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XI. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS: 2013 RECIRCULATED DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

The letters of comment for the 2013 Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) 
are given in the order listed below, with the responses following the individual letters.  Letters of 
comment are reproduced in total, and numerical annotation has been added as appropriate to 
delineate and reference the responses to those comments. 
 
A. FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL AGENCIES 

Commenter and Address Code Letter Date Page 

San Luis Obispo County 
Air Pollution Control District 
3433 Roberto Court 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
Contact:  Melissa Guise, Air Quality Specialist 

APCD(a) June 5, 2012 
December 2, 2008 XI.A.-3 

Oceano Community Services District 
1655 Front Street 
P.O. Box 599 
Oceano, CA 93475 
Contact: Matthew Guerrero, President-OCSD Board of 

Directors 

OCSD July 24, 2013 XI.A.-14 

Native American Heritage Commission 
1550 Harbor Boulevard 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 
Contact: Dave Singleton, Program Analyst 

NAHC July 30, 2013 XI.A.-17 

Coastal San Luis Resource Conservation District 
645 Main Street, Suite F 
Morro Bay, CA 93442 
Contact: G.W. Bates, PE, CPESC, District Engineer 

Neil Havlik, President of the Board 

CSLRCD August 16, 2013 XI.A.-24 

San Luis Obispo County 
Air Pollution Control District 
3433 Roberto Court 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
Contact:  Melissa Guise, Air Quality Specialist 

APCD(b) August 22, 2013 XI.A.-31 

United States Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
2493 Portola Road, Suite B 
Ventura, CA 93003 
Contact: Carl T. Benz, Acting Field Supervisor 

USFWS August 23, 2013 XI.A.-34 
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Commenter and Address Code Letter Date Page 

County of San Luis Obispo 
Department of Agriculture/Weights and Measures 
2156 Sierra Way, Suite A 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

SLOAG August 26, 2013 XI.A.-42 

State of California Department of Transportation 
District 5 
50 Higuera Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-5415 
Contact: Adam Fukushima, PTP, Development Review 

CALTRANS 
August 26, 2013 

November 7, 2008 
May 16, 2012 

XI.A.-44 
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APCD-1 

APCD-2 

APCD-3 

APCD-4 
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APCD-5 

APCD-6 

APCD-7 

APCD-8 

APCD-9 
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APCD-10 

APCD-11 

APCD-12 

APCD-13 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  XI. Response to Comments – 2013 RDEIR 

Final EIR  XI.A.-6 

 

APCD-13 (cont’d) 

APCD-14 

APCD-15 

APCD-16 

APCD-17 

APCD-18 

APCD-19 

APCD-20 

APCD-21 

APCD-22 

APCD-23 

APCD-24 
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APCD-25 

APCD-26 

APCD-35 

APCD-27 

APCD-28 

APCD-29 

APCD-30 

APCD-31 

APCD-32 

APCD-33 

APCD-34 
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APCD-36 

APCD-37 

APCD-38 

APCD-39 

APCD-40 

APCD-41 

APCD-42 
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APCD-43 

APCD-44 

APCD-45 

APCD-46 

APCD-47 
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Responses to San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

APCD-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 
APCD-2 Please refer to responses to comments APCD-10 through 47 below. 
APCD-3 Please refer to response to comment APCD-23. 
APCD-4 Please refer to response to comment APCD-23. 
APCD-5 Please refer to response to comment APCD-31. 
APCD-6 Please refer to response to comment APCD-32. 
APCD-7 Please refer to response to comment APCD-33.  Full data sheets are included in EIR Appendix C. 

APCD-8 Greenhouse gas emissions calculations have been conducted using the most current model 
(CalEEMod 2013.2.2).  The updated GHG thresholds are included in the updated analysis. 

APCD-9 
The Final EIR includes recommended clarifications as noted above, and specific responses to 
comments are provided above.  In addition, the air emissions modeling and discussion in the Final 
EIR has been modified to include recent (2012) changes and updates to the SLOAPCD’s CEQA 
Handbook and identified thresholds of significance.  

APCD-10 Please note the applicant is no longer proposing an equestrian center (refer to Chapter I 
Introduction, Recirculated EIR and Chapter III Project Description, Final EIR). 

APCD-11 Please refer to Final EIR AQ Impact 8 and Impact 9, which identify a significant impact due to 
inconsistency with the Clean Air Plan. 

APCD-12 
Please refer to Final EIR Chapter IV.C. Environmental Setting, Consistency with Land Use Plan and 
Policies.  The County decision makers (County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) will 
consider County and regional plans and policies during review of the project. 

APCD-13 
Please refer to Final EIR Chapter IV.C. Environmental Setting, Consistency with Land Use Plan and 
Policies.  The County decision makers (County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) will 
consider County and regional plans and policies during review of the project. 

APCD-14 
Please refer to Final EIR Chapter IV.C. Environmental Setting, Consistency with Land Use Plan and 
Policies, including Table IV-1 Consistency with Framework for Planning (Inland).  The County 
decision makers (County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) will consider County and 
regional plans and policies during review of the project. 

APCD-15 
Please refer to Final EIR Chapter IV.C. Environmental Setting, Consistency with Land Use Plan and 
Policies.  The County decision makers (County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors) will 
consider County and regional plans and policies during review of the project. 

APCD-16 

Pursuant to Section 22.22.150.I (Agricultural Lands Clustering, Allowed number of parcels and 
residential density): “Residential density within a cluster project shall be limited to a ratio of one 
dwelling unit per clustered parcel”. Therefore, secondary dwellings are not permitted by existing 
ordinance (project is subject to the January 2, 2003 Land Use Ordinance). No changes to the EIR 
are necessary. 

APCD-17 

Potential impacts related to agricultural activities and inadequate land use buffers are identified in 
Section V.G. Agricultural Resources of the EIR. Further discussion of these effects has been 
provided in Final EIR Section V.C.5 Air Quality, Project-specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 
Please note that legal agricultural operations are not conducted at the discretion of the County, and 
are not subject to conditions of approval. 

APCD-18 
Air emissions calculations have been conducted using the most current model (CalEEMod 
2013.2.2). Please refer to Final EIR Table V.C.-6 Agricultural Cluster Construction Emissions 
(Unmitigated), Table V.C.-7 Agricultural Cluster Construction Emissions (Mitigated), Table V.C.-8 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

Dude Ranch Construction Emissions (Unmitigated), Table V.C.-9 Combined Project Long-term 
Operational Emissions (Unmitigated), Table V.C.-10 Combined Project Long-term Operational 
Emissions (Mitigated), Table V.C.-11 Dude Ranch Long-Term Operational Emissions (Unmitigated), 
and Appendix C of the Final EIR. 

APCD-19 The Final EIR has been corrected (refer to Section V.C.1.f Air Quality, Existing Conditions, Existing 
Emissions). 

APCD-20 The Final EIR has been corrected (refer to Section V.C.2.b Air Quality, Regulatory Setting, California 
Clean Air Act). 

APCD-21 The Final EIR has been clarified to identify this threshold of significance (refer to Section V.C.3.c Air 
Quality, Thresholds of Significance, SLOAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook). 

APCD-22 The Final EIR has been clarified to identify this threshold of significance (refer to Section V.C.3.c Air 
Quality, Thresholds of Significance, SLOAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook). 

APCD-23 

No conceptual plans or grading estimates have been provided for the dude ranch because the 
applicant is not requesting approval of this future development; therefore, construction emissions 
have been quantified using the limited information available (7.7-acre development and disturbance) 
and default settings provided in CalEEMod.  This information has been added to the Final EIR to 
provide further clarification regarding potential construction-related impacts (refer to Final EIR Table 
V.C.-8 Dude Ranch Construction Emissions [Unmitigated]).  The EIR assumes that mitigation 
measures identified for the Agricultural Cluster would also be required for the dude ranch at the time 
the applicant requests a land use permit for this identified future component.  The applicant’s current 
proposal would include the use of existing wells for domestic water supply, and therefore would not 
require additional grading activities to drill the wells.  

APCD-24 

Please refer to response to comment APCD-23 above.  The dude ranch would not be considered for 
approval, and will require further environmental analysis at the time of application for consideration 
of the use. At this time, and as shown in Final EIR Table V.C.-8 Dude Ranch Construction 
Emissions (Unmitigated), construction emissions generated by the dude ranch would be significant, 
and mitigation would be required.  In the event the dude ranch is constructed, this would either not 
occur during the same time period as the project under consideration (i.e., residences, roads, 
infrastructure), or the environmental baseline would consider projects currently under construction, 
providing full and accurate disclosure of environmental effects. 

APCD-25 Draft EIR mitigation measure AQ/mm-7 (Final EIR mitigation measure AQ/mm-15) has been 
modified to address your comment, and states that no developmental burning shall be allowed. 

APCD-26 
Draft EIR mitigation measure AQ/mm-8 (Final EIR mitigation measure AQ/mm-16) has been 
modified to address your comment by removing “for any future proposed development within the 
homeowner’s association site”. 

APCD-27 Please note this mitigation measure is identified as AQ/mm-17 in the Final EIR. 

APCD-28 

Potential impacts related to agricultural activities and inadequate land use buffers are identified in 
Section V.B. Agricultural Resources of the Final EIR. Further discussion of these effects has been 
provided in Section V.C.5 Air Quality, Project-specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, in addition 
to Section V.B.5 Agricultural Resources, Project-specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures (refer to 
AG Impact 2). Please note that legal agricultural operations are not conducted at the discretion of 
the County, and are not subject to conditions of approval; therefore, the recommended mitigation 
measure is not currently included in the Final EIR. 

APCD-29 Please refer to response to comment APCD-28 above. 

APCD-30 Please refer to response to comment APCD-28 above. The County decision makers will consider 
the noted comment and recommended measures. 

APCD-31 Air emissions calculations have been conducted using the most current model (CalEEMod 
2013.2.2), and incorporate SLOAPCD recommendations.  Please refer to Final EIR Table V.C.-9 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

Combined Project Long-term Operational Emissions (Unmitigated), Table V.C.-10 Combined Project 
Long-term Operational Emissions (Mitigated), Table V.C.-11 Dude Ranch Long-Term Operational 
Emissions (Unmitigated), and Appendix C of the Final EIR.  Please note that implementation of the 
dude ranch would not occur prior to subsequent environmental review, which would follow submittal 
of a land use application for the use. Trip generation is based on preliminary estimates provided by 
the applicant, and no information regarding events at the dude ranch has been identified at this time.  
The applicant is no longer proposing equestrian center, and no other special events are requested 
as part of the applicant’s submittal. Potential trips generated by the wastewater treatment facility 
(one trip per week) are included in the updated model. 

APCD-32 
Air emissions calculations have been conducted using the most current model (CalEEMod), and 
incorporate SLOAPCD recommendations regarding the 13-mile trip length. Please refer to Appendix 
C of the Final EIR. 

APCD-33 Please refer to EIR Appendix C of the Final EIR. 

APCD-34 Greenhouse gas emissions calculations have been conducted using the most current model 
(CalEEMod 2013.2.2).  The updated GHG thresholds are included in the updated analysis. 

APCD-35 
Please refer to responses to comments APCD-31 through APCD-34 above.  The operational phase 
emissions have been recalculated and results in included in Final EIR Section V.C. Air Quality, and 
model outputs are provided in Final EIR Appendix C. 

APCD-36 Comments regarding off-site mitigation are noted, and will be clarified further with APCD. 

APCD-37 
Please note that the applicant is no longer requesting approval of an equestrian facility. Legal 
agricultural operations are not conducted at the discretion of the County, and are not subject to 
conditions of approval; therefore, the additional mitigation is not included. 

APCD-38 

Potential impacts related to agricultural activities and inadequate land use buffers, including 
exposure to agriculturally-generated dust and use of shared roadways, are identified in Final EIR 
Section V.B. Agricultural Resources (refer to AG Impact 2). Please note that legal agricultural 
operations are not conducted at the discretion of the County, and are not subject to conditions of 
approval.  Therefore, the recommended mitigation measures identified in the commenter’s letter are 
not currently included in the Final EIR.  The County decision makers will consider these comments 
and mitigation recommendations. 

APCD-39 Please refer to response to comment APCD-38 above. 

APCD-40 

The applicant will be required to obtain all required permits from other agencies, including the 
APCD, prior to issuance of grading and construction permits from the County Planning and Building 
Department. Please refer to Draft EIR mitigation measures AQ/mm-2 and AQ/mm-4 (Final EIR 
mitigation measures AQ/mm-10 and AQ/mm-12), which identify these requirements.  Final EIR 
mitigation measure AQ/mm-21 has been added to clarify a specific requirement to obtain an 
Authority to Construct for the wastewater treatment facility.  Inclusion of this additional mitigation 
measure does not affect the impact determination identified in the Draft EIR. 

APCD-41 
The applicant is operating the existing winery under a previously issued use permit, and is not 
requesting any modifications to this use; therefore, the requested mitigation measure is not included. 
No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

APCD-42 

Updated calculations have been conducted using the most current model (CalEEMod 2013.2.2), 
including quantification of greenhouse gas emissions. Please refer to Final EIR Section V.C.5, and 
the following tables:  Final EIR Table V.C.-6 Agricultural Cluster Construction Emissions 
(Unmitigated), Table V.C.-7 Agricultural Cluster Construction Emissions (Mitigated), Table V.C.-8 
Dude Ranch Construction Emissions (Unmitigated).  Greenhouse gas emissions are also discussed 
under Final EIR Section V.C.5.b and Section V.C.6.b. The EIR has been clarified to identify GHG 
mitigation, consistent with the APCD’s recent CEQA Handbook (2012).  
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Comment 
No. Comment 

APCD-43 Refer to response to comment APCD-42 above.  The EIR has been amended to include current 
language and thresholds from the 2012 CEQA Handbook. 

APCD-44 Please refer to response to comments APCD-42 and APCD-43 above, as well as Final EIR Chapter 
VI Alternatives Analysis. 

APCD-45 Refer to response to comment APCD-42 above.  The EIR has been amended to include current 
mitigations from the 2012 CEQA Handbook. 

APCD-46 The cumulative analysis has been clarified based on updated emissions modeling.  Please refer to 
updated AQ Impact 9. 

APCD-47 The agencies’ statement regarding alternatives will be considered by the County decision makers. 
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OCSD-1 

OCSD-2 

OCSD-3 

OCSD-4 

OCSD-5 

OCSD-6 
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OCSD-6  
(cont’d) 

OCSD-7 

OCSD-8 
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Responses to Oceano Community Services District’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

OCSD-1 
Please refer to Final EIR Section W.P. Water Resources and Final EIR Appendix H, which include 
detailed analysis of water resources including reports submitted by the project applicant, peer 
reviews by the County’s hydrogeological consultant and EIR hydrogeological consultant, and long-
term testing and analysis. 

OCSD-2 
As noted by the commenter, the EIR analysis included an assessment of streamflow within Los 
Berros Creek (refer to Final EIR Section W.P. Water Resources). As noted in the Final EIR, the 
proposed domestic wells were modified by the applicant to reduce adverse effects to Los Berros 
Creek, and further restrictions are recommended (refer to WAT/mm-1). 

OCSD-3 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P.5.a.1.a (Project Specific Impacts, Effects to Groundwater, 
Santa Maria Groundwater Basin, Seawater Intrusion, and Subsidence). As noted in the Final EIR, 
“groundwater inflow flow from the project area comprises approximately six percent of the reported 
water budget for the Tri-Cities Mesa – Arroyo Grande Plain” and as documented in Nipomo Mesa 
Management Area reports and summarized in the EIR, groundwater flow from bedrock formations to 
the NMMA is likely negligible. As noted above (OCSD-2) and in the Final EIR, project modifications 
and additional restrictions would be implemented to avoid a reduction in flow within Los Berros 
Creek, and subsequently downstream flow into the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin. 

OCSD-4 

Please refer to response to comments OCSD-2 and OCSD-3 above. The estimated demand of 46.3 
afy comprises less than 1% of the reported total water budget of 7,200 afy for the Tri-Cities Mesa – 
Arroyo Grande Plain portion of the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin (Table 25, pg. 135, DWR, 2002). 
The project as proposed would avoid domestic well pumping directly from Los Berros Creek, and 
with incorporation of recommended mitigation including pumping restrictions potential off-site effects 
would not be significant. 

OCSD-5 

As noted in the Project Description (Chapter III), the applicant is proposing the mutual water 
company. The mutual water company would monitor and regulate water use, including well pumping 
and indoor and outdoor use by residents/occupants. The commenter is correct in that the mutual 
water company would not regulate use of non-domestic agricultural wells.  The Final EIR includes 
mitigation measures that require monitoring and reporting of indoor and outdoor water use, in 
addition to well pumping and yield data (refer to mitigation measures WAT/mm-1 and WAT/mm-8)  

OCSD-6 The Recirculated Draft EIR (2013) and Final EIR consider information and comments provided by 
the public and WRAC, and specific comments are addressed in this Final EIR as noted. 

OCSD-7 

As noted in the Final EIR, a significant amount of additional analysis, peer review, and well testing 
occurred following the release of the 2008 Draft EIR. A “Water Supply Assessment” was not 
conducted because the project does not meet the criteria identified in Senate Bill 610 (Water Code 
§§ 10910-10915), because the development is less than 500 units and would not result in a water 
demand similar to 500 units. 

OCSD-8 The commenter’s opposition is noted for consideration by the decision makers. 
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NAHC-1 

NAHC-2 

NAHC-3 
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NAHC-3 
(cont’d) 

NAHC-4 

NAHC-5 
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Responses to Native American Heritage Commission’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

NAHC-1 Comment noted. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

NAHC-2 
The archaeological technical studies included a records search, including cultural resources within 
the APE, which is documented in the confidential reports on file at the County of San Luis Obispo. 
No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

NAHC-3 
As noted in Final EIR Section V.D. Archaeological Resources, Phase One surface surveys and an 
extended Phase One/Phase Two subsurface investigation was conducted for the site. The reports 
were submitted to the University of California Santa Barbara Information Center. No changes to the 
EIR are necessary. 

NAHC-4 An archival records search was conducted as part of the technical studies. Native American 
representatives were onsite during subsurface testing. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

NAHC-5 Please refer to AR/mm-1 through AR/mm-11, which address the noted recommendations for 
mitigation. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
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CSLRCD-1 

CSLRCD-2 
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CSLRCD-3 

CSLRCD-4 

CSLRCD-5 
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CSLRCD-6 
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CSLRCD-7 

CSLRCD-8 

CSLRCD-9 

CSLRCD-10 

CSLRCD-11 
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CSLRCD-11 
(cont’d) 

CSLRCD-12 

CSLRCD-13 



Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Tract Map and CUP  XI. Response to Comments – 2013 RDEIR 

Final EIR  XI.A.-29 

Responses to Coastal San Luis Resource Conservation District’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

CSLRCD-1 Reponses to specific comments are provided below. 

CSLRCD-2 

The EIR identifies a potentially significant impact due to increase stormwater runoff, and WAT 
Impact 2 has been clarified to note that the increase runoff may result in flooding off-site, 
including Arroyo Grande Creek.  Although retention of stormwater is not proposed by the 
applicant, compliance with the County Land Use Ordinance (Section 22.52.110) will likely require 
construction of a basin and/or implementation of other stormwater management improvements to 
ensure runoff does not exceed the estimated pre-development rate.  Please refer to Final EIR 
Section V.P. Water Resources, 5. Project-specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, a. Project-
wide, 3) Drainage and Flooding, which includes additional information regarding flooding in 
Arroyo Grande Creek.  Mitigation measure WAT/mm-9 has been revised to specifically require 
analysis of 2-year, 5-year, and 10-year storm events using the recommended model to 
demonstrate to the County Public Works Department that the project would not increase 
stormwater flow within Arroyo Grande Creek.  WAT/mm-9 and WAT/mm-14 identify several 
potential measures to manage and diffuse stormwater. Compliance with identified mitigation 
measures requires a final drainage study demonstrating no net increase in stormwater runoff. The 
discussion of residual impacts has been expanded to address potential secondary impacts 
resulting from construction and operation of retention basins. 

CSLRCD-3 Please refer to response to comment CSLRCD-2 above.  
CSLRCD-4 Refer to response to comment CSLRCD-2 above. 
CSLRCD-5 Please refer to response to comment CSLRCD-2 above. 

CSLRCD-6 

Please refer to Final EIR mitigation measure WAT/mm-14, which has been revised to specifically 
identify the County’s Post-Construction Requirements Handbook (March 2014), and to 
specifically identified BMPs identified in the Arroyo Grande Creek Erosion, Sedimentation, and 
Flooding Alternatives Study (Swanson Hydrology + Geomorphology 2006).  Please also see 
mitigation measure WAT/mm-13, which identifies your agency as a resource and contact for the 
applicant upon preparation of project grading, drainage, and construction plans.  

CSLRCD-7 
The Final EIR has been clarified to note that the “Coastal San Luis Resource Conservation 
District can be contacted at (805) 772-439” (refer to revised mitigation measure WAT/mm-13). 
This clarification does not change the analysis or impact determination identified in the EIR. 

CSLRCD-8 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, 5. Project-specific Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures, a. Project-wide, 3) Drainage and Flooding, which includes additional 
information regarding flooding in Arroyo Grande Creek.  Mitigation measure WAT/mm-9 has been 
revised to specifically require analysis of 2-year, 5-year, and 10-year storm events using the 
model from the Arroyo Grande Creek Erosion, Sedimentation, and Flooding Alternatives Study 
(Swanson Hydrology + Geomorphology 2006).  The mitigation measure requires no increase in 
stormwater discharge flow rates from the project site. Please refer to Final EIR mitigation 
measures WAT/mm-9 through WAT/mm-14. 

CSLRCD-9 Please refer to response to comments CSLRCD-2 and CSLRCD-8 above. 
CSLRCD-10 Please refer to response to comments CSLRCD-2 and CSLRCD-8 above. 

CSLRCD-11 
Please refer to response to comment CSLRCD-2 above. As noted in the EIR, all documents 
incorporated by reference in the EIR are available for review at the County Department of 
Planning and Building. 

CSLRCD-12 Please refer to WAT/mm-13, which requires incorporation of FOTG practices, in consultation with 
the RCD. 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

CSLRCD-13 Please refer to responses to specific comments above (CSLRCD-2 through CSLRCD-12). 
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APCD(c)-1 

APCD(c)-2 
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APCD(c)-2 
(cont’d) 

APCD(c)-3 
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Responses to San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

APCD(c)-1 Comment noted. 

APCD(c)-2 Please refer to response to comments APCD(a) and APCD(b), which address the previous letters 
provided by the APCD. 

APCD(c)-3 Please refer to the updated modeling and analysis in the EIR (Section V.C. Air Quality and Appendix 
C) as well as responses APCD(a) and APCD(b). 
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USFWS-1 
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USFWS-2 

USFWS-3 

USFWS-4 

USFWS-5 

USFWS-6 

USFWS-7 

USFWS-8 
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USFWS-8 
(cont’d) 

USFWS-9 

USFWS-10 

USFWS-11 
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USFWS-11 
(cont’d) 

USFWS-12 

USFWS-13 

USFWS-14 

USFWS-15 
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USFWS-15 
(cont’d) 

USFWS-16 

USFWS-17 
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USFWS-17 
(cont’d) 

USFWS-18 

USFWS-19 
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Responses to United States Department of the Interior  
Fish and Wildlife Service’s Comments 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

USFWS-1 Comment noted. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 
USFWS-2 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 
USFWS-3 Comment noted. No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

USFWS-4 

Biological surveys, including California red-legged frog surveys, were submitted by the applicant 
with the project application.  These surveys were peer reviewed during preparation of the Draft EIR; 
the peer review included field reconnaissance by the County’s EIR consulting biologists.  Although 
the protocol surveys were conducted in 2000, the environmental baseline has not changed since 
that time. The noted drainages and ponds located onsite have remained, and as noted in the EIR, 
provide habitat for California red-legged frog.  As noted by the commenter, several components of 
project construction may have an adverse effect on California red-legged frog, based on their 
documented occurrence onsite.  It is assumed that the species would move throughout the site, 
based on variations in habitat characteristics, which change over time due to ongoing agricultural 
operations.  Potential impacts noted in the Final EIR include:  BIO Impact 1 (construction of road 
crossings and other structures within jurisdictional drainages) (please see page V.E.-31); BIO 
Impact 2 (construction and future uses of the project) (please see page V.E.-34); BIO Impact 4 
(impact to natural communities as a result of  understory management, grading, paving, building, 
and replacement agriculture) (please see page V.E.-41); and BIO Impact 6 (construction of road 
crossings, removal of an existing pond, grading, and lot development affecting breeding and 
dispersal habitat for California red-legged frog) (please see page V.E.-43).   

USFWS-5 

Please refer to mitigation measure BIO/mm-19(c), which states the following regarding California 
red-legged frog discovered during pre-construction surveys: “If any life stage of the California red-
legged frog is found and these individuals are likely to be killed or injured by work activities, the 
approved biologist will be allowed sufficient time to move them from the site before work activities 
begin.  The USFWS-approved biologist will relocate the California red-legged frog the shortest 
distance possible to a location that contains suitable habitat and will not be affected by the activities 
associated with the proposed project.  The USFWS-approved biologist will maintain detailed records 
of any individuals that are moved (e.g., size, coloration, any distinguishing features, photographs 
[digital preferred]) to assist him or her in determining if trans-located animals are returning to the 
point of capture”. 

USFWS-6 

Please refer to revised BIO/mm-6, which has been clarified to require applicant coordination with 
regulatory agencies:  “The applicant shall coordinate with resource agencies during development of 
the Plan, including the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, United States Army Corps of 
Engineers, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife”. Mitigation measure BIO/mm-7 stated 
“subject to review and approval by jurisdictional agencies” and does not require further clarification. 
This clarification does not change the analysis and impact finding identified in the EIR. 

USFWS-7 

Pursuant to CEQA, the County is responsible for ensuring that all mitigation measures adopted as 
part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan are implemented, and does not defer this 
responsibility to USFWS. The mitigation does acknowledge the jurisdictional authority of the 
USFWS, including additional permits and approvals that would be required. The applicant is 
required to obtain all required permits and authorizations and submit evidence to the County. 

USFWS-8 
Implementation of BIO/mm-20 would require a 35-foot vegetated buffer between mapped 
jurisdictional areas and new vineyards, which would improve water quality and habitat conditions for 
special-status species. Adoption of this measure does not prohibit USFWS from requiring stricter 
measures through subsequent permitting efforts. 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

USFWS-9 Please refer to response to USFWS-4 above.  

USFWS-10 The noted botanical surveys included surveys for all potential state and federal special-status plant 
species, including Pismo clarkia. 

USFWS-11 
The County recognizes that Pismo clarkia may occur in inclusion areas, as noted by USFWS; 
however, based on the surveys conducted in various years of rainfall and other climatic conditions, 
no Pismo clarkia was observed. 

USFWS-12 

At the time the botanical surveys were conducted, the survey boundaries were limited to the project 
area.  No additional development, aside from non-discretionary agricultural production and livestock 
grazing has occurred and will occur outside of the area proposed for development.  Surveys 
conducted by Rincon Environmental Consultants included June 2001, within the blooming period 
(May-July).  Therefore, the survey efforts provide adequate information for inclusion in the EIR. In 
addition, as noted in the EIR, SWCA biologists conducted field surveys in January and April of 2006; 
July, August, and September of 2007; and April, June, and July 2008 as part of the peer review of 
the applicant’s submitted biological study.  Regarding reference populations, the Pismo clarkia 
survey letter (David Wolff Environmental 2004) states the following:  “Given the importance of the 
timing of rare plant surveys to ensure they are conducted when the target species are both 
noticeable and identifiable, a field survey of a known Pismo clarkia population was conducted to 
determine the current status of this year’s seasonal growth pattern”. The report notes that “DWE 
conducted a field review of known Pismo clarkia occurrence near James Way in Arroyo Grande on 
May 26, 2004 to determine if Pismo clarkia was noticeable and identifiable.  While the typical annual 
grassland species was brown and well on the dry side, the Pismo clarkia was in full bloom with 
unopened flower buds on many of the plants observed at this location. Based on this observation, it 
was determined that surveying for the Pismo clarkia at this time was appropriate given the readily 
observable occurrence even with the overall dry spring rainfall pattern during 2004”. 

USFWS-13 
As noted above (USFWS-10 through USFWS-12) and as documented in the EIR, three separate 
environmental firms conducted surveys for botanical species onsite, and no Pismo clarkia was 
observed.  The EIR’s determination that the species is not present is based on substantial evidence 
documented in the EIR and associated technical reports. 

USFWS-14 
The additional information regarding Gambel’s watercress and marsh sandwort has been 
incorporated into the EIR (refer to Table V.E.-1 Sensitive Plant Species Potentially Occurring within 
the Project Site). 

USFWS-15 
As noted in the EIR, SWCA biologists conducted field surveys in January and April of 2006; July, 
August, and September of 2007; and April, June, and July 2008, within the appropriate blooming 
periods.  Gambel’s watercress and marsh sandwort were not observed during SWCA’s surveys, or 
during surveys conducted by Rincon Consultants and David Wolff. 

USFWS-16 Please refer to BIO Impact 5 discussion (Final EIR pages V.E.-42 and V.E.-43) and mitigation 
measure BIO/mm-18, which address pre-construction surveys and buffer zones as noted. 

USFWS-17 Please refer to EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis, which includes project alternatives that would 
result in substantially less impacts to oak woodland and individual oak trees.  

USFWS-18 Please refer to Chapter VI. Alternatives Analysis, which includes alternatives to the project that 
would avoid or reduce significant impacts to individual oak trees and oak woodland. 

USFWS-19 Please refer to response to comments above. 
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SLOAG-1 
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Responses to County of San Luis Obispo Department of  
Agriculture/Weights and Measures’ Comments 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

SLOAG-1 
Loss of vineyards includes removal for lot development, buffer zones, access roads, and irrigation 
ponds.  The Agricultural Resources discussion has been clarified to note that: “Including buffer 
areas, the total area proposed for the development would exceed the five percent development area 
that is allowed by the applicable section of the LUO”. 
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CALTRANS-1 

CALTRANS-2 

CALTRANS-3 

CALTRANS-4 

CALTRANS-5 
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CALTRANS-6 
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(cont’d) 

CALTRANS-9 

CALTRANS-11 

CALTRANS-10 
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CALTRANS-13 

CALTRANS-12 

CALTRANS-14 
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CALTRANS-15 

CALTRANS-16 

CALTRANS-17 
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Responses to State of California Department of Transportation District 5’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

CALTRANS-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 
CALTRANS-2 Please refer to responses to comments CALTRANS-6 through 14 below. 
CALTRANS-3 Concerns identified by Caltrans are noted by the County and documented in the Final EIR. 

CALTRANS-4 Please refer to Section X.A. Responses to State of California Department of Transportation 
District 5’s Comments (2008). 

CALTRANS-5 Mitigation measures TR/mm-1 and TR/mm-2 have been clarified to note that Caltrans would 
consider a roundabout in this location. 

CALTRANS-6 Comment noted. 

CALTRANS-7 

Please refer to response to CALTRANS-3 above. The EIR acknowledges that compliance with 
the secondary access gate may be compromised. As noted in the EIR, installation of a “crash 
gate” is not consistent with Cal Fire requirements for secondary access, based on CAL FIRE’s 
review of this project.  CAL FIRE indicates that the applicant’s current proposal for a manned 
guard gate would be acceptable; however, the Final EIR notes Caltrans concerns that the 
proposed gate would not sufficiently restrict access.  

CALTRANS-8 Please refer to response to comment CALTRANS-7 above. 

CALTRANS-9 

Further consultation with CAL FIRE, including an agency meeting with the County, your 
agency, and CAL FIRE was conducted on February 22, 2011 and additional consultation 
occurred in 2014. Based on these meetings, CAL FIRE verified that a “crash gate” is not 
acceptable, pursuant to Section 503.6 of the 2010 California Fire Code and the applicant 
proposed a manned guard gate.  The Final EIR notes Caltrans concerns that the proposed 
gate would not sufficiently restrict access. 

CALTRANS-10 
Based on further consultation with your agency (February 22, 2011), Caltrans is no longer 
proposing a median barrier at the Laetitia Vineyard Drive and Highway 101 intersection; 
however, the County is aware that the median project may be proposed in the future. No 
changes to the EIR are necessary. 

CALTRANS-11 
Please refer to mitigation measure TR/mm-1, which states that the improvements would be 
constructed and implemented under a Caltrans encroachment permit or Project Study Report. 
No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

CALTRANS-12 
Please refer to mitigation measure TR/mm-2, which states that the improvements would be 
constructed and implemented under a Caltrans encroachment permit or Project Study Report. 
No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

CALTRANS-13 
Please refer to mitigation measure TR/mm-5, which states that the improvements would be 
constructed and implemented under a Caltrans encroachment permit or Project Study Report. 
No changes to the EIR are necessary. 

CALTRANS-14 The County notes Caltrans’ comment regarding encroachment permits. 
CALTRANS-15 Comment noted. 
CALTRANS-16 Please refer to responses to comments CALTRANS-6 through 14 above. 
CALTRANS-17 Please refer to responses to comments CALTRANS-6 through 14 above. 
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