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Comment 

No. Comment 

LV13-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments, as noted. 

LV13-2 
The County concurs with the applicant’s statements that the applicant has a vested right to proceed 
under the ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the time the project application was 
complete. 

LV13-3 The comment’s summary of vesting regulations related to ordinances is noted. 

LV13-4 
The comment’s summary of vesting statues and case law is noted. Ordinances and standards 
applicable to the proposed project include the LUO and South County Planning Area Standards, 
which have been applied to the project.   

LV13-5 The County concurs that the applicant has a vested right to proceed under the ordinances, policies, 
and standards in effect t the time the project application was complete. 

LV13-6 
The 20-acre minimum parcel size is correct.  The double-parcel bonus is allowed for agricultural 
lands cluster projects for the Agriculture land use category.  The parcel bonus is not applicable to 
the Rural Lands land use category. 

LV13-7 
The Ordinance and Consistency Alternative applies policies based on Agriculture and Open Space 
Element adopted at the time the project application was accepted, and notes density calculations 
may be inconsistent with the General Plan. 

LV13-8 
The inconsistency noted in the EIR relates to the LUO’s determination that minimum parcel size 
based on use is 20 acres, and the Agriculture Element notes that minimum parcel size is based on 
soil classification, resulting in a 40-acre minimum. 

LV13-9 
The EIR specifically notes the inconsistency with the Agriculture Element relates to the difference in 
identified minimum parcel size. The EIR also recognizes the vesting status of the agricultural cluster 
subdivision, and the applicable standards identified in the 2003 LUO. 

LV13-10 The County concurs with the commenter’s quotes and summaries. 
LV13-11 The commenter’s quotes and summaries of law are noted. 

LV13-12 

Consideration of alternatives under CEQA does not conflict with the project’s vesting status. The 
Subdivision Map Act requires the County decision makers to deny an application for a tentative map 
if proposed improvements are likely to cause substantial environmental damage and if overriding 
considerations cannot be made under Public Resources Code Section 21080. Full evaluation of the 
project’s impacts must be made to enable the County to consider this finding, including 
consideration of mitigation measures that would reduce environmental impacts. 

LV13-13 
The intent of CEQA is to disclose environmental effects, and identify mitigation measures and 
alternatives that would avoid or reduce identified significant effects on the environment.  If an 
alternative is identified, the County decision makers may deny the vesting tentative tract map or 
indicate a willingness to approve a revised map consistent with a selected alternative.  

LV13-14 
The commenter’s quotes and summaries of law are noted.  In the event a mitigation measure or 
alternative cannot be adopted, or is rejected by the applicant, a significant impact may occur, as 
noted in the EIR. 

LV13-15 The County decision makers will consider the commenter’s statements. 
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(Exhibit LV-14) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV14-1 Responses to specific comments are presented below. 

LV14-2 

Pursuant to CEQA cumulatively considerable means that “the incremental effects of an individual 
project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(1)). 
Please refer to Final EIR Section V.A. Aesthetic Resources, project-specific AES Impact 4, which 
states the following:  “Visibility of development and associated earthwork related to Main Road 2, 
residential development of Sub-cluster E (Lots 87 through 105), Roads A, B, E, and F, residential 
development on Lot 46, the water storage tank, associated cut slope and access road, would 
adversely affect the rural visual character and increase noticeability of the project as seen from 
Highway 101 resulting in a direct long-term impact.”  Cumulative impact AES Impact 18 states the 
following:  “The visibility of individual project elements in the context of emerging development along 
the Highway 101 corridor would result in direct and indirect long term adverse cumulative impacts.”  
There is a clear distinction between the project project-specific and cumulative effects, and the 
impact determination under cumulative effects notes the cumulative “context of emerging 
development”. 

LV14-3 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.B. Agricultural Resources, project-specific AG Impact 1, which 
states the following:  “Implementation of the proposed project would result in the permanent loss of 
2.5 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, 3.0 acres of Farmland of Local Importance, 153 
acres of Unique Farmland, including 103 acres of productive vineyard, and 61.9 acres of Grazing 
Land.  Implementation of the proposed project would set an adverse precedent in the county by 
resulting in the permanent conversion and loss of 103 acres of existing productive vineyard.”  
Cumulative AG Impact 4 states:  “Implementation of the proposed project would significantly 
contribute to the cumulative loss of productive Farmland.” The discussion of cumulative impacts due 
to loss and conversion of Important Farmland has been expanded to clarify the following:  “According 
to the Department of Conservation, San Luis Obispo County lost 2,695 acres of Important Farmland 
between 2002-2004, 5,959 acres of Important Farmland between 2004-2006, 440 acres of Important 
Farmland between 2006-2008, and 810 acres of Important Farmland between 2008-2010 (California 
Department of Conservation, 2004, 2008, 2011, 2014).  The loss of approximately 158.5 acres of 
Important Farmland as a result of the proposed project would represent approximately 20 percent of 
the County-wide loss of agricultural land between 2008-2010.”  This section also includes additional 
language clarifying the following:  “Establishment of an agricultural/open space conservation 
easement as required by the LUO, and replanting of vineyards within the project site (as proposed by 
the applicant) would partially mitigate this loss; however, when combined with impacts from past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, the potential impacts to agricultural resources 
resulting from the proposed project, and the precedent-setting nature of the proposed project would 
be considered cumulatively significant and adverse.” 

LV14-4 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.C. Air Quality, project-specific AQ Impact 9, which states: “The 
proposed project is inconsistent with the general land use and planning policies identified in the 
Clean Air Plan, resulting in air pollutants generated by increased traffic trips, resulting in a long-term, 
significant, and unavoidable impact.”  The discussion of this project-specific impact is clarified in the 
Final EIR as follows:  “As a result, the proposed project is considered inconsistent with the CAP, and 
would impair the County’s ability to achieve the attainment goals identified in the CAP, resulting in a 
significant, adverse impact to air quality”. Final EIR Cumulative AQ Impact 10 has been clarified to 
state:  “The proposed project is inconsistent with the regional land use and planning policies 
identified in the Clean Air Plan, and would impair the County’s ability to achieve attainment status for 
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ozone, resulting in a cumulative, significant, adverse, and unavoidable impact.” The discussion 
above the impact statement (Cumulative Emissions and Consistency with the Clean Air Plan) notes 
that “While cumulative impacts to air quality was identified in the South County Area Plan Update 
EIR as potentially significant and unavoidable, the findings recognized that the existing cumulative 
air quality mitigation program, combined with a slight improvement over the previous Area Plan build-
out would offset some of these impacts”.  The EIR also states that the proposed project would 
increase the total number of vehicle trips when compared to the General Plan buildout projections, 
and would potentially be inconsistent with the CAP’s land use and planning goals and policies, and 
long-term regional air quality planning strategies for the County.  The Final EIR has been amended 
to clarify the following:  “The cumulative development of residential subdivisions outside of urban 
areas, including development proximate to the project site between the community of Nipomo and 
city of Arroyo Grande, has contributed to the County’s current non-attainment status for ozone.  
Residents living in these subdivisions are not within walking distance of transit stops or commercial, 
retail, and service areas, and typically access these areas via private vehicles.  The proposed project 
would result in a cumulatively considerable adverse effect to regional air quality and the County’s 
ability to attain ozone standards because it is inconsistent with the CAP’s land use and planning 
goals and policies, and long-term regional air quality planning strategies”.  

LV14-5 

As noted in Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation TR Impact 4:  “The proposed 
project would add traffic to southbound Highway 101 during the p.m. peak hour and exacerbate an 
existing deficient condition according to Caltrans standards.  Congestion under LOS D conditions 
would be limited.  The proposed project would exacerbate existing deficient conditions at the 
Highway 101/Los Berros Road/North Thompson Road ramp junctions during the p.m. peak hour.”  
This determination was made based on an analysis of the project’s effect on the environmental 
baseline.  Cumulative TR Impact 15 states the following:  “The proposed project would exacerbate 
projected deficient operations along Highway 101 during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours under 
Cumulative Conditions.  The proposed project would exacerbate existing deficient conditions at the 
Highway 101/Los Berros Road/North Thompson Road ramp junctions during the p.m. peak hour 
under Cumulative Conditions.”  This determination is based on an analysis of the project’s effect 
under cumulative conditions.   

LV14-6 

As noted in Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation TR Impact 10: “The proposed 
control of the emergency vehicle access at Laetitia Vineyard Drive does not guarantee emergency-
only access, because residents could open and close the gate for non-emergency use.” Cumulative 
TR Impact 13 states: “The proposed control of the emergency vehicle access at Laetitia Vineyard 
Drive does not guarantee emergency-only access, because residents could open and close the gate 
for non-emergency use, significantly contributing to the cumulative degradation of this intersection.”  
As documented in the EIR, the intersection would operate at LOS F under cumulative conditions 
(both with and without the proposed project), and the addition of trips would be cumulatively 
considerable.   

LV14-7 

Cumulatively considerable means that “the incremental effects of an individual project are significant 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(1)).  The EIR does not 
double-count the impacts.  The EIR identifies project-specific impacts, and also addresses potentially 
significant cumulative effects when the incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. 

LV14-8 

The County is aware of the cited Ballona Wetlands (2011) case.  Currently the County and CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G have not removed the relevant threshold of significance: “Would the project 
expose people to noise levels in excess of standards established in local noise ordinances or 
general plan noise elements?”  Therefore, this threshold and identified impact remains in the Final 
EIR.  
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LV14-9 

Please refer to EIR Section V.L. Public Services and Utilities, cumulative impact PSU Impact 4 
discussion, which states that “Based on consultation with CAL FIRE, a new fire station within the 
proximity of Los Berros Road and Highway 101 is necessary to provide life safety response to 
emergencies, and to mitigate the cumulative impact on fire protection services (Robert Lewin, 2004, 
2007). “  PSU Impact 4 has been clarified to note:  “…and facilities. The project would require a new 
fire station to provide life safety response in the immediate area.”  The construction of a new facility 
may result in significant effects on the environment.  

LV14-10 
As noted above (LV14-9) and in EIR Section V.L. Public Services and Utilities, 6. Cumulative 
Impacts, a. Emergency Services, a new fire station is necessary to address the project’s cumulative 
effect on fire protection services.  The construction of a new fire station may result in significant 
effects on the environment. 

LV14-11 Please refer to responses to specific comments as noted. 

LV14-12 

The EIR analyzes the alternatives that the Department of Planning and Building believes will achieve 
most project objectives and are feasible. To the extent that the applicant believes any particular 
alternative or mitigation measure is financially infeasible, the applicant is in the best position to 
provide evidence of such infeasibility. That evidence will be considered by the County decision 
makers and reflected in the findings adopted for the project. This approach is consistent with 
applicable case law, which places the burden of establishing financial infeasibility of an alternative or 
mitigation measure on the person claiming the infeasibility. 

LV14-13 
CEQA does not require comparison of project alternatives to other approved projects.  Each project 
site and development, including its alternatives, must be considered independently based on the 
environmental baseline and the project’s effects on the environment. 

LV14-14 

The EIR analyzes the alternatives that the Department of Planning and Building believes will achieve 
most project objectives and are feasible. To the extent that the applicant believes any particular 
alternative or mitigation measure is financially infeasible, the applicant is in the best position to 
provide evidence of such infeasibility. That evidence will be considered by the County decision 
makers and reflected in the findings adopted for the project. This approach is consistent with 
applicable case law, which places the burden of establishing financial infeasibility of an alternative or 
mitigation measure on the person claiming the infeasibility. 

LV14-15 

As noted in the CEQA Guidelines, “the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the 
project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects 
of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project 
objectives, or would be more costly” (Section 15126.6 Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives 
to the Proposed Project). A reduced project may be less profitable, but development of fewer 
dwelling units would not be financially infeasible. 

LV14-16 

The Department of Planning and Building asserts that the alternatives included in the EIR will meet 
most project objectives and are appropriately presented (please refer to EIR Chapter VI Alternatives 
Analysis).  In response to the commenter’s statements regarding project objectives, additional 
information has been added to the Final EIR to clarify how each identified alternative meets most of 
the identified objectives.  Please refer to the additional language added after each description of 
each proposed alternative (EIR Section VI.C. Alternatives Analysis, Alternatives Analysis).  

LV14-17 
The project’s objectives are included in the EIR and were considered during development and review 
of alternatives.  There is no substantial evidence that without the development of the agricultural 
cluster, the existing vineyard and winery operation would not be financially supported. 

LV14-18 
The intent of CEQA is to disclose the effects of the project on the environment, and identify 
measures and alternatives that would avoid or reduce noted effects.  Consideration of project 
objectives must also be considered during alternatives development and review, as noted by the 
commenter.  Based on the County’s review of the project alternatives, a cluster subdivision would be 
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developed that would achieve many of the project objectives, including establishment of agricultural 
easements that would preclude further non-agricultural development of the project site, protection of 
rural character, and creation of residences in a scenic rural setting.  It is understood that an applicant 
would want to take advantage of incentives offered under the Agriculture Cluster Ordinance; 
however, based on the significant adverse effects identified in the EIR, particularly related to the 
conversion and loss of productive Farmland, the County has considered reduced density alternatives 
that may have an effect on the profitability of the project. 

LV14-19 Please refer to responses to comments LV14-15 through LV14-18 above. 

LV14-20 

The County concurs that it is the purpose of the project to develop an agricultural cluster.  Therefore, 
the alternatives analysis includes alternatives that appear consistent with the findings required to 
approve an agricultural cluster, including locating development to avoid and buffer prime agricultural 
soils and agricultural production areas onsite, clustering new development close to existing roads, 
avoidance of environmentally sensitive habitat areas, minimizing impacts on public views, clustering 
residential structures to the maximum extent feasible so as to not interfere with agricultural 
production and to be consistent with the goal of maintaining the rural character of the area, and 
minimizing risks due to geologic, flood, and fire hazard and soil erosion.  Incentives encourage 
development of agricultural clusters; however, the purpose of the alternatives analysis is to identify 
alternatives that would avoid or reduce identified significant impacts on the environment and maintain 
most of the project objectives. 

LV14-21 Please refer to responses to comments LV14-16 through LV14-20 above. 

LV14-22 

The Housing Accountability Act does not preclude a lead agency from analyzing a full range of 
alternatives as required by CEQA.  Rather, the Housing Accountability Act comes into play when the 
County decision-makers determine that the project complies with all general plan and zoning 
standards and criteria and then wishes to consider either a reduced-density project or to deny the 
project.  If the decision-makers wish to either deny the project or approve an alternative that includes 
a lower number of residential units than what the applicant has proposed, they can do so, but only 
after adopting the findings required by Government Code section 65589.5(j), which states: 

 (j) When a proposed housing development project complies with applicable, objective 
general plan and zoning standards and criteria, including design review standards, in effect at the 
time that the housing development project’s application is determined to be complete, but the local 
agency proposes to disapprove the project or to approve it upon the condition that the project be 
developed at a lower density, the local agency shall base its decision regarding the proposed 
housing development project upon written findings supported by substantial evidence on the record 
that both of the following conditions exist: 

(1) The housing development project would have a specific, adverse impact upon the public 
health or safety unless the project is disapproved or approved upon the condition that the project be 
developed at a lower density. As used in this paragraph, a “specific, adverse impact” means a 
significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written public 
health or safety standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was 
deemed complete. 

(2) There is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the adverse impact 
identified pursuant to paragraph (1), other than the disapproval of the housing development project 
or the approval of the project upon the condition that it be developed at a lower density. 

The full range of alternatives included in the EIR is not inconsistent with this section. 
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LV14-23 

Please refer to Final EIR Section VI.C.3 Alternatives Analysis, Alternatives Analysis, Reduced 
Project A – Ordinance and General Plan Consistency.  The description of this alternative has been 
clarified to only include density calculations based on the actual land use categories within the 
project site, and the density calculations applicable to each actual land use category.  Therefore, this 
alternative is not speculative, and it presents County Staff’s recommended interpretation of the 2003 
LUO. 

LV14-24 

Please refer to Final EIR Section VI.C.3 Alternatives Analysis, Alternatives Analysis, Reduced 
Project A – Ordinance and General Plan Consistency.  The description of this alternative has been 
clarified to only include County Staff’s recommended density calculations based on the actual land 
use categories within the project site, and the density calculations applicable to each actual land use 
category.   

LV14-1 RRM Design Group (August 22, 2013) 
LV14-25 Please refer to responses to specific comments below . 
LV14-26 The commenter’s statement is noted and will be considered by the County decision makers. 
LV14-27 The commenter’s statement is noted and will be considered by the County decision makers. 
LV14-28 Please refer to responses to LV14-23 and LV14-24 above. 

LV14-29 

Please refer to response to comment LV14-23 above. Lands eligible for clustering do include 
Agriculture and Rural Lands, provided the land is in agricultural use at the time of project application 
(LUO Section 22.22.150).  Regarding density: “The number of parcels allowed in an agricultural 
cluster division shall be equivalent to the number of dwellings normally allowed in the Agriculture 
land use category in compliance with Sections 22.22.040 (Parcel Size - Agriculture Category) and 
22.30.420.A (Residential Uses in the Agriculture Category); except that where Section 22.22.040 
would allow 20 acre parcels on the basis of SCS Class I soils, the number of parcels shall be based 
on a ratio of one per 40 acres.”  LUO Section 22.22.150.B.3 states: “For sites that overlay a line five 
miles from an Urban Reserve Line, the entire ownership will be eligible to use the provisions of this 
Section, provided the cluster development occurs on that portion of the site that is within five miles of 
the urban reserve line”.  The following additional clarification regarding this alternative has been 
added to the Final EIR:  “This alternative has been clarified to only include analysis of allowable 
densities based on the existing land use categories within the project site.  This alternative assumes 
a similar design as the Mitigated Project – Applicant Proposed Alternative; however, with a reduction 
in the total number of residential lots as identified below”.  Therefore, this alternative is not 
speculative.   

LV14-30 
Please refer to response to comment LV14-23 above.  The Ordinance and General Plan 
Consistency Alternative applies a 20-acre minimum parcel size to determine the allowable 
number of residential lots. 

LV14-31 Please refer to responses to comments LV14-23 and LV14-30 above. 

LV14-32 

Please refer to responses to comments LV14-23 and LV14-29 above.  The qualitative 
analysis of potential impacts as a result of this alternative is not speculative, because this 
alternative assumes a similar tract map design as the Applicant’s Mitigated Project, with the 
reduction of overall lots by approximately 26 percent to further reduce potential impacts on 
the environment. 

LV14-33 Please refer to revised Figure VI-2 (Reduced Project B – Reduced Density Alternative), which 
clarifies access routes. 

LV14-34 As noted in the EIR, implementation of mitigation measures would be required to reduce adverse 
effects to archaeological sites.  In addition, the Final EIR includes a conceptual access road and lot 
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layout plan for this alternative, which excludes the equestrian facility and avoids significant 
archaeological sites. 

LV14-35 
The biological resource impacts are reduced based on a significant decrease in direct disturbance of 
wetland and riparian habitat, individual oak trees, and oak woodland.  Mitigation would be required to 
address noted impacts. 

LV14-36 
The maximum dead-end road length would not comply with CAL FIRE standards, similar to the 
proposed project, due to the potential infeasibility of the use of Laetitia Vineyard Drive as secondary 
access.  

LV14-37 
The EIR has been clarified to note that a wastewater treatment facility would be required, similar to 
the proposed project.  The County is currently unaware of the tipping point where development of the 
site would not generate enough profit to develop and operate a treatment facility. 

LV14-38 
Please refer to revised Figure VI-2 (Reduced Project B – Reduced Density Alternative), which 
clarifies location of identified lots relative to the noted transmission towers and lines.  The County 
decision makers will consider the commenter’s statements regarding the resulting setting of the 
10,000-square foot parcels. 

LV14-39 Please refer to revised Figure VI-3 (Redesigned Project A – Single Cluster Alternative), which 
clarifies access routes. 

LV14-40 
Implementation of Reduced Project B would require grading and site disturbance, which would 
require implementation of mitigation measures to address potential impacts related to erosion and 
down-gradient sedimentation. 

LV14-41 Please refer to revised Figure VI-2 (Reduced Project B – Reduced Density Alternative), which 
clarifies the location of potential structures, and avoidance of known archaeological sites. 

LV14-42 Please refer to revised Figure VI-3 (Redesigned Project A – Single Cluster Alternative), which 
clarifies access routes and potential lots relative to the creek habitat. 

LV14-43 
The EIR has been clarified to note that a wastewater treatment facility would be required, similar to 
the proposed project.  The facility and ponds would be located in a similar location as the proposed 
project. 

LV14-44 

The single cluster alternative located in the Rural Lands portion of the site would require 90 percent 
of the site to be designated open space, within one open space parcel.  An easement on the 
Agricultural portion of the property would not be required, pursuant to the 2003 LUO. Please note 
that based on County Staff’s interpretation of the 2003 LUO, a density bonus would not apply to the 
Rural Lands land use category and approximately 37 residential lots would be allowed (refer to 
clarifications in the Final EIR, Section VI.C.5). As noted in Section 22.22.140 of the LUO:  “The open 
space parcel may be used for any of the following: Crop production or range land; historic, 
archaeological, or wildlife preserves, water storage or recharge; leach field or spray disposal area; 
scenic areas; protection from hazardous areas; public outdoor recreation; or other similar open 
space use.”  As noted in the EIR, removal of vineyards would be required under this alternative; 
however, no vineyards would be removed within the Agriculture land use category.  Based on 
location of this alternative, which generally avoids productive Farmland, establishment of an open 
space parcel on 90 percent of the project site, continued operation of the vineyards and winery while 
avoiding potential land use conflicts, and the surrounding scenic rural setting, this alternative would 
meet most of the project objectives (refer to Final EIR Section VI.C.5, which includes additional 
discussion of each alternatives potential consistency with project alternatives). 

LV14-45 

This alternative would require the removal of vineyards, as noted.  This action would not prevent the 
vineyard manager from planting vines in other areas on the project site or continued operation of the 
winery, and would include an easement over 90 percent of the Rural Lands portion of the property.  
Refer to Final EIR Section VI.C.5, which includes additional discussion of each alternatives potential 
consistency with project alternatives. 
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LV14-46 
Please refer to revised Figure VI-3 (Redesigned Project A – Single Cluster Alternative), which 
clarifies location of identified lots relative to the noted transmission towers and lines, 
creeks/drainages, oak woodland, and cultural resources.  The County decision makers will consider 
the commenter’s statements regarding the resulting setting of the residential parcels. 

LV14-47 

The intent of CEQA is to disclose the effects of the project on the environment, and identify 
measures and alternatives that would avoid or reduce noted effects.  Based on the significant 
adverse effects identified in the EIR, particularly related to the conversion and loss of productive 
Farmland, the County has considered reduced density alternatives.  Evidence regarding potential 
financial infeasibility of any identified alternative will be considered by the County decision makers 
and reflected in the findings adopted for the project.  

LV14-48 

The proposed Single Cluster Alternative (93% Reduction) was identified by County Staff in order to 
consider a project that would not require the removal of vineyards, result in potentially significant land 
use inconsistencies with existing agricultural uses, that would avoid significant visual impacts, 
substantially reduce air quality impacts, avoid archaeological and significant biological resources, 
avoid off-site road improvements that would result in potentially significant impacts, and significantly 
reduce water demand.  The commenter’s statements regarding the feasibility of this alternative will 
be considered by the County decision makers. 

LV14-49 
Based on the limited area of development, this alternative would require a smaller easement area, 
and would preclude future development within the easement area.  The alternative is located within 
the Rural Lands land use category; therefore, an easement on the Agriculture portion of the project 
site would not be required. 

LV14-50 

Please refer to EIR Section VI.C.6 Alternatives Analysis, Alternatives Analysis, Redesigned Project B 
– Single Cluster Alternative, which includes further clarification regarding project objectives.  In 
addition, additional language has been added to clarify that:  “The actual area within the open space 
easement would be limited to the Rural Lands land use category, and would be less than what is 
required for the proposed project; however, based on the required compliance with the 2003 LUO 
this alternative would generally meet this objective considering the substantially reduced 
development area”. 

LV14-51 

Please refer to EIR Section VI.C.6 Alternatives Analysis, Alternatives Analysis, Redesigned Project B 
– Single Cluster Alternative, which includes further clarification regarding project objectives.  In 
addition, additional language has been added to clarify that the alternative would:  “Enhance long-
term agriculture viability, because the alternative project would result in the creation of an open 
space easement (as required by the 2003 LUO) and would result in a reduced number of residential 
lots and a corresponding avoidance of the conversion of agricultural land to non-agricultural use and 
potential land use conflicts that could affect the production of the existing vineyard”. 

LV14-52 

As noted in the EIR, implementation of a seven-lot cluster subdivision would not require offsite road 
improvements (refer to EIR Section VI.C.6.l Alternatives Analysis, Alternatives Analysis, Redesigned 
Project B – Single Cluster Alternative, Transportation and Circulation.  Additional correspondence 
from Caltrans (May 9, 2014) states that use of Laetitia Vineyard Drive for secondary access 
“would constitute an unapproved use” because the existing encroachment permit for the 
driveway access onto Highway 101 is identified for use as a winery and tasting room.  In 
addition, use of this driveway for secondary access would “create its own set of public safety 
and traffic operations problems” (Caltrans 2014).  This issue is applicable to the project, and 
all identified project alternatives.   

LV14-53 
The County recognizes that the applicant has incorporated the effluent disposal alternative into the 
Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative.  The commenter presents a valid point; therefore the Final 
EIR identifies this as an “Option”, which can be incorporated into the proposed project and any of the 
project alternatives. 
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LV14-54 
The EIR recognizes the conceptual nature of this alternative, and limitation on comprehensive 
analysis.  The assessment is noted to be qualitative, based on limited information known about the 
alternative site.  

LV14-55 As noted above, further study of this area would be necessary, including consideration of views from 
Upper Los Berros Road.  The site would not be visible from Highway 101. 

LV14-56 
The EIR notes that development of secondary access would be required in order to approve this 
alternative.  The Class I impact related to secondary access would not be avoided under this 
alternative, as noted in the EIR. 

LV14-57 
Considering a qualitative assessment, an overall reduction in project area and access road 
improvements would result in less disturbance and subsequently reduced construction-related 
emissions.  An assumed reduction in residential lots would result in a reduction in long-term 
emissions due to fewer traffic trips. 

LV14-58 
The EIR recognizes the limitations on available information related to biological resources, and 
further study would be required, in addition to site specific identification of potential lots and access 
roads. 

LV14-59 The EIR identifies a Class I impact related to lack of secondary access under this alternative. 

LV14-60 Based on the alternative site’s distance from noise generating uses, and low traffic generated on 
Upper Los Berros Road, it is anticipated that noise impacts would be reduced. 

LV14-61 
The alternative site would gain access from Upper Los Berros Road, and would not connect to 
Laetitia Vineyard Drive and Highway 101; therefore, it is unlikely that any non-residential trips would 
affect the at-grade intersection.  As noted in the EIR, the Class I impact related to lack of secondary 
access would remain significant, adverse, and unavoidable. 

LV14-62 
The EIR notes that this alternative is conceptual, and further assessment would be required to site 
development, including wastewater treatment.  It is anticipated that similar protection and 
contingency measures identified for the project’s treatment facility would also be applicable.  

LV14-63 A cluster alternative located in the Rural Lands portion of the site would require 90 percent of the 
area used to qualify for the lots to be designated open space, within one open space parcel.  

LV14-64 
As noted in the EIR, the Proposed Project with Tract Design Mitigation incorporates removal and 
relocation of residential lots, as noted.  This is included as an alternative because the County cannot 
adopt mitigation measures that would modify the design of a vesting tentative tract map. 

LV14-65 

The Alternative Access Alternative has been clarified as an “Option” in the Final EIR because it could 
be incorporated into the project or any identified alternative.  This option includes a strategy to create 
secondary access for the project while avoiding the Laetitia Vineyard Drive/U.S. 101 intersection.  
This alternative was suggested by County Public Works, and as noted, has limitations including 
requirements for easements and further study of identified affected environmental resources.  The 
assessment is qualitative. 

LV14-66 

County Staff recognizes the commenter’s efforts to address and minimize potentially significant 
impacts, as presented in the Applicant Proposed Alternative.  However, potentially significant and 
unavoidable impacts remain; therefore the EIR presents potential alternatives that would avoid or 
further reduce noted significant impacts.  Specific comments regarding alternative feasibility are 
addressed above, and will be considered by the County decision makers.  

LV14-67 

The intent of CEQA is to disclose the effects of the project on the environment, and identify 
measures and alternatives that would avoid or reduce noted effects.  Consideration of project 
objectives must also be considered during alternatives development and review, as noted by the 
commenter.  Based on the County’s review of the project alternatives, a cluster subdivision would be 
developed that would achieve most of the project objectives.  It is understood that an applicant would 
want to take advantage of incentives offered under the Agriculture Cluster Ordinance; however, 
based on the significant adverse effects identified in the EIR, particularly related to the conversion 
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and loss of productive Farmland, the County has considered reduced density alternatives that would 
result in a reduction in residential density compared to the proposed project.  Each alternative would 
include an agricultural and/or open space easement based on the size of the development area.  
Figures presented in Final EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis include conceptual locations of 
access roads and possible residential lots, which avoid identified environmental resources and 
physical constraints.  Final EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis has been clarified to note that the 
identified alternatives focus on the development to be considered by the County decision makers 
(the agricultural cluster). 
 
Please refer to responses to comments: LV14-23, LV14-24, and LV-29 through LV14-32 regarding 
the Ordinance and General Plan Consistency Alternative; LV14-48 through LV14-50, and LV14-52 
regarding the 93% Reduction Alternative; LV14-54 through LV14-63 regarding the Alternative 
Location; LV14-53 regarding the Effluent Disposal Option;  LV14-39 and LV14-42 through LV14- 47; 
regarding the Single Cluster Alternative; and LV14-33 through LV14-38, LV14-41, and LV14-51 
regarding the Two-Cluster Alternative.  
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(cont’d) 
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Comment 

No. Comment 

LV15-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

LV15-2 

Based on County Staff’s review of the 2003 LUO and the Agricultural Lands Clustering 
Ordinance, it is Staff’s interpretation that the density bonus is not applicable for parcels 
qualifying under the Rural Lands criteria.  The County decision makers will consider both 
County Staff’s and the commenter’s interpretation of the 2003 LUO. 

LV15-3 
The applicant’s calculation of the base number of parcels using the Rural Lands criteria is correct; 
however, County Staff’s interpretation of the Agricultural Lands Clustering Ordinance does not 
include a density bonus for these base parcels.  The County decision makers will consider both 
County Staff’s and the commenter’s interpretation of the 2003 LUO. 

LV15-4 

Please refer to Final EIR Section VI.C.3 Alternatives Analysis, Alternatives Analysis, Reduced 
Project A – Ordinance and General Plan Consistency.  The description of this alternative has been 
clarified to only include density calculations based on the actual land use categories within the 
project site, and the density calculations applicable to each actual land use category.  Therefore, this 
alternative is not speculative, and it presents County Staff’s recommended interpretation of the 2003 
LUO. 

LV15-5 

Please refer to response to comments LV15-2 and LV15-3 above.  The purpose of the alternatives 
analysis in the EIR is to identify alternatives to the project that would avoid or reduce potentially 
significant impacts.  The Ordinance and General Plan Consistency Alternative includes a reduced 
number of lots based on County Staff’s interpretation of the 2003 LUO, which would further reduce 
potential impacts.  The project site includes land in both the Agriculture and Rural Lands land use 
categories; therefore, this alternative may be considered by the County decision makers. 

LV15-6 

The EIR does not ignore the fact that the project’s Rural Lands base number of parcels are in 
agricultural use.  Based on County Staff’s interpretation of the 2003 LUO, there is not a provision for 
a density bonus when qualifying parcels are within the Rural Lands land use category. The County 
decision makers will consider both County Staff’s and the commenter’s interpretation of the 2003 
LUO. 

LV15-7 

The applicable ordinance is the 2003 LUO, which does allow agricultural clusters on Rural Lands.  
The 2003 LUO does not state that a density bonus is applicable to parcels qualifying under the Rural 
Lands parcel size tests. The County decision makers will consider both County Staff’s and the 
commenter’s interpretation of the 2003 LUO. The referenced Program EIR is not applicable to the 
proposed project, because the tract map is vested and only the 2003 LUO applies. 

LV15-8 Please refer to responses to comments LV15-2 through LV15-7 above. 

LV15-9 

The presented flow chart does not present the language identified in Section 22.22.150.I.1 of the 
2003 LUO, which states that:  “The number of parcels allowed in an agricultural cluster division shall 
be equivalent to the number of dwellings normally allowed in the Agricultural land use category in 
compliance with Sections 22.22.040 (Parcel Size – Agriculture Category) and 22.30.420.A 
(Residential Uses in the Agriculture Category); except that where Section 22.22.040 would allow 20 
acre parcels on the basis of a SCS Class I soils, the number of parcels shall be based on a ratio of 
one per 40 acres”.  The 2003 LUO does not include language addressing the number of 
parcels/number of dwellings allowed in the Rural Lands land use category, except under Section 
22.22.140.B Cluster Subdivision, which applies to Rural Lands and states that “the number of lots to 
be clustered shall be determined by dividing the total site area by the minimum parcel size specified 
in the planning area standard”.  Based on County Staff’s interpretation of the 2003 LUO, the density 
bonus is not applicable to number of base lots determined through the Rural Lands tests. The 
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County decision makers will consider both County Staff’s and the commenter’s interpretation of the 
2003 LUO. 

LV15-10 

Based on review of previous documentation provided by County Staff to the applicant and his 
consultant team, County Staff does not identify a statement that directs the applicant to apply a 
density bonus to the base parcels qualifying under the Rural Lands tests.  The documentation does 
confirm a 90% open space easement on Rural Lands, which is identified in 2003 LUO Section 
22.22.140 (Cluster Division).  The documentation also states that: “The issue of actually how many 
homes can be put in each [land use] category’s remainder area will be addressed through staff’s 
review and analysis of the project based on site and environmental constraints and will ultimately 
decided upon by the Planning Commission”. 
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(Exhibit LV-16) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV16-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 
LV16-2 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

LV16-3 

Based on review by the County Agriculture Department, the permanent conversion and loss of 
existing productive Farmland would result in a significant adverse impact, as documented in EIR 
Section V.B. Agricultural Resources.  The applicant’s proposal to replace removed vineyards would 
reduce the identified impact, but would not fully mitigate the permanent loss of productive Farmland 
because there is no guarantee that the replacement vineyards would be equitable, and the County 
cannot mandate agricultural production in the long-term.   

LV16-4 

At the time the proposed project was vested, the recommended buffers for vineyards ranged from 
400 to 800 feet (San Luis Obispo County, 2002).  The Applicant’s Mitigated Project includes buffers 
ranging from 125 to 400 feet.  Based on review by the County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office, 
reduced buffers may result in land use conflicts, changes in agricultural practices to accommodate 
residential development, and lowered production yields (refer to Final EIR Section V.B. Agricultural 
Resources, AG Impact 2). 

LV16-5 

Implementation of the Applicant’s Mitigated Alternative would result in the same number of trips as 
the proposed project.  Please refer to Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation, Figure 
V.N.-5 Project Trip Assignment.  During the p.m. peak hour, implementation of the project would add 
29 trips to the northbound Highway 101 off-ramp, 34 trips to the northbound 101 on-ramp, 46 trips to 
the southbound Highway 101 off-ramp, and 21 trips to the southbound Highway 101 on-ramp.  
These additional trips would add one additional passenger car per mile per lane on the affected 
ramp junctions.  Based on review by County Public Works and Caltrans, the effect would be 
significant, and mitigation is recommended.  

LV16-6 Based on review by Caltrans, the use of the guarded gate would not sufficiently inhibit persons from 
using the Laetitia Vineyard Drive/Highway 101 intersection. 

LV16-7 

Implementation of the Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative would result in an overall reduction in 
significant visual impacts; however, as seen from Highway 101, the development of Main Road 2 
and Sub-cluster E (Lots 87 through 105) , including Lots 87 through 91 that are located within a 
designated Sensitive Resource Area, would result in unavoidable visual impacts.  Landscape 
screening and architectural design would not reduce noticeability of the structures.  The EIR 
recommendation to relocate the structures and roadway below the 660-foot elevation would allow for 
natural screening by existing topography.  

LV16-8 
As noted in the EIR, implementation of the Applicant’s Mitigated Project Alternative and compliance 
with identified mitigation measures would reduce potentially significant impact AES Impact 5 to less 
than significant (refer to EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis, C. Alternatives Analysis, 2. Mitigated 
Project). 

LV16-9 

Based on continued review of the project by Caltrans and CAL FIRE, use of Laetitia Vineyard Drive 
for secondary access would meet CAL FIRE’s standards; however, as noted in the EIR, and in 
further correspondence from Caltrans (May 9, 2014), use of this driveway for secondary access 
“would constitute an unapproved use”.  The existing encroachment permit for the driveway access 
onto Highway 101 is identified for use as a winery and tasting room.  In addition, use of this driveway 
for secondary access would “create its own set of public safety and traffic operations problems” 
(Caltrans 2014).  Therefore, the Class I (significant and unavoidable) impact determination is 
appropriate because designation of this driveway for secondary access as required by the LUO and 
CAL FIRE standards may not be feasibly implemented. 
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LV16-10 

Please refer to EIR Section V.L. Public Services and Utilities, cumulative impact PSU Impact 4 
discussion, which states that “Based on consultation with CAL FIRE, a new fire station within the 
proximity of Los Berros Road and Highway 101 is necessary to provide life safety response to 
emergencies, and to mitigate the cumulative impact on fire protection services (Robert Lewin, 2004, 
2007). “  PSU Impact 4 has been clarified to note:  “…and facilities. The project would require a new 
fire station to provide life safety response in the immediate area.”  The construction of a new facility 
may result in significant effects on the environment. 

LV16-11 
The loss and/or impacts to 94 trees and oak woodland would be offset by identified mitigation 
including oak tree replacement and conservation pursuant to the Kuehl Bill; however, the length of 
time required to establish equitable oak woodland habitat would result in a significant short and long-
term adverse effect.  

LV16-12 The commenter’s statement is noted. 

LV16-13 Please refer to responses to comments LV14-2 through LV-14-7 regarding project-specific and 
cumulative impacts. 

LV16-14 Please refer to responses to specific comments LV14-15 through LV14-24 regarding alternatives. 
LV16-15 Please refer to responses to specific comments LV14-15 through LV14-24 regarding alternatives. 

LV16-16 

The identified alternatives meet the standards of an agricultural cluster.  In other cases noted by the 
commenter, the County has not approved an agricultural cluster that would result in the direct 
removal of productive crops in order to accommodate residential development, and noted clusters 
include land use buffers based that are incorporated into the residential development, and do not 
require removal of productive farmland.  Due to the extent of vineyards located on the project site, 
identifying alternatives that would avoid direct loss of productive farmland results in fewer units.  
Additional constraints related to biological, cultural, and visual resources further limit identification of 
alternatives that would avoid or substantially reduce identified significant effects. 

LV16-17 The applicant’s statements, that the agricultural cluster is necessary to continue grape and wine 
production, will be considered by the County decision makers. 

LV16-18 

The proposed Single Cluster Alternative (93% Reduction) was identified by County Staff in order to 
consider a project that would not require the removal of vineyards, result in potentially significant 
land use inconsistencies with existing agricultural uses, that would avoid significant visual impacts, 
substantially reduce air quality impacts, avoid archaeological and significant biological resources, 
avoid off-site road improvements that would result in potentially significant impacts, and significantly 
reduce water demand.  The intent of CEQA is to disclose the effects of the project on the 
environment, and identify measures and alternatives that would avoid or reduce noted effects.  
Consideration of project objectives must also be considered during alternatives development and 
review, as noted by the commenter.  Based on the County’s review of the project alternatives, a 
cluster subdivision would be developed that would achieve most of the project objectives.  It is 
understood that an applicant would want to take advantage of incentives offered under the 
Agriculture Cluster Ordinance; however, based on the significant adverse effects identified in the 
EIR, particularly related to the conversion and loss of productive Farmland, the County has 
considered reduced density alternatives that would result in a reduction in residential density 
compared to the proposed project.  Each alternative would include an agricultural and/or open space 
easement based on the size of the development area.  The commenter’s statements regarding the 
feasibility of this alternative will be considered by the County decision makers. 

LV16-19 Please refer to Final EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis, which provides clarifying descriptions, 
adjustments, and information regarding the alternatives. 

LV16-20 The commenter’s statement is noted. 
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LV16-21 

Please refer to EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis and Table VI-3 Impact Comparison of Project 
Tract Design Alternatives, which identifies each impact and level of significance for each alternative.  
Disagreements between the County’s and the commenter’s conclusions are responded to under the 
response to comment table LV9-2 (Table VI-1 from RDEIR) and responses to comments LV14-3 
through LV14-6. 

ESA Letter (August 23, 2013) 
LV16-22 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

LV16-23 

Based on review by the County Agriculture Department, the permanent conversion and loss of 
existing productive Farmland would result in a significant adverse impact, as documented in EIR 
Section V.B. Agricultural Resources.  The applicant’s proposal to replace removed vineyards would 
reduce the identified impact, but would not fully mitigate the permanent loss of productive Farmland 
because there is no guarantee that the replacement vineyards would be equitable, and the County 
cannot mandate agricultural production in the long-term.  In addition, the cumulative loss of 
Farmland in the County has resulted in a significant impact, and the project’s incremental effect (loss 
of Farmland) would be cumulatively considerable and would set a precedent for removal of 
productive Farmland to accommodate residential (non-agricultural) development and buffer zones. 
These adverse effects remain significant and unavoidable. 

LV16-24 

Based on review by the County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office, reduced buffers may result in 
land use conflicts, changes in agricultural practices to accommodate residential development, and 
lowered production yields.  These actions would have an adverse effect on agricultural resources 
and would result in the conversion of productive farmland to non-agricultural use.  In addition, as 
noted by the commenter, changes to agricultural practices are identified to reduce the potential for 
land use conflicts.  The intent of the buffer policy is to allow for agricultural production to occur freely, 
and allow for enough distance between the uses to minimize the potential for complaints, trespass, 
and potential reductions in productivity. 
Based on review of the Biddle Ranch Final EIR, the County Department of Agriculture 
recommended a buffer distance of 300 feet between residential development and orchards (refer to 
page 4.11-5 of the Biddle Ranch Agricultural Cluster Subdivision Project Final EIR).  The Final EIR 
also notes that residential development is not proposed in the Talley Vineyards area.   
The EIR notes that proposed residences would not be located within the buffer distances 
recommended by the County, and ongoing agricultural activities could result in nuisances and a 
potentially significant impact.  The EIR recommended disclose of nuisance, and maintenance of a 
minimum 300-foot landscaped buffer between residential lots and orchards (mitigation measure AG-
3(b).  Based on implementation of identified mitigation, including a 300-foot landscaped buffer, 
potential impacts were considered less than significant.  

LV16-25 

While the loss of these trees would be offset by identified mitigation including oak tree replacement 
and conservation pursuant to the Kuehl Bill, the length of time required to establish equitable oak 
woodland habitat would result in a significant short and long-term adverse effect.  
Comparison of the proposed project to the Biddle Ranch Final EIR is not an appropriate comparison, 
because the Biddle Ranch Final EIR identifies a different threshold of significance related to the loss 
of individual oak trees.  The Biddle Ranch Final EIR notes that “Removal of individual oak trees is 
not considered significant from a biological resources perspective unless those trees contain active 
nests of raptors or other migratory birds or their removal would significantly alter the nature of the 
habitat in which they occur” (Biddle Ranch Final EIR page 4.1-25).  This threshold is not applicable 
for the Laetitia Final EIR because at the time of the NOP, and throughout environmental analysis, 
removal and impacts to individual oak trees is considered a significant impact. 
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LV16-26 

Based on review of the South County Area Plan, the western edge of the project site is located 
within an area subject to Highway 101 Corridor Design Standards, and the ridgeline extending 
through the central/eastern portion of the site is designated a Sensitive Resource Area (SRA-47) in 
the Agriculture and Open Space Element.  This is shown in Final EIR Figure V.A.-1 (Sensitive 
Resource Area and Highway Corridor Design Boundary Map).  The significance determination is not 
based on visibility alone, it is based on the context of the project site.  The site is currently under 
agricultural production, and presents a highly scenic and undeveloped rural character.  The upper 
elevation of the hillsides is generally undeveloped, highly scenic, and visible from long distances. 

LV16-27 

As documented in the EIR, compliance with the Highway Corridor Design Standards and 
incorporation of recommended mitigation would reduce potentially significant impacts, including an 
adverse effect on visual character (change from rural/agricultural to residential).  Based on the 
location of the residences in Sub-Cluster E, the elevation does not allow for natural screening, and 
would result in a significant change in visual character.  Lowering the location of the structures below 
existing intervening topography would reduce the noted adverse effect. 

LV16-28 

Visual impact analysis is site specific and project specific.  Highway 1 and Highway 101 are different 
roadways, with different landscapes, vegetation, and scenic features.  The County LUO (South 
County Area Plan) identifies areas subject to Highway Corridor Design Standards due to visual 
sensitivity more than one mile from Highway 101 (refer to Figure 112-8).  The Cayucos Fringe 
Viewshed Ordinance (deleted from the County LUO in 2010) provided standards for projects that 
would typically require a Zoning Clearance.  Many of these types of standards, in addition to 
Highway Corridor Design Standards required by the LUO, are incorporated as mitigation in the EIR 
(Section V.A. Aesthetics).  These standards may address a single residence, but are not adequate 
to fully mitigate the adverse effects of a row of development located in the upper elevations of the 
ridgeline.    

LV16-29 

As noted in EIR Section V.A. Aesthetic Resources, the project site makes up a portion of the last 
remaining visible open space east of the highway between the urban areas of Nipomo and Arroyo 
Grande, and Newsome Ridge is identified as a Sensitive Resource Area (SRA-47) in the County 
Agriculture and Open Space Element.  The County Open Space Element includes policies to identify 
and protect open space, prevent urban sprawl, and reduce visibility of structures as seen from 
Highway 101.  The identification of visual protection standards within the greenspace areas between 
urban areas along the Highway 101 corridor in San Luis Obispo County (including the project site) is 
a clear indicator of visual sensitivity.  Although Highway 101 is used by commuters and commercial 
truckers, it is also used by tourists, visitors, and residents and the change in visual character from 
agricultural/rural to residential use would be noticeable, even at high vehicle speeds.   

LV16-30 Please refer to response to LV16-29 above. 

LV16-31 

As noted in EIR Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis, the Applicant’s Mitigated Project would avoid or 
reduce most potentially significant visual impacts.  The Applicant’s Mitigated Project includes Sub-
Cluster E, which would be partially located within SRA-47 (Newsome Ridge) and within the upper 
elevations of the ridgeline.  The construction of a row of residences in the upper elevations of Los 
Berros Canyon would substantially increase overall awareness of the project and would result in a 
noticeable change in visual character, even at high vehicle speeds.  Modifying Sub-Cluster E by 
locating it below the 660-foot elevation would provide natural topographic screening, and is 
recommended to fully mitigate this significant, adverse effect. 

LV16-32 

The proposed project, and Applicant’s Mitigated Project includes five sub-clusters, which extend 
over two miles throughout the project site.  The Applicant’s Mitigated Project incorporates identified 
Highway Corridor Design Standards, which would reduce most visual impacts to less than 
significant.  As noted above, the County has identified an SRA over one mile from Highway 101 
along Newsome Ridge, indicating visual sensitivity.  The County disagrees with the commenter that 
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the drivers would not be particularly sensitive to changes in the landscape within the greenbelt 
between Nipomo and Arroyo Grande.  The County disagrees with the commenter that the views are 
“common” because the character of the site is dominated by the vineyards and undeveloped upper 
elevations of the hillsides and ridgelines to the east, which have high scenic value as evidenced by 
identified Highway Corridor Design Standard and SRA designations.  Past precedent when 
conducting visual analysis is limited due to specific conditions and context of a project site.  An 
impact that may not be significant in one location may be significant in another due to the differences 
in the environmental setting and other factors. 

LV16-33 The commenter’s statement is noted. 

LV16-34 
In addition to CAL FIRE approval, County Public Works approval is also necessary to determine 
required road improvements.  Based on consultation with Public Works, road improvements 
extending only to the main road may be permissible if other roads connecting to Upper Los Berros 
Road are not used by the project (County Public Works, 2013). 

 
  



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-267 

 

 
  

LV17-1 

LV17-2 

LV17-3 

LV17-4 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-268 

 
  

LV17-4 
(cont’d) 

LV17-5 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-269 

 
  

LV17-6 

LV17-7 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-270 

 
  

LV17-8 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-271 

 
  

LV17-9 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-272 

 
  

LV17-10 

LV17-11 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-273 

 
  

LV17-11 

LV17-12 

LV17-13 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-274 

 
  

LV17-15 

LV17-13 
(cont’d) 

LV17-14 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-275 

 
  

LV17-16 

LV17-17 

LV17-15 
(cont’d) 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-276 

 
  

LV17-19 

LV17-20 

LV17-18 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-277 

 
  

LV17-21 

LV17-20 
(cont’d) 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-278 

 
  

LV17-22 

LV17-23 

LV17-21 
(cont’d) 

LV17-24 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-279 

 
  

LV17-24 
(cont’d) 

LV17-25 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-280 

 
  



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-281 

 
  



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-282 

 
  

LV17-26 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-283 

 
  

LV17-26 
(cont’d) 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-284 

 
  

LV17-26 
(cont’d) 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-285 

 
  

LV17-26 
(cont’d) 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-286 

 
  

LV17-26 
(cont’d) 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-287 

 
  

LV17-26 
(cont’d) 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-288 

 
  

LV17-26 
(cont’d) 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-289 

 

LV17-26 
(cont’d) 



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

Final EIR  XI.B.-290 

Responses to Cleath-Harris Geologists, Inc.’s Comments  
(Exhibit LV-17) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV17-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 
LV17-2 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 
LV17-3 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

LV17-4 

Although each phase of testing consisted of cyclic pumping, one approach to analyzing the water 
levels and aquifer properties is to approximate each phase of testing by an equivalent constant rate 
of pumping (equivalent pumping rate).  Because change in water level in an aquifer in response to 
pumping is approximately proportional to the log of time (e.g. Cooper and Jacob, 1946), lines fitted 
to graphs of elapsed time versus drawdown of water level data plotted on semi-log graphs of are 
commonly used to analyze aquifer properties.  Thus fitting lines to the entire set of water level data 
recorded during the Phase 3 testing and projection of these trends is reasonable and consistent with 
standard practice for analysis of aquifer testing data (e.g. Kruseman and de Ridder, 1991;  Heath, 
1989).  Geosyntec (2011) estimated trends of water levels in Wells 10, 14, and 15 with computer 
fitted lines to the entire set of water level data recorded during the Phase 3 testing (Figures 13 – 15).  
The semi-log graphs of water level data during the Phase 3 testing (lowermost graph from each of 
Figures 13 – 15) are also provided as Figures 1 to 3 with this document.  The straight lines on these 
semi-log plots of time versus water level is the trend that is consistent with the Jacob approximation 
of the Theis aquifer solution (infinite, homogeneous, isotropic aquifer of uniform thickness, unsteady 
flow conditions with water is derived from storage).  Examples of deviations of the water level data 
from this straight line Jacob-solution that might occur include: 
 
1. greater drawdown (change in water level) at late time if the pumping influence reaches a low 

permeability boundary, and 
2. less drawdown at late time if the pumping influence results in “capture” or recharge that lessens 

the withdrawal from aquifer storage. 
 
The more steeply downward trending curved line, which is a linear trend on the semi-log graph, is an 
example of significant deviation from the Theis ideal aquifer. The linear trend line (steeper downward 
trend) is potentially more typical of fractured bedrock aquifers in which storage and permeability may 
not be radially uniform about the pumping well, but instead can occur in discrete isolated planar 
features.  The logarithmic and linear trend lines serve as reasonable end-member cases for the 
projection of hypothetical depletion of storage in the bedrock aquifers at Laetitia.  Fitting lines to the 
entire Phase 3 data set provides a robust assessment of water level trend. And if indeed the trend 
near the end of the Phase 3 testing reached equilibrium, deviation from the general trend line should 
be evident.   
 
Because of irregularities in the cyclic pumping schedule implemented for the Laetitia testing, 
estimated trends of water levels can be faulty when based on only single water level points before 
pumping begins for a subset of only pumping few cycles.  This is because the amount of pumping 
and recovery that occurred for each pumping cycle is not identical.  Figures 1 – 3 provided by CHG 
(June 2012), which are included with Figures 4 – 6 of this document, show lines fitted to a few 
selected water level data points near the end of the Phase 3 testing for Wells 10, 14 and 15.  CHG 
claim that the lines they fitted to the selected data are evidence that the water levels stabilized 
during the Phase 3 testing.  However, irregularities in the Phase 3 pumping cycles, cause variability 
in water levels that are independent of the overall trend in water level during the Phase 3 testing.   
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As shown by Figures 4 – 6, computer-calculated trend lines fitted systematically to just the last three 
high and low points at the end of the Phase 3 testing all show decreasing trends (negative slopes) in 
water level versus time.  So, although the rate in drop of water level may have lessened at the end 
of Phase 3 (as is evident particularly for Well 15), the water levels in Wells 10, 14, and 15 continued 
to drop and equilibrium conditions were not attained.  Moreover, the groundwater levels may have 
been influence by the exceptional amount rainfall in December 2010 during end of the Phase 3 
testing:   11.32 inches in December 2010, of which 8.4 inches occurred in five days (12/17-12/23).  
In addition, note that interpretation of the hydrographs during the testing program is complicated by 
the fact that the previous phase of pumping influences the water level response during the 
subsequent phases of pumping.  For example, as is evident on the hydrographs (Figures 11 and 12 
of Geosyntec, October 2011), recovery from the Phase 2 pumping is still occurring when the Phase 
3 pumping started.  Consequently the drop of water level during the Phase 3 pumping is lessened.   

LV17-5 

Based on the Phase 1 and 2 pumping and recovery data, CHG calculated an estimated long-term 
sustainable yield totaling 87 AF/Y (CHG Table 7, July 2010) “with full recovery of water levels during 
average years to operational static water levels established during Phase 1” pumping.  CHG also 
calculated “equilibrium discharge rates” for the four wells from the Phase 2 data, which sum to 12.1 
AF per month (CHG Table 5, July 2010), and were reported to ”approximate sustainable rates of 
discharge … during the wet season of average precipitation years, without long-term declines to 
groundwater in storage.”   In their sustainable yield calculations (Appendix F, July 2010), CHG 
reported an “operational static water level” for each of the four wells based on the Phase 1 testing.  
CHG objects to scaling the Phase 3 pumping rate to allow for recovery to initial water levels at the 
beginning of the Phase 3 testing.  However, as a consequence of the Phase 1 and Phase 2 
pumping, the initial water levels in Wells 10, 14 and 15 at the beginning of the Phase 3 testing were 
lower or similar to the “operational static water level based on the Phase 1 testing, so there was 
already a residual cone of depression and thus flow toward each well caused by prior pumping.  
Based on the hydrograph data and adopting the “operational static water levels promulgated by 
CHG”, scaling of the Phase 3 pumping rates to allow for recovery to the “operational static water 
levels” is necessary to prevent additional depletion of aquifer storage. Drawdown of water levels 
during the Phase 3 testing was lessened by very heavy rainfall and residual recovery from Phase 2 
pumping.  Accordingly reliability of the Phase 3 water level data are questionable and application of 
a reasonable margin of safety to estimated sustainable pumping rates is prudent.  

LV17-6 
The commenter’s statements regarding vineyard water use are noted.  The EIR clearly identifies the 
actual vineyard irrigation rate based on information provided by the applicant, and includes standard 
irrigation rates based on cited sources.  The disclosure is provided to inform the public and decision 
makers of the range of irrigation rates that may occur for the life of the vineyard. 

LV17-7 

As described in Section 4.3 of our report (Geosyntec 2011) (page 13), Figure 18 shows hydrographs 
for four other irrigation wells at the project site based on water level data provided in Table 4 of C&A 
January 2004).  We have added additional data provided by CHG during the testing program for 
Wells FV-1 (Well 5) and F&T 1 (Well 9) and estimated data points for Wells F&T 2 (Well 1) and FV-3 
(Well 4) from the graph provided with the comments (Figure 7, CHG June 2012).   As shown by 
Figure 8, F&T 2 (Well 1) and FV-1 (Well 5) still show clear downward trends of water level despite 
increase in rainfall in 2010 and 2011.  Evaluation of the water levels in context with pumping history 
and rainfall would be more meaningful. 
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LV17-8 

If the fractured tuff unit in which Well 10 is completed is hydraulically isolated from the other wells, 
then the recharge to this unit should be limited to the outcrop area of the specific fractured tuff unit1 

and not a watershed-based area of hundreds of acres.   
Wells 9 and 11 are separated by a distance of approximately 2000 feet, but are completed in the 
same fractured tuff unit.  Testing indicated hydraulic connection between Wells 9 and 11, but small 
influence of pumping from one on the other (CHG, July 2010).  However, Well 9 is close the local 
north-south trending drainage which is also close to Well 10.  If pumping from Well 10 induces 
increased recharge from this drainage to the fractured tuff unit in which Well 10 is completed, less 
water may be available downstream for recharge to lower fractured tuff unit in which Well 9 is 
completed (e.g. Figures 1 & 2 CHG, July 2010). 

LV17-9 The attached comments (CHG 2012) were reviewed prior to preparation of Recirculated EIR Section 
V.P. Water Resources. 

LV17-10 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 
LV17-11 Please refer to response to comment LV17-4 above. 
LV17-12 Please refer to response to comment LV17-5 above. 

LV17-13 
As noted in EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, a reduction in Well 11 production yield is 
recommended to reduce adverse effects to streamflow in Los Berros Creek.  A higher rate may be 
sustainable during average or wet years, but may not be during prolonged periods of drought. 

LV17-14 

The DWR maps of rainfall data stations and contours of mean precipitation (isohyetal map) for the 
region (Plate 7 & 8, DWR, 2002), which are provided as Attachment 1, cover a large area of San 
Luis Obispo County that includes substantial topographic relief and therefore reflect increases in 
precipitation associated with orographic lift.   Moreover, one of the stations on the DWR map is in 
the upper portion of the Los Berros Canyon (Station 20).   
 
As explained in Section 2.1 of the Geosyntec (2011) report, Geosyntec scaled up the long-term 
rainfall record available from 1920 for the Nipomo Mehlschau Station by 15% based on correlation 
between the Nipomo Station and the Laetitia rainfall data, which as available for July 2009 to June 
2010, to provide a surrogate long-term record for Laetitia.   We were unaware of 1965 to 1998 
rainfall record for Station 175.1 discussed by CHG, which perhaps is more appropriate as a baseline 
reference for Laetitia rainfall.  However without contemporaneous data for Station 175.1 and the 
Laetitia stations monitored during the testing, there is no basis for comparison of the data.  The 
contemporaneous data for the Nipomo Station and Laetitia Stations provide a well-defined 
correlation that justifies comparison of rainfall at Laetitia during the testing to a record of rainfall that 
began in 1920.  The data establish that rainfall at Laetitia was 138 % of normal during the period 
from July 2009 to March 2011, which includes the three Phases of testing.  Figure 3 of the 
Geosyntec (2011) report shows the correlation between the Nipomo and Laetitia rainfall data and 
the comparison of the Laetitia rainfall during testing to long term average rainfall. 

LV17-15 
EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, 1. Existing Conditions, 3) Hydrogeology, has been clarified to 
note the additional informative information regarding hydrogeological conditions.  Final EIR Figure 
V.P.-3 has been corrected. 

LV17-16 As noted by the commenter, this comment was addressed in Recirculated Section V.P. Water 
Resources (2013). 

LV17-17 The sustainable yield analysis is used to support a determination under CEQA, and thresholds of 
significance are identified in the EIR (Section V.P. Water Resources).  

                                                 
1 CHG report that the outcrop area of the fractured tuff unit, in which Well 10 is screened, between Adobe Canyon 
and the drainage upstream of Well 9 (F&T #1) is approximately 55 acres.  However, based on CHG Fig 2 the 
outcrop area is ~1800 ft by 300 ft, which equals 540,000 sq ft or 12.4 acres.   
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LV17-18 

Please refer to Recirculated EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, 5. Project-specific Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures, which addresses attainment of equilibrium.  Time to achieve equilibrium 
conditions with groundwater pumping can indeed vary from hours to centuries (e.g. Walton, 2011), 
and in groundwater basins in overdraft equilibrium has not been reached.  Time to reach equilibrium 
is also a function of pumping rate.  In many groundwater basins in overdraft, groundwater production 
can be maintained for many decades.  But on average, water levels will continue to drop because 
water is partly derived from depletion of aquifer storage.  The Phase 3 testing data demonstrate that 
water levels in Wells 10, 14 and 15 continued to drop and did not achieve equilibrium levels during 
the 14 weeks of testing.  However, based on projection of trends of the gradual drop of water levels 
during the Phase 3 testing, these pumping rates can be sustained for decades because of the large 
available drawdowns provided by the long well screens.  Declining groundwater levels do not 
indicate that the Phase 3 pumping rates are not sustainable, but rather that the system did not reach 
equilibrium, as noted in the EIR. Based on the available data, groundwater production needed for 
the proposed Laetitia project is feasible, but will result in long-term average declines in groundwater 
levels.  Additional depletion of groundwater storage appears to be necessary to sustain long-term 
water production to meet the project demands.  However with continued pumping equilibrium water 
levels may be attained in time. 

LV17-19 As noted by the commenter, his comment was addressed in Recirculated Section V.P. Water 
Resources (2013). 

LV17-20 

Based on the Phase 1 and 2 pumping and recovery data, CHG calculated an estimated long-term 
sustainable yield totaling to 87 AF/Y from the four wells “with adjustments for full recovery to the 
Phase 1 operational static water levels” in each of the wells (pages 13-14, Table 7, Figs 12-15, of 
CHG, July 2010).   
The Phase 3 testing was conducted from 27 September to 30 December 2010 to test the 
sustainability of pumping from the four wells at total equivalent rate of approximately 87 AF/Y.  
However, as discussed above and illustrated by Figures 4-6, systematic trend analysis shows that of 
water levels continued to decline in Wells 10, 14, and 15 during the Phase 3 testing.  The table 
below provides the water levels at the start and end of the Phase 3 testing and the “Phase 1 
operational static water levels” promulgated by CHG.   
CHG’s comments that “for the water levels to return to the Phase 1 operational static under an 87 
AFY production rate, the pumping schedule would need to be similar to the baseline trend.”  And 
that water “levels would return to the Phase 1 operational static if the distribution of pumping was 
shifted back to the baseline interval schedule”.  However, the Phase 3 production schedule applied 
by CHG was based on their sustainable yield calculation based on the Phase 1 and 2 testing, and 
their Phase 1 operational static level with “adjustments for full recovery to the Phase 1 operational 
static water level”.  As shown by the table below, the Phase 3 testing began at water level conditions 
similar to or slightly lower to the “Phase 1 operational static levels” for Wells 10, 14, and 15.  
However since the water levels did not return to the Phase 1 or initial Phase 3 water levels, further 
adjustment of the pumping rates to allow for recovery is appropriate and consistent with the 
approach applied by CHG for calculating sustainable yield “with full recovery to Phase 1 operational 
static water levels.” 

 
“Phase 1 

operational static 
water level” * 

Water Level at 
beginning of Phase 3 

Testing 

Water Level at 
End of Phase 3 

Testing 
Well 10 507 493 485 
Well 11** 294 ~310 ~307 
Well 14 605 605 585 
Well 15 610 611 603 
* Table 6 CHG, July 2010 
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** Water levels and production capacity for Well 11 is strongly influenced by flow in Los Berros Creek. 
 

LV17-21 

CHG states that the last few weeks of Phase 3 testing data show that equilibrium conditions were 
achieved at a pumping rate of 87 AF/Y.  However, a systematic computer tend analysis to last three 
pumping cycles of the Phase 3 testing shows water levels were still dropping.  And, the entire water 
level data-set during the Phase 3 pumping clearly show a downward trend (Figs 1-3).   
 
Although the water level data recorded near the end of the Phase 3 testing do appear to show a 
decreasing rate of drawdown and may be approaching an equilibrium level, as discussed above, 
interpretation of the data is complicated by irregularities in the cyclic pumping schedule.  Moreover, 
drawdown of water levels during the Phase 3 testing was lessened by very heavy rainfall and 
residual recovery from Phase 2 pumping.  Accordingly the Phase 3 water level data may not provide 
a reliable indication of long-term conditions, and achieving equilibrium conditions at the proposed 
pumping rates could take many years. 
 
We agree that climate change research and models generally indicate little change in the total 
annual precipitation in California.  However, most Global Climate Models (GCMs) show a net 
increase in the intensity of storms for California.  Accordingly, rainfall is predicted to occur in fewer 
and more intense events, which would likely result in more runoff occurring over a shorter periods of 
time and thus less recharge to groundwater and possible long-term decrease in base flow of creeks 
(e.g. DWR, 2003; Ralph and Dettinger, 2011;  Dettinger, 2011).   
 
We agree that the concept of fewer more intense rainfall events resulting in less groundwater 
recharge and less base flow of creeks is predicated on the assumption that more of the rainfall will 
flow out of the basin areas.  The alluvium aquifer in the project area that is available to capture 
runoff is limited to the lower reaches of Los Berros Creek, thousands of feet away from the proposed 
project wells.  Moreover, because the depth and extent of the alluvial aquifer along the lower 
reaches of Los Berros Creek is small, the capacity for storage is minor.  The geologic map, the 
boring log, and hydrograph for Well 8, also called Enloe 1 (Appendix A and Figure 16 of Geosyntec 
2011), illustrate the limited capacity of the shallow alluvial along Los Berros Creek:   
 

• the alluvium along the lower portion of Los Berros Creek is only a few hundred feet wide;  
• at Well 8 the depth from the ground surface to the bottom of the alluvium is approximately 

65 feet (the well is screened from 25 to 65 feet);  
• water level in Well 8 rises quickly to within 10 to 20 feet of the ground surface in response 

to large rainfall events. 
 
The rapid response of water level in Well 8 to rainfall events is a consequence of the small storage 
capacity of the alluvial aquifer along Los Berros Creek. 

LV17-22 

To help mitigate potential impacts of pumping from Well 11 on base flow of Los Berros Creek, as 
discussed in response to comment LV17-12 above and re-iterated here, no pumping from Well 11 
from August through November is recommended.  The recommended annual operation for Well 11 
is based on 8 months of operation (December – July) at a 10% higher monthly rate than proposed 
by CHG.  The resulting recommended annual pumping rate is 28.1 AF/Y.   
 
We agree that a greater pumping rate than our proposed rate 3.51 AF/month (December – July) 
may be possible at Well 11.  However, because Well 11 is strongly influenced by recharge from Los 
Berros Creek, higher rates may not be sustainable during times of drought.  Moreover, during the 
Phase 1 and Phase 3 testing, water levels in Well 11 were drawn down below the top of the well 
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screen.  Therefore, the mitigation is conservative. 
 
From December through July during wet years, a higher rate of production from Well 11 is feasible, 
such as pumping 38.3 AF in 8 months (4.8 AF/month).  Figure 7 shows this production schedule at 
Well 11 compared to the average creek flow2.  Note however, that this increase in Well 11 during 
December through July provides little direct benefit to offset project demands during the dry summer 
and autumn months.  But, perhaps pumping could be decreased in one or more of Wells 10, 14, 15 
from December through July, which would facilitate an increase in pumping from these wells when 
Well 11 is shut down from August through November.  

LV17-23 

As described in Section 4.3 of the Geosyntec report (2011) (page 13), Figure 18 shows hydrographs 
for four other irrigation wells at the project site based on water level data provided in Table 4 of C&A 
January 2004).  We have added additional data provided by CHG during the testing program for 
Wells FV-1 (Well 5) and F&T 1 (Well 9) and estimated data points for Wells F&T 2 (Well 1) and FV-3 
(Well 4) from the graph provided with the comments (Figure 7, CHG June 2012).   As shown by 
Figure 8, F&T 2 (Well 1) and FV-1 (Well 5) still show clear downward trends of water level despite 
increase in rainfall in 2010 and 2011.   

LV17-24 

If the fractured tuff unit in which Well 10 is completed is hydraulically isolated from the other wells, 
then the recharge to this unit should be limited to the outcrop area of the specific fractured tuff unit3 
and not a watershed-based area of hundreds of acres.  Wells 9 and 11 are separated by a distance 
of approximately 2,000 feet, but are completed in the same fractured tuff unit.  Testing indicated 
hydraulic connection between Wells 9 and 11, but small influence of pumping from one on the other 
(CHG, July 2010).  However, Well 9 is close the local north-south trending drainage which is also 
close to Well 10.  If pumping from Well 10 induces increased recharge from this drainage to the 
fractured tuff unit in which Well 10 is completed, less water may be available downstream for 
recharge to lower fractured tuff unit in which Well 9 is completed (e.g. Figures 1 & 2 CHG, July 
2010). 

LV17-25 
As noted by the commenter, the maximum yield gpm concern has been addressed in the 
Recirculated EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, mitigation measure WAT/mm-1.  Higher yields may 
not be sustainable during periods of sustained drought; therefore, the EIR provides a conservative 
estimate. 

LV17-26 Attachments were reviewed and considered during review of comments and preparation of 
responses. 

 
 
  

                                                 
2 The Monthly Mean Values for 1968-2001 at the bottom of Table 1 of the Geosyntec Oct 2011 report are incorrect.  
The correct mean values are provided on the Revised Table 1 provided as an attachment to this document.  The 
notes indicating total pumping values for Well 11 are incorrect on the two charts in Figure 19 of the Geosyntec Oct 
2011 report.  For Chart 19a the total pumping from Well 11 is 38.3 AF/Y and for Chart 19b the total pumping from 
Well 11 is 28.1 AF/Y.  The correct values are also indicated on the Charts with Figure 7 provided with this 
document. 
3 CHG report that the outcrop area of the fractured tuff unit, in which Well 10 is screened, between Adobe Canyon 
and the drainage upstream of Well 9 (F&T #1) is approximately 55 acres.  However, based on CHG Fig 2 the 
outcrop area is ~1800 ft by 300 ft, which equals 540,000 sq ft or 12.4 acres.   
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LV18-2 

LV18-3 

LV18-1 
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LV18-3 
(cont’d) 

LV18-4 

LV18-5 

LV18-6 
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Responses to Pacific Vineyard Company’s Comments  
(Exhibit LV-18) 

 
Comment 

No. Comment 

LV18-1 The commenter’s statements are noted. 
LV18-2 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

LV18-3 

The commenter’s statements are noted; however, this action could occur with or without the project, 
and the County currently does not mandate or regulate crop production in the project area.   The 
applicant’s proposal to plant new vineyards would offset but not fully mitigate the loss of Farmland 
because it would not create new Farmland in areas that would not reasonably be used for crop 
production. 

LV18-4 
The commenter’s statement regarding the adequacy of the agricultural buffers will be considered by 
the County decision makers.  It is currently the position of the County that greater buffers are 
necessary, and such buffers should be placed on the residential development, and not require 
removal of productive vineyards or modifications in agricultural practices within buffer zones. 

LV18-5 

Non-contiguous residential clusters may result in increased conflicts due to the presence of 
residents through-out the operation.  The residential development is not separate from the 
agricultural areas, and in many cases, the clusters would be surrounded by vineyards, and residents 
would be required to drive through vineyard blocks to reach their home.  Persons may also use 
access roads and agricultural roads for recreational purposes, potentially conflicting with operations.  
Creation of dust, noise generated by equipment use during day and night hours, and use of night 
lighting may create a nuisance for residents, and as noted by the applicant, agricultural operations 
may be modified to address potential complaints.  These actions may reduce productivity of the 
vineyard. 

LV18-6 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the County decision makers. 

LV18-7 
Please note that the Edna Ranch agricultural cluster consists of 51 home sites on 1,600 acres.  The 
residential lots are not surrounded on all sides by productive Farmland, therefore, the context does 
not appear to be directly applicable.  The commenter’s statements will be considered by the County 
decision makers. 
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LV19-1 


