smith, SLO City resident




