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COMMENTS and RESPONSES 
 
1.0    INTRODUCTION 
 
In accordance with § 15088 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, the County of San Luis Obispo, as the lead agency, has reviewed the comments 
received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) and the Revised Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (Revised Draft EIR) for the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program and has prepared written 
responses to the written comments received.  Circulation of the Draft EIR was extended from 
the required 45-day public review period an approximately 90-day public review period, 
beginning January 9, 2007, and concluding April 12, 2007.   The Revised Draft EIR was 
circulated for a 45-day public review period that began February 11, 2008 and concluded on 
March 26, 2008. 
 
Each written comment that the County received is included in this Comments and Responses 
document (refer to Sections 3.0 and 4.0 for responses to comments received on the Draft EIR 
and Revised Draft EIR, respectively).  Master Responses are included in Section 2.0 of this 
Comments and Responses Document.  Responses to comments have been prepared to address 
the environmental concerns raised by the commentors and to indicate where and how the EIR 
addresses pertinent environmental issues. The comment letters included herein were submitted 
by public agencies, local interest groups, companies, private citizens, and the applicants.   
 
The Draft EIR, Revised Draft EIR, and this Comments and Responses report collectively 
comprise the Final EIR for the project.  Any changes made to the text of the Draft EIR or Revised 
Draft EIR correcting information, data or intent, other than minor typographical corrections or 
minor working changes, are noted in this section and shown in the applicable section of the 
Final EIR. This Comments and Responses report consists of this introduction (Section 1.0), 
master responses (Section 2.0), comment letters and responses to comments on the Draft EIR 
(Section 3.0), and comment letters and responses to comments on the Revised Draft EIR (Section 
4.0).   
 
The focus of the responses to comments is the disposition of environmental issues that are 
raised in the comments, as specified by § 15088 (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines.  Detailed 
responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the proposed project.  However, when 
a comment is not directed to an environmental issue, the response indicates that the comment 
has been noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and 
consideration, and that no further response is necessary. 
 
Where a comment results in a change to the EIR text, a notation is made in the response 
indicating that the text is revised.  Changes in text are signified by strikeouts (strikeouts) where 
text is removed and by bold font (bold font) where text is added. If text is added where the font 
is already bold, additions are noted using underlined bold font (underlined bold font).  Text is 
revised in the applicable section of the Final EIR.  
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2.0   MASTER RESPONSES  
 
Responses to specific comments on the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR are provided in 
Sections 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) and 4.0 (Written Comments 
and Responses on the Revised Draft EIR), respectively.  The following Section provides “Master 
Responses,” which are general in nature.  These responses are intended to clarify points which 
were raised by commentors throughout the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR comment periods, 
and are in some cases referred to in specific response throughout Sections 3.0 and 4.0 of this 
Comments and Responses document.  
 
2.1 Master Response 1: Detailed responses will only be given to comments on 

environmental issues. 
 
Section 15088 (a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, in evaluating and responding to 
comments on a Draft or Revised Draft EIR, “the lead agency shall evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare 
written responses” (emphasis added).  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 states that “When 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues 
and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort 
at full disclosure is made in the EIR.” Accordingly, detailed responses are not provided to 
comments on the merits of the project or program. Rather, the focus of the responses to 
comments is the disposition of environmental issues that are raised in the comments.   

 
In addition, Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that “Economic or social effects 
of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.”   
 
When a comment is not directed to an environmental issue, the comment is herein noted and 
will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and consideration.   
 
2.2 Master Response 2: Impacts analyzed in the EIR must be reasonably 

foreseeable, linked to a physical change, and must not be speculative. 
 
As stated in Section 15003 (c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of an EIR is to inform 
governmental agencies and the public generally of the environmental impacts of a proposed 
project.  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15358 defines environmental effects as: 
 

• Direct or primary effects which are caused by the project and occur at the same time 
and place; and/or 

• Indirect or secondary effects which are caused by the project and are later in time or 
farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable (emphasis added).  

• Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change. 
 
Indirect or secondary effects may include growth-inducing effects and other effects related to 
induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density, or growth rate, and related 
effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems (refer to Section 5.0 of 
the Final EIR for a discussion of growth inducing impacts). However, as noted in the second 
bullet above, indirect or secondary effects must be reasonably foreseeable. Therefore, indirect or 
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secondary impacts which are not a reasonably foreseeable result of the proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision or Future Development Program were not analyzed in the EIR.  

 
In addition to being reasonably foreseeable, effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a 
physical change. For example, public service impacts analyzed in the EIR are related to physical 
impacts associated with the provision or need of new or physically altered government 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives. A reduction 
is service ratios, response times or other performance objectives are not in themselves an impact 
under CEQA unless they are related to a physical change.  Impacts which are not related to a 
physical change are beyond the scope of the EIR. 

 
Lastly, although drafting an EIR necessarily involves some degree of forecasting, State CEQA 
Guidelines limit the requirement for forecasting to that which could be reasonably expected 
under the circumstances [§ 15144].  In addition, Section 15145 of the State CEQA Guidelines 
prohibits the analysis of speculative impacts.  As a result, the EIR impact analysis is limited to 
the effects of the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision or Future Development 
Program that could be reasonably expected without engaging in undue speculation.   
 
As noted in Section 15003 (g) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of CEQA “is not to 
generate paper, but to compel government at all levels to make decisions with environmental 
consequences in mind.” As a result, impacts which are not reasonably foreseeable, are not 
linked to a physical change, or were determined to be too speculative were not evaluated in the 
EIR. 
 
2.3 Master Response 3: Purpose and scope of Future Development Program 

analysis. 
 

a.  The Future Development Program does not represent a development plan for 
allowable future uses on the Santa Margarita Ranch, nor does it preclude future 
environmental review.   
 
No application has been filed for the Future Development Program. The Future Development 
Program, which represents a conceptual buildout of the Santa Margarita Ranch, is evaluated in 
the EIR because of a settlement agreement between the community group Santa Margarita Area 
Residents Together (SMART), the County, and the applicant (refer to Section 2.0, Project 
Description, of the Final EIR for a discussion of settlement agreement requirements). The land 
uses and locations are conceptual and based on allowable uses in the Salinas River Area Plan. 
They do not represent an application for development. If applications for future projects are 
submitted, future environmental review will be required, including preparation of additional EIRs 
and associated public review as necessary.  

 
Because future environmental review will be required, particular impacts contained in the 
program-level Future Development Program analysis may be reanalyzed and reclassified in the 
future, based on project attributes that become available at a development-plan level of detail.  
In other words, a less than significant impact for a Future Development Program conceptual 
land use in the EIR does not preclude a significant impact for a specific project in the future. 
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b.  The conceptual description of Future Development Program components provides 
adequate specificity to sufficiently analyze environmental impacts without entering the realm of 
speculation.  
 
As noted under Master Response 3(a), the Future Development Program represents a conceptual 
buildout of the Santa Margarita Ranch based on allowable uses in the Salinas River Area Plan and 
is evaluated in the EIR not because it is proposed or planned, but because of a settlement 
agreement.  As a result, this EIR evaluates and mitigates a reasonable worst-case scenario of 
potential impacts associated with the Future Development Program.   

 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 states that “The degree of specificity required in an EIR 
will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is 
described in the EIR. 

 
(a)  An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects 

of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or 
comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of the construction can be predicted 
with greater accuracy. 

 
(b)  An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning 

ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the secondary effects that can be 
expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed 
as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.” 

 
The conceptual description of Future Development Program components provides adequate 
specificity to sufficiently analyze environmental impacts at a program level of detail without 
entering the realm of speculation. Because only generalized Future Development Program land 
use locations are available at this time, and no site plans or other project-level details have been 
provided by the applicant, greater impact specificity would necessarily require speculation. As 
noted in the State CEQA Guidelines § 15145 discussion, “where future development is unspecified 
and uncertain, no purpose can be served by requiring an EIR to engage in sheer speculation as to 
future environmental consequences.”   

 
The level of specificity in the EIR with respect to the description and analysis of the Future 
Development Program is adequate given the balance of detail and speculation.  It should also be 
noted that, as described under Master Response 3(a) above, a less than significant impact for a 
Future Development Program conceptual land use in the EIR does not preclude a significant 
impact for a specific project in the future. 
 

c.  Because the EIR analyzes a conceptual future buildout of the Santa Margarita 
Ranch, it inherently avoids segmentation.   
 
CEQA mandates that environmental considerations do not become submerged by separating a 
large project into many little ones — each with a minimal potential impact on the environment 
— which cumulatively may have significant impacts. This problem is often referred to as 
“segmenting” or “piecemealing.” Because the EIR comprehensively analyzes a scenario for 
future buildout of the Santa Margarita Ranch subject parcels, it evaluates the full magnitude of 
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cumulative impacts associated with development of the property and avoids segmentation. 
Refer also to Master Response 3(b). 
 
2.4 Master Response 4: Intent and Scope of Alternatives. 
 
Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that: “An EIR shall describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An 
EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. 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 which are infeasible. 
The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and 
must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule 
governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.” 
[§ 15126.6 (a)] 
 
The Draft EIR analyzed 11 alternatives to the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and Future Development Program, including the CEQA-required “no project” 
alternative. The Revised Draft EIR analyzed three additional alternatives to the proposed 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, including an Amended Project Alternative, a 
Santa Margarita Town Expansion Alternative, and a Reduced Project Alternative (refer to 
Section 3.0, Analysis of New Alternatives, in the Revised Draft EIR).  In total, 14 alternatives are 
included in the Final EIR. As required by § 15126.6 (c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the 
alternatives included “those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the 
project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.”  The 
applicant’s objectives for the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and the 
Future Development Program are listed in Section 2.5, Project Objectives, in the Project 
Description. Alternatives which would not meet most of the basic objectives listed therein were 
not included in the analysis.  
 
In addition, proposed alternatives were intended to avoid or substantially lessen one or more of 
the significant effects of the project, in accordance with § 15126.6 (c). The environmentally 
superior alternative (Alternative 7 in the Draft EIR and Alternative 14 in the Revised Draft EIR 
and Final EIR) was not intended, and is not expected, to reduce all significant impacts 
associated with the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  
 
As noted in § 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, “An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project.” The 14 alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR represent a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives. 
 
2.5 Master Response 5: Although the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 

would result in significant and unavoidable traffic-related impacts, project-
generated traffic would not degrade levels of service (LOS) on local roadways 
within the community of Santa Margarita.   

 
Although the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would result in Class I, significant 
and unavoidable, impacts related to traffic, these impacts are related to the addition of traffic to 
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areas with existing hazards and deficiencies. They do not result from a degradation of local 
roadway or intersection levels of service (LOS).  In other words, although the addition of traffic 
from the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is projected to significantly increase the 
daily volumes on area roadways (a 43 percent increase), including along El Camino Real, 
roadways within the community are nevertheless capable of handling projected traffic. Impacts 
result, however, when trips are added to locations with existing safety and design deficiencies. 
 
2.6 Master Response 6: Applicant-contracted technical studies were adequately 

reviewed and evaluated prior to incorporation into the EIR. 
 
All technical studies used in the EIR analysis were either directly contracted by the County of 
San Luis Obispo or thoroughly scrutinized by the County’s lead consultant and their consultant 
team, as impartial third party environmental analysts. The data and conclusions contained in 
technical studies contracted by the applicant were not assumed to be factual, nor were they 
assumed to be biased.  Of note, the Preliminary Hydrogeological Study conducted by Hopkins 
Groundwater Consultants (Appendix K) utilized data provided by past groundwater studies, 
including one contracted by Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC. However, the Hopkins report came to 
independent conclusions based on technical expertise that contradicted the study contracted by 
the applicants. 
 
2.7 Master Response 7: Standards for EIR Adequacy. 
 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 states that EIR ”reviewers should be aware that the 
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such 
as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the 
geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commentors.” 

 
2.8 Master Response 8: The Draft Vineyard Estates Design Guidelines are not part 

of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision because they are guidelines, 
not requirements, and were not proposed as part of the project.  Several EIR 
mitigation measures reflect the intent of design concepts noted in the Draft 
Guidelines, but are project requirements with identified implementation, 
timing, and monitoring standards. 

 
The Draft Vineyard Estates Design Guidelines (Item 10 in the applicants’ Draft EIR comment 
letter package) were not included in the Project Description and therefore not analyzed as part 
of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision because they hold no weight with regard to 
implementation or monitoring. They are guidelines, not requirements. 

 
In an email from the applicant team to County and Rincon staff (July 26, 2006), the applicant’s 
representative stated that: “The owners [Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC] do not want to be bound 
to the Draft Guidelines. We are looking at them as guidelines and not standards.” It would not 
be appropriate to evaluate the Draft Vineyard Estates Design Guidelines as aspects of the 
project, since the guidelines are merely design suggestions rather than proposed project design 
features.  Rather, the EIR evaluates a reasonable worst-case scenario regarding the disturbance 
associated with future development on the 112 proposed residential lots.   
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It should also be noted that the applicant team reviewed the Administrative Draft Project 
Description in February 2006 and did not contend at the time that the Draft Guidelines were a 
part of the project that should be included in the Project Description. The comments that were 
made on the Administrative Draft Project Description consisted of minor corrections to the 
description of project components and clarification that one of the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision units would be located at the Ranch Headquarters on Parcel 42.   In 
addition, the Draft Guidelines were not included as part of the project application. 

 
In addition, the Draft Guidelines do not contain requirements for implementation, nor do they 
provide a mechanism for monitoring. However, several mitigation measures contained in the 
EIR capture the intent of certain guidelines with the advantage of implementation and 
monitoring requirements. For example, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure 
VR-1(c) (Oak Tree Avoidance) requires that the removal of oak trees be avoided where feasible, 
including through the design of roads and the location of home sites.  This is similar in scope to 
Draft Development Guideline 3.3 (Resource Protection: Oak Trees), which states that the design 
of residences and related driveways, drive courts, outdoor living areas and landscape should 
“preserve and protect native oak trees as much as possible.”  However, the EIR mitigation 
requires the Planning and Building Department to review tract improvement and individual 
site plans for avoidance of oak tree removal prior to final recordation to ensure compliance with 
the mitigation measure. The applicant’s Draft Development Guideline 3.3 contains no language 
which requires implementation of the guideline, nor does it provide for compliance monitoring. 

 
The following table provides a list of Draft Vineyard Estates Design Guidelines and 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision mitigation measures which capture the intent of 
that guideline: 

 
Table CR-1. Comparison of Draft Vineyard Estates Design Guidelines and Agricultural 

Residential Cluster Subdivision Mitigation Measures 

Draft Vineyard Estates Design Guideline Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Mitigation Measure(s) 

2.1 (Design Principles)  VR-1(h) (Grading), VR-1(i) (Accessory 
Structures/Infrastructure) 

2.3 (Roads and Drives) VR-1(h) (Grading), VR-1(i) (Accessory 
Structures/Infrastructure) 

3.1 (Design Principles) VR-1(b) (Architectural and Landscape Guidelines) 
3.2 (Agricultural Resource Protection – Interface 
between Home sites and Agricultural Conservation 
Easement Area) 

AG-2(a) (Disclosure of Potential Nuisance), AG-2(b) 
(Agricultural Buffers), AG-2(d) (No Climb Fencing), B-
9(e) (Native Landscaping), W-1(b) (Water Conservation 
Measures) 

3.3 (Resource Protection: Oak Trees) VR-1(c) (Oak Tree Avoidance) 
3.4 (Resource Protection: Visual Quality) VR-1(a) (Prohibition of Structural Silhouetting) , VR-1(b) 

(Architectural and Landscape Guidelines), VR-1(e) 
(Lighting) 

3.5 (Architectural Character) VR-1(b) (Architectural and Landscape Guidelines) 
4.0 (Creeks and Water Resource Protection) B-4(a) (Wetland and Riparian Protection), D-2(c) LID-

Integrated Management Practices 
5.0 (Water Tanks) VR-1(d) (Bury Water Tanks) 
6.0 (Archeological Resource Protection) CR-1(a) (Avoidance), CR-1(b) (Cultural Design 

Guidelines), CR-2(a) (Avoidance), CR-2(b) (Mitigative 
Data Recovery Excavation), CR-3(a) (Buried Site 
Testing at Isolate Locations), CR-3(b) (Archaeological 
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Table CR-1. Comparison of Draft Vineyard Estates Design Guidelines and Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Mitigation Measures 

Draft Vineyard Estates Design Guideline Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Mitigation Measure(s) 

Resource Construction Monitoring), CR-4(a) (Treatment 
of Human Remains), CR-5(a) (Prohibition of 
Archaeological Site Tampering), CR-5(b) (Periodic 
Monitoring of Archaeological Site Condition), CR-6(a) 
(Preparation of a, Paleontological Resource Monitoring 
Plan), CR-6(b) (Paleontological Monitoring), CR-6(c) 
(Treatment of Paleontological Remains Discovered  
During Monitoring), Future Development Program CR-
2(a) (Additional Archaeological and Historical Surveys) 

 
Overall, the Design Guidelines provide generalized  descriptions of preferred design concepts 
which were not intended to be standards or project features, while mitigation measures 
contained in the DEIR (and listed above) provide not only greater specificity directly related to 
an identified impact, but an implementation, timing, and monitoring mechanism as well.   

 
2.9 Master Response 9: The Final Program EIR for the Draft Salinas River Area Plan 

was not used as a tiering document because it did not adequately address 
environmental impacts associated with development on the Santa Margarita 
Ranch. 

 
Tiering refers to the coverage of general environmental matters in a broader EIR, such as a 
Program EIR for an area plan, with subsequent focused environmental documents for 
individual projects that implement the program. When tiering environmental review, the 
project environmental document incorporates by reference the broader discussions in the 
Program EIR and concentrates on project-specific issues. CEQA Statues and Guidelines 
encourage the use of tiered environmental documents to reduce delays and excessive 
paperwork in the environmental review process. This is accomplished in tiered documents by 
eliminating repetitive analyses of issues that were adequately addressed in the Program EIR 
and by incorporating those analyses by reference. 

 
The Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the Draft Salinas River Area Plan (Fugro-
McClelland, Certified January 2, 1996; hereafter “Fugro EIR”) analyzed the environmental 
impacts associated with the Draft Salinas River Area Plan, of which the Santa Margarita Ranch 
is a part.  The use of the Fugro EIR as a tiering document for the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR would require incorporating 
by reference the general discussions from the Fugro EIR and concentrating the current EIR 
solely on the issues specific to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and 
Future Development Program. 

 
However, a Tiered EIR may not always be appropriate, and is indeed inappropriate in this case. 
The following discussion outlines why tiering is inappropriate for the current EIR due to 
inadequate analysis in the Fugro EIR and potential General Plan inconsistencies. 
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Inadequate Analysis 
 

State CEQA Guidelines § 15152 (f) requires that a later (non-tiered) EIR be written when it is 
determined that “the later project may cause significant effects on the environment that were 
not adequately addressed in the prior EIR.” Significant environmental effects have been 
“adequately addressed” if the lead agency determines that: 
  

(A) they have been mitigated or avoided as a result of the prior environmental impact report 
and findings adopted in connection with that prior environmental report; or 
  
(B) they have been examined at a sufficient level of detail in the prior environmental impact 
report to enable those effects to be mitigated or avoided by site specific revisions, the 
imposition of conditions, or by other means in connection with the approval of the later 
project. 
 

The Fugro EIR did not examine environmental effects at a sufficient level of detail to meet the 
above requirements. The following discussion outlines ways in which the Fugro EIR 
inadequately addressed the impacts of Santa Margarita Ranch development and therefore 
cannot be used as a tiering document for the current EIR. 

 
A. The Fugro EIR is outdated.   

 
The Fugro EIR was certified in 1996, twelve (12) years prior to the current EIR. As a result, 
baseline conditions, threshold levels and sophistication of analysis have changed since 
certification of the Fugro EIR.  

 
For example, the ambient air quality standards listed in Table 5.3-1 of the Fugro EIR have 
changed dramatically over the last 12 years, including the addition of an 8-hour ozone standard 
and increased standards for PM10 (100 to 50 µg/m3) and SO2 (0.05 to 0.04 ppm).  In addition, the 
Fugro EIR utilized the URBEMIS3 air quality model to estimate emissions, which only 
accounted for motor vehicle emissions. The URBEMIS model has been updated several times 
since 1996 to estimate construction and area source emissions and to more accurately estimate 
vehicle emissions. Although changes in threshold levels and analysis methods do not in 
themselves discredit an old EIR, the combination of lower thresholds and less accurate analysis 
methods render the Fugro EIR Air Quality analysis irrelevant for use in the current Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR. 

 
Other sections of the Fugro EIR experience similar inadequacies due to the outdated nature of 
the analyses, including Transportation/Circulation (outdated and inaccurate trip generation 
rates), Noise (outdated baseline noise levels and analysis methodology [no quantitative project-
specific projection]), Water Resources (outdated and inaccurate baseline and water 
consumption rates), Public Services (outdated baseline service capacities and student generation 
rates), Biological Resources (outdated and inaccurate sensitive species lists) and Agricultural 
Resources (inaccurate and incomplete baseline information).  
 
B. The Fugro EIR is too vague to provide an adequate description of potential impacts from Santa 

Margarita Ranch development.  
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The Fugro EIR’s generalized analysis of potential buildout of the Santa Margarita Ranch was 
added to the document after the Draft EIR was circulated for public review, as evidenced by the 
highlighted text throughout the FEIR. This additional analysis is not at the same level of detail 
as the rest of the document. Impact discussions are generally only one to two paragraphs in 
length and provide broad generalizations with regard to potential impacts. For example, the 
analysis of impacts to prehistoric sites is limited to the following: “A total of 16 identified 
prehistoric sites are located within the boundaries of the Santa Margarita Ranch. Buildout of the 
Ranch could potentially affect all of these sites, as well as yet unidentified archaeological 
resources” (Page 5.12-8). This analysis is too vague (e.g., it doesn’t note the extent of the 
property surveyed, the general locations of the sites, a description of how the resource will be 
impacted, etc.) to provide an adequate description of potential impacts from Santa Margarita 
Ranch development. Nonetheless, this is one of the few impact areas in the Fugro EIR where a 
hint of a conclusion is made relative to future development of the Ranch property. Remaining 
issue areas in all 13 impact sections are deferred to future analysis. 

 
The extent of deferred analysis in the Fugro EIR undermines the identification of environmental 
impacts associated with Santa Margarita Ranch development.  All 13 impact sections defer 
analysis to an Environmental Constraints Analysis (ECA) and EIR prepared for a Santa 
Margarita Ranch Specific Plan. Although a Draft ECA was prepared in March 1994, this 
document was never certified and is therefore invalid. In addition, no Specific Plan and 
consequently no Specific Plan EIR has yet been prepared for the Santa Margarita Ranch. In 
other words, the Fugro EIR deferred to future analysis that was never conducted. As a result, 
impacts associated with buildout of the Ranch had not been sufficiently analyzed until 
preparation of this EIR. 

 
Due to the delayed inclusion of the Santa Margarita Ranch in the analysis, buildout of the Ranch 
is also not included in Area Plan-wide quantitative analyses of traffic, air quality, water demand 
or public services. As a result, the conclusions of these sections are inadequate for use in the 
evaluation of the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project 
and Future Development Program. 
 
C.  The Fugro EIR assumes a different level of buildout than the proposed Agricultural Residential 

Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program.  
 
The following table compares the land uses included in the Fugro EIR with land uses included 
the Santa Margarita Ranch Project and Future Development Program EIR. 

 
Table CR-2. Comparison of Fugro EIR and 
Future Development Program Land Uses 

Fugro EIR Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Project and Future Development Program EIR 

500 dwelling units 519 dwelling units (112 in Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision, 402 in Future Development 
Program, and 5 ranch/farm headquarters)  

36-hole golf course 27 to 36-hole golf course, club house, shop 
150-unit guest ranch and 40-table restaurant 150 to 250-unit guest ranch, lodge, and 40-table 

restaurant 
12-room bed and breakfast inn with 20 table café 12-room bed and breakfast with 20 table café 
200-seat amphitheater 200 to 600-seat amphitheater 
400-seat horse arena/stables, boarding facility and track Horse ranch 
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Table CR-2. Comparison of Fugro EIR and 
Future Development Program Land Uses 

Fugro EIR Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Project and Future Development Program EIR 

3,000 square feet interpretive center/gift shop 3,000 square feet interpretive center/gift shop 
Small-scale retreat with 24 units and 10-table dining 
facility 

Retreat center with 16 to 24 units with lodge and 
residence 

3,000 square feet gym and 25-yard lap pool Not included (see swimming pool listed with 
neighborhood parkland) 

Vineyard and winery with wine-tasting Nine wineries, tasting rooms, and special events 
Neighborhood parkland Neighborhood parkland and swimming pool 
Not analyzed 6,000 square feet Craft studios, galleries, and shops 
Not analyzed Livestock sales yard and café 
Not analyzed Three places of worship 

 
As outlined in the above table, several conceptual future uses on the Ranch property were not 
previously analyzed in the Fugro EIR, including: 19 dwelling units; a club house and shop 
(associated with the golf course); up to 100 additional units at the guest ranch and lodge; up to 
400 additional seats at the amphitheater; eight wineries; winery special events; 6,000 square feet 
of craft studios, galleries and shops; a livestock sales yard and café; and three places of worship. 
The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program are 
therefore not entirely consistent with the certified EIR for the Salinas River Area Plan.  It should 
also be noted that the Fugro EIR does not analyze potential locations or distribution of the 500 
units. In other words, development similar to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
is not specifically assumed in the Fugro EIR. 
 
As discussed under Items A through C above, the Fugro EIR is outdated and provides only 
vague descriptions of potential impacts, deferring further analysis of impacts to future 
environmental review. The result is an analysis which is irrelevant, inadequate and at times 
absent with respect to the Santa Margarita Ranch. As noted previously, § 15152 (f) requires that 
a later (non-tiered) EIR be written when it is determined that “the later project may cause 
significant effects on the environment that were not adequately addressed in the prior EIR.” 
Because no impacts have been adequately addressed, the current DEIR cannot be tiered off the 
Fugro EIR. 

 
Plan Inconsistencies 
 
The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site is designated and zoned Agriculture (AG) 
under the San Luis Obispo County General Plan. As described in the County Framework for 
Planning (Inland), the purpose of the Agriculture land use designation is: 
 

a) To recognize and retain commercial agriculture as a desirable land use and as a major 
segment of the county's economic base. 

b) To designate areas where agriculture is the primary land use with all other uses being 
secondary, in direct support of agriculture. 

c) To designate areas where a combination of soil types, topography, water supply, 
existing parcel sizes and good management practices will result in the protection of 
agricultural land for agricultural uses, including the production of food and fiber. 

d) To designate areas where rural residential uses that are not related to agriculture would 
find agricultural activities a nuisance, or be incompatible. 
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e) To protect the agricultural basis of the county economy and encourage the open space 
values of agriculture to continue agricultural uses, including the production of food and 
fiber. 

f) To recognize that agricultural activities on a small scale can supplement income from 
other sources, particularly where older subdivisions have resulted in parcels smaller 
than would currently qualify for new subdivisions within the parcel size range for the 
Agriculture category. 

g) Support conversion of agricultural lands to other uses only when such conversion 
would be appropriate or because the continuing agricultural productivity of a specific 
site is infeasible, considering the factors in purpose statement C, above. 

h) To give high priority to the protection of commercial prime and nonprime agricultural 
soils where the commercial viability, siting (whether inside or outside urban reserve 
lines), and natural resources allow for agricultural uses, including the production of 
food and fiber. 

 
As discussed in Appendix C (Policy Consistency), the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision is potentially inconsistent with the Agriculture land use designation of the San Luis 
Obispo County General Plan. This inconsistency results primarily from the Class I, significant 
and unavoidable, impacts related to agricultural conversion and land use compatibility (refer to 
Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources). In addition, the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision is potentially inconsistent with 10 Countywide General Plan goals, 15 General Plan 
policies (including policies in the Noise, Energy, Safety, Circulation and Agriculture and Open 
Space Elements), portions of the Salinas River Area Plan, LUO Section 22.22.150 (Agricultural 
Lands Clustering) and the San Luis Obispo County Clean Air Plan (CAP).  
 
State CEQA Guidelines § 15152 (e) states that tiering “shall be limited to situations where the 
project is consistent with the general plan and zoning of the city or county in which the project 
is located, except that a project requiring a rezone to achieve or maintain conformity with a 
general plan may be subject to tiering.” Because the project is potentially inconsistent with the San 
Luis Obispo County General Plan and zoning and does not include a General Plan amendment or 
zone change to achieve or maintain conformity with the General Plan, the inconsistencies outlined 
above prohibit tiering in accordance with § 15152 (e). 
 
2.10 Master Response 10: Any differences between the thresholds of significance 

used in the EIR and those used in previous agricultural cluster EIRs are 
superficial and/or reflect County experience with agricultural cluster projects. 
Any changes in thresholds are warranted based on San Luis Obispo County’s 
experience with agricultural cluster subdivision projects. 

 
A thorough comparison of the thresholds of significance used in the EIR and those used in the 
FEIRs for the Biddle Ranch Agricultural Cluster Subdivision and Paso Robles Vineyard 
Agricultural Cluster Subdivision was conducted in response to the applicants’ assertion that 
lower thresholds were assigned to previous agricultural cluster projects in San Luis Obispo 
County. The Biddle Ranch and Paso Robles Vineyard EIRs were specifically cited by the 
applicants as examples of threshold inconsistency.  These EIRs were certified in January 2003 
and June 2001, respectively. 
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The comparison revealed few minor superficial variations in the thresholds of significance 
between the three EIRs.  These differences can be grouped into three categories:  

 
A. Differences in wording or added specificity which do not in themselves result in higher 

standards.  Examples include thresholds used in the following EIR sections: Water and 
Wastewater, Transportation and Circulation, Cultural Resources, Public Services, and 
Recreation (recreation thresholds and impacts are located in the Public Services Sections 
of the Biddle Ranch and Paso Robles Vineyard EIRs). 

B. Slight changes in wording due only to recent updates to Appendix G (Environmental 
Checklist Form) of the State CEQA Guidelines. This occurs in the Visual Resources, 
Geologic Stability, and Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation EIR sections. 

C. Updated thresholds to reflect current regulatory standards. Examples include thresholds 
used in the Air Quality and Biological Resources sections. Although these updated 
thresholds are indeed higher, this increase is consistent with current requirements.  

 
The thresholds of significance used throughout the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Project and Future Development Program EIR may differ somewhat from previous agricultural 
cluster projects in the County. However, these superficial variations do not result in higher 
thresholds except where required as a result of updated legislation or new regulations since 
preparation of the previous EIRs.   

 
It should also be noted that San Luis Obispo County has not adopted thresholds of significance, 
as encouraged in CEQA Guidelines § 15064.7. Because thresholds have not been adopted, the 
tailoring of thresholds to adequately address impacts particular to certain types of projects in 
the County is not prohibited. 
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3.0   WRITTEN COMMENTS and RESPONSES on the DRAFT EIR  
 
Each written comment regarding the Draft EIR that the County of San Luis Obispo received is 
included in this section (refer to Table CR-3).  Written comments regarding the Revised Draft 
EIR are included in Section 4.0 (refer to Table CR-4).  Responses to these comments have been 
prepared to address the environmental concerns raised by the commentors and to indicate 
where and how the EIR addresses pertinent environmental issues.  The comment letters 
included herein were submitted by public agencies, local interest groups, companies, private 
citizens, and the applicants.  The comment letters have been numbered sequentially, and each 
issue within a comment letter, if more than one, has a letter assigned to it.  Each comment letter 
is reproduced in its entirety with the issues of concern lettered in the margin.  References to the 
responses to comments identify first the letter number, and second, the lettered comment (6B, 
for example, would reference the second issue of concern within the sixth sequential comment 
letter). 
 

  Table CR-3. Commentors on the Draft EIR 
 

Commentors on the Draft EIR 
Letter Commentor Agency Date 
Federal, State, and Local Public Agencies 
1 Terry Roberts, Director State of California, Governor's Office of 

Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse 

April 13, 2007 

2 Michael Shore, Branch Chief U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 
FEMA Region IX, Community Mitigation 
Programs 

February 15, 2007 

3 Brian Leahy, Assistant Director California Department of Conservation, 
Division of Land Resource and Protection 

February 23, 2007 

4 Katy Sanchez, Associate 
Governmental Program 
Analyst 

Native American Heritage Commission March 28, 2007 

5 Kevin Boles, Environmental 
Specialist 

California Public Utilities Commission, 
Rail Crossings Engineering Section, 
Consumer Protection and Safety Division 

April 2, 2007 

6 Jeanette Di Leo, Parks Planner County of San Luis Obispo, Department 
of General Services 

April 2, 2007 

7 Terry Eberhardt, Parks and 
Recreation Commission Chair 

County of San Luis Obispo, Department 
of General Services 

April 4, 2007 

8 Michael Winn, Chairman San Luis Obispo County Water 
Resources Advisory Committee (WRAC) 

April 4, 2007 

9 Rob Kinnear, Chairman Community Service Area No. 23 (CSA 23) 
Advisory Group 

April 5, 2007 

10 James Kilmer, Development 
Review 

California Department of Transportation, 
District 5 

April 9, 2007 

11 Pandora Nash-Karner, Parks 
Commissioner, District 2 

Pandora & Company/San Luis Obispo 
County Parks and Recreation 
Commission 

April 9, 2007 

12 Julie Eliason, Environmental 
Resource Specialist 

County of San Luis Obispo, Department 
of Planning and Building, Environmental 
Division 

April 10, 2007 

13 Andy Mutziger, Air Quality 
Specialist 

County of San Luis Obispo Air Pollution 
Control District 

April 11, 2007 

14 Lynda L. Auchinachie, County of San Luis Obispo, Department April 11, 2007 
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  Table CR-3. Commentors on the Draft EIR 
 

Commentors on the Draft EIR 
Letter Commentor Agency Date 

Agriculture Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures 
15 Jacob M. Martin, Acting 

Assistant Field Supervisor 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Ventura Fish and Wildlife 
Office 

April 12, 2007 

16 Roger W. Briggs, Executive 
Officer 

California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Central Coast Region 

April 12, 2007 

17 Richard Marshall, 
Development Services 
Engineer 

County of San Luis Obispo, Department 
of Public Works 

April 16, 2007 

Local Interest Groups, Companies and Private Citizens 
18 Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC Project Applicants April 12, 2007 
19 Patricia Ross Private Citizen January 18, 2007 
20 George Havale Private Citizen January 30, 2007 
21 Carol Whitaker Private Citizen February 1, 2007 
22 Susan Knott Private Citizen February 7, 2007 
23 Miranda Joseph  Private Citizen February 10, 2007 
24 Mike and Marshawn Porter Private Citizens February 12, 2007 
25 Landon Young Private Citizen February 13, 2007 
26 O’Brien Young Private Citizen February 15, 2007 
27 John W. Egbert Private Citizen February 18, 2007 
28 William C. Bianchi Private Citizen March 1, 2007 
29 James Joseph Private Citizen March 17, 2007 
30 Michael C. Blanc Private Citizen March 22, 2007 
31 Victoria A. Brien Private Citizen March 27, 2007 
32 Miranda Joseph Private Citizen March 28, 2007 
33 David H. Chipping, Vice 

President 
California Native Plant Society May 4, 2007 

34 C.Z. Whitney, Chairman Santa Margarita Area Advisory Council March 30, 2007 
35 Phil Ashley Private Citizen April 1, 2007 
36 SMART Board of Directors Santa Margarita Area Residents Together 

(SMART) 
April 3, 2007 

37 David Blakely Private Citizen April 6, 2007 
38 Holly Sletteland Private Citizen April 7, 2006 
39 Eric Greening Private Citizen April 8, 2007 
40 Mark Tomes Private Citizen April 9, 2007 
41 Rita M. Conway Private Citizen April 10, 2007 
42 Shelly Davis-King Davis-King & Associates April 10, 2007 
43 Dana Eagle Private Citizen April 10, 2007 
44 Susan A. Harvey Private Citizen April 10, 2007 
45 Gordon R. Hensley San Luis Obispo Coastkeeper April 10, 2007 
46 Daniel E. Krieger Private Citizen April 10, 2007 
47 Cheri and Malcolm Roe Private Citizens April 10, 2007 
48 Bettina H. Salter Private Citizen April 10, 2007 
49 Mark Tomes Private Citizen April 10, 2007 
50 Sheila Wynne Private Citizen April 10, 2007 
51 Anonymous Private Citizen April 11, 2007 
52 Andrew Christie, Chapter 

Director 
Sierra Club, Santa Lucia Chapter April 11, 2007 

53 Carol Eastman Private Citizen April 11, 2007 
54 Dorothy Jennings Private Citizen April 11, 2007 
55 Miranda Joseph Private Citizen April 11, 2007 
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  Table CR-3. Commentors on the Draft EIR 
 

Commentors on the Draft EIR 
Letter Commentor Agency Date 
56 Sue Luft, President North County Watch April 11, 2007 
57 Jeff Kuyper, Executive Director Los Padres Forest Watch April 11, 2007 
58 Michael Sullivan Private Citizen April 11, 2007 
59 Patti Dunton, Cultural 

Resource Specialist  
Playano Salinan Heritage Services April 12, 2007 

60 Sue Luft, President North County Watch April 12, 2007 
61 Irv McMillan Private Citizen April 12, 2007 
62 Morgan Rafferty, Executive 

Director 
Environmental Center of San Luis Obispo 
County (EcoSlo) 

April 12, 2007 

63 Neil Kelley Private Citizen April 14, 2007 
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Letter 1 
 
COMMENTOR: Terry Roberts, Director, California State Clearinghouse 
 
DATE:   April 13, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 1A 
 
The commentor states that he has distributed the Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review 
and acknowledges that the County has complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents.  
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Letter 2 
 
COMMENTOR: Michael Shore, Branch Chief, U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 

FEMA Region IX, Community Mitigation Programs 
 
DATE:   February 15, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 2A 
 
The commentor suggests review of the current effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for 
San Luis Obispo County (Community Number 060304 revised February 4, 2004).  
 
Community Number 060304 refers to all of unincorporated San Luis Obispo County and 
includes a number of individual FIRMs. These FIRMS are referenced with a Panel Number 
which is listed following the Community Number.  The Santa Margarita Ranch is covered by 
Panel Numbers 0477, 0481, and 0500B (or 0603040477, 0603040481, and 0603040500B, 
respectively). According to the FEMA Map Service Center web site, a flood map is effective on 
or after the date published on the map’s title block (http://msc.fema.gov/). Although several 
FIRMs within Community Number 060304 were revised on February 4, 2004, the FIRMs 
applicable to the Santa Margarita Ranch are all dated July 5, 1982 (http://msc.fema.gov/). The 
current FIRMS were therefore reviewed for the Santa Margarita Ranch. 
 
The first sentence below Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-3 and the first 
sentence below Future Development Program D-3 have been revised to reflect the above 
distinction. Refer to Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR. 
 
The associated reference in Section 8.0, References, has also been revised accordingly. 
 
Response 2B 
 
The commentor summarizes National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) requirements. As noted 
in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-3 in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and 
Sedimentation, portions of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would be located in a 
100-year flood zone. However, no habitable structures would be located in these areas. The 
impact is therefore identified as Class III, less than significant.  
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR 
analysis.  No additional response is required. 
 
Response 2C 
 
The commentor notes that many NFIP participating communities have adopted floodplain 
management requirements which are more restrictive than the minimum federal standards, and 
suggests contacting the local floodplain manager for more information on local floodplain building 
requirements. Refer to the discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-
3 (refer also to Response 2B). Local requirements for construction in flood plains are discussed 
therein. No additional response is required.
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Letter 3 
 
COMMENTOR: Brian Leahy, Assistant Director, California Department of Conservation, 

Division of Land Resource and Protection 
 
DATE:   February 23, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 3A 
 
The commentor’s summary of the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and 
Future Development Program is noted. 
 
Response 3B 
 
The commentor notes that the DEIR does not provide information on the specific types of land uses 
allowable in the Agricultural Conservation Easement (ACE) areas and comments that this 
information would be useful to decision makers and readers of the EIR.  
 
A discussion of Agricultural Conservation Easements (ACE’s) is provided in Section 4.1.1(b) (Santa 
Margarita Ranch Agricultural Resources) in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the FEIR.  As 
discussed therein, the terms of ACE’s can be tailored to suit the needs of the landowner and his or 
her property.  Because the terms of the Santa Margarita Ranch ACE’s have not yet been 
determined, providing a specific list of land uses that may be allowed in these areas would be 
speculative. However, as noted in the FEIR, an ACE generally permits the construction of new farm 
buildings and can allow construction of a home for family members or the subdivision of a lot for 
resale.  In addition, ACE’s often permit commercial development related to the farm operation.  
 
Additionally, San Luis Obispo County Land Use Ordinance (LUO) Section 22.22.150 (Agricultural 
Lands Clustering) outlines structural and nonstructural uses allowed in defined agricultural 
land/open space areas of an agricultural cluster.  This includes: 
 

(c)  Structural uses allowed in defined open space areas. The area proposed for agricultural 
land and/or open space preservation is not to be developed with structural uses other than: 
(1) A ranch/farm headquarters including up to two of the residential units allowed 

pursuant to Subsection B9, residential accessory structures and farm support housing, 
which may be approved or modified after the initial Conditional Use Permit approval 
through Minor Use Permit, provided that the building site does not exceed 2.5 acres. 

(2) Areas set aside for the preservation of historic buildings identified by the Land Use 
Element, to be delineated on the recorded map. 

(3) Agricultural accessory structures or agricultural processing uses essential to the 
continuing agricultural production of food and fiber in the immediately surrounding 
area, which may be approved or modified after the initial Conditional Use Permit 
approval through Minor Use Permit, which shall not occupy an aggregate area of the 
site larger than five acres. 
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(d)  Nonstructural uses allowed in defined open space areas.  The following nonstructural uses 
may be allowed in the open space areas: crop production and grazing; animal raising and 
keeping; specialized animal facilities; nursery specialties (nonstructural); range land or 
wildlife preserves; water storage or recharge; leachfield or spray disposal area; scenic area 
protection or buffers from hazardous areas; public outdoor recreation uses on non-prime 
lands, or other similar open space uses; and roads/turnarounds directly serving 
agricultural use. [§ 22.22.150(B)(8)] 

 
Response 3C 
 
The commentor summarizes land uses that may be allowed in Williamson Act areas. The comment 
is noted. 
 
Response 3D 
 
The commentor notes that many of the land uses listed by the applicant for evaluation (refer to 
Response 3C) appear to be incompatible on contracted land.  It should be noted that the land uses 
identified for evaluation on Williamson Act lands are currently conceptual.  The Department of 
Conservation will maintain authority over allowable uses on such lands.    
 
Refer also to Master Response 3a. As described therein, the Future Development Program does not 
represent a development plan for allowable future uses on the Santa Margarita Ranch, nor does it 
preclude future environmental review. 
 
Response 3E 
 
The Land Conservation Act discussion in Section 4.1.1(b) (Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural 
Resources) has been revised to provide additional detail about the County Agricultural Rules of 
Procedure.  Refer to Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the FEIR. 
 
The commentor additionally recommends that the FEIR specify which of the Future Development 
Program land uses are currently included in the Rules of Procedure. Refer to Master Response 3a. 
As described therein, the Future Development Program does not represent a development plan for 
allowable future uses on the Santa Margarita Ranch, nor does it preclude future environmental 
review. 
 
Response 3F 
 
The commentor recommends that the County contact the Division of Land Resource Protection to 
discuss proposed land uses for areas to be under agricultural contract. No uses are currently 
proposed for these areas. Refer also to Master Response 3a. 
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Letter 4 
 
COMMENTOR: Katy Sanchez, Associate Governmental Program Analyst,  

Native American Heritage Commission 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 4A 
 
The commentor outlines the Native American Heritage Commission’s (NAHC) 
recommendations for the assessment of historical and archaeological resource in an EIR.  
Section 4.4.2 (Existing Cultural Resources) in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
outlines research and analysis conducted by Applied EarthWorks, Inc. (Æ). This includes the 
recommendations provided by the commentor. 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR 
analysis. No additional response is required.  
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Letter 5 
 
COMMENTOR: Kevin Boles, Environmental Specialist, California Public Utilities 

Commission, Rail Crossings Engineering Section, Consumer Protection 
and Safety Division 

 
DATE:   April 2, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 5A 
 
The commentor recommends that any development projects planned adjacent to or near the rail 
corridor in the County be planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind. As noted in the Final 
EIR, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision development area would be located over 
3,000 feet from the UPRR right-of-way.  Safety issues associated with the proximity to the UPRR 
line are addressed in Section 4.9, Public Safety, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 5B 
 
The commentor outlines safety factors that should be considered when planning development 
projects near rail corridors, including analysis of any proposed new rail crossings.  It should be 
noted that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision does not propose a new rail crossing.  
Future rail crossings associated with Future Development Program implementation would require 
consultation and approval from the Public Utilities Commission. 
 
Response 5C 
 
The commentor notes that Future Development Program measure T-2(a) summarizes the Public 
Utility Commission’s specific concerns with the project. It should be noted that Future 
Development Program measure T-2(a) applies to the Future Development Program only and does 
not apply to the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  
 
Refer also to Master Response 3a. 
 
Response 5D 
 
The commentor argues that Future Development Program measure T-1(a) (El Camino 
Real/Estrada Avenue Signalization) should be included as a requirement for project approval at an 
early stage of the project. The mitigation measure in question applies to the Future Development 
Program only and does not apply to the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. In 
addition, although the commentor asserts that the Public Utilities Commission has exclusive 
jurisdiction of safety at all rail crossings, Caltrans has jurisdiction over state-maintained roadways, 
including SR 58/El Camino Real. As a result, Caltrans will make the final determination on the 
need for a signal at this location.   
 
Refer also to Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, in the Final EIR for revisions to this 
mitigation measure. 
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Response 5E 
 
The commentor expresses concern over traffic volumes being used exclusively for queuing analysis, 
resulting in “brief periods of time of excessive queuing” being overlooked. 
 
A Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) signal warrants analysis was conducted for 
the El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue intersection referred to by the commentor. Although signal 
warrants were not met under Existing + Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision conditions, 
the results of the MUTCD peak-hour warrants indicate that a signal is warranted under 
Cumulative + Future Development Program conditions, thereby requiring mitigation.  Refer to 
Future Development Program measure T-1(d) in the Final EIR [T-1(a) in the DEIR].  As noted 
therein, future signalization would include rail pre-emption to allow northbound vehicles on 
Estrada Avenue to clear the rail tracks. The design of the future traffic signal will also incorporate 
current rail safety design standards. Refer also to Response 10D.  
 
Response 5F 
 
The commentor’s statement that working with Commission staff early in the conceptual design 
phase will help improve the safety to motorists and pedestrians in the County is noted.  
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Letter 6 

COMMENTOR: Jeanette Di Leo, Parks Planner, San Luis Obispo County Parks 
Department

DATE:  April 2, 2007 

RESPONSE:

Response 6A

The first paragraph on page 4.11-1 has been revised to include the commentor-recommended 
change.  Refer to Section 4.11, Recreation, in the Final EIR. 

Response 6B

The second paragraph on page 4.11-1 has been revised to include the commentor-recommended 
change.  Refer to Section 4.11, Recreation, in the Final EIR.

Response 6C

The last sentence of the first paragraph under Section 4.11.1(a) (Existing Recreation Facilities) has 
been revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation.  Refer to Section 4.11, 
Recreation, in the Final EIR.

Response 6D

A note has been added to Table 4.11-1 to clarify that Santa Margarita Community Park and 
Santa Margarita Lake Regional Park are San Luis Obispo County park facilities. Refer to Section 
4.11, Recreation, in the Final EIR.

Response 6E

The last two sentences in the first paragraph under Section 4.11.1(b) (Recreation Standards) have 
been revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendations.  Refer to Section 4.11, 
Recreation, in the Final EIR. 

Response 6F

The second paragraph under Section 4.11.1(b) (Recreation Standards) has been revised to include 
the commentor-recommended changes.  Refer to Section 4.11, Recreation, in the Final EIR. 

Response 6G

The second full paragraph, first two sentences, under Section 4.11.2(a) (Methodology and 
Significance Thresholds) has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendations. 
Refer to Section 4.11, Recreation, in the Final EIR.
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Response 6H

The second full paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact R-1 has been 
revised to include the commentor-recommended change.  Refer to Section 4.11, Recreation, in the 
Final EIR. 

Response 6I

The commentor notes that the 5-acre community park included in the Future Development 
Program would meet the criterion of a neighborhood or community park, thereby fulfilling the 
Future Development Program parkland requirement. The Final EIR notes that this 5-acre 
community park would fulfill the parkland requirement.

Response 6J

Future Development Program measure R-1(a) (Community Park Implementation Timing) has been 
revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendations.  Refer to Section 4.11, Recreation, in
the Final EIR.

It should be noted that the currently envisioned 5-acre park would exceed the Future Development 
Program’s generated need of 4.2 acres of parkland (refer to discussion under Future Development 
Program Impact R-1).  Therefore, wording in the above referenced mitigation measure has not been 
altered to read “the a minimum 5-acre community park,” as suggested by the commentor. 

Response 6K

Future Development Program measure R-2(a) (Juan Bautista de Anza Historic Trail Connection) 
has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendations.  Refer to Section 4.11, 
Recreation, in the Final EIR.

Response 6L

Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-4(b) (Pedestrian Pathway) has been revised 
to include commentor-recommended revisions.  Refer to Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, 
in the Final EIR. 
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Letter 7 
 
COMMENTOR: Terry Eberhardt, Parks and Recreation Commission Chair, San Luis 

Obispo County Parks Department 
 
DATE:   April 4, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 7A 
 
The commentor notes that the County’s Parks and Recreation Commission unanimously supports 
the letter provide by County Parks dated April 2, 2007 (Letter 6). Refer to Responses 6A through 6L 
and Section 4.11, Recreation, in the Final EIR. 
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Letter 8 
 
COMMENTOR: Michael Winn, Chairman, San Luis Obispo County Water Resources 

Advisory Committee 
 
DATE:   April 4, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 8A 
 
The commentor notes that the Water Resources Advisory Committee (WRAC) discussed the 
DEIR at their February 7, March 7 and April 4, 2007 WRAC meetings and explains that 
individual member comments are enclosed. Refer to Responses 8B through 8AJ for responses to 
individual member comments. 
 
Response 8B 
 
The last paragraph under Section 4.14.1(a) (Water Supply and Current Demand) has been 
revised to include the commentor-recommended change.  Refer to Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 8C 
 
The commentor states that Table 4.14-1 should include information on the water used at the 
Ranch headquarters parcel. 
 
The commentor also recommends that the table include information on water use at wineries 
planned for the open space parcel. Refer to Table 4.14-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, in 
the Final EIR, which has been revised to include planned orchards and vineyards throughout 
the Ranch property. 
 
The actual water consumption associated with these uses is anticipated to be relatively small, 
and of a magnitude that will not change the overall impact related to the Future Development 
Program.  The water demand estimate for this type of use was not available in the County 
provided water demand information. 
 
Response 8D 
 
The commentor claims that the information in the Draft EIR does not support the assumption 
that 40% of rural residential water use and 32% of agricultural water results in groundwater 
recharge. 
 
Septic leach fields, mound systems, or vertical shafts will be designed based on County 
standards and site specific soil types to handle the volume of water being discharged from the 
homes.  Because the septic discharge is over a large area at a relatively low rate (note the 
density of housing per acre) the low permeability soils that are reportedly present are believed 
capable of percolating the volume of residential effluent.  Should mounding systems be utilized 
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for disposal and evapotranspiration of plants is the main mechanism of water removal from 
these systems, the offset/reduction in irrigation demand should compensate for the amount of 
water that does not percolate back to groundwater.   
 
Response 8E 
 
The comment states that with the potential for overdraft of the ground water basins, it is 
important to understand the influence of soil type and rainfall patterns in determining ground 
water recharge for this area.  If the surface is already saturated by rainfall, little subsequent 
rainfall will make its way into the ground water basin because it will runoff into the creeks and 
flow to the Salinas River. 
 
Groundwater recharge for this area is indicated by the water level recovery (or decline) 
observed in the well data.  Typically, until a soil is saturated, it will not release water to 
percolate downward to the water table.  The rate at which water will move through a soil is 
dependent on its composition. 
 
Response 8F 
 
The comment is concerned about storm drain design issues relative to percolation capabilities of 
underlying soils.  Consistent with proposed mitigation, the design and maintenance program 
for these structures will consider site specific conditions and be altered to accommodate the 
potential conditions indicated by this comment. 
 
Response 8G 
 
The commentor notes that Nacimiento water would require expensive treatment and has 
therefore not been considered as an option by the CSA 23.  The commentor additionally notes 
that if State Water is used, the CSA 23 would have to purchase an entitlement from Shandon, 
which would require a Supplemental EIR for the State Water project.  
 
Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  The revised discussion addresses 
these concerns. 
 
Response 8H 
 
The commentor requests that mitigation measures contained in Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater, that require plan review be reviewed by CSA 23. The County of San Luis Obispo 
Public Works Department retains the discretion to forward plans for review by CSA 23.   
 
Response 8I 
 
The comment suggests that the DEIR did not consider the proposed project’s impacts on the 
water supply for the community of Santa Margarita. 
 
The hydrogeological study did analyze the impacts of the proposed project on the Santa 
Margarita water supply and found that because the proposed groundwater production for the 
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project would be in the Trout Creek and Rinconada Creek watersheds the pumping impacts 
would be less than significant in the Santa Margarita and Yerba Buena Creek watersheds where 
the community water supply wells are located.  If the location of groundwater production for 
the project changes to one of the other watersheds, or a location that could impact runoff from 
one of the other watersheds, then there could be a significant impact to the shallow 
groundwater source that supplies Santa Margarita and Garden Farms.  A discussion of this is 
provided in the cumulative impacts analysis for this issue in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater. 
 
Response 8J 
 
The commentor is concerned that information on water use for existing wineries, farm 
support facilities associated with existing vineyard, 400 seat equestrian center arena, mission 
era structures, stables and boarding facilities have not been considered.  
 
While Table 1 does not include estimates for the “existing” uses identified by this comment, the 
amount of existing use is observed in the groundwater response to production that supplies 
them.  An attempt to estimate these uses may raise incrementally the estimated existing 
demand; however, the level of significance of the identified impacts will not change.  The uses 
of the open space parcel are included in the Future Development Program portion of the table 
on pages 5 and 6. 
 
Response 8K 
 
The commentor’s concurrence with Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1, 
which finds that groundwater use associated with the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision is a Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact, is noted. 
 
Response 8L 
 
The commentor expresses agreement with comments made by San Luis Obispo County Senior 
Engineer Jeff Werst. These excerpted comments note that existing groundwater resources are 
vulnerable in the community and that if the project is approved, the Department of Public 
Works would advocate implementing mutually beneficial water resource programs and 
improvements.  Although “mutually beneficial” water resource programs are not required to 
mitigate the identified impact, such programs and improvements could be required by the 
County as a condition of project approval.  
 
Response 8M 
 
The EIR water supply evaluation analyzed the ability of the underlying aquifers to adequately 
serve existing demand in combination with demand generated by the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program, based on a review of existing 
groundwater data and projections for proposed and future demand.  The EIR concluded that 
existing groundwater resources would not be adequate to serve either the proposed project or 
Future Development Program, unless imported water was acquired. 
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Response 8N 
 
The comment states the opinion that the DEIR overstates the magnitude of groundwater 
recharge per single-family home.  The water use factor for this size of parcel and this type of 
land use was provided by the County, based on professional experience.  No specific reasons 
were provided by the commentor why the DEIR’s recharge estimate is considered excessive. 
 
Response 8O 
 
The commentor argues that the groundwater monitoring program required by Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(a) should be established prior to project approval, 
rather than prior to occupancy clearance. The intent of the mitigation measure is to monitor 
groundwater impacts associated with the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
Monitoring groundwater prior to construction and occupancy would not serve this purpose.  
Nevertheless, it should be noted that the EIR concludes that existing groundwater resources 
would not be adequate to serve either the proposed project or Future Development Program, 
unless imported water was acquired. 
 
Response 8P 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(b) (Water Conservation Measures) 
has been revised to clarify that high efficiency washing machines may be installed after 
construction.  Refer to Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, in the Final EIR. 
 
Response 8Q 
 
The commentor notes that water supply must be secured prior to project approval.  Refer to 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 and the associated Residual Impacts 
discussion in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, in the Final EIR.   
 
Response 8R 
 
The commentor expresses concern regarding the lack of percolation testing and information. As 
noted in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, percolation testing was conducted in conformance 
with the methods provided in the Uniform Plumbing Code (UPC) and per the requirements of 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Central Coast Region (Basin Plan) 
standards in 26 locations around the property.  Although San Luis Obispo County typically 
requires a minimum of 3 percolation tests per leachfield (or 336 total borings for 112 lots), 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-2(b) (Septic Tank and Leachfield Site 
Plans) requires percolation tests and borings in accordance with County leachfield 
design/construction requirements. 
 
Response 8S 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-3(a) (Water Softeners) has been revised 
to clarify how water softeners will be prohibited after occupancy.  Refer to the Mitigation 
Measures discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-3 in Final EIR 
Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  
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Response 8T 
 
The commentor suggests that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision should be 
reviewed in conjunction with the Future Development Program so that all impacts from Ranch 
development are known “up front.” Refer to Master Response 3a through 3c. The Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision has been reviewed in conjunction with the Future Development 
Program.   The Wastewater Master Plan required in Future Development Program W-2(a) is not 
triggered as a result of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision impacts. 
 
Response 8U 
 
The description of Alternative 2 refers to the 28 existing parcels located on the Ranch.  The 
residences are “doubled” to 56 because Chapter 22.30.480(A) of the San Luis Obispo County 
Code permits up to two primary residential units on each agricultural parcel. The Alternative 
assumes that the Ranch property is developed in accordance with the existing zoning and 
General Plan designations for the site, which allow up to two residences.  As a reasonable 
worst-case analysis, the EIR analysis assumes that all lot owners choose to implement both 
units and that each unit would demand a similar amount of water.   
 
Response 8V 
 
The EIR was drafted in accordance with State CEQA Statutes and Guidelines.  The EIR presents 
mitigation which is intended to minimize impacts.  As stated in Section 15126.4 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, “Where several measures are available to mitigate an impact, each should be 
discussed and the basis for selecting a particular measure should be identified… Measures may 
specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and 
which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.”  The commentor does not 
provide examples of specific EIR mitigation measures to support the comment regarding the 
discarding of more effective mitigation measures.  Therefore, no further response is required. 
 
Response 8W 
 
Class I impact designations apply to impacts that cannot be reduced to below the threshold 
level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures.  Throughout the EIR, in cases 
where impacts are identified as Class I, significant and unavoidable, mitigation is nevertheless 
attempted.  However, in certain cases, no feasible mitigation measures are available to fully 
reduce the impact below a threshold of significance.   
 
Response 8X 
 
Class I, significant and unavoidable, impacts are those impacts that cannot be reduced to below 
the threshold level even with implementation of reasonably available and feasible mitigation 
measures. Class II, significant but mitigable, impacts are those that can be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures.  Therefore, while 
both Class I and Class II impacts require implementation of feasible mitigation measures, Class 
I impacts also require a Statement of Overriding Considerations.  Accordingly, Class I impacts 
are appropriately construed as “more onerous” than Class II impacts. 
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Response 8Y 
 
Refer to Master Response 3c. 
 
Response 8Z 
 
The comment is noted.  
 
Response 8AA 
 
The commentor suggests that more adequate mitigation is available to reduce water supply 
impacts to a Class II, significant but mitigable, level.  However, the commentor does not provide 
this mitigation. Therefore, no response is possible. 
 
Response 8AB 
 
The comment discusses the potential effectiveness of several mitigation measures related to 
ensuring the adequacy of water supply, and provides additional insight as to the status of 
various water supplies that could serve the project, including groundwater, State water, and 
Nacimiento water.  The comment concludes that the impact related to water supply should be 
Class II, not Class I as stated in the DEIR, since there appear to be adequate water supplies for a 
combination of these sources. 
 
Without monitoring as required in Mitigation Measure W-1(a), there is no way to definitively 
determine the magnitude of impacts that groundwater withdrawal is having on stream flow in 
the Trout Creek and Rinconada Creek watersheds.  This fact, in combination with the 
uncertainty regarding the timing and/or long-term availability of Nacimiento and State water 
supplies, leads to the conclusions that there may be a Class I impact. 
 
Under CEQA, an agency is required to mitigation unavoidable impacts to the extent feasible, 
thus addressing the commentor’s concern that a Class I impact may be cause for ignoring such 
mitigation measures. 
 
Response 8AC 
 
The commentor argues that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-3(a) 
(Water Softeners) is inadequate because it does not provide adequate monitoring or 
enforcement. Refer to Response 8S. 
 
Response 8AD 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-3(b) (Pollutant Input Minimization) 
has been revised to address the commentor’s concerns.  Refer to the Mitigation Measures 
discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-3 in Final EIR Section 
4.14, Water and Wastewater.  
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Response 8AE 
 
The comment provides a critique of the water budget calculations presented in the DEIR.  The 
comment is also concerned about the effectiveness of the mitigation measures presented. 
 
See the responses to comments 8D, 8E, 8I, and 8N. 
 
In addition, the Santa Margarita community lays within the valley floor adjacent the streams 
where the water table is relative to stream elevations, and the water table is relatively shallow.  
Existing leach field construction and operation will not be affected by the proposed project. 
 
It is true that existing development in the vicinity of Santa Margarita relies on a water supply 
that has historically been impacted by drought conditions.  However, the water balance study 
provided for the EIR is reliable based on available data and clearly identifies the potential 
impacts of the proposed project.   
 
The information used in the study is adequate to draw the conclusions included in the EIR.   
The EIR concludes that there may be Class I impacts, in spite of the proposed mitigation 
measures, which require monitoring, water conservation, and imported water supply.  This 
conclusion is based in part on some of the uncertainties alluded to in the comment.  It should be 
noted that the water supply impact analysis was prepared by a professional hydrogeologist, 
using the data available, augmented by new analysis as appropriate.  The conclusion of the EIR 
is appropriate, and notes correctly that a potentially unavoidable impact to water supply may 
occur. 
 
Response 8AF 
 
The comment concerns water consumption issues related to crop use, potential recharge from 
development, and long-range water consumption issues. 
 
In general, please refer to the responses to comments 8D, 8E, 8I, 8N and 8AE. 
 
In addition, while a cover crop between vines may be good management practice, the applicant 
has indicated it is not conducting this practice.  Groundwater impacts from existing demand are 
identified in the DEIR study.   
 
Because existing data are not available to demonstrate hydraulic connection or lack of 
connection between the watersheds, the establishment of a groundwater monitoring program 
was recommended. 
 
Response 8AG 
 
The commentor notes that the decision to take Nacimiento or State Water Project water would 
have impacts beyond those of the project that should be addressed. Refer to the Residual Impacts 
discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Final EIR Section 
4.14, Water and Wastewater.  The revised discussion addresses these concerns. 
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Refer also to Master Response 3a.  Future Development Program water demand was evaluated 
in combination with proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision water demand. 
 
Response 8AH 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a.  The EIR evaluates total water demand from both the Future 
Development Program and Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision project, and does not 
make policy judgments regarding water use priorities for various land uses.  However, it 
should be noted that State law requires provision of priority water supply for affordable 
housing. 
 
Response 8AI 
 
The commentor notes that it is unlikely that all Class I impacts to wildlife can be eliminated by 
importing water.  The EIR does not claim that all Class I wildlife impacts would be eliminated 
via water importation.  No further response is possible. 
 
Response 8AJ 
 
The commentor notes that the water budget calculations do not consider water needs for 
species. The water budget calculations are intended to determine the amount of water that may 
be used by the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and/or the Future Development 
Program. This does not include water for wildlife, as neither the project nor the program 
include “setting aside” water for wildlife.  However, it should be noted that the EIR requires 
importation of water rather than use of groundwater, to accommodate project and program 
demand.  Accordingly, withdrawals of groundwater will not affect wildlife. 
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Letter 9 
 
COMMENTOR: Rob Kinnear, Chairman, Community Service Area No. 23 (CSA 23) 

Advisory Group 
 
DATE:   April 5, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 9A 
 
The comment is noted.  
 
Response 9B 
 
The comment is noted.  
 
Response 9C 
 
The comment is noted.  
 
Response 9D 
 
The comment is noted.  
 
Response 9E 
 
Refer to Master Responses 6 and 7. 
 
Response 9F 
 
The commentor expresses concern over the recommendation to use mounds for septic systems.  
 
Although septic mound systems are mentioned in Table 2 in Appendix H (Drainage and 
Wastewater Analysis), the table merely states that County Environmental Health is working on 
developing special design requirements for septic systems in the Santa Margarita area.  It does 
not recommend this type of system in the Santa Margarita area. In addition, the only place in 
the EIR where “mounding” is mentioned is in Future Development Program measure W-2(a) 
(Groundwater Characterization Study), which requires a characterization study to analyze 
groundwater mounding potential.  Groundwater mounding is described in Response 36U. As 
noted therein, it does not refer to a septic system design.  
 
Response 9G 
 
The commentor recommends that a 100-year detention basin be considered. Refer to Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) (Yerba Buena Drainage System) and D-2(b) (Trout 
Creek Drainage System) in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, which require 100-year 
detention basins.  
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Response 9H 
 
The bulleted item in question is not intended to summarize findings in the “Preliminary Drainage 
Report for Santa Margarita Ranch” by EDA (Revised March 29, 2004).  Information provided by 
EDA was reviewed by the EIR consultants, and verified or revised as appropriate.   
 
Response 9I 
 
The commentor notes that pre-development and post-development flows show no change for 
Yerba Buena and Trout Creeks.  The commentor referenced Table 3 of Appendix H. Yerba 
Buena and Trout Creeks are fairly large watersheds (4.5 and 8.8 square miles, respectively) and 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is relatively close to the community of Santa 
Margarita, particularly compared to the overall “length” or maximum flow path within each of 
these watersheds.  As a result, the numbers in Table 3 of Appendix H are correct. 
 
Response 9J 
 
The commentor notes that Trout Creek bypasses the community of Santa Margarita. The second 
paragraph on page 7 of Appendix H has been revised accordingly.  
 
Response 9K 
 
The commentor claims that a private consultant is used without verification of a neutral source. The 
private consultant who provided data for the water quality analysis was Curtis Hopkins, a 
registered hydrogeologist, neutral third-party source, and member of the EIR team under contract 
to the County of San Luis Obispo.  Refer also to Master Response 6. 
 
Response 9L 
 
The commentor expresses concern that the use of off-site water softeners cannot be enforced.  Refer 
to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-3(a) (Water Softeners) in Section 4.14, 
Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR, which prohibits the installation of water softeners which 
require on-site regeneration or are self-regenerating.  Refer also to Response 8S.  
 
Response 9M 
 
The commentor requests identification of who will maintain the drainage system. Refer to 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) (Yerba Buena Drainage System) and 
D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System). As noted therein, an entity, comprised of homeowners, shall 
be formed to maintain storm drain systems for the life of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision.  This entity will function as a Home Owners Association. 
 
Response 9N 
 
The commentor requests inclusion of the attachments referenced in Appendix H. These 
documents were included in and circulated with the Revised DEIR, and are also included in the 
Final EIR.  
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Response 9O 
 
The uses of the proposed winery are included in the assumptions inherent in the Future 
Development Program portion of the table on pages 5 and 6. 
 
Response 9P 
 
The hydrogeological study analyzed the impacts of the proposed project on the Santa Margarita 
water supply and found that because the proposed groundwater production for the Project 
would be in the Trout Creek and Rinconada Creek watersheds the pumping impacts would be 
less than significant in the Santa Margarita and Yerba Buena Creek watersheds where the 
community water supply wells are located (see page 27).  If the location of groundwater 
production for the project changes to one of the other watersheds, or a location that could 
impact runoff from one of the other watersheds, then there could be a significant impact to the 
shallow groundwater source that supplies Santa Margarita and Garden Farms.  A discussion of 
this is provided in the cumulative impacts section (see page 28). 
 
Response 9Q 
 
The comment concerns the relationship between soil permeability and infiltration. 
 
Septic leach fields, mound systems, or vertical shafts will be designed based on County 
standards and site specific soil types to handle the volume of water being discharged from the 
homes.  Because the septic discharge is over a large area at a relatively low rate (note the 
density of housing per acre) the low permeability soils that are reportedly present are believed 
capable of percolating the volume of residential effluent.  Should mounding systems be utilized 
for disposal and evapotranspiration of plants is the main mechanism of water removal from 
these systems, the offset/reduction in irrigation demand should compensate for the amount of 
water that does not percolate back to groundwater.  
 
Response 9R 
 
The comment provides clarification of the status of a well that is referred to in the DEIR.  However, 
no substantive issue is raised.  The comment is noted, but does not affect the analysis in the DEIR. 
 
Response 9S 
 
The hydrogeological study analyzed the impacts of the proposed project on the Santa Margarita 
water supply and found that because the proposed groundwater production for the Project 
would be in the Trout Creek and Rinconada Creek watersheds the pumping impacts would be 
less than significant in the Santa Margarita and Yerba Buena Creek watersheds where the 
community water supply wells are located (see page 27).  If the location of groundwater 
production for the Project changes to one of the other watersheds, or a location that could 
impact runoff from one of the other watersheds, then there could be a significant impact to the 
shallow groundwater source that supplies Santa Margarita and Garden Farms.  A discussion of 
this is provided in the cumulative impacts section (see page 28). 
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Response 9T 
 
The commentor states that the detention basin as proposed is too small and needs to be expanded 
to handle a 100-year event. Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) 
(Yerba Buena Drainage System) and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System), which require 100-year 
detention basins.  
 
Response 9U 
 
The commentor claims that a Class II, significant but mitigable, impact for the Future Development 
Program is speculative and unsubstantiated. The commentor does not provide evidence to support 
this claim. Refer to Master Response 3b and the discussion under Future Development Program 
Impacts D-2, D-3 and D-4 for evidence to support the Class II, significant but mitigable, findings for 
each of these impacts.  
 
Response 9V 
 
The commentor claims that Figure 4.5-1 does not match the current FEMA flood maps or the CSA 
23 Flood Study (2004).  The floodplain indicated on the maps represents the latest FEMA Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) for this area (Refer to Response 2A). 
 
Response 9W 
 
The commentor recommends that drainage systems be installed prior to construction.  
 
Although construction-related activities may increase erosion and sedimentation within 
drainages, these impacts are assessed under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact D-1. As discussed therein, compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) program and compliance with county grading and storm water 
ordinances would ensure less than significant construction-related drainage impacts.  Measures 
D-2(a) and D-2(b) are intended to mitigate operational impacts.  
 
Response 9X 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure D-2(a) (Yerba Buena Drainage System) 
requires preparation of a Drainage Study by a qualified hydrologist. The commentor recommends 
that this Drainage Study be reviewed by CSA 23.  Although review of the study is under the 
jurisdiction of the County Public Works Department and Planning Department, the Departments 
retain the discretion as to whether to allow review of the study by CSA 23.  Similarly, design of 
detention basins would also be subject to review by the County Public Work Department and 
Planning Department. 
 
Response 9Y 
 
As noted in the second paragraph below Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-4, 
the conversion of portions of the site from agricultural to residential use would remove cattle from 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision area, thereby decreasing the quantity of pathogens 
(such as coliform bacteria) entering stream courses in the area.    
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Response 9Z 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure D-4(a) (Pollutant Removal Techniques) 
requires that drainage plans be submitted to Planning and Building, Public Works and 
Environmental Health Services for review and approval prior to issuance of grading permits. The 
commentor recommends that the CSA 23 Advisory Group review this plan. Although review of the 
plans is under the jurisdiction of the County Public Works Department and Planning Department, 
the Departments retain the discretion as to whether to allow review of the study by CSA 23.   
  
Response 9AA 
 
Refer to Master Response 3b. 
 
Response 9AB 
 
While the table does not include estimates for the “existing” uses identified by this comment, 
the amount of existing use is observed in the groundwater response to production that supplies 
them.  An attempt to estimate these uses would raise the estimated existing demand somewhat; 
however, the level of significance of the existing impacts will not change.  The uses of the open 
space parcel are assumed within the Future Development Program portion of the table on pages 
5 and 6. 
 
Response 9AC 
 
The comment requests that information be included documenting a cooperative agreement 
between CSA 23 and Santa Margarita Ranch.  The information is available at the County as part of 
the administrative record, but does not reflect on the adequacy of the EIR’s conclusions. 
 
Response 9AD 
 
The commentor claims that the information in the Draft EIR does not support the assumption 
that 40% of rural residential water use and 32% of agricultural water results in groundwater 
recharge. 
 
Septic leach fields, mound systems, or vertical shafts will be designed based on County 
standards and site specific soil types to handle the volume of water being discharged from the 
homes.  Because the septic discharge is over a large area at a relatively low rate (note the 
density of housing per acre) the low permeability soils that are reportedly present are believed 
capable of percolating the volume of residential effluent.  Should mounding systems be utilized 
for disposal and evapotranspiration of plants is the main mechanism of water removal from 
these systems, the offset/reduction in irrigation demand should compensate for the amount of 
water that does not percolate back to groundwater.   
 
Response 9AE 
 
Please refer to the response to comment 9AB. 
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Response 9AF 
 
Please refer to the response to comment 9AB. 
 
Response 9AG 
 
The comment provides clarification of the status of a well that is referred to in the DEIR.  However, 
no substantive issue is raised.  The comment is noted, but does not affect the analysis in the DEIR. 
 
Response 9AH 
 
Please refer to the response to comment 9AD. 
 
Response 9AI 
 
Please refer to the response to comment 9S. 
 
Response 9AJ 
 
The commentor agrees that the applicant must comply with the recommendations of the mitigation 
measures, and requests that the CSA 23 Advisory Group review groundwater and stream flow data 
as part of the mitigation process.  The suggestion is noted and will be considered by the County. 
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Letter 10 
 
COMMENTOR: James Kilmer, Development Review, California Department of 

Transportation, District 5 
 
DATE:   April 9, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 10A 
 
The commentor notes that the number of trips performing a right turn from Estrada Avenue and 
heading north on El Camino Real seems high for morning traffic conditions.  
 
The project trip distribution was developed in consultation with County and Caltrans staff and is 
based on existing travel patterns and the location of complementary land uses.  Nearly half of 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision traffic was assigned south on US 101 towards San Luis 
Obispo. County staff also commented that residential traffic traveling to jobs, school and service to 
Atascadero would use El Camino Real because it is a shorter route than US 101 and travelers would 
save time by not traveling through downtown Santa Margarita. 
 
Response 10B 
 
The commentor argues that the DEIR should assume a lower ingress split for the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision morning trip generation/distribution, based on the assumption 
that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision homeowners would not be working at night. 
 
Trips generated by residential development include work trips, school trips, trips to commercial 
uses, and other trips.  Home-based work trips typically represent 25 to 35 percent of all trips.  
The majority of the inbound trips to project residences during the morning peak hour are 
expected to be non-work trips. 
 
Response 10C 
 
The commentor notes that a weave analysis of the US 101/SR 58 interchange is missing from 
the DEIR.  Such an analysis is not applicable to the US 101/SR 58 interchange because no 
weaving maneuvers are made at or near the US 101/SR 58 interchange.  Vehicles either merge 
or diverge when traveling between the two State facilities. The Final EIR does include a merge 
and diverge analysis of the interchange to evaluate operations. 
 
Response 10D 
 
The commentor argues that although a Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) signal 
warrants analysis was conducted that the El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue intersection, this 
analysis was limited to studying the need for protected left-turn signal phasing for westbound El 
Camino Real traffic turning onto Estrada Avenue. The commentor recommends that MUTDC 
signal warrants analyses be conducted for northbound Estrada Avenue traffic turning left to head 
west on El Camino Real. 
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It should be clarified that MUTCD peak-hour signal warrants are not conducted for individual 
turning movements. The MUTCD takes into account the total intersection peak-hour volumes. 
Therefore, the entire El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue intersection was analyzed. Left-turn 
channelization warrants were evaluated for the westbound movement (from El Camino Real to 
Estrada Avenue) to determine if left-turn channelization is warranted. This analysis was not 
conducted for the northbound left-turn movement because the intersection approach is wide 
enough to allow vehicles to turn right even with a left-turn queue.  
 
In addition, although the commentor notes that signal warrants were not met under Existing + 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision conditions, the results of the MUTCD peak-hour 
warrants indicate that a signal is warranted under Cumulative + Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision + Future Development Program conditions [refer to Future Development 
Program measure T-1(d) (El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue Signalization), previously T-1(a)].  
 
Response 10E 
 
The commentor claims that the DEIR fails to state to what degree Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(e) (Estrada Avenue/H Street Warning Beacon) will address 
the lack of appropriate stopping sight distance at the Avenue/H Street intersection. 
 
The installation of a pedestrian-activated advance warning beacon will not completely resolve 
the stopping sight distance deficiency at the Estrada Avenue/H Street intersection.  However, 
the beacon, when activated, will notify approaching drivers of pedestrians crossing at the 
intersection and improve conditions for pedestrians. The impact of traffic from the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision on operations at the Estrada Avenue/H Street intersection is 
presented in Tables 4.12-12 and 4.12-16. 
 
Response 10F 
 
The commentor’s statement that Caltrans supports Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure T-1(a) (SR 58 South of J Street) is noted.  Refer also to Master Response 1.  
 
Response 10G 
 
The commentor notes that the DEIR did not include a weave analysis for either northbound or 
southbound US 101/SR 58 ramps.  Refer to Response 10C.   
 
The commentor additionally notes that Caltrans would require that all improvements to the US 
101/SR 58 ramps be in place prior to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision occupancy.  
Refer to revised Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures T-1(b) and T-1(c) in 
Final EIR Section 4.12.2(c) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures), which now require that improvements be installed by the applicant prior to 
occupancy clearance.  
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Response 10H 
 
The commentor’s statement that Caltrans supports Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure T-1(b) (U.S. 101 Northbound Off-Ramp to SR 58) is noted.  Refer also to Master Response 
1.  
 
Response 10I 
 
The commentor’s statement that Caltrans supports Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure T-1(c) (U.S. 101 Southbound Off-Ramp to SR 58) is noted.  Refer also to Master Response 1.  
 
Response 10J 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(d) (El 
Camino Real/Estrada Avenue Redesign) needs to be based on a thorough safety analysis. 
 
This mitigation measure would upgrade the El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue intersection to 
current design standards.  In addition, as revised in the Final EIR, this measure now requires 
that advance limit lines for northbound Estrada traffic be provided immediately south of the 
rail tracks, and a Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2003 Edition) R8-10 sign which 
states “Stop Here When Flashing” be provided to minimize the potential for vehicles to stop 
directly on the railroad tracks. 
 
Refer also to Response 10D. 
 
Response 10K 
 
The commentor notes that the installation of the warning beacon required by Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(e) (Estrada Avenue/H Street Warning Beacon) 
will require an encroachment permit from Caltrans.  Refer to the revised measure, located in 
Section 4.12.2(c) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures) of the Final EIR, which notes this requirement. 
 
Response 10L 
 
The commentor notes that Caltrans recommends realigning SR 58 tangentially south of J Street, as 
required by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(a) (SR 58 South of J Street). 
The comment is noted.  Refer also to Master Response 1.  
 
Response 10M 
 
The commentor recommends that formal Caltrans studies commence as soon as possible to 
determine the ultimate improvements needed at the US 101/SR 58 interchange.  The FEIR 
includes mitigation measures that require preparation of appropriate Caltrans environmental 
documents to evaluate improvements at this interchange. The County, in consultation with 
Caltrans, will ultimately be the lead agency for such reports. 
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Response 10N 
 
The commentor notes that Caltrans agrees that a funding plan needs to be prepared to show how 
Future Development Program applicants will participate in financing necessary roadway 
improvements.  The comment is noted.  Refer also to Master Response 1. 
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Letter 11 
 
COMMENTOR: Pandora Nash-Karner, Parks Commissioner, District 2, Pandora & 

Company/San Luis Obispo County Parks and Recreation Commission 
 
DATE:   April 9, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 11A 
 
The commentor’s statements that the San Luis Obispo County Parks and Recreation 
Commission supports providing recreation and trails consistent with the Park and Recreation 
Element are noted. 
 
Response 11B 
 
The commentor’s statement that the San Luis Obispo County Parks and Recreation Commission 
supports connecting the Santa Margarita Ranch and community of Santa Margarita with the 
U.S. Forest Service land is noted.  
 
Response 11C 
 
The commentor’s request that future projects provide a connection between the Santa Margarita 
Ranch and community of Santa Margarita with the U.S. Forest Service land is noted. 
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Letter 12 
 
COMMENTOR: Julie Eliason, Environmental Resource Specialist, County of San Luis 

Obispo, Department of Planning and Building, Environmental Division 
 
DATE:   April 10, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 12A 
 
Previous biological reports used for EIR evaluations are available for review at the San Luis 
Obispo County Department of Planning and Building, at the County Government Center at the 
corner of Monterey Street and Osos Street.  The entirety of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision site was surveyed, as were ponds and creeks on the remainder of the Ranch.  
Biological analyses for Future Development Program conceptual land uses were conducted 
programmatically based on review of historical resource records, aerial photography, and 
knowledge of the property and area. 
 
Response 12B 
 
Tables 4.3-3 (Special-Status Plant Species Occurring Within the Project Site) and 4.3-4 (Special Status 
Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring on the Project Site) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the 
Final EIR do not only list species observed on the Ranch, as suggested by the commentor.  Rather, 
these tables list special-status plants and animal species that may occur in the vicinity based on 
CNDDB records of the area.  The tables then describe the suitability of the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program sites for potential occurrence of these 
species, including observations, as applicable.  This methodology is described in Section 4.3.1(e) 
(Special-Status Species) in the Final EIR.  
 
Response 12C 
 
The commentor suggests that information in Tables 4.3-3 (Special-Status Plant Species Occurring 
Within the Project Site) and 4.3-4 (Special Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring on the 
Project Site) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR also be included in the setting 
discussion.  The purpose of these tables is to summarize data in a succinct matter.  Adding this 
discussion to the setting would lengthen the discussion unnecessarily and would not provide new 
information or alter the analysis.  Surveys results in indicated in the text description of each species. 
  
Response 12D 
 
Refer to the Updated Oak Tree Impacts and Mitigation discussion in Section 2.3 (Biological 
Resources) of the Revised Draft EIR, which has also been incorporated into Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 and associated mitigation measures in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  The oak woodland mitigation and Kuehl Bill discussion 
requested by the commentor is included therein. 
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Response 12E 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, 
Monitoring, and Conservation) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  As required 
therein, a County approved arborist shall prepare an oak tree replacement plan, including 
identification of replacement planting areas. 
 
Response 12F 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-1(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, 
Avoidance, and Protection Plan) and B-1(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and 
Conservation) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 12G 
 
The commentor’s suggestion is noted.  However, the numbering system for mitigation 
measures is consistent throughout all EIR impact sections and is intended to distinguish 
between the project and program by stating “Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision” or 
“Future Development Program” directly before the mitigation number.  
 
Response 12H 
 
A description of western spadefoot has been added to the Section 4.3.1(e) (Special-Status 
Species) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, as requested by the commentor.  
 
Response 12I 
 
Refer to Response 12D. 
 
Response 12J 
 
The commentor-referenced mitigation measure [Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure B-5(e) (Worker Education Program)] requires a worker education program which 
includes information about “the San Luis Obispo mariposa lily, San Luis Obispo County 
morning glory, vernal pool fairy shrimp, South/Central California Coast Steelhead, California 
red-legged frog, and other special-status plant and animal species occurrences on-site.” Refer to 
this measure in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.    
 
Response 12K 
 
The mitigation measure referenced by the commentor is not intended to reduce impacts to 
vernal pool fairy shrimp (VPFS).  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
B-6 and measures B-6(a) (VPFS Presence/Absence Determination) and B-6(b) (Mitigation for 
VPFS) for a discussion of impacts and mitigation measures related to VPFS. 
 
Response 12L 
 
Refer to the revised Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-7(a) [South/Central 
California Coast Steelhead (Steelhead) Mitigation, Minimization and Protection Plan] in Section 
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4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  Refer also to Response 12J. Worker education is 
required by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-5(e) (Worker Education 
Program). 
 
Response 12M 
 
Refer to Response 12L.  Refer also to Future Development Program Impact B-7 for analysis of 
Future Development Program impacts on steelhead. 
 
Response 12N 
 
Refer to the revised Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-7(a) (Mitigation for 
Steelhead) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.   
 
Response 12O 
 
The commentor’s recommendation is noted.  However, the commentor requested revision 
would not alter the analysis of conclusion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact B-8.   
 
Response 12P 
 
The commentor states that impacts to western spadefoot, Coast Range newt, American badger, 
pallid bat, and Townsend’s big-eared bat are not fully discussed in Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact B-9.  The western spadefoot was omitted from the Draft EIR 
because it has not been found on the site.  Refer also to Response 12H.  The Coast Range newt 
was similarly omitted because it is not expected to occur on-site.  Impacts to the other species 
mentioned by the commentor are detailed under Impacts to Special-Status Wildlife in Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-9.   
 
Response 12Q 
 
The requested measure is included in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-
5(e) (Worker Education Program).  Repeating these requirements in another mitigation measure 
is unnecessary. 
 
Response 12R 
 
Refer to the discussion under Future Development Program Impact B-2 in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  Refer also to Response 12D. 
 
Response 12S 
 
The mitigation measures referenced by the commentor are not intended to reduce impacts to he 
spade foot toad.  Refer to the analysis under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact B-9 for a discussion of the impacts these mitigation measures are intended to address. 
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Letter 13 
 
COMMENTOR: Andy Mutziger, Air Quality Specialist, San Luis Obispo County Air 

Pollution Control District (APCD) 
 
DATE:   April 11, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 13A 
 
The commentor’s summary of the project is noted. 
 
Response 13B 
 
The commentor notes that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is inconsistent with 
the San Luis Obispo County Clean Air Plan (CAP), Smart Growth Principles adopted by the San 
Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors, the findings of the 2006 Transportation System 
Performance indicators Report, Goals in the County’s General Plan, and the land use goal of 
development that provides a jobs/housing balance. The commentor additionally notes that 
operational impacts resulting from the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision cannot be 
mitigated and that the APCD does not support this project or this type of development. The 
comment is noted and has been forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 
 
Response 13C 
 
The commentor recommends the evaluation and quantification of Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision greenhouse gas emissions.  Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) 
in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 13D 
 
The commentor provides several corrections to the assumptions (default settings) used in the 
URBEMIS model. The URBEMIS analysis has been revised in accordance with these corrections. 
In addition, because an updated version of URBEMIS has been made available since circulation 
of the DEIR, the analysis has been revised using the latest version available.  Refer to Sections 
4.2.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds) and 4.2.2(b) (Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final 
EIR. 
 
It should be noted that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision roadways will be paved. As 
a result, emissions estimates were not revised to include dirt road distances, as suggested by the 
commentor. 
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Response 13E 
 
The commentor notes that several mitigation measures in Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation, help reduce some of the vehicle trips associated with the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision. The Mitigation Measures discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact AQ-1 in Section 4.2, Air Quality, has been revised to acknowledge this. Refer 
to Section 4.2.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures) of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 13F 
 
The commentor recommends that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(a) 
(SR 58 South of J Street) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, be revised to extend bike 
lanes farther than is currently required by the measure.  However, there is no nexus to require 
the applicant to extend bike lanes as requested by the commentor.  No further response is 
required. 
 
Response 13G 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-4(b) (Pedestrian Pathway) in Section 
4.12, Transportation and Circulation, has been revised as recommended by the commentor.  Refer 
to Section 4.2.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures) of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 13H 
 
The commentor recommends that a mitigation measure be added to Section 4.12, Transportation 
and Circulation, to require provision of Regional Transit Agency bus stops at each of the two 
entrances to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision for the Santa Margarita Lake 
Shuttle.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AQ-1(f) (Off-Site 
Mitigation), which has been added to Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR.  This measure 
includes “funding public transit bus shelters” as potential off-site mitigation.  
 
Response 13I 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AQ-1(b) (Shade Trees) has been revised in 
accordance with the commentor’s recommendations.  Refer to Section 4.2.2(b) (Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 13J 
 
The commentor recommends revisions to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure 
AQ-1(e) (Residential Wood Combustion) and the addition of a new mitigation measure to 
prohibit both residential backyard burning and agricultural burning.  Residential backyard 
burning is already prohibited by measure AQ-1(e) and the EIR cannot prohibit agricultural 
burning on off-site agricultural properties.  As a result, the recommended changes will not be 
made.  
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Refer to the last paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 in 
Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR, which discloses agricultural burning as a 
land use compatibility conflict. As noted therein, potential land use conflicts are a Class I, 
significant and unavoidable, impact. 
 
Response 13K 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-2 has been revised in accordance with 
the commentor’s recommendation.  Refer to this impact discussion in Section 4.2.2(b) 
(Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the Final 
EIR. 
 
Response 13L 
 
The commentor-recommended revision regarding portable construction equipment has not 
been made because the equipment registration and APCD permitting is already a requirement, 
and therefore does not constitute mitigation.  
 
Response 13M 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AQ-2(a) has been revised in accordance 
with the commentor’s recommendations.  Refer to this measure in Section 4.2.2(b) (Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 13N 
 
The commentor requests that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AQ-2(b) 
(Dust Control) be revised to require the contractor or builder to designate a person or persons to 
monitor the dust control program and to order increased watering, as necessary, to prevent 
transport of dust offsite.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AQ-2(d) 
(Dust Control Monitor). 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AQ-2(b) (Dust Control) has been revised 
to require that dust control measures be shown on grading and building plans.  In addition, 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AQ-2(d) has been revised to require that 
the name and telephone number of the dust control monitor provided to the APCD prior to 
land use clearance for map recordation and finished grading of the area.  Refer to these 
measures in Section 4.2.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures) of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 13O 
 
The second to last paragraph of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AQ-2(f) 
(Naturally Occurring Asbestos) has been revised as requested by the commentor.  Refer to this 
measure in Section 4.2.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures) of the Final EIR. 
 
 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-107  

Response 13P 
 
Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR.  It 
should be noted that Future Development Program emissions were not quantified because the 
APCD does not require program-level environmental review to quantify air emissions.  
 
Response 13Q 
 
The commentor requests revisions to the first two paragraphs under Future Development 
Program Impact AQ-1 in Section 4.2, Air Quality. However, the requested revisions are opinion 
and do not warrant inclusion in the EIR.  The comments are noted herein.  Refer also to Master 
Response 1. 
 
Response 13R 
 
Refer to Response 13B. The commentor notes that operational impacts resulting from the Future 
Development Program, similar to those resulting from the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision, cannot be mitigated and that the APCD does not support the Future Development 
Program or this type of development. The comment is noted and has been forwarded to the 
appropriate decision-makers for review and consideration. 
 
Response 13S 
 
The commentor requests revisions to the Mitigation Measures discussion under Future 
Development Program Impact AQ-3 in Section 4.2, Air Quality. These revisions would 
constitute deferral, which is prohibited by CEQA [§ 15126.4(a)(1)(B)], and were therefore not 
included.  Refer also to Master Responses 3a through 3c. 
 
Response 13T 
 
The commentor requests revisions to Section 4.2.2(d) (Cumulative Impacts) in Section 4.2, Air 
Quality.  The requested revisions constitute deferral and opinion and are therefore not included. 
Refer to Responses 13S and 13Q, respectively, and Master Responses 3a through 3c. 
 
Response 13U 
 
The commentor-requested revisions have been incorporated into Sections 4.2.1(a) (Air Pollution 
Regulation) and 4.2.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds) of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 13V 
 
The discussion after Table 4.2-2 in Section 4.2.1(b) (Current Ambient Air Quality) has been 
revised as requested by the commentor. Refer to this discussion in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the 
Final EIR.  
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Letter 14 
 
COMMENTOR: Lynda L. Auchinachie, Agriculture Department, County of San Luis 

Obispo, Department of Weights and Measures 
 
DATE:   April 11, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 14A 
 
The first paragraph in Section 2.4.1(a) (Residential Cluster) has been revised in accordance with the 
commentor’s recommendation.  Refer to this discussion in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the 
Final EIR.  
 
Response 14B 
 
The commentor notes that the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision creates 
additional parcels, rather than reconfiguring or relocating existing parcels as required by the 
Salinas River Area Plan.  An ultimate determination of consistency with the Salinas River Area 
Plan will be made by the County Board of Supervisors in their review of the project.  Refer to 
Master Response 1. 
 
Response 14C 
 
The second paragraph under Agricultural Conservation Easements in Section 4.1.1(b) (Santa 
Margarita Ranch Agricultural Resources) has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s 
recommendation.  Refer to this discussion in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 14D 
 
The commentor recommends revisions to the significance thresholds listed in Section 4.1.2(a) 
(Methodology and Significance Thresholds). These thresholds are taken directly from Appendix 
G of the State CEQA Guidelines and cannot, therefore, be modified.  However, a note has been 
added below this list to clarify that “Farmland” includes land which is currently under 
agricultural production (including grazing).  Refer to this discussion in Section 4.1, Agricultural 
Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 14E 
 
The prime soil acreage listed in the impact statement for Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact AG-1 (five acres in the Draft EIR; revised to 21.2 acres in the Final EIR) 
includes only those areas directly converted by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
development.  A discussion of indirect conversion has been added to the third paragraph of this 
impact analysis.  Refer to Section 4.1.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR. 
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Response 14F 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AG-2(a) has been revised in accordance 
with the commentor’s recommendation.  Refer to Section 4.1.2(b) (Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of 
the Final EIR. 
 
Response 14G 
 
The commentor recommends the inclusion of an additional mitigation measure which 
precludes the creation of agricultural conservation easement parcels in order to preclude further 
fragmentation of the Ranch. Refer to Response 14B. 
 
Response 14H 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(b) (Water Conservation Measures) 
has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation.  Refer to Section 
4.14.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in 
Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 14I 
 
The commentor suggests that 100% of water for non-agricultural uses be provided by imported 
water supply, rather than compete with agricultural uses for groundwater. Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(c) (Imported Water Supply), to which the 
commentor references, does not specify a ratio of imported water to groundwater. As a result, 
this measure would not necessarily result in competition between agricultural and non-
agricultural uses. 
 
Response 14J 
 
Refer to Response 14I. 
 
Response 14K 
 
The commentor argues that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is inconsistent with 
LUO standards requiring preservation of 95% of the gross site area, as discussed in the last 
paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1 in Section 2.1 
(Agricultural Resources) of the Revised Draft EIR.  Comment noted.  It should also be noted, 
however, that this discussion has been removed from the Final EIR [refer to Response R-15Z in 
Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Revised Draft EIR) of this document].  
Potential inconsistencies with the applicable ordinance will be addressed in the Staff Report for 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision project. 
 
It should also be noted that an ultimate determination of consistency with the LUO will be 
made by the County Board of Supervisors in their review of the project. 
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Response 14L 
 
The commentor argues that the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is 
inconsistent with the LUO because it includes two wineries and two ranch/farm headquarters 
within the proposed ACEs which would exceed allowed development areas and include uses 
which are not allowed within preserved areas.  The proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision includes one dwelling unit at the Ranch Headquarters on Parcel 42 in addition to 
the 111 clustered residential lots and does not include any wineries. This is described in Section 
2.4.1 [Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision (Tract 2586)] in Section 2.0, Project 
Description. 
 
However, the commentor references a discussion in Section 2.4.2 (Future Development Program 
Component) which states that “Vesting Tract 2586 includes two wineries, two ranch/farm 
headquarters (each 2.5-acres in size), one primary residence, and several farm support buildings 
within the Agricultural Conservation Easements (ACEs) associated with the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision.” This statement was intended to portray which Future 
Development Program land uses would conceptually be located on the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision site (Vesting Tract 2586).  However, these uses are not included as part of 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project. 
 
To clarify the discussion, Section 2.4.2 (Future Development Program Component) has been 
revised.  Refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 14M 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-4(b) (Pedestrian Pathway) has been 
revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation.  Refer to Section 4.12.2(c) 
(Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.12, 
Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 14N 
 
Refer to Master Response 4.   
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Letter 15 
 
COMMENTOR: Jacob M. Martin, Acting Assistant Field Supervisor, U.S. Department of 

the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office 
 
DATE:   April 12, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 15A 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response 15B 
 
The commentor’s summary of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) responsibilities related to 
administering the Endangered Species Act of 1973 is noted. 
 
Response 15C 
 
The commentor notes that their comments will focus on the California red-legged frog and vernal 
pool fairy shrimp.  Comment noted.  
 
Response 15D 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future 
Development Program is noted. 
 
Response 15E 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Santa Margarita Ranch location is noted. 
 
Response 15F 
 
The commentor’s summary of habitat types on the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site 
is noted.  
 
Response 15G 
 
The commentor’s summary of biological surveys on the Santa Margarita Ranch property is noted. 
 
Response 15H 
 
The commentor notes that the sighting of a California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) in Yerba 
Buena Creek was an incidental observation, and was not a result of a focused survey as stated 
in the Draft EIR.  This fact has been clarified in Table 4.3-1 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of 
the Final EIR. 
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Response 15I 
 
The commentor notes that inventory efforts included a wet-season habitat assessment in 2003.  
Comment noted.  
 
Response 15J 
 
The commentor’s summary of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision impacts is noted. 
 
Response 15K 
 
The commentor’s statements regarding California red-legged frog surveys are noted. 
 
Response 15L 
 
The commentor notes that it was not clear in the Draft EIR whether California red-legged frog 
surveys were conducted in the stock pond that is present within the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision project area.  It is not clear which pond is being referred to by this 
comment.  However, clarification regarding the extent of protocol California red-legged frog 
surveys was added under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-8 in the Final 
EIR. 
 
Response 15M 
 
The commentor’s summary of California red-legged frog surveys and impacts is noted.  
 
Response 15N 
 
The commentor notes that mitigation in the Draft EIR relies predominantly on coordination 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
and/or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. These changes have been incorporated into the 
Executive Summary, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-8, and Future 
Development Program Impact B-8 in the Final EIR. 
 
Response 15O 
 
The commentor notes that the terms “FESA Consultation” and “incidental take permits” have 
been used incorrectly in Table ES-3.  Corrections in the terminology have been incorporated into 
the Executive Summary, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-8, and Future 
Development Program Impact B-8 in the Final EIR. 
 
The commentor’s summary of Corps federal nexus and NOAA Fisheries consultation is noted. 
 
Response 15P 
 
The commentor notes that the results of past vernal pool fairy shrimp surveys are inconclusive 
because the number of required surveys has not been met.  Since the time period has expired in 
which a dry season survey could have been performed in conjunction with the 2005/2006 wet 
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season survey, the only way to complete the requirement is to perform a second wet season 
survey prior to the 2010/2011 rain year.  The requested change has been incorporated into 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-6 and Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure B-6(a) (VPFS Presence/Absence Determination) in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 15Q 
 
The commentor notes that requiring surveys is not considered to be mitigation, and that 
postponing presence/absence surveys would decrease the ability to explore alternatives to 
avoid or minimize take.  The mitigation is the actual actions that will be taken to protect the 
species, and the surveys are the method of determining the extent of the impact.  Mitigation 
measure Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-6(b) (Mitigation for VPFS) has 
been revised in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR to require avoidance of occupied 
habitats when possible. 
 
Response 15R 
 
The commentor notes that the submittal of a 90-day report is a condition of recovery permit, 
and cannot be used as mitigation.  The requested change has been made to Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-6(b) (Mitigation for VPFS) and Future Development 
Program measure B-6(a) (VPFS Presence/Absence Determination) in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 15S 
 
The commentor notes that to presume compliance with the Endangered Species Act is pre-
decisional. These changes have been incorporated into the Executive Summary, Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-6(b) (Mitigation for VPFS) and Future Development 
Program B-6(a) (VPFS Presence/Absence Determination) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of 
the Final EIR. 
 
Response 15T 
 
The commentor notes that controversy exists over whether vernal pools can successfully be 
created and whether the capture and relocation of vernal pool fairy shrimp into created habitats 
would be acceptable mitigation.  The commentor recommends avoidance of vernal pools and 
adjacent habitats in preference to habitat creation and species relocation.  These changes have 
been incorporated into Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-6(b) (Mitigation 
for VPFS). 
 
Response 15U 
 
The commentor notes that seasonal ponds may not be under Corps jurisdiction, and therefore 
some of the text regarding the regulatory path for compliance with the Endangered Species Act 
is incorrect.  These changes have been incorporated into Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure B-6(b) (Mitigation for VPFS). 
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Response 15V 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Future Development Program is noted.  
 
Response 15W 
 
The commentor’s summary of surveys on the Santa Margarita Ranch property is noted.  
 
Response 15X 
 
The commentor notes that Table ES-4 has similar mitigation measures as those listed in Table 
ES-3, and comments provided on ES-3 also apply to Table ES-4.  Applicable changes have been 
made to Table ES-4. 
 
Response 15Y 
 
The commentor notes that the extent of California red-legged frog surveys conducted in the 
future development area is unclear.  Known California red-legged frog occurrences in the future 
development area are shown on Figure 4.3-3.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure B-8 (a) (California Red-legged Frog Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Measures), which also applies to the Future Development Program, requires preconstruction 
surveys to determine avoidance and mitigation measures for California red-legged frogs 
throughout the Future Development Program area.  This requirement is adequate mitigation 
because occupancy of California red-legged frogs changes over time depending on hydrologic 
and other habitat conditions.  Also refer to Master Response 3a. 
 
Response 15Z 
 
The commentor notes that avoidance and minimization measures for the California red-legged 
frog are preferred within the future development area, as has been noted by the commentor in 
the Agricultural Cluster Residential Subdivision sections.  Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure B-8 (a) (California Red-legged Frog Avoidance, Minimization, and 
Mitigation Measures), which also applies to the Future Development Program, has been revised 
in the Final EIR to emphasize avoidance and minimization measures.  Also refer to Master 
Response 3a. 
 
Response 15AA 
 
The commentor notes that the Draft EIR contains a 50 foot setback from Tostada Creek and a 
100 foot setback from Trout Creek while both of these streams contain California red-legged 
frogs.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-8(a) (California Red-legged Frog 
Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures), which also applies to the Future 
Development Program, has been revised in the Final EIR to include a 200 foot buffer from all 
California red-legged frog-occupied habitats. 
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Response 15AB 
 
The commentor notes that protocol listed vernal pool branchiopod surveys should be done 
throughout suitable habitats within the future development program area, instead of prior to 
the issuance of grading permits as is stated in the Draft EIR.  Refer to Master Response 3a. 
 
Response 15AC 
 
The commentor notes that wet season surveys should be conducted before dry season surveys.  
Comment noted.  
 
Response 15AD 
 
The commentor notes that avoidance and minimization measures for vernal pool fairy shrimp 
are preferred within the future development area, as has been noted by the commentor in the 
Agricultural Cluster Residential Subdivision sections.  Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure B-6(b) (Mitigation for VPFS), which also applies to the Future 
Development Program, has been revised in the Final EIR to emphasize avoidance and 
minimization measures.  Also refer to Master Response 3a. 
 
Response 15AE 
 
The commentor notes that the vernal pool fairy shrimp and California red-legged frog habitat 
assessment (Rincon Consultants, 2006) contains a misleading statement about the hydroperiod 
required for vernal pool fairy shrimp to reach maturity.  Comment noted.  This statement does 
not appear in the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 15AF 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) is noted.  
 
Response 15AG 
 
The commentor notes that under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act work shall not be conducted 
during the season that active birds’ nests may be present, and if this restriction is not possible 
nesting bird surveys shall be conducted to ensure avoidance.  These measures are contained 
within the Draft EIR in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-9(c) (Pre-
Construction Bird Survey), which also applies to the Future Development Program. 
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Letter 16 
 
COMMENTOR: Roger W. Briggs, Executive Officer, California Regional Water Quality 

Control Board, Central Coast Region 
 
DATE:   April 12, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 16A 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(a) (Groundwater and Surface Water 
Monitoring Programs) has been revised to require semi-annual water quality testing and review of 
monitoring reports by Planning and Building and the RWQCB, as requested by the commentor. 
Refer to Section 4.14.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures) in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 16B 
 
The commentor recommends that Public Works confer with Planning and Building and the Water 
Board before requiring remedial action in accordance with Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure W-1(a) (Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Programs).  Refer to 
Response 16A and Section 4.14.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 16C 
 
The commentor notes that the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) considers a 
community-wide wastewater treatment facility, owned and operated by a public entity, the best 
option for the existing community of Santa Margarita and any new development in the 
surrounding area. According to the commentor, this is due to the fact that the Santa Margarita 
Ranch is a known problem area for on-site sewage disposal systems.   
 
According to RWQCB standards, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision lot sizes meet the 
minimum requirements for septic systems.  Although the County could consider requiring a 
wastewater treatment plant as a condition of approval, it would not be appropriate to require such 
a facility as mitigation for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision because a corresponding 
impact is not triggered pursuant to CEQA thresholds. 
 
The commentor additionally requests that all on-site septic systems receive County Planning and 
Building and Water Board approval to ensure they adequately meet all Central Coast Basin Plan 
requirements. Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-2(b) (Septic Tank and 
Leachfield Site Plans) requires submittal of septic tank and leachfield site plans, as well as 
percolation tests and borings in accordance with County leachfield design/construction 
requirements, to demonstrate sufficient leachfield percolation for each proposed residential unit 
and lot, in accordance with County standards. The measure requires County Planning and Building 
and Environmental Health review and approval. Because County requirements are the same as 
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Central Coast Basin Plan requirements, this measure would ensure that on-site septic systems meet 
requirements referenced by the commentor. 
 
Response 16D 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-2(a) (Septic Tank Maintenance Plan and 
Monitoring) has been revised to require a 5-year cleaning frequency for septic tanks, as requested 
by the commentor.  Refer to Section 4.14.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 16E 
 
The commentor points out that the requirement of a 2-year cleaning frequency for septic tanks [as 
required by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-2(a) (Septic Tanks 
Maintenance and Monitoring)] is contradictive to the claim under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact W-4 that each septic tank will be pumped approximately once every five years. 
As noted in Response 16D above, this measure has been revised to require a 5-year cleaning 
frequency.  
 
Response 16F 
 
The Plan Requirements and Timing and Monitoring sections of Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure W-2(a) (Septic Tank Maintenance Plan and Monitoring) have been revised in 
accordance with the commentor’s recommendations.  Refer to Section 4.14.2(b) (Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  
 
Refer also to Response 16D above. 
 
Response 16G 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-2(a) (Septic Tank Maintenance Plan and 
Monitoring) has been revised to clarify that monitoring wells be installed prior to occupancy 
clearance.  Refer to this measure in Section 4.14.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the Final EIR.  
 
The commentor’s statement that the RWQCB supports the implementation of groundwater 
monitoring wells up gradient and down gradient of the development before occupancy is noted.  
Refer to Response 8O. 
 
Response 16H 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-2(a) (Septic Tank Maintenance Plan and 
Monitoring) has been revised to require that County Public Works staff and the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) dictate long-term septic tank maintenance and groundwater 
monitoring requirements.  The entity comprised of individual Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision homeowners described in the measure will be required to comply with the plan, but 
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will not dictate its requirements.  Refer to this measure in Section 4.14.2(b) (Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the Final EIR.  
 
Refer also to Responses 16D and 16F. 
 
Response 16I 
 
The commentor notes that the RWQCB does not support the approval of additional on-site septic 
systems without a viable septage receiving facility.  The comment is noted.  Refer to Master 
Response 1. 
 
The commentor additionally notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-4 
calculates septage hauling based on a 5-year cleaning frequency although Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision measure W-2(a) (Septic Tank Maintenance Plan and Monitoring) requires a 2-
year cleaning frequency.  Refer to Response 16D above.  As noted therein, this measure has been 
revised to require a 5-year cleaning frequency.  
 
The commentor further requests that air quality impacts from septage pump-out and hauling be 
included in the Final EIR.  Trips related to septage hauling would be minimal and likely outside of 
the peak travel periods.  As a result, air quality impacts would be temporary and short-lived. Refer 
also to Master Response 5.  
 
Response 16J 
 
The commentor notes that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision must abide by the terms 
of the Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) by including Low Impact Development (LID) 
techniques that mimic pre-development hydrology and preserve floodplains and riparian areas. 
The commentor expresses concern that the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
does not fully implement LID techniques. Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure D-
2(c) (LID-Integrated Management Practices) requires implementation of low impact development 
(LID) design technologies.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-
2(a) (Yerba Buena Drainage System) and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System) in Section 4.5, 
Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR, which have been revised to clarify that 
drainage systems must be designed to comply with County criteria (reduction of the 50 year, 10 
hour post-development peak flow to 2 year, 10 hour pre-development conditions).  Refer to 
Response R-8B in Section 4.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Revised Draft EIR) of this 
document. 
 
Response 16K 
 
The commentor claims that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) (Yerba 
Buena Drainage System), D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System) and D-2(c) (LID-Integrated 
Management Practices) do not adequately mitigate Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact D-2 because they do not address long-term problems associated with increased stormwater 
runoff.  The commentor states that the measures “include temporary erosion control techniques, 
revegetation of graded areas and an incrementally phased Drainage Master Plan,” when they 
should be incorporating Low Impact Development (LID) strategies at the site-design phase. 
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Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) and D-2(b) require that drainage 
systems for Yerba Buena and Trout Creeks, respectively, reduce the 24-hour 100-year post-
development runoff to 100-year pre-development conditions, at a minimum. Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measure D-2(c) requires employment of LID design technologies 
during site design to re-establish pre-development runoff conditions. As noted in Response 16J 
above, this measure has been revised to address 2- and 10-year flows, per LID design requirements 
in the Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP).  
 
The measures required for Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-2 address long-
term runoff. Because the commentor does not provide alternate measures that they would find 
satisfactory, no further response is required. 
 
Response 16L 
 
Refer to Response 16J above. As noted therein, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure D-2(c) (LID-Integrated Management Practices) has been revised to address 2- and 10-year 
flows, per LID design requirements in the Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP). 
 
Response 16M 
 
The commentor notes that Table 4.14-2 (Future Development Program Water Demands) does not 
include the future wastewater treatment facility.  As described throughout Section 2.0, Project 
Description, of the Final EIR, the Future Development Program includes dedication of land for a future 
sewage treatment facility.  Refer also to Master Responses 3a through 3c. 
 
Response 16N 
 
The commentor reiterates that the RWQCB does not consider septic systems a viable option on the 
Santa Margarita Ranch.  Comment is noted.  Refer to Master Response 1 and Response 16C. 
 
Response 16O 
 
The commentor expresses support for the requirement in Future Development Program measure 
W-2(b) (Wastewater Master Plan) that a Community Wastewater Collection, Treatment, and 
Disposal Facility Master Plan include provision to serve the existing community of Santa Margarita. 
 The comment is noted.  Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 16P 
 
The commentor expresses support for Future Development Program measures W-1(a) (Reclaimed 
Water) and W-2(b) (Wastewater Master Plan).  The commentor additionally notes that Water 
Reclamation Requirements would be required for all recycled water uses.  Future Development 
Program measure W-1(a) has been revised to state this requirement.  Refer to Section 4.14.2(c) 
(Future Development Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  Refer also to Master Response 1. 
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Response 16Q 
 
The commentor questions why Future Development Program measure W-2(a) (Groundwater 
Characterization Study) is not required prior to development of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision.  The timing of this study is appropriate, based on the level of impact identified in the 
DEIR, and the hydrogeological analysis that supports the study. 
 
Response 16R 
 
The commentor notes that Waste Discharge Requirements will be required for all discharges from 
the nine Future Development Program wineries. This statement has been added to the discussion 
under Future Development Program Impact W-5.  Refer to Section 4.14.2(c) (Future Development 
Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.   
It should also be clarified that, although the commentor refers to the wineries as “proposed,” no 
application has been filed for the Future Development Program.  No wineries are proposed at this 
time.  Refer to Master Response 3a. 
 
Response 16S 
 
The commentor states that the stormwater runoff and drainage, erosion, and sedimentation 
comments in the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision section of Letter 16 also apply to the 
Future Development Program.  Where revisions were made to Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision mitigation measures which apply to the Future Development Program, said revisions 
will extend to the Future Development Program.  Refer to the Executive Summary of the Final EIR. 
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Letter 17 
 
COMMENTOR: Richard Marshall, Development Services Engineer, County of San Luis 

Obispo, Department of Public Works 
 
DATE:   April 16, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 17A 
 
The commentor notes that his memo represents a consolidated response from all divisions of the 
Public Works Department.  Comment noted. 
 
Response 17B 
 
The commentor references an attached memo from the project manager for the Nacimiento Water 
Project (NWP) which states that the Ranch is eligible to enter into a contract for water supply from 
the NWP.  Comment noted.  Refer to Responses 17G through 17I for responses to this memo. 
 
Response 17C 
 
The commentor recommends that Future Development Program measure W-2(b) (Wastewater 
Master Plan) be required prior to final approval of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision.   
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision lot sizes meet the minimum requirements for 
septic systems.  Although the County could consider requiring a wastewater treatment plant as 
a condition of approval, it would not be appropriate to require such a facility as mitigation for 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision because a corresponding impact is not 
triggered pursuant to CEQA thresholds.  Because the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision would not require a wastewater treatment facility, and because no application has 
been filed for the Future Development Program, preparation of a Wastewater Master Plan 
would not be appropriate mitigation for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Response 17D 
 
Refer to Response 17C.   
 
Future Development Program measure W-1(b) (Wastewater Master Plan) would provide 
background on the feasibility of reclaimed water irrigation required by Future Development 
Program W-1(a) (Reclaimed Water) without being required prior to final approval of the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
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Response 17E 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures T-1(a) through T-1(e) and T-4(a) 
in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  The use of “fair share” fees for 
required improvements has been removed.   
 
Refer also to Responses 17K through 17AG for responses to the commentor-referenced 
Transportation Engineer memo. 
 
Response 17F 
 
Refer to the revised Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  Although 
impacts remain Class I, significant and unavoidable, this is not due to uncertainties related to the 
required improvements.  Rather, if the construction and occupation of residences occurs prior to 
completion of improvements, existing deficiencies and associated impacts would remain.  
 
The commentor additionally notes that traffic-related mitigation measures could be completed 
through the encroachment permit process rather than requiring preparation of a Project Study 
Report (PSR).  Refer to mitigation measures in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the 
Final EIR, which have been revised accordingly. 
 
Response 17G 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response 17H 
 
Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  The revised discussion addresses 
these concerns.  The commentor-referenced EIR has been incorporated by reference and the 
options presented by the commentor have been addressed therein. 
 
Response 17I 
 
Comment noted.  Refer also to the first paragraph of the Residual Impacts discussion under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, 
of the Final EIR, where it is acknowledged that the Santa Margarita Ranch Mutual Water 
Company (SMRMWC), which is proposed by Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC as part of the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, is identified as an eligible agency for the 
Nacimiento Water Project (NWP).   
 
Response 17J 
 
Refer to revised mitigation measures in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final 
EIR, which have been revised to specify that improvements may be completed under 
encroachment permits.   
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Response 17K 
 
Refer to revised mitigation measures in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final 
EIR, which have been revised to require the applicant to construct improvements rather than 
pay fair share fees. 
 
Response 17L 
 
Refer to revised mitigation measures in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final 
EIR, which have been revised to require the applicant to construct improvements rather than 
pay fair share fees. 
 
Response 17M 
 
The Draft EIR inadvertently listed average daily traffic (ADT) volumes for U.S. 101 which were 
lower than Caltrans data for 2005.  Although the incorrect volumes were not used in any of the 
operational analyses, the volumes were corrected and recirculated as part of the Revised DEIR 
[refer to Cumulative Impacts in Section 2.7 (Transportation/Circulation) of the Revised DEIR].  
The revised analysis has also been incorporated into the Final EIR.   
 
Response 17N 
 
Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation. As noted therein, since the precise location of the 
U.S. 101 Northbound Off-Ramp to SR 58 roadway improvements has not been determined, precise 
environmental impacts associated with such improvements would be too speculative to address at 
this time.  Environmental impacts associated with implementation of required transportation 
improvements would be evaluated during the preparation of a Permit Engineering Evaluation 
Report (PEER), if one is determined necessary during the encroachment permit process and/or 
separate environmental documentation prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). 
 
As noted in the Plan Requirements and Timing discussion in Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure T-1(b) (U.S. 101 Northbound Off-Ramp to SR 58), the applicant is required to 
install these improvements prior to occupancy clearance. 
 
Response 17O 
 
Refer to the last sentence of the first paragraph under Table 4.12-11 in Section 4.12, Transportation 
and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure 
T-1(b) (U.S. 101 Northbound Off-Ramp to SR 58), which requires reconstruction of the area where 
the northbound U.S. 101 off-ramp merges with eastbound SR 58 to provide 400 feet of merging 
distance, as requested by the commentor.  Potential impacts to the park and ride lot from these 
improvements are addressed in the second paragraph of this mitigation measure. 
 
The commentor’s suggestion for an alternate location of the park and ride lot is noted. 
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Response 17P 
 
Refer to revised Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(a) (SR 58 South of J 
Street) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR. This measure has been revised 
in accordance with the commentor’s recommendations. 
 
Response 17Q 
 
Refer to revised Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(d) (El Camino 
Real/Estrada Avenue Redesign) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  This 
measure has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendations.  Refer also to 
Future Development Program measure T-1(d) (El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue Signalization). 
 
Response 17R 
 
Refer to revised Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(e) (Estrada Avenue/H 
Street Warning Beacon) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR. This measure 
has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendations. 
 
Response 17S 
 
The Residual Impacts discussion referenced by the commentor is consistent with all other impact 
sections of the EIR.  The discussion is intended to disclose the level of impacts of a particular impact 
after implementation of the required mitigation measure. The discussion under Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 related to future environmental review is required 
because analyzing specific impacts associated with traffic improvements would be speculative, 
which is specifically prohibited by CEQA (refer to Master Response 2). 
 
Response 17T 
 
The commentor recommends that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-2(a) 
(West Driveway Relocation) specify a precise location to prohibit conflicts with potential left turn 
channelization for the cemetery entrance.  As no cemetery expansion is currently planned, left turn 
channelization would not be required for the cemetery in the foreseeable future.  Analysis of 
potential future conflicts would therefore be speculative, which is specifically prohibited by CEQA 
(refer to Master Response 2). 
 
Response 17U 
 
Neither mitigation measure for Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-4 applies to 
shoulder work. Refer to Response 17P. 
 
Response 17V 
 
Refer to revised Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-4(a) (El Camino 
Real/Encina Avenue In-Pavement Flashing Lights) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of 
the Final EIR.  This measure has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s 
recommendations. 
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Response 17W 
 
The commentor notes that mitigation measures for Future Development Program Impact T-1 can 
all be implemented under a Caltrans encroachment permit.  Refer to revised Future Development 
Program measures T-1[d (previously a)] (El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue Signalization), T-1[e 
(previously b)] (El Camino Real/Wilhelmina Avenue Signalization), and T-1[f (previously c)] (SR 58 
Improvements between Wilhelmina Avenue and Pinal Avenue) in Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation, of the Final EIR.  These mitigation measures were modified as part of the Revised Draft 
EIR to note that improvements may be installed under an encroachment permit and/or Project 
Study Report (PSR).  This distinction is necessary because a PSR would in fact be required should 
the cost of improvements exceed three million dollars. 
 
Refer also to Future Development Program measures T-1(b) (U.S. 101 Southbound Off-Ramp to SR 
58) and T-1(c) (U.S. 101 Southbound On-Ramp from SR 58) in Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation, of the Final EIR.  These measures, which were added to the Revised Draft EIR and 
incorporated into the Final EIR, have been revised to clarify that an encroachment permit may 
suffice, as suggested by the commentor. 
 
The commentor additionally questions the funding mechanism associated with installation of these 
improvements.  Refer to the revised measures identified above, which have all been revised to 
clarify that, should a Specific Plan be required as a result of the first Future Development Program 
component on the Ranch property, the Specific Plan shall establish a finance district to fund the 
installation of improvements.  In the event that a Specific Plan is not required for the first Future 
Development Program component, the applicant shall fund improvements and an area wide traffic 
model and associated reimbursement agreement. Refer also to Future Development Program 
measure T-1[g (previously d) (Future Development Program Impact Fee) in Section 4.12, 
Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR, which has been revised to the detail this funding 
mechanism. 
 
It should also be clarified that Future Development Program mitigation measures are not identified 
as Class I, significant and unavoidable.  Rather, the impact (Future Development Program Impact T-1) 
is identified Class I, significant and unavoidable.  Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Future 
Development Program Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  
As noted therein, if the construction and occupation of any Future Development Program land use 
occurs prior to completion of identified mitigation, existing deficiencies and associated impacts 
would remain.  Although mitigation measures would reduce impacts to the extent possible, due to 
the uncertainty regarding Caltrans approval of improvements within their jurisdiction, it cannot be 
assured that all improvements would be constructed prior to occupation of the first Future 
Development Program land use. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 3b. 
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Response 17X 
 
Refer to Future Development Program measure T-1(b) (U.S. 101 Southbound Off-Ramp to SR 58) in 
Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  This improvement is now called out as 
a separate mitigation measure, as suggested by the commentor.   
 
Refer also to the Residual Impacts discussion under Future Development Program Impact T-1 for a 
discussion of potential impacts of required transportation improvements. 
 
Response 17Y 
 
Refer to Future Development Program measure T-1[d (previously a)] (El Camino Real/Estrada 
Avenue Signalization) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  The 
requirement for rail pre-emption is noted in this measure.  Refer also to Response 17W.  As 
noted therein, funding for this mitigation measure has been clarified in the Final EIR.  Should 
the cost of improvements exceed three million dollars, a Project Study Report (PSR) would be 
required. 
 
Response 17Z 
 
Refer to Future Development Program measure T-1[e (previously b)] (El Camino 
Real/Wilhelmina Avenue Signalization) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the 
Final EIR and Response 17W.  The commentor’s concerns related to funding of this 
improvement have been addressed therein. 
 
Response 17AA 
 
Refer to Future Development Program T-1[f (previously c)] (SR 58 Improvements between 
Wilhelmina Avenue and Pinal Avenue) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the 
Final EIR and Response 17W.  The commentor’s concerns related to funding of this 
improvement have been addressed therein. 
 
Response 17AB 
 
Refer to Future Development Program measure T-1[g (previously d) (Future Development 
Program Impact Fee) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  This measure 
has been revised in accordance with the first option listed by the commentor. 
 
Response 17AC 
 
Refer to Response 17S. 
 
Response 17AD 
 
The commentor argues that no Future Development Program site access should be allowed to 
utilize the existing frontage road adjacent to the SR 58/US 101 interchange.  Future Development 
Program measure T-2(a) (Site-Specific Access Analysis) requires a detailed analysis of access points 
to Future Development Program land uses, including consideration of the commentor-referenced 
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site access.  Hazards associated with access in this area would be identified during this process.  
Nonetheless, the commentor’s concerns are noted. 
 
Response 17AE 
 
Refer to Response 17AD. 
 
Response 17AF 
 
Refer to Future Development Program measures T-4(a) (Bicycle Facilities), T-4(b) (Pedestrian 
Facilities) and T-4(c) (Transit Facilities) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final 
EIR.  These measures have all been revised to eliminate the payment of fair share fees and define 
funding requirements, in accordance with the commentor’s recommendations.  
 
Response 17AG 
 
The commentor provides a conceptual list of Capital Improvement Projects for the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program.  Refer to Responses 17J through 
17AF.  As noted throughout these responses, traffic-related mitigation has been revised.   
 
The comment does not address specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR analysis.  As a result, 
no further response is required.  
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Letter 18 
 
COMMENTOR: Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC 
 
DATE:   April 12, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 18A 
 
The commentor notes that the law offices of William S. Walter, together with a broad ranging 
technical team, represent Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18B 
 
The commentor claims that the DEIR overstates potentially significant environmental impacts 
and does not fully consider the previously certified General Plan EIR.  Each impact which the 
commentor claims to be overstated is addressed in impact-specific comments throughout the 
Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC comment package.  Refer also to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18C 
 
The commentor notes that overstating the significance of potential environmental impacts does 
not render an EIR inadequate. As noted under Response 18B, each impact which the commentor 
claims to be overstated is addressed in impact-specific comments throughout the Santa 
Margarita Ranch, LLC comment package. 
 
Response 18D 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR 
analysis.  No specific response is warranted. 
 
Response 18E 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR 
analysis.  No specific response is warranted. 
 
Response 18F 
 
Refer to Response 18B. 
 
Response 18G 
 
The commentor claims that the Draft EIR analysis provides no basis for disregarding the 
conclusions and board findings in the “Final Program Environmental Impact Report for the Draft 
Salinas River Area Plan.” The commentor summarizes Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 
21083.3(b), which establishes limits upon the subsequent approval of a general plan consistent 
project, and State CEQA Guidelines pertaining to cumulative impacts and tiering. 
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The commentor does not provide project-specific evidence to support the claim the Final EIR for the 
Draft Salinas River Area Plan (Fugro-McLelland, Certified January 2, 1996; hereafter “Fugro EIR”) 
should have been used as a tiering document for the Draft EIR.  As noted in Appendix C (Policy 
Consistency), the proposed project is potentially inconsistent with several policies in the Salinas 
River Area Plan, as well as with the Agriculture land use designation of the San Luis Obispo 
County General Plan, Agriculture Element Policy 22 (Major Agricultural Cluster Projects), and the 
County’s Agricultural Cluster Ordinance (Section 22.22.150 of the County LUO). 
 
Refer also to Master Response 9. As noted therein, the Fugro EIR was not used as a tiering 
document because it did not adequately address environmental impacts associated with 
development on the Santa Margarita Ranch. 
 
Response 18H 
 
The commentor discusses legal standards for mitigation measures and alternatives in an EIR. The 
comment does not directly address the Draft EIR. No specific response is warranted. 
 
Response 18I 
 
The comment does not directly address the Draft EIR.  No specific response is warranted. 
 
Response 18J 
 
The commentor states that they represent the ownership(s) of the Santa Margarita Ranch. 
Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18K 
 
The commentor claims that the Draft EIR excludes information that was provided to the County as 
part of the application package, as well as additional information requested and provided 
throughout the DEIR process. The commentor notes that they have resubmitted this information. 
These items include the following: 
 

1) Supplemental Development Statement Submitted March, 2004 
2) CD of Santa Margarita Preserve by Sage & Associates 
3) Memorandum of Agreement for Cultural and Environmental Protocols between San Luis 

Obispo County Chumash Council and Santa Margarita Ranch LLC 
4) Master Plan Concepts Submitted June 13, 2006 
5) Draft Vineyard Estates Development Guidelines 
6) Package of Previous Submitted EIR Information (primarily emails between the applicants’ 

representative, the County of San Luis Obispo, and the County’s lead consultant) 
 
These above listed items have not been included in the Response to Comments document due to 
their length and extraneous nature.  However, they can be reviewed at the County of San Luis 
Obispo Department of Planning and Building Environmental Coordinators Office, 976 Osos Street, 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408.  Each item and their inclusion or exclusion in the Draft EIR is 
addressed below. 
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Item 1 above was used to create the Project Description contained in Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR.   
 
Item 2 above includes The Santa Margarita Preserve Agricultural Management and Enhancement 
Plan (AMEP) prepared by Sage Associates in May 2001.  The report was used to inform the 
background/setting information included in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR.   
 
Item 3 above is a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC 
and the San Luis Obispo Chumash Council.  This MOA constitutes a private and confidential 
agreement between two parties.  It does not have the force of law or regulation and cannot 
substitute for a standard CEQA analysis, nor can its provisions, no matter how well intentioned, 
substitute for necessary and appropriate mitigation measures pursuant to the requirements of 
CEQA and the professional standards and practices employed in CEQA compliance.  Refer to 
Response 18CR.  
 
Item 4 above includes nine hand drawn illustrations representing three schemes of conceptual 
development which include a lodge, conference center, single-family and condominium residences, 
civic center, restaurants, retail and golf course.  These illustrations were excluded from the DEIR 
analysis because they are conceptual. They do not represent plans for development, nor is there any 
guarantee that future development on the Ranch would employ them. Assuming implementation 
of the conceptual site layouts would be speculative (refer to Master Response 2).  
 
Item 5 above is addressed in Master Response 8. As noted therein, the Draft Vineyard Estate Design 
Guidelines were not included in the Project Description or Draft EIR analysis because they are 
guidelines, not requirements, and were not proposed as part of the project.   
 
Item 6 above includes emails between the applicants’ representative, the County of San Luis 
Obispo, and the County’s lead consultant.  The issues discussed in these emails were incorporated 
into the Project Description and DEIR analysis where necessary. The commentor does not 
specifically identify issues addressed in Item 6 which they believe were erroneously excluded from 
the EIR. As a result, no further response is feasible. 
 
Response 18L 
 
The commentor notes that the applicant team has submitted a “Mitigated Proposed Project 
Alternative” which incorporates design recommendations in the Draft EIR.  This submittal is 
analyzed as Alternative 12 (Amended Project) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.  This 
analysis was also recirculated as part of the Revised Draft EIR.   
 
Response 18M 
 
The commentor claims that many of the issues in the Draft EIR are overstated or inadequately 
analyzed.  Each impact which is allegedly overstated is addressed in impact-specific comments 
throughout the Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC comment package.   
 
Refer also to Master Response 9.  As noted therein, the Fugro EIR did not adequately address 
environmental impacts associated with development on the Santa Margarita Ranch. 
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Response 18N 
 
The commentor claims that recommending Alternative 7 (Tighter Cluster Alternative) is in direct 
conflict with protection of agricultural lands, visual resources, and delineated wetlands. 
 
Refer to Master Response 4. As noted therein, each of the 14 alternatives analyzed for the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program were intended to 
avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects of the project, in accordance with 
State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6 (c).  Alternative 7 was not intended, and is not expected, to reduce 
all significant impacts associated with the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.   
 
Response 18O 
 
Refer to Response 18K. 
 
Response 18P 
 
The commentor provides a description of the “Mitigated Proposed Project Alternative.” Refer to 
Response 18L.  As noted therein, this submittal is analyzed as an alternative to the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision [refer to Section 6.12 (Alternative 12: Amended Project) of the Final 
EIR]. 
 
Response 18Q 
 
Refer to Master Response 10.  As noted therein, any differences between the thresholds of 
significance used in the EIR and those used in previous agricultural cluster EIRs are superficial.  In 
addition, any changes in thresholds are warranted based on San Luis Obispo County’s experience 
with agricultural cluster subdivision projects. 
 
These referenced EIRs have not been included in the Response to Comments document due to their 
length and tangential relationship to the project.  However, they can be reviewed at the County of 
San Luis Obispo Department of Planning and Building Environmental Coordinators Office, 976 
Osos Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93408. 
 
Response 18R 
 
The commentor argues that the two Class I, significant and unavoidable, impacts identified in Section 
4.1, Agricultural Resources, have been overstated and should be reclassified as Class II, significant but 
mitigable. The commentor cites a technical study prepared by Thomas Rice. This technical study is 
included as Attachment A to the applicants’ comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Responses 18S through 18AK for responses to the commentor’s claim that agricultural 
impacts have been overstated.  Refer to Responses 18DM through 18FU for responses to 
Attachment A.  
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Response 18S 
 
As noted in the third paragraph in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed agricultural cluster 
development area totals 163.1 acres.  Refer to Table 2-3 for a breakdown of this acreage. Neither 
the project description nor the agricultural resources section of the Draft EIR references 163.7 
acres, as stated by the commentor. The 676.7 acres cited under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact AG-2 is also derived directly from the project description.  
 
Response 18T 
 
Even if the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision were similar to the Varian Ranch project, 
this similarity would not preclude impacts to grazing viability or conflicts between agriculture and 
residential uses.  Complaints have been received from individual homeowners within Varian 
Ranch, which are directed to the Varian Ranch Homeowner’s Association (HOA).  Typical 
complaints relate to animal waste, animals in roadways, landscape damage, and concerns related to 
walking in a neighborhood with free range animals.  The Edna Ranch Subdivision, another 
agricultural cluster in San Luis Obispo County, has resulted in similar complaints.  Complaints 
from this project are directed to vineyard owners, since no HOA is in place, and include complaints 
related to noise, dust and pesticide use.   
 
Incompatibilities result when non-agricultural uses, such as residential uses, are placed in close 
proximity to or intermingled with agricultural activities. The presence of pedestrians, bicyclists, 
and/or domestic pets, which would be expected in a residential development of the size 
proposed, induces stress on cattle.  When cattle and calves are stressed they run more and eat 
less. This gets in the way of weight gain, which is the main objective of a cattle operation. 
Calves are especially stressed by such activities, and one running cow/calf can easily trigger a 
stampede.  In addition, if stressed cattle are running because they are scared or being bothered 
by a domestic animal, cattle can be injured, resulting in losses for the operation.   
 
The above disruptions to cattle operations are evident in the recorded testimony during the 
County Trail Plan hearings. 
 
Response 18U 
 
The commentor claims that the Draft Vineyard Estate Design Guidelines (Draft Guidelines) were 
intended to implement many of the same agricultural interface concepts incorporated at Varian 
Ranch (refer to Responses 18T above).  Refer to Master Response 8.  The Draft Guidelines are not 
part of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision because they are guidelines, not 
requirements, and were not proposed as part of the project.  
 
Response 18V 
 
The commentor claims that residential building envelopes are designated on the tentative map in 
order to more accurately quantify the area that will continue to be available for grazing.  It should 
be noted that the tentative map does not include building envelopes.   
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Response 18W 
 
The commentor claims that the DEIR does not contain factual information to support the 
conclusion that conversion of the 676.7 acre grazing unit would result in a reduction in the overall 
carrying capacity of the Ranch by 85 animal units. Refer to the first paragraph under Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR, 
which has been revised to clarify the source of this information. 
 
It should also be noted that the DEIR states that the sustainability of the 676.7 acre grazing unit 
would be permanently compromised. 
 
The commentor additionally cites data which conflicts with the Draft EIR, referencing the Santa 
Margarita Preserve Agricultural Management and Enhancement Plan (AMEP) prepared by Sage 
Associates in May 2001 and personal accounts of the Ranch manager.  This information has not 
been confirmed by an impartial source.  Refer also to Response 18K for a discussion of the AMEP.  
 
Response 18X 
 
The commentor claims that the Draft EIR does not identify the source of information used to 
determine animal unit impacts and should therefore use the sources mentioned in Comment 18W. 
Refer to Response 18W.  As noted therein, the first paragraph under Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR, has been 
revised to clarify the source of this information. 
 
Response 18Y 
 
Refer to Response 18V.   
 
In addition, as noted in Responses 18W and 18X, the first paragraph under Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR, has been 
revised to clarify the source of the animal unit impact.   
 
Refer also to Master Response 8 regarding the Draft Guidelines. 
 
Response 18Z 
 
The commentor outlines mitigation measures which they argue would reduce impacts related 
to grazing land to a less than significant level. These measures focus on the eradication of 
Yellow star thistle on-site.  Section 4.3, Biological Resources, did not identify the Yellow star 
thistle as occurring on the property.  Because Yellow star thistle is not known to occur on the 
property in any substantial quantity, these mitigation measures would not be effective.  
 
Refer also to Response 18Y.  
 
Response 18AA 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1 describes the soil types and locations 
that would be considered prime soils. 
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Response 18AB 
 
The commentor argues that the direct conversion of prime soils would be reduced because Lots 
43 and 71 would be relocated and because current road alignments would continue to be 
utilized.  The commentor is referring to the applicants’ Mitigated Proposed Project Alternative 
(MPPA), which is analyzed in the Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR as Alternative 12 
(Amended Project).  As noted in Section 6.12.2 under Agricultural Resources, this alternative 
would relocate Lots 43, 66 and 71 to avoid prime soil locations identified in the Draft EIR.  As 
disclosed therein, this would result in fewer impacts related to the direct conversion of prime 
soil areas.  The commentor’s statement related to the relocation of Lot 43 and 71 are the 
associated impact reduction is therefore noted.  
 
It should also be noted that, although existing road alignments would be utilized to the extent 
feasible, construction and pavement of roadways meeting County standards would 
nevertheless directly convert prime soils, as these areas would be paved and therefore not 
viable for agricultural use.  
 
Response 18AC 
 
Refer to Response 18AB.  
 
Response 18AD 
 
The commentor provides mitigation measures which they argue would reduce impacts related 
to prime soil conversion to a less than significant level.  
 
The first measure includes constructing Ranch roads to the minimal width allowable by the 
CDF. As noted by the commentor, the applicant has already requested that this be allowed.  
This is evident in Section 2.4.1(a) of the Final EIR, which describes Phase 1 and 3 roadways as 
22-feet wide or less and Phase 2 roadways as 18-feet wide or less.  Therefore, the effects of 
minimizing road widths are already addressed in the EIR as part of the project, and this would 
not represent additional mitigation. It is therefore unclear how constructing Ranch roads to the 
minimal width allowable would reduce impacts, as this is already proposed.   
 
The second measure consists of relocating Lots 43 and 71.  Relocating Lots 43 and 71 cannot be 
required as mitigation because the EIR analyzes the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision as proposed, and cannot require redesign as mitigation.  Refer to Alternative 12 
(Amended Project) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR, which relocates these lots to 
avoid prime soils.  As noted in Section 6.12.2 under Agricultural Resources therein, Alternative 12 
would have fewer impacts on prime soil areas as a result of this lot relocation.   
 
Response 18AE 
 
The commentor claims that no conflicts between proposed urban uses and existing and future 
agricultural uses would occur because lots which have been identified as requiring additional 
buffers (Lots 1, 99, and 100) have been relocated. The relocation of these lots is included in the 
applicants’ MPPA and is analyzed in the Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR (refer to 
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Response 18AB).  The proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would still result 
in impacts and require additional buffers on Lots 1, 99, and 100. 
 
The commentor additionally claims that Varian Ranch and other existing agricultural clusters 
have demonstrated no such conflicts. Refer to Responses 18T and 18U.  
 
Response 18AF 
 
Refer to Master Response 9.   
 
Response 18AG 
 
The commentor claims that the DEIR does not provide justification of a Class I, significant and 
unavoidable, impact related to conflicts between urban and agricultural uses. Refer to the 
discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 for evidence to 
support the Class I finding. 
Response 18AH 
 
The commentor argues that fencing around residential envelopes, disclosure, implementation of 
an existing Rangeland Management Plan, proposed California Rangeland Trust Easement(s) 
and ongoing management by Ranch ownership, in addition to mitigation measures already 
required in the EIR, would ensure less than significant impacts related to land use 
compatibility.  Refer to Response 18T.  Regardless of proper management and incorporation of 
suggested measures, impacts related to land use compatibility would remain Class I, significant 
and unavoidable. 
 
The commentor claims that “sensitive project design” would ensure little or no impact in 
regards to land use compatibility, similar to Varian Ranch.  Refer to Responses 18T and 18U.  
 
Response 18AI 
 
The commentor suggests additional mitigation measures which the commentor claims would 
further reduce impacts related to agriculture-urban conflicts.  Refer to Response 18AH above. 
 
Response 18AJ 
 
The commentor’s reference to “project redesign” refers to the applicants’ Mitigated Proposed 
Project Alternative (MPPA), which is analyzed as an alternative to the proposed project (refer to 
Alternative 12 in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR).  Because the EIR analyzes and 
mitigates the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision as proposed, the commentor-
referenced measure shall remain as worded (although the typographical error has been 
corrected in the Final EIR). However, as noted in the fourth full paragraph under Agricultural 
Resources in Section 6.12.2 of the Final EIR, Alternative 12 would adjust Lot 1 and relocate Lot 99 
to increase distance from on-site vineyards, while Lot 100 would remain as proposed.  The 
commentor-suggested revision to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AG-
2(b) (Agricultural Buffers) would therefore apply to the Amended Project Alternative, should 
that alternative move forward. 
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Response 18AK 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 states the following:   
 

“According to the San Luis Obispo County Agricultural Commissioners’ Office, based on a 
lot-specific review of site conditions relative to adjacent agricultural uses, the locations of 
proposed residential parcels are considered compatible with the adjacent agricultural 
production areas, and additional buffer distances are not required with the exception of Lots 
1, 99 and 100.  Nevertheless, the proposed residential uses would be expected to result in potential 
conflicts between the existing on-site agricultural operations and new non-agricultural uses.  
Potential land use conflicts are described below (emphasis added)” 

 
The discussion goes on to describe potential impacts to agricultural uses that could result from 
implementation of the proposed residential development, as well as potential impacts to 
residential uses that could result from adjacent agricultural operations.  
 
The latter statement referenced by the commentor is a conclusory statement based on the 
evidence presented under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2, as well as 
consideration of mitigation measures provided therein 
 
The commentor additionally states the opinion that grazing will continue within the area of the 
clustered lots.  Refer to Response 18T.   
 
Response 18AL 
 
The commentor argues that the two Class I, significant and unavoidable, impacts identified in Section 
4.2, Air Quality, have been overstated and should be reclassified as Class II, significant but mitigable. 
The commentor cites a technical study prepared by Diana Gould-Wells which is included as 
Attachment B to the applicants’ comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Responses 18AM through 18AP for responses to the commentor’s claim that air quality 
impacts have been overstated. Refer to Responses 18FV through 18GX for responses to Attachment 
B.  
 
The commentor additionally claims that cumulative air quality impacts have been addressed in the 
Final Program EIR for the Draft Salinas River Area Plan (Fugro EIR).  Refer to Master Response 9.   
 
Response 18AM 
 
Refer to Master Response 9.  
 
Response 18AN 
 
The commentor claims that the Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact related to CAP 
consistency should be reclassified as Class IV, no impact, because this issue was already 
analyzed in the Final Program EIR for the Draft Salinas River Area Plan (Fugro EIR).  Refer to 
Master Response 9.   
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Response 18AO 
 
The commentor claims that the population generated by the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision would be consistent with the County General Plan.  CAP consistency is determined 
based on three factors. One of these factors is whether or not the population of a proposed 
project would be consistent with population projections used in the CAP [refer to Section 
4.2.2(a), under Consistency with the District’s Clean Air Plan]. CAP population projections are 
based on the San Luis Obispo County Planning Department and San Luis Obispo Council of 
Governments population estimates for January 1, 1999 and growth projections.  Therefore, 
consistency with the 1996 General Plan projections does not necessarily ensure consistency with 
CAP population projections.  
 
As noted in the second paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision AQ-4, the 
CAP growth rate estimate for rural San Luis Obispo is 16% between 1995 and 2015.  The 
proposed project would increase the population of the community of Santa Margarita by 
approximately 22.8%, which would exceed this estimate.  
 
As stated in the EIR, there is no feasible mitigation available to reduce the population associated 
with the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision without substantially redesigning the 
project.  The standard of redesign to theoretically meet CAP consistency requirements would be 
a reduction in the number of units to obtain consistency with CAP population projections. 
 
Response 18AP 
 
The commentor claims that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is located in close 
proximity to community services, and notes that a pedestrian link would be provided between 
the cluster and the community of Santa Margarita. The community of Santa Margarita does not 
contain ample community services (e.g. grocery store, gas station, etc.), thus requiring project 
residents to travel to the communities of San Luis Obispo or Atascadero for such services.   
 
Response 18AQ 
 
The commentor argues that the Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact identified in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, is overstated and should be reclassified as Class II, significant but mitigable. The 
commentor cites a technical study prepared by Althouse and Meade, Inc. which is included as 
Attachment C to the applicants’ comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Responses 18AR through 18AT for responses to the commentor’s claim that biological 
resource impacts have been overstated.  Refer to Responses 18GY through 18KX for responses to 
Attachment C.  
 
Response 18AR 
 
The commentor argues that ‘aerial map assessment’ is not a scientific approach to assessing oak 
tree impacts or removal.  Site visits were conducted in October and November 2007 which 
corroborates the findings presented in the Draft EIR.  Refer to the discussion under Updated Oak 
Tree Impacts and Mitigation in Section 2.3 (Biological Resources) of the Revised Draft EIR. Refer 
also to Master Response 7.   
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The commentor additionally notes that the impact statement related to oak tree removal claims 
that 200-400 oak trees would be removed, while the subsequent discussion notes that 200-400 
oak trees would be removed or impacted.  The impact statement has been revised to be 
consistent with the impact discussion.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact B-3 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
The commentor further claims that Design Standards would minimize oak tree removal.  Refer 
to Master Response 8.   
 
The commentor’s reference to “subtle redesign of the Tract 2586 layout” refers to the applicants’ 
Mitigated Proposed Project Alternative (MPPA).  Oak tree impacts and removal associated with 
the MPPA are analyzed in Section 6.12.2 of the Final EIR, under Biological Resources.  As noted 
therein, the Amended Project Alternative is estimated to remove or impact between 250 and 350 
oak trees, depending on the ultimate location of building envelopes.    
 
It should also be noted that, even if the number of trees removed during the construction of 
residential units and road improvements was minimized to the maximum extent possible, 
hundreds of oak trees would be impacted due to the proximity of the subdivision roads, CalFire 
clearance and limbing requirements, septic tanks and leach fields, potential conversion of parts 
of the lots into paddocks for horses or other livestock, and other appurtenant residential uses.  
CalFire requirements will apply to areas outside of building footprints, and it is probable that 
other suburban land uses such as livestock or pet use will occur throughout the entire 
boundaries of the lots since they will be privately owned.  Many lots are so densely wooded 
that removal of at least 30 percent of the canopy would be required for residential construction. 
The additional land uses on the lots are likely to result in the failure of oak reproduction, which 
means that the converted acreage will not sustain oak species functioning as a biological unit in 
the future.   
 
Response 18AS 
 
The commentor argues that impacts to oak trees should be reduced to a Class II, significant but 
mitigable, level based on the project redesign and the commitment to restrict and/or minimize 
oak tree impacts on individual lots. Refer to Response 18AR above.  As noted therein, the 
applicants’ Mitigated Proposed Project Alternative (MPPA) is estimated to remove or impact 
between 250 and 350 oak trees, depending on the ultimate location of building envelopes.  This 
is still considered a Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact.  Refer also to Master Response 8. 
As noted therein, Design Standards are not included in the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision or project alternatives and would not, therefore, minimize oak tree removal.  
 
Refer also to the revised mitigation measures under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact B-3 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources. 
 
Response 18AT 
 
Refer to Responses 18AR and 18AS.   
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Response 18AU 
 
The commentor argues that the two Class I, significant and unavoidable, impacts identified in Section 
4.4, Cultural Resources, have been overstated and should be reclassified as Class II, significant but 
mitigable. The commentor cites a technical study prepared by Heritage Discoveries, Inc. which is 
included as Attachment D to the applicants’ comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Responses 18AV through 18AZ for responses to the commentor’s claim that cultural 
resource impacts have been overstated.  Refer to Responses 18KY through 18NK for responses to 
Attachment D.  
 
The commentor additionally claims that the Class I impacts to cultural resources are based on 
impact thresholds which are inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to Section 4.4.4 (Thresholds 
of Significance) in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR and Section 15064.5 (Determining 
the Significance of Impacts to Archaeological and Historical Resources) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines.  As noted in the CEQA Guidelines, a project “with an effect that may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment.”  With regards to archaeological and historical sites, direct 
impacts may occur by: 
 

(1) Physically damaging, destroying, or altering all or part of the resource;  
(2) Altering characteristics of the surrounding environment that contribute to the resource’s 

significance;  
(3) Neglecting the resource to the extent that it deteriorates or is destroyed; or 
(4) The incidental discovery of cultural resources without proper notification.  

 
Indirect impacts primarily result from the effects of project-induced population growth. Such 
growth can result in increased construction as well as increased recreational activities that can 
disturb or destroy cultural resources.   
 
The EIR additionally provides four criteria for defining the significance of historical resources 
and their eligibility to the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) established by 
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1 [refer to Section 4.4.4 (Thresholds of Significance) in 
Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR].  Impacts to an archaeological resource that is 
significant solely for its scientific information (significance criterion D) may be mitigated to less 
than significant levels through data recovery excavation and/or other means.  However, such 
measures may not mitigate impacts to less than significant levels for resources significant for 
their associative values (criteria A and B) or other distinctive characteristics (criterion C) [see, 
for example, 14 CCR 15126.4(b)(2) and League for Protection of Oakland's Architectural and Historic 
Resources v. City of Oakland, 52 Cal.App.4th 896].  Because the resources in question are eligible 
for the CRHR under multiple criteria, mitigation measures would reduce the level of impacts 
but not mitigate to less than significance, and thus the impact remains Class I, significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
Response 18AV 
 
Public Resources Code (PRC) 5020.1(h) defines a Historic District as “a definable unified 
geographic entity that possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, 
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buildings, structures, or objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical 
development.”  Appendix E to the Final EIR (Cultural Landscape Report) provides a thorough 
and detailed justification for the significance and CRHR-eligibility of the Santa Margarita Ranch 
Rural Historic District (SMRRHD).  This analysis is summarized in Section 4.4, Cultural 
Resources, of the Final EIR.   
 
The Cultural Landscape Report (Appendix E to the Final EIR) defines the proposed boundaries 
of the SMRRHD.  Language explaining these boundaries has been added to Section 4.4, Cultural 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  Refer specifically to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
impact summary on page 4.4-1, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-1 
impact statement, the second paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact CR-1, and Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure CR-1(e) (Nomination to 
the national Register of Historic Places). 
 
Response 18AW 
 
Refer to the analysis of alternatives in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.  The commentor 
does not provide evidence to support the claim that impacts should be reduced.  
 
Response 18AX 
 
Refer to Response 18AU above for a discussion of cultural resource thresholds.  The EIR 
describes extensive consultation with Chumash and Salinan people as the basis for statements 
regarding impacts on traditional Native American values.  Appendix F of the Final EIR 
provides detailed documentation of that consultation (refer to Response 18LL). 
 
Refer also to Response 18CR.  The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Santa 
Margarita Ranch, LLC and the San Luis Obispo Chumash Council constitutes a private and 
confidential agreement between those parties.  It does not have the force of law or regulation 
and cannot substitute for a standard CEQA analysis, nor can its provisions, no matter how well 
intentioned, substitute for necessary and appropriate mitigation measures pursuant to the 
requirements of CEQA and the professional standards and practices employed in CEQA 
compliance.  Although mitigation measures required in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the 
Final EIR would not be inconsistent with or contradictory to the provisions of this agreement, 
they are nonetheless required.  
 
Impacts remain Class I, significance and unavoidable. The commentor does not support the claim 
that impacts should be reduced.  
 
Response 18AY 
 
Refer to Responses 18AU through 18AX above.  
 
Response 18AZ 
 
The commentor argues that the Mitigated Proposed Project Alternative (MPPA) would only 
impact a ‘handful’ of already impacted/disturbed archaeological sites and would result in less 
than significant impacts.  The MPPA is analyzed as an alternative to the proposed project (refer 
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to Alternative 12 in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR).  The commentor additionally 
claims that it is speculative for the Draft EIR to conclude that the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision would impact ‘ill-defined’ cultural sites.  Refer to the analysis in Section 4.4, 
Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR for analysis to support the Class I impact determination.   
 
Response 18BA 
 
The commentor argues that the Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact identified in Section 4.8, 
Noise, is overstated and should be reclassified as Class III, less than significant. The commentor cites a 
technical study prepared by David Lord which is included as Attachment G to the applicants’ 
comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Responses 18BB through 18BD for responses to the commentor’s claim that noise impacts 
have been overstated. Refer to Responses 18OH through 18PX for responses to Attachment G.  
 
Response 18BB 
 
The commentor claims that because a permanent increase in ambient noise of less than 3dBA is 
not perceptible, it is “by definition” a less than significant impact. 
 
As noted in the second paragraph of Section 4.8.1(a) (Overview of Sound Measurement) in the 
Final EIR, “a 3 dB change in community noise levels is noticeable, while 1-2 dB changes are 
generally not perceived.” However, as noted in Section 4.8.2(b) (Methodology and Significance 
Thresholds), an impact is significant if Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
implementation “would expose existing and future sensitive receptors to noise levels exceeding 
County standards” (60 dBA CNEL). Neither County standards nor CEQA thresholds specify a 
level of increase that would result in an impact.  Therefore, the addition of any amount of noise 
to levels already exceeding County thresholds is considered a potentially significant impact. 

 
Refer to Table 4.8-6 (Current and Projected Noise Levels along Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Area Roadways) and the subsequent discussion. Six of the ten studied roadway 
segments in the Santa Margarita Ranch area exceed the County’s threshold of 60 dBA CNEL at 
the nearest sensitive receptor under the existing conditions. The proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision would add to this existing deficiency, thereby exposing existing 
and future sensitive receptors to noise levels exceeding County standards.  Based on the 
thresholds outlined above, this is a potentially significant impact. Because no feasible measures 
are available that would mitigate impacts to existing sensitive receptors, impacts remain Class I, 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response 18BC 
 
The commentor questions the accuracy of the noise instruments used in the EIR preparation.  
Field measurements were conducted using a Larson-Davis Model 720 (ANSI Type 2) 
integrating sound level meter and statistical data logger.  Instantaneous sound levels were 
measured, integrated, and recorded by the sound level meter in 0.1-second intervals.  The 
sound level data collected included date, time, duration of measurement (in seconds), Leq, SEL, 
statistical sound levels (L90, L50, L33 and L10), Lmax, Lmin, and peak (A-weighted).  The set-up 
consisted of mounting the sound level meter on a tripod with the microphone top at 4.5 feet 
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above the ground surface level as measured with a tape measure.  Calibration of the sound level 
meter prior to measurements was performed using a Larson-Davis Acoustic Calibrator CAL150 
using a sound power level of 94 dBA at a frequency of 1,000 Hz.  Calibration level was also 
checked at the end of the measurement period to ensure accurate results.  
 
The commentor additionally requests that decimals should be rounded to the nearest whole 
number.  The comment is noted. 
 
Response 18BD 
 
The commentor requests that the EIR reference Subsection B.2 of LUO Section 22.10.120 (Noise 
Ordinance), which states that “In the event the measured ambient noise level exceeds the 
applicable exterior noise standard in Subsection B.1, the applicable standard shall be adjusted so 
as to equal the ambient noise level plus one dB.” The exterior noise standards in Subsection B.1 
include the following: 
 

Maximum Allowed Exterior Noise Level Standards 

Sound levels Daytime 
7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 

Nighttime (1) 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 

Hourly Equivalent Sound Level 
(Leq, Db) 50 45 

Maximum level, dB 70 65 
1) Applies only to uses that operate or are occupied during nighttime hours. 

 
The EIR utilized maximum allowable noise exposure from both transportation and stationary 
sources, as outlined in the Noise Element (refer to Tables 4.8-3 and 4.8-4 in the Final EIR). 
According to the Noise Element, 60 dBA CNEL is the maximum allowable noise exposure for 
residential land uses from transportation noise sources.  Because the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision would primarily increase noise due to increased vehicular traffic, the 
standards set forth in the Noise Element were therefore utilized.  
 
Response 18BE 
 
The commentor argues that the Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact identified in Section 4.12, 
Transportation and Circulation, is overstated and should be reclassified as Class II, significant but 
mitigable. The commentor cites a technical study prepared by Associated Transportation Engineers 
(ATE) which is included as Attachment K to the applicants’ comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Response 18BF for response to the commentor’s claim that transportation and circulation 
impacts have been overstated. Refer to Responses 18RM through 18ST for responses to Attachment 
K.  
 
Response 18BF 
 
The commentor notes that, although the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would not 
result in an exceedance of roadway or intersection level of service (LOS) standards, the EIR 
recommends mitigation measures to address existing operational and roadway design 
deficiencies.  
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The identification of impacts is based upon the fourth CEQA Guideline regarding substantially 
increasing hazards, where project traffic is added to a location that will exacerbate existing 
operational problems [refer to Section 4.12.2(a) of the Final EIR]. The addition of traffic to a 
substandard roadway section could result in a potentially significant impact. The existing 
operational problems were identified by a field review and a comparison of the existing design 
to current Caltrans design standards. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18BG 
 
The commentor argues that the Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact identified in Section 4.13, 
Visual Resources, is overstated and should be reclassified as Class II, significant but mitigable. The 
commentor cites a technical study prepared by RRM Design Group which is included as 
Attachment L to the applicants’ comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Responses 18BH through 18BK for response to the commentor’s claim that visual resource 
impacts have been overstated. Refer to Responses 18SV through 18UN for responses to Attachment 
L.  
 
Response 18BH 
 
Refer to Master Response 8 regarding design guidelines 
 
Response 18BI 
 
The commentor claims that the EIR used a threshold of “alterations” of a scenic vista, which is 
inconsistent with CEQA. The commentor notes that the appropriate CEQA thresholds for visual 
resources are more clearly defined as “substantial adverse effect” or “substantially degrade.” 
 
As noted in Section 4.13.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds), the thresholds used in 
the EIR analysis are in accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, and include 
the terminology “substantial adverse effect.”  Although the term “alteration” is used within the 
analysis, this does not signify a threshold. 
 
In addition, the conclusion is made in the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact VR-1 that impacts would remain Class I, significant and 
unavoidable, because “no mitigation is available to avoid changing the site from its rural 
condition to a more suburban condition.”   
 
Response 18BJ 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the view in the photograph on Plate 4.13-2A is unattractive is 
noted. 
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Response 18BK 
 
The commentor notes that there is no CEQA, State or County right to view protection from 
private homes.  
 
It should be noted that the EIR states that “proposed development would alter the rural character 
of the site to a more developed condition as viewed from public roadways and private residences 
in the community of Santa Margarita.” Although it is disclosed views from private residences may 
be impacted, this is a disclosure statement and does not represent the exclusive rationale for the 
impact.  The EIR does not claim CEQA, State or County protection of views from private homes. 
 
Response 18BL 
 
The commentor notes that the Draft EIR indicates that portions of roadways are identified as 
potentially scenic in the General Plan, and then contends that no document reference is 
provided.  Refer to the third paragraph in Section 4.13(c) (Regulatory Setting) in Section 4.13, 
Visual Resources, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, the County General Plan Open Space 
Element Policy #24 specifies a number of County roads to be studied to determine if and where 
scenic corridors should be designated, including two in the project vicinity: Highway 58 from 
the Santa Margarita urban reserve line to the Kern County line and West Pozo Road between Hi 
Mountain Road and Highway 58. 
 
The commentor additionally states that the Draft EIR applies a standard of merely being visible 
as equating to a significant adverse effect or substantial degradation. Refer to Response 18BI.  
 
Response 18BM 
 
Refer to the discussion under Light and Glare Impacts under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact VR-1. The excerpt in question appears in a general discussion of impacts 
that could result from the introduction of new lighting into an unlit area.  In relation to the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision specifically, the EIR concludes that 
“implementation of the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would require 
additional lighting that could be visible from public viewing corridors, including Highway 58 
and West Pozo Road.  Streetlights, entry lights, and interior lights have the potential to 
adversely affect passing motorists and degrade the nighttime view of the area.  The addition of 
homes and street lighting in this area would contribute to an alteration of the rural character of 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site.” 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures V-1(e) (Lighting) and VR-1(f) 
(Street Light Limitations).  
 
Response 18BN 
 
Refer to Responses 18BI and 18BM.  
 
The commentor claims that measures taken in the Mitigated Proposed Project Alternative 
(MPPA) would ensure Class II, significant but mitigable, impacts.  The MPPA is analyzed as an 
alternative to the proposed project (refer to Alternative 12 in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the 
Final EIR).  As noted under Visual Resources in Section 6.12.2 therein, the Amended Project 
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Alternative would reduce the visual prominence of future residences as viewed from off-site 
public viewpoints would reduce impacts related to adverse changes in visual character to a 
Class II, significant but mitigable, level.   
 
Refer also to Response 18L. 
 
Response 18BO 
 
The commentor argues that the Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact identified in Section 4.14, 
Water and Wastewater, is overstated and should be reclassified as Class III, less than significant. The 
commentor cites a technical study prepared by Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers 
(LSCE) which is included as Attachment M to the applicants’ comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Response 18BP for response to the commentor’s claim that water and wastewater impacts 
have been overstated. Refer to Responses 18UO through 18UX for responses to Attachment M.  
 
Response 18BP 
 
The commentor makes several claims regarding the water supply analysis in Section 4.14, Water 
and Wastewater. The commentor does not provide support for these claims but instead refers to a 
technical study prepared by Luhdorff and Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE).  Refer to 
Responses 18UP through 18UX for responses to this study. 
 
Response 18BQ 
 
The commentor argues that the two Class I, significant and unavoidable, Future Development 
Program impacts identified in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, are overstated and should be 
reclassified as Class II, significant but mitigable. The commentor cites a technical study prepared by 
Thomas Rice which is included as Attachment A to the applicants’ comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Responses 18BR through 18CC for responses to the commentor’s claim that Future 
Development Program agricultural resource impacts have been overstated.  Refer to Responses 
18DM through 18FU for responses to Attachment A.  
 
Refer also to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18BR 
 
The commentor claims that the Draft EIR ignored conceptual site layouts submitted by the 
applicant team during preparation of the Draft EIR.  Conceptual site layouts were excluded 
from analysis because they are conceptual. They do not represent plans for development, nor is 
there any guarantee that future development on the Ranch would employ them. Assuming 
implementation of the conceptual site layouts would be speculative (refer to Master Response 
2). Refer also to Response 18K. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 3a.  As noted therein, the Future Development Program does not 
preclude future environmental review. Should any applicant utilize the conceptual site layouts 
in the future, site-specific environmental review would be required. 
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Response 18BS 
 
The commentor notes that the setting may change in the future, arguing that the Draft EIR 
should have included this in the analysis of the Future Development Program. 
 
State CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a) states that the environmental setting of an EIR “must include 
a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist 
at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at 
the time environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional perspective.” 
The EIR cannot speculate what the future environmental setting might be.  Refer also to Master 
Response 3a.  
 
Response 18BT 
 
Refer to Responses 18BR and 18BS.  
 
Response 18BU 
 
The commentor approves of Future Development Program measure AG-1(a) (Avoidance of 
Agricultural Areas).  The comment is noted. 
 
Response 18BV 
 
The commentor does not approve of Future Development Program measure AG-1(b) (Future 
Agricultural Conservation Easements). The commentor argues that the Salinas River Area Plan 
requires 3,600 acres to be entered into a “non-permanent” Williamson Act Contract upon 
completion of a Specific Plan.  The nexus for the requirement to provide Agricultural 
Conservation Easements on the remainder of the Ranch outside Future Development Program 
conceptual land use locations is the magnitude of the Future Development Program’s impact on 
agricultural resources.   
 
Response 18BW 
 
Refer to Responses 18BU and 18BV. 
 
Response 18BX 
 
The commentor notes that the approach of the Future Development Program analysis should be 
general in nature. Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b. The Future Development Program is 
analyzed at a Program level of detail. 
Refer also to Master Response 9.  
 
Response 18BY 
 
Refer to Response 18BR.  
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Response 18BZ 
 
The commentor provides alternative/additional mitigation measures to reduce Future 
Development Program Impact AG-2. All five of the recommendations are already required 
based on the General Plan and County Ordinances and are therefore not mitigation measures. 
 
Response 18CA 
 
The commentor suggests revisions to the Residual Impact discussion under Future Development 
Program Impact AG-1.  The suggested replacement discussion generally states that a future 
Specific Plan for the Ranch should be consistent with the General Plan and argues that this 
requirement would reduce impacts from the Future Development Program to a less than 
significant level. 
 
The requirement that a future Specific Plan be consistent with the General Plan is redundant, 
since this would be required regardless.  A Specific Plan is only required before an application 
is approved for a subdivision other than a Cluster development (LUO Section 22.104.040).  
Therefore, portions of the Future Development Program may be applied for and constructed 
prior to adoption of a Specific Plan for the area.   
 
Impacts would remain Class I, significant and unavoidable. Refer also to Master Response 3a. 
 
Response 18CB 
 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18CC 
 
The commentor provides excerpts from the FEIR for the Salinas River Area Plan (Fugro EIR). 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18CD 
 
The commentor argues that the Class I, significant and unavoidable, Future Development Program 
impact identified in Section 4.2, Air Quality, is overstated and should be reclassified as Class II, 
significant but mitigable. The commentor cites a technical study prepared by Diana Gould-Wells 
which is included as Attachment B to the applicants’ comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Responses 18CE through 18CJ for responses to the commentor’s claim that Future 
Development Program air quality impacts have been overstated. Refer to Responses 18FV through 
18GX for responses to Attachment B.  
 
Response 18CE 
 
The commentor claims that components of the Future Development Program are consistent 
with the General Plan and requests removal of statements regarding General Plan inconsistency 
in Future Development Program Impact statement AQ-2. 
 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-423  

Refer to the discussion under Future Development Program Impact AQ-2.  As noted therein, 
many Future Development Program components would require General Plan Amendments 
and/or a Specific Plan prior to implementation.  Because implementation of the Future 
Development Program would require amendments to the General Plan, the Future 
Development Program is inconsistent with the land uses anticipated for the area (and therefore 
inconsistent with the General Plan). 
 
Response 18CF 
 
The commentor questions the adequacy of the Clean Air Plan (CAP).  The comment does not 
directly identify any specific issues of concern with the EIR analysis.  No specific response is 
warranted. 
 
Refer to Master Response 9.  
 
Response 18CG 
 
Refer to Section 4.2.2(c) (Future Development Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures). As 
noted therein, the Future Development Program represents potential future buildout of the 
Santa Margarita Ranch, including the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  
This approach is consistent through all 14 EIR impact sections. 
 
The commentor additionally argues that Future Development Program commercial uses would 
reduce trips by creating new jobs and shopping opportunities.  Although some jobs would be 
created, it cannot be assumed that these jobs would be filled by existing residents in the 
community of Santa Margarita and/or future residents in the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and Future Development Program. In addition, the commercial development 
included in the Future Development Program is primarily visitor serving (craft studios, 
galleries, and gift shops).  Because the commercial uses would not provide services to area 
residents (e.g. supermarkets, drug stores, gas stations), trip rates would not be substantially 
reduced.  
 
Response 18CH 
 
Refer to Response 18BX. 
 
Response 18CI 
 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18CJ 
 
The commentor provides excerpts from the FEIR for the Salinas River Area Plan (Fugro EIR). 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
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Response 18CK 
 
The commentor argues that the Class I, significant and unavoidable, Future Development Program 
impact identified in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, is overstated and should be reclassified as Class 
II, significant but mitigable. The commentor cites a technical study prepared by Althouse and Meade, 
Inc. which is included as Attachment C to the applicants’ comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Responses 18CL through 18CN for responses to the commentor’s claim that Future 
Development Program biological resource impacts have been overstated. Refer to Responses 18GZ 
through 18KX for responses to Attachment C.  
 
Response 18CL 
 
The commentor claims that the Future Development Program would avoid existing trees “even 
at the concept level.”  Refer to Response 18BR. As noted therein, conceptual site layouts do not 
represent plans for development, nor is there any guarantee that future development on the 
Ranch would employ them. Assuming implementation of the conceptual site layouts would be 
speculative (refer to Master Response 2).  Refer also to Master Response 8. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 3. 
 
Response 18CM 
 
Refer to Response 18BX. 
 
Response 18CN 
 
Refer to revised Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-3(a) (Oak Tree 
Inventory, Avoidance, and Protection Plan) and B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and 
Conservation).   
 
Response 18CO 
 
The commentor argues that the two Class I, significant and unavoidable, Future Development 
Program impacts identified in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, are overstated and should be 
reclassified as Class II, significant but mitigable. The commentor cites a technical study prepared by 
Heritage Discoveries, Inc. which is included as Attachment D to the applicants’ comment letter 
package. 
 
Refer to Responses 18CP through 18CV for responses to the commentor’s claim that Future 
Development Program cultural resource impacts have been overstated.  Refer to Responses 18KZ 
through 18NK for responses to Attachment D.  
 
Refer also to Response 18AU for a discussion of thresholds. 
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Response 18CP 
 
As noted in Master Response 3a, no application has been filed for the Future Development 
Program.  As a result, the analysis of Future Development Program impacts is necessarily 
programmatic.  The assessment of cultural resources impacts is based on a reasonable worst 
case scenario with regard to the location of Future Development Program land uses.  The EIR 
notes that additional cultural resources surveys would be required to fully assess the potential 
for additional resources and the precise nature of impacts.   
 
Refer also to Response 18AV for a discussion of the Santa Margarita Ranch Rural Historic 
District (SMRRHD).   
 
Response 18CQ 
 
Appendix E to the Final EIR (Cultural Landscape Report) provides thorough documentation 
and justification for the finding that the historical core of the Santa Margarita Ranch qualifies as 
a historical district.  Refer to the second paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact CR-1 in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR.  A new paragraph 
has been added to the analysis to clarify the intended boundaries of the Santa Margarita Ranch 
Rural Historic District (SMRRHD).  The EIR does not propose to expand the boundary of the 
SMRRHD beyond that discussed in the Cultural Landscape Report, as suggested by the 
commentor. 
 
Response 18CR 
 
As noted in Response 18CP, the analysis of Future Development Program impacts is necessarily 
preliminary and is based on a reasonable worst case scenario with regard to the location of 
Future Development Program land uses.  However, it is not conjectural to presume that some 
future development may occur in the Ranch headquarters area, or in other key character 
defining areas of the SMRRHD.  The EIR notes that additional cultural resources surveys would 
be required to fully assess the potential for additional resources and the precise nature of 
impacts.  Future Development Program mitigation measures are general and programmatic in 
nature.  Refer also to Master Response 3b. 
 
The commentor additionally references a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the 
Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC and the San Luis Obispo Chumash Council (Council).  The Council 
is one of several Chumash and Salinan groups with a traditional cultural interest in the Ranch 
property.  The MOA was developed pursuant to a settlement agreement in a civil litigation 
between Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC and the Council, and constitutes a private and 
confidential agreement between those parties.  It does not have the force of law or regulation 
and cannot substitute for a standard CEQA analysis, nor can its provisions, no matter how well 
intentioned, substitute for necessary and appropriate mitigation measures pursuant to the 
requirements of CEQA and the professional standards and practices employed in CEQA 
compliance.  Regardless, mitigation measures recommended in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of 
the Final EIR would not be inconsistent with or contradictory to the provisions of this 
agreement. 
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Refer also to Response 18BR. As noted therein, conceptual site layouts do not represent plans 
for development, nor is there any guarantee that future development on the Ranch would 
employ them. Assuming implementation of the conceptual site layouts would be speculative 
(refer to Master Response 2).  Refer also to Master Response 8. 
 
Response 18CS 
 
Refer to Response 18CR above. 
 
Response 18CT 
 
Refer to Response 18BX. 
 
Response 18CU 
 
Refer to Response 18CR above. 
 
Response 18CV 
 
Refer to Response 18CR above. 
 
Response 18CW 
 
The commentor argues that the Class I, significant and unavoidable, Future Development Program 
impact identified in Section 4.8, Noise, is overstated and should be reclassified as Class II, significant 
but mitigable. The commentor cites a technical study prepared by David Lord which is included as 
Attachment G to the applicants’ comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Responses 18CX through 18DA for responses to the commentor’s claim that Future 
Development Program noise impacts have been overstated.  Refer to Responses 18OH through 
18PX for responses to Attachment G.  
 
Response 18CX 
 
The commentor claims that the Draft EIR analysis was not completed in accordance with 
general noise prediction standards. The commentor does not provide evidence to support this 
claim, other than to refer to the technical study prepared by David Lord. Refer to Responses 
18OH through 18PX for responses to the technical report.  No further response is possible. 
 
The commentor additionally notes that a permanent increase of less than 3 dBA is not 
perceptible and can therefore not be considered an impact. Refer to Response 18BB.  
 
Response 18CY 
 
The commentor cites noise calculations provided by David Lord. Refer to Responses 18OG 
through 18PX for responses to the technical report.   
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Response 18CZ 
 
Refer to the discussion under Future Development Program Impact N-2 for evidence to support 
the Class I finding.  Refer also to Master Responses 3a and 3b. 
 
Response 18DA 
 
Refer to Response 18BX.  Refer also to Response 18CY. 
 
Response 18DB 
 
The commentor argues that the two Class I, significant and unavoidable, Future Development 
Program impacts identified in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, are overstated and should 
be reclassified as Class II, significant but mitigable. The commentor cites a technical study prepared 
by Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE) which is included as Attachment K to the 
applicants’ comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Responses 18DC through 18DK for responses to the commentor’s claim that Future 
Development Program traffic impacts have been overstated. Refer to Responses 18RM through 
18ST for responses to Attachment K.  
 
The commentor additionally claims that the Draft EIR inappropriately establishes impact 
thresholds that are inconsistent with CEQA guidelines. Refer to Response 18BF.  
 
Response 18DC 
 
The commentor notes that the approach of the Future Development Program analysis should be 
general in nature. Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b. The Future Development Program is 
analyzed at a Program level of detail. 
 
The commentor additionally argues that the EIR should include a mitigation measure that 
requires future development(s) to pay their fair share of future off-site improvements, identified 
through a fee program developed by the County.  Refer to Future Development Program 
measure T-1(g) (Future Development Impact Fee) [previously T-1(d) in the Draft EIR] in Section 
4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR. Refer also to Response 18SQ. 
 
The commentor also notes that the transportation setting may change before an application is 
submitted for a Specific Plan on the Santa Margarita Ranch.  Refer to Response 18BS.   
 
Response 18DD 
 
The commentor claims that Future Development Program Impact T-2 is unsubstantiated 
because the Future Development Program is conceptual. Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b. 
The EIR evaluates and mitigates a reasonable worst-case scenario of potential impacts 
associated with the Future Development Program. Although the preliminary access points to 
Future Development Program land use locations are conceptual, the proposed mitigation 
measures identify actions required by the applicant at the time the applications are submitted to 
the County. 
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Response 18DE 
 
Refer to Response 18BX. 
 
Response 18DF 
 
The commentor argues that the Class I, significant and unavoidable, Future Development Program 
impact identified in Section 4.13, Visual Resources, is overstated and should be reclassified as Class 
II, significant but mitigable. The commentor cites a technical study prepared by RRM Design Group 
which is included as Attachment L to the applicants’ comment letter package. 
 
Refer to Responses 18DG through 18DJ for responses to the commentor’s claim that Future 
Development Program visual resource impacts have been overstated. Refer to Responses 18SV 
through 18UN for responses to Attachment L. 
 
The commentor additionally claims that the Draft EIR ignored conceptual site plans submitted 
to the County and inappropriately established impact thresholds that are inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines.  Refer to Responses 18BR and 18BI, respectively.  
 
Response 18DG 
 
Refer to Response 18BI. Refer to the discussion under Future Development Program Impact VR-
1 in Section 4.13, Visual Resources, of the Final EIR for evidence to support the finding of Class I, 
significant and unavoidable, impacts.  
 
Response 18DH 
 
The commentor notes that none of the roadways in the vicinity of the Santa Margarita Ranch 
have scenic highway designations. Refer to Response 18BL.  
 
The commentor also notes that there is no CEQA, State or County right to view protection from 
private homes. Refer to Response 18BK. 
 
The commentor additionally states that the FEIR for the Salinas River Area Plan anticipated 
development on the Santa Margarita Ranch. Refer to Response 18G and Master Response 9.  
 
Lastly, the commentor argues that the Draft EIR ignored conceptual site plans submitted to the 
County. Refer to Response 18BR. 
 
Response 18DI 
 
The commentor claims that development consistent with the adopted General Plan is not a 
Class I impact. State CEQA Guidelines require analysis of environmental effects of a proposed 
project as they relate to “changes in the existing physical conditions in the affected area as they 
exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or where no notice of preparation is 
published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced” [Section 15126.2(a)]. In other 
words, impacts of a project are determined against baseline (existing) conditions, rather than 
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General Plan conditions. Refer also to Alternative 2 (No Project/Existing Zoning) in Section 6.0, 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR. 
 
It should also be noted that many of the Future Development Program land uses are 
inconsistent with the General Plan (refer to Response 18CE). 
 
Refer also to Responses 18DG and 18DH above.  
 
Response 18DJ 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a. As noted therein, the Future Development Program is evaluated 
in the EIR because of a settlement agreement.  In addition, as discussed in Master Response 3b, 
the EIR evaluates and mitigates a reasonable worst-case scenario of potential impacts associated 
with the Future Development Program. The conceptual description of Future Development 
Program components provides adequate specificity to sufficiently analyze environmental 
impacts without entering the realm of speculation.  
 
The commentor additionally claims that Future Development Program mitigation measures 
may conflict with the required Specific Plan. As described in Section 2.0, Project Description, of 
the Final EIR, a Specific Plan is only required before an application is approved for a 
subdivision other than a Cluster development (LUO Section 22.104.040).  Therefore, portions of 
the Future Development Program may be applied for and constructed prior to adoption of a 
Specific Plan for the area.   
 
Response 18DK 
 
The commentor argues that the Class I, significant and unavoidable, Future Development Program 
impact identified in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, is overstated and should be reclassified as 
Class II, significant but mitigable. The commentor cites a technical study prepared by Luhdorff and 
Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE) which is included as Attachment M to the applicants’ 
comment letter package.  Refer to Responses 18UO through 18UX for responses to Attachment M. 
 
Response 18DL 
 
Attachment A to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Review of the Agricultural 
Resources section of the Draft ‘Environmental Impact Report for Santa Margarita Ranch 
Agricultural Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program’” prepared by 
Thomas J. Rice for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC on April 6, 2007.  
Attachment A additionally includes three appendices and a letter sub-attachment prepared by 
Althouse and Meade, Inc.  However, Thomas J. Rice’s review comprises the majority of 
Appendix A. 
 
Refer to Responses 18DM through 18FU for responses to Attachment A.  Refer also to Responses 
18R through 18AK and 18BQ through 18CC, which address the applicants’ summary of 
Attachment A for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development 
Program, respectively. 
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Response 18DM 
 
The commentor summarizes the methodology and literature resources used to conduct the 
review of the Agricultural Resources section of the Draft EIR.  The comment does not directly 
identify any specific issues of concern with the EIR analysis.  No specific response is warranted. 
 
Response 18DN 
 
The commentor describes soil phases within soil map units on the Ranch. The comment does 
not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the EIR analysis.  No specific response is 
warranted. 
 
Response 18DO 
 
The commentor argues that proposed Lots 1 and 44 are located on transitional soil boundaries 
that do not classify as Cropley clay (2 – 9% slopes) due to substantial inclusions of non-prime 
soils, and are therefore not located on prime agricultural soils.  The commentor bases this 
assessment on a site-specific soil analysis. 
 
The EIR utilized soil mapping information from the Natural Resource Conservation Service 
(NRCS) to determine prime soils locations.  The NRCS is an accepted source of soils data in San 
Luis Obispo County for land use planning [refer to San Luis Obispo County’s Agriculture and 
Open Space Element Appendix C (Agricultural Mapping Criteria)].  NRCS soils data provides 
an objective, accurate determination of soil classifications Countywide.  According to NRCS 
soils data, Cropley clay (2 – 9% slopes) has objectively been determined to be a prime soil. 
 
Refer also to Figure 4.1-1 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been 
revised to reflect updated analysis contained in the Revised Draft EIR.  This revised analysis has 
also been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
 
Response 18DP 
 
The commentor argues that portions of proposed Lots 66 and 70 are located on transitional soil 
boundaries that do not classify as Elder loam (2 – 9% slopes) due to substantial inclusions of 
non-prime soils, and are therefore not located on prime agricultural soils. The commentor bases 
this assessment on a site-specific soil analysis. 
 
Refer to Response 18DO above. As noted therein, the NRCS is an accepted source of soils data 
in San Luis Obispo County for land use planning [refer to San Luis Obispo County’s 
Agriculture and Open Space Element Appendix C (Agricultural Mapping Criteria)].  According 
to NRCS soils data, Elder loam (2 – 9% slopes) has objectively been determined to be a prime 
soil. 
 
Refer also to Figure 4.1-1 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been 
revised to reflect updated analysis contained in the Revised Draft EIR.  This revised analysis has 
also been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-431  

Response 18DQ 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR 
analysis.  No response is warranted. 
 
Response 18DR 
 
The commentor challenges the statement in the first paragraph of Section 4.1.1(c) (Santa 
Margarita Ranch Soil Characteristics) that “By USDA definition, Capability Class I and II soils 
qualify as prime soils, depending on irrigation” by providing verbatim definitions of Class 1 
and 2 soils from the USDA soil survey, as well as a verbatim description of the purpose of 
capability classes and subclasses.  It should be noted that the purpose of the statement in 
question is to define “prime soils,” rather than capability classes.  Nonetheless, the statement 
has been revised to clarify that Government Code Section 51201 (California Land Conservation 
Act of 1965) defines Class 1 and 2 soils as prime.  Refer to Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of 
the Final EIR.  
 
Refer also to Response 18DT. 
 
Response 18DS 
 
The commentor challenges the statement in the first paragraph of Section 4.1.1(c) (Santa 
Margarita Ranch Soil Characteristics) that “By USDA definition, soils with a Storie Index from 
80 to 100 qualify as prime soils” by providing verbatim descriptions of soil grades from the 
USDA soil survey.  It should be noted that the purpose of the statement in question is to define 
“prime soils,” rather than Storie index grades.  Nonetheless, the statement in question has been 
revised to clarify that Government Code Section 51201 (California Land Conservation Act of 
1965) defines soils with a Storie Index from 80 to 100 as prime.  Refer to Section 4.1, Agricultural 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  
 
Refer also to Response 18DT. 
 
Response 18DT 
 
The commentor argues that the Storie Index rating is not a good determining factor in the 
assignment of prime farmland classification and that prime soils designation should be 
confined to Land Capability Class 1 and 2.  Government Code § 51201 states that “’Prime 
agricultural land” means any of the following: (1) All land that qualifies for rating as Class I or II 
in the Natural Resource Conservation Service land capability classifications; (2) Land which 
qualifies for rating 80 through 100 in the Storie Index Rating…(emphasis added).”  State law 
mandates that Storie Index be used to determine prime soils.   
 
It should also be noted that the Final EIR has been revised to include the most recent California 
Revised Storie Index ratings.   Refer to Response 18DW below. 
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Response 18DU 
 
The commentor argues that prime farmland designations for each soil should be assigned to 
soils that meet the ten (10) criteria used to classify “prime soils” and which are shown on the 
important farmland maps produced by the Department of Conservation (DOC).  
 
Important farmland designations (including prime farmland) in the Final EIR are taken directly 
from the DOC important farmlands maps. The commentor does not provide adequate evidence 
to support the claim that this mapping system should be circumvented.  
 
Response 18DV 
 
The commentor argues that no soil phases within the Santa Margarita Ranch should be 
classified as prime soils, prime agricultural soils, or prime farmland unless they are irrigated.  
As shown on Figure 2-7 in Section 2.0, Project Description, approximately 973.9 acres of the 
Ranch are currently irrigated.  In addition, approximately 1,026 acres of additional vineyards, as 
well as approximately 500 acres of orchards, are planned throughout the Ranch property (refer 
to the first paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2).  In 
addition, Government Code § 56064 species that prime agricultural land may include “land that 
qualifies, if irrigated, for rating as class I or class II in the USDA Natural Resources 
Conservation Service land capability classification, whether or not land is actually irrigated, 
provided that irrigation is feasible” (emphasis added).  It is therefore reasonable to assume that 
irrigation could occur over much of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site.   
 
It should also be noted that the Final EIR makes a clear distinction between soils which are 
prime if irrigated and those that are prime regardless of irrigation.  This is evident in Figures 
4.1-1 and 4.1-2, as well as the discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact AG-1 (refer to Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR).  As noted at the end 
of the second paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1, of the 
32 soil map units that are found on the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site, 13 are 
considered prime regardless of irrigation.  As a result, even if the commentor’s assertions are 
accepted, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would still result in direct conversion 
of prime soils.  Refer also to Response 18ED. 
 
It should also be noted that important farmland designations (including prime farmland) are 
taken directly from the California Department of Conservation (DOC) important farmlands 
maps.  
 
The commentor cites Appendix A to Attachment A.  Refer to Response 18ES. 
 
Response 18DW 
 
The commentor provides numerous suggestions for revising Table 4.1-1 in Section 4.1, 
Agricultural Resources. These suggestions include minor technical or spelling corrections, as well 
as opinions regarding organization and formatting.  Table 4.1-1 and the relevant discussion in 
Sections 4.1.1(c) (Santa Margarita Ranch Soil Characteristics) and 4.1.1(d) (Santa Margarita 
Ranch Farmland Characteristics) have been revised reflect many of these suggestions.  The table 
has additionally been revised to utilize up-to-date digital Capability Class data and the updated 
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California Revised Storie Index [refer to Section 2.1 (Agricultural Resources) of the Revised 
Draft EIR for a detailed discussion of these revisions].  Refer to the referenced sections of 
Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR.   
 
Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 have also been revised to reflect the revisions to Table 4.1-1.     
Due to updated methodologies and other factors, several of the commentor’s suggested 
revisions were not made, as follows:  
 

• The commentor notes errors in Table 4.1-1 related to Storie Index and provides 
applicable corrections (Item 2 under Comment 18DW). These corrections utilized 
outdated Storie Index methodology and were therefore excluded from the above 
revisions. 

• The commentor claims that Hanford and Greenfield fine sandy loams (2-9% slopes) 
should be classified as non-prime because the soil is not classified by the NRCS as prime 
farmland (Item 3a under Comment 18DW).  However, this soil has a California Revised 
Storie Index of Grade One (Excellent). In accordance with the definition of prime soil 
used in the Final EIR, the soil in question is prime. 

• The commentor suggests that prime soil classification only be assigned to soils which are 
listed as prime on the California Department of Conservation (DOC) important 
farmlands maps and those which are classified as Class 1 or Class 2 irrigated (Item 4c 
under Comment 18DW).  Prime soils are defined as those with a Land Capability Class of 
1 or 2, a California Revised Storie Index of Grade One (Excellent), or an NRCS farmland 
classification of “prime farmland if irrigated.” The use of both the Capability Class and 
Storie Index to determine prime soils is in accordance with state law (Government Code 
§ 51201) (refer to Response 18DT). The additional use of the NRCS farmland 
classifications is a reasonable worst case scenario approach consistent with San Luis 
Obispo County methodologies. California Department of Conservation (DOC) 
important farmlands are considered separately in the Final EIR. 

• The commentor suggests additional reorganization of Table 4.1-1, including minor 
phrasing alterations and alternate cell alignment (Item 4d under Comment 18DW). 
These suggestions have no bearing on the validity of Table 4.1-1 and would result in 
formatting inconsistencies with other tables throughout the DEIR.   

 
Response 18DX 
 
The commentor questions the source for the statement in the first paragraph of Section 4.1.1(c) 
(Santa Margarita Ranch Soil Characteristics) that “By NRCS definition, soils with a Capability 
Class I and Capability Class II soils qualify as prime soils, depending on irrigation.” As noted in 
Response 18DR, this statement has been revised to clarify that Government Code § 51201 
(California Land Conservation Act of 1965) defines Class 1 and 2 soils as prime.   
 
Response 18DY 
 
The commentor questions the source for the statement in the first paragraph of Section 4.1.1(c) 
(Santa Margarita Ranch Soil Characteristics) that states: “By USDA definition, soils with a Storie 
Index from 80 to 100 qualify as prime soils.” As noted in Response 18DS, this statement has 
been revised to clarify that Government Code § 51201 (California Land Conservation Act of 
1965) defines soils with a Storie Index from 80 to 100 as prime. 
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Response 18DZ 
 
The commentor recommends that the most recent version (2006) California Department of 
Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program be obtained and added to 
Figure 4.1-3 in the Final EIR.   
 
The most recent version of the data in question is 2004, which is the version utilized in the 
DEIR. Year 2006 data is expected to be available in summer 2008. 
 
Response 18EA 
 
The commentor suggests revisions to the legends on Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2. These revisions are 
discussed below. 
 

• The commentor claims that no soils on Figures 4.1-1 or 4.1-2 can be considered prime 
soils unless they are irrigated, and therefore the heading “Prime Agricultural Soils 
Regardless of Irrigation” should be deleted (Item a in Comment 18EA).  Refer to 
Response 18DV.  As noted therein, 13 soils on the Santa Margarita Ranch are considered 
prime regardless of irrigation.  This is because they have a California Revised Storie 
Index of Grade One (Excellent), a classification that does not change depending on 
irrigation.  This distinction is clarified in a footnote on the last page containing Table 4.1-
1 in Section 4.1 of the Final EIR.  

• The commentor claims that the remaining legend heading should read “Prime 
Agricultural Soils if Irrigated (Based on LLC)” (Item b in Comment 18EA).  This would 
be inaccurate because the prime designation is not based solely on LLC.  Refer to the 
third bullet under Response 18DW.  

• The commentor suggests that Soil Map Unit 150 (Hanford and Greenfield fine sandy 
loams, 2-9% slopes) be added to the list of “Prime Agricultural Soils if Irrigated” (Item c 
in Comment 18EA). As noted in Response 18DW, Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 have been 
revised to reflect the revisions to Table 4.1-1 outlined therein. This includes the 
designation of this map unit as prime.  

• The commentor notes that Soil Map Unit 130 should be listed on Figures 4.1-1 and 4-1-2 
as Clear Lake Clay, drained, rather than Clear Lake Clay, NA. Both figures have been 
revised accordingly. 

• The commentor claims that Soil Map Unit 129 (Clear Lake Clay) is shown on Figure 4.1-
2. However, only Soil Map Unit 130 (Clear Lake Clay, drained) is shown on this figure.  
It should also be noted that the EIR utilized soil mapping information from the Natural 
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) to determine soils locations (refer to Response 
18DO). 

 
Response 18EB 
 
The commentor suggests that soil map unit symbols be included on Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2. 
Both figures have been revised accordingly.  
 
Refer also to Response 18DW. These map unit symbols have also been included on Table 4.1-1.  
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Response 18EC 
 
In accordance with Comment 18DW, the first sentence following Table 4.1-1 has been revised as 
suggested by the commentor.  Refer to Section 4.1.1(c) (Santa Margarita Ranch Soil 
Characteristics) of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 18ED 
 
The commentor suggests revisions to the discussion following Table 4.1-1 in Section 4.1, 
Agricultural Resources, based on the assumption that no soil phases within the Santa Margarita 
Ranch should be classified as prime soil unless they are irrigated.  Refer to the last sentence 
preceding Table 4.1-1 in the Final EIR.  As noted therein, prime soils are defined as those with a 
Land Capability Class of 1 or 2, a California Revised Storie Index of Grade One (Excellent), or 
an NRCS farmland classification of “prime farmland if irrigated.” Although Land Capability 
Class and NRCS farmland classifications may change depending on irrigation, the California 
Revised Storie Index does not.  As a result, those soils with a California Revised Storie Index of 
Grade One (Excellent) are considered prime regardless of irrigation. Refer also to Response 
18DV. 
 
Response 18EE 
 
The commentor suggests deletion of the following sentence in Section 4.1.1(f) (Existing 
Cropland and Rangeland Conditions) of the Final EIR: “Of the above 7,174 acres, approximately 
6,276 acres are suitable for wine grapes, again, based solely on soil characteristics and regional 
soil uses.”   
 
The statement in question is based on soil mapping information from the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service (NRCS), as noted in the preceding sentence.  As discussed in Response 
18DO, the NRCS is an accepted source of soils data in San Luis Obispo County for land use 
planning [refer to San Luis Obispo County’s Agriculture and Open Space Element Appendix C 
(Agricultural Mapping Criteria)].    
 
Response 18EF 
 
The commentor argues that the areas between and around Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision lots would still be suitable for grazing after development. Refer to the discussion 
under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1 for evidence to support the 
conclusion made in the EIR.  
 
Refer also to Responses 18T and 18V.  
 
Response 18EG 
 
Refer to Response 18DT.  State law mandates that the Storie Index be used to determine prime 
soils. It should also be noted that the EIR has been revised to include the most recent California 
Revised Storie Index ratings.  Refer to Response 18DW and Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of 
the Final EIR. 
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Response 18EH 
 
Based on the revisions outlined in Response 18DW, the second and third paragraphs under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1 have been revised. Refer to the 
discussion in the Final EIR.  
 
Refer also to Response 18ED. As noted therein, soils with a California Revised Storie Index of 
Grade One (Excellent) are prime regardless of irrigation. 
 
Response 18EI 
 
Refer to Response 18EH and the revised discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact AG-1 in the Final EIR.  
 
Response 18EJ 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures AG-2(a) through AG-2(d), 
which would reduce impacts related to conflicts between agriculture and adjacent proposed 
residential uses.  Refer also to Response 18T. 
 
Response 18EK 
 
Refer to Response 18EJ.   
 
Response 18EL 
 
Refer to Responses 18T and 18W.  
 
Response 18EM 
 
Refer to the discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 for 
evidence to support the conclusion made in the EIR.  
 
Refer also to Response 18T. 
 
Response 18EN 
 
The commentor argues that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AG-2(c) (Oak 
Tree Retention) should not require Ranch owners to retain all existing oak trees between cluster 
lots and vineyards because this is “not practical or wise.” The commentor states that diseased 
oaks and oaks that pose a public health/safety thread should be allowed to be removed. The 
mitigation measure has been revised to allow for tree removal for safety reasons, and also to 
require that these removed oaks be replaced in accordance with Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation).  Refer to 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AG-2(c) in the Final EIR. 
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Response 18EO 
 
The commentor argues that two statements in the Residual Impacts discussion under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 are contradictory.  The two 
statements are not contradictory because the guest ranch and other lodging units would not 
constitute significant changes in baseline agricultural tourism.  As noted in the third paragraph 
under Residual Impacts, “the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and 
envisioned Future Development Program would not result in impacts related to agricultural 
tourism activities on the site (e.g., tours, dude ranch activities), when compared to existing 
conditions, because no intensification of existing baseline agricultural tourism activities is 
proposed with the exception of the guest ranch and other lodging units evaluated throughout 
this EIR.  Ongoing and/or intensified agricultural tourism activities are subject to County land 
use regulations and nuisance ordinances.” 
 
Response 18EP 
 
The commentor argues that Future Development Program Impact AG-1 is overstated because 
the acreage referenced is a worst case scenario. Refer to the first paragraph in Section 2.0, Project 
Description. As noted therein, “since only generalized Future Development Program land use 
locations are available at this time, and no site plans or other project-level details have been 
provided by the applicant, this EIR evaluates and mitigates a reasonable worst-case scenario of 
potential impacts associated with the Future Development Program.” This approach is 
consistent through all 14 EIR impact sections.  
 
Response 18EQ 
 
Refer to Response 18BV.  
 
Response 18ER 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the EIR analysis.  No 
specific response is warranted. 
 
Response 18ES 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the EIR analysis.  No 
specific response is warranted. 
 
Response 18ET 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the EIR analysis.  No 
specific response is warranted. 
 
Response 18EU 
 
Refer to Response 18EA. As noted therein, only Soil Map Unit 130 (Clear Lake Clay, drained) is 
shown on this figure.  It should also be noted that the Final EIR utilized soil mapping 
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information from the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) to determine soil locations 
(refer to Response 18DO). 
 
Response 18EV 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the EIR analysis.  No 
specific response is warranted. 
 
Response 18EW 
 
The commentor provides a letter from Althouse and Meade, Inc. regarding the Agricultural 
Resources section of the EIR. Refer to Responses 18EX through 18FU for responses to this letter. 
 
Response 18EX 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is noted. 
 
Response 18EY 
 
Refer to Responses 18EX through 18FU. 
 
Response 18EZ 
 
The Final EIR defines prime soils as those with a Land Capability Class of 1 or 2, a California 
Revised Storie Index of Grade One (Excellent), or an NRCS farmland classification of “prime 
farmland if irrigated.”  The use of both the Capability Class and Storie Index to determine 
prime soils is mandated by state law in Government Code § 51201 (refer to Response 18DT). 
The additional use of the NRCS farmland classifications is a reasonable worst case scenario 
approach consistent with San Luis Obispo County methodologies.   
 
The commentor additionally notes that site-specific soil surveys were not performed as part of 
the EIR analysis. Refer to Response 18DO. As noted therein, the EIR utilized soil mapping 
information from the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) to determine soil 
locations.  The NRCS is an accepted source of soils data in San Luis Obispo County for land use 
planning [refer to San Luis Obispo County’s Agriculture and Open Space Element Appendix C 
(Agricultural Mapping Criteria)] .  NRCS soils data provides an objective, accurate 
determination of soil classifications Countywide.   
 
Response 18FA 
 
The commentor claims that conflicts between grazing uses and the proposed urban uses are 
never specified.  Refer to the discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact AG-2 in the Final EIR.  
 
The commentor additionally expresses dislike of the word “urban” to describe the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision.  The comment is noted. 
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Response 18FB 
 
The commentor references Thomas J. Rice’s review of the Agricultural Resources section of the 
Draft EIR. As noted in Response 18DL, this review composes the bulk of Attachment A to the 
applicants’ comment letter package.  The commentor notes that their comments are intended to 
supplement Thomas J. Rice’s review. The comment is noted. 
 
The commentor additionally points out that their comments do not include all typographical 
and grammatical errors observed in the Draft EIR.  It should be noted that such typographical 
errors would have no bearing on the analysis.   
 
Response 18FC 
 
Refer to Response 18DO. It should also be noted that the five acres of prime soils impacts has 
been revised to 21.2 acres, based on a revised definition of prime soils and updated 
methodologies.  Refer to Section 2.1 (Agricultural Resources) of the Revised Draft EIR for a 
detailed discussion of these revisions, which have also been incorporated into the Final EIR.  
 
Response 18FD 
 
The commentor notes that site-specific field work by a qualified professional soil scientist was 
not conducted for the Draft EIR.  Refer to Response 18DO.  The methodology used in the EIR 
analysis is the accepted methodology in San Luis Obispo County for land use planning.  
 
Response 18FE 
 
The commentor claims that over 500 acres (presumably the land between and around lots) 
would remain open and available for grazing upon implementation of the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision, thus arguing that the sustainability of the 676.7-acre grazing 
unit would not be compromised. Refer to Responses 18T, 18U and 18V.   
 
The commentor additionally references Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-
2(a) (Valley Needlegrass Grassland Restoration Plan) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, which 
requires that grassland management strategies such as seasonal mowing or grazing be 
employed between lots.  The mitigation measure, which has been revised and renamed “Native 
Perennial Grassland Restoration Plan” in the Final EIR, has also been revised to remove grazing 
as a possible grassland management strategy.  Refer to the measure in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 18FF 
 
Refer to Response 18FA.  
 
Response 18FG 
 
The commentor claims that soils in California require irrigation to be considered prime soils by 
the California Department of Conservation (DOC).  Refer to Response 18DV.  DOC important 
farmlands differ from the NRCS farmland classification because the NRCS farmland 
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classification is based solely on soil quality, while the DOC important farmland designation is 
based on both soil quality and land use.  DOC important farmlands are considered separately 
from prime soils in the DEIR. Refer to Response 18DW. 
 
Refer also to Response 18EA for a discussion of revisions to Figures 4.1-1 and 4.2-2. 
 
Response 18FH 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the EIR analysis.  No 
specific response is warranted. 
 
Response 18FI 
 
The commentor notes that Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance, as 
designated by the California Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (FMMP), must be irrigated. The commentor claims that the Draft EIR 
miscalculates prime soil acreage because the site is not currently irrigated. 
 
Prime soils are defined as those with a Land Capability Class of 1 or 2, a California Revised 
Storie Index of Grade One (Excellent), or an NRCS farmland classification of “prime farmland if 
irrigated” (refer to the third bullet in Response 18DW).  The acreage calculations in question are 
based on this data.  DOC important farmlands are considered separately from prime soils in the 
Final EIR and are distinct from the NRCS farmland classification because the NRCS farmland 
classification is based solely on soil quality, while the DOC important farmland designation is 
based on both soil quality and land use.  Refer to Response 18DW. 
 
It should also be noted that FMMP important farmland designations (including Prime 
Farmland) are taken directly from the California Department of Conservation (DOC) important 
farmlands maps.  
 
Response 18FJ 
 
The commentor disagrees with the statement that “soil characteristics of each soil type found on 
the Santa Margarita Ranch property were analyzed based on their Capability Class and Storie 
Index grade” because analysis was performed by the NRCS, not the writers of the EIR.  The EIR 
references the NRCS as the source for this information.  The purpose of the above-referenced 
sentence is to introduce Table 4.1-1, which lists each soil type with their Capability Class, Storie 
Index Rating, and Prime Soil classification.  
 
Response 18FK 
 
Refer to Response 18DO. The EIR utilized soil mapping information from the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service (NRCS) to determine prime soils locations.  The NRCS is an accepted 
source of soils data in San Luis Obispo County for land use planning [refer to San Luis Obispo 
County’s Agriculture and Open Space Element Appendix C (Agricultural Mapping Criteria)].  
NRCS soils data provides an objective, accurate determination of soil classifications 
Countywide.   
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Response 18FL 
 
The commentor claims that soils in California must have irrigation to be considered prime.  
Refer to Response 18DV.  As noted therein, it is reasonable to assume that irrigation could occur 
over much of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site.  In addition, of the 32 soil 
map units that are found on the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site, 13 are 
considered prime regardless of irrigation.  This is because they have a California Revised Storie 
Index of Grade One (Excellent), a classification that does not change depending on irrigation.  
This distinction is clarified in a footnote on the last page containing Table 4.1-1 in Section 4.1 of 
the Final EIR.  
 
Response 18FM 
 
Refer to Response 18EE.  The statement in question is based on soil mapping information from 
the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS).  As discussed in Response 18DO, the NRCS 
is an accepted source of soils data in San Luis Obispo County for land use planning [refer to San 
Luis Obispo County’s Agriculture and Open Space Element Appendix C (Agricultural Mapping 
Criteria)].   
 
Response 18FN 
 
The commentor questions how land use conflicts between agriculture and residential uses could 
occur if the rangeland condition on the Ranch is good to excellent and over 500 acres of grazing 
land would remain intact after development.  Refer to Responses 18T, 18U and 18V.  Refer also 
to the discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2. 
 
Response 18FO 
 
The commentor claims that current Ranch management is capable of practicing high quality 
stewardship.  The comment is noted. 
 
Response 18FP 
 
The commentor claims that “additional fences would be built to utilize grazing land on the 
agricultural cluster development property” and that cattle would be well-behaved within the 
cluster vicinity. As noted in Responses 18U and 18V, the proposed Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision does not include design guidelines or building envelopes.  Therefore, there 
is no basis to assume that safe guards such as perimeter fencing and cattle-guards will be on 
and around residential envelopes, or that such measures would reduce impacts. 
 
Response 18FQ 
 
The commentor disagrees with the conclusion that buffers and lot arrangement could not 
effectively mitigate incompatibilities.  The Final EIR concludes that recommended mitigation 
measures would partially reduce impacts, but given the non-contiguous design of proposed lots 
and intensity of existing agricultural activities, impacts would remain Class I, significant and 
unavoidable. Alternate lot arrangements are considered in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final 
EIR. 
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Response 18FR 
 
Refer to Response 18FE. 
 
Response 18FS 
 
The commentor points out that the term “loamy clay,” which is a non-standard term, is used in 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources. The first paragraph in Section 4.3.1(d) (Seasonal Pools) has been 
revised to remove the term “loamy clay.” 
 
Response 18FT 
 
As noted in Response 18DO, The EIR utilized soil mapping information from the Natural 
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) to determine prime soils locations.  The NRCS is an 
accepted source of soils data in San Luis Obispo County for land use planning [refer to San Luis 
Obispo County’s Agriculture and Open Space Element Appendix C (Agricultural Mapping 
Criteria)].  Refer to Responses 18FE and 18FL for response to the claim that the agricultural 
resources section contradicts other EIR sections.  
 
Response 18FU 
 
The commentor concludes that impacts to prime soils and other agricultural resources should 
be based on site-specific information and existing Ranch conditions.  Refer to Response 18DO.  
 
Response 18FV 
 
Attachment B to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Air Quality Impacts Analysis as 
Presented in the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project 
EIR” prepared by Diana Gould-Wells for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC.   
 
Refer to Responses 18FW through 18GX for responses to Attachment B. Refer also to Responses 
18AL through 18AP and 18CD through 18CJ, which address the applicants’ summary of 
Attachment B for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development 
Program, respectively. 
 
Response 18FW 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is noted. Refer 
to Master Responses 3a and 3b. 
 
Response 18FX 
 
Refer to Master Response 9. Refer also to Response 18FY below. 
 
Response 18FY 
 
Refer to Table 9-2 in Master Response 9. This table compares the land uses included in the 
Fugro EIR (the same uses presented by the commentor) with the Agricultural Residential 
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Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program. As outlined therein, several conceptual 
future uses on the Ranch property were not previously analyzed in the Fugro EIR, including: 19 
dwelling units; a club house and shop (associated with the golf course); up to 100 additional 
units at the guest ranch and lodge; up to 400 additional seats at the amphitheater; eight 
wineries; winery special events; 6,000 square feet of craft studios, galleries and shops; a 
livestock sales yard and café; and three places of worship.   
 
Response 18FZ 
 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18GA 
 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18GB 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a and 9. 
 
Response 18GC 
 
The commentor’s statement that information contained in Section 4.2.1 (Setting) is accurate is 
noted. 
 
Response 18GD 
 
The commentor lists the four categories of evaluation established by the Air Pollution Control 
District (APCD) and claims that categories 3 and 4 are not discussed in the Draft EIR. Refer to the 
third full paragraph under Section 4.2.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds).  Although 
detailed discussion is not included, these categories are indeed referenced, as requested by the 
commentor. Refer also to Letter 13 and Responses 13A through 13R.  
 
Response 18GE 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-1 in Section 4.2.2(b) 
(Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures).  
 
Refer also the Master Response 9.  
 
Response 18GF 
 
The commentor argues that Short-term Construction Impacts should be discussed under the 
header Comparison to APCD Emission Thresholds. The commentor’s preferred format would not 
change the analysis or conclusions of the EIR. 
 
Response 18GG 
 
Refer to Response 18GF. 
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Response 18GH 
 
The commentor requests an introduction to Section 4.2.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures). Refer to the introduction on page 4.2-1. The 
commentor’s preferred format would not change the analysis or conclusions of the EIR. 
 
Response 18GI 
 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18GJ 
 
The commentor summarizes the discussion under Mitigation Measures for Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-1 and declares that this discussion is not correct.  
The commentor does not provide evidence to support the claim that this discussion is incorrect, 
other than simple disagreement.  No response is feasible. 
 
Response 18GK 
 
The commentor approves of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures AQ-1(a) 
through AQ-1(e).  The comment is noted. 
 
Response 18GL 
 
The commentor expresses confusion regarding reference to “standard site-design measures” in 
the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-1. 
Refer to the revised Mitigation Measures discussion under the same impact.  The required 
mitigation measures discussed in Response 18GK above are referred to as “standard energy 
efficiency measures,” rather than “site-design” measures.  As noted in the Residual Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures discussions, site-design measures would not be applicable. Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measures AQ-1(a) through AQ-1(e) are still required. 
 
Response 18GM 
 
Operational and construction impacts are discussed separately in the EIR.  Refer to Response 
18GH. 
 
Response 18GN 
 
The commentor approves of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures AQ-2(a) 
through AQ-2(e).  The comment is noted. 
 
Response 18GO 
 
The commentor approves of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AQ-2(f) as 
long as a prior geologic study has not been conducted. The comment is noted. 
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Response 18GP 
 
The commentor summarizes Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-3 and 
expresses approval of the mitigation measure contained therein. There is no mitigation measure 
for Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-3.  
 
Response 18GQ 
 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18GR 
 
The commentor’s summary of required Program-level analysis is noted. Refer also to Master 
Response 9. 
 
Response 18GS 
 
The commentor’s summary and approval of Future Development Program Impact AQ-1 and 
Future Development Program measure AQ-1(a) is noted. 
 
Response 18GT 
 
The commentor claims that the Future Development Program is consistent with the Salinas 
River Area Plan, but does not provide evidence to support this claim. No response is feasible. 
 
The commentor additionally claims that impacts were addressed in the Fugro EIR.  Refer to 
Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18GU 
 
Refer to Response 18GT and Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18GV 
 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18GW 
 
The commentor approves of the application of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measures AQ-2(a) through AQ-2(e) and AQ-3(f) to the Future Development Program.  The 
comment is noted. 
 
Response 18GX 
 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
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Response 18GY 
 
Attachment C to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Santa Margarita Ranch Draft EIR 
Biological Resources Section Response to Project Evaluation, Tract 2586” prepared by Althouse 
and Meade, Inc. for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC on April 11, 2007. 
Attachment C additionally includes a supplemental letter from Rick Hoffman and Associates 
dated April 9, 2007.  
 
Refer to Responses 18GZ through 18KX for responses to Attachment C.  Refer also to Responses 
18AR through 18AT and 18CL through 18CN, which address the applicants’ summary of 
Attachment C for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development 
Program, respectively. 
 
Response 18GZ 
 
The commentor utilizes data provided by LSCE (Attachment M to the applicants’ comment 
package) regarding water demand and concludes that both short- and long-term pumping from 
any of the on-site wells will not have a significant impact on surface flows or riparian habitat 
within the major named creek corridors on the Santa Margarita Ranch. Refer to Responses 18UP 
through 18UX. 
 
Response 18HA 
 
The commentor’s summary of the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is 
noted.  Potential inconsistencies with the applicable Land Use Ordinance requirements related 
to the percentage of open space will be addressed in the Staff Report for the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision project.   
 
The commentor’s description of oak trees within the proposed conservation easements is noted. 
However, the commentor does not provide evidence to support the claim that over 6,000 oak 
trees would be protected in the proposed agricultural conservation easements.   
 
Response 18HB 
 
The commentor claims that lots were sited to avoid tree removal.  The comment is noted.  Refer 
to Response 18L. 
 
As noted in the Biological Resources discussion in Section 6.12.2 of the Final EIR, the Amended 
Project Alternative (or MPPA) is estimated to remove or impact between 250 and 350 oak trees. 
 
Response 18HC 
 
Refer to Responses 18HA and 18HB.  The commentor does not provide evidence to support the 
claim that over 6,000 oak trees would be protected in the proposed agricultural conservation 
easements.  In addition, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would remove or 
impact 200 to 400 oak trees, while the MPPA (analyzed as “Alternative 12: Amended Project 
Alternative” in the Final EIR) would remove or impact 250 to 350 oak trees.  
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Response 18HD 
 
Refer to the revised impact statement for Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-
3 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  The statement referenced by the 
commentor now states: “In accordance with Kuehl Bill mitigation techniques, half of the oak 
trees that are removed or impacted can be replaced, but due to the long time-period required 
for the planted trees to possess equivalent oak woodland habitat values and the fact that there is 
no assurance that oak trees designated to remain on the lots will be protected in the future, 
impacts to oak trees and oak woodlands are Class I, significant and unavoidable.” The time frame 
for blue oak planting mitigation referenced by the commentor no longer applies to the 
statement in question.   
 
It should also be noted that oak trees other than blue oaks would be removed and/or impacted 
by the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Refer to the first sentence under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in the Final EIR. 
 
Response 18HE 
 
Refer to Section 2.3 (Biological Resources) of the Revised DEIR. As noted therein, two of the 
habitat type classifications have been updated to better reflect the characteristics of the site, and 
the mapped boundaries of the habitat types have been revised.  The revised classifications 
follow those used in the Inventory of Wildlife and Plant Species on the Six Rancho Parcels of the Santa 
Margarita Ranch (Althouse and Meade, Inc. 2005).  These revisions have been incorporated into 
the Final EIR.  As a result, the statements referenced by the commentor have been revised.  
Refer to the first paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.    
 
The commentor claims that “valley oak woodland” should be classified as “foothill woodland.” 
 Because the commentor does not provide evidence support this claim, no direct response is 
feasible. 
 
Refer also to Response 18HB.  More than 60 trees would be removed under both the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and the MPPA (Amended Project Alternative). 
 
Response 18HF 
 
Refer to the fourth paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3.  
The discussion in question has been revised to characterize the adopted version of SB 1334 
(refer also to Updated Oak Tree Impacts and Mitigation in Section 2.3 of the Revised DEIR).  As 
noted in the revised discussion, SB 1334 “specifies procedures for mitigating effects of oak 
woodland conversions.”  It does not define “oak woodland” or “conversion” of oak woodland, 
as claimed by the commentor.   
 
The Kuehl Bill (SB 1334) was adopted in October 2004 and became effective on January 1, 2005.  
Previous (non-adopted) versions of the Kuehl Bill included definitions of oak woodland and 
oak woodland conversion.  However, the Kuehl Bill (as codified in PRC § 21083.4) defines “oak” 
but not “oak woodland” or “impacts to oak woodland.”  Rather, the responsibility of 
determining a significant effect to oak woodlands is placed on the county with jurisdiction over 
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a project.  The full text of the Kuehl Bill, as adopted, can be viewed at 
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html.  
 
Because the Kuehl Bill does not include the definitions referenced by the commentor, the Final 
EIR utilizes County of San Luis Obispo definitions and thresholds.   
 
Response 18HG 
 
The referenced statement has been removed from the Final EIR, as has any reference to 
“Heritage” or “Stately” oaks. 
 
Response 18HH 
 
Refer to Response 18HG. 
 
Response 18HI 
 
Refer to Response 18HG. 
 
Response 18HJ 
 
Refer to the revised analysis under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3.  
The analysis differentiates between impacts to individual oak trees and impacts to oak 
woodland.  Specifically, the second paragraph discusses impacts to individual oaks, while the 
third paragraph discusses impacts to oak woodland.  As a whole, the impact is Class I, 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
The commentor’s claims that resident wildlife and migratory birds, including raptors, may 
continue to thrive in a carefully planned development among oaks.  Refer to Master Responses 
2 and 8.   
 
The commentor additionally claims that fewer than 60 trees would be removed.  Refer to 
Response 18HC. 
 
Response 18HK 
 
Refer to Master Response 10. 
 
Response 18HL 
 
The commentor questions the statements made in the last three sentences of the Valley Oak 
Woodland discussion in Section 4.3.1(b) (Habitat Types).  These sentences have been revised to 
clarify that isolated valley oaks occur throughout the vineyards (rather than remnants of valley 
oak woodland) and that recent removal is evidenced through field observations.  Refer to this 
discussion in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
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Response 18HM 
 
The commentor references a statement made in the second paragraph under Vineyard in Section 
4.3.1(b) (Habitat Types), and claims that oaks in on-site vineyards are not remnants and that no 
oaks were removed for the vineyard.  Refer to Response 18HL.  Similar revisions have been 
made to the referenced discussion. 
 
Response 18HN 
 
The commentor claims that mapping of oak woodlands has been exaggerated, and that 
alternate habitat type descriptions should be used.  The commentor does not provide evidence 
to support either of these claims.  The mapping and descriptions contained in the Final EIR are 
based on project related map layers, aerial photographs, topographic maps, CNDDB database, 
previous biological report findings, field surveys, scientific literature, and professionally 
accepted flora manuals and wildlife field guides to identify species.  As the commentor does not 
adequately demonstrate fault in the Final EIR methodologies nor provide support for their 
requested revisions, no further response is feasible. 
 
Response 18HO 
 
The commentor references the first page of Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and claims that 
valley needlegrass grassland with density above 50% has not been shown to occur on the 
property.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-2 in the Final EIR.  As 
noted therein, a discussion related to the percent cover of purple needlegrass within valley 
needlegrass grassland has been revised from 50% cover to 10% cover.  
 
Response 18HP 
 
Refer to Responses 18HC and 18HK.   
 
Refer also to Master Response 8.   
 
Response 18HQ 
 
The commentor describes measurements of percent cover of purple needlegrass that they 
conducted in the Agricultural Residential Subdivision site that resulted in estimates of less than 
50% cover by purple needlegrass.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
B-2 in the Final EIR.  As noted therein, a discussion related to the percent cover by native 
perennial grasses, including purple needlegrass, deergrass, and California oatgrass, has been 
revised from 50% cover to 10% cover. 
 
The commentor claims that recent grazing practices employed have contributed to an increase 
in perennial grasses.  Comment noted. 
 
The commentor claims that valley needlegrass grassland is considered to be a Plant Community 
of Special Concern by the California Department of Fish and Game only when densities reach 
over 50% cover, and that there are only two areas in San Luis Obispo County that have been 
designated.  The CDFG does not have a threshold for percent cover by purple needlegrass in 
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order for a valley needlegrass grassland to be considered to be a Plant Community of Special 
Concern, nor are there only two areas designated in the county (Dave Hacker, CDFG, personal 
communication 25 April 2008).  Impacts to native perennial grasslands should be considered for 
any extensive areas in which native perennial grasses are an important component of the 
species composition (Dave Hacker, CDFG, personal communication 25 April 2008). 
 
Response 18HR 
 
The commentor disagrees with the first sentence in the second paragraph on page 4.3-1, 
claiming that twenty special-status species are not found on the project site.  The commentor is 
referencing the summary at the beginning of the section, which does not contain evidence or 
analysis.  Refer to Section 4.3.1(e) (Special-Status Species) for a discussion of special-status 
species found on-site, and to Section 4.3.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures) for analysis of impacts to these species.  Absent any evidence 
to support the claim that none of these species occur on the property, no further response is 
feasible. 
 
Response 18HS 
 
The commentor notes that Pierce Dam is a barrier to steelhead, therefore suitable habitat cannot 
exist in Taco and Rinconada Creeks.  Dave Highland, California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) Fish Habitat Specialist, confirmed that this dam is a barrier to movement to steelhead.  
The information contained in the Draft EIR was based upon personal communications with 
Mike Hill from the CDFG, in which this species has been observed in Rinconada Creek.  It is 
likely that these individuals produce juveniles which may wash over the dam and become 
steelhead.  Therefore, the Rinconada Creek population should be considered to be a locally 
important biological resource.  Table 4.3-4 (Special Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring 
on the Project Site), row titled “Steelhead trout – South Central Coast ESU,” fifth column, has 
been revised to note this potential occurrence.  Future Development Program Impact B-7 has 
similarly been revised.  
 
Response 18HT 
 
Refer to Response 18L. 
 
Response 18HU 
 
The Draft EIR describes roosting habitat requirements of this species in several locations 
throughout Section 4.3, and states that this habitat does not occur on the site. 
 
Response 18HV 
 
The commentor asserts that mitigation measures for oak trees and valley needlegrass are based 
on incorrect measurements and assumptions.  The commentor does not provide evidence to 
support this claim.  Refer to Responses 18HD through 18HQ for responses to specific comments 
regarding oak trees and valley needlegrass grassland.  
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Response 18HW 
 
Refer to Response 18HT.  As noted in the Biological Resources discussion in Section 6.12.2 of the 
Final EIR, the Amended Project Alternative (or MPPA) is estimated to remove or impact 
between 250 and 350 oak trees. 
 
Response 18HX 
 
The commentor references Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(a) in the 
Draft EIR. This measure has been substantially revised in the Final EIR. Refer to Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, Avoidance, and 
Protection Plan) and B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation) in Section 
4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  These revisions were included in the Revised DEIR, 
which was circulated from February 11, 2008 to March 26, 2008.   
 
Response 18HY 
 
Refer to Response 18HX.  The referenced measure has been deleted from the Final EIR, 
although the purpose of this measure has been incorporated into revised Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, Avoidance, and 
Protection Plan) and B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation).  Refer to 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 18HZ 
 
Refer to Response 18HY.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(a) (Oak 
Tree Inventory, Avoidance, and Protection Plan) now requires inventory of all trees at least 5 
inches in diameter at breast height within 50 feet of all proposed Agriculture Residential Cluster 
Subdivision impact areas.  This addresses the commentor’s concern expressed in item (i) of 
Comment 18HZ.  
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(a) additionally requires a County 
approved arborist to assess impacted trees on a case-by-case basis, as requested by the 
commentor. 
 
Response 18IA 
 
Refer to Response 18HY.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(a) (Oak 
Tree Inventory, Avoidance, and Protection Plan) now requires tree protection guidelines and a 
root protection zone for each tree “to be retained that occurs within 50 feet of impact areas.”  
This addresses the commentor’s concern expressed in item (i).  In addition, this measure now 
requires protection of the arborist-defined critical root zone, rather than a 100-foot setback.  This 
addresses the commentor’s concern expressed in item (ii).  Refer to the revised mitigation 
measure under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
The commentor additionally suggests a methodology for determining the critical root zone.  As 
noted in the revised Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(a), a qualified 
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arborist will determine the critical root zone for each retained tree on a case-by-case basis, based 
upon tree species, age, and size.   
 
Response 18IB 
 
The commentor notes that the relocation of Heritage oak trees not practicable.  Refer to 
Response 18HX.  As noted therein, mitigation measures for Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact B-3 have been substantially revised in the Final EIR.  This includes 
elimination of the requirement for Heritage or other oak tree transplanting.   
 
Response 18IC 
 
Refer to Response 18IA.  As noted therein, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, Avoidance, and Protection Plan) now requires protection 
of the arborist-defined critical root zone, rather than a 100-foot setback.  Refer to this revised 
measure in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 18ID 
 
The commentor expresses concern regarding Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure B-3(c) in the Draft EIR, which requires replacement trees to be planted between 
October and January.  As noted in Response 18HY, this measure has been deleted from the 
Final EIR, although the purpose of this measure has been incorporated into revised Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, Avoidance, and 
Protection Plan) and B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation).  Revised 
measure B-3(b) requires preparation of an oak tree replacement plan by a County approved 
arborist, which will provide a species-specific planting schedule and a landscape and irrigation 
plan if planting should occur outside of the specified time period.  Refer to the revised measures 
in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 18IE 
 
The commentor disagrees with the statement that oak trees and oak woodland habitat that are 
lost would take at least 50 years to restore because they take at least that long to establish, as 
stated in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(c) in the Draft EIR.  As noted 
in Response 18HY, this measure has been deleted from the Final EIR, although the purpose of 
this measure has been incorporated into revised Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measures B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, Avoidance, and Protection Plan) and B-3(b) (Oak Tree 
Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation).  The revised measures do not reference the 50 
year establishment period referenced by the commentor.   
 
In accordance with Senate Bill 1334, the Kuehl Bill, replacement plantings may only fulfill up to 
50% of a particular project’s mitigation requirement.  Therefore, while mitigation plantings are 
prescribed at a 4:1 ratio, since only half of the trees lost are subject to replacement, overall 
project replacement is equivalent to a 2:1 ratio.  After the monitoring and replacement period of 
seven years, planted trees may die due to drought, disease, fire, or other adverse conditions.  
Young trees are generally more susceptible to these factors than larger trees.  Therefore, there is 
no guarantee that the number of replacement trees that actually reach stature similar to that of 
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those that will be removed will be equivalent to or exceed the number that will be removed.  In 
addition, the commentor does not provide sufficient evidence to support the implication that 
young trees of lesser stature possess equivalent habitat values for wildlife. 
 
Response 18IF 
 
The commentor claims that if only a small proportion of trees (less than 60) are removed, the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision will not have a significant impact.  Refer to 
Response 18HC.  As noted therein, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would 
remove or impact 200 to 400 oak trees, while the MPPA (Amended Project Alternative) would 
remove or impact 250 to 350 oak trees.   
 
Response 18IG 
 
Refer to Response 18HQ.   
 
Response 18IH 
 
The wording and organization of mitigation for the San Luis Obispo mariposa lily and the San 
Luis Obispo County morning glory under Impact B-5 have been revised in the Final EIR.   
 
Response 18II 
 
Wording regarding compliance with the federal Endangered Species Act has been revised in the 
Final EIR within Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-6 (Vernal Pool Fairy 
Shrimp), Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 (Steelhead), Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-8 (California Red-legged Frog), Future Development 
Program Impact B-6 ((Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp), and Future Development Program Impact B-8 
(California Red-legged Frog).   
 
Response 18IJ 
 
Refer to Response 18II. 
 
Response 18IK 
 
Statements provided by the commentor on Section 1600 program regulation do not conflict with 
the wording in the Draft EIR.   
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision B-4(a) has been revised in the Final EIR to detail 
minimum compensatory mitigation requirements for the loss of wetland and riparian habitats 
that are independent from, but in concert with, those prescribed by regulatory agencies. 
 
Response 18IL 
 
The requested change regarding disturbance to drainage bottoms and required permits has 
been incorporated into Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision B-4(a) in the Final EIR. 
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Response 18IM 
 
Refer to Master Responses 2 and 4. 
 
Response 18IN 
 
Refer to the Biological Resources discussion in Section 6.3 (Alternative 3:  Revised Cluster Design) 
for a complete analysis of this Alternative.  The commentor’s claim that placing lots in a tight 
configuration would result in greater impacts to oak woodland habitat is presumably based on 
the commentor’s previous claims that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would 
only result in the removal of 60 oak trees.  As noted in Response 18HC and others, the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would remove or impact 200 to 400 oak trees.  This 
magnitude of tree impact and removal, as well as the fact that Alternative 3 would reduce 
overall project footprint by approximately 47%, confirms the conclusion that Alternative 3 
would result in slightly fewer impacts related to oak tree removal. 
 
Response 18IO 
 
The comment is noted.  However, the alternatives analysis is not intended to classify levels of 
impact, but rather weigh each alternative’s impact against the proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Impacts to biological resources associated with each of the 
alternatives are addressed in the alternatives analysis. 
 
Response 18IP 
 
Refer to Response 18IO.   
 
Response 18IQ 
 
Refer to Response 18IO.   
 
Response 18IR 
 
Refer to Response 18IO.   
 
Response 18IS 
 
The commentor provides several pages of minor typographical corrections.  Refer to Responses 
18IT through 18KV for responses to each of these corrections.  It should be noted, however, that 
none of these corrections have any effect on the analysis or conclusions made in the Final EIR.  
 
Response 18IT 
 
Refer to the bottom of Table 4.3-1 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has 
been revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation.  
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Response 18IU 
 
Refer to the first two sentences in the second paragraph under Section 4.3.1(a) (Characterization 
of the Santa Margarita Ranch Area) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which 
has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendations. 
 
Response 18IV 
 
Comment noted.  Minor revisions were made to the Final EIR to clarify the usage of biological 
terms. 
 
Response 18IW 
 
The referenced paragraph does not claim that the Santa Lucia range extends to Point 
Conception, but rather notes the extent of coastal scrub in California.   
 
Response 18IX 
 
Refer to the first sentence of the second paragraph under Chamise Chaparral in Section 4.3.1(b) 
(Habitat Types) of the Final EIR, which has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s 
recommendation. 
 
Response 18IY 
 
The referenced statement describes oak woodland understory, not perennial grassland.   
 
Response 18IZ 
 
Refer to the Emergent Wetland discussion in Section 4.3.1(b) (Habitat Types) of the Final EIR.  
The statement referenced by the commentor has been deleted from the Final EIR.  
 
Response 18JA 
 
Refer to the fourth sentence of the second paragraph under the Emergent Wetland discussion in 
Section 4.3.1(b) (Habitat Types) of the Final EIR, which has been revised in accordance with the 
commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JB 
 
Refer to the third to last sentence in the second paragraph under the Emergent Wetland 
discussion in Section 4.3.1(b) (Habitat Types) of the Final EIR, which has been revised in 
accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JC 
 
The noted typographical issue would have no bearing on the analysis or conclusions of the EIR. 
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Response 18JD 
 
The last sentence in the Agriculture (Vineyard/Stock Ponds) discussion in Section 4.3.1(b) (Habitat 
Types) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR has been revised to clarify that 
irrigation ponds are lined with clay, not concrete.  
 
Response 18JE 
 
Refer to the second sentence of the second paragraph under the Agriculture (Vineyard/Stock 
Ponds) discussion in Section 4.3.1(b) (Habitat Types) of the Final EIR, which has been revised in 
accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JF 
 
Refer to the third sentence under the Trout Creek discussion in Section 4.3.1(c) (Natural 
Drainages) of the Final EIR, which has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s 
recommendation. 
 
Response 18JG 
 
Refer to the second to last sentence in the second to last paragraph of Section 4.3.1(d) (Seasonal 
Pools) of the Final EIR, which has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s 
recommendation. 
 
Response 18JH 
 
Column five of the “California red-legged frog” row in Table 4.3-4 of the Final EIR has been 
revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JI 
 
Refer to column five of the “coast range newt” row in Table 4.3-4 of the Final EIR, which has 
been revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JJ 
 
Columns two and five of the “golden eagle” row in Table 4.3-4 of the Final EIR have been 
revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendations.  The Golden Eagle discussion in 
Section 4.3.1(e) (Special-Status Species) following Table 4.3-4 in the Final EIR has also been 
revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JK 
 
Habitat requirements in column 3 of Table 4.3-4 are generalized throughout the species’ ranges, 
and not specific to habitat use on Santa Margarita Ranch.   
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Response 18JL 
 
A correction has been made to the Falco mexicanus row in Table 4.3-4 based upon the 
commentor’s observation. 
 
Merlin has been added to Table 4.3-4 based upon observations on the Ranch by the commentor. 
 
Response 18JM 
 
Columns four and five of the “bald eagle” row in Table 4.3-4 of the Final EIR have been revised 
in accordance with the commentor’s recommendations.  The Bald Eagle discussion in Section 
4.3.1(e) (Special-Status Species) following Table 4.3-4 in the Final EIR has also been revised in 
accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JN 
 
Column four of the “yellow-breasted chat” row in Table 4.3-4 of the Final EIR have been revised 
in accordance with the commentor’s recommendations. 
 
Response 18JO 
 
Refer to column four of the “Loggerhead shrike” row in Table 4.3-4 of the Final EIR, which has 
been revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JP 
 
Refer to the first sentence of the Southwestern pond turtle discussion in Section 4.3.1(e) (Special-
Status Species) following Tables 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 in the Final EIR, which has been revised in 
accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JQ 
 
Refer to the third to last sentence of the Southwestern pond turtle discussion in Section 4.3.1(e) 
(Special-Status Species) following Tables 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 in the Final EIR, which has been revised 
in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JR 
 
Refer to the second to last sentence of the Coast horned lizard discussion in Section 4.3.1(e) 
(Special-Status Species) following Tables 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 in the Final EIR, which has been revised 
in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JS 
 
Refer to the second to last sentence of the White-tailed kite discussion in Section 4.3.1(e) (Special-
Status Species) following Tables 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 in the Final EIR, which has been revised in 
accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
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Response 18JT 
 
Refer to Response 18JL and the first sentence of the Merlin discussion in Section 4.3.1(e) (Special-
Status Species) following Table 4.3-4 in the Final EIR, which has been revised in accordance 
with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JU 
 
Refer to Response 18JM. 
 
Response 18JV 
 
Refer to the second to last sentence of the Loggerhead shrike discussion in Section 4.3.1(e) 
(Special-Status Species) following Tables 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 in the Final EIR, which has been revised 
in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JW 
 
Refer to the first sentence of the Other uncommon wildlife species discussion in Section 4.3.1(e) 
(Special-Status Species) following Tables 4.3-3 and 4.3-4 in the Final EIR, which has been revised 
in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18JX 
 
Both prairie falcon and merlin forage in grasslands.  However, prairie falcon has been added to 
the list of species that may forage in California annual grassland in the mitigation measures 
under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-1. 
 
Response 18JY 
 
Refer to the first sentence under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in the 
Final EIR, which has been revised and now excludes the term “root drip zone.”   
 
Response 18JZ 
 
The commentor references Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(c) from the 
Draft EIR. As noted in Response 18HY, this measure has been deleted from the Final EIR, 
although the purpose of this measure has been incorporated into revised Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, Avoidance, and 
Protection Plan) and B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation).  The 
revised measures do not use the term “short term.” 
 
Response 18KA 
 
The commentor provides an excerpt from the Residual Impact discussion for Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3. Comment noted. 
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Response 18KB 
 
Refer to the first paragraph of the Residual Impact discussion for Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact B-3, which has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s 
recommendation. 
 
Response 18KC 
 
Refer to the last sentence of the third paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact B-4 in the Final EIR, which has been revised in accordance with the 
commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18KD 
 
Refer to the second sentence of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-5(e) 
(Worker Education Program) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been 
revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18KE 
 
Refer to the second sentence of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-5(e) 
(Worker Education Program) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been 
revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18KF 
 
Refer to the first sentence in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-6(a) (VPFS 
Presence/Absence Determination) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has 
been revised in accordance with one of the commentor’s recommendations. 
 
Response 18KG 
 
The noted typographical issue would have no bearing on the analysis or conclusions of the EIR. 
 
Response 18KH 
 
The requested change to the personal communication citations have been made under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7. 
 
Response 18KI 
 
Refer to the Mitigation Measures discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been revised in 
accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
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Response 18KJ 
 
Refer to the last sentence in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-7(a) 
[South/Central California Coast Steelhead (Steelhead) Mitigation, Minimization and Protection 
Plan] in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been revised in accordance 
with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18KK 
 
The commentor claims that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would impact 
foraging of the pallid bat but not the Townsend’s big eared bat due to differences in diet.  The 
commentor does not provide evidence to support this claim.   
 
Response 18KL 
 
Refer to the second sentence of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-9(f) (Pet 
Brochure) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been revised to address 
the commentor’s concern. 
 
Response 18KM 
 
Refer to the second paragraph of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-9(f) 
(Pet Brochure) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been revised for 
clarity. 
 
Response 18KN 
 
Refer to the fourth sentence under Future Development Program Impact B-1 in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been revised for clarity. 
 
Response 18KO 
 
Refer to the fifth sentence under Future Development Program Impact B-1 in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been revised in accordance with the 
commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18KP 
 
Refer to the first sentence of the Residual Impact discussion under Future Development Program 
Impact B-2 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been revised in 
accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18KQ 
 
The presence of Valley Needlegrass Grassland was correctly identified in the field by studies 
performed for the Draft EIR, as well as by the commentor.  Since other native grasses are 
common on the site, the definition of native grasslands has been expanded to include these 
additional species under the habitat type Native Perennial Grassland, and these changes have 
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been made throughout section 4.3 Biological Resources in the Final EIR, including the section 
referenced by the commentor, Future Development Program Impact B-3.   
 
Response 18KR 
 
Refer to the second to last sentence of Future Development Program measure B-5(b) (Special-
Status Plant Species Monitoring Plan) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which 
has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18KS 
 
Refer to Response 18HS. 
 
Response 18KT 
 
Refer to Response 18HS. 
 
Response 18KU 
 
Refer to Response 18HS. 
 
Response 18KV 
 
Refer to the third to last sentence of Future Development Program measure B-9(a) (Western 
Spadefoot Toad Avoidance, Capture and Relocation) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the 
Final EIR, which has been revised in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response 18KW 
 
Refer to Response 18IA.  As noted therein, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, Avoidance, and Protection Plan) now requires protection 
of the arborist-defined critical root zone, rather than a 100-foot setback.  Refer to this revised 
measure in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 18KX 
 
The commentor provides a map showing transects referenced in Comment 18HQ.  Refer to 
Response 18HQ. 
 
Response 18KY 
 
Attachment D to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Cultural Resources Review of 
DEIR for Santa Margarita Ranch” prepared by Thor Conway of Heritage Discoveries, Inc. for 
Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC on April 10, 2007.  
 
Refer to Responses 18KZ through 18NK for responses to Attachment D.  Refer also to Responses 
18AR through 18AZ and 18CP through 18CV which address the applicants’ summary of 
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Attachment D for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development 
Program, respectively. 
 
Response 18KZ 
 
The commentor claims that the Draft EIR makes assumptions based on incomplete use of 
available information and on erroneous use of cultural resource data.  The commentor does not 
provide evidence to support this claim. 
 
The commentor additionally references a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the 
Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC and the San Luis Obispo Chumash Council (Council) and claims 
that this MOA should be discussed in the Final EIR.  Refer to Response 18CR.  As noted therein, 
it would not be appropriate for the Draft or Final EIR to analyze implementation of the MOA or 
its effectiveness in achieving heritage management goals, as it constitutes a private and 
confidential agreement between two parties and cannot substitute for a standard CEQA 
analysis. 
 
Response 18LA 
 
Refer to Master Response 10.   
 
Response 18LB 
 
The commentor summarizes the impact levels of those impacts analyzed in Section 4.4, Cultural 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  Comment noted.   
 
Response 18LC 
 
The commentor suggests that the Draft EIR is faulty because archaeological sites were treated as 
a group rather than individually.  There is ample justification for viewing the archaeological 
sites within a group context, particularly when they are clearly part of a broader district.  
However, individual sites may require specific evaluation, including definition of individual 
site boundaries.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures CR-2(a) 
(Avoidance) and CR-2(b) (Mitigative Data Recovery Excavation), which require boundary 
definition to ensure avoidance and data recovery to mitigate impacts.  Refer also to Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measure CR-3(a) (Buried Site Testing at Isolate Locations) 
regarding buried site testing. 
 
Resources are described individually in the archaeological survey reports.   
 
Response 18LD 
 
The commenter speculates on the significance of resources based on their size and surface 
distribution of cultural remains, rather than on their associations, distinctive characteristics, and 
district-wide research potentials.  This is inappropriate, particularly within the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision area, where surface visibility is poor, site boundaries are ill-
defined, and prior studies have demonstrated the high potential for buried sites.  The 
commenter further suggests that the nature of impacts and required “levels of mitigation” are 
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conditioned by surface-visible evidence.  While it is unclear what is meant by “levels of 
mitigation,” scope of work or level of effort for data recovery cannot be determined until sites 
are individually sampled to define their content and their horizontal and vertical extent.   
 
Response 18LE 
 
The commentor notes that impacts to archaeological sites from past agricultural activities, 
ground squirrel activities and Ranch road installation have not been addressed in the analysis.  
State CEQA Guidelines require analysis of environmental effects of a proposed project as they 
relate to “changes in the existing physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time 
the notice of preparation is published, or where no notice of preparation is published, at the 
time environmental analysis is commenced” [Section 15126.2(a)]. In other words, impacts of a 
project are determined against baseline (existing) conditions, which inherently include previous 
agricultural activities, ground squirrel activities, etc. 
 
It should also be noted that prior impacts are discussed in the individual site records and 
descriptions in the inventory reports.  In addition, the extent of prior disturbance and the 
overall integrity of sites cannot be defined exclusively from surface evidence.   
 
Refer also to Master Response 10 and Response 18T for a discussion of the merits of comparing 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision analysis to past agricultural cluster projects in 
the County.  It should also be noted that archaeological sites in the Santa Ysabel Ranch project 
area were excavated and analyzed before determinations were made regarding their integrity.   
 
Response 18LF 
 
The commentor requests that the EIR analysis distinguish between cultural resources located in 
the developable portion of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site and cultural 
resources located in non-developable areas.  The commentor does not define ‘developable’ or 
‘non-developable’ areas of the Ranch.  In addition, as discussed in Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-5, implementation of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision could result in indirect impacts to identified or unidentified archaeological and 
historical resources, including resources outside of development footprints. 
 
Refer also to Response 18LC.  As noted therein, there is ample justification for viewing the 
archaeological sites within a group context, particularly when they are clearly part of a broader 
district.   
 
Response 18LG 
 
The commentor provides the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-1 impact 
statement verbatim.  Comment noted. 
 
It should also be noted that this impact statement has been slightly revised in the Final EIR in 
accordance with Response 18AV above. 
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Response 18LH 
 
The ridge of petrified oyster shells in the vicinity of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision is a character-defining element of the historical landscape not only because of the 
possible association with mission-era activities, but because of the long record of historical use 
of the area and its unusual and distinctive nature, which visitors to the area were noticing and 
remarking upon in the written record as early as 1856.  The ridge and its petrified shell deposits 
were a natural wonder for nineteenth- and twentieth-century travelers, and the numerous 
documented remarks upon it in journals, newspapers, and other writings are evidence that this 
area constitutes a distinctive and character-defining feature of the landscape.   
 
Response 18LI 
 
The commentor claims that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would not impact 
resources that could relate to a Rural Historic District and requests that the EIR specifically 
identify relevant heritage resources that would be impacted rather than generally discuss 
heritage themes.   
 
As explained by the National Park Service in National Register Bulletin 30, Guidelines for 
Documenting and Evaluating Rural Historic Landscapes, a historical landscape is defined not only 
by the buildings, structures, and objects within it, but also by areas of land use, vegetation, 
roads, waterways, and natural features.  As described therein, “large acreage and a 
proportionately small number of buildings and structures differentiate rural historic landscapes 
from other kinds of historic properties.”  Historic landscapes “contain substantial areas of 
vegetation, open space, or natural features that embody, through past use or physical character, 
significant historical values.”  Importantly, a historic landscape may embody multiple themes 
and contexts that were important in shaping the landscape at different times in history and 
prehistory.  Thus, it may contain multiple property types including prehistoric and historical 
archaeological sites, buildings, structures, and traditional cultural properties. 
 
Response 18LJ 
 
Refer to Responses 18CQ.  The distinction between a district classification and a nomination to 
the National Register is described in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR.  A district is 
a type of property; nomination to the National Register is required in Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision measure CR-1(e) (Nomination to the National Register of Historic Places). 
 
Response 18LK 
 
The commentor claims that a statement in the Draft EIR that Ranch vegetation largely reflects 
historic conditions is not true.  The commentor does not provide evidence to support this claim, 
but notes that a proactive program by the Ranch to reestablish native vegetation and ‘careful’ 
grazing practices is working toward original conditions.  Comment noted. 
 
It should also be noted, however, that the EIR does not imply that vegetation is inert or 
unchanged.  Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR recognizes that “vegetation is less 
static, with some species dying out or being replaced and their distributions changing with 
time” (refer to the last sentence in the fourth paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
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Subdivision Impact CR-1).  What is important is that the scale, type and visual effect of the 
current vegetation regime reflects historical conditions in terms of the placement of agricultural 
fields and pastures and their relationship to other cultural elements and the natural 
environment; these still reflect historical decisions about spatial organization and land use, and 
offer the feeling of an association with the rural historic character of the Ranch. 
 
Response 18LL 
 
The commentor requests an explanation of the basis behind the statement that the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision would adversely impact traditional Native American values.  
The EIR describes extensive consultation with Chumash and Salinan people as the basis for 
statements regarding impacts on traditional Native American values.  Appendix F to the Final 
EIR provides detailed documentation of that consultation.  “Pictographs, shrines, and 
ethnographically identified sacred sites” are not the only things held sacred by Native 
Americans.  Cultural and natural features of the landscape, and their surrounding natural 
contexts, also are important in native ceremonial and spiritual life.  Many native people view 
the landscape and its component elements, both cultural and natural, as sacred elements of their 
cultural patrimony. 
 
Response 18LM 
 
The commentor claims that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-1 should be 
Class II, significant but mitigable, rather than Class I, significant and unavoidable. Refer to 
Responses 18KZ through 18LL above.  The commentor does not provide support for this claim. 
 
Response 18LN 
 
The commentor provides the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-2 impact 
statement verbatim.  Comment noted. 
 
Response 18LO 
 
Refer to Master Response 10 and Response 18T for a discussion of the merits of comparing the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision analysis to past agricultural cluster projects in the 
County. 
 
Response 18LP 
 
The commentor suggests that a statement in the Draft EIR be removed from the Final EIR 
because 11 of the 12 archaeological sites listed therein would be avoided and that impacts to the 
remaining site could be mitigated.  Refer to Response 18LQ below. 
 
Response 18LQ 
 
The commentor lists the 12 archaeological sites referred to in Response 18LP above and claims 
that impacts to each would be less than determined in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the 
Final EIR. In claiming reduced impacts, the commentor is referencing the MPPA, which is 
analyzed in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR (Alternative 12: Amended Project).  Refer 
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specifically to the Cultural Resources discussion in Section 6.12.2 (Impact Analysis) for a 
discussion of cultural resource impacts from this alternative.  As noted therein, Alternative 12 
would result in reduced impacts to identified cultural resources.  However, mapped site 
locations reflect the best estimation possible at the Phase 1 inventory level on the horizontal 
extent of sites, based on surface visible evidence.  Surface visibility in most areas is limited by 
dense vegetation, resulting in often indistinct site boundaries.  In addition, prior studies have 
demonstrated the high potential for buried sites.  As a result, rearranging the lots, as in 
Alternative 12, does not ensure that these sites are effectively avoided.  
 
Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure CR-2(a) (Avoidance), which 
requires site boundary definition and isolate testing to ensure effective avoidance of 
archaeological sites. 
 
Response 18LR 
 
The commentor provides a table summarizing the information in Comment 18LQ and suggests 
that this table be included in the Final EIR.  Refer to Response 18LQ.  Refer to the Cultural 
Resources discussion in Section 6.12.2 (Impact Analysis) of the Final EIR for a discussion of 
cultural resource impacts from the Amended Project Alternative. 
 
Response 18LS 
 
Refer to Responses 18LQ and 18LR. 
 
Response 18LT 
 
Refer to Responses 18LQ and 18LR. 
 
Response 18LU 
 
Refer to Responses 18LQ and 18LR. 
 
Response 18LV 
 
The commentor claims that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-2 should be 
Class II, significant but mitigable, rather than Class I, significant and unavoidable. Refer to Response 
18CR and Responses 18LN through 18LU above.  The commentor does not provide support for 
this claim. 
 
Response 18LW 
 
The commentor provides the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-3 impact 
statement verbatim.  Comment noted. 
 
Response 18LX 
 
Refer to Response 18CR.  The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Santa Margarita 
Ranch, LLC and the San Luis Obispo Chumash Council constitutes a private and confidential 
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agreement between those parties.  It does not have the force of law or regulation and cannot 
substitute for a standard CEQA analysis, nor can its provisions, no matter how well intentioned, 
substitute for necessary and appropriate mitigation measures pursuant to the requirements of 
CEQA and the professional standards and practices employed in CEQA compliance.  Although 
mitigation measures required in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR would not be 
inconsistent with or contradictory to the provisions of this agreement, they are nonetheless 
required.  
 
Response 18LY 
 
The commentor suggests that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-3 remain 
as Class II, significant but mitigable, and suggests that and MOA between Santa Margarita Ranch, 
LLC and the Chumash Council would mitigate impacts.  Refer to Response 18LX. 
 
Response 18LZ 
 
The commentor provides the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-4 impact 
statement verbatim.  Comment noted. 
 
Response 18MA 
 
The commentor summarizes Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-4 and 
notes that existing laws and state policies regarding human remains are discussed elsewhere in 
the Draft EIR.  Comment noted. 
 
Refer also to Responses 18LX and 18CR. 
 
Response 18MB 
 
The commentor provides an extremely truncated excerpt from Section 4.4.2(d) (Inventory of 
Cultural Resources) in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR.  The full citation reads: 
“Prehistoric archaeological sites range from large, dense midden deposits containing a broad 
range of artifact classes and types, dietary refuse, residential debris, structural remains, and 
human interments to small, diffuse scatters of stone tool manufacturing debris.”  In context, the 
commentor referenced excerpt does not “potentially mislead” as claimed by the commentor.  A 
statement has been added to the second paragraph in Section 4.4.2(d) of the Final EIR to further 
clarify that human remains and prehistoric graves have not been regularly encountered on the 
Ranch.  
 
Response 18MC 
 
The commentor lists additional information that they argue should be included in the 
document. Refer to Response 18MB.  
 
It should also be noted that it is a standard State regulatory provision to require mitigation for 
potential impacts to previously unidentified human remains. 
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Response 18MD 
 
The commentor suggests that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-4 remain 
as Class II, significant but mitigable, and suggests that and MOA between Santa Margarita Ranch, 
LLC and the Chumash Council would mitigate impacts.  Refer to Responses 18LX and 18CR. 
 
Response 18ME 
 
The commentor provides the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-5 impact 
statement verbatim.  Comment noted. 
 
Response 18MF 
 
The commentor suggests that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-5 remain 
as Class II, significant but mitigable, and suggests that an MOA between Santa Margarita Ranch, 
LLC and the Chumash Council would mitigate impacts.  Refer to Responses 18LX and 18CR. 
 
Response 18MG 
 
The commentor notes that they have no comments on Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact CR-6 in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR.  Comment noted. 
 
Response 18MH 
 
Refer to Section 4.4.2 (Existing Cultural Resources) in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final 
EIR, which includes a description of cultural resource surveys completed on the Santa 
Margarita Ranch. 
 
Response 18MI 
 
Language has been added to Section 4.4.2(b) of the Final EIR clarifying that the 2006 survey 
covered portions of the Agricultural Residential Cluster area that had not been surveyed 
previously. 
 
Response 18MJ 
 
Comment noted.  Refer also to Response 18MH. 
 
Response 18MK 
 
The commentor expresses confusion regarding Figure 4.4-1 in the Draft EIR. The Tract includes 
areas between lots which are not proposed for development. All of the developable areas of the 
site have been surveyed, although some areas that would not be developed have not been 
surveyed. Estimates of survey coverage of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site 
and the greater Ranch property are accurate. 
 
Response 18ML 
 
Refer to Response 18MK. 
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Response 18MM 
 
Refer to Responses 18LQ and 18LR. 
 
Response 18MN 
 
The commentor recommends that the EIR identify the basis for a listing on the Sacred Lands 
Inventory by the Native American Heritage Commission.  It is not the purpose of the EIR to 
question the judgment of the Native American Heritage Commission or to presume to tell the 
tribal members what is or should be important to them.  It is not relevant to this project whether 
there are comparable listings elsewhere in San Luis Obispo County.  The Native American 
consultation described in the EIR meets CEQA standards and was sufficient to identify a 
significant impact to Native American cultural values.  Further ethnographic study or 
discussions with the tribes may be carried out in the future in the context of the County’s SB18 
consultation, when and if such consultation occurs.  
 
Response 18MO 
 
Refer to Responses 18LX and 18CR. 
 
Response 18MP 
 
It should be clarified that a property does not have to be “nominated or submitted” to qualify 
for the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR), as suggested by the commentor. 
Section 15064.5(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines authorizes a lead agency to determine that a 
property qualifies for the CRHR.   
 
Refer also to Response 18AV and 18LJ. 
 
Response 18MQ 
 
Refer to Responses 18LH and 18LI.  
 
Response 18MR 
 
Refer to Response 18ML.   
 
Response 18MS 
 
Refer to Master Response 10 and Response 18T for a discussion of the merits of comparing the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision analysis to past agricultural cluster projects in the 
County. 
 
Response 18MT 
 
Refer to Master Response 10 and Response 18T for a discussion of the merits of comparing the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision analysis to past agricultural cluster projects in the 
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County.  Refer also to Response 18AU regarding the thresholds used in the cultural resource 
analysis. 
 
Response 18MU 
 
Refer to Master Response 10 and Response 18T for a discussion of the merits of comparing the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision analysis to past agricultural cluster projects in the 
County.   
 
Refer also to Response 18LQ.  As noted therein, surface visibility in most areas of the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site is limited by dense vegetation, resulting in 
often indistinct mapped archaeological site boundaries. In addition, prior studies have 
demonstrated the high potential for buried sites.   
 
Response 18MV 
 
The commentor recommends that the Final EIR discuss archaeological resources that occur 
elsewhere on the Santa Margarita Ranch but are unrelated to impacts associated with the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Refer to Section 4.4.5(b) (Future Development 
Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
and Master Response 3a. 
 
Response 18MW 
 
Refer to Response 18MV above and Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures CR-
1(a) (Avoidance) and CR-2(a) (Avoidance), which also apply to the Future Development 
Program. 
 
Response 18MX 
 
The commentor claims that adjacent sites occur on agricultural lands and will be protected by 
Ranch employees.  Refer to Master Response 10 and Response 18T.  Refer also to Responses 
18LH and 18LI.   
 
Refer also to Responses 18LX and 18CR for a discussion of the MOA. 
 
Response 18MY 
 
The commentor summarizes the impact levels of those impacts analyzed in Section 4.4, Cultural 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  Comment noted.   
 
Response 18MZ 
 
Refer to Response 18LC. 
 
Response 18NA 
 
Refer to Response 18LD. 
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Response 18NB 
 
Refer to Response 18LE. 
 
Response 18NC 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b, and Master Response 8. 
 
Refer also to Response 18BR. 
 
Response 18ND 
 
The commentor provides the Future Development Program Impact CR-1 impact statement 
verbatim and claims that impacts should be Class II, significant but mitigable, rather than Class I, 
significant and unavoidable, because most sites are not disturbed and the MOA between Santa 
Margarita Ranch, LLC and the Chumash Council would mitigate impacts. 
 
Refer to Responses 18LC, 18LD, 18LH, 18LL and 18LQ.  The commentor does not adequately 
support the claim that impacts should be reduced.  Refer also to Responses 18LX and 18CR for a 
discussion of the MOA. 
 
Response 18NE 
 
Refer to Response 18ND and Master Response 3b. 
 
Response 18NF 
 
The commentor provides the Future Development Program Impact CR-2 impact statement 
verbatim and claims that the impact is premature because archaeological sites will be protected 
early in the design and planning process.  Refer to Master Response 3a for clarification 
regarding the Future Development Program.   
 
Refer also to Future Development Program Impact CR-2 in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the 
Final EIR.  The word “would” has been changed to “could” in the impact statement. 
 
Response 18NG 
 
The commentor suggests that Future Development Program Impact CR-2 be classified as Class 
II, significant but mitigable, rather than Class I, significant and unavoidable, because the impact is 
premature and speculative, and would be mitigated by the MOA between Santa Margarita 
Ranch, LLC and the Chumash Council.  Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b and Responses 
18LX and 18CR. 
 
Response 18NH 
 
The commentor provides the Future Development Program Impact CR-3 impact statement 
verbatim and suggests that this impact be dropped from the EIR as it is speculative and 
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unsubstantiated.  Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b.  The purpose and scope of the Future 
Development Program are described in detail in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 18NI 
 
The commentor provides the Future Development Program Impact CR-4 impact statement 
verbatim and suggests that this impact be dropped from the EIR as it is speculative and 
unsubstantiated.  Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b.  The purpose and scope of the Future 
Development Program are described in detail in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 18NJ 
 
The commentor recommends deferral of impact assessment and mitigation.  Comment noted. 
 
Response 18NK 
 
The commentor provides a bibliography.  Comment noted.  
 
Response 18NL 
 
Attachment E to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Comments on Santa Margarita 
Ranch DEIR, Appendix H” prepared by EDA Design Professionals for Kirk Consulting and 
Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC on April 12, 2007.  
 
Refer to Responses 18NM through 18NW for responses to Attachment D.  It should be noted that 
the applicants’ summary letter (addressed in Responses 18R through 18DK) did not reference 
Attachment E.  
 
Response 18NM 
 
The commentor recommends corrections to Table 1 in Appendix H (Summary of Drainage 
Reports/Studies).  Refer to Table 1 in Appendix H to the Final EIR, which has been revised in 
accordance with these recommendations.  
 
Response 18NN 
 
The commentor argues that disturbed areas would be protected from potential erosion by the 
application of one or more Best Management Practices (BMP’s).  The BMP’s listed by the 
commentor were considered and incorporated into the Final EIR where applicable.  For 
example, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure G-2(b) (Grading and Erosion 
Control Plan) in Section 4.6, Geologic Stability, would require retention basins, drainage 
diversion structures, spot grading, silt fencing/coordinated sediment trapping, straw bales, and 
sand bags to minimize erosion on slopes and siltation into Yerba Buena, Santa Margarita and 
Trout Creeks (including the unnamed tributary to Trout Creek) during grading and 
construction activities. 
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Response 18NO 
 
The first sentence in Section 2.B (Impact Analysis) of Appendix H has been revised in 
accordance with the commentor’s recommendation.  Refer to the Appendix as attached to the 
Final EIR. 
 
Response 18NP 
 
The EIR analysis addresses all watersheds affected by the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and estimates that the total impervious area would increase by 29 acres.  The 
commentor’s calculation of 8.2 acres only addresses development within the Yerba Buena Creek 
watershed. 
 
Response 18NQ 
 
The commentor argues that the Draft EIR inaccurately states that there will be a “minor net 
decrease in groundwater recharge if the runoff is permanently rerouted or detained.” The first 
sentence of the second full paragraph under Section 2.B (Impact Analysis) of Appendix H has 
been revised to similarly exclude this statement.  Refer to the Appendix as attached to the Final 
EIR. 
 
Response 18NR 
 
The commentor notes that a detention basin designed to handle a 50-year flood (as proposed) 
would reduce the peak from a 100-year flood to pre-development flows. The commentor argues 
that this assertion alone discredits the conclusion in the EIR that runoff to Yerba Buena Creek 
would overflow the proposed detention structure during a 100-year storm event (refer to 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-2 in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and 
Sedimentation). Although a 50-year detention basin would partially contain runoff from a 100-
year flood (as it would handle up to the 50-year level), it would not contain all of the runoff 
associated with this size of flooding event. As noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact D-2 in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR, 
runoff to Yerba Buena Creek may overflow the proposed detention structure during a 100-year 
storm event, since the basin is designed to handle a 50-year storm event.    
 
Response 18NS 
 
As noted in Response 18NP, the EIR analysis addresses all watersheds affected by the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, which includes Trout Creek.  As noted under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-2, unless detention storage is provided in 
the unnamed tributary to Trout Creek Watershed, the proposed Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision would increase flooding along Trout Creek at the southern limits of the 
existing Santa Margarita Community during a 100-year storm event.  Detention storage is 
therefore required as mitigation [Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure D-2(b) 
(Trout Creek Drainage System)]. 
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Response 18NT 
 
The Santa Barbara Urban Hydrograph, as cited prior to Table 3 in Appendix H to the Final EIR, 
is an appropriate methodology for use in urbanizing watersheds.  The model has been applied 
successfully to projects throughout the Central Coast, and was recently used for similar, rural 
watersheds near Guadalupe (as part of the School Lake Project) and in the City of Paso Robles 
(primarily rural watershed draining to Sherwood Park).  It should also be noted that this is an 
accepted modeling method in Santa Barbara County for modeling predevelopment (rural) and 
postdevelopment (urban) hydrology, as explicitly stated in the Santa Barbara County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District’s “Standard Conditions of Project Approval.”   
 
Response 18NU 
 
The commentor disagrees with the statement in Section 2.B of Appendix H that “Since a 
substantial portion of the Santa Margarita community is within the 100-year floodplain, the 
proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would result in a significant impact 
related to off-site flooding.”  
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-2 in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion 
and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, any additional runoff caused in part by 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would exacerbate existing flooding in the 
community.  Although detention basins are required to be designed to County standards, as 
noted by the commentor, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision does not propose a 
detention structure for the portions of the site draining to Trout Creek and the unnamed 
tributary to Trout Creek, nor would the proposed detention structure for Yerba Buena Creek 
have the capacity to handle a 100-year storm event (refer to Response 18NR above).  As a result, 
as proposed, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would have an impact on 
downstream flooding during a 100-year storm event. 
 
Response 18NV 
 
The commentor disagrees with the statement in Appendix H that “as a result of the increased 
impervious area (as discussed above), peak flow rates may increase to the creeks and to areas 
which have historically had drainage problems in Santa Margarita.” The commentor provides 
no evidence to support their disagreement with this conclusion.  Refer to the discussion in 
Response 18NU.  
 
Response 18NW 
 
The commentor disagrees with the statement in Appendix H that the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision would result in “impacts on the downstream drainage system.” The 
commentor provides no evidence to support their disagreement with this conclusion. Refer to 
the discussion in Response 18NU.  
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Response 18NX 
 
Attachment F to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Comments on Section 7.0: Land 
Use, Santa Margarita Ranch Draft Environmental Impact Report” prepared by Diana Gould-
Wells for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC.  
 
It should be noted that Section 7.0 in the EIR is Significant Irreversible Changes. It is assumed the 
commentor meant to refer to Section 4.7, Land Use. 
 
Refer to Responses 18NY through 18OF for responses to Attachment F.   
 
Response 18NY 
 
Refer to Master Response 9.  
 
Response 18NZ 
 
The commentor states that Section 4.7.1 (Setting) appropriately describes both the physical and 
regulatory setting pertaining to the Santa Margarita Ranch. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18OA 
 
The commentor recommends that Section 4.7.1(a) (Setting) be renamed with a more descriptive 
title and include Table 2-2, which is already included in Section 2.0, Project Description.  These 
suggestions would not alter the analysis or conclusions of the EIR. 
 
Response 18OB 
 
The commentor recommends that Section 4.7.1(b) (Regulatory Setting) include a zoning map of 
the area being described.  This suggestion would not alter the analysis or conclusions of the EIR. 
Refer also to Master Response 7.  
 
Response 18OC 
 
The commentor summarizes Section 4.7.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds) and 
states that the methodology described therein is appropriate.  Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18OD 
 
The commentor summarizes Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact LU-1 and 
states that the analysis contained therein is appropriate.  Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18OE 
 
The commentor summarizes Future Development Program Impact LU-1.  Comment is noted. 
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Response 18OF 
 
The commentor argues that the analysis in Future Development Program Impact LU-1 is too 
detailed considering no site plans have been prepared or land use permits applied for.  Refer to 
Master Responses 3a and 3b. 
 
Response 18OG 
 
Attachment G to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Comment on Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and Future Development Plan Section 4.8 Noise and Appendix I Noise 
Calculations” prepared by 45dB.com for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC on 
April 12, 2007.   
 
Refer to Responses 18OH through 18PX for responses to Attachment G.  Refer also to Responses 
18BB through 18BD and 18CX through 18DA, which address the applicants’ summary of 
Attachment G for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development 
Program, respectively. 
 
Response 18OH 
 
The commentor notes that comments within Attachment G are specific to Section 4.8, Noise, but 
clarifies that some of that section depends on data reported in Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18OI 
 
The commentor provides alternative definitions of decibel (dB) and loudness.  The second 
sentence in Section 4.8.1(a) (Overview of Sound Measurement) of the Final EIR has been revised 
in accordance with the commentor-provided definition. 
 
Response 18OJ 
 
The commentor claims that subjective terms and objective units of measure are sometimes 
mixed together in Section 4.8, Noise, resulting in less precision.  The commentor provides no 
evidence to support this claim.  No further response is warranted. 
 
Response 18OK 
 
The commentor points out that Lmax is listed in Table 4.8-1 but is not defined in the preceding 
discussion [Section 4.8.1(a) (Overview of Sound Measurement)]. Table 4.8-1 occurs in Section 
4.8.1(d) (Existing Conditions). Although Lmax is defined within this section, this definition 
occurs below the table in question.  The sentence preceding Table 4.8-1 has therefore been 
revised for clarity.  Refer to Section 4.8, Noise, in the Final EIR.   
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Response 18OL 
 
The commentor disputes the statement in the second paragraph of Section 4.8.1(a) (Overview of 
Sound Measurement) that “Everyday sounds normally range from 30 dB (very quiet) to 100 dB 
(very loud)” by noting that everyday sounds on the Santa Margarita Ranch are likely below 30 
dB. The statement in question is a general description of everyday sound, intended to explain 
sound measurements to the reader as they relate to perceived loudness.  Sound levels on the 
Ranch are discussed in Section 4.8.1(d) (Existing Conditions). 
 
Response 18OM 
 
Refer to Response 18BC.  Noise measurements were taken between Tuesday and Thursday.  See 
also Response 18OP below for a list of specific times of noise measurements.  
 
Response 18ON 
 
Refer to Response 18BC above.  
 
Response 18OO 
 
Noise measurements were taken when wind speeds did not exceed approximately 10 miles per 
hour. 
 
Response 18OP 
 
The commentor-recommended specific times of noise measurement are listed below: 
 

Site Location Start Time End Time 

1 

Northeastern portion of 
the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision, near 
proposed Lot 6 

5:30 pm 5:50 pm 

2 West of Site 1, near 
proposed Lot 40 5:30 pm 5:50 pm 

3 

Southern portion of the 
Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision, near 
proposed Lot 87 

6:00 pm 6:20 pm 

4 

South of the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster 
Subdivision lots, on a 
Future Development 
Program potential 
winery/Ranch 
headquarters location   

6:10 pm 6:30 pm 

5 

North of Highway 58, 
northeast of West Pozo 
Road, on a Future 
Development Program 
potential Ranch 
headquarters location   

8:00 am 8:20 am 

6 East of the community of 
Santa Margarita, near the 7:30 am 7:50 am 
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Site Location Start Time End Time 
Future Development 
Program land use location 
that includes a 5-acre park 
and swimming pool, three 
worship centers, and work 
force housing 

7 North of the community of 
Santa Margarita 5:30 pm 5:50 pm 

8 North of the community of 
Santa Margarita 8:35 pm 8:55 pm 

9 
South of the community of 
Santa Margarita, south of 
the UPRR tracks 

4:40 pm 5:00 pm 

10 

Near Highway 101, south 
of SR 58, on the Future 
Development Program 
potential livestock sales 
yard location 

7:30 am 7:50 am 

11 
Northern portion of the 
Ranch property, adjacent 
to Highway 101 

8:10 am 8:30 am 

12 

On the existing Ranch 
headquarters parcel, 
approximately 2,680 feet 
east of Highway 101 

7:30 am 7:50 am 

13 Within the community of 
Santa Margarita 8:00 am 8:20 am 

 
Response 18OQ 
 
Refer to Responses 18OM through 18OP. The information requested is provided and does not 
affect the results or conclusions of the analysis. 
 
Response 18OR 
 
Refer to Response 18BC. 
 
Response 18OS 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the EIR analysis.  No 
specific response is warranted. 
 
Response 18OT 
 
Refer to Responses 18BC and 18OS.  Refer also to Master Response 7. 
 
Response 18OU 
 
The supplemental information requested by the commentor would not change the analysis or 
conclusions of the EIR.  
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Response 18OV 
 
The purpose of the noise measurements was to measure actual noise levels at a given location. 
Therefore, topographic variations, built environment noise barriers and reflectors, and 
extraneous ambient noise are necessarily taken into account.  Traffic noise levels are based on 
traffic volumes measured by Fehr & Peers (refer to Table 4.8-2 in Section 4.8, Noise, of the Final 
EIR).  
 
Refer to Response 18OO for a discussion of wind. 
 
Response 18OW 
 
The Leq measurements reported in Table 4.8-1 represent existing noise levels based on noise 
measurements. Noise levels calculated in the impact analysis of the EIR (and in Appendix I) are 
dBA CNEL (and dBA LDN in the Appendix), not Leq. 
 
Response 18OX 
 
Leq and Lmax values are only discussed in Section 4.8.1(d) (Existing Conditions).  Impacts 
analyzed in Sections 4.8.2(c) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures) and 4.8.2(d) (Future Development Program Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures) are based on CNEL values, in accordance with County standards.  
 
Response 18OY 
 
Refer to Response 18OX.  Refer also to Section 4.8.1(a) (Overview of Sound Measurement) for a 
discussion of the difference between Leq and CNEL, as requested by the commentor. 
 
Response 18OZ 
 
Refer to Responses 18OX and 18OY. The conclusions expressed as CNEL relate to traffic noise 
levels, which are based on traffic volumes measured by Fehr & Peers. Leq measurements in 
Table 4.8-1 provide background setting information which is not used in the analysis of 
impacts.  
 
Response 18PA 
 
The commentor notes that evaluations and comparisons of transportation noise levels in the 
context of the County Noise Element should only be made between CNEL or Ldn values. Refer 
to Sections 4.8.2(c) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures) and 4.8.2(d) (Future Development Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures). As 
evidenced therein, impacts related to transportation noise are made based on CNEL values. 
Refer also to Response 18OZ. 
 
Response 18PB 
 
The commentor notes that topographic variations and intervening buildings will affect the 
CNEL contours near roadways. Refer to the last sentence of the second paragraph under 
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Roadway Noise in Section 4.8.1(d) (Existing Conditions). As acknowledges therein, “Areas 
adjacent to these roads are exposed to lower noise levels than modeled where there are 
intervening structures, vegetation and/or topography.” To provide further clarification, a note 
has been added to the bottom of Table 4.8-2 that actual noise levels may be lower due to 
intervening topography and vegetation. 
 
The commentor additionally argues that railroad noise should be taken into account in the 
analysis and conclusions. Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact N-5 and 
Future Development Program Impacts N-5 and N-6.  
 
Response 18PC 
 
The commentor questions why the traffic data for Highway 101 in Table 4.8-2 differs from the 
data provided by Caltrans for Highway 101. The traffic data in Table 4.8-2 is based on traffic 
volumes from Fehr & Peers (Appendix J; June 2006).  Fehr & Peers obtained year 2004 freeway 
mainline counts from Caltrans.  Refer also to Response 18RR below. 
 
Response 18PD 
 
The commentor claims that more recent data is available regarding sound levels of construction 
equipment. However, the commentor does not provide reference to said data. No further 
response is feasible. 
 
Response 18PE 
 
The third column in Table 4.8-6 has been revised to specify the units for existing noise levels.  
Refer to Section 4.8, Noise, in the Final EIR. 
 
Response 18PF 
 
Refer to Response 18BB.   
 
Response 18PG 
 
Refer to Response 18BB. 
 
Response 18PH 
 
Refer to Response 18BB. 
 
Response 18PI 
 
Refer to Master Response 2.  Assuming a different automobile mix in the future, as suggested 
by the commentor, would be based on speculation.  Refer also to Response 13D.  As noted 
therein, the air emissions analysis has been revised to utilize an updated version of the 
URBEMIS model.  The updated URBEMIS model assigns a different fleet mix than that which 
was referenced in the Draft EIR.  Refer to the end of the second paragraph under Agricultural 
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Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 in the Final EIR, which has been revised to reflect 
the new fleet mix. 
 
Response 18PJ 
 
Refer to Response 18BB.   
 
Response 18PK 
 
The commentor questions why measures such as walls, solid doors and double windows would 
be infeasible. As noted in the Mitigation Measures discussion under Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact N-2, the implementation of such structural measures would be 
infeasible due to physical, economic, or other constraints, and would rely upon the cooperation 
of off-site property owners, which cannot be assured. 
 
The commentor additionally asserts that a case-by-case noise study for new projects will be 
necessary in order to determine the correct mitigation, based on individual circumstances. Refer 
to Future Development Program measure B-3(b) (Reduction of Nuisance Noise), which requires 
a site-specific acoustical study for noise sensitive development proposed within projected 60 
dBA noise contours under the Future Development Program. 
 
Response 18PL 
 
The commentor asserts that, as a “general rule of thumb,” a doubling of traffic volume will 
result in an increase of 3 dBA.  The comment is noted. 
 
Refer also to Response 18BB.   
 
Response 18PM 
 
Refer to Response 18BB.  As noted therein, the addition of any amount of noise to levels already 
exceeding County thresholds is considered a potentially significant impact. 
 
Response 18PN 
 
Refer to Appendix I to the Final EIR for noise calculations which support the 4.5 dBA increase. 
 
Response 18PO 
 
The commentor claims that the dBA increases reported in Table 4.8-9 (Cumulative Noise 
Increases Along Area Roadways) are inaccurate. The commentor provides a table which 
compares the EIR-reported changes with the commentor’s own calculations. 
 
The commentor bases his calculations on the “Future with Ambient Growth and Cumulative 
Projects” projection (refer to Appendix I).  This projection accounts for ambient and cumulative 
growth, but does not include the Future Development Program (referred to as “the project” in 
Appendix I). The EIR therefore correctly reports dBA changes based on the “Future with 
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Ambient, Cumulative, and Project Growth” projection, which includes the Future Development 
Program.  
 
Response 18PP 
 
Refer to Master Response 9.   
 
Response 18PQ 
 
The commentor claims that the STAMINA2 noise model used in the EIR “over-predicts” 
impacts and that a different model should be used. The commentor does not provide evidence 
to support the claim that the STAMINA2 model over-predicts impacts. The commentor 
additionally does not provide evidence to support the use of the alternate model recommended.  
 
Response 18PR 
 
The commentor recommends that the Final EIR recognize the known limitations of noise 
measurements.  The commentor does not provide reasoning for this addition.  No specific 
response is feasible. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 7.  
 
Response 18PS 
 
The commentor provides the noise-related questions included Appendix G of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. These are the same questions listed in Section 4.8, Noise, of the Final EIR. 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR 
analysis.  No further response is warranted. 
 
Response 18PT 
 
The commentor provides “definitions” of significant noise impacts based on “general” noise 
“elements and threshold manuals.” These definitions are not included in the San Luis Obispo 
County Noise Element.   
 
Response 18PU 
 
The commentor acknowledges that CEQA Guidelines do not provide an objective definition of 
the levels at which temporary and permanent increases in ambient noise are considered 
“substantial.” The commentor then claims that a 3 dBA change should be used as a threshold. 
The commentor does not provide evidence to support this claim. Refer to Response 18BB. 
 
Response 18PV 
 
Refer to Response 18PU. 
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Response 18PW 
 
The commentor provides thresholds for permanent increases in noise based on “contemporary 
California County Noise Elements.” Refer to Response 18PT. These thresholds are not included 
in the San Luis Obispo County Noise Element.   
 
Response 18PX 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR 
analysis.  No specific response is warranted. 
 
Response 18PY 
 
Attachment H to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Review of the Public Safety 
Section of the Draft ‘Environmental Impact Report for Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural 
Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program’” prepared by RRM Design 
Group for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC.   
 
Refer to Responses 18PZ through 18QJ for responses to Attachment H.   
 
Response 18PZ 
 
The commentor notes that the purpose of Attachment H is to review the Public Safety section of 
the Draft EIR. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18QA 
 
The commentor notes that the analysis of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision impacts 
and mitigation measures contained therein are acceptable. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18QB 
 
The commentor notes that the Future Development Program Impact S-1 and mitigation 
measures contained therein are acceptable. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18QC 
 
The commentor notes that the Future Development Program Impact S-2 is acceptable. Comment 
is noted. 
 
Response 18QD 
 
The commentor argues that the trail location in Future Development Program measure S-2(a) 
(Transportation Corridor Safety Plan) should be determined as part of the analysis in the 
Specific Plan.   
 
The measure in question requires that the Transportation Corridor Safety Plan “consider” 
locating of the trail as far away from the active rail line and highways as possible.  It does not 
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specifically identify its location. Rather, it requires that the location be determined as part of the 
Specific Plan, as suggested by the commentor.   
 
Response 18QE 
 
The commentor notes that the Future Development Program Impact S-3 is acceptable. Comment 
is noted. 
 
Response 18QF 
 
The commentor argues that the requirement for and location of pullouts in Future Development 
Program measure S-4(a) (Farm and Quarry Equipment Pull-Outs) should be determined as part 
of the analysis in the Specific Plan.   
 
The measure in question requires that the provision and location of pullouts and/or shoulder 
widening be determined by the County Public Works Department. It does not specifically 
identify their location, as suggested by the commentor.  The commentor additionally suggests 
that pullouts and/or shoulder widening be determined as part of the Specific Plan. However, 
because a Specific Plan is only required before an application is approved for a subdivision 
other than a Cluster development (LUO Section 22.104.040), portions of the Future 
Development Program may be applied for and constructed prior to adoption of a Specific Plan 
for the area.  Therefore, pullouts and/or shoulder widths may be necessary prior to the Specific 
Plan process.  
 
Response 18QG 
 
The commentor notes that the Future Development Program Impact S-5 is acceptable. Comment 
is noted. 
 
Response 18QH 
 
The commentor claims that Future Development Program measure S-6(a) (Fairway Orientation) 
is premature because the determination of golf course routing should be part of a future Specific 
Plan.  Refer to Response 18QF above. As noted therein, portions of the Future Development 
Program may be applied for and constructed prior to adoption of a Specific Plan for the area.  
This could potentially include the envisioned golf course. Therefore, addressing potential 
hazards may be necessary prior to the Specific Plan process.  
 
Refer also to Response 18QI below 
 
Response 18QI 
 
The commentor notes that Future Development Program measure S-6(a) (Fairway Orientation) 
is acceptable. Comment is noted. Refer also to Response 18QH. 
 
Response 18QJ 
 
The commentor notes that the cumulative impacts discussion in Section 4.9, Public Safety, is 
acceptable. Comment is noted. 
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Response 18QK 
 
Attachment I to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Review of the Public Services 
Section of the Draft ‘Environmental Impact Report for Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural 
Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program’” prepared by RRM Design 
Group for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC.   
 
Refer to Responses 18QL through 18RD for responses to Attachment I.   
 
Response 18QL 
 
The commentor notes that the purpose of Attachment I is to review the Public Services section 
of the Draft EIR. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18QM 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision impact PS-1 is 
acceptable. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18QN 
 
The commentor argues that security lighting in common areas, as required by Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measure PS-2(a) (Defensible Space Features), should be 
determined in consultation with the Planning Department.  
 
The mitigation measure in question requires consultation with the County Sheriff’s Department. 
This is because the purpose of the measure is to provide for public safety as it relates to law 
enforcement.  Visual impacts resulting from lighting, including security lighting, are discussed 
in Section 4.13, Visual Resources. Included therein is Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure VR-1(e) (Lighting), which requires new lighting to be oriented away from sensitive 
uses, hooded, shielded, and located to direct light pools downward and prevent glare. 
 
Response 18QO 
 
The commentor notes that Future Development Program Impact PS-1 is acceptable. Comment is 
noted. 
 
Response 18QP 
 
Refer to Response 18QN. 
 
Response 18QQ 
 
The commentor argues that a 10 minute response time from the nearest CDF fire station seems 
excessive. This number was provided by Robert Lewin, San Luis Obispo County Fire Marshall, 
and is therefore considered accurate.   
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The commentor additionally questions whether the Santa Margarita Volunteer Fire Department 
could respond faster.  As noted in Section 4.10.2(a) (Fire Protection Setting) of the Final EIR, the 
Santa Margarita Volunteer Fire Department would provide mutual aid to the Ranch property.  
However, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is outside of their jurisdiction. 
Therefore, the fire station that would provide first response to the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision is the CDF fire station described above.   
 
Response 18QR 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure PS-3(a) (Fire 
Station) is acceptable. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18QS 
 
The commentor argues that road widths, as specified in Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure PS-3(b) (On-Site Fire Protection) should be determined in consultation 
with the California Fire Department. The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is under 
the jurisdiction of the CDF/San Luis Obispo County Fire Department. The mitigation measure 
in question requires road widths in accordance with Fire Department standards and subject to 
the review and approval by CDF/County Fire Department.   
 
Response 18QT 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure PS-3(c) 
(Fire/Vegetation Management Plan) is acceptable. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18QU 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure PS-3(d) 
(Structural Safeguards) is acceptable. Comment is noted. 
 
The commentor additionally questions to what the fourth bullet refers.  The fourth bullet in 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure PS-3(d) has been revised to clarify this 
point.  Refer to this measure in Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 18QV 
 
The commentor notes that Future Development Program Impact PS-3 is acceptable. Comment is 
noted. 
 
Response 18QW 
 
The commentor notes that cumulative impacts associated with fire protection are acceptable. 
Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18QX 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact PS-4 is 
acceptable. Comment is noted. 
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Response 18QY 
 
The commentor notes that Future Development Program measure PS-4(a) (Buildout Date 
Notification) is acceptable. Comment is noted.  
 
Response 18QZ 
 
The commentor notes that cumulative impacts associated with schools are acceptable. 
Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18RA 
 
The requested language would not change the analysis or conclusions of the EIR. 
 
Response 18RB 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure PS-5(b) 
(Recycling Plan) is unclear with regard to monitoring requirements. The measure has been 
revised to clarify that the applicant is responsible for preparing the recycling plan.  Refer to this 
measure in Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 18RC 
 
The commentor notes that Future Development Program Impact PS-5 is acceptable. Comment is 
noted. 
 
Response 18RD 
 
The commentor notes that cumulative impacts associated with solid waste are acceptable. 
Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18RE 
 
Attachment J to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Review of the Recreation Section 
of the Draft ‘Environmental Impact Report for Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Cluster 
Subdivision Project and Future Development Program’” prepared by RRM Design Group for 
Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC.   
 
Refer to Responses 18RF through 18RK for responses to Attachment J.   
 
Response 18RF 
 
The commentor notes that the purpose of Attachment J is to review the Recreation section of the 
Draft EIR. Comment is noted. 
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Response 18RG 
 
The commentor states that the applicant agrees to pay in-lieu public park fees.  Comment is 
noted.  Refer also to Letter 6 and Responses 6A through 6L. These fees are now referred to as 
“County Park Impact Fees” in the Section 4.11, Recreation, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 18RH 
 
The commentor states that the applicant agrees to pay in-lieu public park fees. Refer to 
Response 18RG. The commentor additionally states that the applicant agrees that the 
community park and swimming pool shall be constructed prior to residential development (in 
the Future Development Program). Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18RI 
 
The commentor notes that Future Development Program measure R-1(a) (Community Park 
Implementation Timing) is acceptable. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18RJ 
 
The commentor states that the applicant agrees to dedicate right-of-way or an easement to fully 
implement the Juan Bautista de Anza Historic Trail, as required by Future Development 
Program measure R-2(a) (Juan Bautista de Anza Historic Trail Connection). The commentor 
notes, however, that the precise alignment has not been determined and, as a result, the 
applicant should not have to implement the trail until construction of their project has begun. 
 
It should be noted that the mitigation measure in question is required of the Future 
Development Program, not the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. However, the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is the only project currently applied for on the 
Ranch.  
 
Refer also to Response 6K. 
 
Response 18RK 
 
The commentor provides alternate wording for the Plan Requirements and Timing section of 
Future Development Program measure R-2(a) (Juan Bautista de Anza Historic Trail 
Connection).  This wording has been added to the measure in question.  Refer to Section 
4.11.2(c) (Future Development Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in the Final EIR.   
 
Refer also to Response 18RJ above. 
 
Response 18RL 
 
Attachment K to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Review of Transportation and 
Circulation Section of the Santa Margarita Ranch Tract 2586 Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Project and Future Development Program DEIR” prepared by Associated 
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Transportation Engineers for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC on April 11, 
2007.   
 
Refer to Responses 18RM through 18ST for responses to Attachment K.  Refer also to Responses 
18BF and 18DC through 18CV, which address the applicants’ summary of Attachment K for the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program, respectively. 
 
Response 18RM 
 
The commentor’s summary of the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and 
Future Development Program is noted.   
 
Response 18RN 
 
Refer to Master Response 9.  
 
Response 18RO 
 
The commentor argues that the level of detail included in the traffic study is “well beyond” that 
prepared for other Program EIRs. The commentor argues that this excessive detail has resulted 
in the identification of impacts and the inclusion of mitigation measures which are “over and 
above” the normal level required for developments in the County.  
 
As stated in the first paragraph of Section 2.0, Project Description: “For the proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision, the EIR will serve as a Project EIR pursuant to Section 15161 of 
the CEQA Guidelines, and evaluate the specific proposed development characteristics.  For the 
Future Development Program, the EIR will serve as a Program EIR at a more conceptual level of 
detail.” Refer to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15161 and 15168 for a discussion of Project and 
Program EIRs, respectively. Refer also to Master Response 3a. 
 
The traffic analysis (including study scenarios, study locations and analysis methodologies) was 
prepared in consultation with the County of San Luis Obispo and Caltrans, the staff of which 
concurred with the methodology and approach for the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Project and Future Development Program. The use of field observations to 
substantiate significant or potentially significant impacts is a reasonable approach and is 
required by CEQA and industry practice to provide full disclosure of operating conditions. The 
use of engineering data and theoretical calculations to identify operating levels and traffic 
issues may have to be supplemented or augmented if the calculations do not replicate existing 
conditions (i.e., the setting).  In many cases regarding hazards or potential hazards, field 
observations can be used to verify conditions known to the public and/or decision makers who 
may review the environmental document. 
 
Response 18RP 
 
The commentor disagrees with the analysis of four study-area (local) roadways utilizing two-
lane highway methodology. 
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As noted in the first paragraph of the Two-Lane Highways discussion in Section 4.12.1(b) 
(Roadway and Intersection LOS Methodologies): “Although these roadway segments are local 
roads, the two-lane highway methodology was selected because the segments contain two 
lanes, have relatively high posted speed limits, and have rural characteristics (relatively low 
volumes and few access points).” The two-lane highway methodology was not applied to the 
other roadway segments because they have different operating characteristics (e.g. lower posted 
speed limits, pedestrian traffic and multiple access points). 
 
Response 18RQ 
 
The commentor notes that ATE has never seen a ramp junction operational analysis included in 
a traffic study prepared for a development project proposed in San Luis Obispo County. The 
commentor additionally claims that the County does not have adopted criteria or thresholds for 
assessing freeway ramp facilities. 
 
As indicated on page 5 of the Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (December 2002), 
Caltrans identifies ramp junction analysis for traffic impact analyses. In addition, Caltrans 
requested that the EIR evaluate improvements to the on- and off-ramps at the US 101/SR 58 
interchange. Therefore, the ramp junction analysis is used to evaluate the operations of the 
ramps. The US 101/SR 58 interchange is under Caltrans jurisdiction and therefore subject to 
Caltrans level of service standard and significance criterion. County staff concurred with the 
scope and analysis. 
 
Response 18RR  
 
The commentor questions why the average daily traffic (ADT) volumes listed for US Highway 
101 are lower than Caltrans data for 2005. 
 
The Draft EIR inadvertently listed average daily traffic (ADT) volumes for U.S. 101, which were 
lower than Caltrans data for 2005.  Although the incorrect volumes were not used in any of the 
operational analyses, the volumes were corrected and recirculated as part of the Revised DEIR 
[refer to Cumulative Impacts in Section 2.7 (Transportation/Circulation) of the Revised DEIR].  
The revised analysis has also been incorporated into the Final EIR.   
 
Response 18RS 
 
The EIR traffic analysis includes a summary of accident rates for a 36-month period between 
August 2002 and July 2005, comparing these rates to the statewide average for similar facilities. 
The commentor argues that this approach is misleading because the accident summary is 
somewhat outdated, and a statistical analysis was not performed. 
 
The collision data provided in the Draft EIR was the most recent information available at the 
time the report was prepared. In addition, although collision data was one of the factors used in 
assessing impacts, it was not the primary factor used. While statistical analysis suggested by the 
commentor may help to further determine a collision problem, mitigation measures were 
identified to improve safety for locations of substandard design. 
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Response 18RT 
 
The commentor argues that field observation is an inadequate approach for assessing impacts. 
Field observations were used to validate the results (e.g. level of service ratings, delays, and 
queues) from technical calculations, as well as to ensure replication of existing traffic flow in the 
community Santa Margarita. In the case of the Estrada Avenue curve cited by the commentor, 
typical roadway analysis tools would not accurately replicate the effect of the substandard road 
design. Both sections of the roadway beyond the curve are posted for higher speeds and field 
observations were used to properly identify existing operations. This information is reasonable 
to use as a basis for identifying an impact due to a potential hazard. 
 
Response 18RU 
 
The commentor argues that the CEQA Guidelines checklist should be removed from the Final 
EIR because they are in fact guidelines, not requirements, and only serve to confuse the 
analysis. 
 
The CEQA checklist is provided as a guide to the reader as to the scope of potential 
transportation/circulation impacts to be reviewed by an agency. As noted on the pages 
following the list, impact thresholds are specifically defined for each jurisdiction for the 
checklist item regarding increases in traffic loads. 
 
Response 18RV 
 
The commentor notes that the County of San Luis Obispo does not have an adopted threshold 
for assessing potential impacts to bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and requests the source of the 
threshold used in the EIR. 
 
Impact criteria for bicycle and pedestrian modes were reviewed by County staff. Both modes 
are part of the transportation/circulation system in the Santa Margarita Ranch area, and CEQA 
allows the use of impact criteria that have not been officially adopted by a public agency. 
 
Response 18RW 
 
Refer to Response 18RV above. 
 
Response 18RX 
 
The commentor claims that average trip generation rates are typically used for a subdivision of 
the size proposed, and questions why equation rates from the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) manual were used instead. 
 
As stated in the Trip Generation Handbook (2nd Edition) by the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE, June 2004), use of the regression equation is recommended when such an 
equation is provided, the independent variable (number of housing units) is within the data 
range, and there are at least 20 data points. The regression equations for single-family detached 
housing meet these requirements. 
 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-492  

Response 18RY 
 
The commentor notes that trip distribution patterns used in the EIR are different from those 
used by ATE in a previous study of the Santa Margarita Ranch. 
 
The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision trip distribution was developed in 
consultation with San Luis Obispo County and Caltrans staff.  
 
Response 18RZ 
 
The commentor argues that roadway operations impacts identified in Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 are not based on any adopted criteria, nor are they based on 
sound engineering analysis of the geometry of the roadway and the cause of accidents. 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 is based upon the fourth CEQA 
guideline, as outlined on page 4.12-11: “Substantially increase hazards due to design feature 
(e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).” As 
stated in the first paragraph following Table 4.12-10(c) in Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation, SR 58 transitions into a 90-degree curve south of J Street, and this condition 
represents a nonstandard design with two tangent sections posted for 30 mph joined by a 15 
mph curve.  Thus, the addition of project traffic to this location is considered a potentially 
significant impact and mitigation measures are recommended.  
 
Refer also to Response 18RS. 
 
Response 18SA 
 
The commentor argues that freeway ramp operations impacts identified in Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 are not based on any adopted criteria, nor are they 
based on sound engineering analysis of the geometry of the ramp. 
 
The identification of impacts is based upon the fourth CEQA guideline regarding substantially 
increasing hazards, where project traffic is added to a location that will exacerbate existing 
operational problems. The addition of traffic to a substandard roadway section could result in a 
potentially significant impact. The existing operational problems were identified by a field 
review and a comparison of the existing design to current Caltrans design standards. As noted 
in the discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1, the addition of 
traffic by the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is projected to significantly increase 
the daily volumes on SR 58 by 43 percent compared to existing conditions, and would increase 
the existing AM and PM peak-hour volumes on the US 101 northbound off-ramp by 15 percent 
compared to existing conditions. This is a substantial addition of traffic to areas with existing 
deficiencies.  
 
Refer also to Master Response 5 and Response 18RZ above. 
 
Response 18SB 
 
Refer to Response 18SA above. 
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Response 18SC 
 
The commentor claims that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(a) (SR 58 
South of J Street), which requires widening and re-alignment of SR 58, mitigates impacts which 
were not identified in the EIR analysis. 
 
The widening of SR 58 to provide shoulders and/or bike lanes is required because the proposed 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would generate bicycle demand without providing 
adequate and appropriate facilities for safe non-motorized mobility [see Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Impact criteria in Section 4.12.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds)]. Refer to 
Response 18SA for identification of impacts requiring re-alignment of SR 58. 
 
Response 18SD 
 
The commentor claims that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(b) (U.S. 
101 Northbound Off-Ramp to SR 58), which requires reconstruction of the Northbound U.S. 101 
off-ramp to provide 400 feet of merging distance, mitigates an impact which is not identified in 
the EIR analysis. 
 
The field observations listed in Section 4.12.1(f) (Field Observations and Existing Operational 
Issues) indicate that the merging area for northbound off-ramp vehicles from US 101 to 
eastbound SR 58 does not satisfy current design standards. As noted in Table 4.12-11, the 
northbound off-ramp from US 101 to eastbound SR 58 currently operates at an unacceptable 
level (LOS D) according to Caltrans LOS C/D cusp standard. The addition of Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision traffic will exacerbate unacceptable operations. Therefore, 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(b) (U.S. 101 Northbound Off-Ramp to 
SR 58) recommends improvements to the interchange. 
 
Response 18SE 
 
The commentor claims that there is no adopted threshold to assess the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision’s impact to freeway ramps, and hence no threshold against which to 
require Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(c) (U.S. 101 Southbound Off-
Ramp to SR 58). 
 
Refer to Response 18SA. As noted therein, the identification of impacts is based upon the fourth 
CEQA guideline regarding substantially increasing hazards, where project traffic is added to a 
location that will exacerbate existing operational problems. Said problems were identified in a 
field review and by comparison of the existing design to current Caltrans design standards. 
 
Response 18SF 
 
Refer to Response 18SA. 
 
Response 18SG 
 
Refer to Response 18SA. 
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Response 18SH 
 
The commentor claims that the analysis of sight distances should be based on speeds measured 
in the field, rather than estimated speeds (as provided by County Public Works staff).  
Estimated speeds are adequate to determine the level of impact.  Refer to Master Response 7. 
 
Response 18SI 
 
The commentor claims that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-4 is not 
supported by numerical analysis or adopted methods and standards for assessing impact 
generated by the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
As noted in the second paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-
4, Caltrans District 5 staff has indicated that warrants other than volume are satisfied for the 
pedestrian flashing warning lights. The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is adding 
traffic to El Camino Real where there are inadequate pedestrian facilities [refer to the El Camino 
Real (SR 58) west of Pinal Avenue discussion in Section 4.12.1(f) (Field Observations and Existing 
Operational Issues) regarding observations about mid-block crossings on El Camino Real]. The 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is exacerbating an existing operational deficiency 
by increasing vehicular and pedestrian conflicts. 
 
Because the commentor does not provide numerical analysis or adopted methods and 
standards to refute the findings of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-4, no 
further response is feasible. 
 
Response 18SJ 
 
The commentor argues that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-4(b) 
(Pedestrian Pathway) is unwarranted because the impact is not supported by numerical 
analysis or adopted methods and standards for adopting impacts. 
 
The proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would generate pedestrian demand 
without providing adequate and appropriate facilities for safe non-motorized mobility [refer to 
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Impacts discussion in Section 4.12.1-2(a) (Methodology and Significance 
Thresholds)]. The mitigation measure in question requires the removal of the gate to facilitate 
access between the site and downtown Santa Margarita.  The mitigation measure referenced by 
the commentor is warranted given the magnitude of the identified impact.  
 
Response 18SK 
 
Refer to Response 18SC.  If no widening of SR 58 were to occur, then the impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response 18SL 
 
The commentor claims that the cumulative growth rate used in the EIR is beyond what is 
typically used in CEQA analyses. 
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According to County staff, no pending projects were identified in the Santa Margarita area. 
Thus, the annual 1.4 percent growth factor, based on historical traffic volumes from 2001 to 
2006, was used to estimate future traffic growth. Traffic growth would be from other 
development in the Santa Margarita area and through traffic growth in the SR 58 corridor. 
CEQA does not define a timeframe for cumulative analyses. The 20-year time horizon reflects 
an anticipated timeframe for completion and implementation of the Future Development 
Program. 
 
Response 18SM 
 
The commentor claims that the traffic distribution pattern used for the Future Development 
Program is too heavily weighted to/from US 101, and claims that Future Development Program 
land uses would be “complimentary,” thereby reducing the number of overall trips due to 
internalized trips.   
 
The majority of the land uses in the Future Development Program reflect regional or resort 
destinations.  In addition, many of the Future Development Program uses would not directly 
serve residents in new homes, but are intended to serve visitors to the area. Thus, the majority 
of the traffic is assumed to originate outside of Santa Margarita and would be expected to use 
US 101 to access the anticipated sites. In addition, the majority of these uses would generate 
traffic outside of the typical weekday commute hours (e.g. during the weekends), so there 
would be limited opportunities for internalized trips for the Future Development Program uses 
within Santa Margarita during the weekday peak hours. 
 
Response 18SN 
 
The commentor notes that the average daily traffic (ADT) volumes listed for US Highway 101 
are lower than Caltrans data for 2005. Refer to Response 18RR. As noted by the commentor, the 
daily freeway volumes are not used in the operational analysis. 
 
Response 18SO 
 
The commentor notes that Cumulative + Future Development Program levels of service should 
be compared to Cumulative (baseline) conditions, rather than Existing conditions. 
 
The Draft EIR inadvertently compared the Cumulative + Future Development Program 
scenario to Existing conditions, rather than Cumulative No Project conditions.  The analysis was 
revised and recirculated as part of the Revised DEIR [refer to Cumulative Impacts in Section 2.7 
(Transportation/Circulation) of the Revised DEIR].  The revised analysis has also been 
incorporated into the Final EIR.  Refer to Section 4.12.2(d) (Cumulative No Traffic Volumes) and 
all subsequent discussion in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  It 
should be noted that the revisions therein do not change the analysis or conclusions of the EIR. 
 
Response 18SP 
 
Refer to Response 18SO. 
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Response 18SQ 
 
The commentor argues that an area-wide fee program [as required by Future Development 
Program measure T-1(g) (Future Development Impact Fee), previously T-1(d) in the Draft EIR] 
should be developed by the County, rather than the applicant.  
 
The mitigation measure in question has been revised to require that a finance district be created 
as part of the Specific Plan process in part to reimburse the applicant as land uses are 
developed, and to clarify that, because future development could occur in accordance with the 
Future Development Program prior to preparation of a Specific Plan, the applicant may be 
required to fund the creation of a traffic model and create a funding mechanism to reimburse 
the cost of the required improvements.  Refer to the revised measure under Future 
Development Program measure T-1(g) in the Final EIR.  Although the applicant will be required 
to fund improvements, the measure now ensures that the applicant be reimbursed as other land 
uses are developed. 
 
It should also be noted that the remaining Future Development Program mitigation measures 
have been revised to remove the “fair share” language referenced by the commentor. 
 
Refer also to Response 18DC. 
 
Response 18SR 
 
The commentor argues that “Plan Requirements and Timing” for Future Development Program 
Impact T-1 mitigation measures are unclear.  Refer to Future Development Program measures 
T-1(a) through T-1(g) in the Final EIR.  These measures have been revised to improve clarity. 
 
Response 18SS 
 
Refer to Response 18SP.  
 
Response 18ST 
 
The commentor claims that Future Development Program Impact T-2 is not substantiated by 
analysis.  Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b.  As noted therein, the EIR evaluates and 
mitigates a reasonable worst-case scenario of potential impacts associated with the Future 
Development Program.  In addition, although the preliminary access points to Future 
Development Program land uses are conceptual, the proposed mitigation measures identify 
actions required by the applicant at the time the applications are submitted to the County.  
 
Response 18SU 
 
Attachment L to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Review of the Agricultural 
Resources Section of the Draft ‘Environmental Impact Report for Santa Margarita Ranch 
Agricultural Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program’” prepared by RRM 
Design Group for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC.   
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Refer to Responses 18SV through 18UN for responses to Attachment L.  Refer also to Responses 
18BH through 18BK and 18DG through 18DJ, which address the applicants’ summary of 
Attachment L for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development 
Program, respectively. 
 
Response 18SV 
 
The commentor notes that the purpose of Attachment L is to review the Visual Resources 
section of the Draft EIR. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18SW 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR 
analysis.  No specific response is warranted. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18SX 
 
The commentor notes that the a Mitigated Project Alternative (MPA, previously referred to in 
the applicants’ comment letter package as ‘Mitigated Proposed Project Alternative’ or MPPA) is 
intended to locate lots out of views from public roadways and residences. The MPPA is 
analyzed as an alternative to the proposed project (refer to Alternative 12 in Section 6.0, 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR).  As noted under Visual Resources in Section 6.12.2 therein, the 
Amended Project Alternative would reduce the visual prominence of future residences as 
viewed from off-site public viewpoints would reduce impacts related to adverse changes in 
visual character to a Class II, significant but mitigable, level.   
 
Refer also to Response 18L.  
 
Response 18SY 
 
The commentor provides a description of the methodology for drafting the MPA.  Comment is 
noted.  Refer also to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR, and Response 18SX. 
 
Response 18SZ 
 
The commentor lists the CEQA thresholds used in the EIR. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18TA 
 
The commentor claims that the EIR does not follow the CEQA thresholds discussed in Response 
18SZ above, but rather establishes two new thresholds.   Refer to Response 18BI. 

 
Response 18TB 
 
The commentor claims that the Draft EIR used a threshold of “alterations” of a scenic vista, 
which is inconsistent with CEQA.  The commentor notes that the appropriate CEQA thresholds 
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for visual resources are more clearly defined as “substantially damage” or “substantially 
degrade.” 
 
Refer to Response 18BI.  
 
Response 18TC 
 
The commentor claims that the MPPA would reduce impacts related to visual resources. Refer to 
Response 18SX and Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 18TD 
 
Refer to Responses 18BI for a discussion of the thresholds used to determine visual impacts.   
 
As noted under Visual Resources in Section 6.12.2 therein, the Amended Project Alternative 
would reduce the visual prominence of future residences as viewed from off-site public 
viewpoints would reduce impacts related to adverse changes in visual character to a Class II, 
significant but mitigable, level.   
 
Response 18TE 
 
The commentor claims that Lots 1, 30, 92, 93, 106 and 112 were found by the applicant not to be 
visible from view locations shown in the Viewshed Photo Simulations in the Draft EIR. Lot 1 is 
shown on Figure 4.13-1, Lot 30 is shown on Figure 4.13-2, and Lots 92, 93, 106 and 112 are 
shown on Figure 4.13-3.  As noted under the Estrada Avenue and J Street discussion in 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact VR-1, existing views looking south from the 
intersection Estrada Avenue and J Street in the community of Santa Margarita are composed of 
relatively flat agricultural grazing land in the foreground and rising oak-covered hills in the 
background.  Proposed Lot 30 would be visible from this viewpoint (refer to Plate 4.13-2B).  
Similarly, as noted under the State Route 58 Viewshed discussion, existing views looking west from 
the segment of SR 58 east of West Pozo Road consist of agricultural uses and associated structures 
and vegetation in the foreground, hillsides, vegetation, and oak woodlands in the middle-ground, 
and the Santa Lucia Mountains in the background.  Proposed structures and other improvements 
along the north and westerly Phase I ridgelines, including Lots 1 through 4, 6 through 11, 14 and 
52, would be visible in the background from this viewpoint (refer to Plate 4.13-3B).    Lastly, as 
noted under the West Pozo Road Viewshed discussion therein, proposed structures and other 
improvements along southern facing Phase III ridgelines, including on Lots 90, 92 through 95, 
97 through 99, 101, 104 through 106, and 112, would be visible in the background from West 
Pozo Road viewpoints south of SR 58 (refer to Plate 4.13-4B).   
 
Response 18TF 
 
The commentor notes that several lots were not shown as being visible in Figure 4.13-3, 
although they are called out as potentially silhouetting in the EIR. Refer to Figure 4.13-1 (Visual 
Simulation Photo Location Map). Visual simulations were conducted from three viewpoints. 
These viewpoints do not cover every possible view of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision site from area roadways. Therefore, it is possible for the lots in question to 
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silhouette against the sky, as stated in the EIR, even if they are not visible on one of the 
viewshed photosimulation figures. 
 
Response 18TG 
 
Refer to Response 18BL.  
 
Response 18TH 
 
Refer to Master Response 8 and Response 18U.   
 
Response 18TI 
 
The commentor argues that the MPPA would reduce impacts to visual resources.  The MPPA is 
analyzed as an alternative to the proposed project (refer to Alternative 12 in Section 6.0, 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR).  As noted under Visual Resources in Section 6.12.2 therein, the 
Amended Project Alternative would reduce the visual prominence of future residences as 
viewed from off-site public viewpoints would reduce impacts related to adverse changes in 
visual character to a Class II, significant but mitigable, level.   
 
Response 18TJ 
 
The commentor argues that one residential structure being partially visible at a distance of 3,000 
feet does not violate the CEQA threshold of “substantially adverse effect” or “substantially 
degrade.” Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact VR-1 (the impact in question) 
does not claim to be based on one residential structure being partially visible at a distance of 
3,000 feet.  A key component of the determination of significance for this issue area is the 
existing visual sensitivity of the site.  Refer to discussion under this impact in the Final EIR. 
 
Refer also to Response 18BK. As noted therein, the EIR states that “proposed development 
would alter the rural character of the site to a more developed condition as viewed from public 
roadways and private residences in the community of Santa Margarita.” Although it disclosed 
views from private residences may be impacted, this is a disclosure statement and does not 
represent the exclusive rationale for the impact. The EIR does not establish a threshold of 
significance associated with views from private homes. Refer to Section 4.13.2(a) (Methodology 
and Significance Thresholds) for a discussion of the thresholds used in the analysis. 
 
Response 18TK 
 
Refer to Response 18TI. 
 
Response 18TL 
 
Refer to Responses 18BI and 18BL.   
 
Response 18TM 
 
Refer to Response 18TK. 
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Response 18TN 
 
Refer to Responses 18BI and 18BL.   
 
Response 18TO 
 
Refer to Response 18TK. 
 
Response 18TP 
 
The commentor provides a visual matrix which assesses impacts of the MPPA.  The MPPA is 
analyzed as an alternative to the proposed project (refer to Alternative 12 in Section 6.0, 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR).  As noted under Visual Resources in Section 6.12.2 therein, the 
Amended Project Alternative would reduce the visual prominence of future residences as 
viewed from off-site public viewpoints would reduce impacts related to adverse changes in 
visual character to a Class II, significant but mitigable, level.   
 
Response 18TQ 
 
The commentor claims that the Draft EIR fails to provide evidence to support the conclusion 
that nighttime lighting will adversely affect passing motorists.  Refer to discussion under Light 
and Glare Impacts under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact BR-1 for evidence 
to support this conclusion.   
 
The commentor additionally asserts that the Draft EIR incorrectly assumes that the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision would include street lighting. The commentor then claims that 
because other agricultural clusters do not have street lighting (including Varian Ranch and 
Edna Ranch), neither will the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.   
 
The Varian and Edna Ranch projects differ substantially from the proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision and therefore do not constitute an accurate standard against 
which to compare the proposed project. Both the Varian and Edna Ranch projects are composed 
of a different design and layout than the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision. For example, residences are not dispersed among entire grazing units like 
the Santa Margarita Ranch project.  Rather, residences in these projects are located on one edge 
of a larger grazing area.  In both instances, there are thousands of acres of adjacent grazing 
areas that do not have residential development. In addition, Varian Ranch includes 44 
residential units on 3,127 acres while Edna Ranch includes 55 residential units on 1,806 acres.  
As a result, they are both at a vastly different scale and density than the proposed project. There 
is no grazing among the residential areas in the Edna Ranch project, and the open space is held 
in common by the homeowner’s association (HOA) in the Varian Ranch project, so that the 
homeowners control the agricultural operation.  Refer also to Response 18T. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 8. 
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Response 18TR 
 
The commentor claims that development will be carefully located to reduce impacts from light 
and glare. Refer also to Master Response 8.   
 
Response 18TS 
 
The commentor provides six mitigation measures which they claim would “substantially” 
reduce visual resource impacts. These measures include limiting entry and street lighting, 
reducing and restricting the types and amount of exterior lighting and prohibiting reflective 
building materials. These measures are already accounted for in Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision measures VR-1(b) (Architectural and Landscape Guidelines), VR-1(e) 
(Lighting) and VR-1(f) (Street Light Limitations). 
 
Response 18TT 
 
The MPPA is analyzed as an alternative to the proposed project (refer to Alternative 12 in 
Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR).  As noted under Visual Resources in Section 6.12.2 
therein, the Amended Project Alternative would reduce the visual prominence of future 
residences as viewed from off-site public viewpoints would reduce impacts related to adverse 
changes in visual character to a Class II, significant but mitigable, level, including impacts related 
to light and glare.   
 
Response 18TU 
 
Refer to Response 18BI.  
 
Response 18TV 
 
The MPPA is analyzed as an alternative to the proposed project (refer to Alternative 12 in 
Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR).  As noted under Agricultural Resources in Section 6.12.2 
therein, impacts from this alternative related to prime soils and conflicts between urban and 
agricultural uses would be slightly reduced but remain Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response 18TW 
 
The commentor argues that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure VR-1(a) 
(Prohibition of Structural Silhouetting) is not necessary because no lots would silhouette against 
the sky. The commentor does not provide evidence to support this assertion.  Refer to Response 
18TF. 
 
Response 18TX 
 
The commentor cites Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure VR-1(b) 
(Architectural and Landscape Guidelines), which limits building heights to 22 feet.  According 
to this measure, no lots will be permitted to have structures that exceed this limit, except for 
ancillary features such as antennas.   
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Response 18TY 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure VR-1(c) (Oak 
Tree Avoidance) is acceptable. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18TZ 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure VR-1(d) (Bury 
Water Tanks) is acceptable. Comment is noted.  
 
Response 18UA 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure VR-1(e) 
(Lighting) is acceptable. Comment is noted.  
 
Response 18UB 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure VR-1(f) (Street 
Light Limitations) is acceptable. Comment is noted.  
 
Response 18UC 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure VR-1(g) (Clear 
Excess Debris) is acceptable. Comment is noted.  
 
Response 18UD 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure VR-1(h) 
(Grading) is acceptable. Comment is noted.  
 
Response 18UE 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure VR-1(i) 
(Accessory Structures/Infrastructure) is acceptable. Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18UF 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR 
analysis.  No specific response is warranted. 
 
Response 18UG 
 
The commentor describes the methodology used in reviewing the Future Development 
Program.  Comment is noted.  
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Response 18UH 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a.  As noted therein, the Future Development Program does not 
represent a development plan for allowable future uses on the Santa Margarita Ranch, nor does 
it preclude future environmental review. Refer also to Master Response 8 and Response 18BR.  
 
Response 18UI 
 
The commentor claims that Future Development Program impacts cannot be quantified at a 
program level of review and should therefore not be classified as Class I, significant and 
unavoidable. Refer to the discussion under Future Development Program Impact VR-1 for 
evidence to support the Class I finding. Refer also to Master Responses 3a and 3b. The 
conclusions made in Section 4.13, Visual Resources, were based on a reasonable worst case 
scenario.  
 
The commentor notes that the setting may change in the future, arguing that the Final EIR 
cannot foresee future scenarios. Refer to Response 18BS.   
 
The commentor recommends incorporation of mitigation measures that would be implemented 
if a Specific Plan were submitted for the Ranch.  Refer to Response 18QF above. As noted 
therein, portions of the Future Development Program may be applied for and constructed prior 
to adoption of a Specific Plan for the area.  Therefore, visual resource mitigation measures may 
be necessary prior to the Specific Plan process.  Refer also to Future Development Program 
measures VR-1(a) through VR-1(d) and Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures 
VR-1(a) through VR-1(i), which would similarly apply to the Future Development Program. 
   
Response 18UJ 
 
The commentor claims that the Future Development Program is consistent with the adopted 
General Plan and that impacts have been analyzed in the Final Program EIR for the Salinas 
River Area Plan. Refer to Master Response 9.  
 
Response 18UK 
 
The commentor claims that the Future Development Program will be sited to avoid impacts. 
Refer to Response 18BR.  
 
Refer also to Master Response 3a.  As noted therein, the Future Development Program does not 
represent a development plan for allowable future uses on the Santa Margarita Ranch, nor does 
it preclude future environmental review. 
 
Response 18UL 
 
The commentor claims that the applicant will develop Landscape Guidelines and Architectural 
Guidelines for the Future Development Program that will reduce impacts to visual resources, 
biological resources and agricultural resources. The commentor claims that these actions would 
ensure less than significant impacts with mitigation. 
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Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b. As noted therein, the Future Development Program 
represents a conceptual buildout of the Santa Margarita Ranch based on allowable uses in the 
Salinas River Area Plan.  The EIR evaluates and mitigates a reasonable worst-case scenario of 
potential impacts associated with the Future Development Program. The actions listed by the 
commentor, although admirable, do not contain any requirements for implementation or 
monitoring.  As a result, there is no basis to assume these actions would be implemented; they 
cannot be included in the reasonable worst case scenario analysis.  
 
The conclusions made in Section 4.13, Visual Resources, were appropriately based on a 
reasonable worst case scenario. Impacts remain Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response 18UM 
 
The commentor claims that the applicant will develop Lighting Standards for the Future 
Development Program that will reduce impacts to visual resources. Refer to Response 18UL 
above.  
 
Response 18UN 
 
Refer to Responses 18TW through 18UE above. 
 
Response 18UO 
 
Attachment M to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Comments on the Draft EIR for 
the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision” prepared by Luhdorff 
& Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE) for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, 
LLC on April 11, 2007.  Attachment M additionally includes attached tables and figures, four 
appendices, and a second letter titled “Comments on Analysis of the Future Development 
Program in the Santa Margarita Ranch Draft EIR,” dated April 12, 2007. The second letter 
includes attached tables and figures and one appendix. 
 
Refer to Responses 18UP through 18UX for responses to Attachment M.  Refer also to Response 
18BP, which addresses the applicants’ summary of Attachment M for the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision.  The applicants do not summarize Attachment M for the Future Development 
Program. 
 
Response 18UP 
 
The commentor states the general opinion that the EIR conclusions are speculative in nature.  
The analysis is based on information that was available at the time of the report’s preparation, 
and independently evaluated by a qualified hydrogeologist.   Based on this information, the 
study concluded that a significant unavoidable impact to water resources would occur, based in 
part on uncertainties inherent in the data record with regard to water availability.   
 
The critique offered by the commentor does not include specific alternative methodologies, 
facts, data or analysis that would support a conclusion other than the one drawn in the DEIR. 
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Response 18UQ 
 
The comment states the opinion that the residential water demand used in the analysis appears 
to be high.  The EIR analysis explained the rationale for the difference in the projected water 
demand as compared to that reported in the Cleath report. Differences among experts are 
anticipated under CEQA, and do not make such a document inadequate. 
 
Response 18UR 
 
The comment states the opinion that the agricultural water demand used in the EIR analysis 
appears to be high.  The comment provides an argument as to why water demand may be less, 
and this information may be considered by decision makers for the project.  However, the water 
factors used are consistent with those reported by the California Department of Water 
Resources, and represent a reasonable worst scenario.  The EIR also acknowledges that water 
conservation measures and practices could reduce water demand to some extent.   
 
Response 18US 
 
The comment asserts that groundwater pumping data was misinterpreted by the EIR analysis, 
and overstated potential uncertainties associated with the gathering of that data.  The comment 
acknowledges that there were problems with the well meters, which was one of the problems 
identified through the EIR technical analysis.  The EIR applied a conservative approach to 
analyzing the data, which is appropriate in a CEQA document, and based its conclusions on 
this approach. 
 
Response 18UT 
 
The comment disagrees for the EIR’s approach to interpreting groundwater use data and its 
relationship to potential overdraft of the groundwater basin.  Recent hydrograph data described 
in the comment from 2006-07 indicate some wells appear to have stabilized, while others still 
appear to be in decline, consistent with the overall trends described in the EIR’s 
hydrogeological report.   
 
The applicant’s hydrogeologist does not believe that the groundwater basin is in overdraft 
based on the interpretation of the data provided in the comment.  The EIR’s independent 
hydrogeologist draws an alternate conclusion, as reported in the EIR.  A disagreement among 
experts is allowed under CEQA.  The difference in opinion may be considered by decision 
makers as the project is considered for potential approval. 
 
Response 18UU 
 
The comment disagrees with the EIR’s approach to analyzing basin yield, and provides 
information to support this view.  Among the information cited is a 1987 report that described 
the state of the basin as it was known during that time.  The EIR’s analysis is based on a series 
of more recent reports generally prepared since 2003, as well as recent professional experience 
and knowledge of the basin that could not have been known in 1987. 
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Response 18UV 
 
The comment suggests that the EIR is unclear in stating its conclusions regarding the potential 
significance of impacts related to water use.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  As noted 
therein, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would increase the use of water from 
area aquifer units, including the Paso Robles and Santa Margarita Formations, by 96 acre-feet 
per year (afy).  This net consumptive use may contribute to overdraft of the aquifer system.   
Groundwater use associated with the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is a Class I, 
significant and unavoidable, impact.  Although implementation of Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measures W-1(a) (Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Program) and W-
1(b) (Water Conservation Measures) would reduce the overall water system demand for the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, additional water supply would still be required.  
Additional water may be available for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision through 
the State Water Project and/or the Nacimiento Water Project, as outlined in Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(c) (Imported Water Supply) above. However, due 
to uncertainties regarding timing and availability of these sources, additional water supply 
cannot be assured at this time.  Impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.   
 
Response 18UW 
 
The comment disagrees with the EIR conclusion that potential impacts to water resources 
would be Class I, significant and unavoidable.  Much of the basis of the disagreement was 
described in comments 18UQ through 18UU.  Please refer to the responses to these comments. 
 
Response 18UX 
 
The applicant’s hydrogeologist disagrees with the EIR’s conclusion that there is a significant 
impact to water supply, but nevertheless agrees with the inclusion of a mitigation measure to 
monitor groundwater use.  The commentor’s rationale for the monitoring would be to show the 
potential stability of long-term water use associated with the project. The comment also states 
the opinion that other mitigation measures in the EIR, including water conservation and 
additional water supplies, are either excessive or unnecessary.  To some extent, this opinion is 
based on information contained in the 1987 Mann report, which is now 21 years old. 
 
This view may be considered by decision makers as potential project approval is considered, 
along with the EIR’s detailed analysis and conclusion to the contrary, prepared by an 
independent hydrogeologist based on more recent information. 
 
Response 18UY 
 
Attachment N to the applicants’ comment package consists of “Comments on Section 5.0: 
Growth Inducing Impacts Santa Margarita Ranch Draft Environmental Impact Report’” 
prepared by Diana Gould-Wells for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC.   
 
Refer to Responses 18UY through 18VL for responses to Attachment N.  It should also be noted that 
the applicants’ summary letter (addressed in Responses 18R through 18DK) did not reference 
Attachment N. 
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Response 18UZ 
 
Refer to Master Response 9.  The EIR cited by the commentor did not adequately address 
environmental impacts associated with development on the Santa Margarita Ranch and is 
therefore irrelevant to the EIR analysis. 
 
Response 18VA 
 
The commentor rewords the first two sentences under Section 5.1.1 (Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Economic Growth). Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18VB 
 
As noted in Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, the factor of 2.7 persons per dwelling unit is 
the Sheriff Department’s population generation factor.  This reference has been added to Section 
5.0, Growth Inducing Impacts, of the Final EIR, as recommended by the commentor.  
 
Response 18VC 
 
The commentor does not provide support for the claim that increased population would 
provide more County services due to increased property tax. No further response is warranted. 
 
Response 18VD 
 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18VE 
 
The commentor notes that a factor of 500 building square feet per worker is used to estimate the 
number of square feet for commercial/retail development. It should first be noted that the 500 
building square feet per worker was used to estimate the number of workers; the square feet of 
commercial/retail development is provided in the project description.  
 
The factor of 500 building square feet per worker is a standard rule of thumb in EIR analyses. 
No further response is warranted. 
 
Response 18VF 
 
The commentor argues that a portion of the jobs created by the Future Development Program 
would be filled by existing Santa Margarita residents. The comment is noted. 
 
Response 18VG 
 
The commentor’s rewording of the second paragraph in Section 5.1.2 (Future Development 
Program Economic Growth) is noted. 
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Response 18VH 
 
Refer to Response 18VB. 
 
Response 18VI 
 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18VJ 
 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 18VK 
 
The commentor approves of Section 5.3.1 (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Removal of Obstacles to Growth). Comment is noted. 
 
Response 18VL 
 
The commentor approves of Section 5.3.2 (Future Development Program Removal of Obstacles 
to Growth). Comment is noted. 
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Letter 19 
 
COMMENTOR: Patricia Ross, Private Citizen  
 
DATE:   January 18, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 19A 
 
Refer to Master Response 1.  
 
Response 19B 
 
Refer to Master Response 1.  
 
Response 19C 
 
Refer to Master Response 5.  As noted therein, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
traffic would not significantly increase congestion within the community of Santa Margarita.  
As a result, access to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision via bypass of the 
community is not warranted.  In addition, a bypass would not be optimal because an access 
road west of the community would require construction of a new roadway through sensitive 
habitat and prime soil areas. 
 
Response 19D 
 
The commentor argues that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision should include a 
sewer system which could also include the community of Santa Margarita.  Refer to Response 16C.  
As noted therein, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision lot sizes meet RWQCB minimum 
requirements for septic systems.  Although the County could consider requiring a wastewater 
treatment plant as a condition of approval, it would not be appropriate to require such a facility as 
mitigation for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision because a corresponding impact is 
not triggered pursuant to CEQA thresholds. In addition, Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure W-2(b) (Septic Tank and Leachfield Site Plans) requires submittal of septic 
tank and leachfield site plans, as well as percolation tests and borings in accordance with County 
leachfield design/construction requirements, to demonstrate sufficient leachfield percolation for 
each proposed residential unit and lot, in accordance with County standards. 
 
It should also be noted that a wastewater treatment facility would be required as part of the 
Specific Plan for future development subsequent to the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision [Refer to Future Development Program measure W-2(b) (Wastewater Master 
Plan)].  
 
Response 19E 
 
Refer to Master Response 1. 
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Letter 20 
 
COMMENTOR: George Havale, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   January 30, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 20A 
 
The commentor requests that the Final EIR address potential impacts resulting from alternate 
traffic routes through the community of Santa Margarita. Refer to the second to last paragraph 
under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation, of the Final EIR.  This new paragraph discusses impacts that may result from using I 
Street as a shortcut to bypass El Camino Real. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 7. 
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Letter 21 
 
COMMENTOR: Carol Whitaker, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   February 1, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 21A 
 
The commentor argues that the settlement agreement between the community group Santa 
Margarita Area Residents Together (SMART), the County, and the applicant (Santa Margarita 
Ranch, LLC) should not require planning beyond a 10 year horizon. Refer to Master Responses 
1 and 3a. The Future Development Program is a concept for future buildout of the Ranch 
property, but is not proposed at this time. 
 
Response 21B 
 
The commentor states that the Cuesta Grade (U.S. 101 south of SR 58) will not be adequate with 
the addition of Ranch occupants and other North County development. As discussed under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation, all roadway segments (including U.S. 101 south of the SR 58) are projected to 
operate at acceptable levels of service with the addition of traffic generated by the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision.  However, as noted under Future Development Program 
Impact T-1, both directions of U.S. 101 south of SR 58 (the Cuesta Grade) are forecast to operate 
at unacceptable level of service (LOS) D with Cumulative + Future Development Program traffic 
volumes.  As discussed therein, no mitigation is available to adequately reduce impacts to U.S. 
101 in this location because the widening of U.S. 101 from four to six lanes is identified as a 
planned improvement in the 2005 Regional Transportation Plan but is not currently funded.  In 
addition, Caltrans (rather than the County) must approve improvements within their 
jurisdiction.  As result, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  
 
Response 21C 
 
Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 21D 
 
The commentor’s request that future development of the property should include a larger 
cemetery and a sewer system is noted.  Refer also to Response 16C and Master Response 1. 
 
Response 21E 
 
Refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR, which includes an analysis of several 
alternatives contiguous to the community of Santa Margarita.  Refer also to Master Response 1. 
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Letter 22 
 
COMMENTOR: Susan Knott, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   February 7, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 22A 
 
Refer to Master Response 1.  The commentor’s opposition to the project is noted. 
 
Response 22B 
 
Refer to Master Response 1. The commentor’s opposition to the project is noted. 
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Letter 23 
 
COMMENTOR: Miranda Joseph, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   February 10, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 23A 
 
The commentor expresses concern over the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision’s 
impacts on threatened species. These impacts are described in the detail in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  The commentor additionally notes that the well on her property, as 
well as the water running in Trout Creek, has dropped substantially since vineyards were 
planted on the Ranch.  This observation is noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate 
decision-makers for review and consideration.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact W-1 and Future Development Program Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water 
and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, groundwater impacts from the project and 
program are Class I, significant and unavoidable.  
 
Response 23B 
 
The commentor argues that, based on her observations of water in Trout Creek, developing 122 
residences, a golf course, 375 more residences and a mall on individual wells is inappropriate. 
As a point of clarification, the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision includes 
112 residences, rather than 122. In addition, the Future Development Program includes 402 
residences and limited commercial uses, but does not include a mall. Refer to Table 2-3 in 
Section 2.0, Project Description for a list of conceptual Future Development Program land uses. 
Refer also to Master Response 3a. 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, for a discussion of impacts to steelhead. 
 
Groundwater impacts from the 112 Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision residences 
were addressed in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater (refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact W-1) of the Final EIR. As discussed therein, additional imported water 
supply would be required for the proposed project.  However, due to uncertainty regarding 
timing and availability of additional sources, this water supply cannot be assured at this time 
and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  Similar conclusions were made 
regarding the Future Development Program. Refer Future Development Program Impact W-1 
in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater. 
 
Response 23C 
 
The commentor expresses concern over impacts to biological and cultural resources.  Refer to 
Sections 4.3, Biological Resources, and 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR, respectively.  Refer 
also to Master Response 1.



Letter 24

A

B

C



D

E

F

G



G

H



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-523  

Letter 24 
 
COMMENTOR: Mike and Marshawn Porter, Private Citizens 
 
DATE:   February 12, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 24A 
 
The commentor expresses concern that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision will 
change the community of Santa Margarita.  Environmental impacts of the proposed 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision are addressed throughout Section 4.0, 
Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Final EIR, including impacts related to land use 
compatibility, noise, public safety, public services, and visual resources.  Impacts related to 
character of the Ranch are specifically addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact CR-1 in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources. 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a for a response to the concern regarding buildout of the Future 
Development Program.  As noted therein, no application has been filed for the Future 
Development Program and future environmental review will be required if applications for 
future projects are submitted.   
 
Response 24B 
 
The commentor recommends an alternate entrance to the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision west of the community of Santa Margarita.  Refer to Master Response 5 and 
Response 19C.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision traffic would not significantly 
increase congestion within the community of Santa Margarita.  As a result, access to the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision via bypass of the community is not warranted.  In 
addition, an entrance west of the community would require additional paving and disturbance 
due to its longer distance, and would likely result in impacts related to farmland conversion 
and conflicts, biological resources (particularly blue oak woodlands, California annual 
grassland and emergent wetlands), cultural resources and public safety (rail crossing hazards).  
 
Response 24C 
 
Refer to Response 24B and Master Response 5. 
 
Response 24D 
 
The commentor expresses concern that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-
1(e) (Estrada Avenue/H Street Warning Beacon) is inadequate to address impacts related to the 
limited sight distance at the intersection of Estrada Avenue and H Street, in the vicinity of Santa 
Margarita Elementary School. The commentor argues that drivers consistently exceed the 30 
mph speed limit and that flashing beacons at crosswalks do not work. 
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It is noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 that vehicles are 
currently exceeding the 30 mph speed limit and may not have sufficient time and pavement to 
come to a complete stop if pedestrians are crossing Estrada Avenue at H Street to travel to Santa 
Margarita Elementary School or to Santa Margarita Park.  Flashing Beacon at School Crossings 
warrant [Section 4K.103 from Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2003 CA 
Supplement] is therefore satisfied under Project Conditions. Based on the MUTCD and Caltrans 
standards, measure T-1(e) would reduce impacts to the extent possible, and would improve 
safety conditions compared to existing conditions, even with the addition of project traffic. 
 
Nevertheless, the commentor’s safety concern is noted and has been forwarded to the 
appropriate decision-makers for review and consideration. 
 
Response 24E 
 
The commentor notes that, in the event that the intersection at SR 58 and Estrada Avenue is 
blocked, access to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would not be available.  The 
commentor additionally notes that this problem would be compounded during concert events 
at the Pozo Saloon.  The commentor’s concerns are noted and have been forwarded to the 
appropriate decision-makers for review and consideration.  However, as noted in Response 24B, 
an entrance to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision west of the community of Santa 
Margarita is not warranted based on projected levels of service (LOS).   
 
Impacts related to emergency access are discussed in Section 4.10, Public Services. Safety impacts 
related to railroad transportation are discussed in Section 4.9, Public Safety. 
 
Response 24F 
 
The commentor notes that it would be a great expense and inconvenience for the community of 
Santa Margarita to have the intersection at El Camino Real and Estrada Avenue redesigned, as 
required by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(d).  It should be noted 
that this mitigation measure is required because this intersection has been identified as an 
existing operational hazard.  Refer also to Master Response 1. 
 
The commentor argues that the inconvenience would be reduced or eliminated if an entrance to 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision were provided west of the community.  Refer 
to Response 24B and Master Response 7.  It should also be noted that a third entrance in this 
location would not eliminate the need for Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure 
T-1(d), as traffic would still be added to an area with existing hazards.  
 
Response 24G 
 
The commentor expresses concern regarding the quality of water supply and the addition of 
septic systems. These impacts were addressed in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater. Refer also 
to Response 19D and Master Response 1. 
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Response 24H 
 
The commentor argues that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is too large for the 
community of Santa Margarita.  Refer to Response 24A and Master Response 3a.  The 
commentor’s opinion is noted and has been forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for 
review and consideration. 
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Letter 25 
 
COMMENTOR: Landon Young, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   February 13, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 25A 
 
Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 25B 
 
Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 25C 
 
Refer to Sections 4.14, Water and Wastewater, 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, 4.5, Drainage, Erosion 
and Sedimentation, 4.2, Air Quality, and 4.10, Public Services, of the Final EIR, respectively.  Refer also 
to Master Response 1. 
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Letter 26 
 
COMMENTOR: O’Brien Young, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   February 15, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 26A 
 
Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 26B 
 
Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 26C 
 
The commentor notes that wells and creeks in the area have dropped substantially since 
vineyards were planted on the Ranch. Refer to Response 23A. Groundwater impacts from the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program were discussed 
in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, and concluded to be Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 26D 
 
Refer to Master Response 1.
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Letter 27 
 
COMMENTOR: John W. Egbert, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   February 18, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 27A 
 
The commentor expresses concern regarding traffic and congestion in downtown Santa 
Margarita.  As discussed under Impact Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision T-1 in 
Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR, all roadway segments (including 
those within the community) are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS) with 
the addition of traffic generated by the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Refer also 
to Master Response 5. 
 
Response 27B 
 
Refer to Master Response 5. 
 
Response 27C 
 
The commentor recommends an alternate entrance to the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision west of the community of Santa Margarita.  Refer to Response 24B. 
 
Response 27D 
 
Refer to Response 24B. 
 
Response 27E 
 
The commentor recommends an alternate entrance to the existing Ranch headquarters, where a 
12-room Bed and Breakfast, 6,000 square foot café, 600 seat amphitheater and 40,000 square foot 
winery are envisioned under the Future Development Program. Refer to Master Response 3a 
and b.  Because no active application currently exists for the Future Development Program 
subsequent to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, the assessment of site access is 
based on a reasonable worst case scenario with regard to the location of future access points.  
Traffic from the bed and breakfast, equestrian and interpretive centers, café, amphitheater, 
winery, and feed lot was assumed to access via El Camino Real and Yerba Buena Avenue.   
 
Response 27F 
 
The commentor recommends an alternate entrance to the area southwest of the community of 
Santa Margarita, where a residential village, 250-unit guest ranch and lodge, winery, and 36-
hole golf course, including a clubhouse and shop, are envisioned under the Future 
Development Program.  Additional access in this location would require a new rail crossing, 
which could result in safety concerns.  Refer also to Response 27E. 
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Response 27G 
 
Refer to Responses 27C and 24B. 
 
Response 27H 
 
Refer to Master Response 5 and Response 24B. 
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Letter 28 
 
COMMENTOR: William C. Bianchi, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 1, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 28A 
 
This comment letter was included as an enclosure to Letter 8 (San Luis Obispo County Water 
Resources Advisory Committee). Refer to Response 8AE. 
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Letter 29 
 
COMMENTOR: James Joseph, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 17, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 29A 
 
Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 29B 
 
Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 29C 
 
The commentor summarizes several of the Class I impacts discussed in the EIR.  Refer to Master 
Response 1. 
 
Response 29D 
 
Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 29E 
 
The commentor’s support for Alternative 1 (No Project/No Development) is noted.  Refer to 
Master Response 1. 
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Letter 30 
 
COMMENTOR: Michael C. Blanc, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 22, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 30A 
 
The commentor notes that the Draft EIR did not consider the impacts of the project on the Santa 
Margarita Library, noting that the library is at maximum capacity and is not slated to receive 
additional funding or staffing until 2020.  The commentor argues that this should be considered 
a significant impact. 
 
An analysis of library impacts has been added to the Final EIR.  Refer to Section 4.10.5 
(Libraries) in Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities.  As noted therein, the Santa Margarita 
Library would require an additional 239 square feet of space to serve the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision-generated population.  According to the San Luis Obispo 
County Public Facilities and Financing Plan for Unincorporated Area Facilities (Revised June 24, 
2006), the cost of providing additional library facilities necessary to maintain established 
standards is currently $172 per resident. As a condition of project approval, the applicant will 
be required to pay this fee at the time each building permit is issued.  Because this fee is an 
existing requirement, impacts would be Class III, less than significant.  
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Letter 31 
 
COMMENTOR: Victoria A. Brien, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 27, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 31A 
 
Refer to Master Response 5. Refer to Sections 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, 4.8, Noise, and 
4.9, Public Safety of the Final EIR for a discussion of traffic, noise and safety impacts. Refer also 
to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 31B 
 
Refer to Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of biological resources 
impacts. Refer also to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 31C 
 
Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 31D 
 
Refer to Master Response 1. 
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Letter 32 
 
COMMENTOR: Miranda Joseph, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 32A 
 
The commentor states that several impacts in the DEIR are understated and argues that no 
progress on the proposal should be allowed until adequate studies and acceptable mitigation 
measures are adopted. Refer to Responses 32B through 32H. 
 
Response 32B 
 
The commentor notes that Steelhead is listed under the U.S. Endangered Species Act as 
threatened in the Santa Margarita Ranch area. This is acknowledged in Section 4.3.1(e) (Special 
Status Species) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 32C 
 
The commentor argues that impacts to the federally threatened steelhead are underrepresented 
in the DEIR.  Impacts to South/Central California Coast Steelhead and the loss of Steelhead 
Critical Habitat are discussed under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 
and Future Development Program Impact B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final 
EIR. Both impacts are Class II, significant but mitigable.  
 
The commentor states that steelhead impacts have only been addressed for the Future 
Development Program.  However, as noted above, steelhead impacts from the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision are discussed under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, including impacts to this species from 
runoff and sedimentation.  In addition, although the commentor argues that this should be 
considered a Class I impact, mitigation measures identified therein would reduce impacts to a 
less than significant level. 
 
Response 32D 
 
The commentor argues that a Class I impact related to groundwater should result in a Class I 
impact to steelhead. As noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1, 
imported water supply would be required to offset projected demand from the proposed 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, which would assure that groundwater resources 
are not depleted as a result of the project. Steelhead impacts are addressed in Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 and Future Development Program B-7 in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
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Response 32E 
 
The commentor argues that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures W-1(a) 
(Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Programs) and W-1(b) (Water Conservation 
Measures) should be implemented prior to development. Refer to Response 8O. 
 
Response 32F 
 
The commentor notes that the water level of Trout Creek has dropped since vineyards were 
planted on the Ranch. Refer to Response 23A.  
 
Response 32G 
 
The commentor expresses concern regarding the quality of water supply and the addition of 
septic systems, and questions the accuracy of the percolation tests conducted for the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Refer to Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the 
Final EIR. Refer also to Response 19D and Master Response 6.  
 
Response 32H 
 
The commentor notes that water availability should be resolved before permits are granted to 
the builders.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(c) (Imported 
Water Supply) in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, the 
applicant is required to provide proof of adequate water supply to serve the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision prior to issuance of grading permits.  Refer also to the revised 
Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1.  
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Letter 33 

COMMENTOR: David H. Chipping, California Native Plant Society 

DATE:  May 4, 2007 

RESPONSE:

Response 33A

The commentor notes that the Draft EIR is of “high quality” regarding the evaluation of the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and project alternatives.  The commentor 
additionally expresses concern related to Class I impacts to flora.  Comment noted. 

Response 33B

The commentor claims that several biological resource impacts may have been understated.
Impacts to the San Luis Obispo mariposa lily (Calochortus simulans) are discussed under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-5 and Future Development Program 
Impact B-5 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. Both impacts are Class II, 
significant but mitigable.  Since the Final EIR requires surveys in addition to those already 
performed, and compensatory mitigation at a 2:1 ratio, impacts to this species would be 
reduced to a Class II, significant but mitigable, level.  For cumulative effects in relation to the 
Future Development Program, refer to Master Response 3. 

Response 33C

Refer to Master Response 3. 

Response 33D

The commentor’s concern related to wetland species is noted. Groundwater impacts are 
addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 and Future Development 
Program Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  Refer also to Letter 
8 and Responses 8A through 8AJ. 
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Letter 34 
 
COMMENTOR: C.Z. Whitney, Chairman, Santa Margarita Area Advisory Council 
 
DATE:   March 30, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 34A 
 
The commentor notes that the Santa Margarita Area Advisory Council defers to the CSA 23 
Advisory Group comments (Letter 9) on the topics of water and drainage.  The comment is noted. 
Refer to Responses 9A through 9AJ. 
 
Response 34B 
 
The commentor’s statement that existing noise levels along area roadways currently exceed the 
County’s 60 dBA threshold, thereby creating a Class I impact regardless of any development, is 
noted.  
 
Response 34C 
 
The commentor states that the need for construction monitoring highlights a need for 
mitigation monitoring standards, procedures and enforcement project wide.   Plan 
requirements, timing, and enforcement measures are specified for each mitigation measure 
identified in the EIR. 
 
Response 34D 
 
The commentor argues that the EIR should consider the “quiet zone” efforts underway in the 
community of Santa Margarita.  The “quiet zone” efforts referred to by the commentor are an 
ongoing community effort to prevent trains from blowing their whistles through the 
community at night.  This effort does not have any bearing on the EIR analysis. Refer also to 
Master Response 2.  The EIR uses public information that has been certified by public decision 
makers.  Because no quiet zone documentation has been certified, such documentation has not 
been used in the EIR analysis. 
 
Response 34E 
 
The commentor claims that Future Development Program impacts seem inconsistent with the 
findings of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision in regards to noise. The same 
thresholds and methodology were used for both analyses.  Subtle differences may result from 
the nature of the project- and program-level analyses used for the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program, respectively (refer to Master Response 
3).  
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Response 34F 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a and 3b. 
 
Response 34G 
 
The commentor recommends that the EIR analyze impacts associated with traffic shortcutting 
down I Street.  Refer to the second to last paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  This new 
paragraph discusses impacts that may result from using I Street as a shortcut to bypass El 
Camino Real. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 7. 
 
Response 34H 
 
The commentor disagrees with trip assignments associated with the Elementary School on 
Estrada Avenue and H Street.  Refer to the third to last paragraph under Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the 
Final EIR.  This new paragraph discusses trip generation in the vicinity of Santa Margarita 
Elementary School in greater detail.    
 
Response 34I 
 
The commentor recommends that the EIR consider impacts to the park and ride lot on SR 58 
near US 101. 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(b) (U.S. 101 Northbound Off-
Ramp to SR 58).  As noted therein, the park-and-ride lot must be redesigned to accommodate 
improvements to the US 101 northbound off-ramp to SR 58 and the applicant must include 
designs for the revised park and ride and frontage road access in the permit with Caltrans.  
 
Refer also to Master Response 7. 
 
Response 34J 
 
The commentor argues that the EIR should prioritize the correction of the vertical curve at 
Estrada Avenue and H Street (near the Elementary School) with all vested parties contributing 
to the mitigation.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(d) (Camino 
Real/Estrada Avenue Redesign) requires the applicant to reduce the superelevation of the El 
Camino Real curve at Estrada Avenue. Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-
1(e) (Estrada Avenue/H Street Warning Beacon) requires installation of a flashing beacon to 
warn drivers of pedestrians in the roadway on Estrada Avenue at H Street.  Both of these 
improvements are required prior to occupancy clearance for the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision.  Refer to Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR. 
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Letter 35 
 
COMMENTOR: Phil Ashley, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 1, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 35A 
 
The commentor expresses support for an alternative adjacent to the community of Santa 
Margarita.  Refer to Alternative 14 (Santa Margarita Town Expansion; previously Smart 
Growth/Affordable Housing) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.  The commentor’s 
opinions regarding the County’s Agricultural Cluster Ordinance (Section 22.22.150 of the 
County LUO) are noted.   
 
Impacts of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision on biological resources are 
addressed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  
 
The commentor additionally claims that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would 
be hidden from the community of Santa Margarita.  As noted in Section 4.13, Visual Resources, of 
the Final EIR, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would in fact be visible from the 
community of Santa Margarita.  This fact is disclosed in the document and impacts to visual 
resources are described as Class I, significant and unavoidable.  
 
Response 35B 
 
Biological resource impacts resulting from the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and 
Future Development Program are discussed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources. Impacts are 
based on thresholds of significance in accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. 
 
Response 35C 
 
Refer to Alternative 14 (Santa Margarita Town Expansion; previously Smart 
Growth/Affordable Housing) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.  Refer also to 
Response 34A. 
 
Response 35D 
 
Refer to Master Response 4. 
 
Response 35E 
 
Refer to Response 34A and Master Response 4.  Refer also to Response 34B. 
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Response 35F 
 
Refer to Response 34A and Master Response 4.  Refer also to Response 34B. 
 
Response 35G 
 
The commentor’s support for Alternative 1 (No Project/No Development) is noted.  Refer to 
Master Response 1. 
 
Response 35H 
 
Refer to Master Response 7, Response 34A and Master Response 4. 
 
Response 35I 
 
Refer to Master Response 4. 
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Letter 36 
 
COMMENTOR: SMART Board of Directors, Santa Margarita Area Residents Together 

[SMART] 
 
DATE:   April 3, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 36A 
 
The commentor provides a summary outline of the comment letter.  Refer to Responses 36B 
through 36BF below. 
 
Response 36B 
 
Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  The revised discussion 
addresses the concerns raised by the commentor. 
 
Response 36C 
 
Refer to Master Response 3b. 
 
Response 36D 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a through 3c.  Refer also to the Residual Impacts discussion under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 and Future Development Program 
Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.   
 
Response 36E 
 
The commentor argues that mitigation measures in “numerous sections” of the DEIR are 
inadequate because they rely on monitoring and enforcement by Homeowners Associations 
through Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) which are considered inadequate in 
case law. The commentor therefore requests that realistic mitigation measures be identified or 
the impacts not be allowed. 
 
Monitoring and enforcement mitigation measures throughout the EIR are the responsibility of 
the County, who will be required to review and monitor compliance with the CC&Rs.  All 
CC&Rs noted in the EIR would become conditions of project approval. 
 
Because the commentor does not specify which mitigation measures are considered inadequate, 
identify case law defending the claims, or suggest alternative mitigation measures, a more 
detailed response is not feasible. 
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Response 36F 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 and the associated Residual 
Impacts discussion in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  The EIR does not 
defer any analysis of water supply, but rather identifies potential sources of water and 
acknowledges a Class I impact due to uncertainties of these sources.  The EIR does not rely 
upon phasing as mitigation and is therefore consistent with the findings of the Vineyard case, as 
referenced by the commentor.  There has been no breach of CEQA process, as the revised 
Residual Impact discussion was included in the Revised Draft EIR for the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program, which was 
circulated for public review from February 7, 2008 to March 28, 2008. 
 
Response 36G 
 
The commentor’s support of the conclusion of Class I impacts related to agricultural conversion 
and agriculture-urban conflicts is noted. 
 
Response 36H 
 
The commentor recommends elimination of several Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision lots and “any” Future Development Program land uses to reduce impacts to prime 
soils.  Refer to Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR and 
Master Responses 4. 
 
Response 36I 
 
The commentor notes that, regardless of the amount of prime soils converted, compromising 
the 676.7 acre grazing unit would remain significant and unavoidable.  The comment is noted.   
 
Refer also to the analysis of Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the 
Final EIR. 
 
Response 36J 
 
Refer to Master Response 3b.  The EIR evaluates and mitigates a reasonable worst-case scenario 
of potential impacts associated with the Future Development Program, as the commentor 
suggests. 
 
Response 36K 
 
The commentor requests that the Final EIR address land uses that may be allowed in the 
proposed Agriculture Conservation Easements.  
 
The EIR analyzes the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision as proposed.  The impacts 
associated with implementation of conceptual land uses as part of the Future Development 
Program, including agricultural uses on Agricultural Conservation Easements, are evaluated 
throughout the EIR.  Any future development in the areas proposed for Agriculture 
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Conservation Easement would require future environmental review, including preparation of 
additional EIRs and associated public review as necessary.   
 
Response 36L 
 
The commentor requests that the Final EIR address impacts of the proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision on Williamson Act parcels, as well as address land uses that 
may be allowed in these areas. Refer to Response 36K.  The impacts associated with 
implementation of conceptual land uses as part of the Future Development Program are 
evaluated throughout the EIR.  Any future development on Williamson Act parcels would 
require future environmental review, including preparation of additional EIRs and associated 
public review. 
 
Response 36M 
 
The commentor requests that the Final EIR address land uses that may be allowed on the 
remainder parcel. Refer to Response 36K.  The impacts associated with implementation of 
conceptual land uses as part of the Future Development Program, including development on 
the remainder parcel, are evaluated throughout the EIR.  Any future development on the 
remainder parcel would require future environmental review, including preparation of additional 
EIRs and associated public review as necessary.  Such future development is not reasonably 
foreseeable at this time, and would therefore be considered speculative. 
 
Response 36N 
 
The commentor’s support of the conclusion of a Class I impact related to oak tree removal is 
noted. 
 
Response 36O 
 
The commentor recommends elimination of several Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision lots to reduce impacts to oak trees.  Refer to the analysis of Alternative 14 (Reduced 
Project) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR. 
 
The commentor additionally notes that there is no method to ensure protection of trees from 
homeowners in the future.  Refer to the first paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact B-3 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, an 
unknown number of oak trees would be impacted from residential activities which would occur 
after the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is constructed.  This impact is disclosed as 
being Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response 36P 
 
The commentor does not agree that biological resource impacts which are Class II, significant but 
mitigable, for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would remain Class II under the 
Future Development Program. The commentor claims that because a worst-case scenario must 
be analyzed, a more accurate assumption would be that all of the Future Development Program 
impacts would be Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
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Refer to Master Responses 2 and 3b.  The EIR evaluates and mitigates a reasonable worst-case 
scenario of potential impacts associated with the Future Development Program.  In addition, 
future environmental review will be required for Future Development Program components. 
 
Response 36Q 
 
The commentor expresses support for mitigation measures required in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, but argues that impacts from the Future Development Program should be Class I, 
significant and unavoidable, regardless of these mitigation measures. Refer to Response 36P. 
 
The commentor additionally recommends elimination or reconfiguration of Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision lots and elimination of Future Development Program land uses 
to reduce impacts to biological resources.  Refer to Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) in Section 
6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR and Master Responses 4. 
 
Response 36R 
 
The commentor expresses support for Alternative 9 (Alternative Future Development Program 
Scenario 2) for the Future Development Program.  The comment is noted. 
 
The commentor additionally requests that an alternative with a reduced number of dwelling 
units for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision be considered.  Refer to the analysis of 
Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 36S 
 
The commentor questions the adequacy of percolation tests conducted for the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision, specifically noting that borings were not drilled to the depth 
required by the County.  As noted in the drainage and wastewater analysis prepared by Boyle 
Engineering Corporation (Appendix H), “the generalized percolation test, borings, and 
leachfield siting study performed by the applicant thus far are not sufficient for assessing the 
capacity of each individual leachfield…County criteria for borings and percolation tests must be 
applied to each proposed leachfield site for each lot.”  Accordingly, Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision measure W-2(b) (Septic Tank and Leachfield Site Plans) in Section 4.14, 
Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR requires percolation tests and borings for each lot “in 
accordance with County leachfield design/construction requirements.”  
 
The commentor additionally notes that independent studies are necessary to assure impartiality 
in analysis and results.  Refer to Master Response 6. 
 
Response 36T 
 
Refer to Response 36S and Master Response 6. 
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Response 36U 
 
The commentor claims that the EIR incorrectly suggests that septic mound systems might be a 
viable alternative for new construction.  Future Development Program measure W-2(a) 
(Groundwater Characterization Study) requires a characterization study to analyze 
groundwater mounding potential.  Groundwater mounding refers to an outward and upward 
expansion of the free water table caused by shallow re-injection, percolation below an 
impoundment, or other surface recharge method.  It does not refer to a septic system design. 
The EIR does not suggest septic mound systems. 
 
Although septic mound systems are mentioned in Table 2 in Appendix H (Drainage and 
Wastewater Analysis), the table merely states that County Environmental Health is working on 
developing special design requirements for septic systems in the Santa Margarita area.  It does 
not recommend this type of system in the Santa Margarita area. 
 
Response 36V 
 
The commentor states that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-2(a) (Septic 
Tank Maintenance Plan and Monitoring) requires a Homeowners Association (HOA) to take 
data and prepare reports from monitoring wells. The commentor argues that, because no HOA 
is planned, a replacement entity to perform this monitoring must be identified prior to approval 
or the impact should be reclassified as Class I. 
 
This measure has been revised to require County Public Works and Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) staff, rather than an HOA, to specify long-term septic tank 
maintenance and groundwater monitoring requirements.  Refer to Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact W-2 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 36W 
 
The commentor argues that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-3(a) 
(Water Softeners) does not provide a mechanism to monitor or restrict owner-installed water 
softeners.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-3(a) (Water Softeners) has 
been revised to clarify how water softeners will be prohibited after occupancy.  Refer to the 
Mitigation Measures discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-3 
in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  
 
Response 36X 
 
The commentor argues that any impact which relies on CC&Rs to enforce mitigation measures 
must be re-evaluated and reclassified as a Class I impact.  Refer to Response 36E.  As noted 
therein, monitoring and enforcement mitigation measures throughout the EIR are the 
responsibility of the County, who will be required to review and monitor compliance with the 
CC&Rs.  All CC&Rs noted in the EIR would become conditions of project approval. 
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Response 36Y 
 
Proper site design and installation of septic systems would ensure sufficient percolation, 
filtering, and separation from groundwater, and would therefore reduce the identified potential 
water quality impact below threshold levels.  No additional monitoring beyond review of the 
septic tank and leachfield site plans for each proposed lot, as well as percolation tests and 
borings in accordance with County leachfield design/construction requirements, as specified in 
mitigation measure Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision W-2(b) (Septic Tank and 
Leachfield Site Plans), is required for the identified impact.  
 
Response 36Z 
 
The commentor argues that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-4 and 
Future Development Program Impact W-4 (septage load) should be reclassified from Class III, 
less than significant, to Class I, significant and unavoidable, because the Santa Maria Wastewater 
Treatment Plant is at capacity. As noted in the Final EIR, compliance with County health and 
water quality standards and State and federal regulations would ensure less than significant 
impacts related to septage loads.  
 
The commentor does not provide a threshold against which to measure this impact which 
would warrant a Class I designation. In addition, the commentor’s claim that septage from the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision will displace septage from existing homes is 
speculative, as is the claim that displacement will result in increased fees to be borne by current 
residents. Refer to Master Response 2. 
 
Response 36AA 
 
The commentor points out that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-4 states 
that septic tanks will be pumped every five years, although Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure W-2(a) (Septic Tank Maintenance Plan and Monitoring) requires pumping 
every two years.  Refer to Response 16D. As noted therein, this measure has been revised to 
require a 5-year cleaning frequency.  
 
Response 36AB 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) (Yerba Buena Drainage System) 
and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System) require increased detention basin capacity and 
installation of drainage systems prior to occupancy clearance. The commentor argues that 
stormwater runoff will increase as soon as construction begins, thereby necessitating 
installation “prior to the start of all other improvements.” 
 
Although construction-related activities may increase erosion and sedimentation within 
drainages, these impacts are assessed under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact D-1. As discussed therein, compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) program and compliance with county grading and storm water 
ordinances would ensure less than significant construction-related drainage impacts.  Measures 
D-2(a) and D-2(b) discussed above are intended to mitigate operational impacts. In addition, it 
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would be infeasible to install many drainage improvements prior to the construction of 
roadways, driveways and other on-site improvements. 
 
Response 36AC 
 
The second paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-4 in Section 
4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, has been revised to address the commentor’s concerns.  
Refer to Section 4.5.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures) in the Final EIR. 
 
Response 36AD 
 
The commentor claims that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision includes a winery 
on the remainder parcel located north of the cluster and argues that cumulative impacts from 
this use have not been analyzed.  This winery is not currently proposed, and is therefore not 
part of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  However, this winery is included in 
the Future Development Program and has therefore been analyzed under the cumulative 
scenario.  Refer also to Master Response 3a.  As noted therein, future environmental review will 
be required for Future Development Program components. 
 
Response 36AE 
 
Refer to Response 36 AD.  Impacts from the winery located on the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision remainder parcel have been analyzed under the Future Development 
Program.  Refer also to Master Response 3a. 
 
Response 36AF 
 
The commentor recommends requiring, as a condition of approval, a public trail corridor 
through (or circumventing the border of) the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
Although such a trail corridor would not be required to mitigate an environmental impact 
pursuant to CEQA, it could potentially be required by the County as a condition of approval. 
 
Response 36AG 
 
Refer to Response 36AF.  
 
Response 36AH 
 
Refer to Response 36AF. 
 
Response 36AI 
 
The commentor notes that mitigation measures identified in Section 4.13, Visual Resources, do 
not provide a mechanism for post-occupancy monitoring or enforcement regarding the 
installation of floodlight-style lighting.  The commentor recommends a requirement for ongoing 
monitoring as a condition of approval.   
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Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures VR-1(a) through VR-1(i) have been 
revised as necessary to require inclusion of visual resource-related restrictions in Covenants, 
Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) and monitoring by a Homeowners Association (or similar 
entity) with oversight by County Planning and Building.  Refer to Section 4.13.2(b) (Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.13, Visual 
Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 36AJ 
 
The commentor’s summary of cultural resource impacts is noted.   
 
Response 36AK 
 
Cultural resources impacts and associated mitigation measures are described in Section 4.4, 
Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR.  The commentor’s preference for no development of the 
property is noted. 
 
Response 36AL 
 
The commentor expresses support for nomination of the property as a Rural Historic District. 
Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 36AM 
 
The commentor disagrees with Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure CR-1(e) 
(Nomination to the National Register of Historic Places), which requires nomination prior to the 
issuance of grading permits. The commentor recommends that nomination instead be required 
prior to project approval, since registered status will be an influencing factor in the approval 
process for future development on the Ranch. 
 
The EIR cannot require mitigation for a project which has not yet been approved.  The measure 
is intended to preserve the historical integrity of the Ranch.  If the measure is implemented 
prior to grading, as is required, the intent of the measure is fulfilled.  
 
Response 36AN 
 
The commentor argues that the Draft EIR understates traffic and circulation impacts. The 
commentor references later comments as evidence to support this claim. Refer to Responses 
36AO through 36AY.   
 
Response 36AO 
 
The commentor disagrees with trip assignments associated with the Elementary School on 
Estrada Avenue and H Street.  Refer to Response 34H. 
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Response 36AP 
 
The commentor correctly points out that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision trips to 
the Santa Margarita Elementary School would include both inbound and outbound trips.  Refer 
to the third to last paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 in 
Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  This new paragraph discusses trip 
generation in the vicinity of Santa Margarita Elementary School in greater detail.    
 
Response 36AQ 
 
The commentor argues that there would be more morning traffic on El Camino Real because 
there would be more wage earners in the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Refer to Response 10B. As noted therein, trips generated by residential development include 
work trips, school trips, trips to commercial uses, and other trips. Not all trips generated by the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would occur during the one-hour morning and 
evening commute periods. In addition, the number of peak hour trips generated by residences 
is affected by retired persons, workers with non-standard work hours, use of residences as 
vacation homes, and workers who are ill or on vacation on a given day. 
 
Response 36AR 
 
The commentor requests consideration of hazards along Estrada Avenue, including poor sight 
distance, a 90-degree curve, and railroad tracks. Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact T-1 and measures T-1(a) (SR 58 South of J Street), T-1(d) (El Camino 
Real/Estrada Avenue Redesign) and T-1(e) (Estrada Avenue/H Street Warning Beacon), 
respectively. 
 
Response 36AS 
 
The commentor claims that morning traffic is compacted between 8:00 AM and 8:20 AM due to 
parental and bus traffic at the Santa Margarita Elementary School.  
 
The traffic analysis evaluates the highest one-hour period between 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM. As 
indicated in the intersection traffic counts, the highest one-hour period at Estrada Avenue/H 
Street (near the Elementary School) occurs between 7:30 and 8:30 am. Therefore, the twenty 
minute period of congestion referenced by the commentor is reflected in the traffic counts and 
analysis. 
 
Response 36AT 
 
The commentor claims that there are too few bus routes to the Santa Margarita Elementary 
School and claims that the DEIR makes no mention of the effect the lack of bus routes may have 
on traffic congestion. 
 
The lack of existing bus routes provides a conservative estimate of existing vehicle traffic since 
students would typically be driven to school if not riding transit. If the school bus became a 
more attractive option, the number of vehicle trips would be reduced and result in improved 
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operations, which was not assumed in the EIR. Overall, the project is not expected to result in a 
significant impact on Estrada Avenue levels of service based on vehicle congestion, regardless 
of school bus service.  However, project-generated traffic would worsen existing operational 
hazards along this roadway. 
 
Response 36AU 
 
The commentor claims that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(a) (SR 58 
South of J Street) is too vague. The commentor additionally claims that the term “tangent” 
makes no sense geometrically, trigonometrically or idiomatically. 
 
The mitigation measure in question has been revised to remove the use of “tangent.” Refer to 
this measure in Section 4.12.2(c) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures) of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 36AV 
 
The commentor notes that Santa Margarita residents make unsafe and illegal u-turns on El 
Camino Real to access the Post Office. The commentor then notes that Santa Margarita residents 
would likely not want home mail delivery required as a result of the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision and this existing operational issue.  
 
Future Development Program measure T-4 (b) (Pedestrian Facilities) includes improvements on 
El Camino Real in downtown Santa Margarita. These improvements will mitigate the existing 
operational issues (unsafe u-turns) mentioned by the commentor. 
 
Response 36AW 
 
The commentor argues that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would create 
demand for transit facilities because domestic workers (house cleaners, nannies, etc.) would 
likely not own their own cars. 
 
The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is a low-density housing development located 
in an area not currently served by public transit. The proposed development would be gated, 
which would preclude travel of a public bus through the site. Based on existing transit usage 
patterns in the County and the limited number of potential riders, demand would not justify 
transit service to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  
 
Response 36AX 
 
The commentor recommends that the EIR analyze impacts associated with traffic shortcutting 
down I Street.  Refer to the second to last paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  This new 
paragraph discusses impacts that may result from using I Street as a shortcut to bypass El 
Camino Real. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 7. 
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Response 36AY 
 
Refer to Master Response 5 and Response 19C.   
 
Response 36AZ 
 
Refer to Master Response 4. 
 
Response 36BA 
 
Refer to Master Response 4. 
 
Response 36BB 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a through 3c. Refer also to Master Response 4. 
 
Response 36BC 
 
The commentor disagrees with the use of a list of special events provided by Ranch owners. The 
list represents the best available data regarding special events.  As noted under Future 
Development Program Impact N-7 in Section 4.8, Noise, of the Final EIR, nuisance noise from 
special events is regulated through the County’s permitting process for commercial outdoor 
entertainment events (County Code Section 6.56).  Violations of the terms of the commercial 
outdoor entertainment event license could result in revocation of the license.   
 
Response 36BD 
 
The commentor recommends that no commercial events be allowed where there is any fee paid 
for use of the Ranch.  Refer to Master Response 1 and Response 36BC. 
 
Response 36BE 
 
Refer to Response 36BC. 
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Letter 37 
 
COMMENTOR: David Blakely, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 6, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 37A 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b. 
 
Response 37B 
 
The commentor provides a verbatim excerpt from the San Luis Obispo County Land Use 
Ordinance (LUO) Section 22.104.040 (Salinas River Rural Area Standards) to challenge the EIR’s 
reference to this section on page 1-1 of the Draft EIR.  The EIR states that this section “requires 
that a Specific Plan be prepared for the Santa Margarita Ranch area before any application is 
approved for a subdivision other than a Cluster development.” The commentor argues that 
including the exact language is important because the current proposal does not “reconfigure 
and/or relocate existing parcels,” as is stated in the excerpt. 
 
The purpose of the discussion on page 1-1 is to describe the approvals necessary for Future 
Development Program land uses.  For this purpose, the EIR’s summary of LUO Section 
22.104.040 is accurate.  Section 1.0, Introduction, is not intended to analyze consistency with the 
LUO. Refer to Appendix C, Policy Consistency, for this discussion. 
 
Refer also to Response 14B.  An ultimate determination of consistency with the Salinas River 
Area Plan will be made by the County Board of Supervisors in their review of the project.  
 
Response 37C 
 
The commentor requests analysis of potential future uses on the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision remainder parcel. Refer to Response 36M.  The EIR analyzes the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision as proposed.  In addition, the Final EIR evaluated 
conceptual future development on the remainder parcel.  Any future development on the 
remainder parcel would require future environmental review, including preparation of additional 
EIRs and associated public review as necessary. 
 
The commentor additionally states that it is unclear if the remainder parcel is the same as the 
proposed Agriculture Conservation Easements (ACEs). Refer to Figure 2-5 (Proposed 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Development Plan [Detail]). As shown therein, the 
remainder parcel is located north of the Cluster development, while ACEs are located within 
the Cluster development.  The remainder parcel is not part of an ACE. 
 
The commentor also notes that several maps in the Draft EIR show a vineyard in the remainder 
parcel, and argues that because the remainder parcel has no status, no winery should be shown 
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on it.  The conceptual vineyard on the remainder parcel is part of the Future Development 
Program and is therefore shown on Future Development Program maps. 
 
Response 37D 
 
The commentor claims that any mitigation measures that rely on Covenants, Conditions and 
Restrictions (CC&Rs) are “weak at best.” Refer to Response 36E. 
 
Response 37E 
 
The commentor argues that the terms of the ACE’s must be delineated and the uses allowed 
must be analyzed as impacts associated with the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
Refer to Response 36K. The EIR analyzes the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision as 
proposed.  Any future development in the areas proposed for Agriculture Conservation 
Easement would require future environmental review, including preparation of additional EIRs 
and associated public review as necessary.  A reasonable worst-case concept for future 
development on the property, including development within the ACE’s, is evaluated in detail in 
the EIR Future Development Program analysis. 
 
Response 37F 
 
The commentor states that the proposal includes two wineries and ancillary uses within the 
ACEs and argues that the EIR must analyze impacts associated with these facilities. Refer to 
Master Response 3a. The two wineries and ancillary facilities to which the commentor refers are 
part of the Future Development Program, not the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, 
and are therefore not a part of the current proposal. The Final EIR evaluates impacts associated 
with these facilities within the Future Development Program analysis. 
 
Response 37G 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a. The Future Development Program analysis is required because of 
a settlement agreement, and also presents a reasonable worst-case cumulative development 
scenario within the parameters of the Salinas River Area Plan.   
 
Alternative 2 (No Project/Existing Zoning) assumes that the Ranch property is developed in 
accordance with the existing zoning and General Plan designations for the site. Although the 
analysis of Alternative 2 focuses on a buildout of 56 residential units, it is disclosed in the third 
paragraph under Section 6.2.1 that “this alternative would not preclude future proposed 
development under the County’s agricultural cluster subdivision ordinance (Chapter 
22.22.152).” The size and location of potential future clusters cannot be determined without 
speculation and excessive forecasting and were therefore not specifically assessed in the 
alternatives analysis.  
 
Response 37H 
 
Refer to Responses 14L and 37F. The proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
does not include a winery.  Conceptual winery impacts were evaluated as part of the Future 
Development Program analysis. 
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Response 37I 
 
Table 2-3 in Section 2.0, Project Description, has been revised to include drainage facilities.  Refer 
to this section in the Final EIR.  
 
The commentor additionally argues that Table 2-3 should list all allowable uses on Parcel 42 
(Ranch Headquarters Parcel) and the remainder parcel. Refer to Response 36M.  The EIR 
analyzes the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision as proposed.  Any future 
development on Parcel 42 or the remainder parcel would require future environmental review, 
including preparation of additional EIRs and associated public review as necessary.  Such future 
development is not reasonably foreseeable at this time, and would therefore be considered 
speculative. 
 
Response 37J 
 
The commentor notes that some of the proposed residential parcels appear to be located within 
the 500 foot agricultural buffer. Several parcels are in fact located within 500 feet of existing 
agriculture. However, as noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 
in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, the San Luis Obispo County Agricultural Commissioners’ 
Office has determined based on a lot-specific review of site conditions relative to adjacent 
existing and potential agricultural uses, the locations of proposed residential parcels are 
considered compatible with the adjacent agricultural production areas, and additional buffer 
distances are not required with the exception of Lots 1, 39, 40, 99 and 100.   
 
Response 37K 
 
Refer to Response 14L and Master Response 3c. 
 
Response 37L 
 
A specific fee payment is not proposed as part of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  
However, as described in Section 4.11, Recreation, the applicant is required to pay in-lieu public 
parks fees to offset recreation impacts associated with the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision.  Payment of in-lieu park fees would result in funding equivalent to the provision of 
public parks in accordance with State Quimby Act standards and as required by the County.  
Following implementation of these project features and payment of Quimby Act park fees, the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would result in a less than significant impact.   
 
Response 37M 
 
Refer to Response 37G. 
 
Response 37N 
 
Refer to Responses 14L, 37F and 37K. The proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision does not include a winery. The wineries the commentor is referring to have been 
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analyzed as part of the Future Development Program, and have therefore been analyzed under 
the cumulative condition. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 3b. A reasonable worst-case concept for future development on 
the property, including development within the ACE’s, is evaluated in detail in the EIR Future 
Development Program analysis. 
 
Response 37O 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b. 
 
Response 37P 
 
Refer to Master Response 3c. 
 
Response 37Q 
 
Refer to Master Response 3c.  Refer also to Master Response 3b.  
 
Response 37R 
 
The commentor provides a list of land uses which he claims the property owners plan to 
develop on the Ranch.  The only development proposed or planned at this time is the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. A reasonable worst-case concept for future 
development on the property is evaluated in detail in the EIR Future Development Program 
analysis.  Any future development on the property would nevertheless require future 
environmental review, including preparation of additional EIRs and associated public review as 
necessary.  Refer also to Master Response 3a. 
 
Response 37S 
 
The EIR Future Development Program analysis presents a reasonable worst-case cumulative 
development scenario within the parameters of the Salinas River Area Plan.   
 
Response 37T 
 
The commentor recommends the preparation of a Specific Plan and subsequent EIR for the 
Santa Margarita Ranch.  The scope of the EIR included a Future Development Program analysis 
that presents a reasonable worst-case cumulative development scenario within the parameters 
of the Salinas River Area Plan. 
 
Response 37U 
 
The commentor correctly notes that CEQA requires an analysis of all reasonably foreseeable 
indirect or direct physical changes in the environment resulting from a project. Refer to 
Response 37T. 
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Response 37V 
 
Refer to Response 37T. 
 
Response 37W 
 
The commentor argues that impacts to non-prime soils should also be considered significant. 
Refer to Section 4.1.2(a), Methodology and Significance Thresholds, in Section 4.1, Agricultural 
Resources. As noted therein, the conversion of prime agricultural land to non-agricultural use or 
impairment of the productivity of prime agricultural land is a significant unavoidable impact. 
As noted in Section 4.1.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds) of the Final EIR, prime 
soils are defined as those with a Land Capability Class of 1 or 2, a California Revised Storie Index 
of Grade One (Excellent), or an NRCS farmland classification of “prime farmland if irrigated.” It 
should be noted, however, that permanently compromising the sustainability of a 676.7-acre 
grazing unit is considered a Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact. 
 
Response 37X 
 
The air quality analysis follows the guidance and methodologies recommended in the APCD’s 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook (April, 2003). The URBEMIS 2007 version 9.2 for Windows 
computer modeling program, which was developed by the California Air Resources Board, was 
utilized in estimating composite mobile emission factors for the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and is based on the number and length of vehicle trips to and from the proposed 
development.   
 
Refer also to Responses 13A through 13R, and Master Response 7. 
 
Response 37Y 
 
The San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) recommended methodology 
for evaluating larger development “programs,” which consist of a series of actions over a long 
period of time for which no development application has been filed, involves analyzing the 
consistency of the program with the APCD’s Clean Air Plan (CAP) rather than quantifying 
emissions.  As described in Section 4.1, Air Quality, the Future Development Program would 
result in Class I, significant and unavoidable, impacts related to CAP inconsistency.  
 
The statement regarding Future Development Program mobile and stationary source emissions 
has been removed from page 4.2-1 of the Final EIR, as this statement was erroneous.  Refer to 
the impact summaries on the first page of Section 4.2, Air Quality. 
 
Response 37Z 
 
The commentor argues that the Draft EIR air quality analysis should be expanded to include the 
Clean Air Plan (CAP), County General Plan, Vision 2025, the 2005 Performance Indicators 
Report, and the Awanhee Principles. The analysis is based on adopted APCD methodologies 
and County thresholds of significance and therefore includes an analysis of CAP consistency 
(refer to Section 4.1, Air Quality) and General Plan consistency (refer to Section 5.0, Policy 
Consistency).  
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Response 37AA 
 
The commentor recommends the evaluation and quantification of greenhouse gas emissions.  
Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 37AB 
 
Refer to Responses 37Y and 37Z. 
 
Response 37AC 
 
The commentor argues that the alternatives analysis does not disclose the direct and indirect air 
quality benefits of Alternatives 1 (No Project/No Development) and 2 (No Project/Existing 
Zoning).  Refer to the first paragraph in Section 6.1.2 (Impact Analysis). As noted therein, “since 
no new residents would be added to the area [under Alternative 1], impacts based on a per 
capita generation would not occur.  These issues include air quality…” Similarly, as noted 
under Air Quality in Section 6.2.2 (Impact Analysis), “air quality impacts would be reduced 
under the No Project/Existing Zoning Alternative [Alternative 2] when compared to the 
proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program.” 
 
The alternatives analysis evaluates impacts of a particular alternative in comparison to the 
proposed project. Therefore, the discussion focuses on “reduced” impacts rather than 
“benefits.” It should also be noted that even if impacts of an alternative were compared directly 
to the baseline condition, neither Alternative 1 nor Alternative 2 would result in air quality 
“benefits.” Rather, Alternative 1 would maintain the current condition and Alternative 2 would 
result in some level of air quality deterioration.  
 
Response 37AD 
 
Refer to Responses 37Y and 37Z. 
 
Response 37AE 
 
The commentor’s opinion that that this project should be denied based on air quality impacts 
alone is noted.  
 
Response 37AF 
 
Section 4.2.1 (Setting) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR included a discussion of 
federal and state ambient air quality standards. Table 4.2-1 listed these standards, which were 
current at the time the Draft EIR was circulated (January 2007). However, the state standard for 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) was revised on February 22, 2007, approximately six weeks after the 
Draft EIR was circulated.  Table 4.2-1 has been revised in the Final EIR to reflect the most up-to-
date ambient air quality standards. Refer to Section 4.2.1(a) (Air Pollution Regulation) of the 
Final EIR.   
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Response 37AG 
 
The last sentence of the first paragraph in Section 4.2.1(b) (Current Ambient Air Quality) has 
been revised to clarify that CO monitoring ended in June 2004.  Refer to this discussion in 
Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 37AH 
 
The last sentence under Section 4.4.1(c) (Regional History) has been revised in accordance with 
the commentor’s recommendation.  Refer to this discussion in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of 
the Final EIR.  
 
Response 37AI 
 
The commentor’s concurrence with the Class I impact conclusion for Impact CR-1 is noted. 
 
Response 37AJ 
 
Refer to the discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-2. As noted 
therein, although the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision proposes a detention 
structure for the portion of the site draining to Yerba Buena Creek, runoff may overflow the 
proposed detention structure during a 100-year storm event.  Potential inundation can be 
mitigated by the use of detention basins with adequate capacity to reduce the 24-hour 100-year 
post-development runoff to 100-year pre-development conditions, resulting in less than 
significant impacts.   
 
Response 37AK 
 
Refer to Response 37AJ. 
 
Response 37AL 
 
The commentor argues that long term maintenance and operation of the drainage basins should 
be conducted by someone other than an entity comprised of homeowners.  Refer to Response 
36E. 
 
Response 37AM 
 
The commentor suggests that all studies and reports prepared for this project be circulated to 
the CSA 23 Advisory Board for consideration.  Refer to Response 8H.  The County of San Luis 
Obispo Public Works Department retains the discretion to forward plans for review by CSA 23. 
   
Response 37AN 
 
The commentor notes that the Draft EIR did not consider the sedimentation data contained in 
the Santa Margarita Ranch Environmental Constraints Analysis (ECA). Although a Draft ECA 
was prepared in March 1994, this document was never certified and is therefore not considered 
an adopted public document.  Therefore, inclusion of this unofficial data in the EIR would not 
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be appropriate.  Refer to Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, in the Final EIR for a 
discussion of erosion impacts associated with both the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and the Future Development Program. 
 
Response 37AO 
 
The commentor argues that there is not enough evidence in the Draft EIR to support a finding 
of Class II, significant but mitigable, impacts related to drainage, erosion and sedimentation from 
the Future Development Program. Refer to Master Response 3.  Refer also to Section 4.5.2(c) 
(Future Development Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.5, Drainage, 
Erosion and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR. This section includes data and analysis to support the 
findings for three Class II, significant but mitigable, impacts. 
 
Response 37AP 
 
The commentor argues that it is incorrect to assume Class II, significant but mitigable, impacts 
related to flood hazards because Future Development Program land use locations have not been 
identified.  
 
Because no active application currently exists for the Future Development Program, the 
assessment of drainage, erosion, and sedimentation impacts is based on a reasonable worst case 
scenario with regard to the location of future land uses within anticipated development areas.  
The discussion under Future Development Program Impact D-3 analyzes and mitigates a 
reasonable worst case scenario which assumes that future development could be placed in flood 
hazard areas.  However, identified mitigation measures would reduce this impact to a less than 
significant level, which supports the finding of a Class II, significant but mitigable, impact.  Refer 
also to Master Response 3a.  
 
Response 37AQ 
 
Refer to Response 37AK and Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) 
(Yerba Buena Drainage System) and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System). 
 
Response 37AR 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) (Yerba Buena Drainage System) 
and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System) have been revised to require detention facilities to be 
located within Agricultural Conservation Easements, in areas free of oak trees, special status 
species or habitat, identified cultural resources, or prime agricultural soils.  Refer to Section 
4.5.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in 
Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 37AS 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b.  
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Response 37AT 
 
Refer to Response 2A. 
 
Response 37AU 
 
The commentor recommends that a community-wide drainage basin be required. State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4 (a)(4)(B) states that a “mitigation measure must be ‘roughly 
proportional’ to the impacts of the project.”  The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is 
responsible for mitigating the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision’s project-level and 
cumulative contributions to drainage and flooding problems in the community of Santa 
Margarita, as identified in the DEIR.   A community drainage basin is envisioned as part of the 
Future Development Program. 
 
Response 37AV 
 
Refer to Response 16J. 
 
Response 37AW 
 
Refer to Responses 37D, 37AL, and 36E. 
 
Response 37AX 
 
Refer to Response 37AK and Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) 
(Yerba Buena Drainage System) and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System). 
 
Response 37AY 
 
The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would increase flooding in the community of 
Santa Margarita during a 100 year storm event unless detention storage is provided in the Trout 
Creek tributary.  
 
Response 37AZ 
 
Refer to Figure 4.5-1 (Flood Hazard Areas).  Mitigation measures identified under Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-2 would ensure less than significant impacts related 
to peak storm water discharges and volumes of runoff. 
 
Response 37BA 
 
Refer to Response 37AM. 
 
Response 37BB 
 
Refer to Response 36E. 
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Response 37BC 
 
Refer to Response 36AC.  Compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) program and compliance with county grading and storm water ordinances 
would ensure less than significant drainage impacts prior to Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision operation. 
 
Response 37BD 
 
The commentor questions the effectiveness of monitoring and enforcement mechanisms for 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure D-2(c) (LID-Integrated Management 
Practices). As noted in the Plan Requirements and Timing section of the measure, the Public 
Works Department will be required to review plans showing LID design technologies, as well 
as inspect prior to occupancy clearance to ensure compliance with approved plans.  Public 
Works’ inspection would ensure proper installation.   
 
Refer also to Response 36E.  As noted therein, monitoring and enforcement mitigation measures 
throughout the EIR are the responsibility of the County, who will be required to review and 
monitor compliance with the CC&Rs.  All CC&Rs noted in the EIR would become conditions of 
project approval. 
 
Response 37BE 
 
Refer to Response 36AD.  
 
Response 37BF 
 
Refer to Response 37AM. 
 
Response 37BG 
 
Refer to Response 37AP. The discussion under Future Development Program Impact D-2 
analyzes and mitigates a reasonable worst case scenario which supports the finding of a Class 
II, significant but mitigable, impact.  Refer also to Master Response 3a.  
 
Response 37BH 
 
Refer to Response 37AP and Master Response 3a. 
 
Response 37BI 
 
Refer to Response 37AN.  
 
Response 37BJ 
 
The commentor disagrees with the finding that Future Development Program Impact LU-2 
would be Class III, less than significant, because “there will be significant and unavoidable and 
unmitigable impacts associated with this project.” It is true that both the Agricultural 
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Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program will result in several Class I, 
significant and unavoidable, impacts. However, the impact in question has to do with land use 
impacts resulting from the Future Development Program.  Refer to the discussion under Future 
Development Program Impact LU-2 for evidence to support the Class III finding.   
 
Refer to Sections 4.1, Agricultural Resources, 4.2, Air Quality, 4.3, Biological Resources, 4.4, Cultural 
Resources, 4.8, Noise, 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, 4.13, Visual Resources, and 4.14, Water 
and Wastewater, for a discussion of Class I, significant and unavoidable, impacts from the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program. Refer also to 
Section 7.0, Significant Irreversible Changes.  
 
Response 37BK 
 
The commentor recommends that the EIR analyze impacts associated with traffic shortcutting 
down I Street.  Refer to Response 20A and the second to last paragraph under Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the 
Final EIR.  This new paragraph discusses impacts that may result from using I Street as a 
shortcut to bypass El Camino Real. 
 
Response 37BL 
 
The information regarding current air strip operations was provided by Ranch owners. The 
information is the best available data regarding air strip operations.   
 
Response 37BM 
 
The commentor’s statement regarding the discussion of thresholds in Section 4.8.2(b) 
(Methodology and Significance Thresholds) is noted.  
 
Response 37BN 
 
The commentor requests that the applicant hire a third party environmental monitor to monitor 
and enforce all construction-related mitigation measures. Although such a monitoring protocol 
could be required by the County, the mitigation monitoring required as described in the Final 
EIR would provide sufficient enforcement of identified mitigation measures. 
 
Response 37BO 
 
As described in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure N-1(a) (Construction 
Hours), “violations may result in suspension of permits.” 
 
Response 37BP 
 
The commentor requests that the Final EIR address noise associated with future agricultural 
uses “in the proposed cluster development.”  No agricultural uses are proposed as part of the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. No further response is feasible.   
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Response 37BQ 
 
Refer to Response 37BL. The air strip is private and is used only by the Ranch owners. It is not 
expected that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision development would cause an 
increase in its use.  
 
Response 37BR 
 
The commentor claims that Future Development Program Impact N-7 (noise from special 
events) should be Class I, significant and unavoidable, because events held on the Ranch currently 
can be heard from the community of Santa Margarita. 
 
Refer to the discussion under Future Development Program Impact N-7 in Section 4.8.2(d) 
(Future Development Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures). The evidence described 
therein supports a finding of Class III, less than significant. 
 
Response 37BS 
 
Refer to Response 37BR and Master Response 3. 
 
Response 37BT 
 
Refer to Response 37BQ. 
 
Response 37BU 
 
The commentor argues that a previous pipeline replacement project that took place in the 
northern portion of the Ranch should be discussed in the Draft EIR.  Refer to Master Responses 
1 and 2. 
 
Response 37BV 
 
The commentor expresses a concern with regard to Valley Fever occurrences in the County.  
Refer to Section 4.9.1(h) (Valley Fever), Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact S-6, 
and Future Development Program Impact S-7 in Section 4.9, Public Safety, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 37BW 
 
The commentor recommends consultation with railroad track owners in the community of 
Santa Margarita. Refer to Letter 5 (Kevin Boles, Environmental Specialist, California Public 
Utilities Commission, Rail Crossings Engineering Section, Consumer Protection and Safety 
Division) and Responses 5A through 5F. 
 
Response 37BX 
 
The commentor requests that a list of mitigation measures be included as part of the mitigation 
for Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact PS-1. As noted in the impact statement 
in question, this impact is Class III, less than significant. In accordance with State CEQA 
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Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(3), mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not 
found to be significant.  Additional Sheriff’s Department public safety requirements could 
nevertheless be added as conditions of approval, at the County’s discretion. 
 
Response 37BY 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure PS-3(a) (Fire Station), which 
requires the applicant to provide for the construction of a new CDF/San Luis Obispo County 
Fire Station to be located near the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site either 
through the dedication of land or through the payment of in lieu fees.  The provision of a new 
fire station would facilitate the ability of a Santa Margarita Fire Department to provide first-
response to the site.   
 
Response 37BZ 
 
Refer to Response 37BY. 
 
Response 37CA 
 
Refer to Response 37BY. 
 
Response 37CB 
 
Refer to Response 37BY. 
 
Response 37CC 
 
Refer to Response 37BY.   
 
Response 37CD 
 
The commentor argues that mitigation measures for Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact PS-3 do not adequately reduce impacts, primarily because the dedication of 
land for a new fire station (as required by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure 
PS-3[a]) does not provide mitigation until the station is constructed.  
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures PS-3(b) (On-Site Fire Protection), 
PS-3(c) (Fire/Vegetation Management Plan), and PS-3(d) (Structural Safeguards).  Despite the 
long response times, these measures would result in adequate fire safety after project 
construction but before fire station construction. 
 
Response 37CE 
 
The commentor argues that fire safety plans for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
should be reviewed by the Santa Margarita Volunteer Fire Department.  The CDF/San Luis 
Obispo County Fire Department retains the discretion to forward plans for review by the Santa 
Margarita Volunteer Fire Department.   
 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-641  

Response 37CF 
 
The commentor argues that the impacts of a new fire station should be considered.  Refer to the 
Residual Impact discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact PS-3. As 
noted therein, since the location of the fire station has not been determined, impacts associated 
with implementation of the fire station would be too speculative to evaluate at this time. 
Environmental impacts associated with construction of a future fire station would be evaluated 
in a separate environmental document prepared pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).  Such impacts would vary depending on the location, size, and features of 
the facility ultimately constructed.  Since these factors are not known at this time, evaluation of 
impacts associated with construction of such a facility would be speculative. 
 
Response 37CG 
 
Refer to Responses 37CD and 37CF. 
 
Response 37CH 
 
An analysis of library impacts has been added to the Final EIR.  Refer to Section 4.10.5 
(Libraries) in Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities.  As noted therein, the Santa Margarita 
Library would require an additional 239 square feet of space to serve the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision-generated population.  According to the San Luis Obispo 
County Public Facilities and Financing Plan for Unincorporated Area Facilities (Revised June 24, 
2006), the cost of providing additional library facilities necessary to maintain established 
standards is currently $172 per resident. As a condition of project approval, the applicant will 
be required to pay this fee at the time each building permit is issued.  Because this fee is an 
existing requirement, impacts would be Class III, less than significant.  
 
Response 37CI 
 
Refer to the discussions under each Future Development Program impact in Section 4.10, Public 
Services and Utilities, for evidence to support each impact’s findings. Refer also to Master 
Response 3b.  
 
Response 37CJ 
 
Refer to Response 37L. 
 
Response 37CK 
 
Future Development Program Impact R-2 considers consistency with the County Trails Plan, 
noting that the Future Development Program trail would connect the community of Santa 
Margarita to East Cuesta Ridge Trail, and implement a portion of Juan Bautista de Anza Trail, in 
accordance with the County Trails Plan.  In addition, Future Development Program measure R-2(a) 
(Juan Bautista de Anza Historic Trail Connection) requires the applicant for a future Specific Plan 
on the Ranch to dedicate right-of-way for the County’s implementation of the Juan Bautista de 
Anza Historic Trail. 
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In addition, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision consistency with the County Trails 
Plan and the Parks and Recreation Master Plan is assessed in Appendix C, Policy Consistency. 
The Parks and Recreation Element of the San Luis Obispo County General Plan was adopted 
after completion of the Draft EIR. 
 
Refer also to Response 6K. 
 
Response 37CL 
 
The commentor argues that the payment of in-lieu fees would not mitigate impacts to the 
community of Santa Margarita if these fees are used elsewhere in the County.  
 
As noted in Section 4.11.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds) impacts are significant 
if a development project causes the County to contain less than three acres of neighborhood and 
community parkland per 1,000 residents.  The payment of County Park Impact Fees would 
result in funding equivalent to the provision of public parks in accordance with this standard.  
Therefore, based on State Quimby Act and San Luis Obispo County standards, County Park 
Impact Fees are adequate to ensure less than significant impacts from the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Response 37CM 
 
Refer to Response 14L. As noted therein, the referenced discussion Section 2.4.2 (Future 
Development Program Component) was intended to portray which Future Development 
Program land uses would be located on the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site 
(Vesting Tract 2586).  This is evident in the location of this discussion in Section 2.4.2 (Future 
Development Program Component) of the Project Description. 
 
To clarify the discussion, Section 2.4.2 (Future Development Program Component) has been 
revised.  Refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR.  
 
Refer also to Response 37F. These two wineries are part of the Future Development Program, 
not the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. The Final EIR evaluates traffic impacts 
associated with these facilities within the Future Development Program analysis. 
 
The traffic section considers special events at the wineries.  Refer to the Residual Impacts under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-2 in Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation. 
 
Response 37CN 
 
The commentor recommends that the EIR analyze impacts associated with traffic shortcutting 
down I Street.  Refer to the second to last paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  This new 
paragraph discusses impacts that may result from using I Street as a shortcut to bypass El 
Camino Real. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 5. 
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Response 37CO 
 
The commentor recommends that the EIR consider impacts to the park and ride lot on SR 58 
near US 101. 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(b) (U.S. 101 Northbound Off-
Ramp to SR 58).  As noted therein, the park-and-ride lot must be redesigned to accommodate 
improvements to the US 101 northbound off-ramp to SR 58 and the applicant must include 
designs for the revised park and ride and frontage road access in the permit with Caltrans.  
 
Refer also to Master Response 5. 
 
Response 37CP 
 
Impacts from project-generated traffic on rail crossings are addressed in Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 and Future Development Program Impact T-1.  
Refer specifically to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(d) (El Camino 
Real/Estrada Avenue Redesign) and Future Development Program T-1(d) (El Camino 
Real/Estrada Avenue Signalization) in the Final EIR. 
 
Response 37CQ 
 
Refer to Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, for a discussion of impacts related to fire 
services.  Refer also to Master Response 5. 
 
Response 37CR 
 
Refer to Master Response 9. 
 
Response 37CS 
 
Refer to Responses 36K and 36M. The EIR analyzes the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision as proposed.  Any future development on the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision site would require future environmental review, including preparation of additional 
EIRs and associated public review as necessary. 
 
Response 37CT 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures T-1(a) (SR 58 South of J Street (), 
T-1(b) (U.S. 101 Northbound Off-Ramp to SR 58), T-1(c) (U.S. 101 Southbound Off-Ramp to SR 
58), T-1(d) (El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue Redesign) and T-1(e) (Estrada Avenue/H Street 
Warning Beacon).  
 
Response 37CU 
 
Refer to Letter 5 (Kevin Boles, Environmental Specialist, California Public Utilities Commission, 
Rail Crossings Engineering Section, Consumer Protection and Safety Division) and Responses 
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5A through 5F.  Impacts from project-generated traffic on rail crossings are addressed in 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 and Future Development Program 
Impact T-1.  Refer specifically to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(d) 
(El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue Redesign) and Future Development Program T-1(d) (El 
Camino Real/Estrada Avenue Signalization) in the Final EIR. 
 
Response 37CV 
 
Refer to Response 34D and Master Response 2.  
 
Response 37CW 
 
Refer to Response 24D.  
 
Response 37CX 
 
Refer to Response 36AV.    
 
Response 37CY 
 
The commentor argues that water use impacts should be analyzed based on drought year 
calculations and drainage impacts should be analyzed based on wet year calculations.  As noted 
in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR, the analysis of water use impacts is based 
on a hydrogeological study/water resources analysis prepared by Hopkins Groundwater 
Consultants and the analysis of drainage impacts is based on a drainage and wastewater study 
prepared by Boyle Engineering Corporation.  The Hopkins study included a review of historical 
reports that have evaluated water resources in the vicinity of the Ranch and analysis of 
available data.  The report considers both wet and dry year conditions (refer to Appendix K in 
the Final EIR). The Boyle study analyzed 2-, 10-, 25-, 50-, and 100-year storm events (refer to 
Appendix H in the Final EIR). 
 
Response 37CZ 
 
Refer to Master Responses 7.  The comprehensive water supply evaluation provided in Section 
4.14, Water and Wastewater, and Appendix K, Hydrogeological Study, adequately characterize 
impacts and mitigation measures for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and 
Future Development Program. 
 
Response 37DA 
 
The commentor states that Trout Creek water levels have dropped since the Ranch started 
irrigating vineyards.  Refer to Response 23A.  As noted therein, this observation is noted and 
will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and consideration.  Refer also 
to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 and Future Development Program 
Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, 
groundwater impacts from the project and program are Class I, significant and unavoidable.  
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Response 37DB 
 
Refer to Response 37AN.  Impacts and mitigation measures related to the Yerba Buena Creek 
Watershed are provided in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 37DC 
 
The commentor provides a description of vineyard irrigation practices and states that he 
believes water will be used for irrigation this year.  The comment is noted.  Refer to Section 4.14, 
Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR for a detailed discussion of water supply impacts. 
 
Response 37DD 
 
The commentor argues that the water balance calculation should include water used for frost 
protection.  Vineyard water estimates are based on historical data from similar facilities and 
therefore include such operational water uses.    
 
Response 37DE 
 
The comment states that the opinion that existing studies on vineyard/winery utilization for 
another project should be considered in the DEIR analysis.   
 
Refer to Table 4.14-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, in the Final EIR, which has been 
revised to include planned orchards and vineyards throughout the Ranch property. 
 
The actual water consumption associated with these uses is anticipated to be relatively small, 
and of a magnitude that will not change the overall impact related to the Future Development 
Program.  The water demand estimate for this type of uses was not available in the County 
provided water demand information. 
 
Response 37DF 
 
Refer to Response 37DE. 
 
Response 37DG 
 
Please refer to the responses to comments 37F, 37DE and 37DF. 
 
The two wineries and ancillary facilities to which the commentor refers are part of the Future 
Development Program, not the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, and are therefore 
not a part of the current proposal. The Final EIR evaluates impacts associated with these 
facilities within the Future Development Program analysis. 
 
Response 37DH 
 
Refer to Responses 14L and 37F.  
 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-646  

Response 37DI 
 
Refer to Response 37E and Master Responses 2 and 3b.  
 
Response 37DJ 
 
Refer to Response 37DH and Master Response 3b.  For the purposes of water demand 
evaluation, farm support buildings can be considered single-family residences.  
 
Response 37DK 
 
Refer to Response 37AN.  As noted therein, the Draft ECA was never certified and is therefore 
not considered an adopted public document.  Inclusion of this unofficial data in the EIR would 
therefore not be appropriate.  The technical analysis prepared for the EIR considered the 
hydrogeological characteristics of the groundwater basin underlying the subject property. 
 
Response 37DL 
 
As noted in Response 8B, the last paragraph under Section 4.14.1(a) (Water Supply and Current 
Demand) has been revised to include the commentor-recommended change.  Refer to Section 
4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
 
The commentor requests that the Board of Supervisors decision referenced above should be 
included as an appendix to the EIR.  The content of the agreement has not been included in the 
EIR as an appendix because it is already a document of public record.   
 
Response 37DM 
 
Refer to Response 8H.  
 
Response 37DN 
 
The commentor requests analysis of growth inducing impacts associated with importing water 
through the State and/or Nacimiento Water Project.  Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion 
under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water 
and Wastewater.  Refer also to the discussion under Water Infrastructure in Section 5.0, Growth 
Inducing Impacts.  
 
Response 37DO 
 
Refer to Response 36E. 
 
Response 37DP 
 
Refer to Responses 37DN and 16C.  
 
Response 37DQ 
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Refer to Response 14L. The statement that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision does 
not include any commercial or industrial development is accurate. 
 
Response 37DR 
 
Refer to Response 37E and Master Responses 2 and 3b.  
 
Response 37DS 
 
Refer to Master Response 3c. 
 
Response 37DT 
 
Refer to Master Response 3c. Refer also to Master Responses 3a and 3b. 
 
Response 37DU 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure GI-1(a) (Infrastructure Capacity 
Limitations) in Section 5.3 (Removal of Obstacles to Growth) of the Final EIR, which is required for 
both the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program.  
 
Response 37DV 
 
Refer to Master Response 4.  As described in Section 6.0, Alternatives, a Specific Plan alternative 
was considered but rejected.  This alternative would assume that a Specific Plan is prepared for 
the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.   This alternative was rejected 
because although a Specific Plan would provide additional planning information for the 
property, it would not be expected to change or avoid the physical impacts of the proposed 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  It should be noted that preparation of a Specific 
Plan is required prior to implementation of any future subdivisions on the property subsequent 
to the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Response 37DW 
 
Refer to Master Response 4. 
 
Response 37DX 
 
Consideration of Alternative 1 (No Project, No Development) is required by State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(e). It assumes that the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and Future Development Program are not constructed, and that no new 
development would occur on the Ranch property.  A General Plan Amendment would not be 
required.  
 
Response 37DY 
 
Refer to Master Response 4.  
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Response 37DZ 
 
Alternative 2 (No Project/Existing Zoning) assumes that the proposed Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision and conceptual Future Development Program are not constructed, and that 
the Ranch property would be developed in accordance with the existing zoning and General 
Plan designations for the site.  This alternative includes the development of several allowable 
agricultural uses as a reasonable worst-case scenario. 
 
Response 37EA 
 
Refer to Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, for analysis of drainage issues. 
 
Response 37EB 
 
Refer to Master Response 6.  The Buena Geotechnical Study was peer reviewed by Boyle 
Engineering.  The EIR drainage evaluations were sufficient to make determinations regarding the 
severity of project and program impacts. Refer also to Master Response 7. 
 
Response 37EC 
 
The referenced FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) depict 100-year flood zones. The 100-
year flood, or “base flood,” refers to the flood resulting from a storm event that has a probability of 
occurring once every 100 years, or a one percent chance of occurring in any given year.  Appendix 
G of the State CEQA Guidelines specifically recommends the use of Flood Insurance Rate Maps to 
make significance determinations. 
 
Refer also to Response 2A.  
 
Response 37ED 
 
Refer also to Master Response 6. 
 
Response 37EE 
 
The commentor recommends that Table 1 in Appendix H to the Final EIR include two additional 
studies which are referenced in the appendix.  The table in question summarizes drainage reports 
and drainage studies.  The studies referenced by the commentor do not fit in this category. 
 
Response 37EF 
 
The table in question lists studies utilized in the analysis, and is not intended as a comprehensive 
list of all studies completed on the Ranch. 
 
Response 37EG 
 
Refer to Table 2 in Appendix H of the Final EIR. The source and associated information 
requested by the commentor is included therein. 
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Response 37EH 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts W-2 and W-3 and Future 
Development Program Impacts W-2 and W-3 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final 
EIR. 
 
Response 37EI 
 
Refer to Master Response 6. 
 
Response 37EJ 
 
The 100-year flood, or “base flood,” refers to the flood resulting from a storm event that has a 
probability of occurring once every 100 years, or a one percent chance of occurring in any given 
year.  Although a 100-year flood could occur more often than every 100 years, the statement 
that the community of Santa Margarita experiences a 100-year flood every 5 years is 
unsubstantiated.  
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-2 in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion 
and Sedimentation, and Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) (Yerba 
Buena Drainage System) and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System) for a discussion of the 
adequacy of the proposed drainage basins. 
 
Response 37EK 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-2 in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion 
and Sedimentation, and Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) (Yerba 
Buena Drainage System) and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System). 
 
Response 37EL 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure D-2(a) (Yerba Buena Drainage 
System) and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System) in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and 
Sedimentation, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision is required to reduce 100-year post-project runoff conditions to pre-project 
conditions, which would address downstream impacts mentioned by the commentor. 
 
Response 37EM 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-2 in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion 
and Sedimentation, and Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure D-2(a) (Yerba 
Buena Drainage System) for a discussion of flooding impacts related to Yerba Buena Creek.  
With implementation of required mitigation measures, including detention basin specifications, 
post development flood flows will be reduced to pre-development levels.  
 
Response 37EN 
 
Refer to Figure 4.5-1 (Flood Hazard Areas) in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, of 
the Final EIR. 
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Response 37EO 
 
Refer to Master Response 6. 
 
Response 37EP 
 
Refer to Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, for a discussion of drainage and 
flooding impacts and mitigation measures which will be required. 
 
Response 37EQ 
 
Refer to Response 37E and Master Responses 2 and 3b.  
 
Response 37ER 
 
Refer to Response 37BN. 
 
Response 37ES 
 
Refer to Master Response 7 and Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation. 
 
Response 37ET 
 
The requested map is included in Appendix K of the DEIR. 
 
Response 37EU 
 
The commentor requests inclusion of the attachments referenced in Appendix H.  These 
documents were included in and circulated with the Revised DEIR, and are also included in the 
Final EIR.  Refer also to Response 9N. 
 
Response 37EV 
 
The comment is noted. 
 
Response 37EW 
 
Refer to Response 37DL. 
 
Response 37EX 
 
Refer to Master Response 6. 
 
Response 37EY 
 
Please refer to the responses to comments 37F, 37DD, 37DE and 37DF. 
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Response 37EZ 
 
Septic leach fields, mound systems, or vertical shafts will be designed based on County 
standards and site specific soil types to handle the volume of water being discharged from the 
homes.  Because the septic discharge is over a large area at a relatively low rate (note the 
density of housing per acre) the low permeability soils that are reportedly present are believed 
capable of percolating the volume of residential effluent.  Should mounding systems be utilized 
for disposal and evapotranspiration of plants is the main mechanism of water removal from 
these systems, the offset/reduction in irrigation demand should compensate for the amount of 
water that does not percolate back to groundwater.   
 
Response 37FA 
 
The geology and soil characteristics of the area have been considered in the analysis, including 
that included in Table 2.  Please also refer to the response to comment 37EZ. 
 
Response 37FB 
 
Refer to Response 37AP. The assessment of Future Development Program impacts is based on a 
reasonable worst case scenario.  Refer also to Master Response 3a.  
 
Response 37FC 
 
Analyses were based on reasonable worst-case scenarios, such as 100-year flood events for 
drainage.  Refer also to Response 37FB. 
 
Response 37FD 
 
Refer to Plates 4 and 5 in Appendix K (Hydrogeological Study) to the Final EIR, which show 
geologic formations and well locations on the Ranch, respectively. 
 
The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site overlies the Paso Robles Basin.  
 
Response 37FE 
 
The commentor suggests that Appendix K paradoxically claims both that the Salinas River does 
not recharge groundwater basins and that the Paso Robles formation is recharged via the 
Salinas River. Appendix K does not claim that the Salinas River does not recharge groundwater. 
Rather, the appendix states that “groundwater underflow is not believed to occur between the 
Ranch property and the River” (page 15, emphasis added).  Groundwater recharge is the inflow 
of water to a groundwater reservoir from the surface. Groundwater underflow refers to the 
downstream flow of water through the permeable deposits that underlie a stream.  
 
Response 37FF 
 
The commentor argues that permeability of ranch soils were not properly considered in the 
consumptive use calculations. Please refer to the response to comment 37EZ.   
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Response 37FG 
 
The commentor questions why the ‘high school’ well is so named.  The comment does not 
directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR analysis. No specific response 
is warranted.  
 
Response 37FH 
 
The analysis was based on existing data sources, critically evaluated by the independent 
hydrogeologist conducting the analysis in support of the DEIR.  Refer also to Master Response 
6. 
 
Response 37FI 
 
The lack of pertinent data is discussed throughout Appendix K and Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater.  The Hopkins Study did not obtain the missing data because, as discussed in Section 
4.14, Water and Wastewater, the groundwater levels in the aquifer system must be evaluated over 
at least one complete hydrologic cycle to establish a trend (generally several decades).   
Available groundwater level and production data have been collected intermittently and have 
not been collected over a complete hydrologic cycle. The Hopkins report could not feasibly 
collect data over several decades. 
 
Response 37FJ 
 
Refer to Response 37FI.  Available groundwater level and production data have been collected 
intermittently and have not been collected over a complete hydrologic cycle.  Refer also to 
Master Response 6. 
 
Response 37FK 
 
Refer to Master Response 7. 
 
Response 37FL 
 
The comment is noted.  
 
Response 37FM 
 
The comment is noted. 
 











Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-657  

Letter 38 
 
COMMENTOR: Holly Sletteland, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 7, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 38A 
 
Refer to Responses 38B through 38I below. 
 
Response 38B 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-1 addresses common habitat types which are 
not considered sensitive or special status. Based on the thresholds listed in Section 4.3.2(a) 
(Methodology and Significance Thresholds), impacts are Class III, less than significant.  Impacts to 
sensitive species listed by the commentor are addressed throughout Section 4.3, Biological Resources. 
 
Response 38C 
 
The commentor’s opinions regarding the oak tree impacts identified in the DEIR are noted.  Refer 
also to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 38D 
 
The commentor claims that the Draft EIR fails to consider impacts to oak trees resulting from a 
depletion of groundwater resources.  
 
As discussed in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, water demand from the proposed 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision may contribute to overdraft of the aquifer system.  
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(c) (Imported Water Supply) requires 
that the applicant acquire imported water supply to serve the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision.  Due to uncertainty regarding timing and availability of these sources, this impact 
is significant and unavoidable.  Although this is a Class I impact, the applicant is required to 
obtain imported water prior to implementation of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision, and development could not occur without adequate water supply.  As a result, 
water use to serve the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would not impact 
on-site oak trees.   
 
Response 38E 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, 
Avoidance, and Protection Plan) and B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and 
Conservation) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  These measures have been 
revised to streamline the mitigation process and require avoidance and protection to the maximum 
extent feasible.  It should also be noted that transplanting is no longer required. 
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As noted in the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 impact statement in Section 
4.3, Biological Resources, impacts on oak trees are Class I, significant and unavoidable.  Such an impact 
requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is approved per §15093 
of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 
The commentor’s opinion regarding avoidance is noted.  
 
Response 38F 
 
The commentor’s opinions regarding impacts to Steelhead are noted. 
 
Response 38G 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts B-6 and B-7 for a discussion of 
impacts specific to Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp (VPFS) and South/Central California Coast Steelhead, 
respectively. These analyses include both short- and long-term impacts.  It should also be noted that 
several measures included in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-8(a) 
(California Red-Legged Frog Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures) would have an 
overall benefit to aquatic species in the area, including VPFS and Steelhead. 
 
Response 38H 
 
The commentor argues that mitigation measures in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, will not 
reduce impacts because they do not require pure avoidance, rely on education of workers and 
residents who may not be easily educated, and do not provide long-term education for future 
maintenance workers and residents. Mitigation measures throughout Section 4.3 are adequate, 
as they follow agency and County standards.  In addition, all impacts are based on thresholds, 
as outlined Section 4.3.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds) of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 38I 
 
Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR. 
 
The commentor’s opposition to the project is noted.  
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Letter 39 
 
COMMENTOR: Eric Greening, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 8, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 39A 
 
The comment is noted. 
 
Response 39B 
 
The Draft EIR was revised and recirculated from February 11, 2008 to March 26, 2008, as noted in 
Section 1.0 (Introduction) of this Response to Comments document. 
 
Response 39C 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact VR-1 and Future Development 
Program Impact VR-1 for a discussion of impacts related to the alteration of aesthetic character. 
Physical impacts are addressed throughout the Final EIR. Refer also to Master Response 1.  An 
evaluation of the alteration of community social character is beyond the scope of the EIR as it does 
not pertain to an adopted threshold of significance. 
 
Response 39D 
 
Refer to Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response 39E 
 
Refer to Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response 39F 
 
Refer to Master Response 1.  
 
Response 39G 
 
Refer to Master Response 1.  
 
Response 39H 
 
Refer to Master Response 1.  
 
Response 39I 
 
Refer to Master Response 1.  



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-667  

 
Response 39J 
 
Refer to Master Responses 1 and 2. 
 
Response 39K 
 
Refer to Master Responses 1 and 2. The issues raised by the commentor are not environmental 
issues and are outside the scope of CEQA and the EIR.  Although portions of the EIR were revised 
and recirculated (refer to Response 39B), including an analysis of several new alternatives to the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, recirculation is not required to address social or 
economic impacts.  The commentor’s concerns have been noted and will be forwarded to the 
appropriate decision-makers for review and consideration. 
 
Response 39L 
 
Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  The revised discussion addresses 
these concerns. 
 
Response 39M 
 
Refer to Letter 8 and Responses 8A through 8AJ. 
 
Response 39N 
 
The commentor is concerned that information on water use for future wineries does not 
account for wine production activities, just visitor serving uses.  Table 4.14-2 shows the 
projected water consumption associated with winery uses under the Future Development 
Scenario, which accounts for both visitor serving uses and wine production. 
 
Response 39O 
 
Refer to Response 38B. As noted therein, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-1 
addresses common habitat types which are not considered sensitive or special status. Based on the 
thresholds listed in Section 4.3.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds), impacts are Class 
III, less than significant.  Impacts to sensitive species are addressed throughout Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 39P 
 
Refer to the last paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 in 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. As noted therein, “the applicant is required to 
obtain imported water prior to implementation of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision, and development could not occur without adequate water supply.  As a result, 
water use to serve the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would not reduce 
stream flow or water supply available for riparian vegetation and Steelhead migration and 
breeding habitats.“ 
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Response 39Q 
 
As noted by the commentor, the Native Tree Inventory prepared for the City of Atascadero 
(Native Tree and Biological GIS Mapping Inventory: Phases II & III, East-West Forestry 
Associates, Inc., January 16, 2007) extends only to the boundary of the Santa Margarita Ranch. 
Therefore, it is not applicable to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision or Future 
Development Program analyses. Impacts to oak trees are addressed in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources.  
 
Response 39R 
 
Refer to Master Responses 1 and 2. Impacts related to transit services are discussed under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-4 and Future Development Program 
Impact T-4 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation. 
 
Response 39S 
 
Refer to Master Responses 1 and 2. Impacts related to conflicts between proposed urban uses 
and existing and future agricultural uses are discussed under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact AG-2 and Future Development Program Impact AG-2 in Section 4.3, 
Agricultural Resources. Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-4(b) (Pedestrian 
Pathway) requires the pedestrian pathway between the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and the community of Santa Margarita to be made public. 
 
Response 39T 
 
Refer to Master Responses 1 and 2.  Refer to Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, for a 
discussion of transit and circulation impacts. 
 
Response 39U 
 
The commentor notes that the schedule listed in the Draft EIR for Regional Transit Route 9 is 
out of date. The RTA Route 9 discussion under Section 4.12.1(h) (Transit Services) has been 
revised accordingly in the Final EIR. 
 
Response 39V 
 
The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and 
consideration. 
 
Response 39W 
 
The commentor’s opinions regarding the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision are 
noted. 
 
Response 39X 
 
Refer to Response 39B and Master Response 4. 
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Letter 40 
 
COMMENTOR: Mark Tomes, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 9, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 40A 
 
The comment is noted. 
 
Response 40B 
 
The commentor recommends recirculation of the Draft EIR.  Although the commentor does not 
identify specific errors or omissions in the Draft EIR that would warrant recirculation, portions of 
the Draft EIR were revised and recirculated from February 11, 2008 to March 26, 2008.  The changes 
included therein have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
 
Response 40C 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR analysis. 
No specific response is feasible. 
 
Response 40D 
 
The commentor argues that light pollution and impacts on the library system need to be 
addressed in the recirculated Draft EIR.  Refer to Section 4.13, Visual Resources, in the Final EIR 
for a discussion of light and glare impacts.  Refer also to Response 30A and Section 4.10.5 
(Libraries) in Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, of the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts 
to the Santa Margarita Library.   
 
Response 40E 
 
The commentor’s opinions regarding the project are noted. 
 
Response 40F 
 
As noted in the last paragraph of Section 2.4.1(a) (Residential Cluster) of the Final EIR, the San 
Luis Obispo County Land Use Ordinance, Section 22.104.040 (Salinas River Rural Area 
Standards), requires that a Specific Plan be prepared for the Santa Margarita Ranch area before 
any application is approved for a subdivision other than a Cluster development.  Since only an 
agricultural residential cluster subdivision is proposed at this time, a Specific Plan is not 
required.  
 
Response 40G 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a through 3c. 
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Response 40H 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a. As noted therein, the Future Development Program does not 
represent a development plan for allowable future uses on the Santa Margarita Ranch. 
However, the Future Development Program does include 50 affordable workforce units.  This 
represents approximately 12% of the total residential units included in the Future Development 
Program. 
 
Response 40I 
 
Refer to Master Response 1.  
 
Response 40J 
 
Refer to Master Response 1.  Refer also to Mater Response 3a. 
 
Response 40K 
 
Refer to Master Response 1 and Response 40F.  
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Letter 41 
 
COMMENTOR: Rita M. Conway, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 10, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 41A 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a.  The Future Development Program does not represent a development 
plan for allowable future uses on the Santa Margarita Ranch, nor does it preclude future 
environmental review.  The only development planned currently is the proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision. Refer also to Master Response 3c.  Because the EIR analyzes a 
conceptual future buildout of the Santa Margarita Ranch, it inherently avoids segmentation. 
 
Response 41B 
 
Refer to Response 41A. Refer also to Master Response 3b. 
 
Response 41C 
 
Refer to the analysis in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, for a detailed examination of project and 
program water supply impacts.  As noted therein, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure W-1(c) (Imported Water Supply) requires that the applicant acquire imported water 
supply to serve the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Due to uncertainty regarding 
timing and availability of these sources, this impact is significant and unavoidable.  Although this is a 
Class I impact, the applicant is required to obtain imported water prior to implementation of the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, and development could not occur without adequate 
water supply.  Refer also to the Residual Impact discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.   
 
Response 41D 
 
The commentor’s opinions regarding the project are noted. 
 
Response 41E 
 
The commentor’s opinions regarding the project are noted.  Refer to Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, 
for a discussion of project and program impacts on cultural resources. 
 
Response 41F 
 
Refer to the third to last paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  This new paragraph 
discusses trip generation in the vicinity of Santa Margarita Elementary School and associated 
impacts in greater detail.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-
1(e) (Estrada Avenue/H Street Warning Beacon) and Master Responses 5. 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-675  

 
Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR for a 
discussion of impacts related to Global Climate Change. 
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Letter 42 
 
COMMENTOR: Shelly Davis-King, Davis-King & Associates 
 
DATE:   April 10, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 42A 
 
The commentor notes that the cultural analysis in the Draft EIR is adequate.  Comment noted. 
 
Response 42B 
 
The commentor’s description of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future 
Development Program is noted.  Refer to Appendix C (Policy Consistency) for a discussion of 
consistency with the San Luis Obispo County General Plan and Salinas River Area Plan.  
 
The commentor’s statements regarding Native American consultation pursuant to SB 18 are noted. 
 
Response 42C 
 
Refer to Responses 42D through 42H.  
 
Response 42D 
 
The commentor praises Appendix E to the Draft EIR (Cultural Landscape Report) but expresses 
concern that the appendix does not clearly identify the extent of impacts.  Refer to Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-1 and Future Development Program CR-1 in Section 
4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR for cultural resources impacts and mitigation. 
 
Response 42E 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response 42F 
 
The commentor’s summary of impacts related to the Santa Margarita Ranch Rural Historic 
District (SMRRHD) is noted.  Refer to Response 42D.  As noted therein, impacts related to 
traditional Native American values are divulged in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final 
EIR and Appendix E (Cultural Landscape Report).  Refer also to Response 18AV. 
 
Response 42G 
 
Refer to Response 18AV and 18LL.  As noted therein, pictographs, shrines, and 
ethnographically identified sacred sites are not the only things held sacred by Native 
Americans.  Cultural and natural features of the landscape, and their surrounding natural 
contexts, also are important in native ceremonial and spiritual life.  Many native people view 
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the landscape and its component elements, both cultural and natural, as sacred elements of their 
cultural patrimony. 
 
Refer also Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR. 
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Letter 43 
 
COMMENTOR: Dana Eagle, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 10, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 43A 
 
The commentor’s opposition to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future 
Development Program is noted.  Impacts to animal species and wetlands are addressed in Section 
4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  Impacts related to septic systems and water supply are 
addressed in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.   
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Letter 44 
 
COMMENTOR: Susan A. Harvey, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 10, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 44A 
 
The commentor’s summary of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision- and Future 
Development Program-generated average daily trips (ADT) is noted. 
 
Response 44B 
 
Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 44C 
 
Refer to Response 44B. 
 
Response 44D 
 
Refer to Response 20A and the second to last paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  This new 
paragraph discusses impacts that may result from using I Street as a shortcut to bypass El 
Camino Real.  Refer also to Master Response 7. 
 
Impacts related to the alteration of aesthetic character are discussed in Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact VR-1 and Future Development Program Impact VR-1 in Section 4.13, 
Visual Resources. 
 
Response 44E 
 
Refer to the discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-4 (CAP 
Consistency).  As noted therein, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would be 
developed at a relatively low density and would not be located near a commercial center.  It would 
therefore be expected to substantially increase trip lengths and vehicle miles traveled in the vicinity. 
Refer also to Response 44B. 
 
Response 44F 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact PS-3 and Future Development 
Program Impact PS-3 in Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, for a discussion impacts related to 
emergency access and high fire hazards.  
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Response 44G 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a.  The current application is for the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision only.  The fair share fees applied to the applicant at this time only cover impacts 
associated with the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  If applications for future projects 
on the Ranch are submitted, future environmental review will be required.  This could include the 
assignment of mitigation measures, as necessary, including fair share fees for roadway 
improvements.  
 
Response 44H 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-4 and Future Development Program Impact 
T-4 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, discuss impacts related to bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities.  Mitigation measures contained therein, including pedestrian safety measures, public trail 
dedication, bicycle facilities and pedestrian facilities, address concerns expressed by the 
commentor.  
 
Response 44I 
 
The telecommuting mitigation measure implements Transportation Control Measure (TCM) T-8 
(Telecommuting, Teleconferencing, and Telelearning), as adopted by the San Luis Obispo County 
Air Pollution Control District (APCD). The APCD’s 2001 Clean Air Plan (CAP) Appendix D 
(Transportation Control Measures) includes the following description of TCM T-8:  
 

“The objective of this measure is to reduce the number of trips and miles traveled by employees 
and students by promoting teleworking, teleconferencing and telelearning. These strategies can 
reduce the number of days per week that an employee, or student, must report to the worksite 
or school. Teleconferencing can reduce business travel both locally and out of town trips. 
Numerous recent studies show that teleworking is an effective trip reduction measure by 
eliminating some work trips without increases in non-work trips.” 

 
Response 44J 
 
The commentor recommends banning all agricultural burning on the Ranch.  Refer to Response 13J.  
 
Response 44K 
 
The commentor recommends that air quality impacts resulting from continued agricultural 
activity be assessed in the EIR. Refer to Master Response 2. The proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision does not include a change in agricultural production compared 
to existing conditions and therefore would not directly or indirectly cause PM10 emissions 
associated with agriculture.  
 
Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-2 and Future Development 
Program Impact AQ-3 for a discussion of construction-related air emissions, including naturally-
occurring asbestos. 
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Response 44L 
 
Refer to the “Monitoring” section of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures AQ-2(a) 
(Construction Equipment Controls) in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
 
Response 44M 
 
The commentor’s recommendation that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision be 
reduced to conform to CAP growth rate estimates is noted. 
 
Response 44N 
 
The commentor’s recommendation that no Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision be allowed 
on the Ranch property is noted. 
 
Response 44O 
 
The commentor recommends that the Future Development Program be denied.  Refer to Master 
Response 3a.  The Future Development Program is not currently being proposed.  
 
Response 44P 
 
The commentor requests that water resources on the Ranch be adjudicated and metered for 
allotting predetermined water quantities for each segment of development.  The comment is 
noted and has been forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and 
consideration.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 and 
Future Development Program Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final 
EIR.  As noted therein, impacts related to water supply are Class I, significant and unavoidable.  
 
Response 44Q 
 
The commentor expresses opposition to approving any development predicated on the 
availability of imported water.  As described in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, due to 
uncertainties regarding the availability of imported water, Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and Future Development Program water supply impacts are identified as Class I, 
Significant and Unavoidable. 
 
Response 44R 
 
The Final EIR acknowledges that detention features would promote percolation and 
groundwater recharge. However, the Final EIR does not attribute “significant benefit” to water 
recharge by detention basins. Refer to Appendix K for detailed analysis of groundwater 
demand and groundwater recharge. 
 
Response 44S 
 
Refer to Response 37AN.  Refer also to EIR Appendix K. 
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Response 44T 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure G-5(a) (Subdrains) will be monitored by 
the Planning and Building Department.  Septic tank maintenance and monitoring is required by 
the Planning and Public Works Departments as part of Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure W-2(a) (Septic Tank Maintenance Plan and Monitoring).  
 
Response 44U 
 
The commentor claims that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures W-3(a) 
(Water Softeners) and W-3(b) (Pollutant Input Minimization) are unenforceable.  Refer to 
Responses 8S and 8AD, respectively. 
 
Response 44V 
 
Refer to Response 44U.  
 
Response 44W 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-2(b) (Septic Tank and Leachfield Site 
Plans) requires the applicant to submit septic tank and leachfield site plans with the 
Development Permit Application. The commentor argues that these site plans should be 
determined prior to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision approval.  Because residence 
footprints and site plans are not currently proposed, site plans for septic tanks and leachfields 
cannot be determined accurately until Development Permits are received.   
 
Response 44X 
 
The commentor requests analysis of air quality and greenhouse gases in regards to septage 
removal and transport to Santa Maria. Refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality, for a discussion of air 
quality impacts from Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision-generated trips, including 
septage transport trips.  
 
Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR for a 
discussion of climate change issues. 
 
The commentor additionally recommends that a wastewater treatment plant be required for the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Refer to Response 16C.  
 
Response 44Y 
 
The commentor recommends that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures G-2(a) 
(Soils/Foundation Report) and G-2(b) (Grading and Erosion Control Plan) be required at the 
time of the sale of individual lots, rather than prior to issuance of a building permit. 
 
An accurate soils/foundation study cannot be conducted without building plans. Similarly, an 
accurate grading and erosion control plan cannot be prepared or implemented prior to 
availability of building plans. In addition, soil and foundational issues can be mitigated through 
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properly designed and constructed foundations. In other words, a lot will not be determined to 
be undevelopable based on presence of high shrink-swell potential, high to very high erosion 
hazard or potential for settlement. Additionally, soils/foundation reports and grading and 
erosion control plans are traditionally required prior to issuance of a building and grading 
permits, respectively, in San Luis Obispo County.  Therefore, the timing required by measures 
G-2(a) and G-2(b) is appropriate. 
 
Response 44Z 
 
Refer to Response 44Y. 
 
Response 44AA 
 
Refer to Response 44Y.  The timing required by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure G-3(a) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Lot Geotechnical Investigations 
and Practices) is similarly appropriate. 
 
Response 44AB 
 
Refer to Response 44Y. The timing required by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure G-4(a) (Reduction of Liquefaction Potential) is similarly appropriate. 
 
Response 44AC 
 
Refer to Response 44Y.  The timing required by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure G-5(a) (Subdrains) is similarly appropriate. 
 
Response 44AD 
 
The commentor recommends prohibiting grading on slopes of 25% or more rather than 30% or 
more.  The commentor cites the Santa Margarita Ranch Environmental Constrains Analysis 
(ECA) as a source for the 25% requirement. As noted in Response 37AN, the ECA was never 
certified and is therefore not considered an adopted public document. In addition, prohibition 
of grading on slopes greater than 30% is an accepted standard in the County of San Luis 
Obispo. Because the commentor does not provide valid evidence for lowering slope 
prohibitions to 25%, no further response is feasible.  
 
Response 44AE 
 
Refer to Response 37AN. Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-2 for a 
discussion of impacts related to increases in downstream flooding. 
 
Response 44AF 
 
The commentor recommends recirculation of the Draft EIR.  Portions of the Draft EIR were revised 
and recirculated from February 11, 2008 to March 26, 2008.  The changes included therein have 
been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
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Letter 45 
 
COMMENTOR: Gordon R. Hensley, San Luis Obispo Coastkeeper 
 
DATE:   April 10, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 45A 
 
The commentor recommends recirculation of the Draft EIR.  Portions of the Draft EIR were revised 
and recirculated from February 11, 2008 to March 26, 2008.  The changes included therein have 
been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
 
Response 45B 
 
Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  The revised discussion addresses 
these concerns. 
 
Response 45C 
 
Refer to Master Response 3c. Because the Draft EIR analyzes a conceptual future buildout of the 
Santa Margarita Ranch, it inherently avoids segmentation.  Refer also to Response 45A. 
 
Response 45D 
 
The commentor claims that the Draft EIR fails to comply with CEQA requirements by not fully 
discussing the discrepancy in the consumptive use figures.  Refer to the Consumptive Use discussion 
in the last paragraph of Section 4.14.1(a) (Water Supply and Current Demand).  As noted therein, 
“this discrepancy may be attributed to a number of factors, including the immaturity of vineyard 
plantings (as younger crops require less irrigation) and reported discharge meter inaccuracies.” The 
EIR discloses the fact that there is a discrepancy and discusses explanations for the discrepancy.  
More detailed discussion is provided on pages 7 through 9 of Appendix K (Hydrogeological 
Study). 
 
Response 45E 
 
Refer to Response 45K. 
 
Response 45F 
 
Refer to Response 45B. The revised discussion referenced therein addresses these concerns. 
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Response 45G 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3c.  Because the Final EIR analyzes a conceptual future buildout 
of the Santa Margarita Ranch, it inherently avoids segmentation.  In addition, the water supply 
analysis referenced by the commentor isn’t required because less than 500 units are proposed.  
 
Response 45H 
 
Refer to Response 45D. The commentor concedes that explanations are provided for the 
discrepancies between consumptive use figures, but argues that the record contains few facts to 
support this discrepancy.  Refer to Appendix K (Hydrogeological Study) and Master Response 6. 
The Hydrogeological Study utilized data provided by past groundwater studies, including one 
contracted by the applicant, but came to independent conclusions based on technical expertise. 
 
Response 45I 
 
Refer to Response 45B. The revised discussion referenced therein addresses these concerns. 
 
Response 45J 
 
The commentor claims that the prohibition of later phases of development until adequate water 
supply is demonstrated, as required by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-
1(a) (Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Programs), would increase the severity of 
impacts.  The commentor argues that these impacts should be analyzed in the DEIR. 
 
Prohibiting later phases of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision development due to 
inadequate water supply would reduce impacts since less land would be developed.  The 
commentor does not provide evidence or examples of environmental issues for which impacts 
would increase in such a scenario. 
 
Response 45K 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3c. The only development currently proposed is the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision. Future projects in accordance with the Future Development 
Program will require additional environmental review, including an analysis of water supply, as 
necessary. In addition, because the EIR analyzes a conceptual future buildout of the Ranch, it 
inherently avoids segmentation. 
 
Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, for a discussion of how measure W-1(c) could 
be accomplished and a discussion of the impacts that may result. 
 
Growth Inducing impacts of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future 
Development Program are discussed in Section 5.0, Growth Inducing Impacts. Cumulative impacts 
are discussed at the end of each impact subsection in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis. 
Growth inducing impacts specifically associated with importing water through the State and/or 
Nacimiento Water Project are addressed under Water Infrastructure in Section 5.3.1 (Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Removal of Obstacles to Growth) of the Final EIR. Refer also to 
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Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure GI-1(a) (Infrastructure Capacity Limitations), 
also in the above referenced Section.  
 
Response 45L 
 
The commentor recommends recirculation of the Draft EIR.  Portions of the Draft EIR were revised 
and recirculated from February 11, 2008 to March 26, 2008.  The changes included therein have 
been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
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Letter 46 
 
COMMENTOR: Daniel E. Krieger, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 10, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 46A 
 
The commentor’s concurrence with the findings of the DEIR is noted. 
 
Response 46B 
 
Refer to Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of project and program 
impacts and mitigation measures related to cultural resources. 
 
Response 46C 
 
The commentor argues that there are historical errors in the DEIR and provides alternate 
information regarding time frames and historical details. The information provided by the 
commentor is noted. However, the historical discussion included in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, 
is based on information provided by Applied Earthworks, and is based on historical expertise of 
San Luis Obispo County.  In addition, these details do not alter the DEIR analysis or conclusions.  
 
Response 46D 
 
The commentor’s statements regarding the conclusions made in the DEIR regarding cultural 
resources are noted.  
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Letter 47 
 
COMMENTOR: Cheri and Malcolm Roe, Private Citizens 
 
DATE:   April 10, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 47A 
 
The comment is noted.  
 
Response 47B 
 
Refer to Master Response 5. As noted therein, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
would not significantly increase congestion within the community based on levels of service 
(LOS) and applicable thresholds. 
 
The commentor’s concerns regarding safety for pedestrians crossing El Camino Real is noted 
and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and approval.  Impacts 
related to pedestrian safety are addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact T-4 and Future Development Program Impact T-4.  
 
Refer to Response 20A and the second to last paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  This new 
paragraph discusses impacts that may result from using I Street as a shortcut to bypass El 
Camino Real.   
 
Response 47C 
 
Agricultural resource impacts are discussed in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources. Impacts related to 
the rural aesthetic character of the Ranch are discussed in Section 4.13, Visual Resources.  
 
Response 47D 
 
Refer to Response 30A and Section 4.10.5 (Libraries) in Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, 
of the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts to the Santa Margarita Library.   
 
Response 47E 
 
Refer to Response 37BY.   
 
Response 47F 
 
Impacts related to Clean Air Plan (CAP) consistency are discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality. 
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Response 47G 
 
The commentor’s opinions regarding the value of biological resources are noted. 
 
Response 47H 
 
The commentor’s statements regarding cultural resources on the subject property are noted. 
 
Response 47I 
 
Impacts related to water supply are discussed in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  
 
Response 47J 
 
The comment is noted. 
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Letter 48 
 
COMMENTOR: Cheri and Malcolm Roe, Private Citizens 
 
DATE:   April 10, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 48A 
 
The commentor’s recommendation that the developers propose a project that will generate median 
priced housing near the community of Santa Margarita is noted.  Agricultural resources impacts are 
described in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources.    
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Letter 49 
 
COMMENTOR: Mark Tomes, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 10, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 49A 
 
Portions of the Draft EIR were revised and recirculated from February 11, 2008 to March 26, 2008.  
The changes included therein have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
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Letter 50 
 
COMMENTOR: Sheila Wynne, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 10, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 50A 
 
The commentor’s statements that the Draft EIR identified 11 Class I, significant and unavoidable, 
impacts associated with the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and 
recommends that the Planning Department and County Board of Supervisors consider alternatives 
to eliminate or reduce these impacts are noted.   
 
Response 50B 
 
The commentor requests that a cumulative water supply analysis be conducted before any project 
is approved. As noted in the last paragraph of Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater:  
 

“The evaluation of the Future Development Program, which includes the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision, in this EIR accounts for all of the expected growth in the 
Santa Margarita area, as it represents buildout of the major landholding that surrounds the 
existing community, consistent with the Salinas River Area Plan.  Therefore, cumulative 
water and wastewater impacts from buildout of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision in combination with buildout of the Future Development Program were 
addressed in the Future Development Program impact analysis.” 

 
Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater. 
 
Response 50C 
 
Because no active application currently exists for the Future Development Program, the 
assessment of biological resources impacts is based on a reasonable worst case scenario with 
regard to the location of future land uses within anticipated development areas.  Accordingly, 
the individual discussions under Future Development Program Impacts B-1 and B-3 through B-
9 analyze and mitigate a reasonable worst case scenario.  Refer also to Master Response 3a.  
 
Refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR for a discussion of alternatives to the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, including four alternatives that provide alternate 
locations for the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, a tighter cluster 
alternative, a revised version of the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
which relocates lots and includes building envelopes in part to avoid oak trees, and a reduced 
project (i.e., fewer number of units). 
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Response 50D 
 
The commentor notes that the addition of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision-
generated traffic will add to the existing deficiency at Estrada Avenue and H Street (near Santa 
Margarita Elementary School). This impact is addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact T-1 and mitigated, to the extent possible, by Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(e) (Estrada Avenue/H Street Warning Beacon). Refer also to 
Response 24D.  
 
Future Development Program-generated traffic volumes are estimated and discussed in Section 
4.12.2(f) (Cumulative Plus Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Plus Future 
Development Program Traffic Volumes) of the Final EIR.  Impacts resulting from Future 
Development Program-generated traffic are assessed in Future Development Program Impact 
T-1.  Refer also to Master Response 3a.  
 
Response 50E 
 
The commentor recommends that the EIR analyze impacts associated with traffic shortcutting 
down I Street. Refer to Response 20A and the second to last paragraph under Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the 
Final EIR.  This new paragraph discusses impacts that may result from using I Street as a 
shortcut to bypass El Camino Real.  Refer also to Master Response 7. 
 
Impacts related to pedestrian safety are addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact T-4 and Future Development Program Impact T-4. 
 
Response 50F 
 
Impacts from the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development 
Program on segments of U.S. 101, including U.S. 101 south of SR 58, were addressed in 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 and Future Development Program 
Impact T-1, respectively.   
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Letter 51 
 
COMMENTOR: Anonymous, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 11, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 51A 
 
The commentor provides a copy of a report intended to shed light on the water demand analysis 
for the Santa Margarita Ranch project.  That report, which addresses a project known as the Heart 
Hill Winery project, critiques a Mitigated Negative Declaration performed for that project, and 
concludes the MND underestimated water consumption associated with that project. 
 
The Santa Margarita Ranch DEIR addresses a project that is fundamentally different in both scale 
and use than the Heart Hill Winery project, so the relevance of the report to the proposed project is 
tangential.  In addition, the Santa Margarita Ranch DEIR concludes that impacts to water resources 
would be Class I, significant and unavoidable.  This is consistent with the thrust of the critique of 
the Heart Hill Winery project, which suggested that water impacts were underestimated in the 
CEQA document for that project.  Winery uses were considered in the analysis for the proposed 
project, and those uses, in combination with residential development and other land uses, result in 
significant unavoidable impacts to water resources, as appropriately identified in the document. 
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Letter 52 
 
COMMENTOR: Andrew Christie, Chapter Director, Sierra Club, Santa Lucia Chapter, 
 
DATE:   April 11, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 52A 
 
Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR for a 
discussion of climate change issues. 
 
Response 52B 
 
Portions of the Draft EIR were revised and recirculated from February 11, 2008 to March 26, 2008, 
including a new Global Climate Change (GCC) analysis (refer to Response 52A).   This revised 
analysis has also been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
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Letter 53 
 
COMMENTOR: Carol Eastman, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 11, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 53A 
 
Refer to Response 14L.  
 
The two wineries referenced by the commentor, although located on the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision site (Vesting Tract 2586), are part of the Future Development 
Program, not the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  The EIR evaluates impacts 
associated with these facilities within the Future Development Program analysis. 
 
Response 53B 
 
Refer to Response 53A. Impacts from the two referenced wineries are included in the Future 
Development Program analysis.  Refer to Section 4.14.2(c) (Future Development Program impacts 
and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater. In addition, as noted in the last 
paragraph of Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater:  
 

“The evaluation of the Future Development Program, which includes the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision, in this EIR accounts for all of the expected growth in the 
Santa Margarita area, as it represents buildout of the major landholding that surrounds the 
existing community, consistent with the Salinas River Area Plan.  Therefore, cumulative 
water and wastewater impacts from buildout of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision in combination with buildout of the Future Development Program were 
addressed in the Future Development Program impact analysis.” 

 
Response 53C 
 
Refer to Response 36AF. Refer also to Responses 11B and 11C. 
 
Response 53D 
 
The commentor expresses support for Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-
2(a) (Yerba Buena Drainage System) and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System) but 
recommends they be installed prior to construction.  
 
Refer to Responses 36AB.  
 
Response 53E 
 
The commentor recommends Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-2 be 
reclassified as Class I, significant and unavoidable, because Agricultural Residential Cluster 
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Subdivision measures W-2(a) (Septic Tank Maintenance Plan and Monitoring) and W-2(b) 
(Septic Tank and Leachfield Site Plans) are unenforceable.  Refer to Response 36E. 
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Letter 54 
 
COMMENTOR: Dorothy Jennings, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 11, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 54A 
 
Refer to Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 54B 
 
The commentor requests that the Final EIR address land uses that may be allowed in the 
proposed Agriculture Conservation Easements.  Refer to Response 36K.  The EIR analyzes the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision as proposed.  Any future development in the areas 
proposed for Agriculture Conservation Easement would require future environmental review, 
including preparation of additional EIRs and associated public review as necessary. 
 
Refer to the Land Conservation Act discussion in Section 4.1.1(b) (Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural 
Resources) of the Final EIR for a discussion of Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) contracts as 
compared to Agricultural Conservation Easements (ACE’s). 
 
Response 54C 
 
The commentor suggests a new mitigation measure requiring creation of a Homeowners 
Association (HOA) and allowing each property own to have one vote.  An HOA or similar 
entity is required as part of several mitigation measures throughout the EIR. The County will 
require the creation of this entity as a condition of project approval. 
 
Response 54D 
 
Refer to Response 36K.  As noted therein, the EIR analyzes the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision as proposed.  Any future development on the remainder parcel would require future 
environmental review, including preparation of additional EIRs and associated public review as 
necessary.  
 
Response 54E 
 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines includes 16 checklist items recommended for use in 
conducting an Initial Study [refer to CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(f)]. Checklist Item XII is 
Population/Housing.  In accordance with Appendix G, impacts related to population and 
housing would be significant if development would result in any of the following: 

 
a)  Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by 

proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 
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b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

c)  Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

 
Growth inducement (a) is discussed in Section 5.0, Growth Inducing Impacts. Displacement (b 
and c) are addressed in Section 1.5, Effects Found not to be Significant. 
 
Refer also to Appendix A (Notice of Preparation and Responses), which includes the Initial 
Study prepared for the project. 
 
Response 54F 
 
Smart Growth Principles adopted by the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors are 
guiding principles. They are not policy. As a result, the proposed Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision’s consistency with Smart Growth Principles is outside the scope of the EIR. 
However, several of the underlying principles of Smart Growth are indirectly addressed in 
Sections 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, 4.2, Air Quality, and 4.13, Visual Resources, of the 
Final EIR.  In addition, Alternative 13 (Santa Margarita Town Expansion; previously Smart 
Growth/Affordable Housing) incorporates Smart Growth Principles.  Refer to Section 6.0, 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 54G 
 
Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR for a 
discussion of climate change issues. 
 
Response 54H 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a. A less than significant impact for a Future Development Program 
conceptual land use in the EIR does not preclude a significant impact for a specific project in the 
future, since environmental conditions, regulations, and/or policy may change over time. 
 
Response 54I 
 
The issues mentioned by the commentor are addressed under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact AG-2 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources.  
 
Response 54J 
 
The commentor argues that the Los Padres National Forest should be included on the list of 
available park and recreational facilities in the Santa Margarita vicinity (Table 4.11-1). Refer to 
Response 6C.   
 
Response 54K 
 
The commentor argues that bike routes should be updated to reflect the 2005 Bikeways Plan. 
Refer to Figure 4.12-3 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR. This figure 
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matches Appendix C of the 2005 Bikeways Plan. The discussion under Bike Routes in Section 
4.11.1(a) (Existing Recreation Facilities) has been revised, however, to more clearly delineate the 
locations of bike routes.  Refer to this discussion in Section 4.11, Recreation, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 54L 
 
The commentor claims that the trails inventory for the national forest appears incorrect. The 
commentor does not provide revisions.  The national forest did not call the list into question.  
 
Response 54M 
 
Impacts related to conflicts between proposed urban uses and existing and future agricultural 
uses are discussed under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 and Future 
Development Program Impact AG-2 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 54N 
 
Refer to Master Response 2.  Refer also to Response 54M. 
 
Response 54O 
 
Refer to Master Response 2.  Refer also to Response 54M. 
 
Response 54P 
 
Refer to Response 54AA. 
 
Response 54Q 
 
Impacts related to conflicts between proposed urban uses and existing and future agricultural 
uses are discussed under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 and Future 
Development Program Impact AG-2 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources.  Refer also to Master 
Response 2. 
 
Response 54R 
 
The commentor claims that the DEIR did not adequately address the Notice of Preparation 
response letter from the Forest Service, dated December 16, 2004 (refer to Appendix A to the 
Final EIR).  Refer to Letter 57 (Jeff Kuyper, Executive Director, Los Padres Forest Watch) and 
Response 57M.   This letter was reviewed and considered during the preparation of the Santa 
Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development 
Program Draft EIR.  
 
The commentor additionally requests that the Santa Margarita Ranch developers, the County and 
Forest Service work together to provide a managed public trail system to the National Forest.  Refer 
to Response 57L.  No such trails are proposed at this time (refer to Master Response 3a).  
 
Refer also to Future Development Program Impact R-2 in Section 4.11, Recreation.  
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Response 54S 
 
Refer to Response 54K. Figure 4.12-3 reflects the 2005 Bikeways Plan.  
 
Response 54T 
 
A discussion of the Santa Margarita Design Plan is provided in Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures T-1(e) (Estrada 
Avenue/H Street Warning Beacon) and T-4(a) (El Camino Real/Encina Avenue In-Pavement 
Flashing Lights), as well as Future Development Program measures T-1(f) (SR 58 Improvements 
Between Wilhelmina Avenue and Pinal Avenue), T-4(a) (Bicycle Facilities), and T-4(b) 
(Pedestrian Facilities).  All of these measures reference the Santa Margarita Design Plan.  
 
Response 54U 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-4 and Future Development 
Program Impact T-4 for a discussion of impacts related to pedestrian facilities.  Refer also to 
Master Response 2. 
 
Response 54V 
 
Refer to Master Responses 1 and 2.  Refer also to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in 
Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR for a discussion of climate change issues. 
 
Response 54W 
 
The commentor recommends revisions to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure 
T-1(e) (Estrada Avenue/H Street Warning Beacon). This mitigation measure requires the 
installation of a pedestrian-activated warning beacon at the northbound approach to the 
intersection of Estrada Avenue and H Street. The measure additionally references several long-
term improvements to this location, recommended by Santa Margarita Design Plan, as alternative 
mitigation measures for this intersection. The commentor recommends changes to one of the 
alternative long-term measures. Because this measure is from the Santa Margarita Design Plan, 
this revision would not be appropriate as it would result in inconsistencies with an existing 
plan.  Refer to Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final for a full discussion of 
project impacts and mitigation measures. 
 
Response 54X 
 
The commentor claims that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures T-1(a) (SR 58 
South of J Street) and T-1(b) (U.S. 101 Northbound Off-Ramp to SR 58), which also apply to the 
Future Development Program, would increase both the overnight and daytime population of 
Santa Margarita. These measures require improvements to transportation facilities which 
experience existing deficiencies due to the addition of Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and Future Development Program traffic. The improvements will improve access 
to the community.  However, increases in population in the community would only occur as a 
result of land use changes and buildout of vacant and underutilized property.  Refer to Section 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-763  

4.12, Transportation and Circulation, for a full discussion of project impacts which necessitate 
these mitigation measures. 
 
The commentor additionally requests a discussion of pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  Refer to 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-4 and Future Development Program 
Impact T-4 for a discussion of impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle facilities.   
 
Response 54Y 
 
The relationship between Future Development Program measures T-4(a) (El Camino 
Real/Encina Avenue In-Pavement Flashing Lights) and T-4(b) (Pedestrian Pathway) and the 
Future Development Program itself is described in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of 
the Final EIR.  It should be noted that the referenced measures are required for the Future 
Development Program, which does not include any proposed development at this time (refer to 
Master Response 3a).  
 
The commentor additionally recommends that bicycle and pedestrian improvements be 
required from the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision’s access point to downtown 
Santa Margarita. Refer to Responses 6L and 13E. 
 
Response 54Z 
 
Refer to Responses 6L and 13E.  
 
Response 54AA 
 
The commentor expresses concern regarding the development of more than 100 homes amongst 
thousands of acres of vineyards and grazing land.  Impacts related to conflicts between 
residential and agricultural land uses are addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact AG-2 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 54AB 
 
The commentor makes several assumptions regarding the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision, including the assumption that homeowners will fence property to keep cattle 
away.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1 in Section 4.1, 
Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision would permanently compromise the sustainability of the 676.7-acre grazing unit.  
Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 for a discussion of 
conflicts between residences and cattle. 
 
The commentor additionally states that a homeowners association would manage Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision roads and water system.  Refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, 
of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, the applicant does not propose a homeowners association, 
since no areas would be under common ownership.  In addition, the applicant proposes that the 
Santa Margarita Ranch Mutual Water Company own and maintain the proposed water tanks 
and water service infrastructure.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
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Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  As noted therein, groundwater is not 
available for the proposed project.   
 
Refer also to Section 4.11, Recreation, and 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, for a discussion of 
recreation demand and trip generation, respectively. 
 
Response 54AC 
 
Refer to Response 36E for a discussion of CC&Rs and Section 4.10.3 (Schools) in Section 4.10, 
Public Services and Utilities, for a discussion of student generation. 
 
Response 54AD 
 
The commentor’s opinion regarding the inhospitable and isolated nature of the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision is noted. 
 
The commentor additionally provides an excerpt from the Agricultural Lands Clustering 
Ordinance (Section 22.22.150 of the Land Use Ordinance) and suggests that livability of the 
project be improved by providing a number of trails.  As noted in Section 2.0, Project Description, 
a gated, private trail is proposed along West Pozo Road/Highway 58, between Estrada Avenue 
and the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision access road.  Refer also to Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-4(b) (Pedestrian Pathway) in Section 4.12, 
Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR, which requires this pathway to be open for 
public use. 
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Letter 55 
 
COMMENTOR: Miranda Joseph, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 11, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 55A 
 
The commentor requests opportunity to conduct a property survey before permits are granted for 
the Future Development Program.  The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of 
concern with the Draft EIR analysis. No additional response is warranted.  It should be noted that 
the Future Development Program is not currently proposed (refer to Master Response 3a).  
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Letter 56 
 
COMMENTOR: Sue Luft, President, North County Watch 
 
DATE:   April 11, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 56A 
 
Impacts related to conflicts between proposed urban uses and existing and future agricultural uses 
are discussed under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 and Future 
Development Program Impact AG-2 in Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources.  
 
The commentor’s opposition to agricultural cluster subdivisions, as allowed by Section 22.22.150 of 
the County LUO (Agricultural Cluster Ordinance), is noted.  
 
Response 56B 
 
The commentor expresses support for an alternative adjacent to the community of Santa 
Margarita.  Section 6.0, Alternatives, considers several alternatives to the proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Project that would be located adjacent to the existing 
community.  These alternatives include: Alternative 4 (Revised Cluster Location 1 – North of 
Community), Alternative 5 (Revised Cluster Location 2 – South of Community), Alternative 6 
(Revised Cluster Location 3 – Southwest of Community) and Alternative 13 (Santa Margarita 
Town Expansion; previously Smart Growth/Affordable Housing).  Refer also to Master 
Response 4. 
 
Response 56C 
 
Refer to Response 36K.  The EIR analyzes the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision as 
proposed.  Any future development in the areas proposed for Agriculture Conservation 
Easement would require future environmental review, including preparation of additional EIRs 
and associated public review as necessary.   
 
Although no development is currently proposed for the remainder parcel, a winery on the 
remainder parcel is included as part of the Future Development Program. Impacts associated 
with this potential future use were analyzed throughout the EIR.  
 
Response 56D 
 
Refer to Letter 8 and Responses 8A through 8AJ. 
 
Response 56E 
 
The commentor claims that winery water usage was underestimated in the Draft EIR.  
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Refer to Responses 14L, 37F and 37K. The proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision does not include a winery. The wineries the commentor is referring to have been 
analyzed as part of the Future Development Program, and have therefore been analyzed under 
the cumulative condition. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 3b. A reasonable worst-case concept for future development on 
the property, including development within the agricultural conservation easement areas, is 
evaluated in detail in the EIR Future Development Program analysis. 
 
It is not known at this time the number of cases that may ultimately be produced as a result of 
future winery development, since this is part of a future development scenario, and not a currently 
proposed project.  Applying the commentor’s estimate of 5-10 gallons per case, the production of 
200,000 to 400,000 cases per year would result in an annual water consumption of about 6 AF, or 
less than 10% of the total use estimated in the DEIR (68 AFY).  Thus, the DEIR’s water consumption 
estimate for winery use is reasonable.  Water conservation measures are already required as a 
mitigation measure in the DEIR, and are applicable to all land uses within the proposed project and 
future development scenario, including wineries. 
 
Response 56F 
 
Please refer to the response to comment 56E. 
 
Response 56G 
 
The commentor recommends that winery water usage estimates include water used for frost 
protection, pre-watering and leaching salts. Vineyard water estimates are based on historical 
data from similar facilities and therefore include such operational water uses.    
 
Response 56H 
 
The commentor recommends that irrigation data for 2007 be used in the water balance calculations. 
 The existing data used was sufficient to conclude that water resources are inadequate without 
importing water.  It should also be noted that the Draft EIR was circulated on January 9, 2007. 
 
Response 56I 
 
Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR for a 
discussion of climate change issues.  Refer also to Master Response 2.  As noted therein, § 15145 
of the State CEQA Guidelines prohibits the analysis of speculative impacts.  Although air 
quality-related impacts can be assessed to some extent, the extent to which permanent drought 
can be analyzed is speculative and outside the scope of the EIR analysis. 
 
Response 56J 
 
An analysis of Agriculture Element Policy 11 (Agricultural Water Supplies) has been added to 
Appendix C (Policy Consistency).  Refer to the beginning of Section 8.0 (Agriculture and Open 
Space Element) therein. 
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Response 56K 
 
The commentor’s opinions regarding prioritizing water supply for agricultural use and workforce 
housing are noted. 
 
Response 56L 
 
The necessity of utilizing the document referenced by the commentor is unsubstantiated.  Refer to 
Master Response 1.  Refer also to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of 
the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts related to Global Climate Change. 
 
Response 56M 
 
The DEIR concluded that impacts to water supply are Class I, significant and unavoidable.  The 
mitigation measures included in the document include water conservation, securing additional 
surface water supplies, and ongoing monitoring to ensure that existing water users are not 
adversely affected.  Nevertheless, the DEIR acknowledges that even with these measures, a 
significant impact could occur.  
 
Response 56N 
 
Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  The revised discussion addresses 
these concerns. 
 
Response 56O 
 
The commentor recommends that the County create a database of water use and waste disposal 
data for existing agricultural clusters in the County.  Rather than rely on data from other 
agricultural residential cluster projects, with varying rainfall conditions, agricultural uses, and 
residential numbers and sizes, the EIR water balance analysis used historical data of groundwater 
supplies underlying the site and projections of water demand specific to the project and program. 
 
Response 56P 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures W-1(b) (Water Conservation 
Measures) and B-9(e) (Native Landscaping). 
 
Response 56Q 
 
Refer to Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 56R 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a and 2. Water and wastewater impacts associated with the nine 
wineries envisioned in the Future Development Program are analyzed at a program level of detail 
in Section 4.14.2(c).   
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Response 56S 
 
Refer to Response 37AF.  As noted therein, Table 4.2-1 was current at the time the Draft EIR was 
circulated (January 2007).  However, this table has been revised in the Final EIR to reflect 
ambient air quality standards which have been revised since that time.  Refer to Section 4.2.1(a) 
(Air Pollution Regulation) of the Final EIR.   
 
Response 56T 
 
Impacts associated with construction-related emissions, including PM10 and naturally occurring 
asbestos, are addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-2 and 
mitigated through Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures AQ-2(a) through AQ-
2(f). Impacts related to the potential presence of valley fever spores are discussed in Section 
4.9.1(h) (Valley Fever), Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact S-6, and Future 
Development Program Impact S-7 in Section 4.9, Public Safety, of the Final EIR.  The potential for 
impacts from crystalline silica is addressed below. 
 
Crystalline silica is essentially sand, a component of dust. Potential impacts that could by 
caused by fugitive dust have been addressed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR. High 
occupational exposure to crystalline silica has been linked to respiratory problems and in some 
cases cancer.  Crystalline silica related illnesses historically have been associated with industrial 
processes such as mining.  Exposure may also occur as a result of cutting cement products such 
as roofing tiles.  
 
Crystalline silica has not been identified as a toxic air contaminant under the California Toxic 
Air Contaminant Identification and Control Act (AB 1807, Tanner 1983). There are no similar 
Federal laws or regulations that list crystalline silica as a hazardous air pollutant or toxic air 
contaminant. Based on a proposed safe exposure level published by the California Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
and/or Future Development Program would not cause a significant health risk from crystalline 
silica (http://www.oehha.ca.gov/). In addition, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measures AQ-2(a) through AQ-2(f) provide dust control measures that would limit exposure of 
PM10 and naturally occurring asbestos materials. Thus, the Final EIR need not evaluate the 
impact of crystalline silica emissions on the public because such impacts are not reasonably 
foreseeable. 
 
Response 56U 
 
Refer to Section 4.9.1(h) (Valley Fever), Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact S-6, 
and Future Development Program Impact S-7 in Section 4.9, Public Safety, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 56V 
 
Refer to Response 56R and Master Responses 3a and 3b. The Future Development Program is 
analyzed at a program level of detail.  If applications for future wineries are submitted, future 
environmental review will be required, including preparation of additional EIRs and associated 
public review as necessary.  It should also be noted that the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) 
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does not require quantified analysis of construction or operational air contaminant emissions 
impacts for program-level evaluations, such as for the Future Development Program.   
 
Response 56W 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision should be 
downsized to conform to CAP population projections is noted. 
 
Response 56X 
 
The San Luis Obispo County APCD will make the final, official determination regarding whether 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision or Future Development Program are consistent 
with the Clean Air Plan (CAP).  The drafters of the EIR use the term “potentially inconsistent” 
because although both the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development 
Program appear inconsistent with the CAP, the APCD must make this determination. 
 
Response 56Y 
 
The commentor’s request that the project not be allowed at the site is noted. 
 
Response 56Z 
 
Refer to Response 37Y.  
 
Response 56AA 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Draft EIR’s findings related to cumulative air quality impacts 
is noted. 
 
Response 56AB 
 
Refer to Response 54F.  
 
Response 56AC 
 
Refer to Response 37Z.  
 
Response 56AD 
 
Refer to Response 37Z.  
 
Response 56AE 
 
Refer to Response 37Z.  
 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-844  

Response 56AF 
 
The commentor recommends the use of passive solar design and the use of solar power for 
residences, equipping residences with outlets for electric vehicles, the use of electrically-driven 
domestic water and irrigation well pumps, LEED certification, and the use of solar-powered 
construction equipment.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures AQ-
1(a) (Energy Efficiency) and AQ-1(b) (Shade Trees), which implement several of the 
commentor’s recommendations.  Refer also to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) and 
mitigation measures listed therein [AQ-GCC(a) (Construction Phase Mitigation to Reduce Fuel 
Usage and thus Greenhouse Gases), AQ-GCC(b) (Operational Phase Mitigation to Reduce Fuel 
usage and thus Greenhouse Gases), and AQ-GCC(c) (Alternative Transportation)], which also 
implement several of these recommendations.  The additional measures suggested by the 
commentor would not be expected to substantially reduce the identified impact.  Nevertheless, 
these measures could be considered as conditions of approval. 
 
Response 56AG 
 
Refer to the revised discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-1 
and to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AQ-1(f) (Off-Site Mitigation).  
 
Response 56AH 
 
An independent count was made of the number of oak trees that would be removed by the 
project using aerial photography supported by site visits conducted in October and November 
2007 (as stated in the Revised Draft EIR).  All trees were counted regardless of size.  
 
Response 56AI 
 
Refer to Response 38D.  
 
Response 56AJ 
 
The Kuehl Bill is discussed in the fourth full paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact B-3 in the Final EIR.  In addition, mitigation measures related to oak tree 
removal have been revised to be consistent with the Kuehl Bill and San Luis Obispo County’s 
current definitions for oak woodland impacts.  Refer to this impact discussion and Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, Avoidance, and 
Protection Plan) and B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation) in the Final 
EIR. 
 
Response 56AK 
 
Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR for a 
discussion of climate change issues.  Refer also to Master Response 2.  As noted therein, § 15145 
of the State CEQA Guidelines prohibits the analysis of speculative impacts.  Although air 
quality-related impacts can be assessed to some extent, the extent to which global climate 
change impacts fire response times, emergency access, and the loss of carbon sequestration is 
speculative and outside the scope of the EIR analysis. 
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Response 56AL 
 
Cumulative impacts are discussed at the end of each impact section in the Final EIR.  
 
Response 56AM 
 
The commentor outlines the requirements for adequate mitigation measures. The comment 
does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Draft EIR analysis.  No specific 
response is warranted. 
 
Response 56AN 
 
Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  This revised discussion addresses the 
commentor’s concerns, and was included in the Revised Draft EIR that was circulated from 
February 11, 2008 to March 26, 2008. 
 
Response 56AO 
 
The commentor provides excerpts from the Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. 
City of Rancho Cordova, case. This case has been reviewed and considered in the context of the 
Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future 
Development Program EIR.  Revisions deemed necessary as a result of this review have been 
incorporated into the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  Refer also to 
Response 56AN. 
 
Response 56AP 
 
The commentor provides the San Luis Obispo County Public Health Bulletin (Winter 2007), as 
referenced in Comment 54U.  The Bulletin has been reviewed and considered in the context of 
the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future 
Development Program EIR.  Revisions deemed necessary as a result of this review have been 
added to the Final EIR.  Refer to Section 4.9.1(h) (Valley Fever), Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact S-6, and Future Development Program Impact S-7 in Section 4.9, Public 
Safety, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 56AQ 
 
The commentor provides a letter from Bill Lockyer, Attorney General, regarding the Orange 
County Transportation Authority 2006 Long-Range Transportation Plan Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report, dated March 30, 2006.  The letter has been reviewed and 
considered in the context of the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR.  Revisions deemed necessary as a 
result of this review have been added to the Final EIR.  Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate 
Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality.   
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Response 56AR 
 
The commentor provides an article from the Center for Biological Diversity titled “Conservation 
Group Challenges City of Banning’s Approval of Black Bench Project for Failure to Mitigate 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” dated November 21, 2006.  The article has been reviewed and 
considered in the context of the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR.  Revisions deemed necessary as a 
result of this review have been added to the Final EIR.  Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate 
Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality.   
 
Response 56AS 
 
The commentor provides a scientific article titled “Soil carbon dynamics and potential carbon 
sequestration by rangelands,” dated July 21, 2001.  The article has been reviewed and 
considered in the context of the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR and no revisions to the analysis 
were determined necessary.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1. 
As noted therein, impacts related to the conversion of prime soils and grazing land is a Class I, 
significant and unavoidable, impact. 
 
Response 56AT 
 
The commentor provides a scientific article titled “Carbon storage and sequestration by urban 
trees in the USA,” dated July 21, 2001. The article has been reviewed and considered in the 
context of the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and 
Future Development Program EIR.  Revisions deemed necessary as a result of this review have 
been added to the Final EIR.  Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, Air 
Quality.   
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Letter 57 
 
COMMENTOR: Jeff Kuyper, Executive Director, Los Padres Forest Watch 
 
DATE:   April 11, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 57A 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future 
Development Program is noted.  
 
Response 57B 
 
The commentor expresses concern over the scope and magnitude of the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program because portions of the Ranch are located 
on private land within the administrative boundary of the Los Padres National Forest.  The 
comment is noted.  Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response 57C 
 
The commentor states that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future 
Development Program will detract from the wilderness character of the area by adding noise, air 
pollution, excessive visitation, and visual blight. Refer to Sections 4.8, Noise, 4.2, Air Quality, and 
4.13, Visual Resources, of the Final EIR.  Neither the project nor program would result in significant 
noise, air quality, or visual impacts on Los Padres National Forest lands. Since Los Padres National 
Forest is public land, increased visitation could be considered a benefit of the project and program.   
 
Response 57D 
 
Groundwater impacts are addressed in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 57E 
 
The commentor notes that the Draft EIR does not analyze impacts of the development on recovery 
efforts for the California condor.  The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) does not 
include recorded occurrences of the California condor in the project vicinity.  In addition, 
fragmentation of the Ranch due to existing vineyards is such that adequate habitat is not available 
on the property.  Although the Hi Mountain Lookout is located in the vicinity of the proposed 
development, as noted by the commentor, the development will have no impact on the condor 
recovery efforts that occur there.  
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Response 57F 
 
Cumulative impacts associated with fire protection are addressed in Section 4.10.2(b)(4) in Section 
4.10, Public Services and Utilities.  Defensible space around structures will not directly impact the 
Santa Lucia Wilderness Area since no development is proposed or envisioned in this area.  
 
Response 57G 
 
The commentor claims that the issues raised in comments 55C through F above were not addressed 
in the Draft EIR and warrant recirculation.  Refer to Responses 57C through 57F.   
It should also be noted that portions of the Draft EIR were in fact revised and recirculated from 
February 11, 2008 to March 26, 2008.   The revised analyses therein have also been incorporated into 
the Final EIR. 
 
Response 57H 
 
The commentor notes that development along access routes to the Santa Lucia Wilderness Area 
would result in significant impacts to scenic and recreational resources along these access corridors. 
 Impacts to scenic and recreational resources are addressed in Sections 4.13, Visual Resources, and 
4.11, Recreation, respectively. Refer also to Master Response 2. As noted therein, impacts analyzed in 
the Draft EIR must be reasonably foreseeable, linked to a physical change, and must not be 
speculative. It should also be noted that development is not proposed immediately adjacent to the 
Santa Lucia Wilderness Area, as suggested by the commentor.  
 
Response 57I 
 
The commentor notes that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future 
Development Program may be visible from hiking trails and campsites in the Santa Lucia 
Wilderness Area, thereby impacting the scenic qualities and recreational experience in the 
wilderness. Refer to Response 57H and Master Response 2. Impacts of the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program on the noise environment, visual character 
and recreation have been addressed in Sections 4.8, Noise, 4.13, Visual Resources, and 4.11, Recreation, 
respectively.  The distant views of project and program uses would not significantly effect the 
scenic qualities of the wilderness area. 
 
Response 57J 
 
Refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality. 
 
Response 57K 
 
Refer to Master Response 2 and Section 4.11, Recreation.   
 
Response 57L 
 
The commentor requests that the County work with the U.S. Forest Service to ensure that any new 
trails leading from the project area to the national forest are designed to be efficient and 
environmentally sound, and open to the public.  The comment is noted.  However, no such trails 
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are proposed at this time (refer to Master Response 3a).  Refer also to Future Development Program 
Impact R-2 in Section 4.11, Recreation.  
 
Response 57M 
 
Impacts related to groundwater withdrawals are addressed in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater. 
As noted therein, water demand from the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
may contribute to overdraft of the aquifer system.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure W-1(c) (Imported Water Supply) requires that the applicant acquire imported water 
supply to serve the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Due to uncertainty regarding 
timing and availability of these sources, this impact is significant and unavoidable.  Although this is a 
Class I impact, the applicant is required to obtain imported water prior to implementation of the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, and development could not occur without adequate 
water supply.  As a result, water use to serve the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision would not reduce stream flow or water supply available to the national forest. 
 
It should also be noted that development is not proposed immediately adjacent to the Santa 
Lucia Wilderness Area, as suggested by the commentor. 
 
Refer also to the revised Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  
  
Response 57N 
 
Refer to Appendix K and Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  The Draft EIR acknowledges that 
available groundwater data for the Ranch is not sufficient to determine long-term impacts, as 
noted by the commentor.  
 
Refer also to the revised Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  The applicant is 
required to obtain imported water prior to implementation of the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision, and development could not occur without adequate water supply. 
 
Response 57O 
 
Refer to Response 57E.  As noted therein, there is no suitable habitat on the Ranch for the California 
condor.  Adjacency to the Santa Lucia Wilderness does not warrant inclusion of a species not 
anticipated to occur on the property. 
 
Response 57P 
 
Refer to Response 57F.  As noted therein, development will not encroach onto the national forest, as 
suggested by the commentor.  As a result, defensible space around structures will not directly 
impact the Santa Lucia Wilderness Area.  In addition, impacts related to fire suppression, including 
the “probable future need” for fuel breaks, would be speculative.  Refer to Master Response 2. 
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Response 57Q 
 
Refer to Responses 57F and 57P. 
 
Response 57R 
 
Impacts associated with fire protection and the placement of residences in a high fire hazard 
area are addressed in Section 4.10.2(b)(4) in Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities.  
 
It should also be noted that development is not proposed immediately adjacent to the Santa 
Lucia Wilderness Area, as suggested by the commentor. 
 
Response 57S 
 
The comment is noted. 
 
Response 57T 
 
The commentor provides an article from the San Luis Obispo Telegram-Tribune titled 
“California Condors back,” dated September 9, 2006. The article is referenced in Comment 55O. 
Refer to Responses 57E and 57O.  
 
Response 57U 
 
The commentor provides the Notice of Preparation (NOP) response letter from the U.S. Forest 
Service, dated December 16, 2004. This letter is also located in Appendix A to the Draft EIR. 
Refer to Response 57M.   The letter was reviewed and considered during the preparation of the 
Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future 
Development Program Draft EIR.  
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Letter 58 
 
COMMENTOR: Michael Sullivan, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 11, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 58A 
 
The commentor’s list of abbreviations is noted. 
 
Response 58B 
 
Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  This revised discussion was included in the 
Revised Draft EIR that was circulated from February 11, 2008 to March 26, 2008. 
 
It should also be noted that, although the commentor expresses concern regarding the project 
placing extra demand on a limited (imported) water supply, this would not cause shortages to local 
users.  Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC already has an entitlement to Nacimiento Water and would 
have to obtain for State Water if this source is used.  An allocation cannot be made if water is not 
available, and an allocation to Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC would not remove an allocation to the 
community of Santa Margarita. 
 
Response 58C 
 
Refer to Response 37E and Master Response 3b.  Because the terms of the Santa Margarita Ranch 
ACEs have not yet been determined, providing a specific list of land uses that may be allowed in 
these areas and analyzing their potential water use would be speculative.  Nevertheless, in the 
Future Development Program, the EIR provides a reasonable worst-case evaluation of potential 
land uses, including wineries and ranch headquarters units, that could be developed within the 
ACEs. 
 
Response 58D 
 
Refer to Response 16C and Master Responses 3a and 3b.  The 10-acre dedication for a future sewage 
treatment plant is part of the Future Development Program and is therefore not proposed at this 
time. An analysis of future sewage treatment needs of the community of Santa Margarita is outside 
the scope of this EIR. According to RWQCB standards, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
lot sizes meet the minimum requirements for septic systems.  Although the County could consider 
requiring a wastewater treatment plant as a condition of approval, it would not be appropriate to 
require such a facility as mitigation for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision because a 
corresponding impact is not triggered pursuant to CEQA thresholds. Refer also to Master Response 
2. 
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Response 58E 
 
The commentor claims that minor redesign could eliminate lots near sensitive prime soil areas and 
stronger conditions for ACE areas could eliminate conflicts with agricultural uses.  The EIR impact 
analysis is intended to evaluate the project as proposed, and not to design a project.  Accordingly, 
redesign or elimination of lots is not a viable mitigation measure, as mitigation measures are 
intended to mitigate the project as proposed.  However, Alternative 12 (Amended Project) is a 
revised version of the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision project which 
relocates lots to avoid prime soils, among other resources.  Refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the 
Final EIR for a discussion of this and other alternatives which reduce or eliminate impacts to prime 
soils.  
 
The commentor does not provide example conditions which could allegedly eliminate conflicts 
between proposed urban uses and existing and future agricultural uses.  Elimination of such 
fundamental conflicts is not feasible with minor redesign. 
 
Response 58F 
 
The commentor claims that APCD standard site-design measures would be effective for the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and should therefore be implemented.  The 
commentor provides no evidence to support this assertion.  As noted under Mitigation Measures in 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-1, the measures in question apply 
primarily to urban residential development and would not feasibly reduce impacts associated with 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Alternate mitigation measures are required which 
would reduce impacts to the extent feasible. 
 
Refer also to Letter 13 and Responses 13A through 13R. The San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control 
District (APCD) did not request inclusion of these measures.  Refer particularly to Response 13E. As 
noted therein, the discussion in question (Mitigation Measures) has been revised.  Refer to Section 
4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response 58G 
 
The commentor disagrees that cumulative air quality impacts are unavoidable because cumulative 
impacts could be lessened by decreasing the amount of development.  
 
As noted in Response 58E, the EIR impact analysis is intended to evaluate the project as proposed, 
and not to design a project.  Accordingly, elimination of development is not a viable mitigation 
measure, as mitigation measures are intended to mitigate the project as proposed.  Refer to Section 
6.0, Alternatives, for a discussion of alternatives which reduce or eliminate land uses.  
 
Response 58H 
 
The commentor expresses support for Alternatives 5 and 7. Comment is noted.  
 
Response 58I 
 
The commentor expresses support for Alternative 10. Comment is noted.  
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Response 58J 
 
The commentor’s claim that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-1 should not be 
Class III, less than significant, is unsubstantiated. Refer to Section 4.3, Biological Resources, for a 
discussion of thresholds of significance and a complete discussion of the impact in question.  
 
Figure 4.3-2 shows habitats and special-status species that may occur in the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision area. The special-status species listed on the figure were not directly observed 
by Rincon Consultants biologists.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-1 
addresses impacts to common habitat types. Impacts to special-status plants and animal species are 
addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts B-2 through B-9. 
 
Response 58K 
 
The commentor’s opinion that a Statement of Overriding Considerations is not justified given the 
severity and number of Class I impacts is noted.  
 
Response 58L 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is inconsistent 
with the Salinas River Area Plan is noted.  Refer to Section 12.0 (Salinas River Area Plan) in 
Appendix C (Policy Consistency). 
 
Response 58M 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the project would result in a decline in quality of life is noted. 
 
Response 58N 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the project would adversely affect rural character is noted. 
 
Response 58O 
 
Impacts related to water supply are addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact W-1.  Refer also to the revised Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Final EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater. 
 
Response 58P 
 
The commentor’s support for Alternatives 3, 5, 7 and 10 is noted.  
 
Response 58Q 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is inconsistent with 
Agriculture Policy 11 is noted. Refer to Response 56J.  
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Response 58R 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is inconsistent 
with Agriculture Policy 22 is noted.  Refer to Section 8.0 (Agriculture and Open Space Element) 
in Appendix C (Policy Consistency).   
 
Response 58S 
 
The commentor summarizes the uses allowed in Agriculture Conservation Easements (ACE’s) and 
states the opinion that agriculture cannot be protected through ACE’s.  The comment is noted.  
Refer to Response 58C. 
 
Response 58T 
 
The commentor’s support for a smaller and denser residential cluster is noted.  The agricultural 
resources impacts of the project and program are described in detail in Section 4.1, Agricultural 
Resources. 
 
Response 58U 
 
The commentor recommends recirculation of the Draft EIR.  Portions of the Draft EIR were revised 
and recirculated from February 11, 2008 to March 26, 2008.  The changes included therein have 
been incorporated into the Final EIR.  Refer to Responses 58B, 58C and 58D. 
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Letter 59 
 
COMMENTOR: Patti Dunton, Cultural Resource Specialist, Playano Salinan Heritage 

Services 
 
DATE:   April 12, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 59A 
 
The commentor’s opposition to the project is noted. 
 
Response 59B 
 
The commentor expresses concern over impacts to cultural resources that may result during 
reconstruction of the U.S. 101 interchange.  It should first be noted that this redesign is not 
proposed, as suggested by the commentor. Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation. As noted therein, since the precise location of the U.S. 101 Southbound Off-Ramp to SR 
58 and U.S. 101 Northbound Off-Ramp to SR 58 roadway improvements has not been determined, 
precise environmental impacts associated with such improvements would be too speculative to 
address at this time.  Environmental impacts associated with implementation of required 
transportation improvements would be evaluated during the preparation of a Permit Engineering 
Evaluation Report (PEER), if one is determined necessary during the encroachment permit process 
and/or separate environmental documentation prepared pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
Response 59C 
 
The commentor questions how the concerns of the Salinan People will be addressed, and what kind 
of representation the Salinan Tribe will have during testing and execution of the proposed 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Appendix F (Native American Contacts) to the Final EIR provides detailed documentation of 
consultation with Chumash and Salinan people as the basis for statements regarding impacts on 
traditional Native American values.  Both Salinan and Chumash representatives would be 
afforded the opportunity to conduct cultural resources monitoring during initial ground 
disturbance on the site.  
 
Response 59D 
 
The commentor questions whether the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the San Luis 
Obispo County Chumash Council and the Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC will interfere with Salinan 
representation (monitoring), if the project is approved.  As noted in Response 18CR, the Chumash 
Council is one of several Chumash and Salinan groups with a traditional cultural interest in the 
Ranch property.  The MOA was developed pursuant to a settlement agreement in a civil litigation 
between Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC and the Council, and constitutes a private and confidential 
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agreement between those parties.  It does not have the force of law or regulation and cannot 
substitute for a standard CEQA analysis, nor can its provisions, no matter how well intentioned, 
substitute for necessary and appropriate mitigation measures pursuant to the requirements of 
CEQA and the professional standards and practices employed in CEQA compliance.   Therefore, in 
accordance with CEQA, the MOA will not interfere with Salinan representation.  
 
Response 59E 
 
The commentor requests that the Salinan people be included in any discoveries pertaining to 
paleontology. As noted in Response 59C, both Salinan and Chumash representatives will be 
afforded the opportunity to conduct cultural resources monitoring during initial ground 
disturbance on the site. The Salinan tribe will similarly be included in any discoveries on the site 
related to archaeological and Native American concerns. 
 
Response 59F 
 
The commentor’s statement that if any zoning changes are required for the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision, SB18 goes into effect is noted.  No zone change or other General Plan 
amendment is required for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Refer also to Master 
Response 3a. 
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Letter 60 
 
COMMENTOR: Sue Luft, President North County Watch 
 
DATE:   April 12, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 60A 
 
The commentor provides a chart that compares groundwater levels on the Santa Margarita Ranch 
in 2000 and 2006. The data used to prepare the chart was taken from Appendix K (Hydrogeological 
Study). The chart does not provide new information, nor does it directly identify any specific issues 
of concern with the Draft EIR analysis.   
 
Response 60B 
 
The commentor notes that water to serve the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision must be 
supplemental and not come from the areas aquifer.  This is required by Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision mitigation measure W-1(c) (Imported Water Supply).  Refer also to the revised 
Residual Impact discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Final 
EIR Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater. 
 
Response 60C 
 
The commentor notes that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision will impact the entire 
grazing unit on which it is located.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
AG-1, which addresses this impact. 
 
The commentor additionally claims that because the project converts the entire grazing unit, a 
much larger portion of the Ranch would need to be protected. The commentor is referring to the lot 
size and open space requirements of a major agricultural cluster, as outlined in Section 22.22.152(D) 
of the Land Use Ordinance, which states that the area of the site required for open space 
preservation shall be at least 95% of the gross site area.  Potential inconsistencies with the 
applicable Land Use Ordinance requirements related to the percentage of open space will 
be addressed in the Staff Report for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
project.   
 
Response 60D 
 
Refer to Response 60A. 
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Letter 61 
 
COMMENTOR: Irv McMillan, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 12, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 61A 
 
Impacts to agricultural resources are addressed in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources. Impacts to 
cultural resources are evaluated in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources. 
 
Response 61B 
 
Refer to Master Response 1.  
 
Response 61C 
 
Growth inducing impacts are addressed in Section 5.0, Growth Inducing Impacts. Impacts to 
agricultural resources are addressed in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources. Refer also to Master 
Response 1. 
 
Response 61D 
 
Refer to Master Responses 1 and 2.  The potential precedent-setting potential of the project and 
program relative to other large ranches in the area would be speculative and outside the scope of 
the EIR analysis. 
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Letter 62 
 
COMMENTOR: Morgan Rafferty, Executive Director, Environmental Center of San Luis 

Obispo County (EcoSlo) 
 
DATE:   April 12, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 62A 
 
Refer to Alternative 13 (Santa Margarita Town Expansion; previously Smart 
Growth/Affordable Housing) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 62B 
 
The commentor’s summary of Smart Growth Principles is noted.  Refer also to Alternative 13 
(Santa Margarita Town Expansion; previously Smart Growth/Affordable Housing) in Section 
6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response 62C 
 
Refer to Master Response 4.  
 
Response 62D 
 
Refer to Response 62A. 
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Letter 63 
 
COMMENTOR: Neil Kelley, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   April 14, 2007 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 63A 
 
The commentor expresses concern over geologic hazards present in the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision area.  These issues have been addressed in Section 4.6, Geologic Stability. 
 
Response 63B 
 
Refer to Section 4.4, Cultural Resources.  
 
Response 63C 
 
The commentor expresses concern over impacts to groundwater, ecological and archaeological 
resources.  Refer to Sections 4.14, Water and Wastewater, 4.3, Biological Resources, and 4.4, Cultural 
Resources, respectively. The commentor additionally notes that the unique character of Santa 
Margarita will be irreversibly impacted by a project of this magnitude. Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Refer also to Section 6.0, Alternatives, for a discussion of alternatives to the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program. 
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4.0   WRITTEN COMMENTS and RESPONSES on the REVISED DRAFT 
EIR 

 
Each written comment regarding the Revised Draft EIR that the County of San Luis Obispo 
received is included in this section (refer to Table CR-4).  Written comments regarding the Draft 
EIR are included in Section 3.0 (refer to Table CR-3).  The comment letters included herein have 
been numbered sequentially starting with “R-” and each issue within a comment letter, if more 
than one, has a letter assigned to it.  Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety with the 
issues of concern lettered in the right margin.  References to the responses to comments identify 
first the letter number, and second, the lettered comment (R-6B, for example, would reference 
the second issue of concern within the sixth sequential comment letter on the Revised Draft 
EIR). 
 

  Table CR-4. Commentors on the Revised Draft EIR 
 

Commentors on the Draft EIR 
Letter Commentor Agency Date 
Federal, State, and Local Public Agencies 
R-1 Terry Roberts, Director State of California, Governor's Office of 

Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse 

March 27, 2008 

R-2 Katy Sanchez, Program 
Analyst 

Native American Heritage Commission February 25 2008 

R-3 David M. Samson, Chief State Water Project Operations Support 
Office, California Department of Water 
Resources 

March 4, 2008 

R-4 Michael Winn, Chairman San Luis Obispo County Water 
Resources Advisory Committee (WRAC) 

March 5, 2008 

R-5 Alan L. Volbrecht, Chairman Community Service Area No. 23 (CSA 23) 
Advisory Committee 

March 7, 2008 

R-6 Chuck Pritchard, President Upper Salinas-Las Tablas Resource 
Conservation District 

March 11, 2008 

R-7 Jeanette Di Leo, Parks Planner County of San Luis Obispo, Department 
of General Services 

March 18, 2008 

R-8 Glenn Marshall, Development 
Services 

San Luis Obispo County Department of 
Public Works 

March 20, 2008 

R-9 Lynda L. Auchinachie, 
Agriculture Department 

County of San Luis Obispo, Department 
of Agriculture/Weights and Measures 

March 27, 2008 

R-10 Dick Butler, Santa Rosa Area 
Office Supervisor 

U.S. Department of Commerce, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA), National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Southwest Region, Santa Rosa 
Area Office 

March 27, 2008 

R-11 Courtney Howard, Water 
Resources Engineer 

San Luis Obispo County Public Works 
Department 

March 28, 2008 

R-12 W.E. Loudermilk, Regional 
Manager 

California Department of Fish and Game, 
Central Region 

March 28, 2008 

R-13 Andy Mutziger, Air Quality 
Specialist 

County of San Luis Obispo Air Pollution 
Control District 

March 28, 2008 

R-14 David M. Pereksta, Assistant 
Field Supervisor 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Ventura Fish and Wildlife 
Office 

April 2, 2008 
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  Table CR-4. Commentors on the Revised Draft EIR 
 

Commentors on the Draft EIR 
Letter Commentor Agency Date 
Local Interest Groups, Companies and Private Citizens 
R-15 Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC Project Applicants March 28, 2008 
R-16 George D. Havale Private Citizen January 30, 2008 
R-17 Miranda Joseph Private Citizen February 10, 2008 
R-18 Morgan Rafferty, Executive 

Director 
Environmental Center of San Luis Obispo 
County (EcoSlo) 

February 14, 2008 

R-19 Janet S. Cobb, President California Oaks Foundation February 21, 2008 
R-20 Michael Joseph Private Citizen February 24, 2008 
R-21 Mike and Marshawn Porter Private Citizens February 29, 2008 
R-22 Landon Young Private Citizen March 4, 2008 
R-23 Miranda Joseph Private Citizen March 8, 2008 
R-24 Ms. O’Brien Young Private Citizen March 8, 2008 
R-25 Wes Burk, Chairman Santa Margarita Area Advisory Council March 13, 2008 
R-26 Jim Aaron Private Citizen March 19, 2008 
R-27 Geri Mazer, Secretary Atascadero Horsemen’s Club March 19, 2008 
R-28 David Chipping, Conservation 

Chair 
California Native Plant Society March 21, 2008 

R-29 Andrew Christie, Chapter 
Director 

Sierra Club, Santa Lucia Chapter March 25, 2008 

R-30 Eric Greening Private Citizen March 25, 2008 
R-31 Susan A. Harvey North County Watch March 26, 2008 
R-32 David Blakely Private Citizen March 27, 2008 
R-33 Lisen Bonnier Private Citizen March 27, 2008 
R-34 Kathy Longacre Private Citizen March 27, 2008 
R-35 Morgan Rafferty, Executive 

Director 
Environmental Center of San Luis Obispo 
County (EcoSlo) 

March 27, 2008 

R-36 SMART Board of Directors Santa Margarita Area Residents Together 
(SMART) 

March 27, 2008 

R-37 Shane Hayward Private Citizen March 28, 2008 
R-38 Kathe Hustace Private Citizen March 28, 2008 
R-39 Dorothy Jennings Private Citizen March 28, 2008 
R-40 Otto E.R. Schmidt Private Citizen March 28, 2008 
R-41 Michael C. Sullivan Private Citizen March 28, 2008 
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Letter R-1 
 
COMMENTOR: Terry Roberts, Director, California State Clearinghouse 
 
DATE:   March 27, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-1A 
 
The commentor’s statements that he has distributed the Revised Draft EIR to selected state 
agencies for review and acknowledges that the County has complied with the State 
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents are noted.  
 
Response R-1B 
 
The commentor states that he has included comment letters received by the State Clearinghouse 
after the end of the review period.  These letters were previously received by the County of San 
Luis Obispo and are responded to individually (see Letters 2, 3, and 11). 
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Letter R-2 
 
COMMENTOR: Katy Sanchez, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage Commission 
 
DATE:   February 25, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-2A 
 
The commentor outlines the Native American Heritage Commission’s (NAHC) 
recommendations for the assessment of historical and archaeological resource in an EIR.  
Section 4.4.2 (Existing Cultural Resources) in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
outlines research and analysis conducted by Applied EarthWorks, Inc. (Æ). This includes the 
recommendations provided by the commentor. 
 
The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the Revised Draft 
EIR analysis. No additional response is required.  
 
Response R-2B 
 
The commentor provides a Native American Contacts Lists.  The comment is noted.  
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Letter R-3 
 
COMMENTOR: David M. Samson, Chief, State Water Project Operations Support Office, 

Department of Water Resources  
 
DATE:   March 4, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-3A 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is noted. 
 
Response R-3B 
 
The commentor notes that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site encompasses a 
segment of the Department of Water Resources Coastal Aqueduct Pipeline right of way.  
Comment noted. 
 
Response R-3C 
 
The commentor notes that development in the Coastal Aqueduct Pipeline right of way would 
require an encroachment permit and provides contact information to obtain an application for 
said permit.  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-3D 
 
The commentor requests that the Department of Water Resources be included in future 
correspondence related to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Comment noted. 
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Letter R-4 
 
COMMENTOR: Michael Winn, Chairman, San Luis Obispo County Water Resources 

Advisory Committee  
 
DATE:   March 5, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-4A 
 
The commentor notes that the Water Resources Advisory Committee (WRAC) formed an ad 
hoc subcommittee to review and comment on the Revised Draft EIR, and voted at a March 5, 
2008 meeting to submit comments.  Refer to Responses R-4B through R-4AA for responses to 
these comments. 
 
Response R-4B 
 
The commentor expresses WRAC’s concerns over impacts to water resources and claims that 
the Revised Draft EIR is deficient in analyzing such impacts.  Refer also to responses R-4C 
through R-4AA. 
 
Response R-4C 
 
Refer to the first page of Section 1.0, Introduction, in the Revised Draft EIR.  As noted therein, the 
Revised Draft EIR “does not directly respond to…comments [on the Draft EIR].  
Comprehensive, direct responses to comments on the Draft EIR, and additional revisions and 
clarifications, will be provided in a forthcoming Final EIR that includes responses to all 
comments received during the public review periods for both the Draft EIR and this Revised 
Draft EIR.”  
 
Refer to Letter 8 and Responses 8A through 8AJ in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for responses to WRAC’s April 4, 2007 comment 
letter. 
 
Response R-4D 
 
The commentor states the opinion that a Resource Capacity Study for the Santa Margarita area 
should be analyzed in the Final EIR.  The Resource Capacity Study being prepared for the Santa 
Margarita area will use existing studies and data related to water resources in the area – the 
same studies and data used in preparation of Appendix K (Hydrological Study) by Hopkins 
Groundwater Consultants, Inc., which was used as the basis for the analysis in Section 4.14, 
Water and Wastewater.  The Resource Capacity Study is not expected to generate new data and 
would not, therefore, alter the analysis or conclusions of the Final EIR.  In addition, the 
Resource Capacity Study has not yet been completed and cannot feasibly be included in the 
Final EIR. 
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Response R-4E 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response R-4F 
 
Refer to Response R-4C.  Responses to comments on the Draft EIR need not be recirculated in a 
Revised Draft EIR, in accordance with § 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  Refer also to § 
15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines (Contents of Final Environmental Impact Report).  
 
Response R-4G 
 
Refer to Response R-4D. 
 
Response R-4H 
 
The existing water demands were adequately described in the EIR, based on available data, 
including measured historic use.  It is recognized that additional data that is not currently 
available could be helpful in refining this baseline, but what is presented is adequate for 
drawing the conclusions in the EIR.  The EIR concludes that a significant unavoidable (Class I) 
impact to water resources would occur. 
 
Also refer to Master Responses 7.  The comprehensive water supply evaluation provided in 
Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, and Appendix K, Hydrogeological Study, adequately 
characterize impacts and mitigation measures for the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and Future Development Program. 
 
Response R-4I 
 
The “planned orchards and vineyards” referenced by the commentor are not part of the Future 
Development Program.  They are currently planned for by the Ranch owners, and are therefore 
considered in the baseline analysis. Table 4.14-1 (Existing Ranch Water Demands) portrays 
existing Ranch water demands.  The table should not, therefore, include Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision or Future Development Program water usage, as suggested by 
the commentor.   
 
The 2,000 acres referenced on page 2-110 of the Revised Draft EIR is the total planned vineyard 
acreage on the Ranch (i.e., 1,026.1 acres above the existing 973.9 acres, for a total of 2,000 acres). 
The section referenced by the commentor has been revised for clarity as follows: 
 

Updated Analysis. Current plans for vineyard expansion include approximately 2,000 acres 
of vineyards throughout the Ranch in addition to the 973.9 acres currently planted for an 
additional 1,026.1 acres above existing plantings, and approximately 500 acres of orchards 
throughout the Ranch. The Water Demand and Consumptive Use discussions in Section 
4.14.1(a) (Water Supply and Current Demand) have therefore been revised as follows… 

 
Refer also to Response 8C in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR). 
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Response R-4J 
 
Refer to Response 14L in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR).  As 
noted therein, the statement in Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR referenced by the commentor was 
intended to portray which Future Development Program land uses would conceptually be 
located on the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site (Vesting Tract 2586).  However, 
these uses are not included as part of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project. 
To clarify the discussion, Section 2.4.2 (Future Development Program Component) has been 
revised.  Refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response R-4K 
 
The commentor recommends that the Revised Draft EIR include an analysis of an alternative 
involving 402 residential lots, as allowed under the Salinas River Area Plan.  Refer to Master 
Response 4.  It is not clear if the commentor intends this development scenario as an alternative 
to the project or program. However, the 402 residences allowable under the Salinas River Area 
Plan are included in the Future Development Program, as well as the alternatives to the Future 
Development Program (refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR).   
 
Response R-4L 
 
The three alternatives analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR are presented in the same format and 
assessed in the same level of detail as the alternatives included in the Draft EIR.  These 
alternatives have been incorporated into Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.   
 
The commentor does not provide evidence to support the claim that the alternatives analysis is 
“not developed in sufficient detail” to “make a reasonable comparison with other alternatives.” 
As a result, no further response is feasible. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 4. 
 
Response R-4M 
 
The commentor’s opinion that imported water should not be used for irrigation is noted.  It 
should also be noted, however, that the discussion referenced by the commentor presents two 
approaches for the delivery of Nacimiento water, one of which is using untreated Nacimiento 
water for agriculture (refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR).  The 
second option includes delivery of untreated Nacimiento water to the Ranch for on-site 
treatment and Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision supply. 
 
It should further be noted that State Water Project (SWP) water is treated and that potential 
connections to the SWP are assessed separately from potential connections to the Nacimiento 
Water Project (NWP). 
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Response R-4N 
 
The Revised Draft EIR identifies Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision water supply 
impacts Class I, significant and unavoidable, because the feasibility of Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(c) (Imported Water) is uncertain (refer to the first paragraph 
under Residual Impacts).  It should also be noted that Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure W-1(a) (Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Programs) requires 
the development of remedial action in addition to monitoring.  Monitoring is therefore not 
required “by itself,” as suggested by the commentor.   
 
Response R-4O 
 
The second to last sentence of the first paragraph of the Residual Impacts discussion under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 states that “Santa Margarita Ranch, 
LLC does have an allocation for the Nacimiento Water Project (NWP), which has not yet been 
constructed.” Refer to Response R-8M.  As noted therein, this statement has been revised to 
clarify that the Santa Margarita Ranch Mutual Water Company (SMRMWC) is identified as an 
eligible agency for the Nacimiento Water Project, and that a Water Delivery Entitlement 
Contract (WDEC) would need to be executed by the SMRMWC to receive an allocation.  Refer 
to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-
1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
 
It should also be noted that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 remains 
Class I, significant and unavoidable, due to uncertainties regarding timing and availability of 
imported water sources. 
 
Response R-4P 

The commentor claims that the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 lacks necessary detail to determine the environmental impacts 
associated with connecting to the State or Nacimiento Water Projects.  Refer to Master Response 
2.  As noted therein, State CEQA Guidelines limit the amount of forecasting to that which could 
be reasonably expected and prohibits the analysis of speculative impacts [CEQA Guidelines §§ 
15144 and 15145, respectively].  Because the connection option and location of pipelines cannot 
yet be known, determining precise impacts would be speculative.  In addition, as noted in the 
discussion for each alternate connection, environmental impacts would be evaluated in a separate 
environmental documentation prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).   
  
The commentor additionally questions the validity of incorporation by reference.  Refer to CEQA 
Guidelines § 15150 (Incorporation by Reference). 
 
Growth inducing impacts associated with the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision are 
addressed in Section 5.0, Growth Inducing Impacts, of the Final EIR. 
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Response R-4Q 
 
As a result, the 8-foot wide trench would be a construction excavation.  Disturbance would be 
limited to existing right-of-ways, as noted in the discussion referenced by the commentor. 
 
Response R-4R 
 
The “Ranch owners” are the project applicants (Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC).  The Ranch 
owners also own on-site vineyards.  As a result, the “Ranch owners” and “vineyard owners” 
are the same people.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision homeowners would not be 
considered “Ranch owners” and would not be responsible for connection to the SWP or NWP.   
 
Refer also to Response R-25H.  As noted therein, the Residual Impacts discussion under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, 
of the Final EIR has been revised to clarify that the Santa Margarita Ranch Mutual Water 
Company (SMRMWC) would be responsible for construction, operation, and maintenance of 
any service connection to the State or Nacimiento Water Projects.  SMRMWC is proposed by the 
Ranch owners as part of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Response R-4S 
 
The potential feasibility of importing water is acknowledged in the first paragraph under 
Residual Impacts below Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1.  The uncertain 
feasibility is the reasoning behind the Class I, significant and unavoidable, determination.   
 
It is true that existing development in the vicinity of Santa Margarita relies on a water supply 
that has historically been impacted by drought conditions.  However, the water balance study 
provided for the EIR is reliable based on available data and clearly identifies the potential 
impacts of the proposed project.   
 
The information used in the study is adequate to draw the conclusions included in the EIR.   
The EIR concludes that there may be Class I impacts, in spite of the proposed mitigation 
measures, which require monitoring, water conservation, and imported water supply.  This 
conclusion is based in part on some of the uncertainties alluded to in the comment.  It should be 
noted that the water supply impact analysis was prepared by a professional hydrogeologist, 
using the data available, augmented by new analysis as appropriate.  The conclusion of the EIR 
is appropriate, and notes correctly that a potentially unavoidable impact to water supply may 
occur. 
 
Refer also to Response R-4D for a discussion of the need to include a future Resource Capacity 
Study in the analysis. 
 
Response R-4T 
 
Impacts related to Global Climate Change are addressed in Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate 
Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR.  As noted in Section 4.2.3(a), an analysis of 
Global Climate Change is required as a result of Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006.  It is not specifically required by CEQA.   
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Response R-4U 
 
The commentor notes that Table 4.14-1 (Existing Ranch Water Demands) in Section 4.14, Water 
and Wastewater, does not include the community of Santa Margarita.  As shown on Figure 2-2 in 
Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR, the Ranch property surrounds the community 
(the Future Development Program boundary follows the Ranch property boundary).  Existing 
water demand for the community is reflected in the historical water levels in groundwater 
basins that underlie both the community and Ranch property.  
 
Impacts to groundwater, which includes impacts to water users in the surrounding area, are 
discussed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 and Future Development 
Program Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. Impacts of both the 
project and program are classified as Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response R-4V 
 
Refer to Response 8D in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
Comments and Responses document.  As noted therein, septic leach fields, mound systems, or 
vertical shafts will be designed based on County standards and site specific soil types to handle 
the volume of water being discharged from the homes.  Because the septic discharge is over a 
large area at a relatively low rate (note the density of housing per acre) the low permeability 
soils that are reportedly present are believed capable of percolating the volume of residential 
effluent.  Should mounding systems be utilized for disposal and evapotranspiration of plants is 
the main mechanism of water removal from these systems, the offset/reduction in irrigation 
demand should compensate for the amount of water that does not percolate back to 
groundwater.   
 
Response R-4W 
 
The Revised Draft EIR excludes analysis related to steelhead but includes steelhead mitigation 
measures because only the steelhead mitigation was substantially revised, thus warranting 
recirculation (refer to Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Revised Draft EIR for additional 
explanation of recirculation requirements).  Steelhead impacts are discussed in detail in 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 and Future Development Program 
Impact B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  Setting (baseline) information is 
also discussed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources.  It should be noted that an EIR cannot assign 
mitigation related to existing conditions that are not related to project impacts. 
 
As noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1, imported water 
supply would be required to offset projected demand from the proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision, which would assure that groundwater resources are not 
depleted as a result of the project.  However, because the feasibility of acquiring imported water 
is uncertain, impacts are identified as Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
 
 
 
 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-913  

Response R-4X 
 
The Revised Draft EIR excludes mitigation measures related to seasonal pools because these 
measures were not substantially revised (refer to Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Revised Draft 
EIR for additional explanation of recirculation requirements).  Refer to Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR for a complete analysis of seasonal pools, including mitigation. 
 
Response R-4Y 
 
As noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1, imported water 
supply would be required to offset projected demand from the proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision, which would assure that groundwater resources are not 
depleted as a result of the project.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
B-3 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts to oak trees. 
 
Response R-4Z 
 
The commentor requests that all correspondence and documentation involving Santa Margarita 
Ranch water be made available.  The EIR water supply impact assessment was based on a 
substantial volume of data, much of which was provided by the applicants. The project file for 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program, 
which includes this data, is available for review at the San Luis Obispo Department of Planning 
and Building.   
 
Response R-4AA 
 
Refer to Responses R-4B through R-4Z. 
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Letter R-5 
 
COMMENTOR: Alan L. Volbrecht, Chairman, Community Service Area No. 23 (CSA 23) 

Advisory Committee 
 
DATE:   None Given 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-5A 
 
The commentor’s statement that the CSA 23 Advisory Committee reviewed Sections 2.4 
(Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation) and 2.8 (Water and Wastewater) of the Revised Draft 
EIR is noted. 
 
Response R-5B 
 
The commentor notes that funding provisions and a responsible party should be identified for 
the operation and maintenance of the detention structure required by Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision measure D-2(a) (Yerba Buena Drainage System).  These provisions are 
outlined in the Plan Requirements and Timing and Monitoring discussion therein, which was not 
included in the Revised Draft EIR because it was not substantially revised since circulation of 
the Draft EIR.  Refer to the full mitigation measure in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and 
Sedimentation, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-5C 
 
The commentor notes that CSA 23 does not interpret Policy 11 of the County’s Agriculture and 
Open Space Element (AGP11, Agricultural Water Supplies) to preclude using imported water 
for agricultural purposes.  The comment is noted. 
 
Response R-5D 
 
The commentor does not agree that an eight foot wide trench would be required for installing 
pipelines.  The width of the trench is considered a reasonable worst-case estimate for 
disturbance.   
 
Response R-5E 
 
The hydrogeologic report for the DEIR reports groundwater recharge based on existing data, 
and accepted professional methodologies.  It is recognized that in times of less than average 
rainfall, groundwater recharge is likely to be less, and in heavy rainfall years, the recharge is 
likely to be greater. 
 
Response R-5F 
 
Refer to Response 14L in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR).  As 
noted therein, the statement in Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR referenced by the commentor was 
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intended to portray which Future Development Program land uses would conceptually be 
located on the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site (Vesting Tract 2586).  However, 
these uses are not included as part of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project. 
To clarify the discussion, Section 2.4.2 (Future Development Program Component) has been 
revised.  Refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response R-5G 
 
The commentor claims that Table 4.14-1 (Existing Ranch Water Demands) in Section 4.14, Water 
and Wastewater, should not include Margarita Farms but should include the community of Santa 
Margarita.  As shown on Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR, the Ranch 
property includes Margarita Farms but surrounds the community of Santa Margarita (the 
Future Development Program boundary follows the Ranch property boundary). Existing water 
demand for the community is reflected in the historical water levels in groundwater basins that 
underlie both the community and Ranch property. 
 
Response R-5H 
 
The commentor’s statement that their comments were approved at the CSA 23 March 7, 2008 
meeting is noted.  
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Letter R-6 
 
COMMENTOR: Chuck Pritchard, President, Upper Salinas-Las Tablas Resource 

Conservation District  
 
DATE:   March 11, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-6A 
 
The commentor expresses concern that their previous comments on the Draft EIR were not 
responded to.  As noted on the first page of Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Revised Draft EIR, 
the Revised Draft EIR is intended to address several issues that arose since the Draft EIR was 
prepared, and does not directly respond to comments on the Draft EIR.  It is stated therein that 
“comprehensive, direct responses to comments on the Draft EIR, and additional revisions and 
clarifications, will be provided in a forthcoming Final EIR that includes responses to all 
comments received during the public review periods for both the Draft EIR and this Revised 
Draft EIR.”   
 
Refer to Responses R-6K through R-6L below. 
 
Response R-6B 
 
Refer to Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  Refer also to Response R-6A. 
 
Response R-6C 
 
The commentor notes that they have reviewed agricultural water demand projections presented 
in the Revised DEIR.  Comment noted.  Refer to Response R-6D. 
 
Response R-6D 
 
The commentor’s summary of crop irrigation demand calculations is noted.  It should also be 
noted, however, that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision does not include any 
wineries.  Refer to Master Response 3a. 
 
Response R-6E 
 
The comment states the opinion that the EIR water analysis underestimates the full project’s 
agricultural irrigation demand, and provides supporting information.  It should be noted that 
both the DEIR and the RDEIR concluded that impacts to water resources are Class I, significant 
and unavoidable.  Thus the perspective of the commentor may be considered by decision 
makers as they deliberate potential project approval, but it will not change the conclusions or 
mitigation measures included in the document. 
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Response R-6F 
 
The comment provides a perspective on the nature of irrigation efficiency, and the methodology 
used to help determine water availability, but does not directly comment on any of the analysis, 
conclusions or mitigation measures included in the RDEIR.   Please refer to Response to 
Comment R-6E. 
 
Response R-6G 
 
The comment provides further discussion of the groundwater recharge issue.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment R-6E. 
 
Response R-6H 
 
The comment provides further discussion of the irrigation, and the nature of agricultural water 
use.  Please refer to Response to Comment R-6E. 
 
Response R-6I 
 
The comment provides further discussion of the irrigation, and the nature of agricultural water 
use.  Please refer to Response to Comment R-6E. 
 
Response R-6J 
 
The commentor states that a Resource Capacity Study for the Santa Margarita area should be 
analyzed in the Final EIR.  The Resource Capacity Study being prepared for the Santa Margarita 
area will use existing studies and data related to water resources in the area – the same studies 
and data used in preparation of Appendix K (Hydrological Study) by Hopkins Groundwater 
Consultants, Inc., which was used as the basis for the analysis in Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater.  The Resource Capacity Study is not expected to generate new data and would not, 
therefore, alter the analysis or conclusions of the Final EIR.  In addition, the Resource Capacity 
Study has not yet been completed and cannot feasibly be included in the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-6K 
 
The commentor provides tabular data to support the narrative discussed in the previous 
comments.  Please refer to the response to Comment R-6E. 
 
Response R-6L 
 
The comment provides a critique of the water budget calculations presented in the DEIR.  The 
comment is also concerned about the effectiveness of the mitigation measures presented. 
 
See the responses to comments 8D, 8E, 8I, and 8N in Section 3.0 of this document. 
 
In addition, the Santa Margarita community lays within the valley floor adjacent the streams 
where the water table is relative to stream elevations, and the water table is relatively shallow.  
Existing leach field construction and operation will not be affected by the proposed project. 
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It is true that existing development in the vicinity of Santa Margarita relies on a water supply 
that has historically been impacted by drought conditions.  However, the water balance study 
provided for the EIR is reliable based on available data and clearly identifies the potential 
impacts of the proposed project.   
 
The information used in the study is adequate to draw the conclusions included in the EIR.   
The EIR concludes that there may be Class I impacts, in spite of the proposed mitigation 
measures, which require monitoring, water conservation, and imported water supply.  This 
conclusion is based in part on some of the uncertainties alluded to in the comment.  It should be 
noted that the water supply impact analysis was prepared by a professional hydrogeologist, 
using the data available, augmented by new analysis as appropriate.  The conclusion of the EIR 
is appropriate, and notes correctly that a potentially unavoidable impact to water supply may 
occur. 
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Letter R-7 
 
COMMENTOR: Jeanette Di Leo, Parks Planner, County of San Luis Obispo Department of 

General Services  
 
DATE:   March 18, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-7A 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Draft and Revised Draft EIR is noted. 
 
Response R-7B 
 
The commentor notes that it is their understanding that the February 2008 Draft EIR (Revised 
Draft EIR) includes an alternative location for 111 cluster home sites.  As noted in the first 
paragraph of Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Revised Draft EIR, that document is a revision to 
the Draft EIR prepared for the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and Future Development Program.  The Revised Draft EIR does not analyze a 
different proposal, but rather revises portions of the original Draft EIR prepared for the project 
and program.  The Revised Draft EIR analyzes three new alternatives to the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision.    
 
Response R-7C 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Future Development Program is noted. 
 
Response R-7D 
 
The commentor recommends that, if the alternative cluster location is pursued, the applicant 
provide a detached trail corridor connecting the community of Santa Margarita to the Juan 
Bautista and East Cuesta Ridge trails.  The provision of such trail connections could be 
considered should an alternative cluster southwest of the existing community move forward. 
 
It should be noted, however, that Future Development Program Impact R-2 in Section 4.11, 
Recreation, of the Final EIR considers consistency with the County Trails Plan, noting that the Future 
Development Program trail would connect the community of Santa Margarita to East Cuesta Ridge 
Trail, and implement a portion of Juan Bautista de Anza Trail, in accordance with the County Trails 
Plan.  In addition, Future Development Program measure R-2(a) (Juan Bautista de Anza Historic 
Trail Connection) requires the applicant for a future Specific Plan on the Ranch to dedicate right-of-
way for the County’s implementation of the Juan Bautista de Anza Historic Trail.  
 
Response R-7E 
 
The commentor recommends that a Specific Plan be prepared prior to implementation of any 
Future Development Program land uses.  As noted in the last paragraph of Section 2.4.1(a) 
(Residential Cluster) of the Final EIR, the San Luis Obispo County Land Use Ordinance, Section 
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22.104.040 (Salinas River Rural Area Standards), requires that a Specific Plan be prepared for the 
Santa Margarita Ranch area before any application is approved for a subdivision other than a 
Cluster development.  It is therefore possible that development may occur prior to preparation 
of a Specific Plan.   
 
Refer also to Master Response 3a.  As noted therein, no application has been filed for the Future 
Development Program and future environmental review will be required if applications for 
future projects are submitted.   
 
Refer also to Response 6J.  As noted therein, Future Development Program measure R-1(a) 
(Community Park Implementation Timing) in Section 4.11, Recreation, of the Final EIR has been 
revised in accordance with recommendations made by this commentor during review of the Draft 
EIR.  These recommendations relate to timing of the park and swimming pool.   
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Letter R-8 
 
COMMENTOR: Glenn Marshall, Development Services, San Luis Obispo County 

Department of Public Works  
 
DATE:   March 20, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-8A 
 
The commentor’s statement that the comment letter represents consolidated comments from 
several divisions of Public Works is noted. 
 
Response R-8B 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) (Yerba Buena Drainage System) 
and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System) have been revised to clarify that drainage systems 
must be designed to comply with County criteria (reduction of the 50 year, 10 hour post-
development peak flow to 2 year, 10 hour pre-development conditions), as well as reduce the 
100-year 10-hour post-development runoff to 100 year 10 hour predevelopment conditions in 
the case of Trout Creek.  Refer to Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR 
for these revised measures.   
 
The commentor’s observation that the difference between pre- and post-development 100 year 
runoff will be small is noted.  
 
Response R-8C 
 
Refer to Response R-8B and revised Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-
2(a) (Yerba Buena Drainage System) and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System) in Section 4.5, 
Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-8D  
 
Refer to Response R-8B and revised Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-
2(a) (Yerba Buena Drainage System) and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System) in Section 4.5, 
Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-8E 
 
The commentor notes that several traffic-related mitigation measures fail to require preparation 
of a Permit Engineering Evaluation Report (PEER) as a function of the EIR process, as 
previously recommended by Public Works, and instead simply state that a Caltrans 
encroachment permit would be required for improvements within their jurisdiction [refer to 
Letter 17 and Responses 17A through 17AG in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses 
on the Draft EIR) of this document for the Public Works Draft EIR comment letter and 
associated responses]. 
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The need to prepare a PEER is determined by Caltrans during the encroachment permit 
process.  Specifically, upon receipt of a permit application, the Caltrans’ District Permit 
Engineer determines if the project would require a PEER and designates a responsible Caltrans 
unit (i.e. Design, Traffic Operations, etc.) for PEER preparation.  Because it is not certain that 
preparation of a PEER would be required, it would be premature to require a PEER prior to 
certification of the EIR.   In addition, because a PEER is a Caltrans document, the preparation 
and approval of a PEER is outside the jurisdiction of the County.  It should be noted that the 
EIR analyzes the impacts of potential future roadway improvements generally, without 
entering the realm of speculation (refer to Master Response 2).  
 
Response R-8F 
 
The commentor notes that they previously recommended that Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure T-2(a) (West Driveway Relocation) evaluate the precise location in relation 
to the cemetery entrance.  Refer to Response 17T in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document.  As noted therein, analysis of the driveway 
relocation in the context of this channelization would be speculative because no cemetery 
expansion is currently planned and left turn channelization would therefore not be required in 
the foreseeable future. 
 
Response R-8G 
 
Refer to Response 17W in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document.  As clarified for the commentor therein, Future Development Program Impact T-1 is 
identified Class I, significant and unavoidable, because, should the construction and occupation of any 
Future Development Program land use occurs prior to completion of identified mitigation, existing 
deficiencies and associated impacts would remain.  Although mitigation measures would reduce 
impacts to the extent possible, due to the uncertainty regarding Caltrans approval of improvements 
within their jurisdiction, it cannot be assured that all improvements would be constructed prior to 
occupation of the first Future Development Program land use. 
 
Refer also to Response R-8E for a discussion of the PEER process.  This process would not eliminate 
the Class I impact because it would not eliminate the uncertainties expressed above. 
 
The commentor additionally notes that their previous recommendations for financing of Future 
Development Program improvements have been addressed.  Comment noted.  Refer to Comment 
and Response 17AB in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document. 
 
Response R-8H 
 
Refer to Response 17AD in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document.  As noted therein, Future Development Program measure T-2(a) (Site-Specific 
Access Analysis) requires a detailed analysis of access points to Future Development Program 
land uses, including consideration of site access as referenced by the commentor.  Any hazards 
associated with access in this area would be identified during this process.   
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Response R-8I 
 
Refer to Response 17AE in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document.   
 
Response R-8J 
 
Refer to Response 17AF in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document.  As noted therein, Future Development Program measures T-4(a) (Bicycle Facilities), T-
4(b) (Pedestrian Facilities) and T-4(c) (Transit Facilities) in Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation, of the Final EIR have all been revised to eliminate the payment of fair share fees and 
define funding requirements, in accordance with the commentor’s previous recommendations.  
 
Response R-8K 
 
Refer to Response 17C in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document.  As described therein, preparation of a Wastewater Master Plan would not be 
appropriate mitigation measure for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Response R-8L 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Nacimiento Water Project is noted.  
 
Response R-8M 
 
The second to last sentence of the first paragraph of the Residual Impacts discussion under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 states that “Santa Margarita Ranch, 
LLC does have an allocation for the Nacimiento Water Project (NWP), which has not yet been 
constructed.” The commentor clarifies that Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC does not actually have 
an allocation or entitlement for the Nacimiento Water Project (NWP).  Rather, in order to have 
such rights, a Water Delivery Entitlement Contract (WDEC) would need to be executed.  In 
addition, the Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC is not specifically cited as an eligible agency for 
Nacimiento water.  Rather, the Santa Margarita Ranch Mutual Water Company (SMRMWC) is 
the eligible agency that can execute a WDEC.  The referenced statement has therefore been 
revised to clarify these distinctions.  Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final 
EIR. 
 
It should also be noted that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 remains 
Class I, significant and unavoidable, due to uncertainties regarding timing and availability of 
imported water sources. 
 
Response R-8N 
 
Refer to Response 17H in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document and the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
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Response R-8O 
 
Refer to Response 17I in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document.  As noted therein, the first paragraph of the Residual Impacts discussion under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, 
of the Final EIR acknowledges that the Santa Margarita Ranch Mutual Water Company 
(SMRMWC), which is proposed by Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC as part of the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision, is an eligible agency for the Nacimiento Water Project (NWP).   
 
Response R-8P 
 
The commentor notes that any of the alternatives for Nacimiento Water Project (NWP) 
connection identified in the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR would be 
acceptable and consistent with the infrastructure currently being constructed for the NWP.  
Comment noted. 
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Letter R-9 
 
COMMENTOR: Lynda L. Auchinachie, County of San Luis Obispo, Department of 

Agriculture/Weights and Measures  
 
DATE:   March 27, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-9A 
 
The commentor’s explanation of the methodology of the comment letter is noted. 
 
Response R-9B 
 
The commentor’s statement that revisions to Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR, 
as presented in the Revised Draft EIR, provide a better basis for the impact analysis is noted. 
 
Response R-9C 
 
The commentor agrees that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would 
permanently compromise the sustainability of a 676.7-acre grazing unit, and describes ways in 
which human interaction with cattle can result in conflicts for both cattle and humans.  
Comment noted.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 in 
Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-9D 
 
The commentor further describes incompatibilities between humans and grazing activities, and 
concludes that it is not reasonable to believe that grazing could continue to occur in the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision area due to safety and liability issues.  Comment 
noted.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 in Section 4.1, 
Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-9E 
 
The commentor notes that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would preclude 
other agricultural activities in the project area.  Comment noted.  Refer also to Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final 
EIR.   
 
Response R-9F 
 
The commentor notes that the Revised Draft EIR accurately states that groundwater should be 
maintained for agricultural production.  Comment noted. 
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Response R-9G 
 
The commentor recommends that alternatives be evaluated based on a comparison to 
conversion of all prime soils within the 676.7 acre grazing unit that would be indirectly 
converted by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, rather than the 21.2 acres that would 
be directly converted by lots and roadways (refer to the discussion under Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1). Approximately 116.8 acres of prime soils are 
located within the 676.7 acre grazing unit.   
 
The following table compares prime soils within the grazing unit to prime soils within each of 
the project alternatives, in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation.  
 

Alternative 
Prime 
Soils 

(Acres) 
Agricultural Residential  
Cluster Subdivision 116.8 

Alternative 1  
No Project/No Development 0 

Alternative 2  
No Project/Existing Zoning 0 

Alternative 3  
Revised Cluster Design 72.0 

Alternative 4  
Revised Cluster Location 1 95.3 

Alternative 5  
Revised Cluster Location 2 131.8 

Alternative 6  
Revised Cluster Location 3 26.9 

Alternative 7  
Tighter Cluster Alternative 11.6 

Alternative 12  
Amended Project 116.8 

Alternative 13  
Santa Margarita Town Expansion 24.4 

Alternative 14  
Reduced Project 57.9 

 
Response R-9H 
 
Refer to Response R-9G above.  Based on the commentor’s recommended comparison method 
for prime soils, Alternative 12 (Amended Project) would impact the same amount of prime soils 
as the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision because they would be located on the same 
676.7-acre grazing unit. 
 
Response R-9I 
 
Refer to Response R-9G above. 
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Response R-9J 
 
The commentor recommends that all trails meet policies and criteria outlined in the Parks and 
Recreation Element.  Refer to Future Development Program measure R-2(a) (Trail Connections) 
in Section 4.11, Recreation, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-9K 
 
The commentor recommends a combination of Alternatives 7 and 14 and suggests that this 
would be environmentally superior to the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision.  Comment noted.  Refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR. 
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Letter R-10 
 
COMMENTOR: Dick Butler, U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Southwest Region, Santa Rosa Area Office 

 
DATE:   March 27, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-10A 
 
The commentor’s summary of the location of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
Comment is noted. 
 
Response R-10B 
 
The commentor notes that their primary concern is impacts related to steelhead and their 
designated critical habitats.  These impacts are addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact B-7 and Future Development Program Impact B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-10C 
 
The commentor claims that the Revised Draft EIR does not adequately address impacts to 
steelhead because it does not provide current water demands on the property.  Refer to Section 
4.14.1(a) (Water Supply and Current Demand) and Table 4.14-1 (Existing Ranch Water 
Demands) in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  Refer also to Response R-10B. 
 
Response R-10D 
 
The commentor summarizes findings made in Appendix H (Drainage and Wastewater 
Analysis).  This appendix was not included in the Revised Draft EIR, as no substantial revisions 
were made to the analysis warranting recirculation.  CEQA Guidelines do not require that a 
lead agency respond to comments made during the recirculation comment period which pertain 
to those sections of a Draft EIR which were not recirculated.   Comments made on the Draft EIR 
during initial circulation are addressed in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the 
Draft EIR) of this document.  The water supply assessment included in the EIR was based on 
the best data readily available at the time of preparation. 
 
Response R-10E 
 
As noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water 
and Wastewater, of the Final EIR, imported water supply would be required to offset projected 
demand from the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, which would assure 
that groundwater resources are not depleted as a result of the project.  Therefore, groundwater 
impacts from the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would not affect stream levels.   
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Steelhead impacts are addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 and 
Future Development Program B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-10F 
 
Refer to Responses R-10D and R-10E.   
 
The commentor additionally claims that more information is needed regarding the feasibility of 
importing water.  As noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in 
Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, the reasoning behind the Class I impact determination is that 
importing water may not be feasible.  However, development could not occur without 
importing water in accordance with Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-
1(c) (Imported Water). 
 
Response R-10G 
 
Refer to Response R-4I.  As noted therein, the 2,000 acres referenced on page 2-110 of the 
Revised Draft EIR is the total planned vineyard acreage on the Ranch (i.e., 1,026.1 acres above 
the existing 973.9 acres, for a total of 2,000 acres).  The commentor-referenced section has been 
revised for clarity: 
 

Updated Analysis. Current plans for vineyard expansion include approximately 2,000 acres 
of vineyards throughout the Ranch in addition to the 973.9 acres currently planted for an 
additional 1,026.1 acres above existing plantings, and approximately 500 acres of orchards 
throughout the Ranch. The Water Demand and Consumptive Use discussions in Section 
4.14.1(a) (Water Supply and Current Demand) have therefore been revised as follows… 

 
Response R-10H 
 
Refer to Response R-10D and Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-10I 
 
The commentor recommends that the stream crossings over Tostada Creek be designed in 
accordance with NMFS (2001) guidelines.  This recommendation has been incorporated into 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-7(a) [South/Central California Coast 
Steelhead (Steelhead) Mitigation, Minimization and Protection Plan] in the Final EIR. 
 
The commentor expresses concern that the proposed road alignment along Tostada Creek 
would impact the riparian corridor and water quality of the stream.  Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision measure B-7(a) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR has been 
revised to include a 100-foot permanent setback from Tostada Creek. 
 
Response R-10J 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-7(a) [South/Central California 
Coast Steelhead (Steelhead) Mitigation, Minimization and Protection Plan] in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been revised to provide additional detail 
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regarding setbacks to Trout and Tostada Creeks.  Planning and Building will be responsible for 
monitoring and enforcement. 
 
Response R-10K 
 
Refer to Response R-4D for a discussion of the Water Resources Advisory Committee (WRAC) 
recommendation that a Resource Capacity Study be analyzed in the Final EIR.  
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Letter R-11 
 
COMMENTOR: Courtney Howard, Water Resources Engineer, San Luis Obispo County 

Public Works Department 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-11A 
 
Funding for mitigation measure implementation is generally the responsibility of the applicant. 
Because the commentor does not cite specific mitigation measures for which she is concerned, 
no further response is feasible. 
 
Response R-11B 
 
It is assumed that by “alternatives” the commentor is referring to options for imported water 
connections discussed under Residual Impacts in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact W-1, rather than alternatives to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
addressed in Section 6.0, Alternatives. As noted in Response R-4P, the connection option and 
location of pipelines, including precise pipeline sizes, is not yet known.  The EIR evaluates a 
reasonable worst case scenario with regard to potential impacts.  Specific environmental impacts 
associated with implementation of any connection alternative would be evaluated in a separate 
environmental documentation prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). 
 
Response R-11C 
 
Comment noted.
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Letter R-12 
 
COMMENTOR: W.E. Loudermilk, Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and 

Game, Central Region 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-12A 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is noted.  Refer 
to Master Responses 3a through 3c for clarification regarding the Future Development Program. 
  
Response R-12B 
 
The commentor’s summary of their comment letter is noted. 
 
Response R-12C 
 
Refer to Master Response 3b.   
 
Response R-12D 
 
The commentor states that oak woodland impacts should be assessed for the four types of oak 
woodlands.  This is provided in Table 4.3-5 (Impacts to Habitat Types Resulting from 
Development of the Proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision) as well as 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the 
Final EIR.  The commentor briefly notes that two of the oak woodland types are special status 
associations.  The Valley Oak Woodland discussions in Section 4.3.1(b) (Habitat Types) and 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 have been revised to clarify this 
distinction. However, there is not a second oak woodland type on the site with a special status 
association.  Refer also to Response R-12AD below. 
 
The commentor additionally claims that the EIR fails to analyze past projects and wildlife 
corridor impacts.  However, the setting (baseline) described in Section 4.3.1 (Setting) of the Final 
EIR inherently includes past projects in the project vicinity (refer also to Response R-12AW 
below).  Wildlife corridor impacts are addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact B-9.  Refer specifically to the discussion under Impacts to Wildlife Movement therein.   
 
The commentor notes that new alternatives in the Revised Draft EIR are compared to the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision rather than the baseline.  Refer to Response R-
12AK below. 
 
The commentor claims that the Revised Draft EIR does not provide a sufficient level of technical 
detail to meet CEQA requirements.  The commentor does not provide evidence to support this 
claim.  Refer to Responses R-12E through R-12AY for responses to specific comments.  It should 
also be noted that the commentor references CEQA Guidelines Section 15147, which states that 
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“information contained in an EIR shall include summarized technical data…placement of 
highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the body of an EIR should be avoided.” 
Refer also to Master Response 3a.  The Future Development Program is not proposed, as 
suggested by the commentor.  Refer also to Master Response 4. 
 
Response R-12E 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a through 3c for clarification regarding the Future Development 
Program.   
 
Response R-12F 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a through 3c for clarification regarding the Future Development 
Program.   
 
Response R-12G 
 
Responses to comments received on the Draft EIR are located in Section 3.0 (Written Comments 
and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document.  
 
Refer also to Response R-36D.  As noted therein, the Revised Draft EIR revises portions of the 
Draft EIR, but does not constitute a separate EIR, as suggested by the commentor.  This 
document, which includes all Draft EIR Sections with corrections and additions from the 
Revised Draft EIR incorporated, as well as responses to all comments received during both 
circulation periods, constitutes the (one and only) Final EIR for the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program.   
Response R-12H 
 
The commentor notes that the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is a Trustee Agency with a 
responsibility to comment under CEQA.  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-12I 
 
The commentor notes that the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) is a Responsible Agency 
when a subsequent permit or other type of discretionary approval from the Department is 
required.  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-12J 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-4(a) (Wetland and Riparian 
Protection) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement from the CDFG would be required if impacts to wetland and riparian 
habitat are not fully avoided, pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game 
Code and as suggested by the commentor. 
 
The commentor suggests that further biological studies may reveal that an Incidental Take 
Permit is required.  However, only one species discussed in the EIR is state-listed threatened or 
endangered (Bald eagle, Haliaeetus leucocphalus, Federally Threatened and State Endangered, 
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Fully Protected) and this species is not expected to occur on the property and would not, 
therefore, be impacted by the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  As a result, no 
Incidental Take permits from the CDFG are expected to be required (refer to Table 4.3-4 Section 
4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR). 
 
The commentor’s statements related to the CEQA process are noted.  As a point of clarification, 
the County of San Luis Obispo is the lead agency, not the City. 
 
Response R-12K 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Incidental Take Permit process is noted.  Refer also to 
Response R-12J. 
 
Response R-12L 
 
The commentor’s discussion of CESA compliance versus CEQA compliance is noted. Refer also 
to Section 4.3.1(f) (Regulatory Setting) 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-12M 
 
The commentor’s summary of “take” authority is noted.  However, because the commentor 
does not directly identify issues of concern with the EIR analysis, no specific response is 
feasible. 
 
Response R-12N 
 
The commentor claims that the Revised Draft EIR does not provide a sufficient level of technical 
detail for the Future Development Program or project alternatives.  Refer to Section 1.1 (Purpose 
and Legal Authority) in Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is analyzed at a project level while the Future 
Development Program is analyzed as a program level, and the EIR is therefore a hybrid 
Project/Program EIR.  As noted in Master Response 3a, additional environmental review will 
be required for future projects on the Ranch property.  
 
Refer also to Master Responses 3a and 3b.  The EIR evaluates and mitigates a reasonable worst-case 
scenario of potential impacts associated with the Future Development Program.  In addition, 
because only generalized Future Development Program land use locations are available at this 
time, and no site plans or other project-level details have been provided by the applicant, greater 
technical detail in this area would necessarily require speculation, which is specifically prohibited 
by CEQA (refer to Master Response 2). 
 
Refer also to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6 (d).  In accordance with this Section, an alternatives 
analysis need not be as detailed or exhaustive as the analysis of the proposed project, but rather 
“include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, 
and comparison with the proposed project.”  Surveys need not be completed prior to comparing 
alternatives.  Refer also to Master Response 7. 
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It should also be noted that new alternatives included in the Revised Draft EIR and 
incorporated into the Final EIR are analyzed at the same level of detail as those alternatives 
previously addressed in the Draft EIR.  Refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR for a 
complete discussion of project alternatives. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 6.  Previous rare plan surveys were adequately reviewed and 
evaluated prior to incorporation into the EIR.  
 
Response R-12O 
 
The commentor questions why project redesign to avoid rare plants was not suggested as 
mitigation.  The EIR analyzes and mitigates the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision as 
proposed.  Alternatives to the proposed project which are intended to avoid or reduce impacts, 
including those to rare plants, are discussed in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.   
 
The commentor additionally expresses concern related to the effectiveness of relocating plants 
as mitigation. Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-5(b) (San Luis Obispo 
Mariposa Lily and San Luis Obispo County Morning Glory Mitigation and Monitoring Plan) in 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR has been revised to emphasize collection of seed 
and bulbs, instead of relocating plants.  
 
New populations would be established in areas identified by the mitigation and monitoring 
plan required by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-5(b) (San Luis Obispo 
Mariposa Lily and San Luis Obispo County Morning Glory Mitigation and Monitoring Plan). 
 
Response R-12P 
 
The commentor notes that establishing new populations of Caper-fruited tropidocarpum 
(Tropidocarpum capparideum) may not be feasible.  This species does not occur within any of the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision impact areas and mitigation for this species is not 
required.  
 
Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-5(a) (Follow-up Special-
status Plant Surveys) and B-5(b) (San Luis Obispo Mariposa Lily and San Luis Obispo County 
Morning Glory Mitigation and Monitoring Plan) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final 
EIR.  
 
Response R-12Q 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-6 and Future Development Program 
Impact B-6 have been revised in the Final EIR to reiterate and clarify that past vernal pool fairy 
shrimp surveys were inconclusive.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure B-6(a) (VPFS Presence/Absence Determination) and Future Development Program B-
6(a) (VPFS Presence/Absence Determination), which require that the surveys be completed. 
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Response R-12R 
 
Whenever additional surveys are required as mitigation in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of 
the Final EIR, measures are included which would be required as action items and performance 
standards to reduce impacts below threshold levels should those surveys determine presence of 
special-status resources.   
 
It should also be noted that, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines, an alternatives analysis 
need not be as detailed or exhaustive as the analysis of the proposed project, but rather “include 
sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
comparison with the proposed project” [CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(d)].  Surveys need not be 
completed prior to comparing alternatives.  Refer also to Master Response 7. 
 
It should also be noted that new alternatives included in the Revised Draft EIR and 
incorporated into the Final EIR are analyzed at the same level of detail as those alternatives 
previously addressed in the Draft EIR.  Refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR for a 
complete discussion of project alternatives. 
 
Response R-12S 
 
The commentor does not provide evidence to support the claim that the EIR contains 
insufficient information.  No further response is feasible. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 3b for clarification regarding the Future Development Program 
analysis and to Response R-12R above for clarification regarding the scope of an alternatives 
analysis. 
 
It should also be noted that the commentor references CEQA Guidelines Section 15147, which 
states that “information contained in an EIR shall include summarized technical 
data…placement of highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the body of an EIR 
should be avoided.”  
 
Response R-12T 
 
Table 4.3-4 (Special Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring on the Project Site) in Section 
4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR has been revised to clarify that California tiger 
salamander is not expected on-site because of limited distribution, as opposed to survey 
completeness. 
 
Response R-12U 
 
In accordance with the commentor’s suggestions, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure B-2(a) (Native Perennial Grassland Restoration Plan) has been revised to include 
native forbs and the goal of restoring the habitat, rather than focusing on a few grass species. 
 
Native Perennial Grassland restoration is required at a 2:1 ratio. There is no basis to the 
commentor’s claim that the loss of this habitat is not mitigable.  The EIR requires that 
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monitoring efforts and subsequent replanting ensure that the community is successfully 
established in restoration areas. 
 
Response R-12V 
 
Refer to Table 4.3-1 (Biological Survey Types Performed for the Santa Margarita Ranch) in 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, wetland delineations were 
performed by J. Isaacs, G. Liu, R. Lodge, R. Rossi, J. Olberding, L. Althouse, C. England, D. 
Martel and a wetland delineation review was conducted by K. Merk and J. Davis.  Refer to 
Master Response 6.  As noted therein, applicant-contracted technical studies, including wetland 
delineations, were thoroughly scrutinized prior to inclusion in the EIR analysis.  
 
Refer also to the Native Perennial Grassland discussion in Section 4.3.1(b) (Habitat Types) of the 
Final EIR.  As noted therein, areas with stands of deergrass are common on the Agricultural 
Residential Subdivision site along intermittent drainages and the margins of wetlands.   
 
Response R-12W 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-4 in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  As noted in the first sentence of the impact discussion, several 
wetland areas adjacent to residential lots and roads would be indirectly impacted by the 
proposed development.  Some roadway segments are adjacent to wetlands.  Table 4.3-5 
(Impacts to Habitat Types Resulting from Development of the Proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision) depicts direct acreage impacts, and therefore correctly lists 
emergent wetland habitat as containing 0.0 acres of impact.   
 
Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-4(a) (Wetland and 
Riparian Protection), which requires setbacks from wetland habitat and erosion control 
measures to limit indirect impacts, among other measures. 
 
Response R-12X 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 and Future Development 
Program Impact B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of 
impacts to steelhead.   
 
As noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water 
and Wastewater, of the Final EIR, imported water supply would be required to offset projected 
demand from the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, which would assure 
that groundwater resources are not depleted as a result of the project.  As a result, project 
groundwater use would not directly impact steelhead. 
 
Response R-12Y 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-7(a) [South/Central California Coast 
Steelhead (Steelhead) Mitigation, Minimization and Protection Plan] has been revised to specify 
measures required to allow Road crossings of Trout and Tostada Creeks and to require 
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coordination with the NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, as suggested by the 
commentor.  Refer to this measure in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  
 
The commentor requests that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-7(a) 
[South/Central California Coast Steelhead (Steelhead) Mitigation, Minimization and Protection 
Plan] be implemented prior to certification of the EIR.  However, mitigation cannot be required 
prior to approval of the project for which the mitigation measure is necessitated (since without a 
project there would be no impact) and a project cannot be approved prior to completion of the 
CEQA process.  
 
Refer also to Response R-12O.  As noted therein, the EIR analyzes and mitigates the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision as proposed, and cannot require redesign as 
mitigation.  Alternatives to the proposed project which are intended to avoid or reduce impacts 
are discussed in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-12Z 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-7(a) (South/Central California Coast 
Steelhead (Steelhead) Mitigation, Minimization and Protection Plan) and B-8(a) (California Red-
legged Frog Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures) have been revised to require a 
200 foot buffer from Tostada Creek, in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Response R-12AA 
 
Refer to Response R-12O.  As noted therein, the EIR analyzes and mitigates the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision as proposed.  Alternatives to the proposed project which are 
intended to avoid or reduce impacts are discussed in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.   
 
Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-7(a) [South/Central 
California Coast Steelhead (Steelhead) Mitigation, Minimization and Protection Plan] in Section 
4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been revised to specify mitigation for road 
crossings of Trout and Tostada Creeks. 
 
Response R-12AB 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR is noted. 
 
Response R-12AC 
 
Refer to Section 4.14.1(a) (Water Supply and Current Demand). 
 
It should also be noted that the applicant would not be allowed to convert groundwater to 
residential use.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(a) in Section 
4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR and the commentor’s summary in Comment R-12AB 
above. 
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Response R-12AD 
 
The Valley Oak Woodland discussions in Section 4.3.1(b) (Habitat Types) and Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 have been revised to clarify that valley oak 
woodland is listed as a Sensitive Natural Community by the CDFG.  However, mixed oak 
woodland is not a California special concern plant community, as claimed by the commentor, 
nor is the valley oak a California Species of Special Concern.  Revisions to these applicable 
discussions are not necessary. 
 
Refer also to Response R-12D. 
 
Response R-12AE 
 
Refer to Response R-12O.  As noted therein, the EIR analyzes and mitigates the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision as proposed.  Alternatives to the proposed project which are 
intended to avoid or reduce impacts are discussed in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.   
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, 
Monitoring, and Conservation) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR has been 
revised to require that the restored area be at a minimum equal in size to the area of oak 
woodlands lost or disturbed, as suggested by the commentor. 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, Avoidance, 
and Protection Plan) and B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation) are 
consistent with Kuehl Bill requirements.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact B-3 of the Final EIR for a discussion of the Kuehl Bill. 
 
Response R-12AF 
 
The commentor’s discussion of the Kuehl Bill (codified in PRC § 21083.4) is noted.  The analysis 
and mitigation of oak woodland impacts in accordance with the Kuehl Bill, as adopted, was 
included in the Revised Draft EIR and has been incorporated into the Final EIR.  Refer to 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 and subsequent mitigation measures in 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-12AG 
 
Refer to Table 4.3-2 (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Site Habitat Summary) and 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the 
Final EIR.  Refer also to Master Response 7. 
 
Refer also to Response R-12AD.  As noted therein, only one type of oak woodland on the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site is special status. 
 
Response R-12AH 
 
The commentor requests that erosion control and landscaping allow only natural fiber and 
biodegradable materials to be used.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-
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2(c) (LID-Integrated Management Practices) and D-4(a) (Pollutant Removal Techniques) in 
Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, and measure VR-1(b) (Architectural and 
Landscape Guidelines) in Section 4.13, Visual Resources, of the Final EIR have been revised to 
specify this requirement. Refer to these revised measures in their respective sections of the Final 
EIR. 
 
Response R-12AI 
 
The commentor notes that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and many of the 
alternatives have missed opportunities to avoid impacts through project design.  Comment 
noted.  The commentor does not provide suggestions for project redesign.  As a result, no 
further response is possible. 
 
The commentor additionally suggests that a column be added to Table 4.3-5 (Impacts to Habitat 
Types Resulting from Development of the Proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision) to display the percent of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision footprint 
which is within each habitat type.  A column has been added showing the acreage of each 
habitat type as a percentage of the total site.  Refer to Table 4.3-5 in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-12AJ 
 
Refer to Master Response 4.  The commentor does not specify locations that would be suitable, 
nor does the commentor explain why reducing lot sizes to ½ acre would reduce impacts to a 
greater extent than reducing the buildout of the project (Alternative 14). 
 
It should also be noted that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision does not propose 
specific building envelopes. 
 
Response R-12AK 
 
The commentor claims that CEQA requires project alternatives to be analyzed against the 
CEQA baseline (i.e. existing conditions), citing CEQA Guidelines § 15125 to support this claim.  
Section 15125 of the State CEQA Guidelines outlines requirements for the description of the 
environmental setting (baseline) and requires that “the description of the environmental setting 
shall be no longer than is necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the 
proposed project and its alternatives.” This Section does not, as claimed by the commentor, 
require alternatives to be compared to this description. 
 
The commentor is referenced instead to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(d) (Evaluation of 
Alternatives), which states that an EIR “shall include sufficient information about each 
alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed 
project.”  This meaningful comparison is achieved, in practice, by comparing each alternative to 
the proposed project.   
 
It should also be clarified that the alternatives in the Revised Draft EIR used the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision as the point of comparison, not alternatives in the original Draft 
EIR.  All alternatives are analyzed in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR. 
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Response R-12AL 
 
As outlined in CEQA Guidelines § 15093 (Statement of Overriding Considerations), if the lead 
agency approves a project with significant and unavoidable impacts it is required to provide, in 
writing, the specific reasons to support its action.  This statement of overriding considerations 
must be supported by substantial evidence in the record.   
 
In accordance with CEQA requirements, a statement of overriding considerations would only 
be required if the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is approved, and is not, 
therefore, to be included in the EIR process.  Nonetheless, the commentor’s concern has been 
forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and consideration. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 4 and Responses R-12AI and R-12AJ.  Because the commentor 
does not specify locations for lots or other redesign methods that would eliminate biological 
impacts, specific response is not feasible.   
 
Response R-12AM 
 
The commentor requests inclusion of the math behind the number of allowable units for the 
project. Refer to Figure 2-4 (Proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Density 
Calculations) in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR.  As shown in the legend, the 
number of allowable units is determined based on 973.9 acres of planted vineyards and 2,615 
acres of grazing/open space.  The base units allowable for a standard subdivision would be 112 
based on a 20 acre minimum parcel size for vineyards and a 320 acre minimum parcel size for 
grazing/open space, with two units allowable per parcel. 
 
The “extra lots” referred to by the commentor in Figure 2-3 (Proposed Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Development Plan) are Agriculture Conservation Easements (ACE) and 
would not include residential lots with the exception of one ranch headquarters unit.  Only 112 
units are proposed, in accordance with the above calculation. 
 
Response R-12AN 
 
The Future Development Program does not include residences on the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision site.  Refer to Figure 2-9 in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR 
for Future Development Program land use locations. 
 
The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision consists of 111 clustered parcels, five open 
space parcels (one including the 112th dwelling unit), and one remainder parcel, for a total of 
117 parcels.  The cluster subdivision ordinance limits the number of residential parcels and 
residential units, not the number of open space parcels. 
 
Response R-12AO 
 
The commentor’s observations about Alternative 12 (Amended Project) are noted.   
Potential inconsistencies with the applicable Land Use Ordinance requirements related to the 
percentage of open space will be addressed in the Staff Report for the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision project.  Environmental impacts are addressed in the EIR. 
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Response R-12AP   
 
Refer to Section 2.4.1(b) (Agricultural Conservation Easements) in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, of the Final EIR for a description of the proposed Agricultural Conservation 
Easements, including funding mechanisms. 
 
Response R-12AQ 
 
The commentor expresses the opinion that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
does not meet all the requirements of the Agricultural Lands Clustering Ordinance.  Comment 
noted.  Refer to Response R-12AO and Appendix C (Policy Consistency) to the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-12AR 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a through 3c. 
 
Response R-12AS 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a through 3c. 
 
Response R-12AT 
 
Refer to Master Response 3b. 
 
Response R-12AU 
 
Refer to Master Response 3b. 
 
It should also be clarified that the conclusion referenced by the commentor is made in relation 
to pipelines that would connect the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision project with 
infrastructure already analyzed in previous environmental documents (i.e. pipelines and other 
infrastructure that has not previously been analyzed in the documents incorporated by 
reference).  Refer also to CEQA Guidelines § 15150 (Incorporation by Reference). 
 
Response R-12AV 
 
The commentor’s suggestions are noted.  Refer also to Master Response 3a. 
 
Response R-12AW 
 
The environmental setting (baseline) described in Section 4.3.1 (Setting) of the Final EIR 
inherently includes past projects in the project vicinity.  In addition, the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision is the only current project in the Ranch vicinity.  All foreseeable future 
projects in the area are included in the Future Development Program.  As noted in Section 
4.3.2(d) (Cumulative Impacts), the evaluation of the Future Development Program, which 
includes the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, in this EIR accounts for all of the 
expected growth in the Santa Margarita area, as it represents buildout of the major landholding 
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that surrounds the existing community, consistent with the Salinas River Area Plan.  Therefore, 
cumulative biological resources impacts from buildout of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision in combination with buildout of the Future Development Program were addressed 
in the Future Development Program impact analysis in Section 4.3.2(c) (Future Development 
Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-12AX 
 
Refer to Response R-12AX.  Cumulative impacts related to wildlife movement corridors are 
addressed generally in Future Development Program Impact B-9 in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  Impacts related to the movement of individual species are also 
addressed in impact discussions for those species. 
 
Response R-12AY 
 
The commentor summarizes their comments made throughout the letter.  Refer to Responses R-
12A through R-12AX. 
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Letter R-13 
 
COMMENTOR: Andy Mutziger, Air Quality Specialist, County of San Luis Obispo Air 

Pollution Control District 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-13A 
 
The commentor’s summary of the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and 
the contents of the Revised Draft EIR are noted.  As a point of clarification, the Future 
Development Program is not “proposed.” Refer to Master Response 3a. 
 
Response R-13B 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response R-13C 
 
The commentor notes that the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) does not support the 
proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision or any of the alternatives based on 
inconsistencies with Smart Growth Principles, the lack of affordable housing, and 
inconsistencies with the Clean Air Plan (CAP).  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-13D 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response R-13E 
 
The commentor recommends that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision residents be 
prohibited from constructing secondary dwellings.  Secondary dwelling units would not be 
allowed on the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site in accordance with San Luis 
Obispo County Land Use Ordinance (LUO) Section 22.22.150. 
 
Response R-13F 
 
The commentor claims that transportation and circulation mitigation measures for the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision are not adequate to address the 40% increase in 
daily traffic volumes.  Refer to Master Response 5.  Refer to Responses R-13G through R-13FI for 
responses to the commentor’s specific recommendations. 
 
Response R-13G 
 
The commentor recommends that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(a) 
(SR 58 South of J Street) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, be revised to increase the 
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width of shoulders and bike lanes currently required by the measure.  However, there is no 
nexus to require the applicant to widen bike lanes as requested by the commentor.  Refer also to 
Response 13F in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document. 
 
Response R-13H 
 
The commentor recommends that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(e) 
(Estrada Avenue/H Street Warning Beacon) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, be 
revised to require both the warning beacon and elimination of the crest.  However, there is no 
nexus to require the applicant to provide both of these improvements as suggested by the 
commentor, as either would effectively mitigate the impact.   
 
Response R-13I 
 
The commentor recommends that a mitigation measure be added to provide controls of “cut-
through” traffic on I Street. The commentor does not specify the types of controls.   
 
There is no nexus to require the applicant to provide controls on I Street, as cut-through impacts 
were determined not to be significant (refer to the second to last paragraph under Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the 
Final EIR).  Impacts related to the safety of children in the vicinity of Santa Margarita 
Elementary School are addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-
1(e) (Estrada Avenue/H Street Warning Beacon) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, 
of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-13J 
 
The commentor claims that the Revised Draft EIR only partially addressed the APCD’s 
previous recommendation that backyard burning restrictions be called out as a separate 
mitigation measure.  Refer to Response 13J in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on 
the Draft EIR) of this document.  As noted therein and acknowledged by the commentor, 
residential backyard burning is already prohibited by measure AQ-1(e) (Residential Wood 
Combustion).  The prohibitive statement in the APCD-recommended measure is the same as 
that in measure AQ-1(e).   
 
Response R-13K 
 
The commentor again recommends the addition of a new mitigation measure to prohibit 
agricultural burning.  Refer to Response 13J in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses 
on the Draft EIR) of this document.  As noted therein, the EIR cannot prohibit agricultural 
burning on off-site agricultural properties.   
 
Refer to the last paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 in 
Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR, which discloses agricultural burning as a 
land use compatibility conflict. As noted therein, potential land use conflicts are a Class I, 
significant and unavoidable, impact. 
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Response R-13L 
 
The third paragraph under Summary of Draft EIR Analysis in the Global Climate Change discussion 
in Section 2.2 (Air Quality) of the Revised Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 
 

It should be noted that the analysis below discusses GCC qualitatively, and does not 
attempt to speculatively quantify GHG emissions from the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision or Future Development Program quantifies GHG emissions from the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. Nor does However, the analysis does not 
attempt to speculatively establish a threshold for determining impact significance. Rather, 
the analysis discusses the potential ways in which the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and Future Development Program would contribute to the generation of GHG 
emissions and identifies methods of reducing GHG emissions. 

 
The commentor additionally suggests that the discussion in Section 4.2.3(d) (Methodology and 
Significant Thresholds) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR be revised to remove the 
statement that “determining the CEQA significance of the impact of the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program at a project- or program-level is 
speculative.”  However, because there are no thresholds against which to measure the level of 
significance, determining significance would in fact be speculative.   
 
Response R-13M 
 
The commentor-recommended language would defer mitigation, which is specifically 
prohibited by CEQA [§ 15126.4(a)(1)(B)].  Because the commentor does not specify what types 
of measures may be included, no further response is feasible. 
 
Response R-13N 
 
The commentor disagrees with the last three sentences under the Air Quality discussion of 
Alternative 7 (Tighter Cluster Alternative) in Section 6.7.2 of the Final EIR.  The purpose of the 
discussion is to compare the alternative to the project, not to determine CAP consistency 
outright.  The analysis does not claim that Alternative 7 would be consistent with the Clean Air 
Plan (CAP); just that it would slightly improve consistency when compared to the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision.  A sentence has been added to the discussion to clarify this 
distinction.  Refer to Section 6.7.2 in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-13O 
 
Refer to Response R-13C. 
 
Response R-13P 
 
Alternative 13 has been renamed “Santa Margarita Town Expansion” in accordance with the 
commentor’s recommendation.  Refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR. 
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Response R-13Q 
 
Conflicts related to agricultural burning are disclosed in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of 
the Final EIR.  Therefore, the commentor-recommended revision has been added to the 
Agricultural Resources discussion of Alternative 13, rather than Public Services.  Refer to the 
second paragraph of the Agricultural Resources discussion in Section 6.13.2 in Section 6.0, 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-13R 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response R-13S 
 
The commentor notes that although the APCD does not support the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision or any of the alternatives, their preferred alternative would be Alternative 
13 with modifications, including a mix of housing types and reduced number of units.  
Comment noted. 
 
Response R-13T 
 
The commentor notes that significant impacts from the Future Development Program are 
avoidable with a no development option.  Refer to Alternative 1 (No Project/No Development) 
and Alternative 2 (No Project/Existing Zoning) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.  The 
commentor’s support for no development is noted. 
 
Response R-13U 
 
The commentor notes that the APCD does not support the Future Development Program and 
will not support a Specific Plan on the Santa Margarita Ranch based on inconsistencies with 
Smart Growth Principles, the lack of affordable housing, and inconsistencies with the Clean Air 
Plan (CAP). Comment noted.   
 
It should also be clarified that the Future Development Program is not proposed.  Refer to 
Master Response 3a. 
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Letter R-14 
 
COMMENTOR: David M. Pereksta, Assistant Field Supervisor, U.S. Department of the 

Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office 
 
DATE:   April 2, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-14A 
 
The commentor’s understanding that the Revised Draft EIR only addresses changes to the Draft 
EIR is accurate.  However, the Draft EIR was dated January 9, 2007, not March 13, 2007, as 
suggested by the commentor. 
 
Response R-14B 
 
The commentor’s summary of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) responsibilities related to 
administering the Endangered Species Act of 1973 is noted. 
 
Response R-14C 
 
The commentor’s summary of their comments is noted.  Refer to Responses R-14D through R-
14P below for responses to specific issues of concern. 
 
Refer to Letter 15 and Responses 15A through 15R in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for the USFWS Draft EIR comment letter and 
associated responses. 
 
Response R-14D 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future 
Development Program is noted. 
 
Response R-14E 
 
The commentor’s summary of land uses surrounding the Santa Margarita Ranch is noted. 
 
Response R-14F 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is noted. 
 
Response R-14G 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts B-6 and B-8 in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, of the Final EIR for analysis of impacts to vernal pool fairy shrimp and 
California red-legged frog, respectively.  Impacts to vernal pool habitat and other species are 
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addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-4 and B-9 in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, respectively. 
 
Response R-14H 
 
The commentor does not provide evidence to support the claim that Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision mitigation measures are general and do not address project-specific 
impacts.  Refer to Section 4.3.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR for an analysis of 
project-specific impacts and associated mitigation. 
 
Sections 4.3.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures) and 4.3.2(b) (Future Development Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, have been revised to clarify that take would not 
be authorized for any federally listed species.   
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-4 and measure B-4(a) (Wetland 
and Riparian Protection) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of 
the federal nexus for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and potential consultation with NOAA 
Fisheries.   
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-8(a) (California Red-legged Frog 
Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures) has been revised to require USFWS 
authorization for California red-legged frog relocations. 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-8(a) (California Red-legged Frog 
Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures) and B-6(b) (Mitigation for VPFS) have 
been revised to require a 200-foot setback from California red-legged frog habitat and 300-foot 
setback for vernal pool fairy shrimp habitat, respectively, in accordance with the commentor’s 
concerns related to indirect effects of pesticides, runoff, and changes to hydrology. 
 
Impacts to non-native species are addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact B-9. 
 
Response R-14I 
 
Refer to Letter 15 (Jacob M. Martin, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, April 12, 2007) and 
Responses 15E through 15J in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) 
of this document.  
 
Response R-14J 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision impacts could be 
reduced through project redesign.  Although the commentor states that components of the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision could be sited to avoid resources and that stream 
crossings could be designed to permit wildlife movement, the commentor does not provide 
specific redesign recommendations.  The EIR evaluates the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision project as proposed and programmatically evaluates the Future Development 
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Program as envisioned.  Refer also to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR for alternatives to 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  
 
Response R-14K 
 
The commentor’s summary of the Future Development Program is noted. 
 
Response R-14L 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b.  Refer also to Response R-14H. 
 
Response R-14M 
 
Refer to Future Development Program measure B-6(a) (VPFS Presence/Absence Determination) 
in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR, which has been revised to require complete 
protocol surveys, in accordance with the commentor’s recommendation. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 3a.  As noted therein, no application has been filed for the Future 
Development Program.  If applications for future projects are submitted, future environmental 
review will be required.   
 
Response R-14N 
 
Refer to Responses R-14f through R-14J.  Refer also to Master Response 3a. 
 
Response R-14O 
 
California tiger salamander (CTS) is not known to occur in this region and is therefore not 
expected to occur on-site [refer to Table 4.3-4 (Special Status Wildlife Species Potentially 
Occurring on the Project Site)].  As a result, no protocol surveys for CTS have been conducted. 
 
Response R-14P 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-9 and Future Development 
Program Impact B-9 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of 
impacts to migratory birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
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Letter R-15 
 
COMMENTOR: Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC, Project Applicants 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-15A 
 
The commentor notes that the law offices of William S. Walter submits the following comments on 
the Revised Draft EIR on behalf of the applicant, Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC., and notes that the 
applicant concurrently submits comments from several qualified experts. Comment noted. 
 
Response R-15B 
 
The commentor claims that, with the inclusion of material cited in Comment R-15A and the 
applicant’s previous comments, the Revised Draft EIR can be certified as consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA.  Comment noted.  Refer to Letter 18 and Responses 18A through 18VL 
in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for the 
applicant’s Draft EIR comment letter and associated responses. 
 
The commentor additionally claims that the Revised Draft EIR overstates potentially significant 
environmental impacts.  Each impact which is allegedly overstated is addressed in impact-
specific comments throughout the Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC Revised Draft EIR comment 
letter.   
 
Response R-15C 
 
The commentor notes that there are legal issues which merit comment at this time. Comment 
noted.  Refer to Responses R-15D through R-15H. 
 
Response R-15D 
 
The commentor claims that Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) is not legally feasible and is not 
supported by the requisite substantial evidence to support required findings for density reduction.  
The commentor claims this is because the density of a project may not be reduced when a project is 
consistent with applicable general plan, zoning, and development policies in effect at the time of 
application unless the project is found to have a specific adverse impact on public health and safety. 
 In this discussion, the commentor implies that the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision is appropriately consistent and would not result in public health or safety impacts, 
thereby making Alternative 14 inappropriate.  However, as noted in Appendix C (Policy 
Consistency) to the Final EIR, the proposed project is potentially inconsistent with several policies 
in the Salinas River Area Plan, as well as with the Agriculture land use designation of the San Luis 
Obispo County General Plan, Agriculture Element Policy 22 (Major Agricultural Cluster Projects), 
and the County’s Agricultural Cluster Ordinance (Section 22.22.150 of the County LUO).    A 
reduction in the number of housing units is not recommended as mitigation, as suggested by the 
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commentor.  Rather, one alternative (Alternative 14) calls for a reduced density when compared to 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
The commentor does not provide evidence support the claim that Alternative 14 would be 
economically infeasible. 
 
In addition, as noted in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR, the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision would result in Class I, significant and unavoidable, traffic impacts.  
These significant and unavoidable impacts relate directly to the addition of traffic to locations with 
existing hazards and deficiencies, including the SR 58 90-degree curve, US 101/SR 58 interchange, 
and limited sight distance along Estrada Avenue.   
 
Response R-15E 
 
The commentor notes that mitigation measures are required to be economically and legally feasible, 
as well as constitutional.  Feasible mitigation measures are included throughout the EIR.   
 
Response R-15F 
 
The commentor notes that, if economic information on the feasibility of an alternative is contained 
in an EIR, it should be substantial economic evidence to support a determination that a particular 
alternative is not economically feasible.  Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR compares the 
environmental effects of various alternatives, and does not evaluate the economic feasibility of the 
alternatives.   
 
Response R-15G 
 
The commentor summarizes legal requirements of mitigation measures and notes that only 
mitigation measures which are economically and legally feasible may be imposed as conditions 
of a project.  The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with the 
Revised Draft EIR analysis.  No specific response is warranted. 
 
Response R-15H 
 
The commentor summarizes the environmental review history of the proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision and requests adherence to the applicants’ proposed schedule 
for completing the CEQA process.  Time on the hearing bodies’ agenda has been reserved.  It 
should be noted, however, that the public hearing process is in no way a commitment to action, 
and there is no certainty that a decision will be made on these dates.  
 
Response R-15I 
 
Refer to Letter 18 and Responses 18A through 18VL in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) for the commentor’s Draft EIR comment letter and associated 
responses.  Refer also to Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Revised Draft EIR.  As noted therein, the 
Revised Draft EIR “does not directly respond to…comments [on the Draft EIR].  
Comprehensive, direct responses to comments on the Draft EIR, and additional revisions and 
clarifications, will be provided in a forthcoming Final EIR that includes responses to all 
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comments received during the public review periods for both the Draft EIR and this Revised 
Draft EIR.”  
 
Response R-15J 
 
The commentor summarizes the format of their comments on the Revised Draft EIR.  Comment 
noted. 
 
Response R-15K 
 
The commentor requests inclusion of a paragraph describing why the applicant submitted 
Alternative 12 (Amended Project).  Many of the points made by the commentor are discussed in 
Section 6.12.1 (Description) of Alternative 12 in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-15L 
 
The commentor cites a technical study prepared by Dr. Thomas J. Rice which has been contracted 
to review the Revised Draft EIR agricultural analysis.  Refer to Responses R-15BO through R-15DD 
for responses to this study. 
 
Response R-15M 
 
The commentor notes that the federal definition of prime farmland has not previously been 
used to evaluate projects and claims that this definition is inconsistent with the definition of 
Prime Soils in the Agriculture and Open Space Element.  Refer to the Updated Analysis 
discussion under Section 2.1 (Agricultural Resources) in the Revised Draft EIR. As noted 
therein, the federal definition of prime farmland is provided by the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service (NRCS). Although this is a federal definition, the NRCS is an accepted 
source of soils data in San Luis Obispo County for land use planning.  This is specifically stated 
in San Luis Obispo County’s Agriculture and Open Space Element, Appendix C (Agricultural 
Mapping Criteria).   
 
Refer also to Letter R-9 (Lynda L. Auchinachie, County of San Luis Obispo, Department of 
Agriculture/Weights and Measures) and Responses R-9A through R-9K.  As described therein, 
the San Luis Obispo County Agricultural Commissioner is satisfied with the revised 
agricultural analysis, including the expanded definition of Prime soils. 
 
Response R-15N 
 
The commentor references the comments prepared by Dr. Thomas J. Rice.  Refer to Response R-
15L and Responses R-15BO through R-15DD. 
 
Response R-15O 
 
Refer to Response 18V in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document.  The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision does not include building 
envelopes, as claimed by the commentor.  Nevertheless, as a reasonable worst-case scenario, 
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prime farmland areas unlikely to be farmed due to the overall conversion of the site to suburban 
use are considered impacted. 
 
Response R-15P 
 
The commentor claims that the California Revised Storie Index should not be used in the EIR 
because it has not been used for over ten years.  Refer to Response 18DT Section 3.0 (Written 
Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document.  As noted therein, Government 
Code § 51201 states that “’Prime agricultural land” means any of the following: (1) All land that 
qualifies for rating as Class I or II in the Natural Resource Conservation Service land capability 
classifications; (2) Land which qualifies for rating 80 through 100 in the Storie Index 
Rating…(emphasis added).”  State law therefore requires that Storie Index be used to determine 
prime soils. 
 
Response R-15Q 
 
Refer to Section 4.1.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds) in Section 4.1, Agricultural 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response R-15R 
 
Refer to Section 4.1.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds) in Section 4.1, Agricultural 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  Refer particularly to the third bullet: “Would the project involve 
other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use.”  Refer also to Letter R-9 (Lynda L. 
Auchinachie, County of San Luis Obispo, Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures) 
and Responses R-9A through R-9K.   
 
Response R-15S 
 
Refer to Section 4.1.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds) in Section 4.1, Agricultural 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  The threshold of “Would the project involve other changes in the 
existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use” does not include a numerical standard. 
 
Response R-15T 
 
The commentor requests that the analysis include a distinction between irrigated and non-
irrigated farmland.  Refer to the second and third paragraphs under Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR, where 
this distinction is made.  Refer also to Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2, which separate irrigated and non-
irrigated prime soils in the legend. 
 
Response R-15U 
 
The commentor requests that the analysis of agricultural lands conversion distinguish between 
areas that are “already converted” by creeks and oak trees and areas that are “farmable.”  Such 
as distinction would not alter the conclusions made in the analysis. 
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Response R-15V 
 
Refer to Response 18S in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document.  As noted therein, the commentor-referenced acreage is based on the project 
description, which was reviewed by the applicant team in February 2006. As noted in the third 
paragraph in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR, the proposed agricultural cluster 
development area totals 163.1 acres.  Refer to Table 2-3 for a breakdown of this acreage.   
 
The commentor additionally claims that building envelopes shown in the Draft Vineyard Estate 
Design Guidelines (Draft Guidelines) would reduce the amount of acreage directly converted to 
non-agricultural use.  Refer to Response 18U in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on 
the Draft EIR).  As noted therein, the Draft Guidelines are not part of the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision because they are guidelines, not requirements, and were not proposed as part 
of the project (refer to Master Response 8).   Refer also to Response 18V in Section 3.0 (Written 
Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document.   
 
The commentor similarly claims that building envelopes included in the applicant team’s Draft 
EIR comment letter would reduce the amount of converted acreage.    While building envelopes 
may result in a reduction in the amount of direct disturbance, the overall conversion of the site to 
suburban use would still potentially impact all prime farmlands on the site.   Also, it should be 
noted that building envelopes are included in Alternative 12 (Amended Project), but are not 
proposed as part of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Response R-15W 
 
Refer to Response 18T in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document. 
 
Response R-15X 
 
Refer to Response 18W in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document.  Based on the rangeland productivity of soil types within the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision area [NRCS, Soil Conservation Service (SCS), Soil Survey of San Luis Obispo 
County, California, Paso Robles Area, May 1983], the analysis of grazing unit impacts in the Final EIR 
is accurate.   
 
It should also be noted that the commentor does not provide a threshold for their claim that 
impacts would not be significant.  Refer to the analysis under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact AG-1 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response R-15Y 
 
Refer to Response 18W in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document.   
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Response R-15Z 
 
The discussion in question has been removed from the Final EIR.  Potential inconsistencies with the 
applicable ordinance will be addressed in the Staff Report for the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision project.  
 
Response R-15AA 
 
The commentor claims that there are several examples in the County which support the success of 
grazing adjacent to residential lots.  Refer to Response 18T in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document. 
 
The provision of educational materials about the on-site agricultural operations upon the purchase 
of a lot, or provision of an agricultural awareness seminar to outline the responsibilities and 
expectations of living in an agricultural cluster subdivision would not adequately mitigate 
agricultural compatibility impacts fundamentally related to the proximity of urban and agricultural 
uses.    
 
Response R-15AB 
 
Refer to Response 18Z in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document. 
 
Response R-15AC 
 
Refer to Response R-15W above and Response 18T in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document.  Refer also to Response 18Y in Section 3.0 (Written 
Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document. 
 
Response R-15AD 
 
Refer to Response 18Z in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document. 
 
Response R-15AE 
 
Refer to Response 18K in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document.   
 
Response R-15AF 
 
The commentor notes that boundary lines of future planned vineyards could be adjusted if 
needed to ensure property buffer setbacks.  Comment noted.   
 
Response R-15AG 
 
The commentor claims that proposed Lots 39 and 40 are located a sufficient distance from 
potential vineyard areas based on topographical and vegetative buffers.  The commentor claims 
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that the distance of these lots to future vineyards is similar to other lots whose buffers have 
been approved by the Agricultural Commissioner.   However, the Agricultural Commissioner 
recommended the 500 foot buffer for these lots during preparation of the Revised Draft EIR.   
 
Refer also to Letter R-9 (Lynda L. Auchinachie, County of San Luis Obispo, Department of 
Agriculture/Weights and Measures) and Responses R-9A through R-9K.   
 
Response R-15AH 
 
The commentor disagrees with the revised URBEMIS 2007 calculations, which were updated in 
the Revised Draft EIR to use an overall trip length of 13 miles.  As noted by the commentor, this 
revised trip length was recommended by the San Luis Obispo APCD during their review of the 
Draft EIR [refer to Response 13D in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft 
EIR) of this document].  It should also be noted that the APCD reiterated that the 13 mile trip 
distance is appropriate in an email to the County on April 23, 2008. 
 
The commentor additionally argues that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is not 
remote to job centers and that the community of Santa Margarita is equipped with basic services 
and associated job opportunities.  While the nearby commercial district provides some services, 
it is reasonable to expect that a majority of vehicle trips to and from the project will be related to 
destinations in larger, more established job centers and commercial service areas.  Refer to 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-4 in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final 
EIR.  As noted therein, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would substantially 
increase trip lengths and vehicle miles traveled in the vicinity. 
 
Response R-15AI 
 
Refer to Response R-15AH above.   
 
Response R-15AJ 
 
The commentor suggests that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AQ-1(f) 
(Off-Site Mitigation) be triggered by actual Tier 2 exceedance. The Tier 2 threshold would be 
exceeded when the 35th Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision residence is constructed. 
 
Appropriate operational phase, off-site mitigation for a project is determined from the 
emissions associated with the project buildout that are in excess of the APCD threshold, 
extrapolated over the project lifetime.  For residential projects, the project lifetime is 30 years.  
Because the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision includes 112 homes (i.e., more than 35 
homes), the mitigation measure is appropriate. In addition, according to the APCD, it is 
appropriate to initiate off-site mitigation prior to construction because there is often a delay to 
mitigation implementation. The goal is to implement mitigation that realizes real-time impact 
offsets for the project. 
 
If the size of the project changes, the applicants may have impacts reevaluated to determine if 
there is a threshold exceedance and appropriate mitigation can be refined. 
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Response R-15AK 
 
The commentor-referenced mitigation measure is not triggered by Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision demand for transit services, but by the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision’s contribution to greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs).  The measure [AQ-GCC(c) 
(Alternative Transportation)] requires the provision of transit shelters and funding for real-time 
smart signage at existing bus stops in the community of Santa Margarita.  The intent is to 
expand the interest and use of transit, thus reducing vehicle trips, fossil fuel consumption, and 
related GHG impacts.  This nexus is stated directly in the impact and mitigation measure in 
question. 
 
Response R-15AL 
 
The commentor cites a technical study prepared by Althouse and Meade, Inc., which has been 
contracted to review the Revised Draft EIR biological analysis.  Refer to Responses R-DE through R-
15DM for responses to this study. 
 
Response R-15AM 
 
The commentor claims that the Revised Draft EIR ignored their previous comments related to oak 
tree impacts.  Refer to the first page of Section 1.0, Introduction, in the Revised Draft EIR.  As noted 
therein, the Revised Draft EIR “does not directly respond to…comments [on the Draft EIR].  
Comprehensive, direct responses to comments on the Draft EIR, and additional revisions and 
clarifications, will be provided in a forthcoming Final EIR that includes responses to all comments 
received during the public review periods for both the Draft EIR and this Revised Draft EIR.” Refer 
to Letter 18 and Responses 18GY through 18KX in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses 
on the Draft EIR) of this document for responses to Attachment C to the applicants’ Draft EIR 
comment package (“Santa Margarita Ranch Draft EIR Biological Resources Section Response to 
Project Evaluation,” Althouse and Meade, April 11, 2007). 
 
The commentor additionally argues that “the statement in Impact B-3 at the end of the 
sentence” should be removed.  The commentor is presumably referring to the statement that 
“impacts to oak trees and oak woodlands are Class I, significant and unavoidable.”  The 
commentor claims this statement should be removed because the applicant team documented 
their “strategy and commitment to protect trees in the design and construction of the project.’ 
Refer to Response 18AR in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
Response R-15AN 
 
Refer to Master Response 8.  As noted therein, the Draft Vineyard Estates Design Guidelines 
(Draft Guidelines) were not included in the Project Description and therefore not analyzed as 
part of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision because they hold no weight with 
regard to implementation or monitoring. They are guidelines, not requirements. The Draft 
Guidelines do not contain requirements for implementation, nor do they provide a mechanism 
for monitoring.  As a result, these guidelines cannot be assumed to limit tree removal. 
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Response R-15AO 
 
A requirement that domestic pets will be required to be contained within building envelopes 
would not effectively mitigate the identified impact because of the unlikelihood of 
implementation and enforcement of such a measure. 
 
Response R-15AP 
 
Refer to Response R-15AO above.  As noted therein, the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision does not include building envelopes.  Refer also to the first paragraph under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 for the complete discussion related to 
secondary oak tree impacts. 
 
Response R-15AQ 
 
The commentor recommends that the Final EIR be revised to include Kuehl Bill definitions of 
oak woodland and oak woodland conversion.  The Kuehl Bill (SB 1334) was adopted in October 
2004 and became effective on January 1, 2005.  Previous (non-adopted) versions of the Kuehl 
Bill included definitions of oak woodland and oak woodland conversion.  However, the Kuehl 
Bill (as codified in PRC § 21083.4) defines “oak” but not “oak woodland” or “impacts to oak 
woodland.”  Rather, the responsibility of determining a significant effect to oak woodlands is 
placed on the county with jurisdiction over a project.  The full text of the Kuehl Bill, as adopted, 
can be viewed at http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html.  
 
Response R-15AR 
 
Refer to Response R-15AQ.  As noted therein, the adopted version of the Kuehl Bill does not 
include definitions of oak woodland or oak woodland impacts.  The Final EIR therefore relies 
on the most up-to-date and accurate definitions available in the County of San Luis Obispo. 
 
Response R-15AS 
 
Refer to Responses R-15AQ and R-15AR above. 
 
Response R-15AT 
 
The commentor provides the County’s definition for an oak tree impact and argues that 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, Avoidance, 
and Protection Plan) and B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation) should 
be revised to reflect this definition.  The commentor-provided definition relates to oak trees.  
Although the mitigation measures in question require inventory and replacement of individual 
trees, the impact relates to impacts to oak woodland, as required by the Kuehl Bill (refer to 
Responses R-15AQ and R-15AR above).  Refer also to the discussion under Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.   
 
 
 
 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-1114  

Response R-15AU 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, Avoidance, 
and Protection Plan) requires inventory of all trees at least 5 inches in diameter at breast height 
within 50 feet of all proposed Agriculture Residential Cluster Subdivision impact areas.  The 
size is consistent with the commentor-referenced statement in the Revised Draft EIR.  The 
commentor-perceived inconsistency may result from the requirement that all trees this size 
within 50 feet of impact areas be inventoried.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation) in Section 
4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  This measure requires replacement of inventoried trees 
which have been removed or impacted, in accordance with the commentor-referenced 
statement in the Revised Draft EIR.   The applicant is not required to replace all inventoried 
trees; only those trees which are removed or impacted. 
 
Response R-15AV 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-7(a) [South/Central California Coast 
Steelhead (Steelhead) Mitigation, Minimization and Protection Plan] requires a 200 foot 
(previously 100 foot) permanent buffer from the top of bank of Trout and Tostada Creeks and 
50 foot buffer or minimum setback from ephemeral drainages that are tributaries to Trout 
Creek.  The commentor cites the Althouse and Meade letter included as Enclosure 2 (refer to 
Responses R-DE through R-15DM) and argues that Tostada Creek is an ephemeral drainage 
and therefore would require a 50 foot buffer, rather than a 100 foot buffer.  Tostada Creek is not 
an ephemeral creek; water was present in October 2007 in the middle portion of the creek, and 
this observation was made during an exceptionally dry year prior to the onset of seasonal rains. 
A 200 foot permanent buffer is required for the California red-legged frog, which is known to 
occur in Tostada Creek, as detailed below.  A 200 foot buffer is required to reduce indirect 
impacts to potential steelhead habitat, such as from pesticides, herbicides, surface water runoff, 
changes in hydrology, and disturbance to riparian vegetation.  Refer to Response R-15DL 
below, which responds to the Althouse and Mead comment referenced by the commentor.  As 
noted therein, the biological consultant hired by the applicants agrees with an increased setback 
for lower Tostada Creek. 
 
Refer also to Response R-12Z.  As noted therein, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measures B-7(a) (South/Central California Coast Steelhead (Steelhead) Mitigation, 
Minimization and Protection Plan) and B-8(a) (California Red-legged Frog Avoidance, 
Minimization, and Mitigation Measures) were revised to require a 200 foot buffer in accordance 
with a recommendation of the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 
 
Response R-15AW 
 
The commentor argues that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) 
(Yerba Buena Drainage System) and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System) in Section 4.5, 
Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR should be required at the time of 
subdivision improvement plan application.  Currently they are required to be designed prior to 
approval of a Land Use Permit and installed prior to occupancy clearance. The Public Works 
Department has reviewed these timing requirements and suggested that subdivision drainage 
improvements be designed, approved, and constructed as part of the tract improvement plans, 
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as suggested by the commentor.  In addition, according to Public Works, all drainage facilities 
shall be completed and accepted by the County prior to map recordation, or if bonded then 
prior to issuance of building permits.  These measures have been revised to reflect Pubic Works 
direction, consistent with the commentor’s recommendation.  Refer to Section 4.5, Drainage, 
Erosion and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-15AX 
 
The commentor notes that the applicant team has no comments on Section 2.5 (Public Safety) of 
the Revised Draft EIR.  Comment noted.  
 
Response R-15AY 
 
The commentor notes that the applicant team has no comments on Section 2.6 (Public Services) 
of the Revised Draft EIR.  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-15AZ 
 
The commentor cites a technical study prepared by Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE) 
which has been contracted to review the Revised Draft EIR traffic analysis.  Refer to R-15DO 
through R-15DP for responses to this study. 
 
The commentor additionally claims that the Revised Draft EIR introduces new and un-adopted 
significance thresholds and inappropriately requires the project to bear the complete burden of 
many existing deficiencies in the state road systems.  Refer to Response 18BF in Section 3.0 (Written 
Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document.  As noted therein, the identification 
of impacts is based upon the fourth CEQA Guidelines Appendix G checklist item  regarding 
substantially increasing hazards, where project traffic is added to a location that will exacerbate 
existing operational problems [refer to Section 4.12.2(a) of the Final EIR].  The applicant is required 
to mitigate the incremental impact of the project related to deficiencies because, should the 
construction and occupation of residences occurs prior to completion of these improvements, the 
project would expose new and existing travelers to deficiencies and associated impacts (refer to the 
Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 in 
Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR). 
 
Response R-15BA 
 
Future Development Program mitigation is not included in Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure T-1(d) (El Camino Real/Estrada Avenue Redesign), as claimed by the 
commentor.  Rather, the measure requires that: “Prior to implementation of Future Development 
Program measure T-1(d), traffic signal installation and rail pre-emption, advance limit lines for 
northbound Estrada traffic shall be provided immediately south of the rail tracks, and a Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2003 Edition) R8-10 sign which states ‘Stop Here When Flashing’ 
shall be provided to minimize the potential for vehicles to stop directly on the railroad tracks.”  In 
accordance with this measure, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision applicant is 
required to install advance limit lines and a sign.  Although the Future Development Program is 
mentioned, it is in reference to the timing of the required Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision improvement. 
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Response R-15BB 
 
The commentor notes that some Future Development Program land uses would be allowed prior to 
preparation of a Specific Plan.  This distinction is noted throughout Section 4.12.2(g) (Cumulative 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  
Refer specifically to the Plan Requirements and Timing sections of Future Development Program 
measures T-1(a) through T-1(g), which outline timing requirements if a Specific Plan is required as 
well as timing requirements is no Specific Plan is required for the first Future Development 
Program component. 
 
The applicant claims that consolidating all Future Development Program-generated vehicle trips in 
the analysis would be appropriate only if a Specific Plan would be required for all Future 
Development Program components.   Refer also to Master Responses 3a and 3b. 
 
Response R-15BC 
 
The commentor argues that Future Development Program mitigation should only be required for 
Future Development Program components that require a Specific Plan.  However, as previously 
noted by the commentor (refer to Response R-15BB above), several Future Development Program 
land uses could be constructed prior to the preparation of a Specific Plan.  As noted in the Residual 
Impacts discussion under Future Development Program Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation 
and Circulation, of the Final EIR, should the construction and occupation of any conceptual future 
land use occur prior to completion of required improvements, existing deficiencies and associated 
impacts would remain.  In other words, construction and occupation of one or more conceptual 
land uses, including those that would not require a Specific Plan, would trigger the impact.   
 
Refer also to Response 18SR in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) 
of this document. 
 
Response R-15BD 
 
The commentor cites a technical study prepared by Luhdorff and Scalmanini which has been 
contracted to review the Revised Draft EIR water analysis.  Refer to Responses R-15DR through R-
15ER for responses to this study. 
 
Response R-15BE 
 
Refer to Response R-15AE. 
 
Response R-15BF 
 
The comment summarizes previously sated concerns related to water resource issues with respect 
to the DEIR, which also apply to the RDEIR.  Please refer to the responses to comments 18UO 
through 18UX in Section 3.0 of this document. 
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Response R-15BG 
 
The commentor disagrees with the statement in the Revised Draft EIR that the use of imported 
water could result in policy inconsistencies, particularly AGP 11 from the County’s Agriculture and 
Open Space Element.  This statement has been incorporated into the Residual Impacts discussion 
under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  Refer specifically to the discussion of potential Nacimiento Water 
Project (NWP) connections. 
 
The commentor provides the full text of AGP 11 (Agricultural Water Supplies) and argues that the 
policy supports the potential use of imported water.  The commentor’s policy analysis is noted.  An 
ultimate determination of consistency will be made by the County Board of Supervisors in their 
review of the project.   
 
Response R-15BH 
 
The commentor recommends that the Final EIR include the full text of AGP 11 from the County 
General Plan.  The full text is reprinted below.  However, inclusion in Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater, of the Final EIR is not required.  Refer to Master Response 7. 
 

AGP 11: Agricultural Water Supplies. 
a. Maintain water resources for production of agriculture, both in quality and quantity, 

so as to prevent the loss of agriculture due to competition for water with urban and 
suburban development. 

b. Do not approve proposed general plan amendments or rezonings that result in 
increased residential density or urban expansion if the subsequent development 
would adversely affect: (1) water supplies and quality, or (2) groundwater recharge 
capability needed for agricultural use. 

c. Do not approve facilities to move groundwater from areas of overdraft to any other 
area, as determined by the Resource Management System in the Land Use Element. 

 
Refer also to Response R-15BG above.   
 
Response R-15BI 
 
The commentor cites the San Luis Obispo County Framework for Planning and argues that 
community water systems are allowed outside of the urban and village reserve areas.  An 
ultimate determination of consistency will be made by the County Board of Supervisors in their 
review of the project.   
 
Refer also to Response 18T in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document for a discussion of the inappropriateness of comparing the proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision to previous agricultural cluster projects in the County. 
 
Response R-15BJ 
 
Refer to Responses R-15BG and R-15BI above. 
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Response R-15BK 
  
Refer to Response R-15BI. 
 
Response R-15BL 
 
The comment does not directly identify specific issues of concern with the Revised Draft EIR 
analysis.  No further response is feasible. 
 
Response R-15BM 
 
The commentor cites an analysis prepared by RRM Design Group comparing Alternative 12 
(Amended Project) and Alternative 14 (Reduced Project).  The commentor requests that 
Alternative 12 be identified as the environmentally superior alternative.  Refer to Responses R-
15FH through R-15IA. 
 
Response R-15BN 
 
The commentor lists the enclosures included with the applicant team comment letter.  
Comment noted.  
 
Response R-15BO 
 
Enclosure 1 to the applicants’ Revised Draft EIR comment letter consists of “Review of the 
Agricultural Resources section of the Revised Draft ‘Environmental Impact Report for Santa 
Margarita Agricultural Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program’” 
prepared by Thomas J. Rice for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC on March 7, 
2008.  Enclosure 1 additionally includes two appendices. 
 
Refer to Responses R-15BP through R-15DD for responses to Enclosure 1.  Refer also to Responses 
R-15L through R-15AG. 
 
Response R-15BP 
 
The commentor notes that the purpose of Enclosure 1 (refer to Response R-15BO above) is to 
review the agricultural resources section of the Revised Draft EIR.  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-15BQ 
 
The commentor notes that they conducted a site visit of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision site on March 9, 2007 with the purpose of examining soils.  Comment noted.   
 
Response R-15BR 
 
The commentor notes that particular attention was paid to two soil map units: Cropley clay (2 – 9% 
slopes) and Elder loam (2 – 9% slopes).  Comment noted.  Refer to Response 18DO and 18DP in 
Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document, respectively. 
 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-1119  

Response R-15BS 
 
The commentor summarizes the methodology used to assess the soil map units referenced in 
Response R-15BR.  The comment does not directly identify any specific issues of concern with 
the EIR analysis.  No specific response is warranted. 
 
Response R-15BT 
 
The commentor provides the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) definition of prime 
farmland soils.  Comment noted.  
 
Response R-15BU 
 
The commentor summarizes the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) definition of prime farmland.  Comment noted.   
 
Response R-15BV 
 
The commentor notes that chemical and physical soil properties were used to classify each soil 
into a Land Capability Class (LCC).  Comment noted.  It should also be noted that the Final EIR 
utilizes LCC classifications as provided by the NRCS Web Soil Survey [refer to the Updated 
Analysis discussion in Section 2.1 (Agricultural Resources) of the Revised Draft EIR]. 
 
Response R-15BW 
 
Refer to Response 18DU in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
Response R-15BX 
 
Refer to Response 18DR in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
It should also be noted that the commentor specifically references the Draft EIR. Refer to 
Response R-10D.   
 
Response R-15BY 
 
Refer to Response 18DT in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
It should also be noted that the analysis of agricultural impacts in the Final EIR considers Land 
Capability Class and NRCS farmland classifications in addition to the California Revised Storie 
Index.  Refer to Section 4.1.1(c) (Santa Margarita Ranch Soil Characteristics) in Section 4.1, 
Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR. 
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Response R-15BZ 
 
Refer to Responses R-15CA through R-15CD below. 
 
Response R-15CA 
 
Refer to Response 18DT in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
Response R-15CB 
 
Refer to Response 18DT in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
Response R-15CC 
 
Refer to Response 18DU in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
Response R-15CD 
 
Refer to Response 18DV in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
Response R-15CE 
 
Refer to Letter 18 and Responses and Responses 18A through 18VL in Section 3.0 (Written 
Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for the applicant’s Draft EIR 
comment letter and associated responses.  Refer to Responses 18DL through 18FU for responses 
to this commentor’s review of the agricultural resources section of Draft EIR. 
 
Response R-15CF 
 
The commentor-referenced discussion in the Revised Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 
 

(c)  “Prime agricultural land” means any of the following: 
(1)  All land that qualifies for rating as Class I or Class II in the Natural Resource 

Conservation sService land use capability classification… 
 
It should be noted that this minor typographical error has no bearing on the analysis or 
conclusions made in the Revised Draft EIR. 
 
Response R-15CG 
 
The first sentence in the fourth full paragraph under the Updated Analysis discussion in Section 
2.1 (Agricultural Resources) of the Revised Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 
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Additionally, the NRCS Soil Survey for the Santa Margarita Ranch Paso Robles area, which 
includes the Santa Margarita Ranch, was updated on January 4, 2007 (the Draft EIR was 
circulated in December 2006). 
 

It should be noted that the above statement is included in the background discussion of the 
Revised Draft EIR and has not, therefore, been incorporated into the Final EIR.  Refer to the 
citation under Table 4.1-1 (Santa Margarita Ranch Soil Map Units and Agricultural 
Classifications) in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, which correctly references the Paso Robles 
area soil survey. 
 
Response R-15CH 
 
Refer to Response 18DV in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
Response R-15CI 
 
Refer to Response 18DW in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
Response R-15CJ 
 
The commentor argues that no soils should be considered prime unless they are irrigated and 
that the Storie Index rating should not be used to classify prime soils.  Refer to Responses 18DT 
and 18DV in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document. 
 
Response R-15CK 
 
Refer to Response 18EA in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
Response R-15CL 
 
The commentor argues that Soil Map Unit 102 (Arbuckle-Positas complex, 9 – 15% slopes) 
should be deleted from the list of prime agricultural soils on Figures 4.1-1 and 4.1-2 (located in 
Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR). Refer to Table 4.1-1 (Santa Margarita Ranch 
Soil Map Units and Agricultural Classifications) in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the 
Final EIR.  As shown therein, Soil Map Unit 102 (Arbuckle-Positas complex, 9 – 15% slopes) has 
a California Revised Storie Index of Grade One (Excellent).  In accordance with the definition of 
prime soils used in the Final EIR, this map unit is prime. 
 
Refer also to Response R-15CJ above. 
 
Response R-15CM 
 
The commentor requests that the legend of Figure 4.1-1 be reformatted in accordance with their 
previous comments.  Refer to Response R-15CK and R-15CJ above. 
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Response R-15CN 
 
The commentor requests that the legend of Figure 4.1-2 be reformatted in accordance with their 
previous comments. Refer to Response R-15CK and R-15CJ above. 
 
Response R-15CO 
 
Refer to Response R-15CJ. 
 
Response R-15CP 
 
Refer to Response R-15CL above regarding Soil Map Unit 102 and Responses 18DT and 18DV in 
Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document. 
 
Refer also to Table 4.1-1 (Santa Margarita Ranch Soil Map Units and Agricultural 
Classifications) in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR.  As shown therein, Soil 
Map Unit 106 (Arbuckle-San Ysidro complex, 2 – 9% slopes) has a California Revised Storie 
Index of Grade One (Excellent).  In accordance with the definition of prime soils used in the 
Final EIR, this map unit is prime. 
 
Response R-15CQ 
 
Refer to Response R-15CJ. 
 
Response R-15CR 
 
Refer to Response R-15CJ. 
 
Response R-15CS 
 
Refer to Response R-15CP. 
 
Response R-15CT 
 
Refer to Response R-15CP. 
 
Response R-15CU 
 
Refer to Responses R-15CP and R-15CM. 
 
Response R-15CV 
 
Refer to Responses R-15CP and R-15CM. 
 
Response R-15CW 
 
Refer to Responses R-15CP and R-15CM. 
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Response R-15CX 
 
Refer to Responses R-15CP and R-15CM. 
 
Response R-15CY 
 
Refer to Responses 18DT and 18DV in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the 
Draft EIR) of this document. 
 
Response R-15CZ 
 
Refer to Responses 18DT and 18DV in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the 
Draft EIR) of this document. 
 
Response R-15DA 
 
Refer to Responses R-15CP and R-15CM. 
 
Response R-15DB 
 
The commentor provides a bibliography.  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-15DC 
 
Refer also to Response 18ES in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) 
of this document. 
 
Response R-15DD 
 
Refer to Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of prime soils 
impacts. 
 
Response R-15DE 
 
Enclosure 2 to the applicants’ Revised Draft EIR comment letter consists of “Santa Margarita 
Ranch Revised Draft EIR Biological Resources Section Response to Project Evaluation, Tract 
2586” prepared by Althouse and Meade, Inc. for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, 
LLC on March 27, 2008.   
 
Refer to Responses R-15DF through R-15DM for responses to Enclosure 2.  Refer also to Responses 
R-15AL through R-15AV. 
 
Response R-15DF 
 
The commentor references their previous comment letter dated April 11, 2008 which addressed the 
biological resources section of the Draft EIR.  Refer to Letter 18 and Responses 18GY through 18KX 
in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for responses 
to this letter, which was included as Appendix C to the applicants’ Draft EIR comment package. 
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Response R-15DG 
 
Refer to Letter 18 and Responses 18GZ through 18KX in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses to the Draft EIR) of this document for responses to the Althouse and Mead, Inc. Draft 
EIR comment letter.  
 
The commentor’s statements regarding thresholds for defining valley needlegrass grassland are 
incorrect.  Dave Hacker from the California Department of Fish and Game (personal 
communication, April 25, 2008) confirmed that purple needlegrass need only be an important 
component of a grassland in order to be classified as valley needlegrass grassland, a California 
Plant Community of Special Concern.  The measurements made by the commentor on needlegrass 
percent cover in their sample plots are further inaccurate because percent cover of needlegrass is 
expected to change annually. 
 
The commentor incorrectly states that the type of grassland found on the site is represented by 
species that are common throughout the County.  Native perennial grassland is a locally rare 
biological resource, and as such, it is protected under CEQA. 
 
Response R-15DH 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-2 has been revised to clarify that valley 
needlegrass grassland is a sensitive natural community. Refer to Section 4.3.2(b) (Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the Final EIR for these 
revisions. 
 
Response R-15DI 
 
The inclusion of California oatgrass (Danthonia californica) on the list of on-site native grasses was 
based upon the Althouse and Meade (2005) report, which did not provide locations of plant 
occurrences.  As noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-2, California 
oatgrass is a component of native grassland based upon the information in the Althouse and 
Meade report, and not due to misidentification in the field during the designation of native 
perennial grasslands, as suggested by the commentor. 
 
Response R-15DJ 
 
Refer to Responses 18AR and 18AS in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft 
EIR) of this document.  The commentor incorrectly states that Kuehl Bill thresholds would not be 
met based upon their estimate of the percent of canopy cover that would be removed.  As noted in 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the 
Final EIR, the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would result in the removal of 
and/or impacts to an estimated 200 to 400 blue oak, coast live oak, and valley oak trees as well as 
the conversion of 60.1 acres of native oak woodland habitat.  The actual amount of oak canopy that 
would be removed by the project exceeds 10%, which is the threshold for oak woodlands 
designated by the County.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in the 
Final EIR. 
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Refer also to Response R-15AQ for clarification regarding Kuehl Bill definitions and 
requirements. 
 
Response R-15DK 
 
The commentor claims that the oak woodland habitat types are poorly described and that other oak 
woodland component species are not described.  Refer to the Oak Woodlands discussion in Section 
4.3.1(b) (Setting) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  Representative understory 
species and co-dominates are listed throughout this section.  Minor changes to wording have been 
made in accordance with the commentor’s suggestions. 
 
Response R-15DL 
 
The commentor notes that they agree with the 100 foot setbacks from lower Tostada Creek as 
required by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-7(a) [South/Central California 
Coast Steelhead (Steelhead) Mitigation, Minimization and Protection Plan] and B-8(a) (California 
Red-legged Frog Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Revised EIR.  However, the commentor argues that this setback should not be 
required for upper Tostada Creek.   
 
Tostada Creek is known to be occupied by California red-legged frogs, and suitable habitat for this 
species extends through the middle portions of the stream (upstream to the vicinity of Lot 43). The 
California Department of Fish and Game has specified a 200 foot buffer for Tostada Creek to protect 
riparian and upland habitat, as well as water quality and hydrology.  The requirement of a 200 foot 
buffer has been added to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-7(a) 
[South/Central California Coast Steelhead (Steelhead) Mitigation, Minimization and Protection 
Plan] and B-8(a) (California Red-legged Frog Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures) 
in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Refer also to Response R-15AV.   
 
Response R-15DM 
 
Refer to Letter 18 and Responses 18GY through 18KX in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document.  Refer also to Response R-15DL above. 
 
Response R-15DN 
 
Enclosure 3 to the applicants’ Revised Draft EIR comment letter consists of “Responses to 
Updated Analysis” prepared by EDA Design Professionals for Kirk Consulting and Santa 
Margarita Ranch, LLC on March 7, 2008.  The EDA letter addresses Section 2.4 (Drainage, 
Erosion and Sedimentation) of the Revised Draft EIR.  Revisions included in this section have 
been incorporated into Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR. 
Refer to Responses R-15DO through R-15DP for responses to Enclosure 3.  Refer also to Response 
R-15AW.  
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Response R-15DO 
 
The commentor provides the full text of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure 
D-2(a) (Yerba Buena Drainage System) in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, of the 
Final EIR, placing emphasis on the requirement that the detention facility be located within an 
Agricultural Conservation Easement, in an area that does not contain oak trees, special status 
species or habitat, identified cultural resources, or prime agricultural soils.  The commentor 
then describes how this detention structure will be redesigned to comply with this measure.  
The comment is noted. 
 
Response R-15DP 
 
The commentor provides the full text of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure 
D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System) in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and Sedimentation, of the 
Final EIR, placing emphasis on the requirement that the detention facility be located within an 
Agricultural Conservation Easement, in an area that does not contain oak trees, special status 
species or habitat, identified cultural resources, or prime agricultural soils.  The commentor 
then describes how this detention structure will be redesigned to comply with this measure.  
The comment is noted. 
 
Response R-15DQ 
 
Enclosure 4 to the applicants’ Revised Draft EIR comment letter consists of “Review of 
Transportation and Circulation Section of the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program” prepared by Associated 
Transportation Engineers for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC on March 27, 
2008.   
 
Refer to Responses 18DR through 18ER for responses to Enclosure 4.  Refer also to Response R-
15AZ through R-15BC.  
 
Response R-15DR 
 
The commentor summarizes the introductory text of the Revised Draft EIR related to the location of 
responses to comments on the Draft EIR.  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-15DS 
 
Refer to Letter 18 and Responses 18RL through 18ST in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for responses to ATE’s comments on the Draft EIR, 
which were includes as Attachment K to the applicants’ Draft EIR comment package. 
 
Response R-15DT 
 
Refer to Response 18RO in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document.  
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Response R-15DU 
 
The commentor notes that Caltrans does not have significance thresholds.  The Updated Analysis 
discussion under Thresholds and Mitigation in Section 2.7 (Transportation/Circulation) of the 
Revised Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 
 

Updated Analysis. The transportation and circulation analysis was revised to clarify 
Caltrans significance thresholds standards as follows: 

 
The above section is included in the background discussion of the Revised Draft EIR and has 
not, therefore, been incorporated into the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-15DV 
 
Refer to Response 18BF in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document.  As noted therein, the identification of impacts is based upon the fourth CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G checklist item regarding substantially increasing hazards, where project 
traffic is added to a location that will exacerbate existing operational problems [refer to Section 
4.12.2(a) of the Final EIR].  The addition of traffic to a substandard roadway section could result 
in a potentially significant impact. The existing operational problems were identified by a field 
review and a comparison of the existing design to current Caltrans design standards. As noted 
in the discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1, the addition of 
traffic by the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is projected to significantly increase 
the daily volumes on SR 58 by 43 percent compared to existing conditions, and would increase 
the existing AM and PM peak-hour volumes on the US 101 northbound off-ramp by 15 percent. 
This is a substantial addition of traffic to areas with existing deficiencies. 
 
In addition, the CEQA checklist is provided in Section 4.12.2(a) (Methodology and Significance 
Thresholds) as a guide to the reader as to the scope of potential transportation/circulation 
impacts to be reviewed by an agency. As noted in the discussion that follows, impact threshold 
are specifically defined for each jurisdiction for the checklist item regarding increases in traffic 
loads. 
 
Response R-15DW 
 
The commentor argues that the applicant should not be solely responsible for correcting existing 
deficiencies, but should be responsible for their share.   
 
As noted in the discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1, the 
addition of traffic by the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is projected to significantly 
increase the daily volumes on SR 58 by 43 percent compared to existing conditions, and would 
increase the existing AM and PM peak-hour volumes on the US 101 northbound off-ramp by 15 
percent. This is a substantial addition of traffic to areas with existing deficiencies. 
 
Refer also to Letter 17 (Richard Marshall, Development Services Engineer, San Luis Obispo County 
Public Works) in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document. 
 Refer particularly to Comments 17E, 17K and 17L and their associated responses.  As noted 
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therein, the County of San Luis Obispo Public Works Department recommended elimination of 
“fair share” fees. 
 
Response R-15DX 
 
Refer to Responses 18RZ and 18RS in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft 
EIR) of this document. 
 
Response R-15DY 
 
Refer to Responses 18RZ and 18RS in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft 
EIR) of this document. 
 
Response R-15DZ 
 
The identification of impacts is based upon the fourth CEQA Guidelines Appendix G checklist 
item regarding substantially increasing hazards, where project traffic is added to a location that 
will exacerbate existing operational problems. The addition of traffic to a substandard roadway 
section could result in a potentially significant impact. The existing operational problems were 
identified by a field review and a comparison of the existing design to current Caltrans design 
standards. 
 
Refer to Response 18SH in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
Response R-15EA 
 
The commentor claims that it is inaccurate to state that additional congestion would be added 
to El Camino Real as a result of traffic generated by the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision because the roadway would operate at LOS C or better.  However, as noted in the 
first paragraph below Table 4.12-10(c) in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final 
EIR, the addition of traffic by the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is projected to 
increase the daily volumes on this roadway by approximately 43 percent.  Therefore, although 
levels of service would not degrade below applicable standards, it can still be considered 
accurate to refer to a 43 percent increase in traffic as “additional congestion.” 
 
Response R-15EB 
 
The commentor claims that the ramp junction analysis in the Revised Draft EIR illustrates 
operations on the U.S. 101 mainline segments, not the ramp junctions.  The ramp junction 
analysis refers to the location of the mainline where traffic merges from the on-ramp or exits 
onto the off-ramp. When the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(b) (U.S. 
101 Southbound Off-Ramp to SR 58) indicates that the deceleration length for the U.S. 101 off-
ramp to SR 58 needs to be lengthened to 250 feet, this means that increased storage on the U.S. 
101 mainline needs to be provided. 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-1(b) additionally requires the provision 
of additional merge area at the park and ride facility where the northbound off-ramp merges 
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with the eastbound traffic from the southbound off-ramp. This mitigation is not based upon the 
ramp junction LOS results. Rather, the mitigation measure was recommended after reviewing 
Caltrans design standards and performing field observations.  
 
Refer also to Response 18RQ in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) 
of this document. 
 
Response R-15EC 
 
Refer to Response 18RQ in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
Response R-15ED 
 
Refer to Response 18SH in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document.  The commentor-referenced analysis is based on estimated vehicle speeds provided by 
San Luis Obispo County Public Works staff. 
 
Response R-15EE 
 
Refer to Response R-15DW above. 
 
Response R-15EF 
 
Refer to Responses R-15DV and R-15DW above. 
 
Response R-15EG 
 
Refer to Response 18BF in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document.  As noted therein, the identification of impacts is based upon the fourth CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G checklist item regarding substantially increasing hazards, where project 
traffic is added to a location that will exacerbate existing operational problems [refer to Section 
4.12.2(a) of the Final EIR].  The addition of traffic to a substandard roadway section could result 
in a potentially significant impact. 
 
The commentor referenced mitigation measure is not new to the Revised Draft EIR, nor is the 
associated mitigation measure.  The impact and mitigation in question are not based on a new 
Caltrans standard. 
 
Refer also to Response R-15EB. 
 
Response R-15EH 
 
Refer to Response R-15DW. 
 
Response R-15EI 
 
Refer to Responses R-15EG and R-15EH above. 
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Response R-15EJ 
 
Refer to Responses R-15DV and R-15DW above. 
 
Response R-15EK 
 
Refer to Responses R-15DV and R-15DW above.  Refer also to Response 18SH in Section 3.0 
(Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document. 
 
Response R-15EL 
 
Refer to Responses R-15DT through R-15EK above.   
 
Response R-15EM 
 
Refer to Responses R-15DV and R-15DW above. 
 
Response R-15EN 
 
The commentor notes that they have no comments on the revised cumulative analysis related to 
traffic, and references their Draft EIR comment letter. Refer to Letter 18 and Responses 18RL 
through 18ST in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document 
for responses to ATE’s comments on the Draft EIR, which were included as Attachment K to the 
applicants’ Draft EIR comment package. 
 
Response R-15EO 
 
The commentor recommends that Table 4.12-14(c) (Cumulative U.S. 101 Mainline Levels of Service) 
be checked for errors based on the reduced level of service (LOS) listed for several segments under 
Cumulative + Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision conditions.  The “LOS” column under 
“Cumulative + Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision” contained three typos indicating a 
reduced LOS under these conditions.  The density listed is accurate, however, and shows that 
Cumulative + Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision conditions are indeed inferior to than 
Cumulative conditions. 
 
The typographical errors in the LOS column have been revised.  Refer to Table 4.12-14(c) in Section 
4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response R-15EP 
 
The commentor summarizes Future Development Program measures T-1(a) (SR 58 South of J 
Street), T-1(b) (U.S. 101 Southbound Off-Ramp to SR 58), and T-1(c) (U.S. 101 Southbound On-
Ramp from SR 58) in the Revised Draft EIR.  These measures have been incorporated into Section 
4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR. Comment noted. 
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Response R-15EQ 
 
The commentor’s opinion that traffic fee programs should be developed by the County is noted. 
 
Response R-15ER 
 
The commentor provides their Draft EIR comment letter, which was included as Attachment K to 
the applicants’ Draft EIR comment package.  Refer to Letter 18 and Responses 18RL through 18ST 
in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for responses 
to this letter. 
 
Response R-15ES  
 
Enclosure 5 to the applicants’ Revised Draft EIR comment letter consists of “Comments on the 
Revised Draft EIR for the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision” 
prepared by Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE) for Kirk Consulting and 
Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC on March 27, 2008.   
 
Refer to Responses R-15ET through R-15FF for responses to Enclosure 5.  Refer also to Response R-
15BD through R-15BL.  
 
Response R-15ET 
 
The commentor notes that Luhdorff and Scalmanini, Consulting Engineers (LSCE) reviewed the 
Revised Draft EIR at the request of Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC.  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-15EU 
 
The commentor notes that Section 2.8 (Water and Wastewater) of the Revised Draft EIR reaches the 
same conclusions as Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Draft EIR.  Comment noted.  Refer 
also to the Updated Analysis discussion in Section 2.8 of the Revised Draft EIR and Section 4.14, 
Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response R-15EV 
 
Refer to the first page of Section 1.0, Introduction, in the Revised Draft EIR.  As noted therein, the 
Revised Draft EIR “does not directly respond to…comments [on the Draft EIR].  
Comprehensive, direct responses to comments on the Draft EIR, and additional revisions and 
clarifications, will be provided in a forthcoming Final EIR that includes responses to all 
comments received during the public review periods for both the Draft EIR and this Revised 
Draft EIR.”  
 
Refer to Letter 18 and Responses 18UO through 18UX in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for responses to this commentor’s Draft EIR 
comment letter, which was included as Attachment M to the applicants’ Draft EIR comment 
package.  Refer specifically to the response to comment R-6E, which addresses the commentor’s 
claims related to overestimated impacts. 
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Response R-15EW 
 
The commentor summarizes their comments on the Draft EIR.  Refer to Letter 18 and Responses 
18UO through 18UX in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document for responses to the commentor’s Draft EIR comment letter, which was included as 
Attachment M to the applicants’ Draft EIR comment package.   
 
Response R-15EX 
 
The planned orchards and vineyards referenced are currently planned for by the Ranch owners, 
and are therefore considered in the baseline (setting) analysis. Table 4.14-1 (Existing Ranch 
Water Demands) portrays existing Ranch water demands.   
 
The commentor additionally claims that water demand estimates for these planned agricultural 
uses are overestimated.  Also refer to Responses R-6E and R-4I. 
 
Response R-15EY 
 
The comment states the opinion that the agricultural water demand used in the EIR analysis 
appears to be high.  The comment provides an argument as to why water demand may be less, 
and this information may be considered by decision makers for the project.  However, the water 
factors used are consistent with those reported by the California Department of Water 
Resources, and represent a reasonable worst scenario.  The EIR also acknowledges that water 
conservation measures and practices could reduce water demand to some extent.   
 
Response R-15EZ 
 
Please refer to Response R-15EY. 
 
Response R-15FA 
 
Please refer to Response R-15EY. 
 
Response R-15FB 
 
Refer to Response R-15EX. 
 
Response R-15FC 
 
Refer to Response R-15EX. 
 
The commentor additionally claims that the approximately 500 acres of planned orchards 
would most likely be planted in olives.  As indicated in Table 4.14-1 in Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater, of the Final EIR, a reasonable worst case scenario approach was used to determine 
water use from planned orchards.   
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Response R-15FD 
 
The comment states the opinion that the residential water demand used in the analysis appears 
to be high.  The EIR analysis explained the rationale for the difference in the projected water 
demand as compared to that reported in the Cleath report, and the difference is reasonable 
based on professional judgment and experience, as well as the likely nature of the proposed 
project.  Differences among experts are anticipated under CEQA, and do not make such a 
document inadequate. 
 
Response R-15FE 
 
Refer to Table 1-1 in Appendix A to the LSCE Draft EIR comment letter (Attachment M to the 
applicants’ Draft EIR comment package) and Responses 18UO through 18UX in Section 3.0 
(Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document. 
 
Response R-15FF 
 
The commentor provides a bibliography. The comment is noted. 
 
Response R-15FG 
 
Enclosure 6 to the applicants’ Revised Draft EIR comment letter consists of “Environmentally 
Superior Alternative Comparison, RDEIR Alternative No. 14 vs. Alternative No. 12, Santa 
Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision VTTM 2586” prepared by RRM 
Design Group for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC on March 27, 2008.   
 
Refer to Response R-15FH through R-15IA for responses to Enclosure 6.  Refer also to Response R-
15BM. 
 
Response R-15FH 
 
The commentor recommends a comparison of alternatives to each other, rather than to the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  However, State CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.6(a) and 
(d) require that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives “to the proposed project” and 
“include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
comparison with the proposed project.  A matrix displaying the major characteristics and 
significant environmental effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison”.  
Table 3-1 (New Alternatives Impact Comparison) in the Revised Draft EIR [Table 6-7 (Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Alternative Impact Comparison) in the Final EIR] fulfills this 
requirement. 
 
Refer also to Response R-12AK. 
 
Response R-15FI 
 
The commentor claims that Alternative 12 (Amended Project) is consistent with the original project 
submittal analyzed in the Draft EIR.  As described in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR, 
although this alternative would have essentially the same development characteristics as the 
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proposed project (112 dwelling units), it would relocate 23 lots, adjusts the boundaries of 65 lots, 
eliminate four roadways, shorten one roadway, realign several roadways, and incorporate ½ acre 
building envelopes.  The commentor is correct in that both the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and Amended Project Alternative contain the same number of lots. 
 
The commentor additionally claims that it is not fair to compare this alternative to an alternative 
with only 39 residential lots (Alternative 14).  Alternative 14 was included in the Revised Draft EIR 
and incorporated into the Final EIR in response to environmental constraints identified in the Draft 
EIR as well as to substantial public comments received on the original Draft EIR.  In addition, as 
noted in Appendix C (Policy Consistency) to the Final EIR, the proposed project is potentially 
inconsistent with several policies in the Salinas River Area Plan, as well as with the Agriculture 
land use designation of the San Luis Obispo County General Plan, Agriculture Element Policy 22 
(Major Agricultural Cluster Projects), and the County’s Agricultural Cluster Ordinance (Section 
22.22.150 of the County LUO).  A reduction in the number of housing units is not recommended as 
mitigation, but rather as an alternative which reduces density when compared to the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Response R-15FJ 
 
The commentor notes that Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) may be inconsistent with the Land Use 
Ordinance (LUO) in place at the time of application for the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision because it reduces the project to 26% of the maximum allowable density.  An ultimate 
determination of consistency with the applicable LUO would be made by the County Board of 
Supervisors upon their review of the project.  
 
Response R-15FK 
 
The commentor describes Alternative 12.  Comment noted.  Refer to Section 6.12 (Alternative 12: 
Amended Project) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR for description and analysis of this 
alternative.  
 
Response R-15FL 
 
The commentor describes Alternative 14 and claims that impacts from this alternative would 
remain significant.  Refer to Section 6.14 (Alternative 14: Reduced Project) in Section 6.0, 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR for description and analysis of this alternative.  
 
Refer also to Response R-15FH. 
 
Response R-15FM 
 
Refer to Response 18P in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document. 
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Response R-15FN 
 
The commentor claims that the analysis of Alternative 12 incorrectly refers to the alternative as 
including 112 units.  Although the commentor is correct that 111 of the units would be clustered 
and one would be on an open space lot, it is not incorrect to state that there would be 112 “units.”  
 
It should also be noted that similar language was used to analyze the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision throughout the EIR.  
 
Response R-15FO 
 
The commentor correctly assumes that one of the 40 lots included in Alternative 14 is an open 
space lot.  Refer to the first paragraph under Section 6.14.1 (Description) and the analysis under 
Section 6.14.2 (Impact Analysis) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR, which has been 
revised to clarify this distinction.  Refer also to Figure 6-16 (Alternative 14: Reduced Project), 
which depicts 39 residential lots. 
 
Response R-15FP 
 
The commentor provides a comparative summary of Alternatives 12 (Amended Project) and 14 
(Reduced Project).  It should be noted that impacts resulting from Alternative 14 would be of a 
considerably lower magnitude than those identified for Alternative 12 due to the comparative 
reduction in disturbance area, number of units, and location of lots associated with Alternative 14. 
The commentor’s statement that Alternative 12 would result in more damage to sensitive resources 
because they are concentrated in one area is not supported by fact.  Both Alternative 12 and 
Alternative 14 have roughly the same number of units and same amount of disturbance north of 
the main site access road.  However, Alternative 14 eliminates all disturbance south of the main site 
access road. 
 
Refer also to Response R-15FH. 
 
Response R-15FQ 
 
The commentor notes that Alternative 14 does not include building envelopes.  Comment 
noted.  It should also be noted that the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
does not include building envelopes [refer to Response 18V in Section 3.0 (Written Comments 
and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document].   As with the proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision, disturbance on individual lots for Alternative 14 are assumed 
to occur on approximately ½ acre of the 1 acre lots. 
 
Refer to Response R-15FR below for response to the commentor-referenced table.  
 
Response R-15FR 
 
The commentor provides a table comparing Alternatives 12 (Amended Project) and 14 (Reduced 
Project).  As noted in Response R-15FH above, State CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.6(a) and (d) require 
that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives “to the proposed project” and “include 
sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
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comparison with the proposed project.  A matrix displaying the major characteristics and significant 
environmental effects of each alternative may be used to summarize the comparison” (emphasis 
added).  The existing alternatives analysis in the Final EIR fulfills this requirement. 
 
Refer to Responses R-15FS through R-15HV below for responses to the commentor’s analysis 
supporting this table.  
 
Response R-15FS 
 
The commentor notes that Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) would affect less grazing area than 
Alternative 12 (Amended Project) and notes that this is based on fewer home sites.  Comment 
noted.  This information is disclosed in the Agricultural Resources discussions in Sections 6.14.2 and 
6.12.2, respectively.  However, it should be noted that the difference in the magnitude of impact on 
grazing lands between the two alternatives is greater than acknowledged by the commentor, 
because Alternative 14 would avoid impacts on all grazing lands south of the main access road, 
which far exceed 43.6 acres of land. 
 
Response R-15FT 
 
The Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) analysis does not incorrectly presume that cattle will graze 
between Alternative 14 lots, as suggested by the commentor.  Rather, the reduced impact to grazing 
unit fragmentation is based on the fact that the vast majority of the site (i.e. Phase Two and Phase 
Three areas of the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision) would not contain 
residences and would therefore remain open for cattle grazing. 
 
The commentor claims that Alternative 12 (Amended Project) would allow cattle to continue to 
graze throughout the cluster area.  Refer to Response 18T in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for an explanation of the incompatibilities 
between cattle and residential uses and additional detail regarding the grazing impact 
associated with the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  As noted in Section 
6.12.2 of the Final EIR, the Amended Project Alternative would be located in the same general 
area as the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and would consist of 
approximately the same acreage of overall disturbance. As a result, fragmentation of 
agricultural areas/grazing lands would be similar to the proposed Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision.   
 
The commentor’s claim that Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) would remove 53 acres of cattle 
grazing while Alternative 12 (Amended Project) would allow cattle to graze unimpeded 
throughout the entire project area is unsubstantiated.  Alternative 12 would remove 676.7 acres of 
cattle grazing, similar to the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Response R-15FU 
 
Refer to Responses R-15S and R-15FT above.  The commentor’s claims relating to cattle grazing 
between Alternative 12 lots is unsubstantiated.  
 
The commentor additionally references the Kirk Consulting response letter to the Revised Draft 
EIR.  Refer to Responses R-15L through R-15AG above for responses to agricultural issues raised in 
this letter.   
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Response R-15FV 
 
The commentor notes that Alternative 12 (Amended Project) would have 3,621 acres in Agricultural 
Conservation Easements while Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) would have only 2,821 acres of 
Agricultural Conservation Easements.  Comment noted. 
 
It should also be noted, however, that Alternative 12 (Amended Project) would have greater overall 
impacts to prime soils and grazing activities than Alternative 14 (Reduced Project), as discussed in 
Sections 6.12.2 and 6.14.2 of the Final EIR, respectively, and Response R-15FT above.  The fact that 
Alternative 12 would have a larger conservation easement does not negate these impacts, nor does 
it render Alternative 12 environmentally superior to Alternative 14 with respect to agricultural 
resources. 
 
Response R-15FW 
 
The commentor summarizes the design of Alternatives 12 (Amended Project ) and 14 (Reduced 
Project) with respect to avoidance of prime soils, and notes that Alternative 14 was designed with 
the knowledge of the revised prime soils definition included in the Revised Draft EIR (refer to 
Section 2.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Revised Draft EIR).  The comment is noted. 
 
Response R-15FX 
 
As noted in Sections 6.12.2 of the Final EIR, Alternative 12 would directly convert 19.96 acres of 
prime soils.  In contrast, Alternative 14 would directly convert 12.5 acres of prime soils, as discussed 
in Section 6.14.2 of the Final EIR.  Accordingly, Alternative 14 would convert 7.1 fewer acres of 
prime soils. 
 
Refer also to Response R-9G.  In accordance with the methodology recommended by the San Luis 
Obispo County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office, Alternative 12 (Amended Project) would 
convert 116.8 acres of prime soils, while Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) would convert 57.9 acres 
of prime soils.  This is an approximately 50% reduction.  
 
Response R-15FY 
 
The commentor claims that building envelopes would reduce prime soils conversion associated 
with Alternative 12 (Amended Project).  As noted in Section 6.12.2 of the Final EIR, parcelization 
would fragment potential agricultural use on each Alternative 12 lot despite ½ acre building 
envelopes, thereby precluding major farming on each lot as a whole.  As a reasonable worst case 
scenario, the alternatives analysis presumes that all prime soils that occur within Amended Project 
Alternative lot lines could be converted to non-agricultural use.   
 
It should also be noted that the commentor relies on the notion that cattle grazing will continue 
unimpeded between Alternative 12 lots and that design guidelines would further limit impacts.  
Refer to Response R-15FT and Master Response 8, respectively.   
 
Response R-15FZ 
 
Refer to Responses R-15FW through R-15FY above.   
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Response R-15GA 
 
The commentor questions the methodology used for determining the acreage of prime soil 
conversion for Alternative 12 (Amended Project), claiming that it appears excess acreage was 
included in the 19.96 acre figure.   To calculate this figure, prime agricultural soils were extracted 
from a California soils map and added to the Geographic Information System (GIS). Alternative 12 
boundary designations were then added to the GIS data in order to act as a “clipping” layer for the 
prime soils data. A GIS clip works much the same way as a cookie cutter does. If any part of the 
Prime soil layer fell within a boundary of an Alternative 12 designation, only this portion of the Soil 
data persisted in the output dataset. An acreage calculation was then performed on these 
individual components and summarized as the final acreage computation.  
 
The commentor does not divulge the methodology behind their calculation.  As a result, no specific 
response to that portion of the comment is feasible. 
 
Response R-15GB 
 
Refer to Response R-15FT above and Response 18T in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document. The commentor’s suggested revision is based on 
inaccurate assumptions that cattle grazing would be unimpeded by development of Alternative 12. 
Refer also to Response R-15GA above. 
 
Response R-15GC 
 
Refer to Responses R-15FW through R-15GB above.   
 
Response R-15GD 
 
The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision does not include specified building envelopes.  
The referenced EIR statement notes that the lot is closer to active agricultural areas, not that the 
building envelope is closer.  The commentor acknowledges that the lot line is indeed closer. Refer to 
Response 18V in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document. 
  
 
Response R-15GE 
 
Refer to Response 18V in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document. The proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision does not include specified 
building envelopes. 
 
Refer also to Response R-15GD above.   
 
Response R-15GF 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision impact AG-2 in Section 4.1, Agricultural 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  As shown in bold therein, Lots 39 and 40 were added to the list of lots 
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requiring additional buffer distances based on planned future vineyards in the vicinity of these lots. 
 The alternatives analysis is consistent with these revisions.    
 
The commentor references specific comments in the Kirk Consulting response letter to the Revised 
Draft EIR.  Refer to Response R-15AG.  
 
The proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision does not include specified building 
envelopes [refer to Response 18V in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft 
EIR) of this document].   
 
Response R-15GG 
 
The commentor claims that the building envelope for Lot 2B in Alternative 12 is located at a 
similar distance to potential vineyards as Lots 39 and 40.  The commentor claims that the 
distance of these lots to future vineyards is similar to other lots whose buffers have been 
approved by the Agricultural Commissioner.   However, the Agricultural Commissioner 
recommended the 500 foot buffer for these lots during preparation of the Revised Draft EIR.   
 
Response R-15GH 
 
The statement referenced by the commentor is intended as a generalized impact comparison. As 
noted in the EIR analysis, overall distance to vineyard operations would be increased.   
 
Response R-15GI 
 
Refer to Response 18V in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document. 
 
The commentor briefly mentions that future vineyards were excluded from the Draft EIR for 
‘unknown reasons.’  Refer to Response R-15FC.  The referenced map showing planned vineyards 
and orchards was excluded from the EIR because the applicant team indicated to County staff that 
the map was conceptual and not intended to be included in the EIR analysis. 
 
Refer to Response R-15GG.  As noted therein, the Agricultural Commissioner recommended buffer 
distances for Lots 39, 40 and 2B during preparation of the Revised Draft EIR. 
 
Refer also to Response R-15GH above.  
 
Response R-15GJ 
 
Refer to Response R-15FT. 
 
Response R-15GK 
 
The commentor notes that Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) would have fewer impacts to biological 
resources than Alternative 12 (Amended Project) and notes that this is based on fewer home sites.  
Comment noted.  This information is disclosed in the Biological Resources discussions in Sections 
6.14.2 and 6.12.2, respectively.  The commentor’s methodology for determining the extent of the 
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difference in reduced oak woodland impacts between Alternatives 12 and 14 is not presented, but it 
appears that the commentor underestimates the extent to which Alternative 14 would reduce such 
impacts by applying building envelopes and therefore ½ acre of disturbance per lot for Alternative 
12, but not applying building envelopes to Alternative 14, which is assumed to fully impact the 
entire 1 acre of each lot.   
 
Response R-15GL 
 
Refer to the third, fourth and fifth paragraphs under the Biological Resources discussion in Section 
6.12.2 of the Final EIR. Although Alternative 12 (Amended Project) would reduce oak tree impacts 
compared to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, it would still remove a significant 
number of oak trees.  The commentor’s claims that Alternative 12 building envelopes were 
carefully sited to avoid oak trees may not take into account that building envelopes need to feasibly 
accommodate anticipated development.  Building envelopes which bend around trees in awkward 
geometries are not considered realistic for the purposes of presenting a reasonable worst-case 
evaluation of oak impacts.  Further, oak woodland impacts are not associated simply with the 
number of trees removed (refer to Response R-15GN below). 
 
Response R-15GM 
 
The commentor’s observations are noted.  However, the claim that Alternative 14 would result in 
more oak tree removal than Alternative 12 is unsubstantiated.  Refer to the Biological Resources 
discussions in Sections 6.14.2 and 6.12.2 of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-15GN 
 
The commentor suggests that oak tree impacts should only consider impacts to individual trees.  
Analyzing impacts to individual trees only would be inadequate, as the removal of an oak tree 
would have repercussions for the larger habitat of which the oak tree is a part.  Habitat impacts 
must be addressed, in accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines [refer to Section 
4.3.2(a) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds) of the Final EIR]. In addition, as noted in 
Response R-15AT, analysis of impacts to oak woodlands is required by the Kuehl Bill.  Refer to 
Responses R-15AQ and R-15AR for additional discussion of the Kuehl Bill.   
 
Response R-15GO 
 
The commentor provides a comparison of oak woodland impacts from Alternative 12 (Amended 
Project) and Alternative 14 (Reduced Project).  Refer to Response R-15GK. 
 
Refer to the Biological Resources discussions in Sections 6.14.2 and 6.12.2 of the Final EIR for a 
discussion of oak woodland impacts from Alternatives 14 and 12, respectively. 
 
Response R-15GP 
 
Refer to Response R-15GO.  The commentor references Table 4.3-2 (Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Site Habitat Summary Table) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR as the 
source for overall acreage numbers.  However, this reference does not explain how the commentor 
defined “impact” or how they derived their impact calculations.  
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Refer also to Enclosure 2 to the applicants’ Revised Draft EIR comment letter (“Santa Margarita 
Ranch Revised Draft EIR Biological Resources Section Response to Project Evaluation, Tract 2586” 
prepared by Althouse and Meade, Inc. for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC on 
March 27, 2008) and associated Responses R-15DF through R-15DM.  
 
Response R-15GQ 
 
The commentor provides a comparison of oak woodland impacts from Alternative 12 (Amended 
Project) phases and Alternative 14 (Reduced Project).  Refer to Response R-15GK.  
 
Response R-15GR 
 
The commentor claims that phases in Alternative 12 would reduce impacts to oak woodlands.  The 
phasing of the alternative would not reduce long-term impacts to oak trees or oak woodland, as the 
same overall magnitude of disturbance would result regardless of phasing.   
 
Response R-15GS 
 
The applicants’ efforts are noted.  However, the commentor does not provide additional evidence 
to support the recommendation to revise conclusions regarding Alternative 12 impacts on natural 
plant communities.  Based on updated field review of the site, Alternative 12 would result in 
similar impacts to natural communities when compared to the proposed project.  
 
Response R-15GT 
 
The commentor claims that the alternatives analysis fails to indicate the location of trees that would 
be removed as a result of Alternative 12 (Amended Project).  The commentor-referenced “142 trees” 
refers to the trees on lots and roadways that differ from the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision.  This distinction is noted in the fourth paragraph under Biological Resources in Section 
6.12.2 of the Final EIR.  The areas which differ between the alternative and the project are shown in 
Figure 6-10 in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.  However, as noted in the fifth paragraph 
under Biological Resources in Section 6.12.2, Alternative 12 is estimated to remove or impact a total of 
250 to 350 oak trees throughout the site.   
 
The commentor suggests that the text be revised to state that 100 trees could be removed, but does 
not provide evidence or analysis to support this recommendation.  The number is unsubstantiated 
whereas the analysis in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR is based on a reasonable worst case 
methodology using aerial photography and topographical mapping.  
 
Response R-15GU 
 
Refer to Response 18AR in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document.   
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Response R-15GV 
 
Refer to the first two sentences of the third paragraph under Biological Resources in Section 6.12.2 of 
the Final EIR.  As noted therein, to assess oak tree impacts, ½-acre building envelopes were placed 
to avoid oak trees and topographical constraints where feasible while still accommodating 
anticipated development. Their placement was therefore based on a reasonable worst case 
methodology using aerial photography and topographical mapping.  The commentor’s claims that 
Alternative 12 building envelopes were carefully sited to avoid oak trees may not take into account 
that building envelopes need to feasibly accommodate anticipated development.  Building 
envelopes which bend around trees in awkward geometries are not considered realistic for the 
purposes of presenting a reasonable worst-case evaluation of oak impacts. 
 
Response R-15GW 
 
Refer to the second sentence in the fifth paragraph under Biological Resources in Section 6.12.2 of the 
Final EIR. As noted therein, impacts to oak trees within the portions of the lots outside of the 
building envelopes are expected due to grading or compaction within the root zone; limbing or 
thinning per CalFire (CDF) requirements; changes to water regime due to landscape irrigation, 
leach fields, or creation of impervious surfaces; decreased reproduction due to browsing by 
livestock, mowing, and other ground disturbance; and other types of residential activities that 
would affect the soil fungi with which oak trees are associated.   
 
Refer also to Master Response 8.  As noted therein, the Draft Vineyard Estates Design Guidelines 
are not part of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision because they are guidelines, not 
requirements, and were not proposed as part of the project.  The Design Guidelines are similarly 
not part of Alternative 12.  
 
Response R-15GX 
 
The commentor’s observation that “removed” and “impacted” are different is noted. 
 
Refer to Response R-15GU. 
 
Response R-15GY 
 
Refer to Response R-15GR.  As noted therein, Alternative 12 does not include established phases, 
nor would phasing reduce impacts to oak trees. 
 
The commentor’s statements regarding the availability of restoration sites are noted. 
 
Response R-15GZ 
 
Refer to the eighth paragraph under Biological Resources in Section 6.12.2 of the Final EIR. The 
commentor’s summary of this paragraph is noted.  
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Response R-15HA 
 
The commentor requests clarification regarding the location of Road D’s crossing of Tostada Creek. 
 It should be noted that Alternative 12 (Amended Project) does not currently have road names 
(refer to Figure 6-10 in Section 6.0, Alternatives, in the Final EIR).  However, it is assumed the 
commentor is referring to the road which extends south from the main project entrance road in a 
large southerly loop, as this is “Road D” in the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision (refer to 
Figure 2-5 in Section 2.-0, Project Description, of the Final EIR.  
 
The Alternative 12 roadway crosses Tostada Creek west of Lot 81.  This roadway is shown in red on 
Figures 6-10 through 6-14 in Section 6.0, Alternatives.  Tostada Creek runs along the primary 
entrance road before curving south (refer to Figure 4.3-2 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the 
Final EIR).  The crossing can be seen on Figure 6-12, west of Lot 81. 
 
The text in the Biological Resources discussion in Section 6.12.2 of the Final EIR has been revised to 
note that this crossing is in the vicinity of Lot 81, not Lot 71B, as this is slightly more accurate given 
the lot configurations. 
 
Response R-15HB 
 
Refer to Response R-15HA for clarification regarding “Road D.” 
 
Refer to Lot 90B in Figure 6-12 (Alternative 12: Amended Project Biological Impact Map) in Section 
6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.  This lot is located in the southeastern portion of Alternative 12.  
The Alternative 12 road to the east of this lot (shown in red) crosses a blue line drainage.  Note there 
is a southwestern pond turtle symbol that may block clear view of this crossing. 
 
Response R-15HC 
 
Comment noted.   
 
Response R-15HD 
 
Refer to Responses R-15GK and R-15GQ. 
 
Response R-15HE 
 
Refer to the second to last sentence in the second paragraph of Section 6.14.1 (Description [of 
Alternative 14]) in the Final EIR, which has been added to clarify that water tanks would remain as 
proposed.  Any impacts associated with the water tanks would be similar to the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision. Refer also to the third paragraph under Public Safety in Section 
6.14.2. 
 
Response R-15HF 
 
It is not clear where the commentor derived the specific number of sites impacted by Alternatives 
12 or 14, as these are not divulged in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR. In addition, as 
discussed in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR, surface visibility on the Agricultural 
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Residential Cluster Subdivision site is poor, archaeological site boundaries are ill-defined, and prior 
studies have demonstrated the high potential for buried sites.  Therefore, the precise number of 
sites impacted by any alternative cannot be conclusively determined, as attempted by the 
commentor. 
 
Response R-15HG 
 
The same number of residents would not reside in Alternative 14, as suggested by the commentor, 
because this alternative includes 65% fewer residences than the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision or Alternative 12.  As noted in Section 6.14.2 of the Final EIR, because this alternative 
would generate fewer new residents, there would be less likelihood for relic collecting and/or 
vandalism that could potentially impact archaeological and historical sites. 
 
Response R-15HH 
 
The statement referenced by the commentor regarding precise boundaries of archaeological 
resources would not alter the analyses of any of the alternatives.  This nuance is discussed in 
Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-15HI 
 
The referenced statement in the Revised Draft EIR relates to overall site disturbance, not 
disturbance of archaeological sites. Similar language is used throughout Section 6.0, Alternatives.  It 
should also be noted that Section 6.12.2 states that, overall, Alternative 12 would result in reduced 
impacts to identified cultural resources. 
 
Response R-15HJ 
 
Relic collecting is not limited to activities within building envelopes.  Refer to Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact CR-5 Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-15HK 
 
The applicants’ efforts in designing Alternative 12 are noted.  Refer to Master Response 10 
Response 18T in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document 
for a discussion of the merits of comparing the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
analysis to past agricultural cluster projects in the County.  Refer also to Response R-15HF. 
 
Response R-15HL 
 
Refer to Response R-15HG.   
 
Response R-15HM 
 
Refer to the Cultural Resources discussion in Section 6.12.2 of the Final EIR and Responses R-15HF 
through R-15HL above.  
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Response R-15HN 
 
Comment noted. Overall paved surfaces would be reduced under Alternative 14, as recognized by 
the commentor.   The commentor’s claim regarding the difference in densities between Alternative 
12 and 14 is misleading.  In actuality, these two alternatives have very similar densities in the area 
of disturbance north of the main site access road, while Alternative 14 eliminates all disturbances 
south of the main site access road.   
 
Response R-15HO 
 
Comment noted.  Lot 22 would need to be removed from Alternative 14 to eliminate impacts to 
emergent wetlands. 
 
Refer to Response R-15HN regarding drainage impacts. 
 
Response R-15HP 
 
The commentor claims that the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire or 
CDF) is satisfied with Alternative 12 (Amended Project) roadway widths. Comment noted.  
 
The commentor referenced meeting cannot be independently verified and the agreement expressed 
therein cannot be included in the Final EIR as this would be speculative. However, as disclosed in 
the Public Services discussion in Section 6.12.2 of the Final EIR, CalFire has the authority to reduce 
roadway widths in certain situations, and could potentially reduce widths to 18 feet in this instance. 
 
Response R-15HQ 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response R-15HR 
 
Refer to the Visual Resources discussion in Section 6.12.2 of the Final EIR.  Refer also to Master 
Response 4.  As noted therein, proposed alternatives are intended to avoid or substantially lessen 
one or more of the significant effects of the project, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines § 
15126.6(c).  Alternative 14 is not intended, and is not expected, to reduce all significant impacts 
associated with the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Response R-15HS 
 
The commentor’s opinions regarding visual impacts of Alternative 12 are noted. 
 
Response R-15HT 
 
The commentor’s opinions regarding visual impacts of Alternative 14 are noted.  However, there is 
no credible evidence to suggest that views from public roadways of homes and roadways 
associated with Alternative 14 would be “clearly visible and dominant”, while views of homes and 
roadways associated with Alternative 12, and located in generally the same area as those in 
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Alternative 14, would not, especially considering that Alternative 12 would result in additional 
disturbance and homes on other portions of the site that would be visible from public viewpoints.   
Response R-15HU 
 
Refer to Response R-15HT. 
 
Response R-15HV 
 
Refer to the first sentence of the second paragraph in Section 6.14.1 (Description [of Alternative 14]) 
of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, access to Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) would be provided 
via one existing driveway and one new driveway from West Pozo Road, as proposed under the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Refer also to the last sentence under Transportation 
and Circulation in Section 6.14.2 of the Final EIR.  As acknowledged therein, impacts from 
Alternative 14 related to access would be similar to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
because access points would be the same. 
 
Refer also to the second paragraph under Transportation and Circulation in Section 6.12.2 of the Final 
EIR.  As noted therein, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-2(a) (West 
Driveway Relocation) requires that the proposed west driveway be relocated at least 590 feet east of 
its currently proposed location. Alternative 12 (Amended Project) would relocate the west 
driveway approximately 480 feet east. Although this would partially reduce impacts related to 
stopping site distance, it would not fully implement measure T-2(a). Impacts would remain Class II, 
significant but mitigable. 
 
Response R-15HW 
 
The commentor claims that Alternative 12 should in fact be the environmentally superior 
alternative because it has been carefully designed and “allows the applicant to create the 
envisioned feel and atmosphere for the Ranch.” Refer to Table 6-7 (Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Alternative Impact Comparison) and the discussion under Section 6.15.1 
(Environmentally Superior Alternative to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision) of the 
Final EIR.  Determination of the environmentally superior alternative is based on a comparison of 
each alternative to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision for each issue area, noting if 
impacts would be reduced, increased, or remain the same.  Based on this evaluation, Alternative 14 
is environmentally superior to Alternative 12.  However, both are superior to the proposed 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Refer also to Responses R-15FH through R-15HV above. 
 
Response R-15HX 
 
The commentor claims that Alternative 14 places lots in areas that are not appropriate for 
development.  It should be noted that Alternative 14 would only slightly reorganize the currently 
proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Phase One configuration (refer to Section 
6.14.1 of the Final EIR) and is substantially similar to those advanced by the commentor in 
Alternative 12.   
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Refer to Responses R-15FH through R-15HV above for responses to the commentor’s claims 
regarding impacts from Alternative 14.  Refer also to the objective analysis of Alternative 14 
impacts in Section 6.14.2 of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-15HY 
 
Refer to Response R-15HW above.  Alternative 14 would reduce most impacts when compared to 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Response R-15HZ 
 
Comment noted.  
 
Response R-15IA 
 
The commentor’s claim that Alternative 12 is the environmentally superior alternative is inaccurate, 
and is not supported by the EIR analysis or the commentor’s own table comparing impacts (refer to 
comment R-15FR).  Refer to Table 6-7 (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Alternative 
Impact Comparison) and the discussion under Section 6.15.1 (Environmentally Superior 
Alternative to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision) of the Final EIR as well as 
Responses R-15FH through R-15HZ.   
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Letter R-16 
 
COMMENTOR: George D. Havale, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   January 30, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-16A 
 
The commentor requests that the EIR address potential impacts resulting from alternate traffic 
routes through the community of Santa Margarita, particularly along I Street.  Refer to the 
second to last paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 in 
Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  This new paragraph discusses 
impacts that may result from using I Street as a shortcut to bypass El Camino Real. 
 
It should be noted that this revision was included in the Revised Draft EIR. 
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Letter R-17 
 
COMMENTOR: Miranda Joseph, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   February 10, 2008 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-17A 
 
The comment is not directed toward the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision or Future 
Development Program analysis.  No response is required. 
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Letter R-18 
 
COMMENTOR: Morgan Rafferty, Executive Director, Environmental Center of San Luis 

Obispo (EcoSlo) 
 
DATE:   February 14, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-18A 
 
The commentor notes that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision may violate LUO 
Section 22.22.152(D) by conserving only 82.1% of the site area, as discussed in the last paragraph 
under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1 in Section 2.1 (Agricultural 
Resources) the Revised Draft EIR.  The commentor’s opinion that the applicant should submit a 
revised project that meets the 95% conservation requirement is noted. 
 
It should also be noted, however, that the referenced discussion has been removed from the 
Final EIR (refer to Response R-15Z).  Potential inconsistencies with the applicable ordinance will 
be addressed in the Staff Report for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision project. 
 
Response R-18B 
 
The commentor notes discrepancies in the number of acres planted in vineyards on the Ranch, 
referencing two articles published in the Tribune and the New Times.  The Final EIR notes that 
the Margarita Vineyard contains approximately 974 acres of plantings, while the referenced 
articles state that the Margarita Vineyard contains 866 acres of plantings.  
 
The acreage sited in the EIR is based on an independent area calculation of the four vineyard 
area(s), and includes planted vineyards and support roads.  The resulting acreage was used to 
calculate density, as agreed upon by the applicant and the County.  The acreage cited in the 
Tribune and the New Times likely includes planted vineyards only.  The source of the data 
cannot be verified, however, and will therefore not be included in the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-18C 
 
Refer to Response R-18B. 
 
Response R-18D 
 
Refer to Response R-18B. 



Letter R-19

A



B

C

D



E

F

G

H

I



I

J

K



L



M

N



N

O



O

P



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-1165  

Letter R-19 
 
COMMENTOR: Janet S. Cobb, President, California Oaks Foundation 
 
DATE:   February 21, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-19A 
 
The commentor claims that the conservation easements required by Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation) do 
not constitute valid oak woodlands habitat mitigation per Public Resources Code § 21083.4(b).   
PRC § 21083.4(b) requires that a County apply “one or more” mitigation alternatives to mitigate 
a significant effect to oak woodlands, including “Conserve oak woodlands, through the use of 
conservation easements.”  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(b) requires 
50% of all those trees identified under measure B-3(a)(oak tree inventory, avoidance and 
protection plan) as being removed or impacted to be replaced per County and Kuehl Bill 
standards.   
 
Response R-19B 
 
The commentor claims that the Revised Draft EIR fails to quantify the extent and severity of 
cumulative oak impacts.  The commentor specifically requests analysis of past, present and 
probable future projects, and lists land uses included in the Future Development Program as 
examples for probable future projects. 
 
Past projects are inherently included in the existing (baseline) conditions, to which the impacts 
of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision are compared.  Current project(s) include the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, for which oak tree impacts are analyzed in 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources.   
 
As noted in Section 4.3.2(d) (Cumulative Impacts) of the Final EIR, the evaluation of the Future 
Development Program, which includes the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, 
accounts for all of the expected growth in the Santa Margarita area, as it represents buildout of 
the major landholding that surrounds the existing community, consistent with the Salinas River 
Area Plan.  Therefore, cumulative biological resources impacts from buildout of the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision in combination with buildout of the Future 
Development Program are addressed in the Future Development Program impact analysis.   
Oak tree impacts from the Future Development Program are analyzed in Future Development 
Program Impact B-2.  
 
Cumulative air quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality. 
 
Response R-19C 
 
The commentor’s claim that the referenced statement in the Revised Draft EIR is “contrary to 
fact and law” is unsubstantiated. The San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (APCD) 
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has not identified significance thresholds for greenhouse gases, as indicated in the referenced 
discussion.  The California Forest Protocols referenced by the commentor are not thresholds 
established by the APCD or the County of San Luis Obispo. 
 
Although oak tree removal may in fact result in reduced photosynthesis, the quantification of 
this loss would be speculative.  In addition, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation) in the Final EIR 
requires that 50% of the oak trees removed or impacted be replaced at a 4:1 and 2:1 ratio, 
respectively, in accordance with Kuehl Bill and County standards.  Replacement at this ratio 
would eventually increase photosynthesis on the Ranch. 
 
Wildlife habitat impacts are discussed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR and 
carbon emissions impacts are discussed in Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, 
Air Quality, of the Final EIR.  Refer to these respective sections for mitigation measures as well. 
 
Response R-19D 
 
As noted in Response R-19C, the California Forest Protocols referenced by the commentor are 
not thresholds established by the APCD or the County of San Luis Obispo.  Although oak tree 
removal may in fact result in reduced photosynthesis, the quantification of this loss would be 
speculative.  In addition, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(b) (Oak Tree 
Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation) in the Final EIR requires that 50% of the oak trees 
removed or impacted be replaced at a 4:1 and 2:1 ratio, respectively, in accordance with Kuehl 
Bill and County standards.  Replacement at this ratio would eventually increase photosynthesis 
on the Ranch. Refer also to Master Responses 2 and 7. 
 
Carbon emissions impacts are discussed in Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, 
Air Quality, of the Final EIR.  Conversion of oak woodland is discussed in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-19E 
 
The commentor’s opinion that climate change is a potential environmental impact that must be 
addressed in CEQA reviews is noted.  Refer to Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 
4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR for such an analysis. 
 
Response R-19F 
 
The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision does not include a refinery or a smoke stack of 
any kind.  The referenced settlement does not directly relate to the EIR analysis.  Refer also to 
Response R-19D. Attempting to quantify greenhouse gas emissions from the removal of oak 
trees would be speculative.  Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of 
the Final EIR addresses greenhouse gas-related impacts from the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program. 
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Response R-19G 
 
Refer to Section 4.2.3(c) (Regulatory Setting) for a discussion of Governor Schwarzenegger and 
AB 32.  The Governor’s purchase of forest carbon credits is irrelevant to the EIR analysis. Refer 
to Master Response 1. 
 
Response R-19H 
 
Refer to Responses R-19A through R-19G. 
 
Response R-19I 
 
The commentor notes that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(b) (Oak 
Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation) does not mitigate impacts from the Future 
Development Program.  The commentor is correct.  This mitigation measure is intended for the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, as evident in the fact that it is located in Section 
4.3.2(b) (Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the 
Final EIR.  Impacts associated with the Future Development Program and associated mitigation 
is included in Section 4.3.2(c) (Future Development Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures). 
 
The commentor additionally suggests alternate off-site mitigation, which would require 
preservation of 60 contiguous acres of oak woodland elsewhere in San Luis Obispo County.  
The commentor does not suggest a location for this easement.  In addition, it is the opinion of 
the County that on-site mitigation would be more beneficial.  The commentor does not explain 
why an off-site easement should replace an on-site easement. 
 
Response R-19J 
 
CEQA requirements have in fact been met.  The commentor’s opinion that the project should be 
denied is noted. 
 
Response R-19K 
 
The commentor provides a list of key terms.  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-19L 
 
The commentor provides an article from the University of California Integrated Hardwood 
Range Management Program’s August 2007 Oaks’ n’ folks regarding Placer County’s adoption of 
proportional oak woodlands biological mitigation measures.   
 
In contrast to Placer County, San Luis Obispo County has not yet adopted guidelines for 
evaluating impacts to oak woodland.  However, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact B-3 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR incorporates the County’s current 
working definitions and thresholds.  The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is not 
located in Placer County.  As a result, the article does not directly relate to San Luis Obispo 
County or the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  No further response is feasible. 
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Response R-19M 
 
The comment does not directly identify specific issues of concern with the Revised DEIR 
analysis.  No further response is feasible. 
 
Response R-19N 
 
The commentor describes a carbon dioxide credit market and recommends that conservation 
easements involving 100 or more oak woodland acres consider joining this Registry.  The 
commentor has previously requested that 60 acres be conserved as mitigation for the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  This recommendation would therefore not apply 
to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Refer also to Response R-19G. The Governor’s purchase of forest carbon credits is irrelevant to 
the EIR analysis. 
 
Response R-19O 
 
The commentor explains two types of forestry projects, including conservation and 
reforestation, and provides examples of each.  The commentor does not suggest that either 
approach be used to mitigate the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, nor does the 
commentor explain how they relate to the Santa Margarita Ranch. No further response is 
feasible. 
 
Response R-19P 
 
The comment does not directly identify specific issues of concern with the Revised DEIR 
analysis.  No further response is feasible. 
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Letter R-20 
 
COMMENTOR: Michael Joseph, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   February 24, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-20A 
 
The commentor claims that maps in the Draft EIR refer to grapes as being dry farmed.  Figure 2-
7 in Section 2.0, Project Description, which depicts agricultural uses on the Santa Margarita 
Ranch, does not make this claim.  It is unclear what other figure in the EIR would make such a 
reference.  No further comment is feasible.  
 
Impacts related to water use are addressed in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final 
EIR. 
 
Response R-20B 
 
The commentor claims that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and overdraft 
projections on the Upper Salinas River need further investigation. The commentor does not 
explain why additional investigation is needed.  Refer to the analysis under Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final 
EIR.  As noted therein, the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would contribute to 
overdraft conditions.  This is a Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact.  
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Letter R-21 
 
COMMENTOR: Mike and Marshawn Porter, Private Citizens 
 
DATE:   February 29, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-21A 
 
The commentor expresses concern over the increased level of traffic that would occur as a result 
of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Refer to Master Response 5. 
 
Response R-21B 
 
The commentor recommends an alternate entrance to the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision west of the community of Santa Margarita.  Refer to Master Response 5 and 
Response 19C.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision traffic would not significantly 
increase congestion within the community of Santa Margarita.  As a result, access to the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision via bypass of the community is not warranted.  In 
addition, an entrance west of the community would not be optimal because an access road in 
this area would require additional paving and disturbance due to its longer distance, and 
would likely result in impacts related to farmland conversion and conflicts, biological resources 
(particularly blue oak woodlands, California annual grassland and emergent wetlands), cultural 
resources and public safety (rail crossing hazards). Such an access could potentially be provided 
as part of the Future Development Program.  
 
Safety-related traffic impacts, including impacts to school crossings, are addressed in Section 
4.12, Transportation and Circulation. 
 
Response R-21C 
 
Refer to Response 24D. 
 
Response R-21D 
 
Refer to Response R-21B.  Access to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision via bypass 
of the community is not warranted and could increase hazards associated with rail crossing. 
 
Response R-21E 
 
Refer to Response 24E. 
 
Response R-21F 
 
Refer to Response 24F. 
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Response R-21G 
 
The commentor’s concerns are noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers 
for review. 
 
Response R-21H 
 
The commentor forwarded their Revised Draft EIR comment letter to Supervisor Patterson.  All 
Supervisors have received a copy of this letter.  Refer to Responses R-21A through R-21G. 
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Letter R-22 
 
COMMENTOR: Landon Young, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 4, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-22A 
 
Refer to Master Response 1. 
 
Response R-22B 
 
The overdraft condition of groundwater on the Ranch is acknowledged in Section 4.14, Water 
and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  The commentor’s observations regarding Trout Creek and the 
well on their property are noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for 
review and consideration.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-
1 and Future Development Program Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the 
Final EIR.  As noted therein, groundwater impacts from the project and program are Class I, 
significant and unavoidable.  
 
Response R-22C 
 
Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 and Future Development 
Program Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-22D 
 
The commentor’s opinion that the project should be denied is noted.  Refer to Section 4.0, 
Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Final EIR, for a discussion of environmental impacts 
associated with the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development 
Program. 
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Letter R-23 
 
COMMENTOR: Miranda Joseph, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 8, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-23A 
 
The commentor states that public agencies must adopt objectives, criteria, and procedures for 
administering mitigation measures before a project is approved, citing CEQA Guidelines § 
21082.  However, there is no § 21082 in the CEQA Guidelines [CEQA Guidelines include §§ 
15000 through 15387 of the California Code of Regulations (Title 14)].  It is therefore assumed 
that the commentor is referring to California Public Resources Code (PRC) § 21082, which states 
that: “All public agencies shall adopt by ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation, objectives, 
criteria, and procedures for the evaluation of projects and the preparation of environmental 
impact reports and negative declarations pursuant to this division…Such objectives, criteria, 
and procedures shall be adopted by each public agency no later than 60 days after the Secretary of 
the Resources Agency has adopted guidelines pursuant to Section 21083” (emphasis added).  The 
referenced PRC Section does not require that these agencies adopt procedures prior to project 
approval, as suggested by the commentor.   
 
Response R-23B 
 
Refer to Sections 4.3, Biological Resources, and 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  
Mitigation measures included therein will become requirements of the project, should the 
project be approved. 
 
Response R-23C 
 
The commentor notes that additional planned vineyards and orchards (as discussed in the 
Revised Draft EIR and Final EIR), would further impact groundwater on the Ranch.  The 
comment is noted.  However, these planned vineyards are not part of the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision or Future Development Program.  The projected demand from 
these vineyards are considered in the baseline water demands for the Ranch (refer to Table 4.14-
1 in the Final EIR). 
 
It should also be noted that the current proposal includes the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision only, and does not include wineries, tasting rooms, or event centers, as suggested 
by the commentor. 
 
Response R-23D 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(c) (Imported Water) and the 
Residual Impacts discussion that follows.  The applicant would be required to obtain imported 
water for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, should it be approved. As a result, 
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the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would not deplete groundwater as it would 
not be allowed to use it. 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts W-2 and W-3 in Section 4.14, 
Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts related to septic system design 
and the effect of wastewater discharge systems on groundwater quality, respectively.  Refer to 
Future Development Program Impact W-5 for a discussion of impacts related to winery 
wastewater and groundwater contamination. 
 
Response R-23E 
 
The commentor’s support of project denial is noted.  In addition, mitigation measures included 
in the Final EIR contain timing and monitoring requirements and are designed to be fully 
enforceable by the County of San Luis Obispo.  The commentor does not list specific mitigation 
measures which simply provide “lip service” and therefore no additional response is feasible.  
Refer also to Responses R-23F and R-23G. 
 
Response R-23F 
 
The commentor claims that water conservation is not mitigation.  CEQA Guidelines § 15370 
defines “mitigation” and specifically states that mitigation includes “minimizing impacts by 
limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.”  Conserving water 
would limit the amount (magnitude) of groundwater used (action).  It is therefore, by 
definition, mitigation. 
 
Refer also to Response R-23F. 
 
Response R-23G 
 
The commentor claims that stream flow monitoring is not mitigation, and suggests restricting 
water use to protect the resource before hand.  Refer to Response R-23F.  As noted therein, the 
commentor claimed that water conservation, or restricting water use, is not mitigation either.   
 
The mitigation measure that includes stream flow monitoring [Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure W-1(a) in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater] also requires that remedial 
action be developed based on the monitoring data.  The remedial actions, which may include 
water rationing and/or the importation of additional water supply, could not be determined 
without data provided by stream flow monitoring.  The remedial actions constitute mitigation 
as defined in CEQA Guidelines § 15370. 
 
Refer also to Response 8O.  As noted therein, the intent of the mitigation measure is to monitor 
groundwater impacts associated with the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
Monitoring groundwater prior to construction and occupancy would not serve this purpose.   
 
Response R-23H 
 
Refer to Responses R-23F and R-23G.  Both mitigation measures are in fact mitigation. 
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Response R-23I 
 
Refer to Responses R-23G and R-23E.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-
1(a), which includes stream flow monitoring, also requires that remedial actions be developed 
based on monitoring data.  Past mitigation on the Ranch has no bearing on the enforceability of 
measures included in the Final EIR.  Refer also to Response 8O. 
 
Response R-23J 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater, of the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts from the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision on groundwater.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measures W-1(a) through W-1(c) which mitigate this impact.  As noted therein, impacts are 
Class I, significant and unavoidable.   
 
Response R-23K 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater, of the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts from the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision on groundwater.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measures W-1(a) through W-1(c) which mitigate this impact.  As noted therein, impacts are 
Class I, significant and unavoidable.   
 
Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts to South/Central California Coast 
Steelhead. 
 
Response R-23L 
 
The commentor notes that there are no water meters or monitoring agencies verifying current 
water use on the Ranch.  The comment is noted. 
 
It should also be noted that Table 4.14-1 (Existing Ranch Water Demands) in Section 4.14, Water 
and Wastewater, includes a footnote which states that water demand from on-site vineyards is 
based on a factor of 1.6 afy per acre, while planned orchards are based on a factor of 2.0 afy per 
acre as a reasonable worst case scenario.  The EIR does not claim that water use factors are 
based on water meters or monitoring agencies.  However, such monitoring would be required 
as part of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(a) (Groundwater and 
Surface Water Monitoring Programs). 
 
Response R-23M 
 
Refer to Response R-23L.  Irrigated vineyard acreage and associated water use is show in Table 
4.14-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
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Response R-23N 
 
The commentor states the opinion that an alternate methodology based on dry season data is 
needed to assess potential baseline use and impacts.  However, no data is supplied with which 
to conduct such an analysis.  The DEIR and RDEIR analysis is based on the most recent 
information available, and independently assessed by a qualified hydrogeologist.   The 
conclusions of the DEIR are based on accepted professional methodologies, and the mitigation 
measures are appropriate as written.   
 
Response R-23O 
 
The commentor claims that there are several new wells that have been added since the 
hydrology analysis was completed.  This claim is false.  No new wells have been drilled on the 
Ranch since preparation of the Hopkins hydrological study. 
 
Response R-23P 
 
Refer to Appendix  K and Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  Impacts of the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, which is the only project currently proposed, as 
well as impacts of the Future Development Program, have been adequately addressed and 
impacts have been characterized as Class I, significant and unavoidable.  Water demands of 
existing and planned vineyards on the Ranch are considered in the baseline conditions.  The 
impacts of baseline (existing) conditions are outside the scope of CEQA analysis. 
 
Response R-23Q 
 
Mitigation for the Future Development Program is based on the Future Development Program, 
while mitigation for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is based only on impacts 
associated with the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Refer also to Master Response 
3. 
 
Response R-23R 
 
The commentor’s statement is true. 
 
It should also be noted that mitigation measures in the Final EIR have not yet been 
implemented because they are only required if the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
is approved.  The commentor’s implication that mitigation measures outlined in the Final EIR 
will be unsuccessful because they will be “too late” is therefore unsubstantiated. 
 
Response R-23S 
 
The commentor claims that none of the mitigation measures in the EIR can be enforced because 
homeowners will install appliances and landscaping of their choice after project construction.  
The commentor does not cite specific examples.  However, only a small portion of required 
mitigation measures relate to appliances and landscaping, or homeowner restrictions in general. 
 These measures will be included in the Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) and 
monitored by a Homeowners Association (or similar entity) with oversight by County Planning 
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and Building.  Homeowners will be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures for 
the life of the project. 
 
Response R-23T 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, additional imported water supply would be 
required for the proposed project.  However, due to uncertainty regarding timing and 
availability of additional sources, this water supply cannot be assured at this time and impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable.  Because the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision would not be allowed to use groundwater, information related to additional wells 
would be moot.   
 
Impacts related to receipt of imported water supply, including pipelines, pumps and water 
tanks, are discussed under Residual Impacts below Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact W-1 in the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-23U 
 
Refer to Master Response 7.  As noted therein, CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct 
every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commentors.  The analysis suggested by the commentor would not change the severity of 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1.  
 
Response R-23V 
 
Refer to Response R-23U and Master Response 6.  “Ranch technicians” were not used as a 
source of data for the EIR.   
 
Refer also to Table 4.14-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. As shown 
therein, Ranch water use is estimated at 1,558.24 (for Margarita Vineyards only); not 285 afy. 
 
Response R-23W 
 
The commentor notes that the water running in Trout Creek has dropped substantially in the 
last 7 to 8 years.  This observation is noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-
makers for review and consideration.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact W-1 and Future Development Program Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, groundwater impacts from the project and 
program are Class I, significant and unavoidable.  
 
Refer also to Response 23A. 
 
Response R-23X 
 
Comment noted. 
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Response R-23Y 
 
The location of existing wells on the Ranch is discussed in Section 4.14.1(a) (Water Supply and 
Current Demand).  Existing Ranch Water Demand is estimated in Table 4.14-1 (Existing Ranch 
Water Demands). 
 
Response R-23Z 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(c) (Imported Water Supply) 
in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  Additional groundwater pumping for 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is in fact prohibited by this mitigation measure. 
 A Resource Capacity Study and Baseline Water Data Study are therefore not required based on 
the commentor’s suggested criteria.  Refer also to Response R-4D. 
 
Response R-23AA 
 
Refer to Appendix C (Policy Consistency) to the Final EIR (in Section 8.0, Agriculture and Open 
Space Element). The policy referenced by the commentor is analyzed therein, and the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is determined to be potentially inconsistent with 
this policy. 
 
Response R-23AB 
 
The commentor notes that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would be 
inconsistent with County requirements that Nacimiento water only be used for urban uses. This 
potential inconsistency is noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision makers for 
review and consideration. 
 
Response R-23AC 
 
Refer to Response R-23AB. 
 
Response R-23AD 
 
The commentor references Section 7.0, Significant Irreversible Changes, of the Draft EIR and 
discusses potential impacts of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision on water-related 
growth inducement.  The comment is noted.  However, Section 7.0 was not recirculated as part 
of the Revised Draft EIR.  CEQA Guidelines do not require that a lead agency respond to 
comments made during the recirculation comment period which pertain to those sections of a 
Draft EIR which were not recirculated.  Specifically, CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(f)(2) state that:  
 

“When an EIR is revised only in part and the lead agency is recirculating only the revised 
chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency may request that reviewers limit their 
comments to the revised chapters or portions of the recirculated EIR.  The lead agency need 
only respond to (i) comments received during the initial circulation period that relate to 
chapters or portions of the document that were not revised and recirculated, and (ii) 
comments received during the recirculation period that relate to the chapters or portions of 
the earlier EIR that were revised and recirculated.  The lead agency’s request that reviewers 
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limit the scope of their comments shall be included either within the text of the revised EIR 
or by an attachment to the revised EIR.” 

 
Comments made on the Draft EIR during initial circulation are addressed in Section 3.0 
(Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document.  The request that 
reviewers of the Revised DEIR limit the scope of their comments to revised portions of the EIR 
is located in Section 1.2 (Legal Authority and Public Review) of the Revised DEIR.  Comments 
made on the Revised DEIR during this recirculation period are addressed in Section 3.0 (Written 
Comments and Responses on the Revised Draft EIR) of this document. 
 
Response R-23AE 
 
It should be clarified that the applicant has proposed the use of groundwater.  However, the 
analysis in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the EIR concluded that impacts related to 
groundwater use would be Class I, significant and unavoidable, and imported water is required as 
mitigation.  The two options mentioned by the commentor are analyzed as Residual Impacts to 
this mitigation measure, but are not being “pushed” by the applicant. 
 
The commentor’s statements regarding potential inconsistencies with County policy are noted. 
Refer to Responses R-23AA through R-23AC. 
 
Refer also to Master Responses 3a and 3c.  As described therein, the Future Development Program 
does not represent a development plan for allowable future uses on the Santa Margarita Ranch, nor 
does it preclude future environmental review.  In addition, because the EIR analyzes the Future 
Development Program in conjunction with the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, it 
evaluates the full magnitude of cumulative impacts associated with development of the property 
and therefore avoids piece-mealing. 
 
Response R-23AF 
 
The Revised DEIR does not revise Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR because no new 
information was obtained since circulation of the Draft EIR that would necessitate substantive 
revisions to the analysis contained therein.  Cultural resource-related impacts from the three new 
alternatives are addressed in Section 3.0, Analysis of New Alternatives, of the Revised DEIR.  These 
analyses have been incorporated into Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-23AG 
 
Refer to Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR and the mitigation measures contained 
therein.  Refer also to Master Response 3a.  As noted therein, the only application which has been 
filed is for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, which does not include any vineyards.  
Cultural resource impacts related to Future Development Program wineries are assessed in Section 
4.4.5(b) (Future Development Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-23AH 
 
As discussed in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, water demand from the proposed 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision may contribute to overdraft of the aquifer system. 
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Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(c) (Imported Water Supply) requires 
that the applicant acquire imported water supply to serve the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision.  Due to uncertainty regarding timing and availability of these sources, this impact 
is significant and unavoidable.  Although this is a Class I impact, the applicant is required to 
obtain imported water prior to implementation of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision, and development could not occur without adequate water supply.   
 
Response R-23AI 
 
The commentor summarizes impacts of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and 
Future Development Program on groundwater.  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-23AJ 
 
The commentor argues that a Class I impact related to groundwater should result in a Class I 
impact to steelhead. As noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1, 
imported water supply would be required to offset projected demand from the proposed 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, which would assure that groundwater resources 
are not depleted as a result of the project. Steelhead impacts are addressed in Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 and Future Development Program B-7 in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-23AK 
 
Refer to Response 23A. 
 
Response R-23AL 
 
The commentor cites a study conducted by a UC Davis biologist to demonstrate that Trout 
Creek is being impacted by current groundwater pumping on the Ranch. This observation is 
noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision makers for review.  
 
The commentor claims that groundwater pumping should be decreased to protect steelhead 
habitat.  In accordance with CEQA, the EIR analyzes impacts associated with the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program.  The EIR cannot analyze 
impacts of current conditions, nor can it prescribe mitigation for actions in progress.  The 
contribution of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development 
Program to an existing overdraft condition is discussed in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of 
the Final EIR.  As noted therein, impacts are Class I, significant and unavoidable, and imported 
water is required as mitigation. 
 
The commentor additionally implies that Class I groundwater impacts should result in a Class I 
impact to steelhead. Refer to Response R-23AJ.   
 
Response R-23AM 
 
The commentor claims that a cone of depression is forming along Pozo Road caused by over 
pumping of groundwater.  Appendix K (Hydrological Study) and the analysis in Section 4.14, 
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Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR acknowledge a declining trend in water supply and 
require imported water as mitigation for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
[Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(c)].  This existence of a cone of 
depression, as claimed by the commentor, would not alter the analysis or conclusions made in 
the Final EIR. 
 
Refer to Response R-23Z.  Additional groundwater pumping for the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision is prohibited by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-
1(c) (Imported Water Supply).  A Resource Capacity Study and Baseline Water Data Study are 
therefore not required based on the commentor’s suggested criteria.  Refer also to Response R-
4D. 
 
The commentor’s support for project denial is noted. 
 
Response R-23AN 
 
The comments regarding the survival of Steelhead in California are noted.   Refer to 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the 
Final EIR for a discussion of project impacts to Steelhead. 
 
Response R-23AO 
 
Refer to Response R-23AH and Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 
4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  Refer also to Master Response 3a.  Several of the land 
uses listed by the commentor are not currently proposed. 
 
Impacts to endangered species and archaeological resources are discussed in Sections 4.3, Biological 
Resources, and 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR, respectively. 
 
Response R-23AP 
 
The commentor notes that water supply must be secured prior to project approval.  Refer to 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 and the associated Residual Impacts 
discussion in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, in the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-23AQ 
 
Impacts to open space are discussed in Sections 4.1, Agricultural Resources, and 4.13, Visual 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  Impacts to natural resources and wildlife habitat are discussed in 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  Refer to Appendix C (Policy Consistency) for a 
discussion of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision’s consistency with County 
policies, including the County General Plan Agriculture and Open Space Element.  Refer also to 
Alternative 13 (Santa Margarita Town Expansion; previously Smart Growth/Affordable 
Housing) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR, which analyzes an alternative to the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision that incorporates Smart Growth Principles. 
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Response R-23AR 
 
The commentor’s description of her property is noted. 
 
Response R-23AS 
 
The commentor’s observations of Trout Creek in the 1980s are noted. 
 
Response R-23AT 
 
The commentor notes that the water running in Trout, Rinconada, and Yerba Buena Creeks has 
dropped since vineyards were planted on the Ranch, and notes that the past year has been even 
dryer.  This observation is noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for 
review and consideration.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-
1 and Future Development Program Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the 
Final EIR.  As noted therein, groundwater impacts from the project and program are Class I, 
significant and unavoidable.  
 
Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of project impacts to Steelhead. 
 
Response R-23AU 
 
The commentor notes that the water running in Trout Creek has dropped since vineyards were 
planted on the Ranch.  Refer to Response R-23AT.  The commentor additionally notes that she 
has observed moss and high levels of mercury in Trout Creek over the last four years. This 
observation is noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and 
consideration.   
 
Response R-23AV 
 
The commentor references a hydrology study by Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers 
(LSCE) which was prepared to rebut the findings of the Draft EIR.  This study is included as 
Attachment M to the applicants’ comment package on the Draft EIR (included herein as Draft 
EIR Letter 18), and was prepared for Kirk Consulting and Santa Margarita Ranch, LLC on April 
11, 2007.  Because this study was contracted by the applicants to refute the findings of the Draft 
EIR and was not included in the Revised Draft EIR, comments specific to this study will not 
warrant a response.  However, the commentor is urged to review Responses 18UO through 
18UX in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this Comments and 
Responses document, which respond directly to the LSCE study.  
 
Response R-23AW 
 
The commentor notes that Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers (LSCE) was hired by a 
group developers and the City of Rohnert Park to argue against existing data and an EIR which 
projected overdraft, similar to the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR.  The commentor additionally 
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implies that the findings of LSCE were in error, citing a ‘vast cone of depression’ which has 
since formed in that area. 
 
The commentor’s observations are noted.  Refer to Response R-23AV. 
 
Response R-23AX 
 
The commentor’s observations are noted.  Refer to Response R-23AV. 
 
Response R-23AY 
 
The commentor questions the validity of the LSCE hydrological study.  Refer to Response R-
23AV. 
 
Response R-23AZ 
 
The commentor questions the validity of the LSCE hydrological study.  Refer to Response R-
23AV. 
 
Response R-23BA 
 
The commentor notes that one of her primary wells ran dry on July 14, 2008, and notes that this 
has not happened in the 39 years she has owned her property.  This observation is noted and 
will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and consideration.  Refer also 
to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 and Future Development Program 
Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, 
groundwater impacts from the project and program are Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response R-23BB 
 
The commentor questions the validity of the LSCE hydrological study, and notes that new 
vineyards are being planted, giving fault to the LSCE argument that mature vines on the Ranch 
use less water than calculated in the Draft EIR.  Refer to Response R-23AV. 
 
Response R-23BC 
 
The commentor questions the validity of the LSCE hydrological study and argues that the study 
is “intentionally misleading.”  Refer to Response R-23AV. 
 
Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 and Future Development 
Program Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, 
groundwater impacts from the project and program are Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
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Response R-23BD 
 
The commentor notes that the water running in Trout Creek has dropped and cites observed 
moss and high levels of mercury in Trout Creek over the last four years.  Refer to Responses R-
23AT and R-23AU. 
 
Response R-23BE 
 
Refer to Table 4.14-1 (Existing Ranch Water Demands) in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of 
the Final EIR, which includes planned (future) vineyards in the baseline water use calculation. 
 
Response R-23BF 
 
Based on the commentor’s observations of wells on her property and water levels in Trout 
Creek, the commentor questions LSCE’s claim that proposed development would not impact 
other water users, since, in the commentor’s view, it already has.  The comment is noted and 
will be forwarded to the appropriate decision makers for review and approval.  Refer also to 
Response R-23AV. 
 
Response R-23BG 
 
Refer to Response R-23BF.   
 
The commentor additionally claims that special-status animal species should be considered 
“other users” when it comes to analysis of groundwater impacts. Refer to Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts to special-status species. 
 
Response R-23BH 
 
The commentor questions the validity of the LSCE hydrological study.  Refer to Response R-
23AV. 
 
Response R-23BI 
 
Refer to Appendix K (Hydrological Study) and Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final 
EIR for an analysis of groundwater impacts of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
and Future Development Program.   
 
Existing and planned vineyards are included in the baseline (existing) water demands for the 
Ranch (refer to Table 4.14-1 in the Final EIR).  Refer also to Response R-23C.  
 
Response R-23BJ 
 
The commentor questions the validity of the LSCE hydrological study.  Refer to Response R-
23AV. 
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Response R-23BK 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 and Future Development 
Program Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, 
groundwater impacts from the project and program are Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
 
Refer also to Response R-23AV. 
 
Response R-23BL 
 
The commentor provides a series of pictures of Trout Creek, associated pump stations, and 
vineyards being irrigated. These images appear to support the commentor’s previous 
assertions.  However, they do not directly identify issues of concern with the Revised DEIR 
analysis.  Refer to Responses R-23A through R-23BK for responses to specific issues raised by 
the commentor. 
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Letter R-24 
 
COMMENTOR: Ms. O’Brien Young, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 8, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-24A 
 
The commentor does not specify what errors, omissions, and inconsistencies occur in the 
Revised DEIR that apparently make it difficult for a member of the public to comment.  No 
further response is possible.   
 
Response R-24B 
 
The commentor expresses concurrence with the comments made by the Water Resources 
Advisory Commission on the Revised DEIR.  Refer to Letter R-4 and Responses R-4A through 
R-4AA. 
 
Response R-24C 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a.  As noted therein, no application has been filed for the Future 
Development Program and future environmental review will be required if applications for 
future projects are submitted.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
W-1 and Future Development Program Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the 
Final EIR.  As noted therein, groundwater impacts from the project and program are Class I, 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response R-24D 
 
Refer to Master Response 1.   
 
Response R-24E 
 
Because the commentor does not specify which laws must be enforced, no specific response is 
feasible.  The Final EIR complies with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requirements. 
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Letter R-25 
 
COMMENTOR: Wes Burk, Chairman, Santa Margarita Area Advisory Council 
 
DATE:   March 13, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-25A 
 
The commentor notes that the Santa Margarita Area Advisory Council has formally approved 
the attached comments on the Revised DEIR.  Comment noted.  Refer to Responses R-25B 
through R-25H. 
 
Response R-25B 
 
The commentor’s agreement with a statement in the Revised DEIR is noted. 
 
Response R-25C 
 
The commentor states that the discussion of traffic volumes on I Street in the Revised DEIR 
“may or may not” be true, but does not offer evidence in support of one conclusion or the other. 
 The commentor additionally suggests that mitigation be required, and that residents on I Street 
provide input for determining that mitigation.  As noted in the excerpt provided by the 
commentor, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision traffic on I Street would not result in 
unacceptable levels of service.  Mitigation is therefore not required. 
 
Response R-25D 
 
The commentor’s agreement with a statement in the Revised DEIR is noted. 
 
Response R-25E 
 
The commentor claims that a statement in the Revised DEIR needs “significant supporting 
documentation” from Caltrans.  The referenced mitigation measure requires coordination with 
Caltrans, including preparation of required documentation.  
 
Response R-25F 
 
Groundwater impacts from the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision are addressed in 
Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater (refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
W-1) of the Final EIR. As discussed therein, additional imported water supply would be 
required for the proposed project.  However, due to uncertainty regarding timing and 
availability of additional sources, this water supply cannot be assured at this time and impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable.   
 
 
 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-1227  

Response R-25G 
 
The table referenced by the commentor depicts existing Ranch water demands, and includes 
existing vineyards.  There are no existing bed & breakfasts on the Ranch.  Special events that 
currently occur on the property are inherent in the water demand calculations for existing land 
uses where those events are held. 
 
Response R-25H 
 
The Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 
in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR has been revised to clarify that the Santa 
Margarita Ranch Mutual Water Company (SMRMWC) would be responsible for construction, 
operation, and maintenance of any service connection to the State or Nacimiento Water Projects. 
 It should be noted that SMRMWC is proposed by the Ranch owners as part of the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision.   
 
Refer also to Response R-8M. 
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Letter R-26 
 
COMMENTOR: Jim Aaron, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 19, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-26A 
 
The commentor recommends provision of access for hiking and biking to East Cuesta Ridge.  
Although such a trail corridor would not be required to mitigate an environmental impact 
pursuant to CEQA, it could potentially be required by the County as a condition of approval.  
The request has been noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for 
review. 
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Letter R-27 
 
COMMENTOR: Geri Mazer, Secretary, Atascadero Horsemen’s Club 
 
DATE:   March 19, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-27A 
 
The commentor recommends provision of a trail connection from the Santa Margarita Ranch to 
the National Forest.  Although such a trail corridor would not be required to mitigate an 
environmental impact pursuant to CEQA, it could potentially be required by the County as a 
condition of approval.  The request has been noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate 
decision-makers for review. 
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Letter R-28 
 
COMMENTOR: David Chipping, Conservation Chair, California Native Plant Society 
 
DATE:   March 21, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-28A 
 
Refer to Master Responses 3a and 3b. As described therein, the Future Development Program does 
not represent a development plan for allowable future uses on the Santa Margarita Ranch, nor does 
it preclude future environmental review. 
 
Response R-28B 
 
As noted in Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Revised Draft EIR, the Revised Draft EIR is limited to 
revisions and amendments to certain sections of the Draft EIR which were substantially revised 
since its preparation.  A full analysis of biological impacts was therefore not included therein.  
Refer to Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR for the complete analysis. 
 
Response R-28C 
 
Refer to Section 4.3.2(c) (Future Development Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, for evaluation of “outside-the-cluster-assets.”  Refer also to 
Master Response 3.  As described therein, the Future Development Program does not represent 
a development plan for allowable future uses on the Santa Margarita Ranch, nor does it 
preclude future environmental review. 
 
Response R-28D 
 
The commentor claims that the Revised Draft EIR and Draft EIR fail to discuss development in 
the 2,417 acre remainder parcel.  Refer to Response 36K in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document.  The impacts associated with implementation of 
conceptual land uses as part of the Future Development Program, including development on 
the remainder parcel, are evaluated throughout the EIR.  Any future development on the 
remainder parcel would require future environmental review, including preparation of additional 
EIRs and associated public review as necessary.  Such future development is not reasonably 
foreseeable at this time, and would therefore be considered speculative. 
 
Response R-28E 
 
The commentor references Revised Draft EIR Table 4.  There is no table by this number in the 
Revised Draft EIR.  It is presumed that the commentor is referring to Table 4.3-2 (Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Site Habitat Summary Table), which has been revised and 
incorporated into Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  In this table, blue oak 
woodland was revised to 890.0 acres, not 80 acres as suggested by the commentor.  This error 
explains the perceived loss of over 800 acres described by the commentor.   
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As noted in the Updated Analysis discussion in Section 2.3 (Biological Resources) of the Revised 
Draft EIR, habitat type classifications were updated and mapped boundaries of the habitat types 
were revised following site visits in October 2007.   
 
Response R-28F 
 
As noted by the commentor, Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(b) (Oak 
Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation) requires replacement plantings at a density of 
four per 2,000 square feet.  It should be noted, however, that this density is an average, rather 
than an overall maximum as claimed by the commentor. 
 
The commentor claims that this measure fails to identify locations for replacement plantings.  
Although the measure does not identify preferred locations on a map, it does provide the 
following guidelines: “Replacement trees shall be planted in a natural setting on the north side 
of and at the canopy/dripline edge of existing mature native oak trees; on north-facing slopes; 
within drainage swales (except when riparian habitat present); where topsoil is present; and 
away from continuously wet areas (e.g. lawns, leach lines, etc).  Replanting areas shall be either 
in native topsoil or areas where native topsoil has been reapplied.” The precise locations will be 
determined by a County approved arborist during preparation of the oak tree replacement plan. 
 
It should also be noted that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(b) requires 
that, in accordance with Kuehl Bill standards, only 50% of the trees removed or impacted may be 
replaced at a 4:1 or 2:1 ratio, respectively.  In addition, as described above, replacement 
plantings may not occur in one contiguous area but scattered throughout the property, as 
determined by a County approved arborist. 
 
Response R-28G 
 
As Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, 
Monitoring, and Conservation) is mitigation for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
project, replacement plantings should occur within the project boundary.  Impacts from the 
Future Development Program and associated mitigation measures are addressed in Section 
4.3.2(c) (Future Development Program Impacts and Mitigation Measures) of the Final EIR.  This 
analysis was not included in the Revised Draft EIR because any revisions therein did not 
warrant recirculation (refer to Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Revised Draft EIR). 
 
Response R-28H 
 
Future Development Program wineries are addressed in the Future Development Program 
analysis and planned vineyards not a part of the Future Development Program are considered in 
the baseline discussion of the Final EIR.  As noted in Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation), precise 
locations of replacement plantings will be determined by a County approved arborist during 
preparation of the oak tree replacement plan.  Refer also to the conservation easement 
requirement therein. 
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Response R-28I 
 
The table referenced by the commentor is intended as a summary of the alternatives analysis. 
Refer to the discussion under Biological Resources in Section 6.7 (Alternative 7: Tighter Cluster 
Alternative) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR for a discussion of specific biological 
impacts of this alternative in comparison to the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision. 
 
It should also be noted that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would have Class 
II, significant but mitigable, impacts on the San Luis Obispo Mariposa Lily (refer to Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, of the Final EIR).  Because the referenced alternative would have a smaller 
footprint than the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and thus reduce impacts to 
biological resources, it does not logically follow that the alternative would result in greater (i.e., 
unmitigable) impacts than the proposed project. 
 
Response R-28J 
 
The commentor concerns are noted.  However, as noted in Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and Conservation), precise 
locations of replacement plantings will be determined by a County approved arborist during 
preparation of the oak tree replacement plan.  Impacts of the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and Future Development Program on native grasslands are addressed in Section 
4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-28K 
 
The commentor expresses agreement with the Revised Draft EIR comment letter submitted by 
the San Luis Obispo County Water Resources Advisory Committee (WRAC).  Refer to Letter R-
4 (Michael Winn, Chairman, San Luis Obispo County WRAC) and Responses R-4A through R-
4AA.   
 
The commentor additionally requests that the EIR address impacts of a reduced groundwater 
table on trees and riparian habitat.  As noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact W-1, imported water supply would be required to offset projected demand from the 
proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, which would assure that groundwater 
resources are not depleted as a result of the project (the same measure is required for the Future 
Development Program).  Therefore, groundwater impacts from the project and program would 
not affect oak trees or riparian habitat.   
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Letter R-29 
 
COMMENTOR: Andrew Christie, Chapter Director, Sierra Club, Santa Lucia Chapter 
 
DATE:   March 25, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-29A 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response R-29B 
 
As noted in Section 4.2.3(d) (Methodology and Significance Thresholds) of the Final EIR, no air 
district in California, including the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (APCD), has 
identified a significance threshold for GHG emissions or a methodology for analyzing air 
quality impacts related to GHGs.  In addition, GCC models are not sensitive enough to be able 
to predict the effect of individual projects on global temperatures and the resultant effect on 
climate, nor are they sophisticated enough to consider every possible GCC-related emissions 
associated with a project. Because the commentor does not provide a methodology to do so, no 
further response is feasible. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 2.  As noted therein, impacts analyzed in an EIR must be 
reasonably foreseeable and must not be speculative. 
 
Response R-29C 
 
The commentor cites an excerpt from the Revised Draft EIR related to the Climate Action Team, 
which has been incorporated into Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, the 
Climate Action Team’s strategies for reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions were used to 
determine impacts of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development 
Program.  The commentor notes that the California Climate Action Registry specifically cites the 
conversion of oak woodlands as a carbon emission.   
 
The Climate Action Registry cited by the commentor is a private non-profit organization which 
serves as a voluntary greenhouse gas (GHG) registry to protect and promote early actions to 
reduce GHG emissions by organizations.  The Climate Action Team cited in the Revised Draft 
EIR and Final EIR was established by Governor Schwarzenegger under an Executive Order and 
is led by the Secretary of the California EPA.  The Climate Action Team is charged with 
implementing global climate change reduction programs and reporting on the progress made 
toward meeting the statewide greenhouse gas targets established by the Executive Order S-3-05. 
  
Refer also to Responses R-19C and R-19D. Although oak tree removal may in fact decrease 
carbon sequestration in the short term before replacement trees are established, the 
quantification of this loss would be speculative (refer to Master Response 2).   
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Response R-29D 
 
Refer to Responses R-19C and R-19D. Although oak tree removal may in fact decrease carbon 
sequestration in the short term before replacement trees are established, the quantification of 
this loss would be speculative.  Refer also to Master Response 2.   
 
Response R-29E 
 
The additional vineyards and orchards referenced by the commentor are not proposed as part 
of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, nor are they included in the Future 
Development Program.  They are planned by the Ranch owners separate from the proposed 
project and are considered in the baseline analysis for water demand purposes.  It should also 
be clarified that 2,000 acres of vineyards would be the total vineyards on the Ranch (i.e., 1,026.1 
acres above the existing 973.9 acres, for a total of 2,000 acres; refer to Response R-4I). 
 
Refer also to Master Response 2.  Quantifying the impacts of nitrogen fertilizer and pesticide 
use from potential future vineyards on Global Climate Change would be speculative. 
 
Response R-29F 
 
Refer to Response R-29B and Master Response 2.  No air district in California, including the San 
Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (APCD), has identified a significance threshold for 
GHG emissions or a methodology for analyzing air quality impacts related to GHGs.  In 
addition, impacts analyzed in an EIR must be reasonably foreseeable and must not be 
speculative.  Attempting to quantify impacts of soil disturbance associated with the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision on Global Climate Change would be speculative. 
 
Short-term construction-related emissions, including those associated with grading, are 
addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-2 and Future 
Development Program Impact AQ-3 in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-29G 
 
The commentor incorrectly assumes that the Future Development Program is not analyzed in 
Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) of the Final EIR based on a statement that CO2 emissions 
estimates for the Future Development Program are not quantified (in accordance with APCD 
standards for program-level analyses). However, as with the remainder of the EIR, the Future 
Development Program is analyzed at a program-level of detail throughout Section 4.2.3 (Global 
Climate Change).  Refer specifically to the Future Development Program discussion below Table 
4.2-7 and the second sentence thereafter which states that the “Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision and Future Development Program would result in an incremental contribution to 
cumulative quantities of GCC.”  All mitigation measures outlined in Section 4.2.3 apply to both 
the project and program. 
 
Response R-29H 
 
The commentor requests that the Global Climate Change analysis in the Final EIR include a 
discussion of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision’s consistency with County Smart 
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Growth Principles.  Smart Growth Principles adopted by the San Luis Obispo County Board of 
Supervisors are guiding principles rather than policy. As a result, the proposed Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision’s (or Future Development Program’s) consistency with Smart 
Growth Principles is outside the scope of the EIR.  However, several of the underlying 
principles of Smart Growth are indirectly addressed in Sections 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation, 4.2, Air Quality, and 4.13, Visual Resources, of the Final EIR.  In addition, Alternative 
13 (Santa Margarita Town Expansion; previously Smart Growth/Affordable Housing) 
incorporates Smart Growth Principles.  Refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response R-29I 
 
The commentor requests inclusion of a map showing current ownership of the Ranch.  This 
map would have no bearing on the analysis or conclusions of the Final EIR and therefore need 
not be included.  Refer also to Master Response 7.   
 
Response R-29J 
 
Refer to Master Response 4. 
 
Response R-29K 
 
Refer to Responses R-29B through R-29H. 
 
Response R-29L 
 
The commentor summarizes CEQA requirements for recirculation and claims that their 
comments constitute significant information not considered in the EIR thus far, thereby 
necessitating a second round of recirculation.  Refer to Responses R-29B through R-29K above, 
which do not warrant revisions to the EIR or recirculation. 
 
Refer also to Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Revised Draft EIR for a discussion of recirculation 
requirements.  
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Letter R-30 
 
COMMENTOR: Eric Greening, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 25, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-30A 
 
The commentor notes that their comments have been endorsed by the Board of the San Luis 
Obispo Coast Alliance.  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-30B 
 
The commentor expresses appreciation that a Revised Draft EIR was prepared and circulated, 
but feels that “unanswered questions remain unanswered.”  As noted in Section 1.0, 
Introduction, of the Revised Draft EIR, that document “does not directly respond to…comments 
[on the Draft EIR].  Comprehensive, direct responses to comments on the Draft EIR, and 
additional revisions and clarifications, will be provided in a forthcoming Final EIR that includes 
responses to all comments received during the public review periods for both the Draft EIR and 
this Revised Draft EIR.” This Comments and Responses report, along with the Draft EIR and 
Revised Draft EIR, collectively comprise the Final EIR for the project.  Refer to Letter 39 and 
Responses 39A through 39X in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) 
of this document for responses to this commentor’s Draft EIR comment letter.  Refer to Section 
2.0 in its entirety for responses to all other comments received on the Draft EIR. 
 
The commentor additionally claims that baseline conditions and project description information 
is missing from the EIR.  The commentor does not specify what type of information is missing.  
Refer to the setting discussions in Sections 4.1 through 4.14 of the Final EIR for a discussion of 
baseline information relevant to each issue area.  Refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, of the 
Final EIR for project description information.  
 
Response R-30C 
 
The commentor notes that he agrees with comments made on the Revised Draft EIR by the 
Water Resources Advisory Committee (WRAC) and argues that a Resource Capacity Study 
should be completed and included in the baseline for the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR.  Refer to Letter 
R-4 (Michael Winn, Chairman, San Luis Obispo County WRAC) and Response R-4D.  The 
Resource Capacity Study being prepared for the Santa Margarita area will use existing studies 
and data related to water resources in the area – the same studies and data used in preparation 
of Appendix K (Hydrological Study) by Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. which was 
used as the basis for the analysis in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.  The Resource Capacity 
Study will not generate new data and would not, therefore, alter the analysis or conclusions of 
the Final EIR.   
 
Refer also to Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
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Response R-30D 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response R-30E 
 
Refer to Letter 39 and Responses 39A through 39X in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for responses to this commentor’s Draft EIR 
comment letter.  Any issues raised therein that were not addressed in the Revised Draft EIR do 
not warrant inclusion in a second Revised Draft EIR.  
 
Response R-30F 
 
The commentor incorrectly notes that a significant change occurred between the Draft EIR and 
the Revised Draft EIR related to the acreage of impacted grazing land.  The commentor claims 
that the Revised Draft EIR adds 513 acres to the area being removed from agricultural 
production, based on the incompatibility between grazing and residential uses.  In fact, this 
acreage was included in the Draft EIR and has not changed as a result of the Revised Draft EIR. 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1 in Section 4.1, Agricultural 
Resources, of the Final EIR.  Stricken and bold text identifies revisions made to the Draft EIR 
version of this impact discussion.  As shown therein, the 676.7-acre grazing unit (which 
includes 163 acres of direct conversion to residential uses and 513 acres between and around 
lots) was acknowledged in both the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR as impacted by the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact AG-2 for a discussion of incompatibilities between agricultural and 
residential uses. 
 
Based on the above misunderstanding, the commentor believes that the applicant no longer 
proposes to have cattle “wandering between the residential lots.”  However, the applicant does 
intend for cattle to graze between lots, but the EIR determined that the entire site unit would 
not be suitable for grazing after development of proposed residential lots because of inherent 
incompatibilities between residential uses and cattle grazing.  As noted in Section 4.1, 
Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR, this is a Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact. 
 
Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-2(a) (Native Perennial 
Grassland Restoration Plan; previously Valley Needlegrass Grassland Restoration Plan) in 
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  Grazing has been removed from the measure 
as a grassland management strategy. 
 
Response R-30G 
 
Agricultural resource impacts have not increased in severity from the Draft EIR to the Final EIR 
(refer to Response R-30F).  In addition, potential incompatibilities between the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision and the County’s Agricultural Cluster Ordinance are addressed 
in Appendix C (Policy Consistency) to the Final EIR. 
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Response R-30H 
 
The commentor argues that discretionary site design measures required by the San Luis Obispo 
Air Pollution Control District (APCD) would not be physically infeasible.  The infeasibility cited 
in the EIR relates to the ineffectiveness of installing urban improvements in a rural area.  
Although it would be physically feasible to install transit turnouts and pedestrian signalization 
within the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, doing so would not serve the intent of 
the APCD in assigning such measures.  The rural nature of the site and the distance to services 
renders walking an impractical “significant circulation tool.”   
 
Response R-30I 
 
Comment noted.   
 
Response R-30J 
 
The mitigation measure referenced by the commentor [Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision measure AQ-1(f) (Off-Site Mitigation) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the final EIR] 
does not involve a one-time fee, as suggested by the commentor. Rather, it requires the 
applicant to coordinate with the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) to implement off-site 
emissions reduction measures prior to issuance of grading permits.  The APCD will ensure that 
any ongoing efforts are supported in the long-term, as applicable. 
 
Response R-30K 
 
The commentor-recommended cross reference has been added to the end of the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-2 and Future Development Program Impact AQ-3 
discussions.  Refer to Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-30L 
 
The commentor’s statements related to the importance of Global Climate Change are noted. 
 
Response R-30M 
 
The commentor references a comment made by the Water Resources Advisory Committee 
(WRAC) (refer to Response R-4S) and lists circumstances under which State Water Project 
(SWP) water may not be available or of sufficient quality if a connection to the SWP is 
ascertained.  These comments are noted.  As stated in the Residual Impact discussion under 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1, due to uncertainties related to the 
timing and availability of imported water sources (including the SWP), water demand impacts 
remain Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response R-30N 
 
The temperature increases cited by the commentor are speculative.  Refer to Master Response 2. 
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Impacts related to Global Climate Change are addressed in Section 4.2.3 (Global Climate 
Change) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-30O 
 
Refer to Response R-30N.  It should also be noted that economic impacts are outside the scope 
of CEQA (refer to CEQA Guidelines § 15131). 
 
The commentor additionally questions what kind of overriding consideration could be made for 
Global Climate Change (GCC) impacts discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR. As 
outlined in CEQA Guidelines § 15093 (Statement of Overriding Considerations), if the lead 
agency approves a project with significant and unavoidable impacts it is required to provide, in 
writing, the specific reasons to support its action.  This statement of overriding considerations 
must be supported by substantial evidence in the record.   
 
In accordance with CEQA requirements, a statement of overriding considerations would only 
be required if the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision is approved, and is not, 
therefore, to be included in the EIR.  Nonetheless, the commentor’s question has been 
forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and consideration. 
 
Response R-30P 
 
The Climate Action Team strategies referenced by the commentor are used as a baseline against 
which to measure the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development 
Program to determine if the contribution of the project and/or program to cumulative GHG 
emissions is considerable.  The list of “mitigations” referenced by the commentor is actually a 
table which compares the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future 
Development Program to these strategies (Table 4.2-7 in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final 
EIR).  Mitigation measures related to Global Climate Change are listed in Section 4.2.3(f) 
(Mitigation Measures) of the Final EIR [AQ-GCC(a) through AQ-GCC(c)]. 
 
In referencing the above-mentioned table, the commentor claims that the EIR dictates what 
sorts of vehicles could be purchased by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision residents.  
Rather, the EIR notes that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future 
Development Program would be consistent with Vehicle Climate Change Standards to the 
extent that any vehicles purchased by residents starting with the 2009 model year would 
comply with said standards (refer to the first column in Table 4.2-7).  This is not because 
residents will be required to purchase certain vehicles, but because all new vehicles will be 
required to comply with these standards beginning in 2009.  Should Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision residents purchase a model 2009 vehicle or newer, they would inherently 
be in compliance. 
 
Response R-30Q 
 
Comment noted. 
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Response R-30R 
 
The commentor complains that the southbound stop at Encina Avenue in the community of 
Santa Margarita has a very poorly constructed shelter.  Comment noted. 
 
The commentor additionally notes that the RTA bus system does not have the infrastructure for 
real-time smart signage.  As noted in mitigation measure AQ-GCC(c) (Alternative 
Transportation), provision of the funding needed to provide this infrastructure is required as 
mitigation. 
 
Response R-30S 
 
The commentor’s concerns are noted.  Refer also to Master Response 2.  Ecosystem collapse as a 
result of Global Climate Change cannot be assumed in the EIR analysis, as this would be 
speculative. 
 
Response R-30T 
 
The commentor questions how much of the seasonal pool habitat in the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision area could be classed as vernal pool habitat. None of the seasonal pools 
were considered vernal pools because the Ranch is not part of the region mapped as having 
vernal pools in the vernal pool recovery plan. 
 
Refer also to the Seasonal Pools discussion in Section 4.3.1(b) (Habitat Types) in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.   
 
Response R-30U 
 
The commentor expresses concern that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision appears 
to have been sited to disproportionately impact Native Perennial Grassland habitat.  The 
commentor’s concern is noted.  Impacts to Native Perennial Grassland are analyzed in 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-2. 
 
Response R-30V 
 
The commentor-referenced discussion provides additional detail related to re-establishment 
rates, which was acknowledged in the Draft EIR (refer to the second paragraph under Residual 
Impacts under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in Section 4.13, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR. Non-strikethrough and non-bold text has been unaltered from the 
Draft EIR).  
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, 
Avoidance, and Protection Plan) and B-3(b) (Oak Tree Replacement, Monitoring, and 
Conservation) in the Final EIR for revised oak tree-related mitigation.  As noted in these 
measures, a comprehensive oak tree inventory will identify the precise number of oaks that will 
be removed and/or impacted.  Kuehl Bill requirements will be applied based on this inventory. 
 



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-1255  

Response R-30W 
 
The commentor expresses concurrence with the Water Resources Advisory Committee (WRAC) 
letter.  Refer to Letter R-4 and Responses R-4A through R-4AA. 
 
As noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water 
and Wastewater, of the Final EIR, imported water supply would be required to offset projected 
demand from the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, which would assure 
that groundwater resources are not depleted as a result of the project.  Therefore, groundwater 
impacts from the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would not affect stream levels.   
 
Steelhead impacts are addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 and 
Future Development Program B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-30X 
 
Refer to Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Revised Draft EIR.  As noted therein, the Revised Draft 
EIR is limited to revisions and amendments to certain sections of the Draft EIR.  Because the 
cultural resources section was not substantially revised, it did not warrant recirculation. 
 
Refer to Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR, including those pertaining to cultural 
resources, are located in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document. 
 
Response R-30Y 
 
The library fee is considered adequate for all costs associated with the Santa Margarita Library.  
 
It should also be clarified that this fee is not mitigation, as suggested by the commentor, but a 
condition of project approval.  Library impacts are Class III, less than significant, and therefore 
do not warrant mitigation. 
 
Response R-30Z 
 
Refer to Letter 39 and Responses 39A through 39X in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for the commentor’s Draft EIR comment letter 
and associated responses. 
 
The commentor additionally points out that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
measure T-1(c) (U.S. 101 Southbound Off-Ramp to SR 58) requires the project applicant to 
extend the deceleration length from 250 to 550 feet for the southbound off-ramp, while Future 
Development Program measure T-1(b) (U.S. 101 Southbound Off-Ramp to SR 58) requires 
future applicants to extend the same ramp to 650 feet. The Future Development Program 
mitigation measure has been revised to clarify that the ramp should only be extended from 550 
feet to 650 feet, so as to not necessitate demolition of the extension required by the Agricultural 
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Residential Cluster Subdivision mitigation measure. Refer to Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation, of the Final EIR.  
 
Residual impacts associated with these mitigation measures, including impacts to biological 
resources, are addressed in the respective Residual Impacts discussions in Section 4.12, 
Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-30AA 
 
No sewer lines are currently located in the community of Santa Margarita.  The statement has 
been revised to accurately state “new sewer lines” in the Final EIR.  Refer to the second 
paragraph under Water and Wastewater in Section 6.13.2 (Impact Analysis) in Section 6.0, 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR. 
 
It should also be noted that Alternative 13 has been renamed the “Santa Margarita Town 
Expansion” Alternative in the Final EIR. 
 
In addition, as noted in Section 6.13.1 (Description), the exact capacity, features and location of 
the new treatment plant would be determined in consultation with the County and Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. 
 
Response R-30AB 
 
Refer to Letter R-4 and Responses R-4A through R-4AA for responses to WRAC comments on 
the Revised Draft EIR.   
 
The commentor claims that the WRAC comments and their own comments warrant a second 
round of recirculation.  As evident in Responses R-4A through R-4AA and Responses R-30A 
through R-30AA above, said comments do not warrant substantial revisions to the EIR and 
therefore do not warrant recirculation. 
 
Refer also to Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Revised Draft EIR for a discussion of recirculation 
requirements. 
 
Response R-30AC 
 
Comment noted.   
 
Smart Growth Principles adopted by the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors are 
guiding principles rather than policy. As a result, the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision’s (or Future Development Program’s) consistency with Smart Growth Principles is 
outside the scope of the EIR.  However, several of the underlying principles of Smart Growth 
are indirectly addressed in Sections 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, 4.2, Air Quality, and 4.13, 
Visual Resources, of the Final EIR.  In addition, Alternative 13 (Santa Margarita Town Expansion; 
previously Smart Growth/Affordable Housing) incorporates Smart Growth Principles.  Refer to 
Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR. 
 



Letter R-31

A



B

C

D

E

F

G

H



I

J



K

L

M



M

N

O

P

Q



Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-1262  

Letter R-31 
 
COMMENTOR: Susan A. Harvey, North County Watch 
 
DATE:   March 26, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-31A 
 
The commentor’s summary of agricultural resource impacts and support for the No 
Project/Existing Zoning Alternative (Alternative 2) are noted. 
 
Response R-31B 
 
The commentor provides an excerpt from Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
AG-2 and notes that agricultural activities near the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
could pose health and air quality risks.  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-31C 
 
The commentor claims that impacts from agricultural burning have not been addressed.  Refer 
to Response R-31B.  Health risks associated with agricultural operations are disclosed in 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2, which was excerpted by the 
commentor (refer to Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR).  
 
Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AQ-1(e) (Residential Wood 
Combustion) in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of the Final EIR, which prohibits backyard green waste 
burning due to nuisance and negative health effects. 
 
Response R-31D 
 
All project roadways and driveways would be paved.  Runoff associated with this paving is 
addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact D-2 in Section 4.5, Drainage, 
Erosion, and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR. 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AQ-2 in Section 4.2, Air Quality, for 
a discussion of construction-related PM10 impacts. 
 
Response R-31E 
 
The commentor references Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure AQ-2(e) 
(Active Grading Areas) in Section 4.2, Air Quality.  This measure relates to construction 
conditions, when driveway areas may not be paved.  During the life of the project, driveways 
would be paved, and PM10 impacts would be negligible.   
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Response R-31F 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response R-31G 
 
The commentor notes that greenhouse gases (GHGs) could be reduced by limiting the total 
square footage of each new residence to 2,500 square feet.  The commentor’s suggestion is noted 
and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision makers for review and consideration.  
However, as a significant GHG impact in exceedance of a CEQA threshold has not been 
identified, there is no nexus to require this limitation as mitigation.  Refer to CEQA Guidelines 
§§ 15126.4(a)(4)(A) and (B). 
 
Response R-31H 
 
Refer to Responses R-19C and R-19D. Although oak tree and other habitat removal may in fact 
decrease carbon sequestration in the short term before establishment of replacement trees, the 
quantification of this loss would be speculative (refer to Master Response 2).   
 
Response R-31I 
 
The commentor lists improvements required as mitigation in Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation, of the Final EIR.  Impacts associated with installation of these improvements are 
addressed in the Residual Impacts discussions under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impacts T-1 and T-4. 
 
Response R-31J 
 
Impacts associated with connection to the State or Nacimiento Water Projects is adequately 
addressed in the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, 
determination of precise environmental impacts associated with pipeline connection would be 
speculative because precise locations of pipelines are unknown at this time.  Speculation is 
specifically prohibited by CEQA Guidelines § 15145. 
 
The commentor-referenced discussion does not defer analysis. Rather, it identifies potential 
impacts to the extent feasible without entering the realm of speculation.   
 
It should also be noted that water-related impacts are classified as Class I, significant and 
unavoidable. 
 
Response R-31K 
 
Refer to Response R-10D. 
 
Refer also to Section 5.0, Growth Inducing Impacts, of the Final EIR for a discussion of potential 
growth inducing impacts associated with the extension of water lines.  As used therein, the 
terms “overbuilt” and “excess” mean anything beyond that required for the Agricultural 
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Residential Cluster Subdivision.  The Revised Draft EIR does not define these terms because this 
section of the EIR was not recirculated as part of the Revised Draft EIR.   
 
Response R-31L 
 
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, an alternatives analysis need not be as detailed or 
exhaustive as the analysis of the proposed project, but rather “include sufficient information 
about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the 
proposed project” [CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(d)]. The commentor does not provide evidence 
to support a claim that the EIR alternatives analysis fails to provide sufficient information. 
 
It should also be noted that new alternatives included in the Revised Draft EIR and 
incorporated into the Final EIR are analyzed at the same level of detail as those alternatives 
previously addressed in the Draft EIR.  Refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR for a 
complete discussion of project alternatives. 
 
Response R-31M 
 
Refer to Section 6.13.2 (Impact Analysis) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR. 
 
Refer also to Response R-31L. 
 
Response R-31N 
 
Refer to Response R-31J.  Speculation is specifically prohibited by CEQA Guidelines § 15145, 
which similarly applies to alternatives analysis. 
 
Response R-31O 
 
Refer to Response R-31L.  As required by CEQA, the purpose of an alternatives analysis is to 
provide meaningful comparison to the proposed project, rather than to analyze each alternative 
as exhaustively as the project.  Identification of whether an alternative is “better” or “worse” 
than the proposed project is an effective way to provide this comparison. 
 
Response R-31P 
 
Refer to the second paragraph under Section 6.14.1 (Description) in Section 6.0, Alternatives, of 
the Final EIR.  Water service to the Reduced Project Alternative has been revised to be 
consistent with other alternatives. The Water and Wastewater discussion in Section 6.14.2 (Impact 
Analysis) has also been revised. 
 
The commentor’s statements related to consistency with County policy are noted. 
 
Response R-31Q 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a.
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Letter R-32 
 
COMMENTOR: David Blakely, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 27, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-32A 
 
The commentor claims that the Revised Draft EIR does not address weaknesses in the Draft EIR 
and that outstanding issues remain.  Refer to Responses R-32B through R-32AW for responses 
to specific comments related to this claim. 
 
Response R-32B 
 
The commentor claims that the Draft EIR and Revised Draft EIR failed to address consistency 
with the Salinas River Area Plan, and provides verbatim language from the Plan.  Refer to 
Response 37B in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document. 
 
Refer also to Appendix C (Policy Consistency) for a discussion of Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision consistency with the Salinas River Area Plan and other County policies. 
 
Response R-32C 
 
Refer to Response 37F in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this 
document. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 3c.  Because the EIR analyzes a conceptual future buildout of the 
Santa Margarita Ranch, it inherently avoids piecemealing. 
 
Response R-32D 
 
Refer to Appendix C (Policy Consistency) and Section 4.13, Visual Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-32E 
 
Refer to Responses 14L and 37F in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft 
EIR) of this document.  The proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision does not 
include a winery.  Conceptual winery impacts were evaluated as part of the Future 
Development Program analysis. 
 
It should also be noted that CEQA Guidelines do not require a lead agency to respond to 
comments made during the recirculation comment period which pertain to those sections of a 
Draft EIR which were not recirculated (refer to Response R-23AD).  Comments made on the 
Draft EIR during initial circulation are addressed in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
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Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document.  This commentor’s Draft EIR comment letter is 
addressed in Responses 37A through 37FM therein. 
 
Response R-32F 
 
The commentor argues that allowable uses on Parcel 42 (Ranch Headquarters Parcel) should be 
delineated. Refer to Response 36M in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the 
Draft EIR) of this document.  The EIR analyzes the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
as proposed.  Any future development on Parcel 42 or the remainder parcel would require 
future environmental review, including preparation of additional EIRs and associated public 
review as necessary.   
 
Response R-32G 
 
Refer to Response R-23AD.   
 
Refer also to Response 37K in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) 
of this document, which addresses this comment as previously raised by the commentor. 
 
Response R-32H 
 
Comment noted.  Refer to the discussion under Updated Analysis in Section 2.1 (Agricultural 
Resources) of the Revised Draft EIR for an explanation of the commentor-referenced change. 
 
Response R-32I 
 
Refer to Response R-32H. 
 
Response R-32J 
 
The commentor’s summary is noted. 
 
Response R-32K 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response R-32L 
 
The commentor does not raise any issues of concern with the Revised Draft EIR analysis.  
Nevertheless, the comment has been forwarded to decision-makers for review. 
 
Response R-32M 
 
An EIR cannot assess impacts from existing operations that occur independently of the project, 
nor assign mitigation related to such existing conditions. 
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Response R-32N 
 
Refer to Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR for a discussion of groundwater 
impacts from the Future Development Program.  As noted therein, imported water supply 
would be required to offset projected demand from the proposed Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program, which would assure that groundwater 
resources are not depleted as a result of the project or program.  
 
Steelhead impacts are addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 and 
Future Development Program B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Refer also to Response R-32M. 
 
Response R-32O 
 
The commentor suggests that a recent study of Steelhead on the Ranch should be included in 
the Final EIR.  The commentor does not provide a reference for this study.  Inclusion is 
therefore infeasible. 
 
Response R-32P 
 
Mitigation can only be required of an approved project.  The referenced measure therefore 
cannot be implemented prior to application processing, as suggested by the commentor. 
 
Response R-32Q 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(c) (Imported Water). 
 
Response R-32R 
 
Refer to Response R-32P.  Refer also to the analysis under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact B-7 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR for evidence to 
support the Class II determination. 
 
Response R-32S 
 
The commentor does not raise any issues of concern with the Revised Draft EIR analysis.  
Nevertheless, the comment has been forwarded to decision-makers for review. 
 
Response R-32T 
 
Refer to Response R-32M. 
 
Response R-32U 
 
Refer to Response R-32N. 
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Response R-32V 
 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-8(a) (California Red-Legged Frog 
Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures) based on the commentor’s preceding 
Revised Draft EIR page reference does not simply require a plan.  This measure includes 
avoidance practices, minimization measures, establishment of permanent buffers, 
compensatory habitat replacement, and other methods to reduce impacts.  
 
Response R-32W 
 
The commentor-referenced sightings of condors are noted.  Refer to Response 67E in Section 3.0 
(Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document.  As noted therein, the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) does not include recorded occurrences of the 
California condor in the project vicinity.  In addition, fragmentation of the Ranch due to existing 
vineyards is such that adequate habitat is not currently available on the property.   
 
Response R-32X 
 
The commentor references Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measures D-2(a) (Yerba 
Buena Drainage System) and D-2(b) (Trout Creek Drainage System) as included in the Revised 
Draft EIR, and questions how the required detention basins will be maintained.  As noted below 
these mitigation measures in the Revised Draft EIR, the Plan Requirements and Timing and 
Monitoring portions of these mitigation measures were not changed and were therefore 
excluded from the Revised Draft EIR.  Refer to these measures in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion 
and Sedimentation, of the Final EIR for explanation of maintenance requirements.  
 
Response R-32Y 
 
The letter from the Santa Margarita Volunteer Fire Department referenced by the commentor 
was sent to the Executive Officer of the San Luis Obispo Land Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) on October 9, 2007.  It was not submitted as a comment letter on the Draft EIR.  This 
letter has been included as an attachment to this commentor’s letter.  Refer to Responses 32AT 
through 32AW for responses to the Fire Department letter. 
 
Refer also to Responses 37BY through 37CC in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses 
on the Draft EIR) of this document. 
 
Response R-32Z 
 
Refer to Response 37CD in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
Response R-32AA 
 
The commentor-referenced statement [first sentence of Section 4.9.1(i)] was included in the 
Revised Draft EIR to provide context for the location of the new valley fever discussion [Section 
4.9.1(h)].  As noted below this discussion, the remainder of Section 4.9.1 had not changed and 
was therefore excluded from the Revised Draft EIR.  Refer to Section 4.9.1(i) and Table 4.9-1 
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(EDR Listing Summary of Sites in the Vicinity of the Santa Margarita Ranch) in Section 4.9, 
Public Safety, of the Final EIR for complete text. 
 
Response R-32AB 
 
The commentor recommends that the EIR analyze impacts associated with traffic shortcutting 
down I Street.  Refer to the second to last paragraph under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR.  This new 
paragraph discusses impacts that may result from using I Street as a shortcut to bypass El 
Camino Real. 
 
A new traffic study assessing only impacts to I Street is not necessary. 
 
Response R-32AC 
 
The commentor claims that the analysis referred to in Response R-32AB is inadequate, and claims 
that traffic impacts on I Street could be significant.  Refer to Master Response 5 and Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 in Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the 
Final EIR.  Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision traffic would not significantly increase 
congestion within the community of Santa Margarita.  Because levels of service (LOS) on El Camino 
Real would not degrade below established thresholds, it logically follows that “cut-through” traffic 
on I Street would similarly fail to result in unacceptable LOS at I Street intersections.   
 
Response R-32AD 
 
As noted in Response R-4I, the 2,000 acres of vineyards referred to by the commentor is the total 
planned vineyard acreage on the Ranch (i.e., 1,026.1 acres above the existing 973.9 acres, for a total 
of 2,000 acres).  This total acreage is currently planned for by the Ranch owners, and is therefore 
considered in the baseline analysis [refer to Table 4.14-1 (Existing Ranch Water Demands) in Section 
4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR].  Impacts of water use for 1,026.1 additional acres are 
therefore inherent in the analysis.   
 
It should also be noted that an EIR cannot assess impacts from existing operations that would occur 
independently of the project, nor assign mitigation related to such existing conditions. 
 
Response R-32AE 
 
The analysis does not assume indefinite replenishing of groundwater, which is evident in the 
Class I, significant and unavoidable, impact determination.  Refer to Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, in the Final EIR.  
 
Response R-32AF 
 
The commentor summarizes the Class I, significant and unavoidable, groundwater impact.  This 
comment is noted. 
 
The commentor additionally claims that “there are also many impacts that will require so much 
to mitigate they can not reasonably be done and those impacts should also be Class I.”  The 
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commentor does not specify which impacts should be Class I or why.  Specific response is 
therefore infeasible. 
 
Response R-32AG 
 
The commentor claims that it is not clear why imported water has become the water source for 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact W-1 and measure W-1(c) (Imported Water) in Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater.  Imported water is required as mitigation due to the impacts that would result if 
groundwater was used, as is proposed.  
 
Potential inconsistencies with County policy are disclosed in the Residual Impacts discussion 
under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 (refer specifically to the second 
paragraph under NWP Connection via Encina Avenue therein).  The commentor’s concern related 
to this potential inconsistency setting a precedent is noted and will be forwarded to the 
appropriate decision makers for review and consideration. 
 
Response R-32AH 
 
Refer to Response R-4T.  The commentor-referenced discussion relates to existing water 
demand and is located in the setting portion of Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater.   
 
It should also be noted that assuming a change in rainfall as a result of Global Climate Change 
would be speculative and outside the scope of CEQA analysis. 
 
Response R-32AI 
 
The “planned orchards and vineyards” referenced by the commentor are not part of the Future 
Development Program.  They are currently planned for by the Ranch owners, and are therefore 
considered in the baseline analysis. Table 4.14-1 (Existing Ranch Water Demands) portrays 
existing Ranch water demands.  Water use from Future Development Program wineries and 
other uses are analyzed in Section 4.14.2(c) (Future Development Program Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures) in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-32AJ 
 
Refer to Response R-4U.  Impacts to groundwater, which includes impacts to water users in the 
surrounding area, are discussed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 and 
Future Development Program Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final 
EIR. Impacts of both the project and program are classified as Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response R-32AK 
 
Consumptive water use rates used in the EIR are based on a Preliminary Hydrological Study 
prepared by Hopkins Groundwater Consultants, Inc. in June 2006.  This study was included in 
the Draft EIR as Appendix K and is similarly included in the Final EIR.  The commentor’s 
statements related to clay soils and slow percolation are not substantiated by this study.  
Regardless, the amount of groundwater recharge would be reflected in the evaluated well data 
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that exhibited a declining trend, which led to the finding of potentially significant water supply 
impacts. 
 
Response R-32AL 
 
Refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  It is therein acknowledged 
that importing water for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision may be inconsistent 
with County policy, subject to interpretation by the Board of Supervisors.  It should also be 
noted that, based on uncertainties regarding timing and availability of imported water, water 
supply impacts remain Class I, significant and unavoidable.  
 
Cumulative impacts related to water use are addressed in Section 4.14.2(d) (Cumulative 
Impacts).  Growth inducing impacts associated with importing water are addressed in Section 
5.0, Growth Inducing Impacts, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-32AM 
 
Refer to Response R-25H. 
 
Response R-32AN 
 
Refer to Response R-32AG. 
 
Response R-32AO 
 
The commentor-referenced EIR is incorporated by reference into the Final EIR analysis.  Refer to 
the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision ImpactW-1 
in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR.  Refer also to CEQA Guidelines § 15150 
(Incorporation by Reference). 
 
Growth inducing impacts associated with importing water area addressed in Section 5.0,Growth 
Inducing Impacts, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-32AP 
 
Refer to Response R-32B and Response 37B in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on 
the Draft EIR) of this document.  Refer also to Appendix C (Policy Consistency) for a discussion 
of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision consistency with the Salinas River Area Plan 
and other County policies. 
 
The commentor’s summary of the number of parcels being created is accurate.  The 
commentor’s assertion that the open space and remainder parcels consist of an “additional 
subdivision” is noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision makers for review and 
consideration. It should also be noted that the cluster subdivision ordinance limits the number 
of residential parcels and residential units, not the number of open space parcels. 
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Response R-32AQ 
 

Refer to Response R-32AP above.  As noted in the previous comment, the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision consists of 111 clustered parcels, five open space parcels (one 
including the 112th dwelling unit), and one remainder parcel, for a total of 117 parcels.   
 
Response R-32AR 
 
Refer to Responses R-32AP and R-32AQ above.  Refer also to Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact AG-1 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR and Letter R-9 
(Lynda L. Auchinachie, Agriculture Department).   
 
Response R-32AS 
 
The commentor requests that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision’s consistency 
with County Smart Growth Principles be analyzed in the Final EIR.  Smart Growth Principles 
adopted by the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors are guiding principles rather than 
policy. As a result, the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision’s (or Future 
Development Program’s) consistency with Smart Growth Principles is outside the scope of the 
EIR.  However, several of the underlying principles of Smart Growth are indirectly addressed in 
Sections 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, 4.2, Air Quality, and 4.13, Visual Resources, of the 
Final EIR.  In addition, Alternative 13 (Santa Margarita Town Expansion; previously Smart 
Growth/Affordable Housing) incorporates Smart Growth Principles.  Refer to Section 6.0, 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR.  
 
Response R-32AT 
 
The commentor (Santa Margarita Volunteer Fire Department) expresses concern that the 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program would burden 
the all-volunteer department, as they have an automatic aid agreement with County Fire.  
Impacts to fire response services are addressed in Section 4.10.2 (Fire Protection) in Section 4.10, 
Public Services and Utilities, of the Final EIR.  This discussion acknowledges that the Santa 
Margarita Volunteer Fire Department would provide mutual aid to the Ranch property from 
the station located at 22375 G Street, near the center of the community of Santa Margarita.   
 
Response R-32AU 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure PS-3(a) (Fire Station) in Section 
4.10, Public Services and Utilities, of the Final EIR.  The commentor’s concerns related to the 
timing of fire station construction are noted. 
 
It should also be noted that this measure includes the payment of in lieu fees to fund the 
construction of the fire station.  This measure is also required for the Future Development 
Program. 
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Response R-32AV 
 
Refer to Section 4.10.2 (Fire Protection) in Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, of the Final 
EIR for a discussion of fire hazard severity on the Santa Margarita Ranch.  The commentor’s 
concerns related to increasing the needs for urban/wildfire boundary defense are noted. 
 
Response R-32AW 
 
The commentor requests that LAFCO conduct a Sphere of Influence Study of the Santa 
Margarita Fire Protection District.  The comment is noted.  Because this letter was addressed to 
SLO LAFCO, this request has already been received by the commission. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Letter R-33

A
B

C

D

E

F





Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR 
Comments and Responses 
 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 
  CR-1286  

Letter R-33 
 
COMMENTOR: Lisen Bonnier, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 27, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-33A 
 
The above-referenced discussion has been removed from the Final EIR (refer to Response R-
15Z).  Potential inconsistencies with the applicable ordinance will be addressed in the Staff 
Report for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision project. 
 
Response R-33B 
 
Buffers between agriculture and residential uses are discussed in Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-2 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-33C 
 
The EIR analyzes the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision as proposed.  Refer to Section 
4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts to agricultural resources. 
 
Response R-33D 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response R-33E 
 
The commentor summarizes perceived benefits of Alternative 13 (Santa Margarita Town 
Expansion; previously Smart Growth/Affordable Housing).  This summary is noted. 
 
The commentor’s support for this alternative and secondarily for Alternative 14 (Reduced 
Project) is noted. 
 
Response R-33F 
 
The commentor summarizes perceived benefits of Alternative 14 (Reduced Project).  The 
summary is noted.  Refer also to Response R-33E. 
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Letter R-34 
 
COMMENTOR: Kathy Longacre, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 27, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-34A 
 
Comment noted.  It should also be noted that the Smart Growth/Affordable Housing 
Alternative (Alternative 13) has been renamed “Santa Margarita Town Expansion.” 
 
Response R-34B 
 
The commentor summarizes perceived benefits of Alternative 13 (Santa Margarita Town 
Expansion; previously Smart Growth/Affordable Housing).  This summary is noted. 
 
Keeping of livestock at Alternative 13 residences would be in accordance with the San Luis 
Obispo County Zoning Ordnance. 
 
Response R-34C 
 
The commentor summarizes elements of Alternative 13 (Santa Margarita Town Expansion; 
previously Smart Growth/Affordable Housing) which she feels should be included in 
Alternative 14 (Reduced Project).  Refer to Master Response 4. 
 
Response R-34D 
 
The commentor recommends a combination Alternatives 13 (Santa Margarita Town Expansion; 
previously Smart Growth/Affordable Housing) and 14 (Reduced Project).  This 
recommendation is noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision makers for review 
and consideration. 
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Letter R-35 
 
COMMENTOR: Morgan Rafferty, Executive Director, Environmental Center of San Luis 

Obispo County (EcoSlo) 
 
DATE:   March 27, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-35A 
 
The commentor notes that their comments are submitted on behalf of the EcoSlo Board of 
Trustees and hundreds of members throughout San Luis Obispo County.  The commentor 
additionally notes that the Revised Draft EIR adds detail to the significance of the 
environmental impacts of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Comment noted. 
 
Response R-35B 
 
The commentor expresses support for Alternatives 13 (Santa Margarita Town Expansion; 
previously Smart Growth/Affordable Housing) and 14 (Reduced Project) and notes that both of 
these alternatives would be consistent with LUO Section 22.22.152(D).  Comment noted. 
 
The commentor additionally summarizes Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
AG-1, including impacts to the 676.7 acre grazing unit and potential inconsistency with LUO 
Section 22.22.152(D).  This summary is noted. 
 
Potential inconsistencies with the applicable ordinance will be addressed in the Staff Report for 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision project.  Refer to Response R-15Z. 
 
Response R-35C 
 
The referenced discussion has been removed from the Final EIR (refer to Response R-15Z).  
Potential inconsistencies with the applicable ordinance will be addressed in the Staff Report for 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision project. 
 
Response R-35D 
 
The commentor notes that other agricultural cluster projects in the County have been designed 
to be consistent with LUO Section 22.22.152(D) while the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision has not.  Comment noted.  Refer also to Response R-15Z. 
 
Response R-35E 
 
Imported water from State Water and/or Nacimiento Water Projects is required as mitigation 
because of the potential impacts associated with the project’s proposed use of groundwater 
[refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(c) (Imported Water) in 
Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR].  The use of Nacimiento water is therefore 
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not “proposed,” as suggested by the commentor; use of groundwater is proposed, while 
imported water is required as mitigation. 
 
The commentor additionally suggests that Nacimiento water would be used for agricultural 
purposes.  However, as noted in Response R-4M, two approaches for the delivery of 
Nacimiento water are presented, one of which is using untreated Nacimiento water for 
agriculture (refer to the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR).  The second 
option includes delivery of untreated Nacimiento water to the Ranch for on-site treatment and 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision supply.  Potential policy inconsistencies associated 
with either option are noted in the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1. 
 
Response R-35F 
 
Greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts and associated mitigation measures are discussed in Section 
4.2.3 (Global Climate Change) of the Final EIR. There is no legal nexus against which to require 
the commentor-referenced mitigation measures, as no GHG impact has been identified in 
exceedance of a CEQA threshold.  However, the intent of many of the Attorney General’s 
proposed measures are met in mitigation measures AQ-GCC(a) (Construction Phase Mitigation 
to Reduce Fuel Usage and thus Greenhouse Gases), AQ-GCC(b) (Operational Phase Mitigation 
to Reduce Fuel Usage and thus Greenhouse Gases) and AQ-GCC(c) (Alternative 
Transportation). 
 
Response R-35G 
 
Refer to Response R-35F. 
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Letter R-36 
 
COMMENTOR: SMART Board of Directors, Santa Margarita Area Residents Together 

(SMART) 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-36A 
 
The commentor discusses sensitive resources in the Santa Margarita Ranch vicinity and notes 
that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program would 
result in impacts to the environment and community but would provide little or no benefits.  
The comment is noted.  Refer to Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, of the Final EIR for a 
discussion of impacts to the environment and community. 
 
Response R-36B 
 
The commentor notes that the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision may violate LUO 
Section 22.22.152(D) by conserving only 82.1% of the site area, as discussed in the last paragraph 
under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact AG-1 in 2.1 (Agricultural Resources) 
of the Revised Draft EIR.  The commentor’s opinion that the applicant should submit a revised 
project that meets the 95% conservation requirement is noted. 
 
It should also be noted, however, that the above-referenced discussion has been removed from 
the Final EIR (refer to Response R-15Z).  Potential inconsistencies with the applicable ordinance 
will be addressed in the Staff Report for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
project. 
 
Response R-36C 
 
The commentor’s opinion regarding agricultural subdivisions is noted. 
 
Response R-36D 
 
It should be clarified that the EIR is a combination Project and Program EIR, but is not two 
separate EIRs (refer to Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR). Similarly, the Revised 
Draft EIR revises portions of the Draft EIR, but does not constitute a separate EIR (refer to 
Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Revised Draft EIR). 
 
Refer also to Master Response 3c.  Because the EIR analyzes a conceptual future buildout of the 
Santa Margarita Ranch, it inherently avoids piecemealing.  In addition, as noted in Master 
Response 3a, no application has been filed for the Future Development Program and future 
environmental review will be required for future projects.   
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Response R-36E 
 
The commentor claims that SMART is obligated to respond to the Revised Draft EIR and notes 
that their comments do not endorse “this portion of the EIR process.”  Comment noted.  Refer 
also to Letter 36 and Responses 36A through 36BE in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for the commentor’s Draft EIR comment letter 
and associated responses. 
 
Response R-36F 
 
The commentor notes that their previous comments related to agricultural resources are still 
relevant.  Refer to Responses 36G through 36M in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR). 
 
The commentor’s support of the conclusion of Class I impacts related to agricultural conversion 
and agriculture-urban conflicts is also noted. 
 
Response R-36G 
 
The commentor recommends elimination of several Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision lots and any Future Development Program land uses to reduce impacts to prime 
soils.  Refer to Response 36H in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) 
of this document.  Refer also to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR and Master Response 4. 
 
Response R-36H 
 
The commentor’s preference for project denial based on potential inconsistencies with LUO 
Section 22.22.152(D) is noted.  Refer also to Response R-15Z. 
 
Response R-36I 
 
Refer to Master Response 3b.  The EIR evaluates and mitigates a reasonable worst-case scenario 
of potential impacts associated with the Future Development Program, as the commentor 
suggests.  Refer also to Response 36J in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the 
Draft EIR) of this document.   
 
It should also be noted that no application has been filed for the Future Development Program 
and future environmental review will be required for future projects (refer to Master Response 
3a).  
 
Response R-36J 
 
The commentor claims that the Revised Draft EIR does not adequately address impacts of the 
Future Development Program on Global Climate Change (GCC) because a worst-case needs to 
be used.  Refer to Response R-36I. 
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Response R-36K 
 
Refer to Response 36O in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document. 
 
Response R-36L 
 
The commentor suggests that the oak tree inventory required by Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision measure B-3(a) (Oak Tree Inventory, Avoidance, and Protection Plan) be 
completed as part of the EIR process, rather than as mitigation.  This inventory is not feasible 
until the precise locations of structures, utilities, driveways, septic tanks, leach fields, grading, 
retaining walls, outbuildings, and impervious surfaces are known.  Because building envelopes 
have not been identified and structures have not been designed, preparation of this inventory 
would not be feasible. 
 
Response R-36M 
 
Comment noted.  Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in Section 
4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR.  As noted therein, impacts related to oak tree removal 
would be Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
 
Response R-36N 
 
As noted in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-3 in Section 4.3, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR, impacts related to oak tree removal would be Class I, significant and 
unavoidable.  Refer also to Response 36O in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on 
the Draft EIR) of this document. 
 
Response R-36O 
 
An EIR cannot assess impacts from existing operations, nor assign mitigation related to existing 
conditions that occur independently of the project.  This distinction is alluded to by the 
commentor.  In addition, as noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact 
W-1, imported water supply would be required to offset projected demand from the proposed 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, which would assure that groundwater resources 
are not depleted as a result of the project. Steelhead impacts are addressed in Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-7 and Future Development Program B-7 in Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-36P 
 
The commentor’s agreement with the referenced statement in the Revised Draft EIR is noted. 
 
Response R-36Q 
 
The commentor disagrees with a statement in Revised Draft EIR Section 2.7 
(Transportation/Circulation) that “implementation of proposed mitigation measures would 
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improve hazards and deficiencies.”  The commentor argues that many traffic-related measures 
would be infeasible or impractical.   
 
It should be noted that the sentence following the referenced statement reads: “However, due to 
uncertainty regarding Caltrans approval of facilities within State jurisdiction and uncertainty 
regarding the timing of required improvements, Class I, significant and unavoidable, impacts 
would result.”  
 
Response R-36R 
 
The commentor notes that, in reference to traffic impacts during school hours and from short-
cutting down I Street, the community of Santa Margarita is concerned with safety rather than 
levels of service (LOS).  The comment is noted.  Refer to Master Response 5.   
 
Response R-36S 
 
Refer to Response R-36Q. 
 
Response R-36T 
 
The commentor’s agreement with the Class I, significant and unavoidable, determination for 
traffic-related impacts is noted. 
 
Response R-36U 
 
Refer to Master Response 6. 
 
The commentor’s statements regarding existing Ranch water use are noted. 
 
Response R-36V 
 
The commentor claims that there is not adequate information on groundwater pumping of on 
the Ranch. The EIR water supply evaluation analyzed the ability of the underlying aquifers to 
adequately serve existing demand in combination with demand generated by the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program, based on a review of 
available, existing groundwater data.   
 
The commentor additionally argues that the groundwater monitoring program required by 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-1(a) should be established prior to 
project approval, rather than prior to occupancy clearance. As noted in Response 8O in Section 
3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR), the intent of the mitigation measure is 
to monitor groundwater impacts associated with the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision. The EIR cannot require mitigation for a project which has not been approved.   
 
Response R-36W 
 
The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision could not be constructed without proof of 
adequate water supply, as required by Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure W-
1(c) (Imported Water) in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
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Response R-36X 
 
Refer to Response R-36W and Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in 
Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR, which remains Class I, significant and 
unavoidable, due to uncertainties regarding timing and availability of imported water sources. 
 
Response R-36Y 
 
As noted in Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Revised Draft EIR, the Revised Draft EIR is limited to 
revisions and amendments to certain sections of the Draft EIR which were substantially revised 
since its preparation.  Refer to Section 4.14.2(c) (Future Development Program Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures) and (d) (Cumulative Impacts) in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the 
Final EIR for a discussion of cumulative water demand impacts. 
 
Response R-36Z 
 
The commentor’s preference for Alternative 14 (Reduced Project) is noted. 
 
Response R-36AA 
 
Refer to Master Response 3a. As described therein, the Future Development Program does not 
represent a development plan for allowable future uses on the Santa Margarita Ranch, nor does it 
preclude future environmental review. 
 
Response R-36AB 
 
The commentor’s preference for elimination of Future Development Program uses is noted.  Refer 
also to Master Response 3a. 
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Letter R-37 
 
COMMENTOR: Shane Hayward, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-37A 
 
The commentor’s observations of the California condor in the vicinity of the Ranch are noted.  
Refer to Response 67E in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) of 
this document.  As noted therein, the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) does not 
include officially recorded occurrences of the California condor in the project vicinity.  In 
addition, fragmentation of the Ranch due to existing vineyards is such that adequate habitat is 
not available on the property.  Although condors may be seen in the area, the development is 
not anticipated to impact the species. 
 
Response R-37B 
 
The commentor’s observations of eagles are noted.  Refer to the Special-Status Wildlife discussion 
under Section 4.3.1(e) (Special-Status Species) in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR 
for a discussion of the likelihood of the golden eagle and bald eagle to occur on the property.  
As noted therein, the golden eagle was observed foraging over grasslands and open woodland 
throughout the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site, while the bald eagle has the 
potential to nest on-site but is not expected to forage on-site.  Impacts to these species are 
addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-9 and mitigated in 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-9(c) (Pre-construction Bird Survey). 
 
Response R-37C 
 
The commentor’s observations of hummingbirds are noted.  Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte 
anna) and Allen’s hummingbird (Selasphorus sasin) are noted in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, 
of the Final EIR to occur in oak woodlands.  Impacts to these species are discussed in 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact B-9 and mitigated in Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision measure B-9(c) (Pre-construction Bird Survey). 
 
Response R-37D 
 
The commentor’s observations are noted.  Refer to Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final 
EIR.  
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Letter R-38 
 
COMMENTOR: Kathey Hustace, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-38A 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts AG-1 and AG-2 in Section 4.1, 
Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts to the 676.7 acre grazing unit 
and conflicts between agriculture and residential uses, respectively. 
 
Response R-38B 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts AG-1 and AG-2 in Section 4.1, 
Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts to the 676.7 acre grazing unit 
and conflicts between agriculture and residential uses, respectively. 
 
Response R-38C 
 
Refer to Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation, of the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts 
related to access and transportation-related safety. 
 
Response R-38D 
 
The proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision does not include affordable housing. 
 However, Alternative 13 (Santa Margarita Town Expansion; previously Smart 
Growth/Affordable Housing) includes 22 lots of affordable housing.  Refer to Section 6.0, 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR. 
 
Drainage- and flooding-related impacts are discussed in Section 4.5, Drainage, Erosion and 
Sedimentation, of the Final EIR.  Impacts associated with proposed septic systems are discussed 
in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-38E 
 
Impacts related to recreation, including trails, are addressed in Section 4.11, Recreation, of the 
Final EIR. 
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Letter R-39 
 
COMMENTOR: Dorothy Jennings, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-39A 
 
Refer to Letter 54 and Responses 54A through 54AD for this commentor’s Draft EIR comment 
letter and associated responses. 
 
Response R-39B 
 
Refer to mitigation measures AQ-GCC(a) (Construction Phase Mitigation to Reduce Fuel Usage 
and thus Greenhouse Gases), AQ-GCC(b) (Operational Phase Mitigation to Reduce Fuel Usage 
and thus Greenhouse Gases) and AQ-GCC(c) (Alternative Transportation), as outlined in 
Section 4.2.3(f) (Mitigation Measures) of the Final EIR.  These measures were included in the 
Revised Draft EIR. 
 
Refer also to Section 4.2.3(c) (Regulatory Setting) in Section 4.1, Air Quality, of the Final EIR for a 
discussion of AB 32 requirements. 
 
Response R-39C 
 
As noted in Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Revised Draft EIR, the Revised Draft EIR is limited to 
revisions and amendments to certain sections of the Draft EIR which were substantially revised 
since its preparation.  Refer to Appendix C (Policy Consistency) to the Final EIR for a discussion 
of Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision consistency with County policies.   
 
Response R-39D 
 
Refer to Master Response 4. 
 
Response R-39E 
 
Refer to Response R-10D.  The commentor’s opinions regarding the project objectives and 
merits of the project are noted.   Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impacts 
AG-1 and AG-2 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, of the Final EIR for a discussion of 
agricultural resources impacts. 
 
Response R-39F 
 
The commentor claims that the Notice of Preparation response letter from the Forest Service, 
dated December 16, 2004 (refer to Appendix A to the Final EIR) has not been addressed.  Refer 
to Letter 57 in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft EIR) and Response 
57M.   This letter was reviewed and considered during the preparation of the Santa Margarita 
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Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program 
Draft EIR. Refer also to Response 64R in Section 2.0. 
 
Response R-39G 
 
Refer to Section 4.11, Recreation, of the Final EIR.  Refer also to Response R-39E. 
 
Response R-39H 
 
Refer to Section 4.11, Recreation, of the Final EIR.  Refer also to Response R-39E. 
 
Response R-39I 
 
The commentor does not specifically identify issues of concern with the Revised Draft EIR 
analysis.  Refer to Future Development Program measure R-2(a) (Juan Bautista de Anza Historic 
Trail Connection) in Section 4.11, Recreation, of the Final EIR.   
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Letter R-40 
 
COMMENTOR: Otto E.R. Schmidt, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-40A 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response R-40B 
 
The commentor expresses concern that Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision measure T-
1(e) (Estrada Avenue/H Street Warning Beacon) is inadequate to address impacts related to the 
limited sight distance at the intersection of Estrada Avenue and H Street, in the vicinity of Santa 
Margarita Elementary School. 
 
It is noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1 that vehicles are 
currently exceeding the 30 mph speed limit and may not have sufficient time and pavement to 
come to a complete stop if pedestrians are crossing Estrada Avenue at H Street to travel to Santa 
Margarita Elementary School or to Santa Margarita Park.  Flashing Beacon at School Crossings 
warrant [Section 4K.103 from Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2003 CA 
Supplement] is therefore satisfied under Project Conditions. Based on the MUTCD and Caltrans 
standards, measure T-1(e) would reduce impacts to the extent possible, and would improve 
safety conditions compared to existing conditions, even with the addition of project traffic. 
 
Nevertheless, the commentor’s concern regarding safety of Santa Margarita school children is 
noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and consideration. 
 
Refer also to Master Response 5. 
 
Response R-40C 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-2 in Section 4.12, Transportation 
and Circulation, of the Final EIR for a discussion of impacts related to access to the Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision.  Impacts related to specific facilities with existing hazards are 
addressed in Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact T-1. 
 
Response R-40D 
 
Refer to Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and 
Wastewater, of the Final EIR. 
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Response R-40E 
 
As noted under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water 
and Wastewater, of the Final EIR, imported water supply would be required to offset projected 
demand from the proposed Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, which would assure 
that groundwater resources are not depleted as a result of the project.  Therefore, groundwater 
impacts from the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision would not affect riparian habitat, 
creek levels, springs or related species.  Refer to Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Final EIR 
for a discussion of direct impacts to biological resources from the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision. 
 
Response R-40F 
 
The commentor suggests that recharging groundwater with Nacimiento or State water would 
be detrimental.  It should be clarified that use of imported water to recharge groundwater is not 
proposed, nor is it considered an option in the Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural 
Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final 
EIR.  Rather, as noted in Response R-4M, two approaches for the delivery of Nacimiento water 
are presented, one of which is using untreated Nacimiento water for agriculture (refer to the 
Residual Impacts discussion under Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Impact W-1 in 
Section 4.14, Water and Wastewater, of the Final EIR).  The second option includes delivery of 
untreated Nacimiento water to the Ranch for on-site treatment and Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision supply.   
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Letter R-41 
 
COMMENTOR: Michael C. Sullivan, Private Citizen 
 
DATE:   March 28, 2008  
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response R-41A 
 
The commentor’s list of abbreviations is noted. 
 
Response R-41B 
 
Refer to Letter 58 and Responses 58A through 58U in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for this commentor’s Draft EIR comment letter and 
associated responses. 
 
Response R-41C 
 
The commentor’s summary of the environmentally superior alternative discussion in the Revised 
Draft EIR is noted.  Refer to Section 6.15 (Environmentally Superior Alternative) in Section 6.0, 
Alternatives, of the Final EIR. 
 
Response R-41D 
 
Refer to Section 6.0, Alternatives, of the Final EIR and Master Response 4.  The commentor does 
not provide evidence to support the claim that Future Development Program alternatives are 
inadequate.   
 
Refer also to Master Response 3a. 
 
Response R-41E 
 
Refer to Letter 58 and Responses 58A through 58U in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and 
Responses on the Draft EIR) of this document for this commentor’s Draft EIR comment letter and 
associated responses. 
 
Response R-41F 
 
The commentor provides their Draft EIR comment letter, dated April 11, 2007, as an attachment.  
This letter is included as Letter 58 in Section 3.0 (Written Comments and Responses on the Draft 
EIR) of this document.  Refer to Responses 58A through 58U therein for direct response to this 
letter. 
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