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  County of San Luis Obispo 

8.0 RESPONSES to COMMENTS 
 
This section includes the comments received during circulation of the Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the Countywide Water Conservation Program 
(Program) and responses to those comments. Where a comment resulted in a change to the 
Draft SEIR text, a notation is made in the response indicating that the text is revised. Changes in 
text are signified by strikeouts (strikeouts) where text is removed and by underlined font 
(underline font) where text is added. In addition, new appendices added for informational 
purposes are included in this Final EIR as Appendix C and minor revisions to Section 2.0, 
Project Description, have been added for clarification. The information and appendices added to 
the SEIR clarifies or amplifies the analysis and conclusions of the Draft SEIR. These changes do 
not introduce significant new information or otherwise affect the analysis or conclusions of the 
SEIR and thus do not require recirculation under State CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5. 
 
The Draft SEIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period that began on April 1, 2015 and 
ended on May 15, 2015 and a second 45-day public review period that began on May 22, 2015 
and ended on July 6, 2015. The County of San Luis Obispo (County) received 22 written 
comment letters on the Draft SEIR. In addition, the County held public hearings to obtain 
comments on the Draft SEIR on May 14, 2015, May 29, 2015, and June 4, 2015. Verbal comments 
received at the public hearings were summarized by County staff and are included in this Final 
SEIR as letter 14. The commenters and the page numbers on which each commenter’s letters 
appear (as applicable) are listed below. 
 
Letter 

No. 
Commenter Agency/Organization 

Date Page 
No. 

1.  Michael S. LeBrun, General Manager Nipomo Community Services District May 12, 2015 8-3 

2.  Devin Best, Executive Director Upper Salinas-Las Tablas Resource 
Conservation District May 13, 2015 8-7 

3.  Willy Cunha, Member Paso Robles Ground Water Basin 
advisory Committee May 13, 2015 8-11 

4.  Patricia Wilmore, Government Affairs 
Coordinator Paso Robles Wine Country Alliance May 13, 2015 8-13 

5.  Jordan Blasingame, Chairperson Santa Margarita County Service 
Area No. 23 Advisory Board May 14, 2015 8-16 

6.  Daniel Heimel, Water Systems 
Consulting, Inc. 

Northern Cities Management Area 
(NCMA) Technical Group May 15, 2015 8-25 

7.  
Sue Luft, President; Laurie Gage, 
Vice President; Jan Seals, Treasurer; 
and Cheryl Coats, Secretary 

PRO Water Equity May 15, 2015 8-27 

8.  Bettina L. Mayer, District Engineer Templeton Community Services 
District May 15, 2015 8-29 

9.  Joe Patterson, SMAAC Chariman Santa Margarita Area Advisory 
Council May 15, 2015 8-31 

10.  Sophie Treder, Treder Land Law Paso Robles Water Integrity 
Network May 15, 2015 8-54 

11.  Unknown North Coast Advisory Council  No Date 8-64 

12.  Mike Broadhurst, Chair; George 
Kendall, Lowell Zelinksi, Sue Luft 

WRAC Ad Hoc Subcommittee to 
Review Agricultural portions of 
Countywide Water Conservation 
Program 

No Date 8-68 

13.  Joy Fitzhugh, Legislative Analyst San Luis Obispo County Farm 
Bureau No Date 8-79 
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Letter 
No. 

Commenter Agency/Organization 
Date Page 

No. 

14.  Multiple  Verbal Comments Received at 
Public Hearings May 14, 2015 8-81 

15.  Richard Wright, Correspondence 
Secretary  South County Advisory Council May 27, 2015 8-94 

16.  Claire Wineman, President 
Grower-Shipper Association of 
Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo 
Counties 

May 28, 2015 8-100 

17.   San Luis Obispo County Farm 
Bureau May 29, 2015 8-105 

18.  Sheila Lyons Private Citizen June 9, 2015 8-109 
19.  Sheila Lyons, Chairperson Creston Advisory Board June 30, 2015 8-112 
20.  Diane Jackson Private Citizen June 30, 2015 8-122 

21.  Maria Lorca Creston Citizens for Agricultural 
Land Preservation July 3, 2015 8-126 

22.  Susan Harvey, President  North County Watch July 6, 2015 8-134 
23.  Andrew Christie, Chapter Director Sierra Club Santa Lucia Chapter July 6, 2015 8-142 

 
The comment letters and the County’s responses follow. Each comment letter has been numbered 
sequentially and each separate issue raised by the commenter, if more than one, has also been 
assigned a number. The responses to each comment identify first the number of the comment 
letter, and then the number assigned to each issue (Response 2.1, for example, indicates that the 
response is for the first issue raised in Comment Letter 2).   
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Letter 1 
 
COMMENTER: Michael LeBrun, General Manager, Nipomo Community Services District  
 
DATE:   May 12, 2015 
 
Response 1.1 
 
The commenter expresses concern over developing the Conservation Program and drafting the 
SEIR concurrently. It is typical for Programs (such as General Plans or the Countywide Water 
Conservation Program) to be prepared concurrent with environmental review under CEQA. The 
Program as described in Section 2.0, Project Description, is what was considered in the Draft SEIR. 
Any future substantive changes to the proposed Program would be subject to subsequent CEQA 
review.  
 
Response 1.2 
 
The commenter makes a recommendation regarding the project objective to “substantially reduce 
increases in groundwater extraction in basins that have been certified at Level of Severity III.” The 
commenter recommends that this be revised to adhere to the County’s Resource Management 
System (RMS) recommended actions for addressing Level of Severity (LOS) III resources. While 
adherence to the County’s RMS is a worthwhile goal, this is not the specific goal or objective of the 
proposed Program. Therefore, no revisions have been made in response to this comment. 
 
Response 1.3 
 
The commenter expresses disagreement over the project objective to “Provide a mechanism to 
allow new development to proceed in certified LOS III groundwater basins...in a manner that fully 
offsets projected water use,” suggesting that offsets are inappropriate for use to allow new 
development. As analyzed in the Draft SEIR, one of the project objectives is to “Provide a 
mechanism to allow new development to proceed in certified LOS III groundwater basins to the 
requirements of the County General Plan and County Code, in a manner that fully offset projected 
water use.” Offsets are a common practice used for water conservation efforts and have been 
implemented in other certified LOS III groundwater basins within the County (i.e. Los Osos).  In 
absence of this offset program, new development would substantially increase the cumulative 
demand on groundwater resources in certified LOS III groundwater basins. 
 
Response 1.4 
 
The commenter suggests that the third project objective (to “Reduce the wasteful use of water in 
the County”) should be strengthened. The referenced project objective is further defined within the 
proposed revisions to Title 8 (Health and Sanitation) of the County Code.  Although specific 
quantitative water conservation figures have not been defined in the proposed Program, the 
County is currently undergoing efforts to determine the quantity of groundwater that needs to be 
supplied (methods include conservation, supplemental water, etc.) to bring the County’s 
groundwater basins to a sustainable yield. 
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Response 1.5 
 
The commenter suggests that the SEIR consider how the proposed Program might affect 
Ordinance 3090. Ordinance 3090 was adopted by the San Luis Obispo County Board of 
Supervisors in May 2006, and requires new subdivisions within Nipomo Mesa Water Conservation 
Area to pay a supplemental water fee toward the cost of providing supplemental water in the 
Nipomo community (via the Nipomo/CSM intertie). This ordinance would remain in effect upon 
implementation of the proposed Program, and the proposed Program would serve as additional 
regulation over and above Ordinance 3090. Thus, the proposed Program would not affect 
Ordinance 3090. 
 
Response 1.6 
 
The commenter suggests that the SEIR evaluate the water resource impacts of the proposed 
Program. Impacts to water resources are addressed in Section 4.3.8 (Hydrology/Water Quality) in 
Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant. As noted therein, because WNND requirements are 
focused on offsetting future demand, they would neither increase nor decrease water use over 
current levels. Rather, they would maintain current water use while allowing for development to 
occur consistent with the adopted General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. In contrast to WNND 
requirements, which would allow development to proceed while maintaining current water use, 
the WWP program would result in a net decrease in water use countywide but would not alter 
development potential. As such, overall the Program would result in water conservation and 
would help to reduce the existing strain on the county’s groundwater resources.  
 
It should also be noted that the No Project Alternative, under which no amendments to the 
Agriculture Element, COSE, or County Code would be made but under which existing programs 
would continue to be implemented, would be expected to result in more wasteful water practices 
than the proposed Program (refer to Section 5.0, Alternatives). In addition, the requirement to offset 
water use in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin) would 
cease with the expiration of the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin Urgency Ordinance after its 
expiration on August 27, 2015. 
 
Response 1.7 
 
The commenter recommends that the County modify project objectives. Refer to responses to 
comments 1.2 through 1.4 above.   
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Letter 2 
 
COMMENTER: Devin Best, Executive Director, Upper Salinas-Las Tablas Resource 

Conservation District  
 
DATE:   May 13, 2015 
 
Response 2.1 
 
The commenter summarizes the proposed Program. The comment is noted. 
 
Response 2.2 
 
The commenter suggests that the Agricultural Offset program is overly simplified, and should 
retain more of the elements of the Paso Robles Agricultural Water Offset Program developed by 
the Upper Salinas-Las Tablas Resource Conservation District (RCD). The Agricultural Offset 
program has been designed based on guidance from the County Board of Supervisors, and is 
intended to be a simplified version of the RCD’s existing program. As noted in Section 1.0, 
Introduction, unlike the Upper Salinas-Las Tablas Resource Conservation District developed 
agricultural water offset program for the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, the proposed 
Agricultural Offset program would not require a proximity analysis, evaluation of drawdown 
impacts on neighboring irrigation and domestic wells, hydrogeological strata analysis or third 
party monitoring/annual inspections. This is intentional; the scope of the proposed Agricultural 
Offset program is not intended to be as extensive as the RCD program. Therefore, no 
modifications to the program have been made in response to this comment. 
 
Response 2.3 
 
The commenter suggests that the SEIR should evaluate impacts to hydrology, water quality, 
and biological resources. Refer to Sections 4.3.8 (Hydrology/Water Quality) and 4.3.3 
(Biological Resources) in Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant, for a discussion of these 
impacts. As described therein, impacts to hydrology/water quality and biological resources 
would not be significant.  
 
Response 2.4 
 
The commenter suggests that the Agricultural Offset program would not provide a 1:1 offset 
that is protective of current water users in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, nor resolve the 
issue of alleviating the severity of groundwater depletion. According to the commenter, this is 
because the Agricultural Offset program does not contain some of the technical features of the 
RCD’s program. Refer to response 2.2. 
 
The commenter additionally suggests that hydrology, water quality, and biological resources 
impacts should be evaluated. Refer to response 2.3 above, and Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be 
Significant. 
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Letter 3 

 
COMMENTER: Will Cunha, Member, Paso Robles Groundwater Basin Advisory Committee  
 
DATE:   May 13, 2015 
 
Response 3.1 
 
The commenter suggests that applications for the Agricultural Offset program that would move 
the location of use a short distance should not require extensive review or paperwork, whereas 
applications for two sites that are more discontinuous should require a higher level of scrutiny. 
Per Board of Supervisors direction, the proposed Agricultural Offset program has been 
designed to be ministerial so as to make it simple for people to apply. As proposed, the 
Agricultural Offset program would limit the available area for proposed plantings in off-site 
offset applications, but would process those applications at a ministerial level.  One of the 
limitations includes prohibition of off-site offsets on sites overlying areas of severe groundwater 
decline, as defined by Figure XY in Title 22 of the County Code. 
 
  

8-12



8-13

kstanulis
Oval

kstanulis
Typewritten Text
Letter 4

bternet
Line

mjones
Typewritten Text
4.1

mjones
Typewritten Text

mjones
Typewritten Text



8-14

mjones
Typewritten Text
4.2

mjones
Typewritten Text
4.3

mjones
Typewritten Text

bternet
Line

mjones
Typewritten Text

bternet
Line

mjones
Typewritten Text



Conservation and Open Space Element Supplemental EIR 
Section 8.0 Responses to Comments 

 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 

Letter 4 
 
COMMENTER: Patricia Wilmore, Government Affairs Coordinator, Paso Robles Wine 

Country Alliance  
 
DATE:   May 13, 2015 
 
Response 4.1  
 
The commenter provides comments on proposed revisions to the County Land Use Ordinance 
(Title 22). All of the recommended revisions were considered by the Planning Commission 
during a series of study sessions/public hearings.  The Planning Commission directed staff to 
make revisions to the proposed amendment language that resulted in further clarification of the 
proposed Program language. 
 
Response 4.2 
 
The commenter expresses a preference for a ministerial process with no formal notification 
requirements. During a series of study sessions/public hearings, the Planning Commission 
considered alternatives to the ministerial process.  As a result, the program implementation 
would be through the ministerial process; however, a courtesy notice would be sent to all CSDs 
which provide water service and have a site within their jurisdiction upon acceptance of an 
Agricultural Offset application.   
 
Response 4.3 
 
The commenter notes the importance of allowing a sufficient number of years before planting 
when in receipt of an offset clearance to allow for such agricultural contingencies as the 
availability of disease free plants. The proposed Agricultural Offset program would be subject 
to sections 22.64.060 (Land Use Permit Time Limits) and 22.64.070 (Land Use Permit Extensions 
of Time). This would allow flexibility in situations where planting cannot occur prior to the 
expiration date of the offset clearance.  
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Letter 5 
 
COMMENTER: Jordan Blasingame, Chairperson, CSA 23 Advisory Group  
 
DATE:   May 14, 2015 
 
Response 5.1  
 
The commenter summarizes the purpose and intent of the CSA 23 Advisory Group. The 
comment is noted. The commenter additionally references the attached comments on the Draft 
SEIR. Refer to responses 5.2 through 5.10 below for responses to specific comments on the Draft 
SEIR. 
 
Response 5.2 
 
The commenter suggests that the Atascadero Sub-basin should be excluded from the proposed 
Program. It should be clarified that the Atascadero Sub-basin is excluded from the Program. In 
response to this comment, this fact has been clarified in the Final SEIR via revisions to figures 
(as described in responses 5.4 and 9.2) and revision to the following text in Section 2.3.1(b) 
(Proposed Water Neutral New Development) in Section 2.0, Project Description: 
 

ii. Agricultural Offset program. As described below, the County worked with the 
Upper Salinas – Las Tablas Resource Conservation District to develop an agricultural 
water offset program for the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding the Atascadero 
Sub-basin, which is not experiencing the same groundwater depletion as the rest of the 
basin). The proposed Agricultural Offset program is a simplified version of the 
originally proposed Program and would provide a formal framework for the transfer of 
offset credits to/from agricultural operations within the basin. 

 
Section 3.2.1 in Section 3.0, Setting, has also been revised as follows:  
 

3.2.1 Paso Robles Groundwater Basin 
 
The Paso Robles Groundwater Basin encompasses an area of approximately 790 square 
miles and ranges from the Garden Farms area south of Atascadero in San Luis Obispo 
County to San Ardo in Monterey County, and from the Highway 101 corridor east to 
Shandon. The Atascadero Sub-basin is located in the western portion of the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin and has an area of approximately 0.02 square miles, which makes 
up about three percent of the area of the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin. The 
Atascadero Sub-basin is a hydrologically distinct Sub-basin within the Basin, and 
encompasses the Salinas River corridor area south of Paso Robles and includes the 
communities of Garden Farms, Atascadero, and Templeton. The Atascadero Sub-basin 
has not experienced the same groundwater depletion as the rest of the basin, and is 
therefore excluded from the proposed Program. The Paso Robles Groundwater Basin 
(including the Atascadero Sub-basin) supplies water for 29 percent of San Luis Obispo 
County’s population and an estimated 40 percent of its agricultural production. The 
municipal and industrial water demands on the portion of the Paso Robles Groundwater 

8-20



Conservation and Open Space Element Supplemental EIR 
Section 8.0 Responses to Comments 

 
 

  County of San Luis Obispo 

Basin covered by the Program include the cities City of Paso Robles and Atascadero, the 
communities of Templeton, Shandon, Creston, and San Miguel, Bradley, Camp Roberts, 
and the small community systems in Whitley Gardens and Garden Farms (City of Paso 
Robles, February 2011). 
 
…On August 27, 2013, the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin Urgency Ordinance was 
adopted by the County Board of Supervisors, establishing a moratorium on new or 
expanded irrigated crop production, conversion of dry farm or grazing land to new or 
expanded irrigated crop production, as well as new development dependent upon a 
well in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin unless such uses offset their total projected 
water use by a ratio of 1:1. The Paso Robles Groundwater Basin Urgency Ordinance does 
not cover the Atascadero Sub-basin. 

 
Table 4.1-1 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, has also been revised as follows: 
 

Table 4.1-1 
FMMP Important Farmland Statistics for San Luis Obispo County 

FMMP Land Use 
Category 

San Luis Obispo County 
Portion of the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin Subject 

to Program
1 

Acres 
Percent of 
Land Area 

Acres 
Percent of 
Land Area 

Prime Farmland 41,319 2 % 10,473 
10,017 2.9% 

Farmland of Statewide 
Importance 21,132 1 % 11,827 

11,517 3.3% 

Unique Farmland 39,950 2 % 20,290 
20,243 5.69% 

Farmland of Local 
Importance 307,325 16 % 38,980 

36,043 10.84% 

Farmland of Local 
Potential 

Included in 
Farmland of 

Local 
Importance 

N/A 36,363 
34,097 10.1 9.9% 

Grazing Land 1,181,015 63 % 218,102 
212,223 610.4% 

Urban and Built-Up 
Land 45,017 2 % 8,621 

7,179 2.41% 

Other Land 242,998 13 % 15,797 
13,664 4.40% 

Water Area 8,780 <1 % -- -- 

Not Surveyed -- -- 900 0.23% 

Total Area Inventoried 1,887,536 100 % 345,885 100% 

Source: California Department of Conservation, 2010; County of San Luis Obispo 2005 & 2006. 
1. Excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin; refer to Figure 4.1-1. 
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In addition, throughout the Final SEIR, references to the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin in the 
context of either the proposed Agricultural Offset program or the existing Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin Urgency Ordinance (which does not apply to the Atascadero Sub-basin) 
have been revised as follows. These revisions are shown in Sections 1.0, Introduction, 2.0, Project 
Description, 4.1, Agricultural Resources, 4.2, Land Use, 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant, 5.0, 
Alternatives, and 6.0, Other CEQA Sections: 
 

…the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin)… 
 
Response 5.3 
 
The commenter states that it is unclear how the system of water credits and urban/rural 
retrofits would be implemented by the proposed Program. The proposed Program specifies that 
credits must originate and be used from within the same groundwater basin.  It further 
stipulates that credits obtained from agricultural uses must be used for new agricultural 
plantings only, and those generated from urban/rural sources must be used for new 
development.  
 
The commenter additionally states that retrofitting programs can have a negative impact on 
property values, and suggests that this issue be addressed in the Final SEIR. The commenter 
does not provide evidence to support the statement that such programs can negatively impact 
property values. In addition, the EIR is not intended to account for economic effects of the 
proposed Program, in accordance with CEQA guidelines. As stated in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064(e) and 15131(a), economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be 
treated as significant effects on the environment. Therefore, such effects are not considered in 
the Final SEIR.  
 
Response 5.4 
 
The commenter notes that figures in the Draft SEIR include the Atascadero Sub-basin portion of 
the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, and suggest that these areas should be excluded, consistent 
with the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin Urgency Ordinance. In response to this comment, 
Figure 2-2 has been modified to clearly delineate the area of the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin 
that is subject to the proposed Program, which excludes the Atascadero Sub-basin. Refer to the 
revised Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project Description. Refer also to response 5.2. 
 
Response 5.5 
 
The commenter suggests inclusion of a fifth alternative that includes a program that is only in 
affect when “exceptional drought” conditions are present for the relevant LOS III basins. Refer 
to Alternative 4 in Section 5.0, Alternatives. Under this alternative, both the Urban/Rural Water 
Offset requirements and Agricultural Offset program could sunset under any one of several 
conditions, including Board of Supervisors declaration of an end to emergency drought 
conditions.   
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Response 5.6 
 
The commenter expresses the opinion that the County’s Resource Management System (RMS) 
system should not be used to dictate policy, and that regional differences should be accounted 
for in management programs. Consideration of an alternative to the Resource Management 
System as a means to evaluate policy changes is outside the scope of this Draft SEIR.  
 
Response 5.7 
 
The commenter suggests that homeowners will conserve water resources out of their own self-
interest, and that the Final SEIR should acknowledge this fact. While it is true that many 
homeowners already choose to conserve water, and more may choose to conserve water in the 
future, the proposed Program is intended to ensure that such conservation efforts are taking 
place consistently throughout the County to achieve the goal of reducing the wasteful use of 
water in the county. 
 
The commenter additionally suggests that revenue from the Urban/Rural Offset component of 
WNND should target larger community goals after efficiency improvement targets are realized. 
Although property owners may already be engaged in similar conservation efforts, the 
proposed Program ensures greater participation in water conservation efforts.  Any revenue 
generated from the proposed Program can only be used for its implementation.  
 
Response 5.8 
 
The commenter requests that hobby agriculture be defined in the Final SEIR. Reference to 
activities defined as hobby agriculture has been removed from the proposed Program. Section 
2.3.1 in Section 2.0, Project Description, and Section 5.4.1 in Section 5.0, Alternatives, have also 
been revised as follows:  
  

a. Irrigated agricultural crop conversions;  
b. New irrigated agricultural development on previously un-irrigated land; and  
c. Replanting of existing irrigated crops (of the same crop type) where the replanting 

results in an increase of crop density or other modification that leads to increased water 
use (e.g. change in irrigation system or cropping patterns).; and 

d. Hobby agriculture for rural residential users.  
 
 
Response 5.9 

The commenter requests clarification regarding the source of water to be used in outdoor water 
features. The Planning Commission directed staff to make revisions to the proposed 
amendment language that resulted in further clarification of the proposed Program language, 
regarding the source of water used for outdoor water features. This clarification has been added 
to the proposed Program language in Section 8.69.030 and Section 8.69.030, and does not affect 
the analysis contained in the SEIR. 
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Response 5.10 

The commenter suggests that the community of Garden Farms be excluded from Section 3.2.1 
(Program Area Setting, Paso Robles Groundwater Basin) and that the text acknowledge that the 
Atascadero Sub-basin is not experiencing the same water level declines as the remainder of the 
Paso Robles Groundwater Basin. Refer to response 5.2. 
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Letter 6 
 
COMMENTER: Daniel Heimel, Water systems Consulting, Inc., Northern Cities 

Management Area Technical Group  
 
DATE:   May 15, 2015 
 
Response 6.1  
 
The commenter suggests that Alternative 2 (Larger Offset Requirement) be reconsidered 
because a larger than 1:1 offset requirement is necessary to correct the loss in basin storage over 
the last 10 years. As noted in Section 5.0, Alternatives, the Larger Offset Requirement Alternative 
would reduce water demand in the certified LOS III groundwater basins (rather than being 
water demand neutral, as with the proposed Program). As a result, this alternative would be 
potentially more consistent with the County’s land use policy framework that promotes water 
conservation. However, because more agricultural land could be fallowed as a result of this 
alternative, impacts related to agricultural resources would be greater than for the proposed 
Program (although they would remain less than significant). The commenter’s preference for 
Alternative 2 over the proposed Program is noted.  
 
Response 6.2 
 
The commenter suggests that Alternative 3 (Expanded Agricultural Offset Program) be 
reconsidered because it would help prevent further overdraft or pumping that exceeds recharge 
in the Nipomo Mesa Water Conservation Area. As noted in Section 5.0, Alternatives, because the 
Expanded Agricultural Offset Program Alternative would extend the Agricultural Offset 
program to new irrigated agricultural development overlying all LOS III groundwater basins 
(rather than the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin only), this alternative would increase the 
amount of agricultural water offsets in the county. Because this alternative would increase the 
amount of agricultural water offsets, a larger amount of agricultural land could be fallowed 
under this alternative. Thus, Alternative 3 would have greater impacts to agricultural resources 
than the proposed Program (although they would remain less than significant). The 
commenter’s preference for Alternative 3 over the proposed Program is noted.  
 
Response 6.3 
 
The commenter suggests that proposed water waste measures should incorporate State 
Emergency Drought conservation regulations. The Planning Commission directed staff to make 
revisions to the proposed amendment language that resulted in further clarification of the 
proposed Program language, regarding its relationship to statewide conservation regulations. 
This clarification has been added to the proposed Program language in Section 8.69.030 and 
does not affect the analysis contained in the SEIR. 
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Letter 7 
 
COMMENTER: Sue Luft, President; Laurie Gage, Vice President; Jan Seals, Treasurer; and 

Cheryl Coats, Secretary, PRO Water Equity  
 
DATE:   May 15, 2015 
 
Response 7.1  
 
The commenter references an idea presented during public comment that the Program include a 
20-acre and below exemption. The commenter expresses a preference for a smaller acreage 
exemption (such as 5 acres or less). The Planning Commission directed staff to make revisions 
to the proposed amendment language that resulted in further clarification of the proposed 
Program language to allow for a de minimus groundwater extraction exemption for new crop 
production on previously unplanted sites, limited to no more than 2.5 AF per year. 
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Letter 8 
 
COMMENTER: Bettina Mayer, District Engineer, Templeton Community Services District  
 
DATE:   May 15, 2015 
 
Response 8.1 
 
The commenter suggests that the Atascadero Sub-basin be excluded from the proposed 
Program. Refer to response 5.2. The proposed Program does exclude the Atascadero Sub-basin, 
which has been clarified in the Final SEIR text and figures. 
 
Response 8.2 
 
The commenter suggests that the boundaries of the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin and 
Atascadero Sub-basin be clearly shown on Figure 7.2. It is assumed the commenter is referring 
to Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project Description, which shows certified LOS III groundwater 
basins. Refer to response 5.5. As discussed therein, Figure 2-2 has been revised accordingly. 
Refer also to response 5.2. 
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Letter 9 
 
COMMENTER: Joe Patterson, Chairman, Santa Margarita Area Advisory Council   
 
DATE:   May 15, 2015 
 
Response 9.1 
 
The commenter introduces the Santa Margarita Area Advisory Council (SMAAC) comments, 
and notes that not all SMAAC members are in full agreement with the comments. The comment 
is noted. Refer to responses 9.2 through 9.18 below for responses to specific comments on the 
Draft SEIR. 
 
Response 9.2 
 
The commenter notes agreement with Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project Description, which shows 
the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin as excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin. The comment is 
noted. In addition, figures in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, and 4.2, Land Use, have been 
revised for consistency with Figure 2-2. Refer also to response 5.2. 
 
Response 9.3 
 
The commenter requests a definition of “hobby agriculture for rural residential users.” Refer to 
response 5.8. 
 
Response 9.4 
 
The commenter suggests removing the language “hobby agriculture for rural residential users” 
from the Final SEIR. As shown in Response 5.8, reference to activities defined as hobby 
agriculture has been removed from the proposed Program and Final EIR.  
 
Response 9.5 
 
The commenter requests clarification regarding the prohibition of potable water in water 
fountains and other decorative features, and suggests that this proposed requirement be 
redefined to require recirculated water for such features. Refer to response 5.9.  
 
Response 9.6 
 
The commenter suggests that the definition of the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin should 
exclude Garden Farms, Atascadero, and Templeton. Refer to response 5.10.  
 
Response 9.7 
 
The commenter suggests that the boundary on Figure 4.1-1 should exclude the Atascadero Sub-
basin, consistent with Figure 2-2. Refer to responses 5.2 and 9.2. Figure 4.1-1 has been revised, as 
shown in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources.   
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Response 9.8 
 
The commenter suggests that the boundary on Figure 4.1-2 should exclude the Atascadero Sub-
basin, consistent with Figure 2-2. Refer to responses 5.2 and 9.2. Figure 4.1-2 has been revised, as 
shown in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources.   
 
Response 9.9 
 
The commenter points out that the numbered items on the top of page 4.1-9 are redundant with 
the numbered items on the bottom of page 4.1-7. In response to this comment, the following 
revision has been made to Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources: 
 

The Agriculture Element offers the following policy direction: 
 

1. Storage of water in or under the watershed should be maximized, thereby 
minimizing discharges that are lost out of the watershed. 

2. Recharge of groundwater basins should be preserved and enhanced by protecting 
stream bed gravels that are a major source of recharge from sediment deposition. 
Other alluvial areas should be protected from impervious surfaces or compaction. 

3. Water that is extracted from storage should be properly used in a manner that 
maximizes its beneficial use and that minimizes evaporative losses. 

4. Storage of water in or under the watershed should be maximized, thereby 
minimizing discharges that are lost out of the watershed. 

5. Recharge of groundwater basins should be preserved and enhanced by protecting 
stream bed gravels that are a major source of recharge from sediment deposition. 
Other alluvial areas should be protected from impervious surfaces or compaction. 

6. Water that is extracted from storage should be properly used in a manner that 
maximizes its beneficial use and that minimizes evaporative losses. 

 
Response 9.10 
 
The commenter suggests that the SEIR may incentivize current landowners to over irrigate their 
farmland in advance of selling their land as an offset to a developer. It should be clarified that 
credits for the Agricultural Offset program would be calculated using average water rates for 
different types of crops, as shown in Table 2-3 in Section 2.0, Project Description. By utilizing pre-
established rates for specific crop types, rather than actual water use measurements, the 
Agricultural Offset program would not incentivize over irrigating as a means of increasing the 
calculated offset value.  
 
The commenter further suggests that potential buyers would consist of out-of-town, foreign, or 
large corporations who can afford to spend the amount of money required for the Agricultural 
Offset program, which may drive out local farmers. It should be clarified that the EIR is not 
intended to account for economic effects of the proposed Program, in accordance with CEQA 
guidelines. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e) and 15131(a), economic and social 
changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. 
Therefore, such effects are not considered in the Final SEIR.  
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The commenter additionally suggests that the analysis in Impact AG-1 appears to require 
irrigation of crops every four years, thus forcing landowners to use their land in a manner 
dictated by the government. The analysis and associated mitigation for Impact AG-1 in Section 
4.1, Agricultural Resources, has been revised, as shown below. These revisions are made to 
acknowledge that a change in Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) 
designation (e.g. Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance) 
does not constitute a significant impact under CEQA. Rather, a significant impact would occur 
if the Program would directly convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use. Fallowing of agricultural land is not considered 
a non-agricultural use; thus, the Agricultural Offset program would not convert these areas to 
non-agricultural use, and the impact would be less than significant, rather than significant but 
mitigable. Because of this change in impact level, mitigation is no longer required. The 
mitigation would have required that these areas not be fallowed, and also that changes in 
irrigation type/method remain consistent with criteria under the FMMP, which may have 
required irrigation of crops every four years, as noted by the commenter. Because this 
mitigation measure has been eliminated, the commenter’s concern has been addressed.  
 

Impact AG-1 The Agricultural Offset program component of the 
Countywide Water Conservation Program would could 
result in the fallowing of agricultural fields, but would 
not convert crop conversion, or conversion of irrigation 
systems as a means of reducing water consumption 
which could result in direct conversion of Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance to non-agricultural use. Impacts would be 
Class III, less than significant but mitigable. 

 
The Water Neutral New Development (WNND) requirements would require that new 
or expanded irrigated agricultural development overlying the Paso Robles Groundwater 
Basin (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin) offset water use at a minimum 1:1 ratio. This 
would be accomplished through the Agricultural Offset program, which as described in 
Section 2.0, Project Description, would allow for creation of water credits to be transferred 
within and between agricultural properties. Water offsets could be granted under this 
program by allowing a potential grower on currently vacant land to purchase water 
credits from a grower willing to reduce or eliminate existing crops, switch to a less water 
intensive crop, or change to a more efficient irrigation system. If an existing grower 
eliminates existing crops as a means to provide the water credit, existing agricultural 
fields could go fallow, including land currently designated as Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland, as shown in Figure 4.1-1. 
However, fallowing of agricultural land is a common occurrence, and would not be 
considered a change in land use. Further, the proposed Agricultural Offset program 
would not alter existing land use or zoning designations, nor facilitate development on 
agricultural land. Thus, the Agricultural Offset program would not convert agriculture 
(including Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland) 
to non-agricultural use, and impacts would be less than significant.  
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In order to meet the definition of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, agricultural land must have been used for the production of irrigated crops 
at some time during the two update cycles prior to the mapping date, which equates to 
every four years. Thus, any water conservation method which results in the loss of 
irrigation (crop conversion to non-irrigated crops or fallowing) of Prime Farmland or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance for a duration of four years or more, would lead to a 
loss of a property’s designation as Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance. 
 
Similarly, if Unique Farmland were to stop producing high value crops or began 
producing excluded crops (such as grains) and this change lasted four years or more, it 
would lose its designation as such. Similar rules would also apply to Farmland of Local 
Importance. Unique Farmland and Farmland of Local Importance do not have irrigation 
requirements and would likely only be impacted through Agricultural Offset program 
though crop conversion or fallowing of fields. As defined in San Luis Obispo County, 
land can remain designated as Farmland of Local Potential, which is a sub-category of 
Farmland of Local Importance, without any active agriculture as long as it has 
characteristics of Prime or Statewide Farmland and is not cultivated. 
 
Figure 4.1-1 illustrates the prevalence of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and Unique Farmland in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin.  
 
Table 4.1-1 identifies the total quantity and percent of Prime Farmland and Farmland of 
Statewide Importance in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin that could potentially be 
converted under Agricultural Offset program if they are used to provide water credits 
using fallowing or conversion to non-irrigated crops. As shown in Table 4.1-1, there is 
the potential for the conversion of up to 10,473 acres (2.9 percent of the area) of Prime 
Farmland and 11,827 acres (3.3 percent of the area) of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance. While in reality it is unlikely that all Prime Farmland and Farmland of 
Statewide Importance in this area would participate in the Agricultural Offset program, 
due to the importance of these resources as well as the small percentages of both Prime 
Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance in the Paso Robles Groundwater 
Basin, any conversion of these lands to a different FMMP designation or non-
agricultural uses would be a potentially significant impact.  
 
While irrigation is not required to meet the definition of Unique Farmland, land under 
this category is usually irrigated though it may include non-irrigated orchards or 
vineyards. There are 20,290 acres (2.9 percent of the area) of Unique Farmland in the 
Paso Robles Groundwater Basin. Unique Farmland in this area could be impacted due to 
crop conversion from a high water usage crop to a crop that does not require irrigation, 
or is low water usage and therefore no longer meets the definition of a high economic 
value crop. Examples of high economic value crops include oranges, olives, avocados, 
rice, grapes, and cut flowers. Because irrigation is not required to meet the definition of 
Unique Farmland, changes in crop type (less water intensive) or changes in irrigation do 
not necessarily result in a loss of the Unique Farmland designation. For this reason not 
all crop conversions would result in a conversion of Unique Farmland. However, 
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because conversion of Unique Farmland could potentially occur as a result of crop 
conversion or fallowing, impacts would be considered potentially significant.  
 
Amendments to the policies and goals proposed under the proposed Program would 
not have an adverse effect on Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance as the polices and goals are intended to protect these same 
resources. In addition, because the Agricultural Offset program also allows for planting 
credits to be obtained through a shift to less water intensive crops (rather than 
fallowing), the Agricultural Offset program may result in a net increase in agricultural 
acreage in agricultural areas overlying the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding 
the Atascadero Sub-basin). The transfer of planting credits and conversion of high water 
use crops (e.g. alfalfa) to low water use crops (e.g. vineyards) could yield potential new 
irrigated agriculture acreage – all while maintaining current water demand. 
 
Additionally, the Water Waste Prevention (WWP) program would identify a series of 
best management practices (BMPs) aimed at increasing water use efficiency in 
agricultural practices. This includes expansion/clarification of existing policy regarding 
increased water efficiency efforts and increased educational outreach. However, the 
WWP program would not alter existing land uses, including agriculture, and would 
therefore have no influence on the conversion of Prime Farmland, Farmland of 
Statewide Importance or Unique Farmland. In addition, the WWP program would serve 
to conserve water, which is a vital component necessary for a successful agricultural 
industry. 
 
In summary, potentially significant impacts would include the following types of FMMP 
classification changes resulting from changes in irrigation regime or crop types: 
 

 Prime Farmland converted to Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique 
Farmland, Farmland of Local Importance, Grazing Land, or non-agricultural 
uses. 

 Farmland of Statewide Importance converted to Unique Farmland, Farmland of 
Local Importance, Grazing Land, or non-agricultural uses. 

 Unique Farmland converted to Farmland of Local Importance, Grazing Land, or 
non-agricultural uses.  

 
Mitigation Measures. No mitigation is required. The following mitigation would 

reduce potentially significant impacts to Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and Unique Farmland to a less than significant level. 

 
AG-1 Sending sites participating in the Agricultural Offset 

program shall be consistent with the following: 
a. Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, 

and Unique Farmland shall not be fallowed as a means 
of providing water offset credits. 

b. Changes in irrigation type/method and conversions of 
crops on agricultural lands designated as Prime 
Farmland must remain consistent with criteria for 
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Prime Farmland as defined by the Department of 
Conservation FMMP. To be classified as Prime 
Farmland, land must have been irrigated for the 
production of irrigated crops at some time during the 
two update cycles, or the last four years prior to the 
mapping date. 

c. Changes in irrigation type/method and conversions of 
crops on agricultural lands designated as Farmland of 
Statewide Importance must remain consistent with 
criteria for Farmland of Statewide Importance or Prime 
Farmland as defined by the Department of 
Conservation FMMP. To be classified as Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, land must have been irrigated 
for the production of irrigated crops at some time 
during the two update cycles, or the last four years, 
prior to the mapping date. 

d. Changes in irrigation type/method and conversions of 
crops on agricultural lands designated as Unique 
Farmland must remain consistent with criteria for 
Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance 
or Prime Farmland as defined by the Department of 
Conservation FMMP. To be classified as Unique 
Farmland, land must have been used for the 
production of specific high economic value crops at 
some time during the two update cycles, or the last 
four years, prior to the mapping date. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 

AG-1, I Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
As a result of the above revisions, the Mitigation Measures and Significance After Mitigation 
discussion for Impact AG-2 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, has been revised as follows:  
 

Mitigation Measures. Mitigation Measure AG-1 would prevent the fallowing of 
Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland. Each of 
these categories of farmland could be under Williamson Act contract; therefore, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-1 would partially address this impact. 
However, because other categories of potentially irrigated farmland subject to 
Williamson Act could be fallowed, the The following mitigation measure would be 
required.  

 
AG-3 The following provision shall be added to the proposed 

Agricultural Offset program: 
 

Sending sites providing planting credits shall remain 
consistent with the provisions of any existing Williamson 
Act contract for the property and County of San Luis 
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Obispo Rules of Procedure to Implement the California 
Land Conservation Act Of 1965. 

 
Significance After Mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-3 as 

well as Mitigation Measure AG-1 would reduce potential impacts associated with 
conflicts with the Williamson Act to a less than significant level. 

 
In addition, Section 4.1.2(c) (Cumulative Impacts) has been modified as follows: 
 

c. Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impacts would not occur as a result of 
conversion of agriculture under the proposed Program beyond those considered in the 
San Luis Obispo County General Plan. As discussed above and in Section 4.3, Land Use, 
the proposed Program would facilitate new urban and rural development in certified 
LOS III groundwater basins and new irrigated agricultural development in agricultural 
areas overlying the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding the Atascadero Sub-
basin), however it would do so consistent with existing San Luis Obispo County General 
Plan and Zoning Ordinance land use designations. The Agricultural Offset program 
could result in the fallowing of agricultural land, including land designated as Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, and/or Farmland of Statewide Importance. However, as 
discussed under Impact AG-1, the fallowing of agricultural land is a common 
occurrence, and does not constitute conversion to non-agricultural use. The Program 
does not involve any amendments to land use designations or zoning, and therefore 
would not generate development that would convert these areas to non-agricultural use. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-1 would prevent downgrades of FMMP 
classifications for Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique 
Farmland; however, there There is the potential for some irrigated Farmland of Local 
Importance, Farmland of Local Potential or Grazing Land to also be fallowed as a result 
of the proposed Program, unless it would conflict with an existing Williamson Act 
contract (per Mitigation Measure AG-3). Agricultural lands would only be fallowed 
under the proposed Program as a means of water offset to allow other agriculture uses 
to be developed or intensified and water offsets generated through fallowing of 
agricultural would not be used to facilitate non-agricultural development types. 
Therefore, the contribution of the proposed Program to cumulative impacts related to 
the conversion of agriculture would be less than significant.  

 
Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary has also been revised for consistency: 
 

Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
Impact AG-1 The Agricultural Offset 
program component of the 
Countywide Water Conservation 
Program would could result in the 
fallowing of agricultural fields, but 
would not convert crop conversion, 
or conversion of irrigation systems 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 
 
AG-1 Sending sites participating in the 
Agricultural Offset Program shall be consistent 
with the following: 
e. Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 

Importance, and Unique Farmland shall not 

Less than significant. 
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Table ES-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

as a means of reducing water 
consumption which could result in 
direct conversion of Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance to non-
agricultural use. Impacts would be 
Class III, less than significant but 
mitigable. 
 

be fallowed as a means of providing water 
offset credits. 

f. Changes in irrigation type/method and 
conversions of crops on agricultural lands 
designated as Prime Farmland must remain 
consistent with criteria for Prime Farmland 
as defined by the Department of 
Conservation FMMP. To be classified as 
Prime Farmland land must have been 
irrigated for the production of irrigated crops 
at some time during the two update cycles, 
or the last four years prior to the mapping 
date. 

g. Changes in irrigation type/method and 
conversions of crops on agricultural lands 
designated as Farmland of Statewide 
Importance must remain consistent with 
criteria for Farmland of Statewide 
Importance or Prime Farmland as defined by 
the Department of Conservation FMMP. To 
be classified as Farmland of Statewide 
Importance land must have been irrigated 
for the production of irrigated crops at some 
time during the two update cycles, or the last 
four years, prior to the mapping date. 

h. Changes in irrigation type/method and 
conversions of crops on agricultural lands 
designated as Unique Farmland must 
remain consistent with criteria for Unique 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance or Prime Farmland as defined by 
the Department of Conservation FMMP. To 
be classified as Unique Farmland land must 
have been used for the production of 
specific high economic value crops at some 
time during the two update cycles, or the last 
four years, prior to the mapping date. 

 
In addition, Table 4.2-1 in Section 4.2, Land Use, has been revised as follows: 
 

Table 4.2-1 
Policy Consistency: County of San Luis Obispo General Plan 

County of San Luis Obispo General Plan Policy Consistency Discussion 

Land Use Element – Framework for Planning (Inland) 
Principle 1. Preserve open space, scenic natural beauty 
and natural resources. Conserve energy resources. 
Protect agricultural land and resources. 

Potentially Consistent. The WWP program would 
promote water conservation through the prohibition of 
water wasting in urban and rural areas and BMPs in 
agricultural areas, with potential fines for non-compliance 
in non-agricultural areas. Although WNND requirements 
may facilitate new urban and rural development in 
groundwater basins certified at LOS III for water supply, 
and new irrigated agricultural development in the Paso 
Robles Groundwater Basin, it would do so only if that 
development could offset its water use at a 1:1 ratio. This 
may occur by allowing some agricultural lands to go 
fallow. As noted in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, 
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Table 4.2-1 
Policy Consistency: County of San Luis Obispo General Plan 

County of San Luis Obispo General Plan Policy Consistency Discussion 

fallowing of agricultural fields as a means of reducing 
water consumption within the Paso Robles Groundwater 
Basin (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin) would not 
be considered a conversion to non-agricultural use, and 
impacts would be could result in direct conversion of 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of 
Statewide Importance. However, Mitigation Measure AG-
1 prohibits the fallowing of these lands, thus reducing the 
impact to a less than significant level. Some 
development facilitated by the ordinance could occur in 
open space or scenic areas. However, this development 
would be subject to existing land use regulations. 

Policy 6. Encourage the protection and use of agricultural 
land for the production of food, fiber and other 
agricultural commodities, and support the rural economy 
and locally-based commercial agriculture.  

Potentially Consistent. The Agricultural Offset program, 
as part of WNND requirements, would allow new irrigated 
agriculture which overlies the Paso Robles Groundwater 
Basin (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin). The goal is 
to maintain current water demand which could 
strengthen the rural economy and locally-based 
commercial agriculture. However, new irrigated lands 
would be planted at the expense of other, existing 
agricultural areas, which would either be planted with 
less water intensive crops, or left fallow in order to offset 
the new water demand. If the new agricultural 
development is offset with less water-intensive crops, the 
net impact to agricultural production would be positive 
because more acres would be used for agriculture. If 
offset with fallowing of land, however, the net result could 
be negative. However, Mitigation Measure AG-1 in 
Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, prohibits the 
fallowing of lands designated as impacts would be less 
than significant, as fallowing of Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland 
would not be considered a conversion to non-agricultural 
use. This mitigation would reduce potential impacts to a 
less than significant level, and would similarly serve to 
protect agricultural land, which is Because the Program 
would either result in a net benefit or less than significant 
impacts to agriculture, the Program would be potentially 
consistent with this policy. 

Land Use Element – Framework for Planning (Coastal) 
Objective 3.d. Preserve urban and rural open space as 
an irreplaceable resource for future generations by: 
Protecting agricultural, natural and other rural areas 
between communities, and working with landowners and 
these communities to maintain rural character and land 
uses. 

Potentially Consistent. The WWP program would 
promote water conservation through the prohibition of 
water wasting in urban and rural areas and application of 
BMPs in agricultural areas, with a threat of fines for non-
compliance in non-agricultural areas. Although WNND 
requirements may facilitate new urban and rural 
development within groundwater basins certified at LOS 
III for water supply, and new irrigated agricultural 
development in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin 
(excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin), it would do so 
only if that development could offset its water use at a 
1:1 ratio. In the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, this 
may occur by allowing some agricultural lands to go 
fallow. As noted in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, 
fallowing of agricultural fields as a means of reducing 
water consumption could would not result in direct 
conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and 
Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural 
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Table 4.2-1 
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use. Thus, impacts related to conversion of important 
farmland would be less than significant. However, 
Mitigation Measure AG-1 prohibits the fallowing of these 
lands, thus reducing the impact to a less than significant 
level. Some development facilitated by the ordinance 
could occur in open space or scenic areas. However, this 
development would be subject to existing land use 
designations. 

Agriculture Element 
Goal AG1. Support County Agricultural Production. 

a. Support and promote a healthy and competitive 
agricultural industry whose products are 
recognized in national and international markets 
as being produced in San Luis Obispo County. 

b. Facilitate agricultural production by allowing a 
broad range of uses and agricultural support 
services to be consistently and accessibly located 
in areas of prime agricultural activity. 

c. Support ongoing efforts by the agricultural 
community to develop new techniques and new 
practices. 

d. Develop agricultural permit processing procedures 
that are rapid and efficient. Do not require permits 
for agricultural practices and improvements that 
are currently exempt. Keep the required level of 
permit processing for non-exempt projects at the 
lowest possible level consistent with the protection 
of agricultural resources and sensitive habitats. 

Potentially Consistent. WNND requirements include an 
Agricultural Offset program, which would facilitate the 
planting of new or more intensively irrigated agriculture in 
the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding the 
Atascadero Sub-basin) by allowing the potential grower 
to purchase water credits from an existing grower, 
thereby maintaining current water demands. As noted in 
Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, fallowing of although 
agricultural fields (including Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance) may 
be fallowed as a means of reducing water consumption, 
this would not be considered a conversion to non-
agricultural use. could result in direct conversion of Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide 
Importance. However, Mitigation Measure AG-1 prohibits 
the fallowing of these lands, thus reducing the impact to 
a less than significant level. In addition, because the 
Agricultural Offset program also allows for water credits 
to be obtained through a shift to less water intensive 
crops (rather than fallowing), the program may result in a 
net increase in agricultural acreage overlying the Paso 
Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding the Atascadero 
Sub-basin). In this way, the WNND requirements could 
help to implement this policy.  
 
WNND requirements may also allow planting credits to 
be obtained by improving irrigation efficiency, which may 
support ongoing efforts by the agricultural community to 
develop new techniques and practices (of conserving 
water). In addition, the element of the WWP program 
aimed at reducing water waste in agricultural areas 
would include two parts: a) expansion/clarification of 
existing policy regarding increased water efficiency 
efforts and b) educational outreach. Measures would be 
implemented which would identify wasteful practices, 
describe BMPs, and provide better resources for 
education of agricultural water application to both the 
agriculture industry and public, potentially consistent with 
this policy. 

Goal AG3. Protect Agricultural Lands. 
a. Establish criteria in this element for agricultural 

land divisions that will promote the long-term 
viability of agriculture. 

b. Maintain and protect agricultural lands from 
inappropriate conversion to non-agricultural uses. 
Establish criteria in this element and 
corresponding changes in the Land Use Element 
and Land Use Ordinance for when it is appropriate 
to convert land from agricultural to non-agricultural 

Potentially Consistent. The Countywide Water 
Conservation Program would not result in agricultural 
land divisions. Thus, Goal AG3(a) is not applicable to the 
Program. Although the Agricultural Offset program could 
result in the fallowing of some existing agricultural land, 
fallowing of agricultural lands is a common occurrence 
Mitigation Measure AG-1 in Section 4.1, Agricultural 
Resources, would prohibit the fallowing of Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 
Unique Farmland. Thus, the Program would not convert 
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designations. 
c. Maintain and strengthen the county’s agricultural 

preserve program (Williamson Act) as an effective 
means for long-term agricultural land preservation. 

d. Provide incentives for landowners to maintain land 
in productive agricultural uses. 

these areas to non-agricultural use or change any 
existing agricultural land use designations, and would 
provide an incentive for maintaining land in productive 
agriculture. Thus, the Program would be potentially 
consistent with Goals AG3(b) and AG3(d). Mitigation 
Measure AG-3 would also ensure that implementation of 
the Program would not result in conflicts with existing 
Williamson Act contracts, potentially consistent with Goal 
AG3(c). 

Policy AGP24. Conversion of Agricultural Land. 
a. Discourage the conversion of agricultural lands to 

non-agricultural uses through the following 
actions: 
1. Work in cooperation with the incorporated 

cities, service districts, school districts, the 
County Department of Agriculture, the 
Agricultural Advisory Liaison Board, Farm 
Bureau, and affected community advisory 
groups to establish urban service and urban 
reserve lines and village reserve lines that will 
protect agricultural land and will stabilize 
agriculture at the urban fringe. 

2. Establish clear criteria in this plan and the 
Land Use Element for changing the 
designation of land from Agriculture to non-
agricultural designations. 

3. Avoid land redesignation (rezoning) that 
would create new rural residential 
development outside the urban and village 
reserve lines. 

4. Avoid locating new public facilities outside 
urban and village reserve lines unless they 
serve a rural function or there is no feasible 
alternative location within the urban and 
village reserve lines. 

Potentially Consistent. The Countywide Water 
Conservation Program would not expand urban service, 
urban reserve, or village reserve lines, nor would it 
change land use or zoning designations. Further, the 
Program would not result in the location of public 
facilities outside urban and village reserve lines. The 
Program would not redesignate agricultural lands to 
create new rural residential development. Although the 
Agricultural Offset program may result in fallowing of 
some existing agricultural lands in areas overlying the 
Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding the 
Atascadero Sub-basin), this would not be a conversion to 
non-agricultural useMitigation Measure AG-1 in Section 
4.1, Agricultural Resources, would prohibit the fallowing 
of land designated as Prime Farmland, Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland. Thus, the 
Program would not convert important farmland to a non-
agricultural use, and may allow more intensive 
agriculture in some areas.   

Conservation and Open Space Element 
Goal AQ 3. State and federal ambient air quality 
standards will, at a minimum, be attained and 
maintained.  

Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.4, 
Effects Found not to be Significant, prohibiting the 
application of water to exposed hard surfaces and 
unpaved roadways in urban and rural areas may inhibit 
the ability to mitigate for fugitive dust. However, multiple 
alternate strategies exist for the reduction of fugitive dust 
emissions (e.g. chemical stabilizers/dust suppressants, 
track-out devices, and enclosures/wind fencing for 
stockpiles). Thus, prohibiting the application of water in 
these instances would not increase fugitive dust. 
 
In addition, while reduced irrigation and/or fallowing of 
agricultural lands may incrementally increase the amount 
of exposed land susceptible to wind-blown fugitive dust 
within areas of the county overlying the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin (excluding the Atascadero Sub-
basin), it would represent a small portion of the county’s 
overall fugitive dust emissions and would not contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected violation of state 
and federal ambient air quality standards. Mitigation 
Measure AG-1 would preclude the fallowing of Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique 
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Farmland. While the Agricultural Offset program may 
result in an increase in the fallowing of some classes of 
agricultural land, fallowing of fields is a typical agricultural 
practice and occurs regularly throughout the county. 
Therefore, while reduced irrigation and/or fallowing of 
agricultural lands may temporarily increase the amount 
of exposed land susceptible to wind-blown fugitive dust 
within the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding 
the Atascadero Sub-basin), it would not contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation. 

Goal SL 3. Important Agricultural Soils will be conserved. Potentially Consistent. As discussed in Section 4.1, 
Agricultural Resources, the Program would result in the 
fallowing of agricultural fields, crop conversion, or 
conversion of irrigation systems as a means of reducing 
water consumption within the Paso Robles Groundwater 
Basin (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin). However, 
this would not which could result in direct conversion of 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. However, 
Mitigation Measure AG-1 prohibits the fallowing of these 
areas, Impacts would be less than significant and the 
Program would protect thus protecting Important 
Agricultural Soils consistent with this policy.   

North County Area Plan 
Goal 2. Agriculture as a primary focus of economic 
activity, with agricultural land uses maintained and 
protected. (Applies to the El Pomar-Estrella sub-area) 

Potentially Consistent. The Agricultural Offset program, 
as part of WNND requirements, would allow new or 
expanded irrigated agriculture within the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin, which underlies the El Pomar-
Estrella sub-area. However, new irrigated lands would be 
planted at the expense of other, existing agricultural 
areas, which would either be planted with less water 
intensive crops, or left fallow in order to offset the new 
water demand. If the new agricultural development is 
offset with less water-intensive crops, the net impact to 
agricultural production would be positive because more 
acres would be used for agriculture. If offset with 
fallowing of land, however, the net result could be 
reduction in farmed land. However, Mitigation Measure 
AG-1 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, prohibits the 
fallowing of lands designated as impacts would be less 
than significant, as fallowing of Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland 
would not be considered conversion to non-agricultural 
use. This mitigation would reduce potential impacts to a 
less than significant level, and Because the Program 
would not convert agriculture to non-agricultural uses, 
would similarly serve to maintain agriculture would 
remain as a primary focus of economic activity, 
potentially consistent with this policy.  

 
The third and fourth paragraphs on page 4.3-5 in Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant, 
have also been revised as follows: 
 

…Therefore, the proposed Program could result in reduced irrigation and/or the partial 
or complete fallowing of some agricultural lands. Land designated as Prime Farmland, 
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Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland would not be permitted to be 
fallowed as offset credits under the proposed Program as required by Mitigation 
Measure AG-1.  
 
According to the SLOAPCD Emissions Inventory, farming operations (including farm 
equipment) and fugitive windblown dust make up approximately 16 percent of the 
county’s fugitive dust emissions, while paved and unpaved road dust and construction 
and demolition activities make up over 60 percent of the county’s fugitive dust 
emissions (SLOAPCD, 2005). As noted above, Mitigation Measure AG-1 would preclude 
the fallowing of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique 
Farmland. While the Agricultural Offset program may result in an increase in the 
fallowing of some classes of agricultural land, fallowing of fields is a typical agricultural 
practice and occurs regularly throughout the county… 

 
The second paragraph on page 4.3-13 in Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant, has been 
revised as follows: 
 

As such, the proposed Program could result in reduced irrigation and/or the partial or 
complete fallowing of some agricultural lands overlying the Paso Robles Groundwater 
Basin (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin), which could result in increased exposure of 
topsoil to erosion. However, land designated as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, or Unique Farmland would not be permitted to be fallowed as offset credits 
under the proposed Program as required under Mitigation Measure AG-1, which would 
limit the potential loss of topsoil from fallowed fields. While the Agricultural Offset 
program may result in an increase in the fallowing of some agricultural areas, fallowing 
of fields is a typical agricultural practice and occurs regularly throughout the county. 
Therefore, Iimpacts would be less than significant. 

 
The first full paragraph under Drainage and Flooding in Section 4.3.8 (Hydrology and Water 
Quality) in Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant, has been revised as follows: 
 

a-b) As described above, the proposed Program could result in reduced irrigation 
and/or fallowing of agricultural lands in areas overlying the Paso Robles Groundwater 
Basin (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin), which may result in minor changes to 
drainage and runoff patterns in localized areas. Land designated as Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland would not be permitted to be 
fallowed as offset credits under the proposed Program as required by Mitigation 
Measure AG-1. However, reducing irrigation and fallowing of fields are typical 
agricultural practices and occur regularly throughout the county. Therefore, drainage 
patterns and runoff patterns in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding the 
Atascadero Sub-basin) would not differ substantially from existing conditions. Impacts 
would be less than significant. 

 
The first paragraph on page 4.3-35 in Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant, has been 
revised as follows: 
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While the proposed Agricultural Offset program could result in the partial or complete 
fallowing of agricultural lands in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding the 
Atascadero Sub-basin), this would not be considered a conversion to non-agricultural 
useland designated as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique 
Farmland would not be permitted to be fallowed as offset credits under the proposed 
Program (Mitigation Measure AG-1). While the fallowing of some properties could 
represent a change in visual character for individual properties it would not result in 
cumulative impacts to the aesthetic character of the county given that fallowed lands are 
a common feature in the pastoral landscape.  In addition, the fallowing of lands is a 
typical practice for agricultural areas in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding 
the Atascadero Sub-basin). Fallowed land would not substantially increase PM10 
emissions, result in the loss of topsoil, or result in substantial changes to drainage and 
runoff patterns. 

 
The Agricultural Resources discussion in Section 5.2.2 (Impact Analysis) in Section 5.0, 
Alternatives, has been revised as follows: 
 

Agricultural Resources. The Los Osos Basin and NMMA Nipomo Mesa Water 
Conservation Area do not have existing Agricultural Water Offset programs. In areas 
overlying the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin), the 
existing Agricultural Water Offset program [as described in Section 2.3.1(a) of Section 
2.0, Project Description] would continue to apply through August 27, 2015. During this 
time, similar to the proposed Program, water offsets could be granted by fallowing an 
existing agricultural property. This could result in impacts to fallowing of Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland, and may also 
conflict with existing Williamson Act contracts. Mitigation Measure AG-1 in Section 4.1, 
Agricultural Resources, would prohibit the fallowing of these important farmlands, and 
would restrict changes in irrigation type/method or conversions of crops that would 
change the designation of important farmlands. This measure would reduce impacts of 
the Program to important farmlands and Williamson Act contracts to a less than 
significant level. The No Project Alternative would allow potential fallowing of 
agricultural land in areas overlying the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin through August 
27, 2015, without the benefit this mitigation measure. Thus, the impacts of this 
alternative would be unmitigated, and therefore greater than the proposed Program. 
Similar to the proposed Program, the fallowing of these lands would not constitute a 
significant impact; therefore, impacts related to conversion of Important Farmland 
under this alternative would be less than significant, similar to the proposed Program. 

 
The Agricultural Resources discussion in Section 5.3.2 (Impact Analysis) in Section 5.0, 
Alternatives, has been revised as follows: 
 

Agricultural Resources. As described in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, the 
proposed Program would result in the fallowing of agricultural fields, crop conversion, 
or conversion of irrigation systems as a means of reducing water consumption. These 
activities would result in potentially significant impacts to the fallowing of Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance; Williamson Act 
lands; resulting in conversion of Farmland. These potentially significant impacts would 
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occur as a result of the Agricultural Offset program. Because this alternative would 
increase the offset requirement from a 1:1 ratio to a 2:1 ratio, this alternative would 
double the amount of water required to be offset for new agricultural uses. These water 
offsets could be granted through the elimination of existing crops, which could result in 
a larger amount of agricultural land fallowed under the Program. Impacts associated 
with this alternative would therefore be greater than for the proposed Program. 
However, as with the proposed Program, Mitigation Measure AG-1 would prohibit the 
fallowing of important farmlands would not be considered a conversion to non-
agricultural use, and would not constitute a significant impactrestrict changes in 
irrigation type/method or conversions of crops that would change the designation of 
important farmlands. Application of this measure to Therefore, the Larger Offset 
Requirement Alternative would result in less than significant impacts, similar to the 
proposed Program. 
 
The Larger Offset Requirement Alternative would not alter existing land use or zoning 
designations. Similar to the proposed Program, new development would be subject to 
the requirements of the County General Plan and County Code and thus it would not 
conflict with agricultural operations. Impacts related to conflicts with existing zoning for 
agricultural use would be similar to those of the proposed Program, which are less than 
significant. 

 
The Agricultural Resources discussion in Section 5.4.2 (Impact Analysis) in Section 5.0, 
Alternatives, has been revised as follows: 
 

Agricultural Resources. As described in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, the 
proposed Program would result in the fallowing of agricultural fields, crop conversion, 
or conversion of irrigation systems as a means of reducing water consumption. These 
activities would result in potentially significant impacts to the fallowing of Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance; Williamson Act 
lands; resulting in conversion of Farmland. These potentially significant impacts would 
occur as a result of the Agricultural Offset program. Because the Expanded Agricultural 
Offset Program Alternative would extend the Agricultural Offset program to new 
irrigated agricultural development overlying all LOS III groundwater basins (rather than 
the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin only), this alternative would increase the amount of 
agricultural water offsets in the county. These water offsets could be granted through 
the elimination of existing crops, which could result in a larger amount of agricultural 
land fallowed under the Program. Impacts to agricultural resources would therefore be 
slightly greater under this alternative. However, as with the proposed Program, the 
fallowing of important farmlands would not be considered a conversion to non-
agricultural use, and would not constitute a significant impact Mitigation Measure AG-1 
would prohibit the fallowing of important farmlands, and would restrict changes in 
irrigation type/method or conversions of crops that would change the designation of 
important farmlands. Application of this measure to Therefore, Alternative 3 would 
result in less than significant impacts related to important farmland conversionafter 
application of the required mitigation, similar to the proposed Program. 
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The Expanded Agricultural Offset Program Alternative would not alter existing land use 
or zoning designations. Similar to the proposed Program, new development would be 
subject to the requirements of the County General Plan and County Code and thus it 
would not conflict with agricultural operations. Impacts related to conflicts with existing 
zoning for agricultural use would be similar to those of the proposed Program, which 
are less than significant. 

 
The Agricultural Resources discussion in Section 5.5.2 (Impact Analysis) in Section 5.0, 
Alternatives, has been revised as follows: 
 

Agricultural Resources. This alternative would modify the sunset provision for 
the proposed Program and would extend the sunset provisions to the Urban/Rural 
Water Offset requirement (in addition to the Agricultural Offset program, which has a 
sunset provision under the proposed Program). Because there would be multiple 
scenarios under which the Program could sunset, this alternative could potentially be in 
effect for a shorter period of time than the proposed Program. For example, if 
emergency drought conditions end (condition 2) or the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin 
is downgraded to LOS II (condition 3), the Program would no longer apply, even if a 
GSP is not yet adopted. 
 
If emergency drought conditions continue or if LOS III-certified groundwater basins 
maintain their current LOS certifications (i.e. if conditions 2 or 3 are not met), then this 
alternative would apply for a longer period of time than the proposed Program. This is 
because condition 1 in the Altered Sunset Provisions Alternative would allow the 
Program to sunset only after implementation of a GSP, rather than at the time of 
adoption (as with the proposed Program). Under condition 1, the alternative would 
potentially be in effect for a longer period of time than the proposed Program. 
 
As described in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, the proposed Program would result in 
the fallowing of agricultural fields, crop conversion, or conversion of irrigation systems 
as a means of reducing water consumption. These activities would result in potentially 
significant impacts to the fallowing of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and 
Farmland of Statewide Importance; Williamson Act lands; resulting in conversion of 
Farmland. These potentially significant impacts would occur as a result of the 
Agricultural Offset program. Because this alternative could potentially allow the 
Agricultural Offset program to sunset earlier than the proposed Program (under 
condition 2 and condition 3), this alternative may decrease the amount of agricultural 
water offsets in the county over time, thus resulting in fewer impacts to agricultural 
resources. On the other hand, this alternative would potentially allow the Agricultural 
Offset program to continue longer than the proposed Program (if condition 1 is 
selected), and may therefore increase the amount of agricultural offsets (and associated 
impacts) over time. As with the proposed Program, the fallowing of important 
farmlands would not be considered a conversion to non-agricultural use, and would not 
constitute a significant impactMitigation Measure AG-1 would be required. This 
measure would prohibit the fallowing of important farmlands, and would restrict 
changes in irrigation type/method or conversions of crops that would change the 
designation of important farmlands. Application of this measure to Therefore, 
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Alternative 4 would result in less than significant impacts whether the alternative results 
in a longer-term or shorter-term Program depending on the condition under which the 
alternative sunsets, similar to the proposed Program. 
 
The Altered Sunset Provisions Alternative would not alter existing land use or zoning 
designations. Similar to the proposed Program, new development would be subject to 
the requirements of the County General Plan and County Code and thus it would not 
conflict with agricultural operations. Impacts related to conflicts with existing zoning for 
agricultural use would be similar to those of the proposed Program, which are less than 
significant. 

 
The Agricultural Resources column for the No Project Alternative in Table 5-2 has been modified 
to show that the alternative would result in similar impacts to the proposed Program, rather 
than greater impacts.  
 
Finally, the second and third paragraphs under Table 5-2 in Section 5.6 (Environmentally 
Superior Alternative) have been revised as follows: 
 

The Larger Offset Requirement Alternative is also considered environmentally superior 
for one issue area. Because this alternative would reduce water demand in the certified 
LOS III groundwater basins (rather than being water demand neutral, as with the 
proposed Program), and would be potentially more consistent with the County’s land 
use policy framework that promotes water conservation. However, because more 
agricultural land could be fallowed as a result of this alternative, adverse impacts related 
to agricultural resources would be greater than for the proposed Program (though they 
would continue to be less than significant). Implementation of mitigation identified in 
this SEIR would reduce these impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
The Expanded Agricultural Offset Program Alternative would result in greater impacts 
to agricultural resources than the proposed Program. This is because this alternative 
would extend the Agricultural Offset program to all certified LOS III groundwater 
basins, and would therefore increase the amount of agricultural water offsets in the 
county. These water offsets could be granted through the elimination of existing crops, 
which could result in a larger amount of agricultural land fallowed under the Program. 
Therefore, adverse impacts related to agricultural resources would be greater than for 
the proposed Program, although they would remain less than significant. 
Implementation of mitigation identified in this SEIR would reduce these impacts to a 
less than significant level. Alternative 3 would be potentially consistent with County’s 
land use policy framework, similar to the proposed Program.  

 
Response 9.11 
 
The commenter suggests that the boundary on Figure 4.1-3 should exclude the Atascadero Sub-
basin, consistent with Figure 2-2. Refer to responses 5.2 and 9.2. Figure 4.1-3 has been revised, as 
shown in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources.   
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Response 9.12 
 
The commenter suggests that the boundary on Figure 4.2-1a should exclude the Atascadero 
Sub-basin, consistent with Figure 2-2. Refer to responses 5.2 and 9.2. Figure 4.2-1a has been 
revised, as shown in Section 4.2, Land Use.   
 
Response 9.13 
 
The commenter suggests that the Final SEIR include a fifth alternative that includes both a 
“trigger” clause as well as a “sunset” clause, and provides several suggestions for trigger 
clauses and sunset clauses. Refer to Alternative 4 in Section 5.0, Alternatives, which includes 
several options for sunset clauses. In addition, the Board of Supervisors has the discretion to 
include any combination of a trigger or sunset clause within the proposed ordinance.  
 
Response 9.14 
 
The commenter suggests that the boundary shown in an unreferenced map should exclude the 
Atascadero Sub-basin, consistent with Figure 2-2. Refer to responses 5.2 and 9.2. Figures 
throughout the SEIR analysis have been revised, as shown in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, 
and Section 4.2, Land Use.   
 
Response 9.15 
 
The commenter suggests that the boundary shown in an unreferenced map should exclude the 
Atascadero Sub-basin, consistent with Figure 2-2. Refer to responses 5.2 and 9.2. Figures 
throughout the SEIR analysis have been revised, as shown in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, 
and Section 4.2, Land Use.   
 
Response 9.16 
 
The commenter suggests removal of the terms “Level of Severity,” “LOS,” and “LOS III” from 
the SEIR. The term “Level of Severity” is used to identify the threshold for groundwater basins 
to be subject to the proposed Program.  
 
The commenter additionally notes that some SMAAC commenters would prefer the continued 
use of Levels of Severity, but notes that the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin LOS III is applied 
too broadly. The Planning Commission directed staff to make revisions to the proposed 
amendment language that resulted in further clarification of the proposed Program language, 
and refinement to the boundaries of the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin that would be subject 
to the proposed Program (i.e. exclusion of the Atascadero Sub-basin from the requirements of 
the proposed Program).  
 
Response 9.17 
 
The commenter notes that some SMAAC commenters would prefer the continued use of Levels 
of Severity, but notes that the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin LOS III is applied too broadly. 
Refer to response 9.16, above.   
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Response 9.18 
 
The commenter recommends consideration of an alternative for credits for WNND 
requirements that involve removal of trees within creek beds of overgrown creeks and stream 
banks within the County. Removing trees within overgrown creeks and stream banks would be 
more appropriately included in larger sustainability projects for the basin, such as a watershed 
management program, and is outside the scope of the proposed Countywide Water 
Conservation Program. In addition, such an alternative would not meet two of the four project 
objectives, including:  providing a mechanism to allow new development to proceed in certified 
LOS III groundwater basins subject to the requirements of the County General Plan and County 
Code, in a manner that fully offsets projected water use; or providing a mechanism to allow 
new or expanded irrigated agriculture to proceed in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, 
subject to the requirements of the County General Plan and County Code, in a manner that fully 
offsets projected water use. Further, this alternative would have potential impacts to biological 
resources, including special status plant and animal species. For these reasons, the commenter-
suggested alternative is not included in the Final SEIR. 
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Letter 10 
 
COMMENTER: Sophie Treder, Treder Land Law, Paso Robles Water Integrity Network 
 
DATE:   May 15, 2015 
 
Response 10.1 
 
The commenter claims that the SEIR provides no explanation as to how the proposed 
Countywide Water Conservation Program is related to the Conservation and Open Space 
Element, why a tiered EIR is appropriate, what subjects were addressed in the previous EIR that 
are not addressed in the current SEIR, or where the public can obtain copies of the previous EIR. 
 
Refer to Section 1.3 (Decision to Prepare the Supplemental EIR) in Section 1.0, Introduction. As 
noted therein, the County of San Luis Obispo, as lead agency, determined that a Supplemental 
EIR must be prepared for the proposed Program. The Program that is now being proposed and 
evaluated in this Supplemental EIR includes amendments to the County General Plan and 
County Code that will affect water use in both new and existing development, as well as 
agricultural operations. The Program proposes amendments to the Conservation and Open 
Space Element and Agriculture Element of the County General Plan as well as a number of 
revisions to Titles 8, 19, and 22 of the County Code. The SEIR focuses on these amendments and 
revisions and does not revisit the environmental impacts of aspects of the County’s existing 
water conservation policy framework that would not change as a result of the proposed 
Program. 
 
Determination of whether additional CEQA documentation was required to evaluate any 
changes was based on the criteria contained in Section 15162(a) (Subsequent EIRs and Negative 
Declarations) and 15163 (Supplement to an EIR) of the State CEQA Guidelines.  
 
Although State CEQA Guidelines Section 15163(b) states, “The supplement to the EIR need 
contain only the information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as 
revised,” the County of San Luis Obispo determined that all impact areas will be addressed for 
this Program. These assessments are included in Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Assessment, of 
the Draft SEIR. In order to provide a robust analysis, each issue analysis in the Draft SEIR 
(including Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, Section 4.2, Land Use, and each issue addressed in 
Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant) contains a summary of the 2009 COSE EIR findings 
for that issue. Following the summary of 2009 COSE EIR findings, the potential environmental 
effects resulting from the proposed Program are described for each checklist item included in 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 
The 2009 COSE EIR is available on-line at: 
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Conservation+and+Open+Space+Element/COSE+
Draft+EIR/COSE+Final+EIR.pdf  
 
The Final SEIR (excluding Draft SEIR sections) is available on-line at: 
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/water-amendments/environmental-review.htm 
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Response 10.2 
 
The commenter requests additional detail regarding the exceptional drought, and suggests that 
this information be included in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting. “Exceptional drought” is 
defined in both Section 2.0, Project Description, and 3.0, Environmental Setting. In addition, in 
response to this comment, the following text has been added to Section 2.0 of the SEIR: 
 

The Board of Supervisors authorized the Department of Planning and Building to 
propose several amendments to the County General Plan and County Codes with the 
objective of the development and implementation of a Countywide Water Conservation 
Program to substantially reduce increases in groundwater extraction in areas that have 
been certified LOS III; provide a mechanism to allow new development and new or 
altered irrigated agriculture to proceed in certified LOS III areas, subject to the 
requirements of the County General Plan and County Code, in a manner that fully 
offsets projected water use; and to reduce the wasteful use of water in the county. 

 
The following language has been added to Section 3.0: 
 

In response to the water scarcity concerns throughout San Luis Obispo County, the 
Board of Supervisors declared three groundwater basins, Nipomo Mesa (part of Santa 
Maria Groundwater Basin), the Los Osos Groundwater Basin, and the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin, at Level of Severity (LOS) III, which indicates that groundwater 
demand has met or exceeded the dependable supply. 

 
In addition, the Board of Supervisors authorized the Department of Planning and 
Building to propose several amendments to the County General Plan and County Codes 
with the objective of the development and implementation of a Countywide Water 
Conservation Program to substantially reduce increases in groundwater extraction in 
areas that have been certified LOS III; provide a mechanism to allow new development 
and new or altered irrigated agriculture to proceed in certified LOS III areas, subject to 
the requirements of the County General Plan and County Code, in a manner that fully 
offsets projected water use; and to reduce the wasteful use of water in the county. 

 
Refer also to responses 12.14 and 12.15. 
 
Response 10.3 
 
The commenter claims that Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, does not adequately assess the 
potential impacts of the Program on agricultural land conversion, nor the feasibility of 
mitigation measure AG-1. The commenter does not provide specific criticisms of the impact 
analysis contained in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources. Refer to response 9.10. As shown 
therein, Impact AG-1 has been revised to be less than significant and mitigation measure AG-1 
has been removed from the Final SEIR. 
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Response 10.4 
 
The commenter suggests that fallowing of currently-productive agricultural land is likely to 
result in impacts to biological resources that were not studied in the SEIR. Refer to Section 4.3.3 
(Biological Resources) in Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant. As noted therein, 
fallowing of agricultural fields would not result in direct impacts to or loss of habitat for special 
status animals. This is because, while some special status animal species may travel through or 
utilize agricultural fields when moving between habitats or foraging, agricultural lands are not 
likely to support special status animal species, as they are frequently disturbed by agricultural 
operations. With respect to kit fox specifically, these animals can and do use agricultural fields 
but the extent of movement through such areas depends on what is being grown and how it is 
grown (e.g., small areas with little to no ground disturbance and with a clear movement 
corridor to grassland habitat could support denning/breeding [i.e., edge of an orchard]). 
Fallowing of fields would potentially open up areas to more than just movement activity by kit 
fox; therefore, fallowing of certain types of agricultural fields, which is a typical agricultural 
practice and occurs regularly throughout the county, could result in a positive impact to this 
species. 
 
Response 10.5 
 
The commenter suggests that the creation of a market for water transfer can drive out 
agriculture, citing the Chino Basin as an example. The commenter’s suggestion is that urban 
uses will eventually purchase all of the agricultural credits. It should be clarified that the 
Agricultural Offset program would only apply to new or expanded irrigated agricultural 
development overlying the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, such that urban uses would not 
qualify as a receiving site for the water credits. Stated simply, urban uses would not be allowed 
to purchase any agricultural credits, as suggested by the commenter.  
 
Response 10.6 
 
The commenter disagrees with the statement in Section 5.0, Alternatives, that “It is possible that 
a GSP, prepared pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act, would be adopted 
and require offsetting, but it is unclear at this time whether a GSP would address the same 
concerns that the proposed Program would address.” The commenter suggests that the full 
requirements of a GSP, pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), be 
disclosed. The SGMA is discussed more fully in the regulatory setting in Section 4.2, Land Use. 
As noted therein, the SGMA requires the designation of groundwater sustainability agencies 
(GSA) and the adoption of Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSP) for basins designated as 
medium- or high-priority by the Department of Water Resources (DWR). GSPs must be 
developed to eliminate overdraft conditions in aquifers and to return them to a condition that 
assures long-term sustainability within 20 years of plan implementation. The Act requires that a 
GSA be identified for all medium- and high-priority groundwater basins by June 30, 2017, and 
that GSPs for these basins be adopted by January 31, 2022. For basins subject to critical overdraft 
conditions, a GSP must be adopted by January 31, 2020. The proposed Agricultural Offset 
program would have a sunset provision upon adoption of a GSP for the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin.  
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The statement in Section 5.0, Alternatives, is intended to acknowledge that it cannot be known at 
this time if the GSP would require offsetting, or otherwise be similar to what is currently 
proposed as part of the Countywide Water Conservation Program. However, to clarify that the 
statement is not questioning whether a GSP would be adopted, the statement on page 5-6 has 
been revised as follows: 
 

It is possible that a GSP, prepared pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater 
Management Act, would be adopted and require offsetting, but it is unclear at this time 
whether a GSP would address the same concerns that the proposed Program would 
address.  

 
Response 10.7 
 
The commenter suggests that the SEIR did not study a reasonable range of alternatives, but 
does not suggest what other alternatives should have been considered. Section 5.0, Alternatives, 
includes four alternatives, including: 
 

 Alternative 1: No Project  

 Alternative 2: Larger Offset Requirement 

 Alternative 3: Expanded Agricultural Offset Program 

 Alternative 4: Altered Sunset Provisions 
 
Four alternatives is a reasonable range given the scope of the proposed Program. In addition, 
the alternatives provide a range of types of alternatives.  
 
The commenter further claims that no time was allowed for the public to provide input on the 
scope of the proposed alternatives, since the Program changed drastically since release of the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP).  The NOP was released on August 15, 2014 and distributed for the 
required 30-day review period from August 15 to September 17, 2014. A public scoping meeting 
was also held on August 27, 2014, and three public hearings were held on October 28, 2014, 
February 3, 2015 and February 24, 2015. During the NOP review period, the County received six 
comment letters from public agencies and other commenters. These comment letters are 
summarized in Table 1-1 in Section 1.0, Introduction. It should be noted that several commenters 
suggested possible alternatives to the proposed Program, and that the current commenter did 
not provide a comment letter during the NOP review period.  
 
In addition, the Draft SEIR was recirculated for a second 45-day public review period from May 
22, 2015 to July 6, 2015. 
 
While the project description changed slightly since release of the NOP, these revisions were 
fairly minor [as described in Section 1.5 (Amendments to the Project Description Since NOP 
Publication)] and did not add programs that were not previously included.  
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Response 10.8 
 
The commenter suggests that the SEIR consider an exemption for hobby agriculture for 
residents who irrigate less than 15 acres. Refer to response 5.8 regarding the definition of hobby 
agriculture. Refer to response 7.1 regarding exemptions for small farms.  
 
Response 10.9 
 
The commenter suggests that no Notice of Availability or Notice of Completion of the Draft 
SEIR was posted in the County Clerk’s office. The commenter further suggests that numerous 
stakeholder groups requested additional time to comment on the Draft SEIR, but that such 
requests were denied. The commenter is correct that a notice of the Draft SEIR was erroneously 
not posted in the County Clerk’s office. Therefore, the Draft SEIR was recirculated for a second 
45-day public review period from May 22, 2015 to July 6, 2015. 
 
Response 10.10 
 
The commenter suggests that the current CEQA process is a mere formality without the 
opportunity for meaningful input or review. Refer to responses 10.7 and 10.9.  
 
The commenter additionally suggests that County decision-makers displayed a definite course 
of action prior to completion of the environmental review. The County Board of Supervisors 
provided direction to refine the scope of the project description at public hearings on February 3 
and February 24, 2015. The proposed Program is analyzed for its environmental effects as 
required by CEQA and is compared to range of alternatives via this EIR. The Board will 
consider the information in the EIR as part of its decision-making process.  
 
It should also be noted that the Planning Commission meeting on May 14, 2015 served as a 
forum for the public to provide comments on the proposed Program and this SEIR. A summary 
of verbal comments received at that meeting is provided as Letter 14 herein, and responses are 
provided in responses 14.1 through 14.33. Additional study sessions were held by the Planning 
Commission on May 29, 2015 and June 4, 2015.  These three, full-day study sessions included 
robust discussion on both the Draft SEIR and program components.  Two opportunities for 
public comment were also accommodated at each of these study sessions to allow for further 
public input.    
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Letter 11 
 
COMMENTER: North Coast Advisory Council 
 
DATE:   No Date 
 
Response 11.1 
 
The commenter suggests that a specific standard of efficiency for water using fixtures required 
for retrofit-on-sale be set, and that the standard be applied countywide. Retrofit-on-sale was not 
included in the analysis of this Draft SEIR because it was eliminated from the project 
description prior to release for public review. 
 
The commenter additionally suggests that any higher countywide water fixture efficiency 
standards override existing lower standards individual basins. The comment further 
recommends that a requirement for retrofit-on-sale for agricultural irrigation systems be 
applied countywide. Retrofit-on-sale for an agricultural use was not included in the analysis 
within this Draft SEIR because it was not included in the proposed Program. The program as 
proposed does not allow for offset credits to be used interchangeably between agricultural and 
urban/rural uses. 
 
Response 11.2  
 
The commenter references a proposed ordinance amendment to require Water Supply 
Assessments (WSAs) for all new land divisions within certified LOS III groundwater basins. A 
WSA was not included in the analysis of this Draft SEIR because it was eliminated from the 
project description prior to release for public review. 
 
The commenter additionally requests that the Cambria service area be certified LOS III. The 
comment is noted. The Countywide Water Conservation Program includes amendments to the 
County General Plan and County Code that will affect water use in both new and existing 
development, as well as agricultural operations. The proposed Program does not dictate or 
influence the process with which groundwater basins are certified at LOS III for water. 
 
Response 11.3 
 
The commenter suggests that exceptions to landscaping requirements be provided for home 
gardens, and that a revised County-approved planting list stress native plants appropriate to 
specific areas of the county, including both low-water and fire-resistant plants. Refer to 
response 7.1 regarding exemptions for small agricultural plantings where new crop production 
is proposed to be limited. New landscaping requirements were not analyzed in this Draft SEIR 
because they are not within the scope of the project description.  The County plans to fully 
research an update to the landscape ordinance as a separate project from the one analyzed 
within this Draft SEIR. 
 
The commenter additionally suggests that the Program should focus on capturing roof runoff 
and on-site cisterns and tanks, as well as systems for non-potable water. The commenter’s 
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suggestion is noted and will be addressed during the environmental review process  for the 
new landscape requirements, which are not within the scope of the subject project description.  
 
The Commenter additionally suggests considering limitations on water features and to promote 
dry farming where possible. As noted in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed ordinance 
component of the WPP program would prohibit the use of potable water in a fountain or other 
decorative water feature (refer also to response 5.9). The proposed Programs do not limit the 
establishment of dry farms within the County, but also do not promote one type of farming 
over another. 
 
Response 11.4 
 
The commenter states that they have no comment on the proposed requirements for offsetting 
new water demand from new development and irrigated agriculture. The comment is noted. 
 
Response 11.5 
 
The commenter suggests that the WWP program have a strong enforcement provision, be 
applied countywide, and contain additional limitations and prohibitions (such as prohibiting 
rather than limiting overhead agricultural watering, and limiting laundering of lodging sheets 
and towels). The County would rely upon enforcement provided through existing provisions 
within the County Code and with the Code Enforcement Division.  Prohibition of specified 
irrigation practices is not a component of the proposed Program, though educational efforts and 
promotion of best management practices regarding agricultural water use are a part of the 
Water Waste Prevention (WPP) program. Both urban/rural and agricultural components of the 
WWP program are applicable Countywide.  
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Letter 12 
 
COMMENTER: Mike Broadhurst, George Kendall, Lowell Zelinksi, and Sue Luft, WRAC 

Ad Hoc Subcommittee to Review Agricultural portions of Countywide 
Water Conservation Program 

 
DATE:   No Date 
 
Response 12.1 
 
The commenter asks how the Agricultural Offset program would be enforced, and suggests that 
offset credits be available for a limited duration if desired by the landowners. The County 
would rely upon enforcement provided through existing provisions within the County Code 
and with the Code Enforcement Division.  As proposed in the Agricultural Offset program, 
Agricultural Offset Clearances would be valid in the same manner as a Zoning Clearance.  A 
temporary offset clearance is not proposed as part of the program. Any switching of crop 
overlying the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin would need to be approved though the proposed 
Program. 
  
Response 12.2 
 
The commenter suggests that a figure in Chapter 22.06.040 exclude the Atascadero Sub-basin 
and include a footnote. A revised figure showing a map of the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, 
excluding the Atascadero sub-basin, has been included in the proposed Program. Refer also to 
responses 5.2 and 9.2. 
 
Response 12.3 
 
The commenter suggests the use of the term “crop water use” rather than “crop production.” 
Crop production is referenced in the proposed Program as it is an existing definition found 
within Title 22.  Average water duty factors for various crop commodity groups are shown in 
Table 3 of the proposed Program. 
 
Response 12.4 
 
The commenter suggests that the area of severe decline needs to be defined. As identified at the 
Planning Commission hearings during the public comment period, severe decline has been 
defined as 50 feet of well decline or greater, as referenced by the Spring Groundwater Elevation 
Change 1997-2013 map (included as Appendix C.4 of this EIR).  A new figure showing this area 
of severe decline is included in the proposed Program and as Figure 8-1. 
 
Response 12.5 
 
The commenter suggests that provision G.2 is not enforceable. This provision was amended 
upon further input from stakeholders and the Planning Commission. Refer also to response 
9.10. As noted therein, mitigation measure AG-1 has been removed from the Final SEIR. 
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Response 12.6 
 
The commenter states that provision G.3 (now G.2) is unnecessary because a Williamson Act 
must be complied with whether the site is involved in the Agricultural Offset program or not. 
This provision was amended, as follows, to further clarify requirements regarding participation 
in a Williamson Act contract and obtaining an Agricultural Offset Clearance:   
 

G.2. Proposed sending sites will maintain an eligible use in compliance with the 
provisions of any existing Williamson Act contract for the property and County 
of San Luis Obispo Rules of Procedure to Implement the California Land 
Conservation Act of 1965. 

 
Response 12.7 
 
The commenter suggests adding text to provision G.5 (now G.4). This provision was amended 
to further clarify requirements regarding planting credits and crop specific applied water 
figures, as follows: 
 

G.4. Sending site credits will be determined by current demand of irrigated crop 
production on the sending site, as listed in Table 3. 

 
Response 12.8 
 
The commenter asks whether there will be a standardized landowner agreement to simplify the 
process. This comment has been forwarded to the County decision-makers for consideration.  
 
Response 12.9 
 
The commenter asks whether deed restrictions end when the ordinance sunsets. This provision 
was amended to further clarify that deed restrictions would sunset at the same time as the 
program.  This clarification does not affect the analysis included in the EIR. 
 
Response 12.10 
 
The commenter makes several suggestions pertaining to program reporting. The comment is 
noted. 
 
Response 12.11 
 
The commenter notes a discrepancy between Table 2 in the Title 22 revisions and Table 2-3 in 
the Draft SEIR. The tables in the Draft SEIR has been amended in the Final SEIR to match the 
proposed Program as shown below.  
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Table 2-3   
Crop-Specific Applied Water (af/ac/yr) by Crop Type and Water Planning Area 

Crop 

Applied Water Ranges 
Salinas/Estrella WPA  

Low Medium High 

Alfalfa 3.8 4.5 5.2 

Citrus 1.9 2.3 2.7 

Deciduous2 3.0 3.5 4.1 

Strawberries3 2.0 2.3 2.6 

Small Grains3 1.0 1.2 1.4 

Nursery 2.0 2.5 2.9 

Pasture2 4.2 4.8 5.5 

Vegetables1 1.6 1.9 2.2 

Vineyard 1.4 1.725 2.1 
Source: Table 29 of the Final Report on the Agricultural Water Offset Program, Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, 
October 2014. 
1 Assumes two vegetable crops planted per acre per year.  
2 Values for Deciduous crops and Pasture are modified from the values presented in the County’s Master Water 
Report and are calculated based on original data used to prepare the County’s Master Water Report. 
3 Information obtained from Current Cost and Return Studies, UCCE, UC Davis (Small grains 2013 data, 
Strawberries 2011 data) 

 
Response 12.12 
 
The commenter suggests that additional requirements apply within the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin. This comment has been forwarded to the County decision-makers for 
consideration.  
 
Response 12.13 
 
The commenter suggests that Policy WR 1.7 apply only to the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin. 
Policy WR 1.7 is currently found in the Water Resources chapter of the Conservation and Open 
Space Element of the County’s General Plan.  This policy applies throughout the County, and 
any revisions as part of the Countywide Water Conservation Program would not change the 
policy’s applicability.  
 
Response 12.14 

The commenter notes that well levels have been in decline for many years, and suggests 
removal of the first sentence of the Executive Summary, which references the current 
exceptional drought. In response to this comment, the following revision has been made on 
page ES-1 of the Executive Summary: 
 

Water levels in groundwater basins and surface lakes and reservoirs throughout the 
County have been in decline for over a decade, and the current San Luis Obispo County 
is in the midst of an “exceptional drought” that has lowered water levels in 
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groundwater basins and surface lakes and reservoirs throughout the County 
exacerbated this decline. 

 
Response 12.15 
 
The commenter notes that well levels have been in decline for many years, and suggests 
removal of the first sentence of Section 2.0, Project Description, which references the current 
exceptional drought. In response to this comment, the following revision has been made on 
page 2-1 of Section 2.0, Project Description: 
 

Water levels in groundwater basins and surface lakes and reservoirs throughout the 
County have been in decline for over a decade, and the current San Luis Obispo County 
is in the midst of an “exceptional drought” that has lowered water levels in 
groundwater basins and surface lakes and reservoirs throughout the County 
exacerbated this decline. 

 
Response 12.16 
 
The commenter notes that the three groundwater basins were certified at LOS III for water 
supply long before the current drought, and suggests removing discussion of the drought or 
moving the discussion later in the section. In response to this comment, the following revisions 
have been made to Section 3.2 (Program Area Setting) in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, of 
the Final SEIR: 

 
As stated in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Water Neutral New Development 
(WNND) requirements of the overall Program would require that all new development 
offset new water use at a minimum 1:1 ratio in all groundwater basins certified at Level 
of Severity (LOS) III by the Board of Supervisors. WNND also requires that, in the Paso 
Robles Groundwater Basin, all new or more intensively irrigated agriculture offset new 
water use at a minimum 1:1 ratio. 
 
There are three areas of the county that are currently certified at LOS III for water 
supply. These areas are the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, the Los Osos Groundwater 
Basin (Los Osos Basin), and the Nipomo Mesa portion of the Santa Maria Groundwater 
Basin (known as the Nipomo Mesa Water Conservation Area). These basins were 
certified at LOS III for water supply in February 2011, February 2007, and November 
2004, respectively. If the WNND is approved, the new development offset provisions 
could also apply to any areas certified at LOS III for water supply in the future. 
However, any changes to implement the WNND in other areas of the County would 
need to go through a new public vetting and hearing process. Currently, the Cuyama 
Valley, Morro-Chorro and North Coast groundwater basins are all recommended in the 
2010-2012 Resource Summary Report at LOS III but have not yet been certified by the 
Board of Supervisors.  
 
The Water Waste Prevention (WWP) program component of the overall Program would 
apply throughout the unincorporated areas of the county wherever a similar program is 
not already in place.  
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Water levels in groundwater basins, including the three groundwater basins currently 
certified at LOS III for water supply, and surface lakes and reservoirs throughout the 
County have been in decline for over a decade. These issues have been exacerbated by 
the current “exceptional drought” situation. 
 
On January 15, 2014, the United States Department of Agriculture designated San Luis 
Obispo County, along with 26 other counties in California, as a primary natural disaster 
area due to a recent drought. Subsequently, on January 17, 2014, California Govenor 
Edmund G. Brown, Jr. declared a drought state of emergency and directed state officials 
to take all necessary actions to prepare for drought conditions. In response to the 
Governor’s declaration, the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) reported 
on January 31, 2014 that customers of the State Water Project (SWP) would receive no 
delieveries in 2014, with the exception of a small amount of carryover water from 2013. 
The DWR noted that areas served by the SWP would have to rely on other sources of 
water, such such as groundwater, local reservoirs, and other supplies (DWR, January 
2014).   
 
In response to the exceptional drought conditions, the County of San Luis Obispo Board 
of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 2014-64 on March 19, 2014, proclaiming a local 
emergency in the entire County.  According to the U.S. Drought Monitor report released 
on March 19, 2015, the County of San Luis Obispo is experiencing an “exceptional 
drought” (D4), the the worst federal drought rating (U.S. Drought Monitor, March 2015).  
 
As stated in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Water Neutral New Development 
(WNND) requirements of the overall Program would require that all new development 
offset new water use at a minimum 1:1 ratio in all groundwater basins certified at Level 
of Severity (LOS) III by the Board of Supervisors. WNND also requires that, in the Paso 
Robles Groundwater Basin, all new or more intensively irrigated agriculture offset new 
water use at a minimum 1:1 ratio. 
 
As stated previously, there are three areas of the county that are currently certified at 
LOS III for water supply. These areas are the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, the Los 
Osos Groundwater Basin (Los Osos Basin), and the Nipomo Mesa portion of the Santa 
Maria Groundwater Basin (known as the Nipomo Mesa Management Area; NMMA). If 
the WNND is approved, the new development offset provisions could also apply to any 
areas certified at LOS III for water supply in the future. Currently, the Cuyama Valley, 
Morro-Chorro and North Coast groundwater basins are all recommended in the 2010-
2012 Resource Summary Report at LOS III but have not yet been certified by the Board 
of Supervisors.  
 
The Water Waste Prevention (WWP) program component of the overall Program would 
apply throughout the unincorporated areas of the county wherever a similar program is 
not already in place.  

 
The following revision was also made to the last paragraph in Section 2.3.1(b)(i) (Urban/Rural 
Water Offset) in Section 2.0, Project Description: 
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…Also as noted previously, if WNND requirements are approved, the new development 
offset provisions could also apply to any areas certified as being at LOS III for water 
supply in the future. However, any changes to implement the WNND in other areas of 
the County would need to go through a new public vetting and hearing process. 
Currently, the Cuyama Valley, Morro-Chorro, and North Coast groundwater basins are 
all recommended in the 2012-2014 Resource Summary Report as LOS III, but have not 
been certified by the Board of Supervisors. 

 
Response 12.17 
 
The commenter suggests a revision to the figure provided for outflows for the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin. In response to this comment, the following revision has been made to the 
last sentence of Section 3.2.1 (Paso Robles Groundwater Basin): 
 

The “growth” scenario projects have projected outflows to exceed inflows on an average 
annual basis over the thirty year period by 20,900 26,159 AFY (Geoscience and Todd 
Groundwater, December 2014). 

 
In addition, the following reference has been added to Section 7.0, References and Preparers: 
 

Geoscience and Todd Groundwater. December 19, 2014. Paso Robles Groundwater Basin 
Model Update [Executive Summary]. Available at: 
http://www.slocountywater.org/site/Water Resources/Water 
Forum/Computer Modeling/pdf/Final Executive Summary.pdf  
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Letter 13 
 
COMMENTER: Joe Fitzhugh, Legislative Analyst, San Luis Obispo County Farm Bureau 
 
DATE:   No Date 
 
Response 13.1 
 
The commenter suggests that short-term offsets be included to make the proposed Program 
more affordable to smaller growers. The comment is noted. 
 
Response 13.2 
 
The commenter requests that the County’s fee schedule for the offsets be published prior to 
ordinance adoption. The comment is noted.  
 
Response 13.3 
 
The commenter states that a landowner cannot be mandated to continue in crop production. 
Refer to response 9.10. As noted therein, mitigation measure AG-1 has been removed from the 
Final SEIR. In addition, this provision of the Program was amended upon further input from 
stakeholders and the Planning Commission.  
 
Response 13.4 
 
The commenter expresses concern regarding ongoing deed restrictions. The comment is noted.  
 
Response 13.5 
 
The commenter requests assurance that the voluntary Agricultural Offset program does not 
become mandatory and permanent. The Agricultural Offset program is not proposed as a 
mandatory program, and also includes a sunset provision (refer to Section 2.0, Project 
Description).  
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Letter 14 
 
COMMENTER: Staff Summary of (Verbal) Public Comments Received on the DSEIR 
 
DATE:   May 14, 2015 
 
Response 14.1 
 
The commenter notes that well levels have been in decline for many years, and suggests 
removal of the first sentence of the Executive Summary, which references the current 
exceptional drought. Refer to response 12.14. 
 
Response 14.2 
 
The commenter notes that well levels have been in decline for many years, and suggests 
removal of the first sentence of Section 2.0, Project Description, which references the current 
exceptional drought. Refer to response 12.15. 
 
Response 14.3 
 
The commenter requests additional detail regarding the available quantity of plumbing retrofits 
and turf removal, and amount of water this would offset. The proposed Program is not 
intended to increase water supply, but to allow development to continue without substantially 
increasing the cumulative demand on groundwater resources in certified LOS III groundwater 
basins.  
 
Response 14.4 
 
The commenter suggests that all references to Nipomo Mesa Management Area (or NMMA) be 
changed to Nipomo Mesa Water Conservation Area. In response to this comment, such 
references have been updated throughout the Final SEIR. These revisions are shown in the 
Executive Summary; Section 1.0, Introduction; Section 2.0, Project Description; Section 3.0, 
Environmental Setting; Section 4.2, Land Use; Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant; and 
Section 5.0, Alternatives. Figure 4.2-1c in Section 4.2, Land Use, has also been updated to reflect 
this change. 
 
Response 14.5 
 
The commenter recommends stricter plumbing retrofit requirements, and additional retrofit 
options. The County requires that new development, at a minimum, comply with California 
Green Building Code requirements.  Replacement fixtures used for retrofits which result in 
further water savings may be eligible for additional credits over less efficient fixtures. 
 
Response 14.6    
 
The commenter suggests inclusion of a sunset clause as part of Water Neutral New 
Development (WNND). A sunset provision is included as part of the Agricultural Offset 
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program, as well as urban/rural offsets for the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin.  No sunset is 
proposed for the urban/rural offset provisions within the Nipomo Mesa Water Conservation 
Area.  
 
Response 14.7 
 
The commenter requests a definition of “hobby agriculture.” Refer to response 5.8. 
 
Response 14.8 
 
The commenter suggests an exemption for hobby agriculture, farm-to-table, or smaller parcels. 
Refer to responses 5.8 and 7.1. 
 
Response 14.9 
 
The commenter suggests revisions to deed restriction language. Revisions in Table 1 and Item 
G.6 of the program reflect the suggested changes to the deed restriction language. 
 
Response 14.10 
 
The commenter requests additional details regarding the Water Waste Prevention (WWP) 
program. The goal of the proposed WWP program is not to enforce quantitative conservation 
efforts, but to limit the most severe water wasting practices. 
 
Response 14.11 
 
The commenter requests a definition of “tail water systems.” Definition for tail water systems 
has been included in proposed Program language.  
 

Tail water: Surface runoff resulting from crop irrigation. Irrigation practices such as flood 
irrigation and sprinkler irrigation can result in applied water in excess of the infiltration 
rate of the soil. Sloped fields can also allow for the excess water to run off the field. 
 
Tail water system: A facility to collect, store, and transport irrigation tail water for reuse 
in a farm irrigation distribution system. 

 
Response 14.12 
 
The commenter questions what source of water could be used for fountains or other decorative 
water features, and suggests that this water be required to be recirculated. Refer to response 9.5. 
 
Response 14.13 
 
The commenter requests specificity on times of day and duration of water for landscaping. 
Revisions to the program in Section 8.69.030 of the County Code reflect the requested 
clarification indicating that watering of residential or commercial ornamental landscaping shall 
be prohibited between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. 
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Response 14.14 
 
The commenter suggests that Table 2-3 in Section 2.0, Project Description, be revised to include 
soil types, areas, and species, and suggests that the Agricultural Commissioner’s Office be 
allowed to analyze unique situations. The figures found in Table 2-3 originate from the County 
Master Water Report and represent an average of crop water use over all soil types and areas 
within the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin.  The County Agricultural Commissioner may be 
involved in any future application for an Agricultural Offset Clearance, at the office’s discretion. 
 
Response 14.15 
 
The commenter requests inclusion of additional discussion regarding groundwater basins 
before the drought. Refer to response 12.16.  
 
Response 14.16 
 
The commenter suggests removing references to Garden Farms and Santa Margarita as part of 
the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, since they are part of the Atascadero Sub-basin and 
excluded from the proposed Program. Refer to response 5.2.  
 
Response 14.17 
 
The commenter references an updated figure for outflows from the Paso Robles Groundwater 
Basin. Refer to response 12.17. 
 
Response 14.18 
 
The commenter notes that the three groundwater basins were certified at LOS III for water 
supply long before the current drought, and suggests removing discussion of the drought or 
moving the discussion later in the section. Refer to response 12.16. 
 
Response 14.19 
 
The commenter notes that the Nipomo Mesa Management Area (now referred to as the Nipomo 
Mesa Water Conservation Area; refer to response 14.4) did not reach the Severe Water Shortage 
Condition criterion in 2014. The Nipomo Mesa Water Conservation Area remains at a certified 
LOS III based upon the forecast estimate demand for 15 years, which shows the water supply is 
less than the forecast water demand, according to the 2012-2014 Resource Management System 
Biennial Report. 
 
Response 14.20 
 
The commenter questions why 2000 population data was used in Table 3-1 rather than 2010 
census data. Table 3-1 is based on the San Luis Obispo County General Plan Land Use Element 
(2014), which used 2000 census data. Table 3-1 has been revised to reflect updated Community 
profiles for unincorporated communities within the certified LOS III groundwater basins, their 
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2010 Census population data, General Plan buildout population, and projected buildout year, as 
shown below: 
 

Table 3-1 
Area Plan Buildout Populations 

Plan Area 2000 Population Buildout Population Projected Buildout Year 

Paso Robles Groundwater Basin 

Adelaida 3,114 3,136 1990 

El Pomar-Estrella 7,294 7,603 2010 

Los Padres 319 1,191 2020+ 

Salinas River 61,906 95,166 1990 to 2020+ 

Shandon Carrizo 2,476 53,691 2020+ 

Los Osos Basin 

Estero 28,626 53,691 2020+ 

Nipomo Mesa Management Area 

South County 21,464 37,323 1995 to 2020+ 

Source: San Luis Obispo County General Plan Land Use Element, 2014 
 

Table 3-1 
Community Buildout Populations 

Community 2010 Population 
General Plan 

Buildout Population 
Projected Buildout Year 

Paso Robles Groundwater Basin 

Creston Village 94 336 2040+ 
San Miguel   2,337 6,829 2040+ 
Shandon 1,295 5,259 2040+ 
Urban Paso 
Robles: 
Unincorporated 

2,054 3,904 2040+ 

Whitley Gardens 
Village 

274 392 2040+ 

Rural1 18,094 38,679 2040+ 

Los Osos Groundwater Basin 

Los Osos2 13,908 21,304 2040+ 

Nipomo Mesa Water Conservation Area 

Black Lake Village 867 867 Built out 

Callender-Garrett 
Village 

1,192 2,440 2040+ 

Los Berros Village 213 213 Built out 

Nipomo 15,267 23,462 2040+ 

Palos Mesa 
Village 

2,341 2,908 2040+ 
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Table 3-1 
Community Buildout Populations 

Community 2010 Population 
General Plan 

Buildout Population 
Projected Buildout Year 

Woodlands Village 576 2,812 2040+ 

Rural3 11,192 20,291 2040+ 
Source: San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building, 2014, based on 2010 US Census, 
and San Luis Obispo County 2040 Population, Housing and Economic Forecast prepared for San Luis 
Obispo Council of Governments, by AECOM, August 2011 
Notes:  
1)Population figures for rural area in the North County Planning Area include those that overlie the Paso 
Robles Groundwater Basin and those that do not 
2)Population figures for Los Osos include only those within the URL and does not include those that overlie 
the Los Osos Groundwater Basin, but outside the URL 
3) Population figures for rural area in the South County Planning Area include those that overlie the Nipomo 
Mesa Water Conservation Area and those that do not 

 
Response 14.21 
 
In reference to Section 4.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, the commenter suggests that the Draft 
SEIR fails to describe and classify environmental impacts related to water supply. It should be 
clarified that environmental impacts related to water supply, hydrology, and water quality are 
discussed in Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant. The commenter further suggests that 
the Draft SEIR cannot assert positive or negative impacts in terms of water savings. As 
described in Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant, the proposed Program would result in 
beneficial (Class IV) impacts on groundwater resources. 
 
Response 14.22 
 
The commenter suggests that there should not be a penalty for not farming agricultural land. 
The commenter is referring to page 4.1-10 in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, which describes 
the methodology used for identifying land as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and Unique Farmland, in accordance with the Department of Conservation’s 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). As this text is describing an existing 
mapping program, the text does not suggest that the Program – or a mitigation measure – 
penalizes anyone for not farming agricultural land.  
 
Refer also to response 9.10. As noted therein, Impact AG-1 has been modified and mitigation 
measure AG-1 has been removed from the Final SEIR. 
 
Response 14.23 
 
The commenter notes that mitigation measure AG-1 is not enforceable because a landowner 
cannot be mandated to continue in crop production, particularly if the economics do not 
support the operation. Refer also to response 9.10. As noted therein, Impact AG-1 has been 
modified and mitigation measure AG-1 has been removed from the Final SEIR.   
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Response 14.24 
 
The commenter suggests that mitigation measure AG-3 is unnecessary since a Williamson Act 
contract must be complied with whether the site is involved in the Agricultural Offset program 
or not. The comment is noted. The mitigation measure is included to provide additional 
assurance that sending sites providing planting credits remain consistent with the provisions of 
any existing Williamson Act contract for the property and County of San Luis Obispo Rules of 
Procedure to Implement the California Land Conservation Act Of 1965.  
 
Response 14.25 
 
The commenter suggests revisions to the last paragraph on page 4.2-5. Revisions to the 
paragraph have been included on page 4.2-5 of the Final SEIR, as follows: 
 

As shown in Figure 4.2-1c, the NMMA Nipomo Mesa Water Conservation Area is 
located within both the South County Coastal Planning Area and the South County 
(Inland) Planning Area. In addition, the community of Nipomo and the village areas of 
Black Lake, Callender-Garrett, Los Berros, Palo Mesa, and Woodlands overlie this area. 
Urban services are available in the Nipomo community and various services can be 
found in the South County villages. The dominant land use on the Nipomo Mesa 
outside of these areas is rural residences at a one unit per five-acre density. There are 
also a wide range of agricultural uses on the Nipomo Mesa including avocado and citrus 
orchards, nursery specialties, tree farms, and fruit and vegetable crops. The Nipomo 
Mesa and its environs are also an appealing destination for recreation. The rural 
landscape has attracted recreational development associated with destination resorts 
and rural residential living (County of San Luis Obispo, 2014). 

 
Response 14.26 
 
The commenter suggests that the statement on page 4.2-9 of the Draft SEIR that the Program 
would not generate impacts to biological resources requires additional clarification. Refer to 
Section 4.3.3 (Biological Resources) in Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant. 
 
The commenter additionally highlights an erroneous reference to Section 4.4. This 
typographical error on the bottom of page 4.2-9 has been revised as follows: 
 

For further detail see Section 4.4 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant.  
 
Response 14.27 
 
The commenter suggests that the policy consistency analysis is speculative due to the use of the 
phrase “potentially consistent” and the word “may.” The vague language reference by the 
commenter is intentional. The policy consistency discussion in Section 4.2, Land Use, is intended 
to guide policy interpretation, but is not intended to replace or supplant County decision-
makers.  The final determination of consistency will be made by County decision-makers when 
they act on the proposed Program. Thus, the use of “potentially” and “may” is deliberate to 
indicate that the County decision-makers will ultimately make this determination.    
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The commenter additional questions whether the proposed Program would be consistent with 
Ordinance 3090. As noted in Response 1.5, this ordinance would remain in effect upon 
implementation of the proposed Program, and the proposed Program would serve as additional 
regulation over and above Ordinance 3090. Thus, the Program would not be inconsistent with 
Ordinance 3090. 
 
Response 14.28 
 
The commenter asks how it is possible for all of the project objectives to be achieved, when 
allowing for new development and new or more irrigated crop production. As described in 
Section 2.0, Project Description, the following are the project objectives:  
 

 Substantially reduce increases in groundwater extraction in basins that have been certified at 
Level of Severity III; 

 Provide a mechanism to allow new development to proceed in certified LOS III groundwater 
basins subject to the requirements of the County General Plan and County Code, in a manner 
that fully offsets projected water use;  

 Provide a mechanism to allow new or expanded irrigated agriculture to proceed in the Paso 
Robles Groundwater Basin, subject to the requirements of the County General Plan and County 
Code, in a manner that fully offsets projected water use; and 

 Reduce the wasteful use of water in the county. 
 
The proposed Program has been designed to meet these objectives. The objectives include the 
allowance of new development to proceed in certified LOS III groundwater basins, as well as to 
allow new or expanded irrigated agriculture in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding 
the Atascadero Sub-basin). As described in Section 4.3, Effects Found not to be Significant, despite 
allowing such development to proceed, the Program would result in beneficial (Class IV) 
impacts on groundwater resources. 
 
Response 14.29 
 
The commenter suggests consideration of a new alternative that would only take effect during 
emergency drought conditions, as declared by the Board of Supervisors. Refer to Alternative 4 
in Section 5.0, Alternatives. Under this alternative, both the Urban/Rural Water Offset 
requirements and Agricultural Offset program could sunset under any one of several 
conditions, including Board of Supervisors declaration of an end to emergency drought 
conditions.   
 
Response 14.30 
 
The commenter suggests that figures showing the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin should 
exclude the Atascadero Sub-basin. Refer to responses 8.2 and 9.2; these revisions have been 
made. The commenter additionally suggests the inclusion of a footnote, which has been added 
to the figures. Refer to the revised figures in Sections 2.0, Project Description, 4.1, Agricultural 
Resources, and 4.2, Land Use. 
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Response 14.31 
 
The commenter suggests that a request from Planning Commission for copies of Public Works 
maps should be included in the SEIR. All reference documents presented to the Planning 
Commission by County Public Works have been added to Appendix C to this Final SEIR.  
 
Response 14.32 
 
The commenter suggests an update to the source for Table 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project Description. 
In response to this comment, the following revision has been made to Table 2-2: 
 

Source: Table 3 1 of the Final Report on the Agricultural Water Offset Program, Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, October 
2014. 

 
Response 14.33 
 
The commenter states that Table 2-3 in Section 2.0, Project Description, differs from Table 2 in the 
proposed amendments to Title 22, Chapter 22.30.204. Refer to response 12.11.   
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Letter 15 
 
COMMENTER: Richard Wright, Correspondence Secretary, South County Advisory 

Council 
 
DATE:   May 27, 2015 
 
Response 15.1 
 
The commenter notes the process by which the South County Advisory Council (SCAC) 
considered the Draft SEIR, and states that they unanimously endorse the Nipomo Community 
Service District’s (NCSD) position, as outlined in their May 8, 2015 letter. Refer to response 15.3 
below and responses 1.1 through 1.7. 
 
Response 15.2 
 
The commenter provides the agenda item for the SCAC Board of Directors meeting to consider 
the Draft SEIR. The comment is noted.  
 
Response 15.3 
 
The commenter provides a letter from the NCSD. Although the date of the letter provided by 
the commenter is May 13, 2015, it is the same letter as comment letter 1 from the NCSD (dated 
May 12). Refer to responses 1.1 through 1.7 for responses to this letter.  
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Letter 16 
 
COMMENTER: Claire Wineman, President, Grower-Shipper Association of Santa Barbara 

and San Luis Obispo Counties 
 
DATE:   May 28, 2015 
 
Response 16.1 
 
The commenter notes concurrence with the San Luis Obispo County Farm Bureau letter (letter 
13 herein) and the Paso Robles Wine Country Alliance letter (letter 4 herein). The comment is 
noted. Refer to responses 13.1 through 13.5 and 4.1 through 4.3 for responses to those letters. 
 
Response 16.2 
 
The following responses address each of the bullet points included in comment 16.2. 
 
The General Plan is the County’s long-term policy document for important issues that affect the 
lives of County residents.  Any specific reference to a termination date of a particular ordinance, 
even one in connection with policy language in the General Plan, is unnecessary and does not 
reflect the purpose of the General Plan. 
 
The proposed Agricultural Offset Program cannot be easily expanded as implied.  Any 
expansion of the proposed program or other offset program applicable to other areas of the 
County would have to go through a similar public process which would include many rounds 
of outreach, public vetting, and subsequent hearings at both the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors.   
 
The list of Best Management Practices included as part of AGP 10, Implementation Measure 2 is 
purely informational and represents only voluntary examples of what could work in 
agricultural practice within San Luis Obispo County.  The example BMPs are in no way meant 
to be mandatory and does not reflect a minimum or maximum number or type that may be 
used in an agricultural operation. 
 
AGP 10, Implementation Measure 3 directs the County Agricultural Commissioner’s office to 
work collaboratively with many groups on a wide range of efforts to improve education 
regarding agricultural practices.  The participants listed are only an example of readily available 
institutions, and is not intended to limit stakeholder groups in future educational efforts.  
Stakeholders may contact the Agricultural Commissioner’s office at any time to provide 
information that is both accurate and informative to enhance agricultural education. 
 
Response 16.3 
 
Changes to the Conservation and Open Space Element policies and implementation measures 
are intended to be broad in order to encompass a wide array of management efforts.  General 
Plan policies are intended to provide direction for future programs and not specific program 
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language that may conflict with various efforts either County-wide or in specific areas of the 
County. 
 
Response 16.4 
 
The following responses address each of the bullet points included in comment 16.4. 
 
Title 19 is the County’s Building Ordinance, and does not apply to agricultural operations, 
unless a building permit is needed for a new use.  A meter and documentation of usage is 
required as part of the program to keep record that the new use has achieved the 1:1 offset 
required for approval of the new development. 
 
A termination provision was added to the Urban/Rural offset component of WNND for 
affected areas that overlie the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin.  This change occurred after 
input at the County Planning Commission to be consistent with the Agricultural Offset program 
which also applies only to the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, excluding the Atascadero Sub-
basin. 
 
Response 16.5 
 
The following responses address each of the bullet points included in comment 16.5. 
 
See comment 16.2.2 for a response to the first bullet in this comment. 
 
The proposed Agricultural Offset program only applies to sites overlying the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin, excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin.  It is not proposed to apply to any 
other portion of the County, including the Nipomo Mesa.  See comment 16.2.2 for further 
discussion. 
 
The term “collectively operated” was added after discussion at the County Planning 
Commission, and may apply to a site that is part of an application for an Agricultural Offset 
Clearance. 
 
The comment in the fourth bullet of this comment is noted. 
 
The water use figures referenced were originally sourced from the County Master Water 
Report, used by the Upper Salinas-Las Tablas Resource Conservation District in its proposed 
Agricultural Offset program for the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, and represent an average 
use for each crop type in the north county area. Additionally, the average use for the Vineyard 
crop type was further refined in consultation with the Agricultural Commissioner’s Office and 
the University of California Cooperative Extension of San Luis Obispo County to ensure the 
figure is a better representation of vineyards in the north county.  The County recognizes that 
usage for individual operations may vary from the averages referenced; however, the use of 
averages ensures that the program will be applied consistently to all applicants seeking an 
Agricultural Offset Clearance. 
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The new definitions for “Agricultural Offset Clearance” and “New or Expanded Irrigated Crop 
Production” would not terminate or sunset with the provisions of Chapter 22.30.204 because 
they are contained within a different Section of Title 22. 
 
County Planning staff would consult with the County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office as 
necessary to process Agricultural Offset Clearance applications. Any farmland designations in 
connection with the State’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program would not change the 
ability to farm a particular site as the soil classification would not change.  Deed restrictions 
would include language which clearly states the termination of the restrictions upon the 
termination of the ordinance.  The County has land use authority, and all land use and zoning 
regulations result in the restriction of the rights of individual owners to use their property as 
they otherwise could. Such land use or zoning regulation is permissible if it is reasonable and 
not arbitrary; if it bears a reasonable and substantial relation to the public health, safety, 
comfort, morals, and general welfare; and if the means employed are reasonably necessary for 
the accomplishment of its purpose.  
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Letter 17 
 
COMMENTER: San Luis Obispo County Farm Bureau 
 
DATE:   May 29, 2015 
 
Response 17.1 
 
The commenter queries how the proposed Program would substantially reduce increases in 
groundwater extraction based on the 1:1 offset ratio. The following change to the text on page 2-
3 in Section 2.0, Project Description, has been made in response to this comment: 
 

The first major component of the Program is Water Neutral New Development 
(WNND). WNND would require that all new development offset new water use at a 
minimum 1:1 ratio in all groundwater basins certified at LOS III by the Board of 
Supervisors. WNND also requires that, in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin 
(excluding the Atascadero Sub-basin), all new or more intensively irrigated agriculture 
offset new water use at a minimum 1:1 ratio. The proposed Agricultural  Offset program 
is an implementation tool for the WNND irrigated agriculture offset requirement, and is 
intended to substantially reduce increases in groundwater extraction and lowering of 
groundwater levels in the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin (excluding the Atascadero 
Sub-basin) only. The proposed Agricultural Offset program would have a sunset 
provision upon adoption of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan prepared pursuant to the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.  

 
Response 17.2 
 
The Agricultural Offset program would be implemented to reflect a minimum 1:1 offset ratio.  
Any offset ratio proposed or achieved by an applicant that is greater than 1:1 would be on a 
voluntary basis. 
 
Response 17.3 
 
Replacement of existing crops with a new crop of the same crop type, as defined by Tables 2 
and 3 in the proposed Agricultural Offset program would qualify for an exemption from the 
proposed ordinance, so long as the existing crop acreage is not exceeded by the new planting. 
 
Response 17.4 
 
The commenter suggests that provision G.2 of the draft program is not enforceable. This 
provision was amended upon further input from stakeholders and the County Planning 
Commission. Refer also to response 9.10. As noted therein, mitigation measure AG-1 has been 
removed from the Final SEIR. 
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Response 17.5 
 
The commenter’s suggestion to implement a short-term offset program of 1 to 4 years is noted 
and has been forwarded to County decision-makers for consideration. 
 
Response 17.6 
 
The Paso Robles Groundwater Basin Urgency Ordinance has limited plantings to those with 
either a vested right, or those that have achieved a 1:1 offset.  The proposed Agricultural Offset 
program would have no vested rights provision, as the Urgency Ordinance has already allowed 
two full years for plantings of those cases to proceed. Any vested rights approved under the 
Urgency Ordinance would expire at the same time as the Urgency Ordinance itself and would 
not carry over under the Agricultural Offset program. 
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Letter 18 
 
COMMENTER: Sheila Lyons 
 
DATE:   June 9, 2015 
 
Response 18.1 
 
See Response 19.9 regarding off-site offsets. 
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Letter 19 
 
COMMENTER: Sheila Lyons, Chairperson, Creston Advisory Board 
 
DATE:   June 30, 2015 
 
Response 19.1 
 
The commenter lists the documents reviewed by the Creston Advisory Board (CAB), notes the 
primary purposes of the Agricultural Offset program, and notes that there was robust 
productive discussion by the CAB members on the Agricultural Offset program. The comment 
is noted. Refer to responses 19.2 through 19.19 for responses to specific comments from CAB. 
 
Response 19.2 
 
The County, through the Department of Planning and Building, has the authority to regulate 
land use.  The proposed Agricultural Offset program is a land use ordinance to regulate 
agriculture that overlies the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin for the conservation of 
groundwater.  Also  see Response 16.5 regarding the County’s land use and zoning authority.  
 
Response 19.3 
 
A 2:1 offset ratio was analyzed in the Draft SEIR under Alternative 2 and may be considered by 
the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Response 19.4 
 
Enforcement and violation investigations for the proposed Agricultural Offset program would 
be handled through County Code Enforcement and would be subject to the provisions of 
Chapter 22.74 of the County Code.   
 
Response 19.5 
 
Planting credits from an Agricultural Offset Clearance application process could not be used as 
offset credits for new urban or rural development. 
 
Response 19.6 
 
See Response 16.5 regarding water use factors. 
 
Response 19.7 
 
The Program language has been revised to require meters on all wells that serve sites associated 
with an Agricultural Offset Clearance application. 
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Response 19.8 
 
The Agricultural Offset program is proposed to operate at a ministerial level to ensure that it 
would be applied consistently to all applicants seeking an Agricultural Offset Clearance. 
 
Response 19.9 
 
Receiving sites for off-site offset applications are not allowed in areas of severe decline, defined 
as 50 or greater Spring Groundwater Elevation Change 1997-2013, as discussed at the County 
Planning Commission. See also response 12.4. 
 
Response 19.10 
 
Sending and receiving sites associated with off-site offsets are defined as being separated by at 
least one site that is not a participant in the application.  Any sites that are adjoining, especially 
those with the same owner or are collectively operated, would be processed as an on-site offset.  
See Response 19.9 for further restrictions on receiving sites. 
 
Response 19.11 
 
A new well may be drilled only after initial compliance with the Agricultural Offset program, 
certifying that the applicant has met the 1:1 offset criteria. The drilling of a replacement will 
requires the destruction of the well being replaced. Every well drilled in the County must 
already be a required distance from another existing well.  See Response 19.7 regarding well 
metering. 
 
Response 19.12 
 
Refer to response 19.19 and responses 2.1 through 2.4.  
 
Response 19.13 
 
The Agricultural Offset program has been amended to reflect that deed restrictions are required 
on all properties associated with an Agricultural Offset Clearance. 
 
Response 19.14 
 
Planting credits from sending sites would be determined from existing crops only, which does 
not allow past crop production to be used in proposed plantings. As proposed, this would not 
allow crop production that had occurred at any time in the past to be used as planting credits 
for any new or expanded irrigated agriculture, unless those crops are currently in production.  
Exceptions to this criterion are for normal annual or rotational plantings, and for replanting of 
the same crop type.  Additionally, the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin Urgency Ordinance has 
limited plantings to those with either a vested right, or those that have achieved a 1:1 offset, 
substantially decreasing the ability of new speculation on future plantings.  Additionally, the 
proposed Agricultural Offset program would have no vested rights provision, as the Urgency 
Ordinance has already allowed two full years for plantings of those cases to proceed. 
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Response 19.15 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response 19.16 
 
Refer to Response 19.14 for discussion on vested rights in the proposed Agricultural Offset 
program. 
 
Response 19.17 
 
The proposed Agricultural Offset program specifically addresses the “gap” between the 
expiration of the Urgency Ordinance and the effective date of the proposed program.  Any new 
plantings on sites that overlie the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin, excluding the Atascadero 
Sub-basin, would not qualify as credits in any future offset application.  If the proposed 
Agricultural Offset program is adopted as currently scheduled, this “gap” would be a month or 
less. 
 
Response 19.18 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response 19.19 
 
The commenter provides a copy of a May 15, 2015 letter from the Upper Salinas-Last Tablas 
Resource Conservation District. Although the Upper Salinas-Last Tablas Resource Conservation 
District letter included in this Final SEIR as letter 2 is dated May 13, 2015, it is the same letter as 
the one provided by the commenter. Refer to responses 2.1 through 2.4 for responses to this 
letter.   
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Letter 20 
 
COMMENTER: Diane Jackson 
 
DATE:   June 30, 2015 
 
Response 20.1 
 
The proposed WNND programs are designed to conserve water in ways which would still allow 
for modest development to occur.  Efforts to manage the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin for long-
term sustainability are currently underway pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management 
Act. 
 
Response 20.2 
 
The proposed WNND requires a 1:1 offset for both new agricultural production and urban/rural 
development.  See Response 20.1 for further discussion regarding sustainability of the 
groundwater basin. 
 
Response 20.3 
 
See Response 16.5 for further discussion regarding water use factors. 
 
Response 20.4 
 
A termination clause for the Agricultural Offset program is included in the proposed Program, 
which takes effect upon the adoption of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan pursuant to the 
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act.  Altered sunset provisions were analyzed as part of 
the Draft SEIR in Alternative 4, and may be considered by the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Response 20.5 
 
AGP 11 is part of the Agricultural Element of the General Plan, and thus reflects specific policies to 
promote and enhance agriculture practices within the County.  Additionally, AGP 11b is existing 
language which promotes keeping agricultural areas in agriculture and by discouraging the 
expansion of urban development. 
 
Response 20.6 
 
Measures to address wine processing are addressed in the proposed Water Waste Prevention 
ordinance, Section 8.69.110. 
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Letter 21 
 
COMMENTER: Maria Lorca, Creston Citizens for Agricultural Land Preservation 
 
DATE:   July 3, 2015 
 
Response 21.1 
 
The commenter suggests consideration of simplified alternatives to the proposed Program. 
Refer to responses 21.10 through 21.15 for responses to the commenter’s specific suggestions of 
alternatives. 
 
Response 21.2 
 
The commenter suggests that the Draft SEIR is written as a decision has already been made on 
the Program. Refer to response 10.10. The County Board of Supervisors provided direction to 
refine the scope of the project description at public hearings on February 3 and February 24, 
2015. The proposed Program is analyzed for its environmental effects as required by CEQA and 
is compared to range of alternatives via this EIR. The Board will consider the information in the 
EIR as part of its decision-making process. 
 
Response 21.3 
 
The commenter makes several claims about the Agricultural Offset program and suggests that 
economic impacts of the Program have not been analyzed. Refer to responses 21.4 through 21.16 
below for responses to specific comments about the Program. It should also be noted that the 
EIR is not intended to account for economic effects of the proposed Program, in accordance 
with the CEQA Guidelines. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e) and 15131(a), 
economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on 
the environment. Therefore, such effects are not considered in the Final SEIR.  
 
Response 21.4 
 
See Response 19.2 regarding legality of offset programs. 
 
Response 21.5 
 
See Response 17.1 regarding goals of the Agricultural Offset program. 
 
Response 21.6 
 
The commenter states that the Draft SEIR fails to account for economic impacts of the proposed 
Program. As stated in response 21.3 above, the EIR is not intended to account for economic 
effects of the proposed Program, in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines. As stated in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064(e) and 15131(a), economic and social changes resulting from a project 
shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. Therefore, such effects are not 
considered in the Final SEIR.  
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Once the Paso Robles Groundwater Basin Urgency Ordinance comes into effect, no new or 
expanded irrigated agriculture could occur without demonstrating a 1:1 offset.  Any planting 
proposed pursuant to the provisions of the proposed Agricultural Offset program would have 
to obtain credits from existing agricultural plantings and still offset at a 1:1 ratio.  Additionally, 
see Response 19.17 regarding plantings during the “gap” period.   
 
Response 21.7 
 
The commenter suggests that the proposed Program would result in a significant irreversible 
impact, but does not indicate to what issue area. Therefore, a specific response is not possible. 
The comment is noted. 
 
The commenter further suggests that the Draft SEIR does not fully consider the potential 
significant impacts of setting up a private water market. The Draft SEIR analyzes the Program 
as proposed. The findings of this analysis are presented in Sections 4.1 through 4.3 of the Draft 
SEIR.  
 
Response 21.8 
 
See Response 19.10 regarding off-site offsets. 
 
Response 21.9 
 
See Response 19.4 regarding enforcement. 
 
Response 21.10 
 
The implementation of the proposed Agricultural Offset program would effectively serve as a 
growth management tool for irrigated crop production, because it limits new irrigated crop 
production based on the existing groundwater resources conditions.  
 
Response 21.11 
 
See response 19.11 regarding metering. See response 19.4 regarding enforcement/monitoring. 
 
Response 21.12 
 
The commenter suggests an alternative that increase the offset ratio to 2:1. This alternative is 
analyzed as Alternative 2 (Larger Offset Requirement) in Section 5.0, Alternatives.  
 
Response 21.13 
 
See response 19.8 regarding the level of review for Agricultural Offset Clearance applications. 
 
Response 21.14 
 
See responses 21.8 and 19.10 regarding off-site offsets. 
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Response 21.15 
 
See response 19.19 regarding the scope of the proposed Agricultural Offset program. 
 
Response 21.16 
 
See response 19.17 regarding provisions addressing the time between the expiration of the Paso 
Robles Groundwater Basin Urgency Ordinance and the effective date of the proposed 
Agricultural Offset program. 
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Letter 22 
 
COMMENTER: Susan Harvey, President, North County Watch 
 
DATE:   July 6, 2015 
 
Response 22.1 
 
See response 19.19 regarding the scope of the proposed Agricultural Offset program. 
 
Response 22.2 
 
See response 21.11 regarding metering and monitoring. 
 
Response 22.3 
 
See responses 20.1 and 20.2 regarding long-term sustainability efforts for the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin. 
 
Response 22.4 
 
See response 16.5 regarding water use factors. 
 
Response 22.5 
 
See response 16.5 regarding water use factors and response 21.11 regarding metering and 
monitoring. 
 
Response 22.6 
 
See response 16.5 regarding water use factors. 
 
Response 22.7 
 
The commenter notes that the Atascadero Sub-basin is treated as a basin sufficiently separate 
from the main Paso Robles Groundwater Basin. Refer to response 5.2. The proposed Program 
excludes the Atascadero Sub-basin, which has been clarified in the Final SEIR text and figures. 
 
Response 22.8 
 
The commenter notes a discrepancy between Table 2 in the Title 22 revisions and Table 2-3 in 
the Draft SEIR. The tables in the Draft SEIR have been amended in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, of the Final SEIR to match the proposed Program. See also response 12.11. 
 
See Response 16.5.5 regarding water use factors. 
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Response 22.9 
 
This comment is noted and has been forwarded to the County decision-makers for 
consideration. 
 
Response 22.10 
 
The commenter suggests that the Draft SEIR analyze economic impacts of the proposed 
Program. The EIR is not intended to account for economic effects of the proposed Program, in 
accordance with the CEQA Guidelines. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e) and 
15131(a), economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment. Therefore, such effects are not considered in the Final SEIR.  
 
Response 22.11 
 
The commenter states that Impact AG-2 proposes to mitigate the loss of prime farmland by 
limiting water transfer to other agricultural use (rather than residential use). It should be 
clarified that Impact AG-2 is less than significant (Class III) and therefore no mitigation is 
identified for this impact. Impact AG-1, which did require mitigation in the Draft SEIR, has 
been revised to a less than significant level (refer to response 9.10). 
 
The commenter also suggests that while the Agricultural Offset program would not result in a 
net decrease in the amount of designated agricultural land, it may reduce the amount of land 
dedicated to food and fiber production. As outlined in Section 4.1.2(a) (Methodology and 
Significance Thresholds) in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources, an agricultural resources impact is 
considered significant if implementation of the Program would result in any of the following: 
 

1. Direct conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency and defined by Public Resources 
Code Section 21061.1, to non-agricultural use; 

2. Indirect conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, resulting from a net decrease in the amount of designated agricultural land in 
the county, as represented by the Agricultural Resource and Agriculture, Watershed, and 
Open Space designations on the current San Luis Obispo County General Plan Land Use 
Map;  

3. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract; and/or 
4. Involve other changes in the existing environment, which due to their location or nature, 

could result in conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance to non-agricultural use or conflicts with agricultural use or agricultural 
operations (e.g. placement of urban and other uses adjacent to agricultural uses resulting in 
potential conflicts). 

 
In accordance with the above thresholds, a reduction in the amount of land on an agriculturally 
designated parcel dedicated to food and fiber production is not considered an environmental 
impact under CEQA. 
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Response 22.12 
 
The commenter suggests that the proposed Program should apply to a larger area, and suggests 
that the Draft SEIR discuss the impacts of excluding a portion of the Paso Robles Groundwater 
Basin. The EIR analyzes the effects of the Program as proposed, which excludes the Atascadero 
Sub-basin. 
 
Response 22.13 
 
The commenter states that soils may be Prime regardless of irrigation capability. The comment 
is noted. The analysis in the Draft SEIR assesses whether the proposed Program would convert 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural 
use, in accordance with the thresholds identified in Section 4.1, Agricultural Resources. These 
designations are established by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) and 
are different from irrigated and non-irrigated capability class.  
 
Response 22.14 
 
The commenter suggests that a finding of beneficial impact on groundwater resources cannot be 
made based on earlier comments. Refer to responses 22.1 through 22.13 for responses to specific 
comments.  
 
Response 22.15 
 
The commenter requests that hobby agriculture be defined in the Final SEIR. Refer to response 
5.8; reference to activities defined as hobby agriculture has been removed from the proposed 
Program.  
 
Response 22.16 
 
The commenter summarizes her previous comments. Refer to responses 22.1 through 22.15. 
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  County of San Luis Obispo 

Letter 23 
 
COMMENTER: Andrew Christie, Chapter Director, Sierra Club Santa Lucia Chapter 
 
DATE:   July 6, 2015 
 
Response 23.1 
 
See responses 20.1 and 20.2 regarding long-term sustainability efforts for the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin. 
 
Response 23.2 
 
See responses 20.1 and 20.2 regarding long-term sustainability efforts for the Paso Robles 
Groundwater Basin. 
 
Response 23.3 
 
The commenter expresses support for an offset of 2:1. This alternative is analyzed as Alternative 
2 (Larger Offset Requirement) in Section 5.0, Alternatives. The commenter’s support for this 
alternative is noted. The commenter additionally expresses support for recommendations of the 
Upper Salinas-Las Tablas Resource Conservation District related to how offsets are calculated. 
The comment is noted.  
 
Response 23.4 
 
See response 19.4 regarding enforcement.  This comment has been forwarded to the County 
decision-makers for consideration. 
 
Response 23.5 
 
The commenter reiterates their preference for a 2:1 offset. Refer to response 23.3. 
 
Response 23.6 
 
Comment noted. 
 
Response 23.7 
 
Suggested changes by the Paso Basin Advisory Committee have been considered by the County 
Planning Commission and been incorporated into the proposed Agricultural Offset program.  
See Response 19.19 regarding the scope of the proposed Agricultural Offset program. 
 
Response 23.8 
 
Fulfilling the 1:1 offset requirement for new development does not mean a building permit 
would be automatically issued.  The offset requirement is an additional step in the building 
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process, along with any additional measures required by a water purveyor, where applicable.  
Comments regarding a building moratorium for high priority basins have been forwarded to 
County decision-makers for consideration. 
 
Response 23.9 
 
The agricultural component of the WWP program is designed as an educational outreach effort 
due to its application county-wide and the wide range of agricultural commodities grown in the 
county.  The source of water use in the county for agriculture production is almost exclusively 
pumped groundwater. Many operations in the county have improved efficiencies greatly over 
the past several decades, such as switching irrigation practices from surface applications to 
micro-sprinkler or drip systems.  The educational outreach efforts would expand on the 
availability of this information, and would be geared towards members of the public, as well as 
frequently updated information for the agricultural community to continue the gains in 
agricultural water use efficiency already seen in the County. 
 
Response 23.10 
 
This proposed urban/rural water waste ordinance would be a permanent conservation effort, 
similar but more comprehensive to the measures in the State’s drought declaration mandates.  
Further limits on use would be best addressed by individual water purveyors as they have the 
data needed to implement usage targets.  Additionally, the scope of the proposed CWWCP did 
not include a program to fund individual water storage and reuse systems.   
 
Response 23.11 
 
The commenter summarizes their comment letter. Refer to responses 23.1 through 23.10 above.  
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