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July 18, 2013 
 
Mr. John Janneck 
1124 Tower Road 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 
 
Subject: Comments on Section V.P. (Water Resources) of Laetitia RRDEIR 
 
Dear Mr. Janneck:  
 
Cleath-Harris Geologists (CHG) has reviewed the water resources portion of the July 2013 
Revised Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RRDEIR) for Laetitia prepared by 
SWCA Environmental Consultants, including the Geosyntec Consultants reports in Appendix H. 
 
 
COMMENTS ON PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED MATERIAL 
 
CHG provided comments dated June 7, 2012, on the April 2012 Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR).  Most of those comments, including major comments 
related to the project well sustainable yield estimates, also apply to the RRDEIR and are attached 
for submittal herein.  Upon review of the RRDEIR, the reduction in sustainable yield assigned to 
project wells (from 87 to 62 acre-feet per year; AFY) remains based on incorrect assumptions 
and procedures.  A sustainable yield of 87 AFY was validated by Phase 3 testing and should be 
used for project determinations. 
 
New comments on portions of the RRDEIR that were not previously circulated are discussed 
below, organized based on order of appearance in the RRDEIR text (Section V.P.).  As noted 
above, the major comments relating to sustainable yield estimates are resubmitted as an 
attachment to this letter. 
 
 
COMMENTS ON NEW MATERIAL  
 
#1) Sustainable Yield - Phase 3 Methodology 
 
The production capability of the proposed domestic wells is based on equivalent pumping rates, 
not the short-term operational pumping rates. (page V.P.-32) 
 
Geosyntec should define "equivalent pumping rate".  If the equivalent pumping rate is the 
average water production rate over intermittent pumping periods, then the equivalent pumping 
rate for Phase 3 totaled 54 gpm (87AFY).  At this pumping rate, water levels had stabilized, 
which is the basis for the CHG production capability estimate. 
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Geosyntec's production capability calculation (Table V.P.-5), however, averages Phase 3 water 
production over both the intermittent pumping period and the post-production recovery period, 
which results in an average pumping rate of 40 gpm (65 AFY, adjusted to 62 AFY for other 
considerations). 
 
If Geosyntec's production capability estimate of 62 AFY had been the "equivalent pumping rate" 
used during Phase 3 intermittent pumping, a calculation of production averaged over both 
intermittent pumping and post-pumping recovery periods would have produced a new production 
capability estimate that is lower than 62 AFY.  In fact, no matter what production rate is selected 
for testing, the Geosyntec methodology will calculate a lower production capability estimate. 
 
Water level recovery between intermittent pumping periods is the primary indicator of whether 
the equivalent pumping rate is sustainable, rather than post-production recovery.  The post-
production recoveries should be reviewed for any potential problems, but they should not be part 
of the calculations as performed by Geosyntec.  The Phase 3 post-production recoveries at 
Laetitia project wells were satisfactory and complete. 
 
 
#2) Sustainable Yield - Phase 3 Methodology 
 
Change in water level in an aquifer in response to pumping is approximately proportional to the 
log of time; therefore, lines fitted to graphs of elapsed time vs. drawdown of water level data 
plotted on semi-log graphs are commonly used to analyze aquifer properties.  Fitting lines to the 
entire set of water level data recorded during the Phase 3 testing and projection of these trends 
is reasonable and consistent with standard practice for analysis of aquifer testing data. (page 
V.P.-32) 
 
Standard practice for the analysis of aquifer properties would typically involve a constant-
discharge or step-discharge test, not the Phase 3 pumping schedule.  Analyisis of an aquifer test 
for physical parameters (properties) such as storativity, transmissivity, and hydraulic 
conductivity is not a sustainable yield analysis.  Plotting an average drawdown trend beginning 
at a static level through an intermittent pumping data set will never indicate water level 
stabilization, therefore using this methodology to identify water level stabilization is not 
appropriate. 
 
 
#3) Vineyard Water Use 
 
Regarding vineyard water use, available data from the County’s Water Master Plan indicates 
that standard rates range from 0.7 afy per acre to 1.3 afy per acre (County of San Luis Obispo, 
2012). This estimate includes 0.25 afy per acre for frost protection. If an assumption is made that 
drought conditions would require a higher irrigation rate, up to 1.3 afy per acre, then the total 
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demand for existing vineyards would be approximately 812 afy, and the total demand for existing 
plus additional proposed vineyards (652 acres) would be 847.6 afy. Based on calculations for 
water demand, vineyard irrigation could range from 277.75 afy (using applicant provided 
historical rates during a non-drought year), to 456.4 afy (low factor standard), to 847.6 afy 
(high factor standard).  Therefore, total water demand would range from 277.75 afy (assuming 
incorporation of applicant-proposed water conservation measures and continued vineyard 
irrigation/water conservation practices), to 494.09 afy, up to 938.33 afy. (page V.P.-36) 
 
The assumption should not be made that water use at the vineyard may double or triple during 
drought.  CHG has documented vineyard water use at Laetitia over several years, including a 
drought year, where water use was less than the current rate (1994; 13.37 inches of precipitation 
at County gage #38; 0.25 acre-feet per acre of vineyard).  Historical average annual water use in 
the vineyard has ranged from 0.25 to 0.34 acre-feet per acre, which is much more realistic for 
future Laetitia water demand than the RRDEIR figures.  Comparison with County applied 
irrigation factors illustrates that Laetitia has lower than average water use, rather than the 
potential for higher water use. 
 
 
#4) Supplemental Water Level Information  
 
Supplemental information provided by the applicant for agricultural Wells 1, 4, 5, and 9 show 
downward trends of water level for each well during the testing period, despite the increased 
rainfall in 2010 and 2011. Declining groundwater levels do not indicate that Phase 3 pumping 
rates are not sustainable, but rather that the system did not reach equilibrium. (page V.P.-38) 
 
CHG provided supplemental water information, but that information showed rising trends (not 
downward trends) in the agricultural well water levels during the testing period.  CHG provided 
a hydrograph of these four wells which is part of the attached June 7, 2012 comments to the 
RDEIR (Figure 7, attached).  Detailed water level hydrographs for Well 5 and Well 9 are also 
shown in Figure 16 of Geosyntec's 2011 report and also show rising water levels during testing. 
 
 
#5) Well 9 Interference 
 
The relatively close proximity of Well 9 (agricultural) to Wells 10 and 11 (proposed domestic 
supply), and the fact these wells all tap groundwater within fractures in the Obispo Tuff, is cause 
for concern that the long-term production rate of Well 9 may decrease with operation of Wells 
10 and 11. Testing indicated hydraulic connection between Wells 9 and 11, but small influence 
of pumping from one on the other. However, Well 9 is close to a north-south trending drainage, 
which is also close to Well 10. If pumping from Well 10 induces increased recharge from this 
drainage to the fractured tuff unit in which Well 10 is located, less water may be available 
downstream for recharge to lower fractured tuff unit in which Well 9 is completed. Therefore, 
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compliance with the sustainable pumping rates identified for each proposed domestic well is 
recommended to avoid adverse effects to on- and offsite wells. (page V.P.-41) 
 
The north-south trending drainage that is close to Well 9 is not the same drainage that is close to 
Well 10.  These two drainages are 1,000 feet apart.  Well 10 operations will not significantly 
interfere or impact Well 9. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
CLEATH-HARRIS GEOLOGISTS, INC. 
 

   
 
Spencer J. Harris, CHG 633     Timothy S. Cleath, CHG 81 
Associate Hydrogeologist     Principal Hydrogeologist 
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ATTACHMENT 
 

June 7, 2012 Comments on Laetitia RDEIR  
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Text Box
V.P-23  This comment has been addressed
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V.P.-36 this comment has been addressed
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Text Box
V.P. 44 The maximum yield gpm concern has been addressed.
























