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Responses to Hollister & Brace’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

JH(a)-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments below.  The enclosed letter is dated June 11, 2012; 
the County assumes this is the letter the commenter is referring to. 

H&B-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

H&B-2 

Comments noted as introduction to specific comments, addressed below.  
In addition, note that regarding the California Oak Foundation v. City of Santa Clarita, (2005) 133 
Cal.App.4th 1219, the Second District, Division Eight, ruled the EIR was inadequate because the 
water supply assessment prepared by the Newhall County Water District failed to fully explain the 
uncertainty over future water deliveries. Specifically, the court found that the water supply 
assessment erroneously assumed that a contested transfer of 41,000 acre-feet of State Water 
Project water from Kern County to the Newhall district was a certainty.  The EIR and supporting 
documents for the proposed Laetitia project clearly indicate (1) that the source of water supply for 
the project would be local groundwater, (2) that several months of testing of four wells indicate that 
the production of groundwater can meet the project needs for years, and (3) that the long-term 
production potential from bedrock aquifers is uncertain. 

H&B-3 Please refer to responses to specific comments H&B-4 through H&B-27 below. 

H&B-4 

Regarding the “fractured-rock” and “sediments” terminology used in this comment, the fractured rock 
can also be sedimentary; therefore, we presume the use of the term “sediments” refers to 
unconsolidated sediments.  Consolidated sedimentary rock commonly contains primary connected 
porosity including space between sand grains and space between bedding planes (parting), in 
addition to connected secondary porosity such as fractures and joints (e.g., pg 2-3, Heath, 1989).  
The water bearing portions of the Monterey and Obispo Formations typically occur in the relatively 
resistant and brittle beds, such as fractures in zeolitized resistant tuff in the Obispo Formation, and 
fractures and parting in siliceous thinly-bedded shales in the Monterey Formation (pg. 2, CHG, July 
2010). 

H&B-5 

Greater amounts of groundwater are stored in more porous unconsolidated sediments than in 
fractured bedrock.  Reported porosity of unconsolidated sand ranges from 25 to 50%, while 
porosities of sandstone and shale range from 5 to 30% and 0 to 10%, respectively (Freeze and 
Cherry, 1979). As noted by the commenter, short-term pumping tests conducted commonly are not 
representative of long term production capacity of wells, particularly for fractured bedrock aquifers.  
The combined duration of the three phases of cyclic pumping conducted at the four project wells 
was approximately 9 months, which provided a reasonable assessment of the long-term 
groundwater production capability of the wells and indicates that a combined production rate in the 
range of 65 to 75 AF/Y from the four wells (Wells 10, 11, 14 and 15) is sustainable for many 
decades. Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, 4. Impact Assessment and 
Methodology, 3) Aquifer Properties for a discussion of transmissivity. Please refer to Final EIR 
Section V.P. Water Resources, 4. Impact Assessment and Methodology, 2) Sustainable Yield and 5. 
Project-specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, a. Project-wide, 2) Impact Summary regarding 
groundwater and well recharge. 

H&B-6 

Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-31 regarding decrease in well production at the 
project site.  Regarding regional issues, documentation of locations, well construction details, and 
pumping history is needed to respond adequately to the general comment that there are problems 
and failures of wells in the Dana Foothill and Upper Los Berros communities.  The County 
recognizes that well failures have occurred in the area; a condition that has been exacerbated by 
the drought. For this reason, long-term testing was conducted, and strict water conservation 
measures, well yield limitations, metering, and monitoring are recommended as mitigation 
(WAT/mm-1). Moreover, as stated in the Geosyntec Report (2011), 11-year and 26-year records of 
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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 the fractured bedrock at the site is possible. 

H&B-7 

Please refer to responses to comment H&B-5 and H&B-6 above. The Final EIR and supporting 
technical reports (Appendix H) disclose all known information and uncertainties, and provides 
analysis and conclusions based on substantial evidence including three phases of well testing. In 
addition, please refer to mitigation measure WAT/mm-7, which requires long-term monitoring of 
streamflow, and submittal of well production data from the domestic wells (as required by mitigation 
measure WAT/mm-1).  This monitoring program will protect groundwater resources and riparian 
ecosystems. 

H&B-8 

The County concurs that short-term pumping tests commonly conducted are not representative of 
long term production capacity of wells, particularly for fractured bedrock aquifers.  Therefore, as 
documented in the EIR (Section V.P. Water Resources) and supporting technical reports (refer to 
Final EIR Appendix H, Geosyntec 2011), the estimates of production capability of the four wells is 
based on equivalent continuous pumping rates, not the short-term operational pumping rates during 
the cyclic pumping schedules utilized for each of the three phases of testing.  

H&B-9 

As documented in the Recirculated EIR (2013) and Final EIR, additional well testing and analysis 
was conducted by the County’s consultants to address deficiencies noted in the 2008 Draft EIR.  
Based on this additional analysis, water levels did not reach equilibrium levels in three of the wells 
even during the Phase 3 of testing.  Therefore, the estimated values of sustainable yield 
documented in the EIR are compensated accordingly, and are less than the rates identified by the 
applicant’s consultant.  

H&B-10 

The combined duration of the three phases of cyclic pumping conducted at the four project wells 
was approximately 9 months, which typically would not be considered short-term testing.  The three 
phases of testing provided a reasonable assessment of the long-term groundwater production 
capability and indicate that a combined production rate in the range of 65 to 75 AF/Y from the four 
wells (Wells 10, 11, 14 and 15) is sustainable for many decades. 
As documented by the table below, the initial estimated yields for each of the four wells based on 
72-hour tests conducted after the wells were installed were indeed much higher (8.5 to 50 times 
higher) than the estimated sustainable yields based on 9 months of pump testing.   
 

 Well 10 Well 11 Well 14 Well 15 
Initial Estimated Yield* 200 gpm 200+ gpm 235 gpm 150 gpm 
Approximate Estimated 
Sustainable Yield based 
on prolonged testing** 

4 gpm# 
(6.5 AF/Y) 

23.6 gpm 
(38 AF/Y) 

6.2 gpm 
(10 AF/Y) 

12.4 gpm 
(20 AF/Y) 

*Initial estimated yield based on ~72-hr test following well installation as reported on DWR Well 
Completion Report (Geosyntec 2011, Appendix A) 

**Updated estimate based on three Phases of testing (~9 months) (refer to Table V.P.-5 
Estimates of Sustainable Yields for Domestic Wells 10, 11, 14 and 15, EIR Section V.P. Water 
Resources) 

# Note that gpm value for long-term production rate is an equivalent annualized rate as if the well 
pumped continuously.  Actual operation rate is typically much higher and well would be 
operated in a cyclic pumping schedule. 

 

H&B-11 

Refer to response to comment H&B-10 above.  The geologic map and cross-section (Geosyntec 
2011, Figures 7 and 8), shows that Wells 5, 9, and 11 are all completed in the same water-bearing 
resistant cemented tuff layer in the Obispo Formation, and Well 10 is in a stratigraphically higher 
water-bearing resistant cemented tuff layer.   
The reported long-term production rate of 21 afy each from Wells 5 and 9 provides available data 
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regarding reasonable potential groundwater production rates from the Obispo tuff, not substantial 
evidence that production from Wells 10 and 11 will be the same. 

H&B-12 
Please refer to responses to comments H&B-6 through H&B-11.  Please refer to responses to 
comments WRAC(b)-13 through WRAC(b)-16 regarding consideration of rainfall occurring during 
the testing program. 

H&B-13 

All the wells on the project site are within the Los Berros Creek watershed (refer to Geosyntec 2011, 
Figure 4).  With the exception of Well 8 and a six-foot deep well, which are located in shallow 
alluvium along Los Berros Creek and 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.  Water rights issues are discussed further in response to comment SCSLC-
10. 

H&B-14 Comment noted. 

H&B-15 

Please refer to responses to comments H&B-13 and SCSLC-10.  The EIR considers potential 
effects due to interference (refer to Final EIR Section V.P.5.a.1.c Water Resources, Project-specific 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Project-wide, Sustainable Water Supply, Interference).  In 
addition, the EIR includes mitigation (WAT/mm-1) to avoid well production that would have an 
adverse effect on base flow in Los Berros Creek (due to evidence of hydrologic connectivity) and 
subsequently other wells along the Los Berros Creek corridor. 

H&B-16 Please refer to responses to comments H&B-13 and SCSLC-10. 
H&B-17 Please refer to responses to comments H&B-13 and SCSLC-10. 
H&B-18 Please refer to responses to comments H&B-13, H&B-15, and SCSLC-10. 

H&B-19 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, 5. Project-specific Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures, a. Project-side, 1) Sustainable Water Supply: “The previous outdoor water demand 
estimate per lot (including 30,500 square feet of landscaping) was estimated at 0.882 afy per lot.  
Based on the 95 percent reduction in irrigated area (down to 1,500 square feet), the outdoor water 
demand estimate per lot is reduced to 0.0626 afy (92 percent reduction in outdoor water use).  The 
estimate for indoor water use, 0.38 afy per lot, remains the same, resulting in a total water demand 
rate of 0.44 afy per residential lot”.  The project water demand calculations are provided in the 
Laetitia Well Testing and Sustainable Yield Assessment (CHG 2010, Appendix A). Outdoor water 
demand was calculated per month, per lot using the Landscape Coefficient Method UCCE and 
DWR, August 2000. This information is cited and incorporated into the EIR (Section V.P.4 Water 
Resources, Impact Assessment and Methodology). 

H&B-20 

The water duty factor of 0.44 afy per residential unit that is assigned to calculate residential demand 
for the proposed development is greater than the range of 0.21 to 0.36 afy per unit calculated by 
Geosyntec (April 2013) (refer to Final EIR Appendix H) based on current references and guidelines 
for residential water usage in California, including incorporation of water conservation measures 
adapted from the County Land Use Ordinance and Plumbing Code (relative to the Nipomo Mesa 
Management Area). 

H&B-21 

Limitations on overall project water use identified in mitigation measure WAT/mm-1 will be enforced 
through interior and outdoor meters on each residential lot, and through monitoring of domestic 
production wells and submittal of monitoring reports to the County. The requirements of the Water 
Master Plan are qualitative; however, compliance with identified measures will result in quantifiable 
water demand, and actual metered water use will be quantified, as well. Water conservation 
measures are identified in the EIR and the County Code (relative to the Nipomo Mesa Management 
Area) because these measures are known to reduce water demand. 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.” 



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

Final EIR  XI.D.-25 

Comment 
No. Comment 

H&B-22 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-13 through WRAC(b)-16  regarding consideration 
of rainfall occurring during the testing program. 

H&B-23 

Groundwater production rates of 21 afy have been sustained from each of 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 the 1987-1991 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 since that time. Three years of below average rainfall also 
occurred from 2002 through 2004, and from 2007 through 2009.  Phase 1 of the pumping tests of 
the project wells began in October 2009 at the end of a drought period.  Thus the calculations based 
on the Phase 1 testing reflect drought conditions. Because the project wells are deep and have long 
screened intervals, large amounts of drawdown and utilization of large amounts of groundwater in 
storage is possible, which can help sustain production during times of drought. In addition, the 
County recognizes that drought conditions have and will likely continue to occur; therefore, 
mitigation measures include a requirement for a Drought Water Management Program (WAT/mm-1) 
to further reduce project demand and well yields. Mitigation measure WAT/mm-1(d) includes a 
provision to restrict development of future phases, and to restrict issuance of building permits, 
operational permits, and business licenses that require use of water supply after Phase Three. 

H&B-24 

Please refer to response to comment H&B-23 above regarding consideration of drought conditions. 
In addition, projection of log-linear, time versus water level trends based on the Phase 3 pumping 
data indicate that the Phase 3 pumping rates can be sustained for at least several decades 
(Geosyntec 2011, Figures 1 – 3).  If the production capacity of one of the wells were to markedly 
decline, the other three wells have more than adequate capacity to meet water demands in the short 
term and a new well could be installed. 

H&B-25 Comment noted. 

H&B-26 

Please refer to response to comments WRAC(b)-11 through WRAC(b)-13, NCMATG-2, an 
NCMATG-3.  Los Berros Creek and groundwater flows from the project area to the Northern Cities 
Management Area of the Arroyo Grande Plain – Tri Cities Mesa portion of the Santa Maria 
Groundwater Basin (DWR 2002).  The Technical Group for the Nipomo Mesa Management Area 
(NMMA) includes the Arroyo Grande Plain and Tri-Cities Mesa, as part of the NMMA.  Maps 
showing the DWR (2002) and NMMA (2011) divisions within the Santa Maria Basin are shown in 
Figure 1-1 Santa Maria Groundwater Basin and Management Areas of the Nipomo Mesa 
Management Area 4th Annual Report (NMMA 2012); a copy of this figure is presented below. The 
same groundwater influx of 1,600 afy calculated by DWR (2002) from the inland bedrock aquifers 
into the NMMA of Santa Maria Groundwater Basin applies (DWR 2002, Table 25, page 135).  The 
project site portion of inflow constitutes approximately 27% of the groundwater influx from inland 
bedrock into the NMMA. The NMMA 4th Annual Report (2011) reports total annual groundwater 
production within the NMMA portion of the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin of 10,538 afy.  The 
groundwater influx from bedrock comprises approximately 15% including outflow from the project 
area.  Taken alone, the groundwater inflow from the project area compromises approximately 4% of 
the reported groundwater production budget for NMMA portion of the Santa Maria Groundwater 
Basin.  The NNMA Annual Report (2011) 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” (NMMA 2011, page 12). Therefore, use of the proposed domestic wells would not 
have a project specific or cumulatively considerable adverse effect on the Santa Maria Groundwater 
Basin. In addition, the recommended pumping schedule (Geosyntec 2011 and mitigation measure 
WAT/mm-1) for the proposed domestic wells includes mitigation measures to protect flows in Los 
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Berros Creek, including limitations on yield and monitoring for the life of the project. 
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H&B-27 
Please refer to responses to comments H&B-1 through H&B-26 above.  The EIR and supporting 
technical reports appended to the EIR (Appendix H) and available at the County of San Luis Obispo, 
include or summarize all available information. 

H&B-28 
The attached information titled Fractured-rock Wells in the Pacific Northwest Foothills: Not Your 
Average Source was reviewed.  Specific comments related to fractured rock are responded to 
above (refer to H&B-4, H&B-5, and H&B-8). 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

MLM-1 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-15 and WRAC(b)-17 regarding existing water use 
and effects on Los Berros Creek. 

MLM-2 
The commenter’s concerns regarding the dude ranch will be considered by the County decision 
makers.  Please note that the applicant is not currently requesting a use permit for the dude ranch at 
this time.  

MLM-3 The commenter’s concerns regarding the project will be considered by the County decision makers.  
Please refer to Final EIR Chapter V.P. regarding Water Resources. 
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Responses to David and Linda Richards’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

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

DLR-2 

As noted in the Final EIR (Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation), the project would generate 
1,049 new trips (residential development). The EIR includes an analysis of the project’s effect on 
local roads and Highway 101, and mitigation is identified that would ensure the roads are constructed 
to meet County Road Standards (refer to TR/mm-1, TR/mm-2, TR/mm-3, TR/mm-4, TR/mm-8, 
TR/mm-9, TR/mm-10, and TR/mm-12).  These standards include road widening, shoulders, and 
traffic controls, which are triggered by average daily trip (ADT) estimates and to provide safe County 
roads. 

DLR-3 

Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-15 and WRAC(b)-17 regarding existing water 
conditions. Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, 5. Project-specific Impact and 
Mitigation Measures, 1. Project-wide, 1) Sustainable Water Supply: “In response to the Draft EIR 
(2008), the applicant proposed the following limitations on allowable landscaping per residential lot: a 
total of 1,500 square feet of irrigated landscaping, including up to 300 square feet of warm-season 
turf (maximum), and the remaining 1,200 square feet of landscaped area consisting of drought-
tolerant, low-water use plants.  A dual-meter system would be installed at each residence to monitor 
indoor and outdoor water use separately”.  Also note mitigation measure WAT/mm-1, which requires 
monitoring of wells to ensure production yields are not exceeded beyond identified limits, and long-
term monitoring of streamflow in Los Berros Creek. 

DLR-4 
The EIR analysis of water resources included peer reviews of reports provided by the applicant, 
additional recommendations for further well testing, which were reviewed by the County’s 
hydrogeological consultant, as documented in the Final EIR (refer to Section V.P. Water Resources, 
introductory paragraphs and document lists).  

DLR-5 

Please refer to the conclusion of the Geosyntec report (2011) (included in Appendix H of the EIR), 
which states that “based on the evaluation of the hydrogeologic setting and pumping test data, 
including the Phase 3 recovery data, the estimated total long-term viable production rate from the 
four wells is 62.4 AF/Y”.  The report includes additional yield recommendations per well to maintain 
baseflow within Los Berros Creek, and subsequently other properties, which is carried forward in 
mitigation measure WAT/mm-1. 

DLR-6 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources regarding water supply. 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. 

DLR-7 

The EIR considered potential impacts due to light and glare (refer to Final EIR Section V.A. 
Aesthetics, 5. Project-specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, a. Project-wide, 3) Night Lighting) 
and includes mitigation (AES/mm-7 and AES/mm-8), which would reduce the identified impact (AES 
Impact 3) to less than significant. These measures include shielding, maximum 4-foot tall roadway 
lighting, no post lighting except at the ranch headquarters (light must be shielded), and residential 
lighting must be shielded. The commenter’s concerns regarding the dude ranch will be considered by 
the County decision makers; please note the applicant is not requesting approval of the dude ranch 
at this time. 

DLR-8 
The applicant’s objectives include “provide for the expansion of the existing winery operations and 
continuation of the vineyard operation” (refer to EIR Chapter III, B. Project Objectives).  The 
commenter’s statement regarding this objective will be considered by the County decision makers. 
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No. Comment 

DLR-9 

As noted in Final EIR Section V.O. Wastewater, the applicant is required to comply with water quality 
regulations mandated by the County and Regional Water Quality Control Board.  In addition, 
mitigation is required to prevent incidental release of effluent that does not meet standards, including 
ongoing inspection and maintenance, provisions for a back-up energy source, automatic shut-off 
valve, and other protections (WW/mm-1).  Implementation of these measures would mitigate potential 
impacts to the maximum extent feasible to protect ground and surface water quality.   

DLR-10 

As described in Final Section V.O. Wastewater, the residential wastewater would be treated inside an 
enclosed and partially underground wastewater treatment facility.  Winery wastewater would continue 
to be treated before transfer to the irrigation pond (Pond 3).  Any potential anaerobic conditions 
(resulting in odors) would be limited to the treatment process, inside the enclosed facility. The 
tertiary-treated effluent stored in the treatment ponds would not emit offensive odors, provided the 
wastewater is treated as proposed and conditioned, and pursuant to Regional Water Quality Control 
Board regulations. 

DLR-11 

As noted in the Final EIR (Section V.E.5.b.1.d Biological Resources, Project-specific Impacts and 
Mitigation Measures, Phase One, Residential Development, Wastewater Treatment and Disposal), 
and as discussed in Section V.O. Wastewater, there is a potential for accidental spill, mechanical 
failure, or other unforeseen event that could cause release of raw sewage (from collection pipes) or 
improperly treated effluent into surface waters, including the storage ponds.  In addition to measures 
proposed by the applicant (i.e., alarms, emergency generators, contained treatment plant) and 
compliance with existing regulations, mitigation is identified (refer to WW/mm-1), requiring an 
emergency contingency plan to avoid accidental discharge into surface waters.  Implementation of 
these measures would minimize the likelihood of accidental harm to special-status species potentially 
within and down-gradient of the reservoirs.   

DLR-12 

Aside from standing water, the effluent holding ponds would not present other characteristics, such 
as emergent vegetation or sediments that would attract and feed mosquito larvae.  Any additional risk 
of West Nile Virus would not be substantially greater than exiting conditions, and use of existing 
agricultural ponds.  Regarding other risks identified by the commenter, the water in the ponds would 
meet RWQCB and DWR standards of safety for tertiary treated water, and would therefore not pose 
a substantial health risk. 

DLR-13 

As noted in Final EIR Section A.E. Aesthetics (Final EIR AES Impact 9 [Draft EIR AES Impact 10]), 
construction of the wastewater treatment facility would have an adverse, but mitigable impact on 
visual resources, including rural visual character.  Design measures are proposed reduce visibility 
and glare (refer to Final EIR AES/mm-22 and AES/mm-23).  The treatment facility would be 
enclosed, and biofiltration of odors would prevent release of offensive odors outside the structure. 
The proposed ponds would appear similar to agricultural reservoirs on the project site, and would be 
used in the same capacity for irrigation.  CEQA requires analysis of potential aesthetic impacts on 
public views; however, the commenter’s concern regarding private views will be considered by the 
County decision makers when reviewing the proposed permit request.  Regarding odors, refer to 
response to comment DLR-10 above. 

DLR-14 

As noted in response to comment DLR-10, wastewater treatment processes with the potential to 
create odor would be located within an enclosed structure.  As described in EIR Chapter III Project 
Description, 6. Domestic Wastewater Treatment and Disposal System, c. Domestic Wastewater 
Treatment Odor and Noise Control: “The proposed 10,000-square foot building would be equipped 
with an odor control biofilter.  The biofilter would consist of compost media and a forced air 
distribution system.  The system will be equipped with a stand-by generator and automatic transfer 
switch, and redundant backup equipment will be provided for each critical process”. 

DLR-15 
Please refer to responses to comments DLR-10 and DLR-13 regarding odors and aesthetics. The 
comment’s concern regarding management of the wastewater treatment system will be considered 
by the County decision makers. 
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DLR-16 Please refer to responses to specific comments DLR-2 through DLR-15.  The commenter’s 
recommendations regarding the project will be considered by the County decision makers. 

DLR-17 The commenter’s submitted Exhibit A, referenced and responded to under comment DLR-10, will be 
considered by the County decision makers. 

DLR-18 The commenter’s submitted Exhibit B, referenced and responded to under comment DLR-13, will be 
considered by the County decision makers. 

DLR-19 The commenter’s submitted Exhibit C, referenced and responded to under comment DLR-14, will be 
considered by the County decision makers. 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

KBH-1 Please refer to responses to individual comments below. 

KBH-2 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, and H&B-8 regarding 
fractured bedrock and determinations related to production. 

KBH-3 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-15 and WRAC(b)-17 regarding existing 
conditions. 

KBH-4 Please refer to responses to comment letters SCSLC (Sierra Club) and CDFW (California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife). 

KBH-5 The commenter’s concern will be considered by the County decision makers. 

KBH-6 
The environmental setting (baseline) is defined in the EIR, and as noted in Final EIR Section V.P. 
Water Resources, the analysis considers the potential for long-term drought; accordingly, mitigation 
is identified (WAT/mm-1). The commenter’s concern will be considered by the County decision 
makers.  

KBH-7 
As noted in Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, the County’s hydrogeological consultant 
conducted a peer review of the applicants submitted reports, and presented a stand-alone report, 
which is included Appendix H (Geosyntec 2011). The conclusions and findings of the Geosyntec 
report are carried forward in the EIR analysis. 

KBH-8 Please refer to responses to comments H&B-19 and H&B-20. 
KBH-9 The commenter’s concerns will be considered by the County decision makers. 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

EG-1 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, and H&B-8 regarding 
the fractured shale aquifers. 

EG-2 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the County decision makers. 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

VCG-1 Responses to specific comments are addressed below, or as referenced. 

VCG-2 Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, 4. Impact Assessment and Methodology, 
3) Aquifer Properties. 

VCG-3 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-15 and WRAC(b)-17 regarding existing 
conditions. 

VCG-4 Please refer to responses to comments H&B-19 and H&B-20 regarding water demand calculations. 

VCG-5 
Mitigation compliance is bound to the project, and following the developer, the mutual water 
company, which would be owned by the residential land owners.  Compliance with regulations, 
mitigation measures, and conditions of approval would be required, regardless, and would include 
submittal of monitoring reports for the life of the project. 

VCG-6 

Final EIR Section V.P.6 Water Resources, Cumulative Impacts, has been clarified to note that: 
“Existing subdivisions in the region, including Rim Rock, Rancho Nipomo, and Highland Hills, 
contain currently undeveloped lots that may be developed in the future. These residential lots rely 
on underlying groundwater for water supply. Existing and future use of groundwater wells may affect 
flows in Los Berros Creek and underlying supply in fractured rock and tuff, depending on the depth, 
location, and pumping yield of the well. Agricultural uses onsite and in the area, such as orchards on 
the Fitzgerald Ranch and other crops within Los Berros Canyon and surrounding areas,  fluctuate at 
the discretion of the landowners, and are anticipated to vary in crop type and production, which 
affect water demand from private wells”.  The Final EIR notes a potentially significant cumulative 
effect on water resources as a result of cumulative water use.  The proposed project’s contribution 
to this cumulative impact was determined to be less than significant based on implementation of 
mitigation measures WAT/mm-1 through WAT/mm-8. 

VCG-7 

The EIR identifies potential impacts on the environment including the generation of additional traffic 
trips on local roadways (refer to Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation.  Mitigation 
identified for impacts to local roadways include road improvements to Sheehy Road (TR/mm-8), 
North Dana Foothill Road (TR/mm-9), including roadway striping and shoulders to bring these 
roadways up to County Standards based on total average daily trips.  Please refer to EIR Table IV-3 
Consistency with Land Use Element, which notes that the project may be potentially inconsistent 
with South County (Inland) Land Use Element, Primary Goal 5:  “Promote a social, educational, 
recreational, cultural, and historical quality of life for its citizens in a manner that is affordable to its 
residents”. 
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Responses to Mike and Ann McClure’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

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

MAM-2 Please refer to responses to comments DLR-10 regarding pond odor, DRL-14 regarding facility 
odor, and DLR-13 regarding visual impacts. 

MAM-3 
The applicant is required to comply with all local, state, and federal regulations, including setbacks 
and buffer zones; based on review of project plans, the project would comply with regulations in 
place to protect water quality. Please note the water that would be stored in the ponds would be 
treated to a tertiary level, suitable for agricultural irrigation. 

MAM-4 Please refer to response to comment DLR-11 and DLR-12 regarding the regulated use of tertiary 
treated water and safe guards to minimize the potential for accidental leaks or discharges. 

MAM-5 

As noted in Section V.L. Wastewater, the applicant is required to comply with water quality 
regulations mandated by the County and RWQCB.  In addition, mitigation will be necessary to 
prevent incidental release of effluent that does not meet standards, including ongoing inspection and 
maintenance, provisions for a back-up energy source, automatic shut-off valve, and other 
protections (WW/mm-1).  Implementation of these measures would mitigate potential impacts to the 
maximum extent feasible to protect ground and surface water quality.  It will be the responsibility of 
the proposed Homeowner’s Association and mutual water company to ensure compliance with 
water quality standards. 

MAM-6 

Pursuant to CEQA, the EIR identifies potential impacts to public resources (i.e., public viewsheds), 
and does identify significant impacts related to the change in visual character (Section V.A. 
Aesthetic Resources).  The commenter’s concern regarding private views will be considered by the 
County decision makers.  Please note that the referenced representative was not a County staff 
person or County consultant (the County assumes one of the developer’s representatives met with 
the commenter). 

MAM-7 The commenter’s concern will be considered by the County decision makers. 
MAM-8 The map attached by the commenter is referenced and responded to under comment MAM-3. 
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Responses to Aldo and Bonni Pellicciotti’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

ABP-1 Please refer to EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation. The commenter’s concern 
regarding traffic will be considered by the County decision makers.   

ABP-2 

Please refer to EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, and responses to comments WRAC(b)-15, 
WRAC(b)-16, and WRAC(b)-17 regarding existing conditions and WRAC(b)-31 regarding the 
reliability of wells in fractured bedrock.  Limited water use would be enforced by the mutual water 
company, and by the County through review of monitoring reports provided by the mutual water 
company.  

ABP-3 Please refer to responses to comment CSLRCD-2 regarding concerns about the retention basin. 

ABP-4 Please refer to responses to comment NCMATG-2 regarding the effects of rainfall during the 
pumping tests. 

ABP-5 The commenter’s concerns will be considered by the County decision makers. 
ABP-6 Please refer to responses to the letter from the Oceano Community Services District (OCSD). 
ABP-7 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the County decision makers. 
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Responses to Geraldine Dana’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

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

GD-2 
Please refer to Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation, and response to comment 
DRL-2 regarding the current condition of affected roadways and identified mitigation measures for 
improvements to meet County road standards. 

GD-3 
Please refer to response to comment DLR-2.  If approved, the applicant would be required to 
implement road improvements as noted in identified mitigation measures. It is beyond the scope of 
the EIR to evaluate any changes to property values as a result of a project; however, the 
commenter’s concern will be considered by the County decision makers. 

GD-4 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation, 6. Project-specific Impacts 
and Mitigation Measures, b. Intersection and Roadway Impacts, 2(a) Highway 101/Laetitia Vineyard 
Drive Intersection.  As noted: “The minor street approach to the Highway 101/Laetitia Vineyard Drive 
intersection is anticipated to operate at LOS F with and without the project during the a.m. and p.m. 
peak hours.  The project would increase delay (but not traffic) to the minor street approach, 
assuming Laetitia Vineyard Drive is not used by the proposed project for non-emergency ingress or 
egress.  This intersection does not meet peak hour signal warrants.  Caltrans staff has indicated that 
this intersection is deficient, and any additional trips using the driveway would worsen the existing 
deficient condition.  Caltrans has also stated that ‘no new vehicle trips, either for commercial or 
residential development, be added or granted access’ (James Kilmer, 2006)”.   For this reason, the 
project’s daily access would not occur via Laetitia Vineyard Drive and Highway 101.  

GD-5 Please refer to response to comments GD-2, GD-3, and DLR-2.  Widening, shoulders, and traffic 
controls are recommended to meet County standards. 

GD-6 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the County decision makers. 
GD-7 Please refer to responses to the comment letter H&B (attorney representing Nipomo Hills Alliance). 

GD-8 The commenter’s concerns are addressed above and as referenced, and will be considered by the 
County decision makers.  
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Responses to Louise Frye’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

LF-1 Comment noted. 

LF-2 Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources for additional information regarding this 
concern. 

LF-3 Please refer to Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation for additional information 
regarding this concern. 

LF-4 
Please refer to the Draft EIR (2008), Recirculated EIR (sections) (2013), and Final EIR (2014). The 
EIR discloses the effects of the project on the environment.  A public notice of the Planning 
Commission Hearing will be posted and mailed pursuant to standard requirements. 
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Responses to David and Marjorie Dilworth’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

DMD-1 Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources and Appendix H for additional information 
regarding the project’s effect on water supply. 

DMD-2 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-15 through WRAC(b)-17 regarding existing 
conditions. 

DMD-3 
Please refer to Final EIR Sections V.N. Transportation and Circulation, V.P. Water Resources, and 
V.E Biological Resources regarding these comments, in addition to responses to specific comments 
below. 

DMD-4 

Mitigation compliance is bound to the project, and compliance with regulations, mitigation measures, 
and conditions of approval would be required, and would include submittal of monitoring reports for 
the life of the project.  As noted in the EIR:  “Operation of the water system will be monitored in 
accordance with all applicable standards and regulations using a certified operator to oversee well 
pumping, storage, distribution, maintenance of the system, and overall water quality in accordance 
with all State and County requirements”.  Mitigation WAT/mm-1, which requires a Water Master Plan 
states that: “The Water Master Plan shall include provisions that operations of the domestic water 
system would be monitored in accordance with all applicable standards and regulations using a 
certified operator(s) to oversee well pumping, storage, distribution, maintenance of the system, and 
overall water quality in accordance with all State and County requirements”.  The County is required 
to ensure compliance with identified mitigation, and pursuant to mitigation measures WAT/mm-1: 
“Water Company and Homeowners Association are out of compliance with the Water Master Plan, 
no additional building permit, operational permit, or business license will be issued for any lot within 
the project until any identified remedial work has been completed”.  These measures, in addition to 
the full list of water mitigation measures identified in the EIR, are in place to ensure the project does 
not exceed allowable sustainable yield, and includes additional provisions in the event of a severe 
drought.  These measures are required, and will be included (as referenced) in the CC&Rs, 
regardless of the vested interests of the homeowners association and mutual water company.   

DMD-5 

Please refer to EIR Chapter III.D.11.a Project Description, Project Components, Future 
Development Proposal, Dude Ranch.  The applicant has not submitted an application for the dude 
ranch, and is not requesting approval at this time.  The EIR addresses the Dude Ranch based on 
limited information provided by the applicant, and subsequent CEQA review would be required if the 
dude ranch is pursued for development. 

DMD-6 Please refer to response to comment CSLRCD-2 regarding the retention basin. 

DMD-7 
Please refer to responses to comments NCMATG-2, WRAC(b)-13 and WRAC(b)-14 regarding the 
noted rainfall and effects on testing results and analysis, and how this condition was addressed 
when determining individual well yield. 

DMD-8 
The subsequent homeowners, including the Homeowners Association and mutual water company 
will be responsible for compliance with project conditions and CC&Rs. Please refer to DMD-4 above 
regarding compliance with mitigation measures. 

DMD-9 The commenter’s concern will be considered by the County decision makers. 

DMD-10 

As noted in Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, the applicant provided changes to the project, 
including modification of proposed domestic wells and incorporation of additional water conservation 
measures.  Additional well testing was conducted and all information was reviewed by the County’s 
hydrogeological consultant.  Based on the results of these changes and additional analysis, 
substantial evidence is presented that supports the EIR’s conclusion that the potentially significant, 
adverse, unavoidable impact can be mitigated to less than significant with incorporation of identified 
mitigation measures.   These measures will require monitoring and submittal of annual reports for 
the life of the project. 
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DMD-11 Please refer to response to comment VCG-6 regarding the cumulative development scenario. 
DMD-12 The applicant is not currently restricted from using Wells 12 and 13 for agricultural use. 
DMD-13 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the County decision makers. 
DMD-14 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the County decision makers. 

DMD-15 
Please note the analysis in the Recirculated EIR (2013) and Final incorporates the results of 
substantial peer review of documentation and water testing data (refer to Appendix H, Geosyntec 
[2011]).  The conclusions and findings are based on the results of the peer review, and the 
disagreement among experts is noted by the County. 

DMD-16 
Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P.4.a.3 Water Resources, Impact Assessment and 
Methodology, Water Supply and Infrastructure, Aquifer Properties regarding transmissivity and 
hydraulic conductivity of fractured bedrock underlying the project site. 

DMD-17 Please refer to responses to comments H&B-19 and H&B-20 for additional information regarding 
calculation of water demand. 

DMD-18 
Please refer to responses to comment letters from the Oceano Community Services District 
(OCSD), Water Resources Advisory Committee (WRAC), and Northern Cities Management Area 
Technical Group (NCMATG). 

DMD-19 The commenter’s concerns will be considered by the County decision makers. 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

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

GPV-2 
Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, and H&B-8 regarding 
concerns related to fractured shale, well production and reliability, and effects on neighboring 
properties. 

GPV-3 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-15 through WRAC(b)-17 regarding existing 
conditions. 

GPV-4 
Please refer to responses to comment letters from the Oceano Community Services District 
(OCSD), Water Resources Advisory Committee (WRAC), and Northern Cities Management Area 
Technical Group (NCMATG). 

GPV-5 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, and H&B-8 regarding 
fractured shale and determination of safe yield. 

GPV-6 The commenter’s concern will be considered by the County decision makers. 

GPV-7 At this time, the County is not restricting use of wells for agricultural use; however, this concern will 
be considered by the County decision makers. 

GPV-8 

Please note the analysis in the Recirculated EIR (2013) and Final EIR incorporates the results of 
substantial peer review of documentation and water testing data (refer to Appendix H, Geosyntec 
[2011]).  Based on the peer review and analysis, the yield calculation is less than what was 
recommended by Cleath & Associates, and further restriction on use of wells demonstrating 
connection to Los Berros Creek is recommended. The conclusions and findings are based on the 
results of the peer review, and the disagreement among experts is noted by the County. 

GPV-9 Please refer to response to comment VCG-6 regarding the cumulative development scenario. 

GPV-10 Please refer to responses above regarding water.  The commenter’s concerns will be considered by 
the County decision makers. 
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(cont’d) 

BH-6 

BH-7 

BH-4 

BH-5 
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BH-9 
(cont’d) 

BH-10 

BH-11 

BH-7 
(cont’d) 

BH-8 

BH-9 

BH-12 
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BH-15 
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BH-16 

BH-13 

BH-14 

BH-15 
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BH-21 

BH-19 
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(cont’d) 
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BH-23 
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No. Comment 

BH-1 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, and referenced technical reports provided 
in Appendix H to the EIR.  These documents include substantial evidence for sustainable yield of 
water, noting strict water conservation measures and monitoring for the life of the project to ensure 
compliance. Please refer to responses to the comment letter provided by the Nipomo Hills Alliance 
legal representation (H&B) and responses to comments BH-4 through BH-25 below.  Please refer to 
responses to comments WRAC(b)-15 through WRAC(b)-17 regarding existing conditions. 

BH-2 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-15 through WRAC(b)-17 regarding existing 
conditions.  

BH-3 Please refer to responses to specific comments BH-4 through BH-25 below. 

BH-4 

As noted in the Final EIR (Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation), the project would generate 
1,049 new trips (residential development). The EIR includes an analysis of the project’s effect on 
local roads and Highway 101, and mitigation is identified that would ensure the roads are 
constructed to meet County Road Standards (refer to TR/mm-1, TR/mm-2, TR/mm-3, TR/mm-4, 
TR/mm-8, TR/mm-9, TR/mm-10, and TR/mm-12).  These standards include road widening, 
shoulders, and traffic controls, which are triggered by average daily trip (ADT) estimates and to 
provide safe County roads. 

BH-5 

Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, and H&B-8 regarding 
concerns related to fractured shale. Long-term testing was conducted pursuant to California Water 
Code (Section 64554) to specifically identify well yields from fractured shale; results are 
documented in EIR Section V.P. Water Resources and Appendix H (Geosyntec 2011). The EIR 
considers potential effects due to interference (refer to Final EIR Section V.P.5.a.1.c. Water 
Resources, Project-specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Project-wide, Sustainable Water 
Supply, Interference), and there is no evidence that use of the proposed domestic wells would result 
in lower production or well failure of other wells in the area.  In addition, the EIR includes mitigation 
(WAT/mm-1) to avoid well production that would have an adverse effect on base flow in Los Berros 
Creek (due to evidence of hydrologic connectivity) and subsequently other wells along the Los 
Berros Creek corridor. The County recognizes that well failures have occurred in the area; a 
condition that has been exacerbated by the drought. For this reason, long-term testing was 
conducted, and strict water conservation measures, well yield limitations, metering, and monitoring 
are recommended as mitigation (WAT/mm-1). 

BH-6 Please refer to response to comment BH-5 above and response to comment H&B-6. 

BH-7 

Mitigation compliance is bound to the project, and compliance with regulations, mitigation measures, 
and conditions of approval would be required, and would include submittal of monitoring reports for 
the life of the project. The County is required to ensure compliance with identified mitigation, and 
pursuant to mitigation measure WAT/mm-1: “Water Company and Homeowners Association are out 
of compliance with the Water Master Plan, no additional building permit, operational permit, or 
business license that requires use of domestic potable water supply will be issued for any lot within 
the project until any identified remedial work has been completed”. 

BH-8 

Please refer to WRAC(b)-15 through WRAC(b)-17 regarding historical conditions.  As documented 
in EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, where long-term well testing data showed that use of 
proposed domestic wells (wells 11, 12, and 13) would significantly effect baseflow in Los Berros 
Creek, project changes proposed by the applicant and mitigation measures (WAT/mm-1) were 
identified to avoid significant, unavoidable, adverse impacts on aquatic species as a result of project 
implementation.  Please refer to response to comment letter SCSLC (Sierra Club, Santa Lucia 
Chapter). 
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BH-9 

Please refer to response to comment letter CDFG (California Department of Fish and Game). 
 
Please note that mitigation is identified (WAT/mm-1), which includes a well pumping schedule and 
yield limitations to maintain baseflow in Los Berros Creek; in addition stream flow monitoring is 
required (WAT/mm-7).  As noted by the commenter, there will be times of drought when there is no 
surface base flow in the creek (with or without the project). 

BH-10 

Please refer to EIR Chapter III.D.11.a (Project Description, Project Components, Future 
Development Proposal, Dude Ranch).  The applicant has not submitted an application for the dude 
ranch, and is not requesting approval at this time.  The EIR addresses the Dude Ranch based on 
limited information provided by the applicant, and subsequent CEQA review would be required if the 
dude ranch is pursued for development. 

BH-11 
Please refer to response to comment CSLRCD-2. 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 to ensure runoff does not exceed the estimated pre-development rate 
(refer to mitigation measures WAT/mm-9). 

BH-12 Please refer to responses to comments H&B-23 and WRAC(b)-13, WRAC(b)-14, and NCMATG-2 
regarding consideration of rainfall occurring during the testing program. 

BH-13 
As noted above (BH-7), the mitigation measures are bound to the project, including all requirements 
regarding well yields and individual lot water use. The concerns regarding liability will be considered 
by the County decision makers. 

BH-14 The commenter’s concern regarding small water districts will be considered by the County decision 
makers. 

BH-15 
A Class I impact was identified in the 2008 Draft EIR. As a result, the applicant modified the project 
and extensive testing, peer reviews, and studies were conducted to analyze the project’s effect on 
water resources, and water remains an important issue. This information is fully disclosed in the 
EIR; additional technical information is provided in the EIR Appendix and County file. 

BH-16 Please refer to response to comment VCG-6.  

BH-17 The County does not currently restrict use of agricultural wells in this area.  The commenter’s 
concern will be considered by the County decision makers. 

BH-18 The commenter’s concern regarding affordable housing will be considered by the County decision 
makers. 

BH-19 The commenter’s concern will be considered by the County decision makers. 

BH-20 

Please note the analysis in the EIR incorporates the results of substantial peer review of 
documentation and water testing data (refer to Final EIR Appendix H, Geosyntec [2011]).  Based on 
the peer review and analysis, the yield calculation is less than what was recommended by Cleath & 
Associates, and further restriction on use of wells demonstrating connection to Los Berros Creek is 
recommended. The conclusions and findings are based on the results of the peer review, and the 
disagreement among experts is noted by the County. 

BH-21 

Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, and H&B-8 regarding 
fractured shale and determination of safe yield. As documented in the EIR, the County’s 
hydrogeological consultant (Geosyntec) conducted a peer review and the information presented in 
the EIR reflect this third party review, including determination of sustainable yield estimates which 
differ from, and are less than, the determination by the applicant’s consultant (CHG). 

BH-22 
Please refer to responses to comments H&B-19 and H&B-20 regarding determination of water 
demand. The EIR documents how the substantial reduction in outdoor landscaping significantly 
reduces estimated water demand. 
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BH-23 
Please refer to response to comments BH-22, H&B-19, and H&B-20. The estimate by Fugro does 
not include changes to the project (refer to Chapter III Project Description and Section V.P. Water 
Resources). 

BH-24 Please refer to BH-22, H&B-19, and H&B-20 regarding determination of residential water demand. 

BH-25 
Please refer to responses to comment letters from the Oceano Community Services District 
(OCSD), Water Resources Advisory Committee (WRAC), and Northern Cities Management Area 
Technical Group (NCMATG). The proposed project would not result in a direct or cumulatively 
considerable reduction in available water supply in the noted basins and management areas. 
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