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Responses to Water Resources Advisory Committee’s 2012 Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

WRAC(a)-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments below, in addition to Final EIR Section W.P. 
Water Resources and responses to comment letter WRAC(b). 

WRAC(a)-2 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

WRAC(a)-3 The commenter’s statements and concerns regarding the separation of management 
responsibilities will be considered by the County decision makers. 

WRAC(a)-4 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-21, WRAC(b)-35 and WRAC(b)-36.  The 
systems would be separate, and would not supplement each other. 

WRAC(a)-5 
Please refer to EIR Table IV-4 Consistency with Agriculture and Open Space Element, which 
notes that the project is potentially inconsistent with AGP11 (Agricultural Water Supplies), 
because the applicant proposes to limit irrigation of agricultural crops in the event of a drought. 

WRAC(a)-6 Please refer to responses to specific comments below, and responses to comment letter 
WRAC(b). 

WRAC(a)-7 Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-27.  
WRAC(a)-8 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-27, WRAC(b)-34, and WRAC(b)-38.  
WRAC(a)-9 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-9, WRAC(b)-34, and WRAC(b)-38. 

WRAC(a)-10 
Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-31.  Please also refer to mitigation measures 
WAT/mm-1, which requires preparation and implementation of a Drought Water Management 
Program. 

WRAC(a)-11 Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-13, WRAC(b)-15, WRAC(b)-16, WRAC(b)-17, 
WRAC(b)-30. 

WRAC(a)-12 

Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-13 and WRAC(b)-15.  Please also refer to 
mitigation measure WAT/mm-1, which includes well yield limitations to protect base flow within 
Los Berros Creek.  The cumulative analysis states that the use of groundwater by existing and 
reasonably foreseeable developments and agricultural operations within the Los Berros Creek 
watershed would result in a significant impact cumulative effect on water resources.  Please refer 
to WAT Impact 6, which identifies a potentially significant cumulative impact to the Los Berros 
Creek watershed as a result of the project.  Mitigation is identified (WAT/mm-1) that would restrict 
domestic water demand, require limitations on well yields, require water metering on all 
residences, require long-term monitoring of water use, and require preparation and 
implementation of a Water Master Plan and Drought Water Management Program.  
Implementation of identified mitigation measures would address the project’s contribution to this 
cumulatively significant impact. 

WRAC(a)-13 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, 1. Existing Conditions, a. Hydrogeology 
and Water Supply, 1) Wells and Infrastructure (page V.P.-5), which identifies the existing 
agricultural wells (Wells 1, 4, 5, and 9 (F&T 2, F.V. Wells 3, F.V. Wells 1, and F&T 1).  As shown 
in Final EIR Figure V.P.-3, many of the older agricultural wells are located in the western portion 
of the property. 

WRAC(a)-14 Please refer to response to comment WRAC(a) 12, WRAC(b)-13, WRAC(b)-14, WRAC(b)-15, 
and WRAC(b)-17. 

WRAC(a)-15 Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-14. 
WRAC(a)-16 The commenter’s statement and summary of the EIR is noted. 
WRAC(a)-17 Please refer to corrected figure V.P.5 Topographic Map in the Final EIR. 
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No. Comment 

WRAC(a)-18 

Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-13.  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). 

WRAC(a)-19 Wells 12 and 13 would not be connected to the domestic water supply system.  

WRAC(a)-20 

Wells 12 and 13 would not be used for domestic water supply.  Use of these wells for agricultural 
irrigation is not currently limited by the County in the project area, and use of these wells for 
agricultural irrigation is not included in the discretionary actions to be considered by the County 
decision makers.  As noted, mitigation measures would apply towards domestic wells only, 
therefore the EIR notes a significant cumulative impact to the creek due to use of water sources 
and wells within the Upper Los Berros watershed.  The EIR identifies mitigation that would restrict 
yield from domestic wells (WAT/mm-1) and long-term monitoring of stream flow (WAT/mm-7), 
which would reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative impact WAT Impact 7.   

WRAC(a)-21 Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-11 and mitigation measures WAT/mm-9 and 
WAT/mm-10 in the Final EIR. 

WRAC(a)-22 Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-19. 
WRAC(a)-23 Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-20. 
WRAC(a)-24 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-5 through WRAC(b)-9. 
WRAC(a)-25 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-39 through WRAC(b)-42. 
WRAC(a)-26 Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-11 and WRAC(b)-12. 

WRAC(a)-27 Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P.5.a.1.a Water Resources, Santa Maria Groundwater Basin, 
Seawater Intrusion, and Subsidence for additional information.  

WRAC(a)-28 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, 5. Project-specific Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures, a. Project-wide, 5) Agricultural Operations for additional information 
regarding the discharge program.  The existing and proposed groundwater pumping at the project 
site does not have the potential to increase the threat of salt-water intrusion or subsidence of 
coastal aquifers.  The site is approximately six miles from the coast, and the lowest water level 
elevations during testing of the four domestic wells were hundreds of feet above sea level. 
Drawdown of groundwater levels below sea level is not possible in the project wells because the 
bottom of the screened intervals is well above sea level (refer to Figures 9 and 10, Geosyntec, 
2011). 

WRAC(a)-29 Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, 2. Regulatory Setting, b. State Policies 
and Regulations, 6) Los Berros Creek Subwatershed Total Maximum Daily Load. 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

WRAC(b)-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 
WRAC(b)-2 Commenter’s preface and background summary are noted. 

WRAC(b)-3 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(a)-1 through WRAC(a)-29.  Where applicable, 
responses refer to comment responses identified in this table (WRAC[b]). 

WRAC(b)-4 

As noted in the Final EIR (Chapter III.D.11 Project Description, Project Components, Future 
Development Proposal):  “The applicant is not currently requesting a land use permit for the 
proposed dude ranch, and has not submitted grading or development plans”. Limited information 
about the dude ranch is provided, including estimated areas and anticipated activities, and the 
analysis of potential effects is subsequently limited. 

WRAC(b)-5 

The County acknowledges that the information provided on the dude ranch is limited, and notes 
that “In the event the applicant moves forward with a land use permit request for a Dude Ranch, 
the subsequent additional water demand would be approximately 13 afy, to be provided by an 
onsite private well.  Currently, a shallow (six feet deep) well in the Los Berros Creek channel 
provides water to a residence located on the parcel proposed for the Dude Ranch.  Use of this 
well to provide water for the Dude Ranch may result in adverse effects to Los Berros Creek, 
including a reduction in base stream flow during dry months. At the time an application is 
submitted, project-specific information would be provided including identification of the well(s) 
proposed to provide water supply, and a project-specific analysis of hydrological impacts” (refer to 
EIR Section V.P.6 (Water Resources, Cumulative Impacts).  

WRAC(b)-6 

Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-5 above. The commenter correctly notes that the 
derivation of the 13 afy is not specified in the EIR. Based on review of information provided by the 
applicant, this amount is determined for a 75-room facility (9.8 afy), with a 150-person capacity 
restaurant (3 afy), and a beauty spa (0.2 afy) (Cleath and Associates 2008). This estimate does 
not include water demand for livestock; however, additional details including barns and other 
facilities would be required prior to consideration of a use permit for the dude ranch. The 
applicant is not including the dude ranch in the project application, and approval of the dude 
ranch will not be included as part of the County’s action. The EIR is a disclosure and 
informational document, and provides a level of detail and level of analysis based on available 
information.  This lack of detail does not impair the impact determination, because the County will 
not be adopting findings for potential impacts occurring as a result of the dude ranch (because it 
is not part of the requested discretionary action). 

WRAC(b)-7 

Please refer to EIR Section V.P.2 (Water Resources, Regulatory Setting, Los Berros Creek 
Subwatershed Total Maximum Daily Load). As described in the Final EIR: “Central Coast Water 
Board staff has identified sources of nitrate that are causing or contributing to water quality 
impairment (e.g., primarily irrigated agriculture and natural sources), has identified parties 
responsible for these sources, and has proposed load allocations necessary to achieve the 
TMDLs.  The Conditional Waiver of Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges from Irrigated 
Lands in the Central Coast Region (Agricultural Order) is the existing regulatory mechanism to 
achieve the TMDLs. No new regulatory mechanisms were proposed to implement and achieve 
the TMDLs. Agricultural owners and operators are required to comply with the requirements 
outlined in the Agricultural Order, and subsequent revisions of the Order” (page V.P.-17). 
Therefore, non-discretionary actions such as agricultural production are subject to the Agricultural 
Order to address water quality impairment in Los Berros Creek.  The Order states that:  “This 
Order regulates discharges of waste from irrigated lands by requiring individuals subject to this 
Order to comply with the terms and conditions set forth herein to ensure that such discharges do 
not cause or contribute to the exceedance of any Regional, State, or Federal numeric or narrative 
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water quality standard (hereafter referred to as exceedance of water quality standards) in waters 
of the State and of the United States” (Order No. R3-2012-0011). Water quality protections, within 
the framework of existing regulations related to agricultural uses, are appropriate as defined in 
the EIR. 

WRAC(b)-8 

Based on information provided to date, there is not enough information to adequately analyze 
potential water quality impacts resulting from the dude ranch.  Appropriately, the decision makers 
will not make findings regarding the dude ranch related to water supply or quality impacts, and 
will not consider approval or denial of the dude ranch prior to submittal of a land use application 
request and project-specific analysis pursuant to CEQA. 

WRAC(b)-9 

Based on the EIR analysis, safe yield has been determined for each identified domestic well.  The 
EIR notes that water supply for the dude ranch would be supplied by an onsite well, and that 
there is an existing residential well that draws from the Los Berros Creek channel (this well is not 
proposed to serve the proposed subdivision, but serves an existing residence). Based on known 
information regarding Los Berros Creek, the EIR states that “use of this well to provide water for 
the Dude Ranch may result in adverse effects to Los Berros Creek, including a reduction in base 
stream flow during dry months” (Final EIR Section V.P.6. Water Supply, Cumulative Effects). 
Further analysis would be required for the Dude Ranch project application based on project-
specific information, including a clear designation of the water source. 

WRAC(b)-10 

Average annual production from the onsite irrigation wells was 161 afy between 1999 and 2003, 
which is approximately 0.26 afy/acre of irrigated vineyards (620 acres). As noted in the EIR, 208 
af was pumped in 2011 (0.34 afy). Agricultural water usage is not regulated by the County; 
therefore, the EIR presents a reasonable range of agricultural water demand (refer to pages V.P.-
12-13), including estimates greater than documented amounts. 

WRAC(b)-11 

The County concurs that adherence to Final EIR mitigation measure WAT/mm-9 (groundwater 
recharge) and WAT/mm-10 (implementation of low impact development design techniques), and 
compliance with current stormwater regulations is required.  Enhancement of groundwater 
recharge in bedrock aquifers is limited by the low bulk hydraulic conductivity of the bedrock (low 
ease with which the water moves through fractures).  The effects of recharge would be localized. 
The proposed project wells are existing and are not located within the Northern Cities 
Management Area.  The EIR and technical reports incorporated by reference (Cleath and 
Associates, Geosyntec) consider adverse effects including reduction in Los Berros Creek 
baseflow. Use of Well 11, which was determined to reduce baseflow in Los Berros Creek during 
drought conditions in the dry season, would be limited and restricted, allowing baseflow to 
recharge the Los Berros Creek alluvial basin downstream. 

WRAC(b)-12 

The County concurs with the commenter that continued growth on the Nipomo Mesa has taxed 
the basin, and substantial evidence of this fact is present in numerous public documents and the 
Administrative Record for this EIR. Please refer to response to comments provided by the 
Oceano Community Services District (OCSD-2, OCSD-3, and OCSD-4). The EIR addresses 
potential effects to the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin and Northern Cities Management Area 
(NCMA), and flow within Los Berros Creek (refer to Final EIR Section V.P.5.a.1.a Water 
Resources, Project-specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Project-wide, Sustainable Water 
Supply, Effects to Groundwater). Project modifications and mitigation measures (WAT/mm-1) are 
identified that would avoid a reduction in flow within Los Berros Creek (due to use of domestic 
wells) and subsequently downstream flow into the NCMA.  As noted in the impact analysis: 
“groundwater inflow from the project site comprises approximately four percent of the reported 
groundwater production budget for the NMMA portion of the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin.  
The 2011 NMMA report states that although recharge to alluvium along Los Berros Creek may be 
significant, “any groundwater flow from these [bedrock] formations to the NMMA is likely 
negligible” [page 12, NMMA, 2011].  The recommended pumping schedule for the proposed 
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domestic wells included measures to protect baseflow within Los Berros Creek.  Therefore, 
implementation of the project would not have a substantial, or significant, adverse impact on the 
Santa Maria Groundwater Basin or offsite groundwater resources”. 

WRAC(b)-13 

It is reasonable to assume that use of wells with hydrological connections to Los Berros Creek 
would affect stream flow. Analysis of the Los Berros Canyon, and all properties and wells located 
within the alluvium of Los Berros Creek, and pumping records of these wells over the past 40 
years would provide comprehensive information regarding the effects of pumping with the canyon 
and Los Berros Creek streamflow.  The EIR and supporting technical reports assess the effects 
of the project on the underlying aquifers and Los Berros Creek.  This analysis was limited to the 
discretionary aspects of the project (the domestic wells), and known information regarding 
agricultural wells is also included.  Based on the well tests, the hydrograph for Well 9 (an 
agricultural well) (Appendix H1, Geosyntec 2011, Figure 16) shows a gradual increase in water 
level approximately coinciding with the end of Phase 3 testing.  These data look typical of 
recovery of water levels if pumping of Well 9 had stopped.  Water level rise is evident in Well 9 in 
response to the heavy rainfall in December 2010 and January 2011.  Increase of water levels in 
response to rainfall was much more pronounced in Well 11, which is also a bedrock well 
completed in the Obispo Formation (Figure 11, Geosyntec, 2010).  And increase of water levels 
in response to heavy rainfall was apparent in Wells 12 and 13, which are bedrock wells competed 
in the Monterey Formation.  Wells 11, 12, and 13, are all close to Los Berros Creek. 
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). 

WRAC(b)-14 

The data for Well 5 (agricultural well) do not show a rapid increase in water levels after periods of 
high rainfall. The hydrograph for Well 5 (Appendix H1, Geosyntec 2011, Figure 16) shows a 
gradual increase in water level at the beginning of the Phase 2 and Phase 3 testing.  This may be 
due to recovery of water levels in Well 5 if it was pumping before the testing, but turned off when 
Phase 2 and 3 pumping began. 
The County concurs with the comment that water levels in Well 8 (agricultural well, also known as 
Enloe #1) increased rapidly after periods of high rainfall. This is attributed to hydraulic 
communication between Los Berros Creek and the localized alluvial aquifer along the within 
which Well 8 is screened. Well 8 was installed in 1999, which is stated and illustrated in Appendix 
H1 (Geosyntec 2011, page 12, and Figure 16).  Page 12 and Table 2 of the report (Geosyntec 
2011) also indicated that Well 8 is completed in shallow alluvium along Los Berros Creek.  Note 
however that influence of pumping from Well 8 on Los Berros Creek is accounted for in the 
gauging of Los Berros Creek because Well 8 is upstream of the gauging station (e.g. Figure 2, 
Geosyntec, 2011). 
No increase in production is proposed at Well 8 for the proposed development.  Limitations of 
pumping from Well 8 during dry months would help preserve the baseflow and riparian ecology of 
Los Berros Creek; however, this well would be used for agriculture and the County is not currently 
regulating agricultural water use at this project site. 
WAT Impact 7 relates to drainage patterns and runoff flow rates affecting Los Berros Creek; the 
comment appears to be referencing recharge to the creek.  Regardless, the County understands 
that the commenter is concerned about use of alluvial wells (such as Well 8) and the potential 
effect on the creek.  As noted, Well 8 is an agricultural well and would not be used for domestic 
purposes. The project has been designed, and would be required to comply with mitigation 
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measures, that would protect alluvial flow. The EIR evaluates potential impacts resulting from the 
project, which is limited to the wells to be used for domestic use. Use of agricultural wells and 
agricultural production is not currently under discretionary review by the County. 

WRAC(b)15 

As reported by Cleath and Associates (2005) and Geosyntec (2011) the Bartleson Development 
Plan (Morro Group, 1996) indicated that discharge of groundwater maintained base flow in Los 
Berros Creek during the dry season prior to approximately 1981 when groundwater pumping was 
increased from the fractured tuff aquifers of the Obispo Formation.  Future monitoring of flows in 
Los Berros Creek is recommended (refer to WAT/mm-7). The depth and extent of the alluvial 
aquifer along the lower reaches of Los Berros Creek is small and 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. 
As shown in the testing results for Wells 11, 12, and 13, these wells are influenced by Los Berros 
Creek. Existing documentation indicates that increased pumping from the alluvial basin, and 
Obispo tuff adjacent to the alluvial basin that has hydraulic connectivity to the creek over the past 
30 years has reduced stream flow in the creek. For this reason, the project has been modified to 
avoid use of domestic wells 12 and 13, and restrictions are placed on all domestic wells including 
10 and 11 to minimize potentially significant impacts to base flow within Los Berros Creek.   

WRAC(b)-16 

As described in the EIR and supporting technical reports provided by the applicant (Cleath and 
Associates 2005), the agricultural irrigation system includes Wells 1, 4, 5, and 9 (F&T 2, F.V. 
Wells 3, F.V. Wells 1, and F&T 1). Appendix H1 (Geosyntec 2011, Figure 18) shows a general 
decline in water levels based on the data from Table 4 of Cleath and Associates 2004.  An 
updated figure provided in Appendix H4 (refer to Attachment 1) includes more recent water level 
data for the four irrigation water wells, shows recovery of water levels in irrigation well F&T 1 
(Well 9), but continued long-term drop in water level in Wells F&T 2 (Well 1) and FV 1 (Well 5). 
The four irrigation wells are all completed in the fractured tuff of the Obispo Formation. Additional 
wells included a shallow domestic well (Enloe-1) completed in alluvium adjacent to Los Berros 
Creek.  The oldest agricultural/irrigation well onsite is F.V. Well #1 (Well 5), which was 
constructed in 1983 (irrigated 132 acres of vineyards).  The next well was constructed in 1988 
(F.V. Well #2) (Well 7) for the winery and estate residence.  
Groundwater production rates of 21 afy have been sustained from each of agricultural Wells 5 
and 9 for 11 to 26 years, respectively, based on available data (CHG, 2010; Geosyntec, 2011).  
Records of water levels and pumping for Well 5 include a multiple-year period of drought from 
1987 to 1991.  Although water level data are not available during this drought, the water levels in 
Well 5 were only approximately 40 feet lower than the initial water level in 1983 when it was 
installed (the total depth of the well is nearly 400 feet).  Thus if groundwater levels dropped 
substantially during the drought in the late 1980s, they recovered.   

WRAC(b)-17 

Regarding historic conditions, as indicated in the EIR Appendix (Geosyntec 2011, page 6), Cleath 
and Associates (2005), and the Bartleson Development Plan (Morro Group 1996), discharge of 
groundwater maintained base flow in Los Berros Creek during the dry season prior to 
approximately 1981 when groundwater pumping was increased from the fractured tuff aquifers of 
the Obispo Formation.  The stream gauging data (Table 1, Geosyntec, 2011), however, also 
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shows a few months prior to 1981 with zero flow in the creek during the dry season: October & 
November 1977, (1978 insufficient data), August – December 1979, and September – December 
1980.  The County is not aware of well data or stream flow data to evaluate if pumping in the 
1970s decreased baseflow of Los Berros Creek. 
These periods of zero flow in Los Berros Creek occurred prior to planting of 145 acres of 
vineyards and drilling and use of well 5 (FV Well 1) in 1983 on the project site. This well yielded 
26 afy. The Environmental Assessment of Water Resources Availability Bartleson Development 
Plan (Morro Group 1996) documents an increase in agricultural crops, and pumpage in both the 
upstream alluvial ground water basin and upstream fractured rock.  The pumpage within fractured 
rock was 575 afy (including 52 afy for vineyard irrigation on the project site), which provided 
irrigation for 391 acres of agricultural crops (including 145 acres of vineyard on the project site). 
Pumpage within fractured rock in 1985 was 22.5 afy for residential uses. In 1977, the yield from 
fractured rock was 80.4 afy, which provided water for 33 acres of crops and 5 residences.  By 
1994, vineyard acreage on the project site increased to 184 acres, and pumpage increased to 66 
afy from fractured rock.  The total agricultural acreage in Los Berros Valley (upstream of the 
Bartleson site) was 478 acres (699.4 afy for agricultural irrigation). 39 afy was pumped for 
residential use.  
The classic “cone of depression” of the water table (or potentiometric surface) associated with 
pumping of groundwater from an aquifer may not be applicable in a fractured bedrock aquifer 
because systems of fractures can function as localized isolated aquifers each of which can have 
different drawdown.  Also, evaluation of drawdown influence of pumping from the project wells is 
particularly difficult without any observation (monitoring) wells.   
Regarding 1968-2001 flow data, some of the monthly average flows presented by Table 1 of the 
Geosyntec Report (2011) are incorrect, although the data presented graphically in Figure 5 are 
correct.  A revised Table 1 with corrected monthly averages is provided in Appendix H4 (refer to 
Attachment 2). Although the data do indeed show a lower average flow in Los Berros Creek 
during January in more recent years, inspection of the data provided by the revised Table 1 
(Appendix H4, Attachment 2) shows that the historical average flow value for January is strongly 
influenced by a very high flow in January of 1969, which could be considered an outlier.  
Moreover, January data are missing for seven years from 1992 to 2001.  Accordingly, the 
statistical validity of the January average flow data is questionable. 

WRAC(b)-18 
Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-17 above.  The County provided data for Los 
Berros Creek for 2006 through 2010; however, the data were incomplete.  Processing of the 
additional historical data and future monitoring of flows in Los Berros Creek to enable the County 
to analyze monthly flows is recommended in accordance with WAT/mm-7. 

WRAC(b)-19 

The EIR assessed project impacts, from domestic wells, including the potential for reduced 
stream flow (refer to impacts WAT Impact 1 and BIO Impact 7.  The County is not currently 
regulating wells designated for agricultural use. The EIR does not include recommendations to 
increase stream flow as a result of this project; however, compliance with recommended 
mitigation to conserve water and limit well yields (WAT/mm-1) and ordinances requiring low 
impact development, groundwater recharge, and prevention of water pollution would mitigate the 
project’s potential effects to aquatic species and their habitat (refer to WAT/mm-2 through 
WAT/mm-14). There is no known current minimum daily flow requirement for steelhead within Los 
Berros Creek; however, as noted, the project was modified by the applicant to avoid use of 
domestic wells that would result in a reduction in flow within Los Berros Creek (refer to Chapter III 
Project Description and mitigation measure WAT/mm-1).  Installation of a stream gauge 
(WAT/mm-7) would assist the County’s monitoring of streamflow in Los Berros Creek, and this 
information could be shared with agencies and organizations tasked with monitoring and 
developing plans for steelhead habitat protection. 
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WRAC(b)-20 
Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-19 above.  CEQA requires analysis of project 
impacts on the environment, as defined as existing conditions, or baseline.  The analysis is 
limited to the proposed project, which is defined as the requests outlined in the use permit and 
subdivision request.   

WRAC(b)-21 

Based on information provided by the applicant, the domestic system and the agricultural 
systems would be separate.  The proposed project does not include transfer of irrigation water 
into the domestic water system.  The agricultural water and domestic water systems would be 
managed by separate entities, as proposed by the applicant. The EIR evaluates the project, as 
proposed, which does not include substitution or supplement of water from the agricultural wells 
to the domestic water system. Based on the long-term testing, the proposed domestic wells have 
capacity to serve the project , as restricted by mitigation measure WAT/mm-1 and supplemental 
water from agricultural wells is not considered to be necessary. Use of water for domestic 
purposes is required to meet existing codes, and no interconnection is proposed. 

WRAC(b)-22 

Geosyntec concurs that the amount and timing of rainfall is important in estimating irrigation 
requirements.  And as documented (e.g. Geosyntec, Oct 2011), short term variation in rainfall 
also influences the potential production capability from wells such as Well 11 for which rapid 
recharge response to rainfall is attributed to hydraulic connection to base flow of Los Berros 
Creek.   However, short term (e.g. <1 year) variation of rainfall does not influence the production 
capability from the other project wells (Wells 10, 14, and 15) because they do not have direct 
connection to surface water and recharge to groundwater tapped by these wells is a slow 
process. 
As addressed in the baseline water demand evaluation (Geosyntec, 2012), historical water use 
for the Laetitia Vineyards and facilities as reported by Cleath and Associates (2004, 2005) was 
based on available pumping records for 1994 and 2003.  The estimated vineyard water demand 
for 1994 and 2003 was 0.26 AF/Y per acre of vineyards.  And, an additional water demand 
estimate for the Laetitia vineyard and facilities was based on metering data during 2011.  The 
estimated vineyard water demand for 2011 was 0.34 AF/Y per acre of vineyards, substantially 
higher than the estimate for 1994 and 2003. 
Based on discussion at the WRAC special meeting on August 7, 2013 we understand that 
additional historical metering data are available for groundwater pumping for the Laetitia 
vineyards and facilities.  We recommend that estimates of the historical irrigation rates for Laetitia 
vineyards are updated by the applicant based on review of all the available historical metering 
data, and provided as a supplemental source of information for the record. 

WRAC(b)-23 

As discussed above in WRAC(b)-22, and as addressed in the baseline water demand evaluation 
(Geosyntec, 2012), historical water use for the Laetitia Vineyards and facilities as reported by 
Cleath and Associates (2004, 2005) was based on available pumping records for 1994 and 2003.  
The estimated vineyard water demand for 2011 was 208 AF, which equates 0.34 afy per acre of 
vineyards, substantially higher than the estimate for 1994 and 2003. 
Based on further discussion of frost protection measures used at the Laetitia vineyards, 
subtraction of the 0.25 afy allocated by the Draft Master Water Plan for the County (Carollo, 
2012) for frost protection is indeed appropriate as presented in the Baseline Water Demand letter 
(Geosyntec, 2013) because fans are used for frost protection instead of water. 

WRAC(b)-24 

As shown in Table V.P.-2 Variation in Vineyard Irrigation Demand (Using WMP [WPA 7 South 
Coast] Rates) and documented in the Baseline Water Demand (Geosyntec 2012), the WPA 7 
rate ranges from 0.7 afy (low) to 1.3 afy (high), which include 0.25 afy for frost protection. As 
documented in the Baseline Water Demand, which is incorporated by reference into the EIR 
analysis, and as documented in the applicants reports (Cleath and Associates 2004) no frost 
protection has been used on the existing vineyards. The EIR presents a range of agricultural 
water demand including estimates based on irrigation data and yields from agricultural wells over 
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time, and estimates provided in noted reports including the Water Master Plan. The actual 
irrigation rates at the Laetitia vineyard are noted to be lower based on practices including drip 
irrigation and periodic irrigation (documented in the 2005 Cleath and Associates report), such as 
irrigating one or two days a week.  

WRAC(b)-25 
Irrigation rates were identified based on information provided by the applicant, in referenced 
reports.  Irrigation rates range from 0.22 to 0.39 afy depending on the vineyard block, averaged to 
0.26 afy, as show in Table 3 Well Production of Irrigation Wells Laetitia Vineyard and Winery 
(Cleath and Associates 2004). The report documents irrigation records in 1994 and 2003. 

WRAC(b)-26 
Cleath and Associated noted a vineyard irrigation range of 0.25 to 0.34 afy, which is consistent 
with the EIR’s estimate of 0.34 afy. These figures are supported by documentation provided by 
the applicant (Cleath and Associates 2004, CHG 2013). 

WRAC(b)-27 

The water duty factor of 0.44 afy per residential unit that is assigned to calculate residential 
demand for the proposed development is within the range of 0.22 to 0.36 afy per unit calculated 
by Geosyntec (April 2013) (refer to EIR Appendix H) based on current references and guidelines 
for residential water usage in California, and noted restrictions on water use. 
The County concurs that CC&Rs are needed to monitor, regulate and enforce compliance with 
the water usage that limitations.  On August 16, 2012, the California Supreme Court held that in a 
common interest development, a developer (and the individual owners) may bind an association 
to an arbitration covenant in a recorded declaration of CC&Rs.  One option would be for the 
project applicant to record a declaration of CC&Rs, which would include water usage limits and 
required monitoring of water levels in wells and flow in Los Berros Creek.  Once the first owner 
accepts the covenants and restrictions in the declaration by purchasing one of the residences, as 
long as the terms are reasonable, they become enforceable equitable servitudes (see footnote 4 
below). In addition to previously identified restrictions, the following sentence has been added to 
WAT/mm-1 to ensure future homeowners are clearly aware of water restrictions: “The program 
shall identify maximum water use of 0.44 acre feet per year, per lot”. 

WRAC(b)-28 The County notes the commenter’s concerns.  Responses to specific comments are addressed in 
this table. 

WRAC(b)-29 Commenter’s summary of portions of the EIR and technical reports are noted. 

WRAC(b)-30 

Based on the long-term testing conducted, the pumping of groundwater from the four project 
wells can meet the project demand of 46.3 afy for decades, and the recommended reduction in 
pumping from Well 11 during the dry months would help minimize direct impact on Los Berros 
Creek.  As reported, decreasing water levels in some of the wells at end of the Phase 3 testing 
indicates that depletion of storage of groundwater continued (following Phase 3 pumping rates, 
which are higher than proposed well yield rates).  Accurate quantification of the depletion of 
storage is not possible, particularly for fractured bedrock aquifers for which the connected 
porosity (useable storage) is not well defined and would require use of monitoring wells located in 
the same fractured bedrock system as pumping wells. 

WRAC(b)-31 

Geosyntec concurs that sudden decrease of production is possible in wells completed in fractured 
bedrock because pumping can drain water stored in discrete fracture networks.   However, the 
long-term testing (several months) conducted at the Wells 10, 11, 14 and 15 did not show an 
increasing rate of drawdown with time, which would occur if influence of pumping reaches an 
impermeable boundary.  Moreover, as stated in the Geosyntec Report (2011), 11-year and 26-
year records of groundwater production rates of 21 AF/Y reported by CHG (July 2010) for each of 
two irrigation wells (wells 5 and 9) at the Project Site supports that long-term groundwater 
production from wells completed in the fractured bedrock at the site is possible. 

WRAC(b)-32 Geosyntec agrees that local recharge of 5% of rainfall to groundwater is optimistically high. 
However, the recharge to the fractured bedrock aquifers is not limited to the Laetitia project land.  
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Recharge to the deep fractured bedrock hundreds of feet below the ground surface, in which 
Wells 10, 14, and 15 are screened, is a slow diffuse process for which the influence of variation in 
rainfall is delayed and attenuated.  The recharge occurs as leakage of groundwater from adjacent 
fractured bedrock to which seepage from local streams and percolation of rainfall contribute.  A 
substantial portion of recharge to the fractured bedrock may occur where the fractured bedrock 
outcrops, which is unrelated to the both the Laetitia property and local watershed boundaries.   
In addition, the entire Los Berros Creek watershed, which is nearly 15 square miles in area, 
contributes to the local recharge of Well 11 because it is influenced by creek flow. 
While there are no current restrictions on well yields, mitigation is recommended that would 
restrict domestic well yields to avoid an adverse effect on Los Berros Creek. 

WRAC(b)-33 Summary of identified mitigation measures is noted. 

WRAC(b)-34 

Mitigation measure WAT/mm-1 requires the Mutual Water Company to prepare an annual report 
demonstrating compliance with the project Water Master Plan.  The report shall be stamped by a 
Registered Engineer and submitted by the Homeowners Association to County Public Health and 
Planning and Building Department.  No additional permits of any kind that require use of water 
supply would be issued if the Homeowners Association is out of compliance. 

WRAC(b)-35 

The commenter is correct that yields of agricultural irrigation wells would not be limited, unless 
otherwise determined by the County decision makers. The applicant has noted that agricultural 
practices would be adjusted in the event of a drought requiring such action.  At this time, such 
action is voluntary, and the County is not currently imposing any restrictions on the agricultural 
operations.  Any legal ramifications would be the burden of the applicant and subsequent owners.  
The EIR evaluates the impacts of the project on the environment, and speculation regarding 
potential conflicts due to changes to the project description (which are not proposed by the 
applicant) are outside of the scope of environmental analysis.   Regardless, these concerns are 
noted for County decision makers’ consideration. 

WRAC(b)-36 

Based on the EIR analysis (Chapter V.P. Water Resources), existing agricultural wells would 
continue to provide irrigation water for vineyards onsite, and proposed domestic wells would 
provide water for the proposed development. The County does acknowledge that limitations on 
agricultural well yields and irrigation rates are voluntary, and no current restrictions exist. 
Assuming the vineyard would continue to apply similar irrigation rates as documented by the 
vineyard manager, there is no substantial evidence that use of the wells for respective uses 
would result in a conflict as noted by the commenter.   

WRAC(b)-37 The commenters concern is noted and will be considered by the County decision makers. 

WRAC(b)-38 
The County recognizes that it is difficult to police appliance installation; therefore, mitigation is 
identified that requires metering of water use on each residential lot, in addition to restrictions on 
domestic well yields (refer to WAT/mm-1). 

WRAC(b)-39 

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

WRAC(b)-40 Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-39. 
WRAC(b)-41 Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-39. 
WRAC(b)-42 Please refer to responses to comments (CSLRCD). 
WRAC(b)-43 The misplaced headings on Table A-2 from the County Draft Water Management Plan are noted. 

WRAC(b)-44 
Geosyntec also concurs that the Key to the Geologic Cross Section identified the geologic unit 
Tmmb as the Obispo Formation rather than the Monterey Formation.  A corrected version of the 
Cross Section is provided in Appendix H4 (refer to Attachment 3). 
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SCSLC-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

SCSLC-2 
As documented by Geosyntec (2011) the well tests occurred during three phases:  October 16, 
2009 to January 16, 2010; January 16, 2010 to May 10, 2010; and September 27, 2010 to 
December 31, 2010.  Please note Phase 3 testing was conducted immediately following summer 
irrigation, which provides a reasonable scenario to determine the project’s effect on groundwater. 

SCSLC-3 
The pumping schedule and recommended limitations for Well 11 are identified to avoid significant 
adverse impacts to baseflow within Los Berros Creek (refer to WAT/mm-1).  The mitigation 
recommendations include installation of stream flow gauges in Los Berros Creek to monitor stream 
flow (refer to WAT/mm-7). 

SCSLC-4 
Species potentially affected by domestic well pumping include species dependent on Los Berros 
Creek. As noted in the EIR, pumping exceeding rates identified in WAT/mm-1 would have an 
adverse effect on stream flow, and would subsequently adversely affect species dependent on the 
creek habitat. 

SCSLC-5 

The quoted mitigation measure, which would prevent a reduction in agricultural irrigation, was 
initially intended to avoid modifications to agricultural practices and reductions in agricultural 
production as a result of the residential development. Upon further consideration of this issue, this 
mitigation measure is no longer included in the Final EIR, releasing any restrictions on the 
agricultural operator to respond to extreme drought conditions.  

SCSLC-6 

The cited Ordinance Section (22.22.150 B.5.a and d) is a current version of the Agricultural Cluster 
Ordinance, which does not apply to this specific project; however, the language was retained from 
the applicable Section (22.52.150.G.1 and 4). As noted above in response to SCSLC-5 and as 
documented in the EIR (Final EIR Section V.P Water Resources) and technical reports incorporated 
by reference (Geosyntec 2011), the water systems would be separate, and well interference would 
not occur (with the exception of agricultural Well 9, which is close to project domestic wells 10 and 
11).  As discussed in the Final EIR (Interference, page V.P.-37), “compliance with the sustainable 
pumping rates identified for each proposed domestic well is recommended to avoid adverse effects 
to on- and offsite wells”.  

SCSLC-7 
At this time, the County has discretion over the project as proposed.  The consideration of further 
management and regulation under a Mutual Water District, including agricultural uses, beyond 
vineyard management as identified by the applicant, has been shared with the County decision 
makers for consideration. 

SCSLC-8 

Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-27. The estimated demand was reduced based on 
implementation of strict measures limiting landscaping.  In the long term, limitations on use would be 
enforced by water metering and limitations on well yields.  Chapter VI Alternatives Analysis, which 
includes reduced project options with fewer residences, which would further reduce the overall water 
demand of the project. 

SCSLC-9 

Under estimated conditions, the project would result in the generation of 37 afy of tertiary treated 
water, which would be used to irrigate vineyards. The County acknowledges that this estimate would 
be reduced if residents incorporated graywater or water capture systems; however, these water 
conservation measures would in turn reduce residential demand.  Overall, these measures would 
offset overall water use. 

SCSLC-10 

All the wells on the project site are within the Los Berros Creek watershed as is illustrated by Figure 
4 (Geosyntec 2011).  With exception of one or two wells in shallow alluvium along Los Berros Creek 
which may be subject to riparian rights, the wells are all completed with bedrock and pump 
“percolating groundwater”, which typically is not subject to water rights permitting requirements.  
California law recognizes three classifications of groundwater:  
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1. percolating groundwater; 
2. subterranean streams, and  
3. underflow of surface waters. 
“The underflow of a stream is the water in the soil, sand and gravel comprising the bed of a stream 
in its natural state and essential to its existence. Water in a stream’s underflow or an underground 
stream is treated like surface water for legal purposes, including State Board permitting“ (e.g. 
Bartkiewicz et al. 2006).  The State Water Resources Control Board uses four criteria to make a 
subterranean stream determination:  
1. presence of a known and definite subsurface channel; 
2. the channel is bounded by relatively impermeable bed and banks; 
3. the course of the channel is known or can be determined; and 
4. groundwater must be flowing in the channel.  
Groundwater that does not meet these four criteria is “percolating groundwater” and is not subject to 
the State Board’s permitting authority.  
Two wells on Laetitia property are completed within the alluvial deposits along Los Berros Creek.  
Well 8 (Enloe 1) is close to Los Berros Creek and screened from 25 to 65 ft below ground surface 
within alluvial deposits of sand and gravel (Table 2 and Appendix A, Geosyntec, 2011).  In addition, 
a shallow well (only six-feet deep) in the Los Berros Creek Channel reportedly provides water to a 
residence near the southeast corner of the Project Site (Cleath and Associates, 2004; pg 8, 
Geosyntec, 2011).   The groundwater in the alluvial deposits along Los Berros may meet the four 
“subterranean stream” criteria and therefore could be subject to State Water Board permitting 
authority.  Although most of the other wells on the project site are within the Los Berros Creek 
watershed, they are completed with bedrock and pump “percolating groundwater”, which typically is 
not subject to water rights permitting requirements. 

SCSLC-11 As noted in the Recirculated Draft EIR, and Final EIR, Wells 12 and 13 are no longer proposed for 
domestic use.  Proposed Well 11 is not located within the alluvial deposits along Los Berros Creek. 

SCSLC-12 

Please refer to responses to comments SCSLC-3 and SCSLC-10 above. The EIR does identify Los 
Berros Creek as designated critical habitat for steelhead, and includes measures to maintain 
baseflow within Los Berros Creek. Mitigation measures WAT/mm-1 includes limitations on use of 
domestic well 11 to maintain baseflow in the creek for special status aquatic species.  
The commenter is correct that yields of agricultural irrigation wells would not be limited, including 
wells 12 and 13, unless otherwise determined by the County decision makers. The applicant has 
noted that agricultural practices would be adjusted in the event of a drought requiring such action.  
At this time, such action is voluntary, and the County is not currently imposing any restrictions on the 
agricultural operations.  Any legal ramifications would be the burden of the applicant and 
subsequent owners.  The EIR evaluates the impacts of the project on the environment, and 
speculation regarding potential regulations not currently in place (i.e. identification of minimum 
stream flow within Upper Los Berros Creek) is outside of the scope of environmental analysis.  
Regardless, these concerns are noted for County decision makers’ consideration. 

SCSLC-13 

Please refer to Table IV-4 Consistency with Agriculture and Open Space Element, which does 
indicate the project is potentially inconsistent with AG Policy 11: “Based on the water analysis 
submitted by the applicant and reviewed during preparation of the EIR, water supplies are adequate 
to serve the existing agricultural use, proposed agricultural use, and proposed development.  Water 
conservation measures proposed by the applicant, and recommended as mitigation measures in the 
EIR would reduce the anticipated demand for domestic water supply.  During prolonged drought 
conditions, however, the applicant proposes to implement additional measures including limiting 
irrigation of agricultural crops and common area landscaping”. 
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SCSLC-14 
Please refer to response to comments WRAC(b)-11 and WRAC(b)-12. The Final EIR addresses 
seawater intrusion (please see Final EIR Section V.P.5.1.a Water Resources, 5) Project-specific 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Sustainable Water Supply, Effects to Groundwater). 

SCSLC-15 Please refer to response to comment WRAC-(b)27 above. Water use at each residence will be 
monitored (both indoor and outdoor use) and water yield from each domestic well will be monitored. 

SCSLC-16 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-22 through WRAC(b)-26 regarding vineyards 
water use. 

SCSLC-17 Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-10 and WRAC(b)-22 through WRAC(b)-26 
regarding vineyard irrigation and rainfall. 

SCSLC-18 Please refer to response to comment CSLRCD-2. 
SCSLC-19 Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-31. 

SCSLC-20 

Please refer to response to comment SCSLC-5. The County has considered the commenters 
statement that the vineyard owners should maintain ownership of the mutual water company. At this 
time, this requirement is not included in the Final EIR, because the agricultural and domestic wells 
and infrastructure are proposed to be separate to allow the vineyard operator to manage the 
agricultural water system, and to allow the mutual water company and homeowners association to 
manage, meter and monitor domestic water use.  The County decision makers will consider this 
issue and may require an alternative management structure. 
Implementation of a Drought Water Management Plan by the mutual water company and 
homeowners association would be required to further reduce domestic water use in the event of a 
severe drought (refer to mitigation measure WAT/mm-1).  This measure has been supplemented 
with a provision for the mutual water company and homeowners association to provide 
supplemental water to developed residential lots following implementation of measures identified in 
the Drought Water Management Plan. 
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Responses to Northern Cities Management Area Technical Group’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

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

NCMATG-2 

Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources includes an analysis of sustainable water supply based 
on a series of well pumping tests conducted pursuant to the California Water Code in order to 
determine sustainable yield from proposed domestic wells. As noted in the EIR, this analysis took 
into consideration the above-average rainfall, and included a well pumping test conducted 
following three years of below average rainfall (2007 to 2009). The production capacity of 
proposed domestic wells was not based on the short-term operational pumping rates utilized for all 
three phases of testing. Appendix H1 (Geosyntec 2011, Figure 18) shows a general decline in 
water levels based on the data from Table 4 of Cleath and Associates 2004.  An updated figure 
provided in Appendix H4 (see Attachment 1)  includes more recent water level data for the four 
irrigation water wells, shows recovery of water levels in irrigation well F&T 1 (Well 9), but continued 
long-term drop in water level in Wells F&T 2 (Well 1) and FV 1 (Well 5). Based on this analysis, 
water restrictions and well yield limitations are identified, which would be monitored both at the 
domestic wells, and at each water connection (indoor and outdoor) (refer to WAT/mm-1). The 
recharge to the fractured bedrock aquifers is not limited to the Laetitia project land.  Recharge to 
the deep fractured bedrock hundreds of feet below the ground surface, in which wells 10, 14, and 
15 are screened, is a slow diffuse process for which the influence of variation in rainfall is delayed 
and attenuated.  The recharge occurs as leakage of groundwater from adjacent fractured bedrock 
to which seepage from local streams and percolation of rainfall contribute.  A substantial portion of 
recharge to the fractured bedrock may occur where the fractured bedrock outcrops, which is 
unrelated to the both the Laetitia property and local watershed boundaries. 

NCMATG-3 

DWR reports inflow of 7,200 afy for the total water budget of the Tri-Cities Mesa - Arroyo Grande 
Plain (Table 25, pg 135, DWR, 2002), of which inland groundwater influx from bedrock comprises 
22% including outflow from the project.  The groundwater inflow from the entire project site 
compromises approximately 6% of the reported water budget for Tri-Cities Mesa - Arroyo Grande 
Plain portion of the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin. Monitoring of identified sustainable well yields 
is required as a mitigation measure, in addition to implementation of a Water Master Plan and 
Drought Water Management Program (WAT/mm-1). 

NCMATG-4 Please refer to mitigation WAT/mm-7, which requires monitoring of streamflow within Los Berros 
Creek. 

NCMATG-5 

The EIR analysis included an assessment of potential impacts to Los Berros Creek as a result of 
domestic well pumping, and includes mitigation measures to monitor streamflow within the creek, 
and restrictions on the use of Well 11 to preserve base flow within the creek.  Data from the stream 
gauge would be provided to the County Public Works Department, which would help inform the 
long-term management of Arroyo Grande Creek and Los Berros Creek. This will subsequently 
mitigate potential impacts to the creek flow as a result of domestic well pumping. 

NCMATG-6 Responses to specific comments are presented or referenced below. 

NCMATG-7 
Please refer to response to comment CSLRCD-2 regarding stormwater runoff and mitigation 
(retention basin). The applicant is required to submit a final drainage study in compliance with 
County and Regional Water Quality Control Board standards and regulations (refer to Final EIR 
WAT Impact 2 and mitigation measure WAT/mm-9). 

NCMATG-8 

Please refer to response to comment CSLRCD-2 regarding retention basins and compliance with 
water quality regulations, in addition to Final EIR WAT Impact 2 and WAT Impact 4, and 
associated mitigation measures WAT/mm-9, WAT/mm-10, and WAT/mm-14, which address 
potential impacts to water quality as a result of stormwater runoff, including capture and filtration of 
runoff. 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

NCMATG-9 All comments received on the 2008 Draft EIR are included with responses in the Final EIR. 
NCMATG-10 Comment noted. 
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Responses to Northern Chumash Tribal Council’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

NCTC-1 Comment noted. 

NCTC-2 
The EIR addresses potential impacts to special status species that have been documented onsite or 
have the potential to occur onsite, and includes mitigation measures known to reduce adverse 
effects to these species.  The commenter’s preference for the No Project Alternative will be 
considered by the County decision makers. 

NCTC-3 
The EIR addresses potential impacts to special status species that have been documented onsite or 
have the potential to occur onsite, and includes mitigation measures known to reduce adverse 
effects to these species.  The commenter’s preference for the No Project Alternative will be 
considered by the County decision makers. 

NCTC-4 Comment noted. 

NCTC-5 Based on the analysis of biological resources, potential impacts would be significant; therefore, 
mitigation measures are identified that would reduce adverse effects to less than significant. 

NCTC-6 
Based on the analysis of biological resources and water resources, potential impacts would be 
significant; therefore, mitigation measures are identified that would reduce adverse effects to less 
than significant. 

NCTC-7 The commenter’s preference for the No Project Alternative will be considered by the County 
decision makers. 
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