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Comment 
No. Comment 

RMT-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 
RMT-2 The commenter’s statements and concerns will be considered by the County decision makers. 

RMT-3 
Please refer to EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation, and Appendix G for supplemental 
technical information.  The project applicant would be required to fund and construction road 
improvements on local roads. 

RMT-4 

Please refer to responses to comments BH-5, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6 and H&B-8 
regarding concerns related to fractured shale. Please refer to responses to comments H&B-19 and 
H&B-20 regarding determination of water demand. Please refer to responses to comments H&B-23, 
WRAC(b)-13 and WRAC(b)-14 regarding consideration of rainfall occurring during the testing 
program and drought conditions. 

RMT-5 Please refer to EIR Chapter III Environmental Setting, Table IV-3 Consistency with Land Use 
Element; potential policy inconsistencies are noted related to land use. 

RMT-6 The commenter’s concerns regarding the homeowners association will be considered by the County 
decision makers. 

RMT-7 

Please refer to Final EIR Sections V.G. Hazards and Hazardous Materials and V.L. Public Services 
and Utilities regarding fire protection and access, and other public services.  Please refer to PSU 
Impact 4 (significant, adverse, unavoidable impact):  “The proposed project would increase the 
number of residents served by the CAL FIRE and other emergency services, which would result in 
an increased demand for emergency services personnel and facilities. The project would require a 
new fire station to provide life safety response in the immediate area”.  

RMT-8 

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 will be issued for any lot within the project until any identified remedial work has 
been completed”. 

RMT-9 The commenter’s concern regarding affordable housing will be considered by the County decision 
makers. 

RMT-10 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. The commenter’s statements and concerns 
will be considered by the County decision makers. 

RMT-11 Please refer to responses to specific comments identified in the noted attachments below. 
RMT-12 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

RMT-13 

As noted, the applicant is no longer requesting consideration of the equestrian center in the project 
application. The dude ranch was identified as a potential future development, as noted in the 2008 
Draft EIR and all subsequent Draft EIRs, but is not included in the project application. In the event 
the applicant submits an application for a dude ranch, project-specific details would be provided and 
subsequent CEQA review would be required. 

RMT-14 
The commenter is correct; project-specific details that would be required if the applicant had 
submitted a use application for the dude ranch have not yet been provided, and consideration of 
approval would not occur until subsequent CEQA review is completed. 

RMT-15 
This comment relates to the project alternative (7 lots), which would not include a homeowners 
association/ranch headquarters building. Please refer to EIR Section III.D.2.b (Project Description, 
Project Components, Open Space Lots, Ranch Headquarters), which describes the components of 
the buildings.  The facilities would support the residential development and would not include 



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

Final EIR  XI.D.-242 

Comment 
No. Comment 

vineyard management and winery functions. 

RMT-16 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

RMT-17 

Please refer to TR Impact 9 (Upper Los Berros Road currently does not have paved shoulders or 
roadway striping, and is unpaved in sections.  The proposed project would exacerbate this deficient 
condition) and mitigation measure TR/mm-10 is recommended for implementation prior to 
occupancy of the proposed development. Please also refer to response to comment BH-4 and EIR 
Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation, which addressees the project’s impact on affected 
roadways.  

RMT-18 Please refer to responses to noted 2008 and 2012 comments below. 

RMT-19 
The noted phrase “currently proposes” is intended to clarify that other wells were previously 
identified for domestic supply. The project description, and project analyzed in the EIR, includes the 
use of wells 10, 11, 14, and 15. 

RMT-20 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 
RMT-21 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

RMT-22 
Please refer to responses to comments H&B-23, WRAC(b)-13, WRAC(b)-14, and WRAC(b)-15 
regarding consideration of rainfall occurring during the testing program and consideration of drought 
conditions. 

RMT-23 

As currently proposed, the County would not provide water to the development. As noted in 
referenced responses (RMT-22 above), long-term testing was conducted to identify sustainable 
yield, including during periods of drought. Long-term monitoring and lot-based water meters would 
be required, in addition to implementation of an approved drought management plan (see mitigation 
measures WAT/mm-1).  

RMT-24 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the County decision makers. 

RMT-25 Please refer to responses to comments BH-5, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, and H&B-8 
regarding concerns related to fractured shale. 

RMT-26 
Please refer to Final EIR Section III.D.8 (Project Description, Project Components, Mutual Water 
Company), which notes the responsibilities of the mutual water company. The commenter’s 
concerns about the separation of the mutual water company/homeowners association and vineyard 
management will be considered by the County decision makers. 

RMT-27 Wells 11 and 15 lie along noted geologic cross-section A-A’.  Wells 10, 12, 13, and 14 are projected 
onto the section show their relative position (refer to CHG July 2010, page 3). 

RMT-28 
Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-22 through WRAC(b)-24 regarding identification 
of vineyard irrigation rates. Please refer to Final EIR Table V.P.-2 Variation in Vineyard Irrigation 
Demand (Using WMP Rates), which discloses agricultural water demands based on varying rates. 

RMT-29 

The noted statement: “Surface water entering water courses from undeveloped areas usually travels 
over vegetative cover and there is little erosion or production of sediment” describes stormwater 
runoff over vegetated areas.  Stabilized vegetation and ground cover generally reduces the potential 
for erosion and sedimentation. The following paragraph in the Final EIR notes that development of 
areas where steep slopes and/or erosive soils are present may result in erosion and sedimentation 
as a result of construction activities. 

RMT-30 
The noted statement includes the following regarding nexus: “the creek and underlying groundwater 
resource are both designated for beneficial uses” (refer to Final EIR Section V.P.2.b.6 Water 
Resources, Regulatory Setting, State Policies and Regulations, Los Berros Creek Subwatershed). 

RMT-31 
The noted Agricultural Order currently applies to existing agricultural operations, and would continue 
to apply to ongoing and future agricultural operations. In this capacity, the Order is factored into 
water planning for all uses onsite. 
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RMT-32 Please refer to responses to comments BH-5, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6 and H&B-8 
regarding concerns related to fractured shale. 

RMT-33 

Based on the EIR analysis, including submittal of documentation from the applicant, several peer 
reviews, and final assessment by the County’s hydrogeological consultant as noted in the EIR, the 
project would result in a significant impact to groundwater supplies and water supply; therefore, 
mitigation is identified that establishes limitations on use (which can be achieved), and 
comprehensive management, monitoring, and reporting (WAT/mm-1). Based on the analysis 
identified in the EIR and supporting documents, compliance with recommended mitigation measures 
would reduce the identified effect less than significant. 

RMT-34 
Please refer to responses to comments BH-5, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, and H&B-8 and 
Final EIR Appendix H (Geosyntec 2011, pages 21, 22 and 23). As noted in RMT-33 above, the EIR 
includes verifiable limitations on water use to address concerns regarding long-term sustainability of 
the proposed domestic wells. 

RMT-35 
The noted comment regarding initial yields during short-term testing is addressed through 
completion and analysis of long-term testing, as noted in Final EIR Appendix H (page 21, Geosyntec 
2011). 

RMT-36 
Please refer to responses to comments BH-5, WRAC(b)-13, WRAC(b)-14, WRAC(b)-27, WRAC(b)-
30, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, H&B-8, H&B-23, regarding concerns related to fractured 
shale, determination of yield, and rainfall occurring during the testing program. 

RMT-37 

As noted in the Final EIR (refer to Section V.P.4.a.1 Water Resources, Impact Assessment and 
Methodology, Water Supply and Infrastructure, Well Pumping Tests 2009-2010), well 11 was 
influenced by Los Berros Creek during the testing program, and protection of creek baseflow is 
addressed in the recommendation for restricted pumping.  Please refer to Final EIR Table V.P.-5 
Estimates of Sustainable Yields for Domestic Wells 10, 11, 14, and 15, and note that “annualized 
gpm for Well 11 is actually the average rate for 8 months, but Q for Wells 10, 14, and 15 is average 
rate for 12 months”. Final EIR Table V.P.-4 Pump Testing Rates and Schedule present data from 
the testing program, while Final EIR Table V.P.-5 provides recommended yield estimates. Please 
refer to response to comment H&B-10 for additional information regarding yield adjustments. 

RMT-38 
Please note that the pumping rates recommended for operation would be substantially less (39 
gpm), resulting in a yield of 62 afy (refer to Table V.P.-5 Estimates of Sustainable Yields for 
Domestic Wells 10, 11, 14, and 15). 

RMT-39 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

RMT-40 

Evaluation of sustainability of groundwater production is difficult and imprecise due to the long 
timescales of groundwater processes and complexity of underlying geologic features. However, 
completion of long-term testing and analysis of results and additional data noted in the EIR provided 
substantial evidence to support conclusions related to well yields and long-term sustainability. Long-
term monitoring will continue to provide useful data for the life of the project.  

RMT-41 

Based on the analysis of Phase 3 pumping rates (Geosyntec 2011), pumping could be sustained for 
at least several decades (refer to Final EIR Section V.P.5.a.1 Water Resources, Project-specific 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Project-wide, Sustainable Water Supply). Identified sustainable 
rates are lower, and take into consideration rainfall that occurred during the testing program. 
Drought conditions would require implementation of the Drought Management Plan identified in 
mitigation measures (WAT/mm-1) to further reduce water consumption. 

RMT-42 Please refer to response to comment RMT-40 above. 

RMT-43 
As noted in the EIR: “the testing data was analyzed to determine pumping rates and schedules that 
would allow for equilibrium to be established at each of the proposed domestic well locations” (Final 
EIR Section V.P.4.a.1.a Water Resources, Impact Assessment and Methodology, Water Supply and 
Infrastructure, Well Pumping Tests, Equilibrium). 
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RMT-44 Please refer to responses to comments RMT-40 and RMT-41. 
RMT-45 Commenter’s excerpt from EIR is noted. 

RMT-46 
Please note that project well yields would be less than Phase 3 rates and includes further limitations 
on use of well 11. Please refer to responses to comments BH-5, WRAC(b)-30, WRAC(b)-31, 
WRAC(b)-32, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, H&B-8, H&B-23, regarding concerns related to fractured 
shale. 

RMT-47 
The noted excerpts contribute to the significant impact determination (WAT Impact 1). Mitigation is 
identified that would limit well yields and water consumption, and would reduce adverse effects to 
less than significant (see WAT/mm-1 through WAT/mm-8). 

RMT-48 

Please refer to mitigation measure WAT/mm-1.  The developer is proposing CC&Rs that would limit 
landscaping and turf (similar to the County Land Use Ordinance applicable to the Nipomo Mesa 
Management Area), and these limitations are also identified in mitigation measures. In addition, 
meters are required to be installed at each residential lot and common area facilities to monitor 
water consumption.  Reports will be prepared and submitted to the County to confirm compliance. 
For comparison, the Rim Rock CC&Rs do not include any limitations on turf or landscaping. 

RMT-49 
The commenter is correct in noting that limited information is currently available regarding the dude 
ranch, and additional details and subsequent CEQA review would be required if the applicant 
pursues the development. Consideration of the dude ranch in the EIR does not grandfather the use 
or guarantee future approval. 

RMT-50 
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. 

RMT-51 Please refer to response to comment RMT-33. 

RMT-52 The excerpted statement is included in the EIR in response to state regulations regarding maximum 
daily demand. 

RMT-53 Please refer to response to comment H&B-23. 

RMT-54 
Please refer to responses to comments H&B-23 and H&B-24. Noted records show that well 
recovery occurred following use during a drought period, demonstrating that water levels would 
lower during drought conditions, but would recover during non-drought periods. The EIR recognizes 
that drought will occur, and includes mitigation to further reduce water consumption. 

RMT-55 

Geosyntec (2011) estimated trends of water levels in Wells 10, 14, and 15 with computer fitted lines 
to the entire set of water level data recorded during the Phase 3 testing (Appendix H1, Figures 13 – 
15).  The semi-log graphs of water level data during the Phase 3 testing (lowermost graph from 
each of Appendix H1, Figures 13 – 15) are also provided as Figures 1 to 3 (Appendix H4).  The 
straight lines on these semi-log plots of time vs water level is the trend that is consistent with the 
Jacob approximation of the Theis aquifer solution (infinite, homogeneous, isotropic aquifer of 
uniform thickness, unsteady flow conditions with water is derived from storage).  Examples of 
deviations of the water level data from this straight line Jacob-solution that might occur include  
1. greater drawdown (change in water level) at late time if the pumping influence reaches a 
low permeability boundary, and 
2. less drawdown at late time if the pumping influence results in “capture” or recharge that 
lessens the withdrawal from aquifer storage. 
The more steeply downward trending curved line, which is a linear trend on the semi-log graph, is 
an example of significant deviation from the Theis ideal aquifer. The linear trend line (steeper 
downward trend) is potentially more typical of fractured bedrock aquifers in which storage and 
permeability may not be radially uniform about the pumping well, but instead can occur in discrete 
isolated planar features.  The logarithmic and linear trend lines serve as reasonable end-member 
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cases for the projection of hypothetical depletion of storage in the bedrock aquifers at the project 
site.  Fitting lines to the entire Phase 3 data set provides a robust assessment of water level trend. 
This data was used to determine sustainable well yields, which are less than those identified by the 
applicant, and are proposed to allow the wells to reach equilibrium. 

RMT-56 The County decision makers will consider the commenter’s statement and concern regarding 
management of the water systems by the mutual water company and vineyard manager. 

RMT-57 Please refer to responses to specific comments. The commenter’s statements and concerns will be 
considered by the County decision makers. 

RMT-58 

Please note that project well yields would be less than Phase 3 rates and includes further limitations 
on use of well 11 in order to all the domestic wells to achieve equilibrium.  Please refer to the 
discussion in the EIR regarding 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, Effects to Groundwater, Interference).  

RMT-59 The commenter’s excerpt from the EIR is noted.  The County decision makers will consider the 
commenter’s concerns. 

RMT-60 Please refer to response to comment RMT-37. 

RMT-61 

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 are compensated accordingly. 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 is sustainable for many decades. 

RMT-62 Please refer to Final EIR Appendix H1 Figures 9 and 10 and Table 2 (Geosyntec 2011), which show 
the correct and specific depth of the screened intervals. 

RMT-63 A restriction on well 10 is limited to noted annual yield (refer to WAT/mm-1). 

RMT-64 
Please refer to responses to comments H&B-19 and H&B-20 regarding determination of water 
demand. The commenter’s statements and concerns will be considered by the County decision 
makers. 

RMT-65 
Please refer to responses to comments BH-5, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, and H&B-8 
regarding concerns related to fractured shale. Please refer to responses to comments H&B-23, 
WRAC(b)-13 and WRAC(b)-14 regarding consideration of rainfall occurring during the testing 
program. 

RMT-66 Please refer to responses to comments from noted agencies and individuals. 

RMT-67 
Please refer to responses to comments BH-5, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, and H&B-8 
regarding concerns related to fractured shale. Please refer to responses to comments H&B-23, 
WRAC(b)-13 and WRAC(b)-14 regarding consideration of rainfall occurring during the testing 
program. 

RMT-68 

Please refer to RMT-40. The 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. 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 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.   

RMT-69 Please refer to response to comment RMT-68 above. This information will be considered by the 
County decision makers. 
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RMT-70 The commenter’s concerns and statements regarding the mutual water company and homeowners 
association will be considered by the County decision makers. 

RMT-71 The commenter’s suggestion regarding identified mitigation measure WAT/mm-1(d) will be 
considered by the County decision makers.  

RMT-72 

Based on review by County Counsel, the County cannot legally limit or penalize resale of individual 
lots.  However, mitigation measure WAT/mm-1 states that: “For the life of all phases of the project, 
in the event the Mutual 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”. 

RMT-73 Please refer to responses to comments RMT-40 and RMT-68. 
RMT-74 The commenter’s suggestions will be considered by the County decision makers. 

RMT-75 Please note that water use would be metered and monitored for the life of the project to further 
ensure water conservation and consistency with identified demand estimates (refer to WAT/mm-1). 

RMT-76 
The EIR and supporting documents note that equilibrium was not achieved at Phase 3 pumping 
rates, which are higher than recommended rates and well yields. Please refer to response to 
comment RMT-55. 

RMT-77 

Please refer to the discussion in the EIR regarding 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, Effects to Groundwater, Interference). In addition, the EIR considers that 
drought conditions will occur, and identifies additional mitigation measures to reduce project water 
consumption. 

RMT-78 Please refer to responses to comments RMT-40 and RMT-68. 
RMT-79 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 
RMT-80 Please refer to response to comment RMT-40. 
RMT-81 The commenter’s excerpts from EIR Appendix H1 (Geosyntec 2011) are noted. 

RMT-82 Please note that the referenced Phase 3 pumping rates are greater than the rates estimated for 
sustainable production. 

RMT-83 The commenter’s excerpts from Final EIR Appendix H1 (Geosyntec 2011) are noted, and concerns 
will be considered by the County decision makers. 

RMT-84 Noted concerns were considered by Geosyntec and are reflected in the recommended well yield 
rates. 

RMT-85 Please refer to response to comment RMT-55. 
RMT-86 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

RMT-87 

Final EIR Table V.P.-1 includes existing water demands (domestic, winery, and vineyards and 
orchards). The table also includes additional crop production proposed by the applicant.  Appendix 
H2 (Geosyntec 2012) includes additional information about WMP irrigation rates for comparison to 
information provided by the applicant. This information is provided to demonstrate estimated 
increases in overall water production on the project site. 

RMT-88 The applicant has indicated that additional records are available.  The irrigation rates identified in 
the EIR are provided to establish the baseline for the project pursuant to CEQA. 

RMT-89 
The County’s MWP does identify higher irrigation rates, on average, for vineyards. The EIR presents 
the range of water use based on actual data provided by the applicant in addition to the standard, 
average rates. The commenter’s recommendation to prohibit use of water for frost protection will be 
considered by the County decision makers. 
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RMT-90 
The noted report includes the low range based on water conservation measures employed at the 
project vineyards; however, the EIR discloses the low to high range of irrigation demand for the 
region. 

RMT-91 The commenter’s statement is noted. 
RMT-92 The 0.34 afy rate is provided because it represents the physical baseline for the project. 

RMT-93 

Please refer to Final EIR Appendix H1 (Geosyntec 2011, Section 2.1). The long-term rainfall record 
available from 1920 for the Nipomo Mehlschau Station was scaled up by 15% based on correlation 
between the Nipomo Station and project site rainfall data, which as available for July 2009 to June 
2010.  The EIR analysis recognizes that climate change is predicted to result in variations in rainfall 
(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). 

RMT-94 The County decision makers will consider all evidence and alternatives presented upon 
consideration of the project. 

RMT-95 Please refer to responses to comments RMT-36, RMT-54, RMT-55, and RMT-84. 
RMT-96 Please refer to response to comment WRAC(b)-10. 

RMT-97 
The noted statement is based on additional analysis and data presented in Appendix H1 (Geosyntec 
2011). The additional information in the noted paragraph summarizes that the project would not 
adversely affect agricultural wells such that crop production would be affected. 

RMT-98 
Please refer to response to comment RMT-97 above.  Based on the impact analysis, well yield 
restrictions on wells 10 and 11 are proposed (refer to WAT/mm-1) to address this potential adverse 
effect. 

RMT-99 
This concern is addressed in Appendix H1 (Geosyntec 2011) and the EIR through limitations on use 
of well 11 to maintain baseflow (mitigation measure WAT/mm-1).  No limitations on agricultural well 
yields are currently proposed; however, this may be considered by the County decision makers. 

RMT-100 The noted “low” and “high” demands provide a range of water demand for comparison with the 
applicant’s provided demand rates. 

RMT-101 Please refer to response to comment RMT-102 below. 

RMT-102 
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. 

RMT-103 The comment’s statement is noted. 
RMT-104 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 
RMT-105 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

RMT-106 
Please refer to Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation for an analysis of traffic 
impacts. As noted in the EIR, mitigation is identified that would bring affected roadways up to 
County standards, and would address identified significant impacts.  Implementation of all 
recommended mitigation measures would address adversely affected road corridors. 

RMT-107 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation for further descriptions of 
traffic impacts.  TR Impacts 4 and 14 address the project’s effect on Highway 101/Los Berros 
Road/North Thompson Road ramp junctions. The project’s effect on local roadways and 
intersections are addressed in the EIR as separate impacts to clearly identify the project’s effect on 
identified segments, and to identify specific road improvements that are recommended by County 
Public Works. 
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RMT-108 
Please refer to response to comment RMT-107 above.  Please refer to Final EIR Section V.N. 
Transportation and Circulation for an analysis of traffic impacts, and Appendix G for background 
data. 

RMT-109 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the County decision makers. 
RMT-110 The commenter’s comment has been addressed in the EIR (redundant text has been deleted). 
RMT-111 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the County decision makers. 
RMT-112 The following has been added to the EIR text for clarity:  “in addition to Wells 10 and 11.” 

RMT-113 
The following has been added to the EIR text for clarity: “In addition to improvements to Sheehy 
Road and North Dana Foothill Road”. Please refer to responses to specific comments related to 
transportation and circulation. 

RMT-114 
The EIR has been clarified regarding recommended road improvements, as applicable.  Road 
improvements are guided by the number of average daily trips affecting a roadway, and are 
determined by County Public Works and the County decision makers. 

RMT-115 Please refer to EIR Section V.I. Noise.  Noise measurements were conducted as part of the EIR 
analysis. 

RMT-116 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.I. Noise.  The noise impact is based on the project’s effect on 
the baseline, and whether the increase in noise levels would be perceptible.  Measured noise levels 
on Sheehy Road did not exceed identified thresholds (60db); the project would not generate levels 
of traffic that would increase the noise level above the identified threshold and the increase would 
not be perceptible.  As noted in mitigation measure TR/mm-8, construction of road shoulders is 
recommended to bring the roadway up to County standards. Consideration of speed limit reductions 
are outside of the scope of this environmental analysis, but may be considered by County Public 
Works upon request. 

RMT-117 
The section has been clarified to note that offsite road improvements “to Los Berros Road, Sheehy 
Road, and North Dana Foothill Road” would be necessary. Please refer to EIR Section V.N. 
Transportation and Circulation for a detailed analysis of traffic impacts. 

RMT-118 The commenter’s statement is noted. 

RMT-119 

Further analysis would include a traffic impact analysis similar to the study conducted for the project, 
as proposed. The study would be required by County Public Works to assess if County road 
standards would be met, and if traffic controls would be warranted for a reduced alternative. 
Consideration of the costs of noted road improvements are not currently identified; the applicant 
would be required to fund and implement improvements to local roads. 

RMT-120 Please refer to EIR Section III.D.2.b (Project Description, Project Components, Open Space Lots, 
Ranch Headquarters, which includes a description of the components of the ranch headquarters. 

RMT-121 Redesigned Project C – Effluent Disposal Alternative can be incorporated into any alternative 
(unless the wastewater treatment facility is not included). 

RMT-122 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.G. Hazards and Hazardous Materials for a more comprehensive 
analysis of HM Impact 3. Please note that subsequent environmental review would be required for 
the dude ranch if the applicant submits an application for consideration. As noted by the commenter, 
limited information and details are currently available and would be required prior to subsequent 
review. 

RMT-123 

Based on the EIR analysis (refer to Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation) potential 
adverse effects to local roadways can be mitigated to less than significant upon implementation of 
road improvements.  Even if these impacts were considered under one header or impact 
determination, the resulting level of significance would remain less than significant with mitigation 
(Class II). 
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RMT-124 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the County decision makers. 
RMT-125 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the County decision makers. 
RMT-126 The commenter’s statement is noted. 
RMT-127 
through 

RMT-240 
Please refer to Final EIR Chapter X.D. Response to Comments – 2008 DEIR, responses to 
comments RT-1 through RT-114. 

RMT-241 Please refer to responses to specific comments on the 2008 Draft EIR and 2013 Recirculated Draft 
EIR, and responses below. 

RMT-242 Please refer to response to comment RMT-40 above. 
RMT-243 Please refer to response to comment RMT-40 above. 
RMT-244 Please refer to responses to specific comments on the 2008 Draft EIR. 

RMT-245 Please refer to response to comment RT-19 (Final EIR Chapter X.D. Response to Comments on the 
2008 Draft EIR). 

RMT-246 Please refer to Final EIR Chapter IV Environmental Setting, Table IV-1 Consistency with Framework 
for Planning, which identifies several potential inconsistencies with County planning goals. 

RMT-247 Please refer to response to comment RMT-40 above. 

RMT-248 
Please refer to Final EIR Chapter III, Section 7 (Project Description, Water Infrastructure).  There 
are 15 existing wells onsite as of 2013.  The Final EIR Introduction section has been updated to 
reflect the current conditions and current project description. 

RMT-249 
Geosyntec Consultants reviewed all previously prepared documents, including reviews completed 
and documented by Fugro in 2009.  This information informed the supplemental well testing and 
preparation of Geosyntec’s reports (as noted in the last two bullets). 

RMT-250 
Please refer to responses to comments H&B-23, WRAC(b)-13, WRAC(b)-14, and WRAC(b)-15 
regarding consideration of rainfall occurring during the testing program and consideration of drought 
conditions. 

RMT-251 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-30, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, H&B-8, 
H&B-23 regarding fractured shale and determination of safe yield. 

RMT-252 Information regarding historic irrigation yields is provided to inform the environmental baseline, and 
anticipated future water demands for agricultural irrigation onsite. 

RMT-253 

Please refer to the 2013 Recirculated Draft EIR and Final EIR, which clarifies that: “Typically, 
approximately 32 percent of agricultural water use results in groundwater recharge; however, use of 
drip irrigation limits groundwater recharge, because the water is consumed by the agricultural crop”. 
The reference source is the County of San Luis Obispo Final EIR for the Santa Margarita Ranch 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project and Future Development Program EIR (County 
of San Luis Obispo, Rincon Consultants, June 2008). 

RMT-254 Please refer to the 2013 Recirculated Draft EIR and Final EIR, which include an updated discussion 
about groundwater rights. 

RMT-255 
Please refer to the 2013 Recirculated Draft EIR and supplemental documents provided in the 
Appendix, including the Baseline Water Demand (Geosyntec April 2012) and Review of Laetitia 
Residential Water Demand (Geosyntec April 2013). 

RMT-256 Please refer to 2013 Recirculated Draft EIR and Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, Table 
V.P.-4. 

RMT-257 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-30, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, H&B-8, 
H&B-23 regarding fractured shale and determination of safe yield. 
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RMT-258 The County decision makers will consider all evidence in the record upon consideration of the 
project. 

RMT-259 Please refer to the 2013 Recirculated Draft EIR and Review of Laetitia Residential Water Demand 
(Geosyntec April 2013). 

RMT-260 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-30, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, H&B-8, 
H&B-23 regarding fractured shale and determination of safe yield. 

RMT-261 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-30, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, H&B-8, 
H&B-23 regarding fractured shale and determination of safe yield. 

RMT-262 Please refer to response to comment RT-61 (Final EIR Chapter X.D. Response to Comments – 
2008 DEIR). 

RMT-263 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-30, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, H&B-8, 
H&B-23 regarding fractured shale and determination of safe yield. 

RMT-264 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-30, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, H&B-8, 
H&B-23 regarding fractured shale and determination of safe yield. 

RMT-265 Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-30, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, H&B-8, 
H&B-23 regarding fractured shale and determination of safe yield. 

RMT-266 
The EIR analysis presented in Section V.P. Water Resources identifies sustainable yield based on 
long-term testing and analysis of well yields.  Please refer to mitigation measure WAT/mm-1, which 
includes water restrictions and monitoring to ensure identified yields are not exceeded. 

RMT-267 
Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-30, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B6, H&B-8, 
H&B-23 regarding fractured shale and determination of safe yield. The County decision makers will 
consider the commenter’s concerns and statements. 

RMT-268 
Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-30, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, H&B-8, 
H&B-23 regarding fractured shale and determination of safe yield. The County decision makers will 
consider the commenter’s concerns and statements. 

RMT-269 Please refer to responses to comments on the 2008 Draft EIR (Final EIR Chapter X.D.). 

RMT-270 
Please refer to Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation, which includes an analysis of 
the project’s effect on local roadways, and includes identified mitigation measures, including off-site 
road improvements.  The extent of required improvements is based on the County Department of 
Public Works’ road standards. 

RMT-271 
The County Department of Public Works publishes road standards based on the topography of the 
roadway and average daily carrying capacity.  The County decision makers will determine the 
approved project, and the level of required road improvements would be determined based on the 
estimated amount of additional trips generated by the approved project.  

RMT-272 

The construction of local road improvements would be paid for by the project applicant. 
Improvement plans would be reviewed and approved by County Public Works upon the applicant’s 
submittal of subdivision improvement plans, and these improvements would be required to be 
implemented prior to occupancy of the project, as indicated in the respective mitigation measures 
(refer to Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation).  

RMT-273 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the County decision makers. 
RMT-274 Please refer to responses to comments RMT-270 through RMT-273 above. 
RMT-275 Please refer to responses to comments RMT-270 through RMT-273 above. 
RMT-276 Please refer to responses to comments RMT-270 through RMT-273 above. 
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RMT-277 
Please refer to Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation, which includes an analysis of 
the project’s effect on local roads and U.S. 101.  Mitigation is identified where required, including off-
site road improvements.  Please refer to response to comment RT-19 (Final EIR Chapter X.D. 
Response to Comments – 2008 DEIR). 

RMT-278 The commenter’s preference for the reduced density or No Project alternative will be considered by 
the County decision makers. 

RMT-279 
Please refer to Final EIR Chapter IV Environmental Setting, Table IV-2 Consistency with the Land 
Use Ordinance, which notes a potential inconsistency related to components of the ranch 
headquarters and location within the proposed open space parcel. 
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Comment 
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BS-1 
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. Please refer to response to comment BH-5 regarding the 
project’s effect on surrounding wells. 

BS-2 

Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-11, WRAC(b)-12, NCMATG-2, and H&B-26 
regarding indirect effects to the Santa Maria Groundwater Basin and Nipomo Mesa Management 
Area. The estimated water demand, including incorporation of strict interior and exterior water 
conservation measures, would be 0.44 afy per residence, which results in approximately 393 gallons 
per day. Please note that landscaping restrictions would be limited to 1,500 square feet per lot (Final 
EIR Section V.P.5.a.1 Water Resources, Project-specific Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Project-
wide, Sustainable Water Supply). Please note the County is not requiring the applicant to replant 27 
acres of vineyards, and does not currently recognize the proposal as mitigation. The dude ranch is 
not currently included in the applicant’s application, and would require subsequent review if 
requested for consideration, based on project-specific details. 

BS-3 The EIR does not consider completed improvements to the Willow Road interchange applicable 
mitigation related to the proposed project. 

BS-4 The commenter’s concerns will be considered by the County decision makers. 
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CFG-1 Please refer to responses to specific comments below. 

CFG-2 
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. Please refer to response to comment H&B-21 regarding 
enforcement. 

CFG-3 Please refer to responses to comments BH-5, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, and H&B-8 
regarding concerns related to fractured shale. 

CFG-4 Please refer to response to comments BH-8 and BH-9 regarding Los Berros Creek and biological 
resources. 

CFG-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.  The water demand estimate for the dude ranch is 13 afy; 
however, subsequent analysis will be required if an application for this use is submitted for review. 

CFG-6 
The referenced graphic (Final EIR Figure V.P.-15 Topographic Map) identifies the discharge pipe 
installed for the wells; this figure identifies the onsite wells, but does not show the proposed water 
distribution system. The commenter is correct in that wells 14 and 15 will not be connected to wells 
12 and 13. 

CFG-7 

Please refer to Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation, Table V.N.-9 Estimated 
Project Vehicle Trip Generation, which includes estimated trip generation from the dude ranch. As 
noted in the EIR (Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation), 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, traffic controls, and a turn lane on at North Thompson Road/Sheehy 
Road, which would be implemented by the applicant.  This standard does not include Class II bike 
lanes. 

CFG-8 As proposed in identified mitigation (refer to CFG-7 above), the applicant would be required to 
construct road improvements. 

CFG-9 The commenter’s statements and concerns will be considered by the County decision makers. 
CFG-10 Please refer to CFG-2 and CFG-3 (and noted references) above. 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

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

GAG-2 

Please refer to responses to comments BH-5, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, and H&B-8 
regarding concerns related to fractured shale. Please refer to response to comment VCG-6 
regarding cumulative impacts.  Please refer to responses to comments BH-5, WRAC(b)-30, 
WRAC(b)-31, WRAC(b)-32, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-8, H&B-23 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). 

GAG-3 Please refer to response to comment BH-4 regarding traffic impacts. The commenter’s concerns will 
be considered by the County decision makers. 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

HK-1 The commenter’s statements and concerns will be considered by the County decision makers. 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

JJK-1 The commenter’s statements and concerns will be considered by the County decision makers. 

JJK-2 Please refer to Final EIR Sections. V.L. Public Services and Utilities and V.N. Transportation and 
Circulation, which address these issues. 

JJK-3 Please refer to Final EIR Section V.N. Transportation and Circulation, which addresses increased 
traffic. 

JJK-4 The County does not currently regulate vineyard plantings in this area of the County, and is not 
requiring or recognizing the proposal as feasible mitigation for this reason. 

JJK-5 Please refer to Final EIR Section V.P. Water Resources, which addresses the project’s effect on 
water supply.  Please refer to response to comment VCG-6 regarding cumulative impacts. 

JJK-6 Please refer to Final EIR Sections V.E. Biological Resources and V.P. Water Resources, which 
address Los Berros Creek and biological resources. 

JJK-7 The EIR addresses potential impacts resulting from the wastewater treatment facility in respective 
resource sections. 

JJK-8 

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. 
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Comment 
No. Comment 

MMS-1 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the County decision makers. 

MMS-2 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. 

MMS-3 Please refer to Final EIR Section V.B. Agricultural Resources, which addresses potential impacts 
related to inadequate buffers and land use conflicts. 

MMS-4 Please refer to Final EIR Section V.A. Aesthetics, which addresses the project’s effect on public 
viewsheds.  The County does not regulate private views. 
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Responses to Kem and Robin Weber’s Comments 
 

Comment 
No. Comment 

KRW-1 Responses to specific comments are addressed below. 
KRW-2 The commenter’s statements and concerns will be considered by the County decision makers. 
KRW-3 Please refer to responses to comments BH-5 and BH-8. 

KRW-4 Please refer to responses to comments BH-5, WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, H&B-6, and H&B-8 
regarding concerns related to fractured shale. 

KRW-5 
Please refer to responses to comments WRAC(b)-31, H&B-4, H&B-5, and H&B-8.  The mutual 
water company and homeowners association will be responsible for complying with recommended 
mitigation measures to control and monitor water supply; monitoring reports would be submitted to 
the County (refer to WAT/mm-1). 

KRW-6 Please refer to response to comments BH-8 and BH-9 regarding Los Berros Creek and biological 
resources. 

KRW-7 
Please refer to response to comments (and as referenced), KRW-4, KRW-5, and KRW-6 regarding 
water supply, water quality, and Los Berros Creek streamflow. Concerns noted by the commenter 
will be considered by the County decision makers. Please note that the County will not submit 
answers directly to commenters; all responses are identified in the Final EIR for public review. 

 


