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11.0 Comments Received on the Draft EIR and Responses 

As required by CEQA (CCR, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3 Section 15132), the final EIR shall 
consist of: 

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft. 
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in 

summary. 
(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the draft EIR. 
(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the 

review and consultation process. 
(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

 
As per items (b) and (c) above, this chapter of the final EIR presents copies of all comment 
letters received on the Draft EIR, along with the list of commentators. The comment letters have 
been numbered and given written responses as per item (d) above.  

This chapter consists of three sections. 

• 11.1–Governmental Agency Comment Letters and Responses 

• 11.2–Group/Company Letters and Responses 

• 11.3–Public Comment Letters and Responses  

These sections present the comment letters in their entirety (each letter page shrunk to 
approximately 50%). An alpha-numeric identification code was given to each comment letter to 
provide the reader with an easy indicator of which comment is being responded to for each letter. 
For example, in the letter from the California State Clearinghouse, the first comment is GA-1.1. 
The identification code appears in the left margin of the letter page and is accompanied with 
enlarged brackets surrounding the comment. Each letter is closely followed by its written 
response. The letters and their responses are organized alphabetically according to each comment 
letter’s alpha-numeric identification code.  

Please see the following page for a table of contents that lists each comment letter, their 
identification codes, and locations in this chapter.  
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Number Response 
Comments from Governmental Agencies 

California State Clearing House 
GA-1.1 Compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements for public notification and review are 

noted. 
San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 
GA-2.1 The County of SLO will make a determination of which alternative or project option is environmentally superior based 

on projected impacts and their severity in all issue areas. Upgrades to the Water Treatment Plants were not a part of this 
project and would be evaluated in subsequent environmental review, if necessary. The treated water option will have 
higher construction and operation emissions associated with the proposed Water Treatment Plant (WTP) as compared to 
the Raw Water Option, since the latter option would avoid construction of most facilities at the WTP site. 

GA-2.2 Table 5.4.7 specifies that the emissions presented in the table (Project Construction emissions) represent a worst case 
estimate. Actual emissions would likely be lower. On page 5.4-12, 1st paragraph, it is identified that a control efficiency 
of 38% was assumed and is used in the calculations as standard watering mitigation measure control efficiency. 

GA-2.3 AQ-1 Words “grading and building” have been added to the first paragraph of measure AQ-1 to make the measures 
updated as per the CEQA Handbook 2003. The efficiencies of mitigation measures have been kept in place for 
clarification purposes.  
 
AQ-4 The requested changes have been made. 

GA-2.4 This comment is in agreement with the mitigation measure text. 
GA-2.5 The modification #3 to AQ-4 has been completed. The Applicant would be aware of this helpful information. 
GA-2.6 The residual construction emissions have been identified as significant (Class I). To respond to this comment a note has 

been inserted to state that the significance is due to high NOx emissions. The mitigation measures listed in Section 5.9 
of CEQA Handbook are for mitigating operational emissions and may be not appropriate for the short term construction 
emissions. During the permitting process of the project the SLO County will work with the APCD to develop 
appropriate measures to mitigate the significant NOx emissions.  

GA-2.7 The text has been added to mitigation measure GS-3. 
GA-2.8 The County will have to follow the required registration process and will be working with the APCD to obtain the 

required project permits and registrations.  
GA-2.9 The County will have to follow the required permitting process and will be working with the APCD to obtain the 

required project permits. 
GA-2.10 The County will have to follow the required permitting process and will be working with the APCD to obtain the 

required project permits and authorizations. 
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Atascadero Mutual Water Company 
GA-3.1 These statements have been clarified as noted in the responses to comments below. 
GA-3.2 The concept of river discharges has been clarified to note that the water is discharged to percolation basins and not to 

the Salinas River channel. 
GA-3.3 Water wheeling through the City of San Luis Obispo pipelines has been considered in the EIR. While water wheeling is 

technically feasible with some relatively minor modifications, the City has a stated policy of providing services outside 
City limits and has previously rejected the idea of wheeling relative to this project. Therefore, this alternative is not 
considered feasible under the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. However, it should be noted 
that the City can reverse their prior stance on this issue, thus avoiding new pipeline construction through the City. Given 
the small modifications that would be necessary to wheel water through their pipeline system, no additional 
environmental review would be required. 

GA-3.4 The statement on the No Project Alternative regarding overdraft is not meant to apply to the entire county, but to 
specific project participants. The text has been revised to clarify that overdraft conditions are not inclusive of all areas 
of San Luis Obispo County. 

GA-3.5 Please see the previous response. 
GA-3.6 The background information on the recent Paso Robles Groundwater Basin Study has been included. This study was 

thoroughly discussed in Section 5.1 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), which includes the evaluation of 
hydrology and water quality associated with the proposed project and alternatives. 

GA-3.7 The discharge basins were originally referred to as recharge basins in the County’s description of the project. However, 
since the true purpose of these basins is not for groundwater recharge, all references were changed to discharge basins. 
The text in this section has been clarified to note that water will not be directly discharges into the Salinas River, but 
that percolation basins will be utilized to discharge NWP water to the Salinas River underflow. 

GA-3.8 The text has been clarified to note that the AMWC system would recover NWP water prior to reaching the Salinas 
River underflow. However, water discharged in the Paso Robles and Templeton percolation basins would reach the 
Salinas River underflow prior to recovery. 

GA-3.9 For the purposes of this EIR it has been assumed that water wheeling from Atascadero to Santa Margarita is feasible 
absent any information to the contrary. It has also been assumed that any modifications to the AMWC facilities to 
accommodate this wheeling arrangement would be relatively minor and would be included as part of the overall project. 
Should this water wheeling arrangement prove to be infeasible in the future, the project proponent would be required to 
reevaluate delivery and/or treatment options for Santa Margarita and conduct additional environmental review, if 
necessary. 
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City of Atascadero 
GA-4.1 The project will be required to revegetate all areas disturbed by pipeline and facility construction activities. While there 

is a considerable amount of emphasis on oak tree mitigation and replanting given the slow growth of most oak species, 
revegetation plans will also specify restoration of other native trees and plants.  

GA-4.2 The project assumed a 200-foot wide corridor for evaluating impacts associated with pipeline construction. Therefore, it 
is quite possible that there will be minor variations within the area studied, mainly to avoid sensitive resources (e.g., 
biological, cultural and/or paleontological resources). However, should the pipeline route be revised substantially and 
outside of the study area, which would be required to result in construction within the Atascadero City Limits, 
additional environmental review would be required. Therefore, the City would have an opportunity to review any 
substantial changes to the proposed project. 

GA-4.3 As noted in the EIR, the treated water option was selected as the Environmentally Superior Alternative. However, as 
also noted in the EIR, the difference between the treated and raw water options, in terms of environmental impacts, are 
quite small. Aside from significant air quality impacts associated with project construction, impacts specific to each 
option are considered less than significant, with the main difference being that the treated water option meets more of 
the project’s water quality goals while avoiding direct impacts to the Salinas River riparian areas for construction of raw 
water discharge basins. Conversely, the raw water option would avoid potential environmental consequences associated 
with the spill of treated (i.e., chlorinated) water should there be a failure on the pipeline near a riparian area. While the 
probability of such an event was considered sufficiently low to result in an impact classification of “less than 
significant”, potential impacts to sensitive species could be substantial. While this EIR contends that the treated water 
option is environmentally superior to the raw water option by an extremely slim margin and mainly due to effective 
mitigation of potential impacts, the selection of which option is constructed will ultimately be determined by County 
staff and the Board of Supervisors based on an agreement between the project participants. This agreement will likely 
be based on financial considerations, which are beyond the scope of environmental analysis allowed by the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

City of El Paso de Robles 
GA-5.1 Measure BR-10 has been revised to add information on the City of Paso Robles Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance. 
GA-5.2 The proposed project would not directly impact Spring Street as all construction would take place east of the Salinas 

River. While the project would impact 13th Street and Creston Road, impacts were considered less than significant. 
However, given the bottleneck posed by limited areas where vehicles can cross the Salinas River, these streets have 
been added to Mitigation Measure T-1. It should also be noted that the County will be required to obtain an 
encroachment permit from the City, where the requirement to avoid these streets can be reiterated. 

GA-5.3 While it may be difficult to avoid Creston and/or Niblick Road when school is in session, these roads have been added 
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to Mitigation Measure T-1 to avoid impacting traffic during hours when school-related traffic might be impacted. The 
project would not simultaneously impact traffic on both roads, thus one of these roads would always be open. As noted 
in the previous response, the County will be required to obtain an encroachment permit from the City, where the 
requirement to avoid these streets can be reiterated. 

GA-5.4 The City’s concern over impacts associated with the 1997 EIR route is noted. This alternative was not considered as the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative due in part to the issues that concern the City. 

GA-5.5 The population figures in Section 2.0 and elsewhere have been updated in the EIR. Section 7.0, Growth, had noted a 
more representative population figure for 2002 that was only slightly lower than the City’s current estimate. 

GA-5.6 The EIR has been changed to reflect the more likely hydraulic grade line. As noted in the comment, this elevation may 
change with final project design. 

GA-5.7 Many of the proposed project’s components are conceptual at this stage, with assumptions being made as to specific 
location and design. Pending final design, the assumptions being made were based on the best information available. 
Numerous minor changes to the project are expected that would not require any additional review. Should changes be 
proposed that do not fall within the expected and documented impacts associated with the project, subsequent 
environmental review, such as a Subsequent EIR or Addendum, may be required. 

GA-5.8 The identification of Sodium Hypochlorite as the disinfectant for the treated water option was based on current 
compatibility with project participants and potential environmental impacts. However, final disinfection requirements 
and techniques will be based on the needs of project participants and future water quality issues, such as the need to 
minimize trihalomethanes.  

GA-5.9 The EIR evaluated several alternative water treatment plant options in Section 3.0, Alternatives. However, as required 
by CEQA, only alternatives that could substantially reduce or avoid significant impacts associated with the proposed 
project are evaluated to a project level of detail in the EIR. Additional construction of water treatment facilities under 
the raw water option would not substantially reduce or avoid any of the significant impacts identified in the EIR. In fact, 
construction of additional water treatment facilities by project participants would likely lead to the identification of new 
environmental impacts not identified in the EIR. It is also recognized that project participants may elect to receive raw 
water and pursue various treatment alternatives. However, in the absence of specific proposals, it would be speculative 
to evaluate the construction of additional water treatment facilities for each of the project participants when these 
facilities are not a necessary component of the project that would be required to receive or distribute their NWP 
allocation. Should a project participant choose to construct additional water treatment facilities, additional 
environmental review, such as a Subsequent EIR or Addendum, may be required. 

GA-5.10 The City’s requirement to issue an encroachment permit is specifically listed in Table 2.9. This requirement has also 
been added to Section 2.7.1. 
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GA-5.11 Section 2.7.4 notes that “…General Plan Conformity Determination would be required by the County and all cities in 

which pipelines and related project facilities are located (emphasis added).” This would include Paso Robles. Table 2.9 
has been modified to note this requirement. 

GA-5.12 Please see the response to Comment GA-5.4. 
GA-5.13 Please see the response to Comment GA-5.9. 
City of San Luis Obispo 
GA-6.1 The placing of project staging areas is contingent on locating available land at various points along the pipeline route. 

Since the availability of land changes over time, as noted in the EIR, a set of performance criteria was established to 
allow for the selection of an alternative location that is consistent with the findings of the EIR. While the potential need 
for additional environmental review of staging areas, such as a Subsequent EIR or Addendum, cannot be overlooked if a 
suitable site cannot be found within the EIR performance criteria, there are currently alternative sites available that fit 
the staging area performance criteria listed in the EIR. Therefore, additional environmental review is not anticipated at 
this time. In the event that a staging area cannot be identified for a given pipeline segment, alternative options would be 
to utilize those staging areas that are available at the time of construction, which would result in greater transport 
distances during construction, staging of some materials within the pipeline right-of-way, or delivery of pipe to the site 
on an as-needed basis. All three options would complicate project construction and add to project costs, but not 
significantly. 

GA-6.2 The text in Section 3.2.5 has been modified to reflect the uncertainty associated with the availability of the City’s water 
system to wheel NWP water to project participants south of the City. However, given the existing City policy of not 
providing service outside City limits and the City Council’s past rejection of water wheeling relative to this project, it 
would be considered speculative under CEQA to evaluate water wheeling as an alternative in the EIR. Should the 
project participants and City decide to move forward with water wheeling, additional environmental review, such as a 
Subsequent EIR or Addendum, may be required. However, since potential impacts associated with improvements to the 
City’s water system would be similar to NWP pipeline construction south of the City, it is likely that a water wheeling 
agreement would be consistent with the EIR findings and no additional environmental review would be necessary. 

GA-6.3 Section 2.2.7 of the EIR notes that on May 14, 2002, the City Council eliminated the policy that would require the 
establishment of a Reliability Reserve. However, eliminating the requirement doesn’t necessarily preclude a need for a 
drought reserve. Therefore, these statements are not necessarily inconsistent. 
 
Section 5.1.5.1 of the EIR states that “Groundwater resources in the San Luis sub-basin are available to the City, 
although the maximum level of historical City pumpage will not likely be significantly increased due to basin yield 
limitations.” This is consistent with the statement in Section 7.2.3 that “While the existing safe yield of the basin is 
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currently under review, this basin is considered to be in a state of overdraft for planning purposes (SLO 2002).” If the 
basin is considered to be in a state of overdraft, it is likely that the City will not increase pumpage due to basin yield 
limitations. It is possible that upon further review, more groundwater pumping could be allowed, but current 
information would indicate that increases in groundwater utilization, while available, cannot be sustained. 

GA-6.4 The City of San Luis Obispo currently (as of 2002) has a water small water surplus that could allow limited additional 
growth (see Table 7.2). However, in the absence of acquiring additional water supplies, the City will not be able to meet 
the growth projections identified in its General Plan. 

GA-6.5 Section 7.2.3 has been modified to reflect the City’s use of ground water, as well as the studies being conducted to 
increase the City’s safe yield to 1,000 afy. The City’s pursuit of alternative water sources to augment their use of 
groundwater has also been noted. 

GA-6.6 Countrywide, which is a bit too ambitious for this project, has been changed to Countywide. Also, the values for the 
City’s required yield have been modified to reflect the City’s elimination of the 2,000 afy reliability reserve. 

GA-6.7 Impacts associated with growth-induced impacts do not require mitigation, thus the measure is not included in 
Section 9.0 of the EIR. This measure sets a water conservation goal, which the County and project participants can 
choose to implement or ignore without the need for a Statement of Overriding Considerations from the Board of 
Supervisors. As noted in Section 7.0 and elsewhere, potential impacts associated with growth are considered a 
significant impact that could result from the project.  

GA-6.8 Please see the response to Comment GA-6.1. Impacts associated with the staging areas were considered as part of the 
project construction impacts and would be short term in nature. Mitigation measures identified for pipeline construction 
would reduce potentially significant impacts to a level of insignificance. As noted in the following response (GA-6.9), 
noise barriers would be utilized to meet applicable County and/or City noise limits. Also, a substantial amount of 
mitigation is proposed that would reduce dust levels to a level of insignificance. Aesthetic impacts would be temporary 
in nature and are considered insignificant. Finally, all potential site land use designations would have to allow for 
temporary construction staging. 

GA-6.9 Noise mitigation measure N-1 specifically requires noise reduction measures as follows: “Equipment enclosures/noise 
barriers shall be used in the vicinity of sensitive receptors (per station numbers in Table 5.5.7) to reduce the noise 
generated by stationary equipment (i.e., generators, pumps, and other stationary construction equipment) during 
daytime hours.” The residences in the Patricia Drive/Foothill Boulevard area are specifically identified in Table 5.5.7. 

GA-6.10 The Phase I archaeological survey for the areas within the City of SLO was done in 1996 and some sites were mapped 
and are listed in Table 5.8.12. Similar methodology was employed as in the current 2003 report. Cultural sites in the 
Laguna Lake can be avoided by design and are beyond 200 feet of identified cultural resources. In the City area, the 
archaeological site near Acacia Creek, SLO-2002, is outside the project area of the NWP. It is probably not a prehistoric 
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site and probably not a significant site. Subsurface testing would be done to confirm this as needed. 

GA-6.11 The table on page 5.9-2 has been updated to more specifically reflect the City’s General Plan zoning designation of 
Conservation/Open Space near Laguna Lake. Discussion on pages 5.9-20, 21 has been expanded to include assessments 
of the City’s relevant OSE and General Plan policies. Due to the potentially sensitive and scenic nature of the area, 
special emplacement techniques other than open trenching may be employed, as necessary, to ensure preservation of the 
character and resources of the area. 

GA-6.12 Thank you for the valuable information. Measure BR-10 specifies that: “Areas suitable for creation of oak conservation 
areas for replacement offsite shall be evaluated.” The area above Stenner Creek Road is known to the County and will 
be evaluated as potential for the project vegetation restoration area.  

GA-6.13 The correct reference should be Los Osos Valley Road and has been corrected throughout the document. 
GA-6.14 The tank at Cuesta Tunnel would be located in an area that is already partially screened with the existing vegetation and 

terrain. In addition to that the tank would be located in an indented area on the slope of the hill, thereby its bottom will 
be below the hillside surface. The simulation reflects the fact that only a small portion of the tank’s surface would be 
visible to a viewer standing at the beginning of the access road to the Cuesta Tunnel pipeline, this portion of the tank 
will have even less visually significant effect on viewers traveling on Highway 101 or other locations. The proposed 
tank would be substantially shielded by terrain from travelers on Highway 101 (see Figure 11-1). The tank would be 
completely shielded by terrain from travelers heading north on Highway 101, and would only be visible from the 
highway after the vehicle has passed the tank location. Southbound travelers would have a slightly better view of the 
tank, but only a partial view and for a very brief period (a few seconds at best at highway speeds). The proposed 
mitigation measures of providing vegetation screening for the tank and painting the tank a natural color would minimize 
potential visual impacts. 
 
Landscaping for the project could be done with species that are native to the area and non-native species. San Luis 
Obispo County Land Use Ordinance (Section 22.04.186) states that preservation of native species, and landscaping with 
native species is encouraged, however it is not required. To effectively screen the man-made features of the project it is 
necessary to use species that use water in the most effective manner, are evergreen and fast growing. The landscaping 
will be done from species consistent with the surrounding area; a note to this effect has been added to the mitigation 
measures. 

GA-6.15 The reference to the City’s Urban Reserve Line has been corrected to 2022 (from 2015). 
GA-6.16 Measures CR-1 and CR-6 specified preparation of the Plans for Cultural resources (paleontological and archaeological). 

Language has been added to these measures to specify that the Plans shall list measures to deal with the cultural 
resources in case any are encountered. The exact details of the methods will be determined at the time the Plans are 
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prepared by the project’s professional archaeologist(s) and paleontologist(s). 

GA-6.17 It is recognized that the Raw Water Option has less potential for catastrophic biological impacts that could result from a 
large spill of chlorinated water under the treated water option. Section 5.7.4.1 clearly states that “Impacts to aquatic life 
and contamination of drainages could result from a pipeline rupture which releases treated water into the stream system, 
resulting in mortality, degradation of habitat and water quality.” However, as noted in Section 5.6.4.1, the probability of 
a large chlorinated water spill is extremely small based on historical pipeline failure data for water transmission 
pipelines (as opposed to water distribution pipelines typically found in cities, which have much higher failure rates due 
to the vastly higher number of connections). Since risk is measured by the combination of event probability and 
consequences, it was determined based on criteria established by such groups as the American Institute of Chemical 
Engineers, US Environmental Protection Agency and Santa Barbara County that potential impacts associated with a 
spill of chlorinated water was less than significant. It should be noted that regardless of which alternative is selected, the 
same volume of water will need chlorination and chlorine-based disinfection products will need to be shipped to a 
single or multiple water treatment facilities. 
 
In reviewing the identification of the Environmentally Superior Alternative, Section 6.0 of the EIR only summarizes 
information that is discussed far more thoroughly in other sections of the EIR such as Section 5. These sections should 
be thoroughly reviewed prior to reviewing Section 6. 
 
The EIR does not dispute potential impacts of chlorine treated water on aquatic species, and makes the finding that 
potential consequences would be substantial. Thus, no evidence of field testing is necessary unless one were claiming 
that there would not be any adverse biological consequences associated with chlorine exposure. As far as impacts to 
riparian areas that would occur under the Raw Water Option, Section 5.7.4.2 clearly identifies and quantifies the 
permanent loss of riparian areas along the Salinas River. 
 
The comment notes that a spill of chlorinated water could impact Stenner Creek. It should be noted that regardless of 
which alternative is selected, chlorinated water pipelines associated with the City of San Luis Obispo Water Treatment 
Plant (WTP) and the WTP located at the California Men’s Colony would likely impact Stenner and/or Chorro Creeks in 
the event of a pipeline failure. Both of these facilities would be used to disinfect NWP water under the Raw Water 
Option. Therefore potential consequences associated with the Treated and Raw Water Options would be quite similar in 
the vicinity of these creeks. In any event, potential impacts are considered less than significant based on the low 
probability of a spill of chlorinated water that would be large enough to impact sensitive species in the area.  Also, 
chlorinated water pipelines already exist throughout all of the cities involved in the project, many of which are in the 
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vicinity of numerous creeks and drainages. 
 
Finally, the selection of which project is constructed will be determined by County staff, the Board of Supervisors and 
project participants. This decision will also include a cost factor, which is not considered in the EIR, which would favor 
selection of the Raw Water Option as the preferred alternative. 

Dept of the Army/CA Army National Guard 
GA-7.1 The requested language in regards to the briefing has been inserted. 
GA-7.2 The requested language in regards to the vegetation restoration/replacement plan has been inserted. 
GA-7.3 The requested language in regards to covering excavated areas to protect kit fox has been inserted. 
GA-7.4 The requested language has been inserted in measure BR-4 that covers all vehicle and personnel travel in sensitive 

areas. 
GA-7.5 The language in regards to bald eagle has been added to BR-16. 
GA-7.6 The language in regards to California condor has been added to BR-16. 
GA-7.7 Most of the requested mitigations are already in the measure BR-10. The additional specifics in regards to the Camp 

Roberts Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) have been added to this mitigation measure as 
requested. 

GA-7.8 The language in regards to riparian vegetation has been added to BR-22. 
GA-7.9 BR-23 has been updated as requested. See also measure BR-8. 
GA-7.10 BR-24 has been changed to reflect the requested mitigation. 
GA-7.11 BR-25 has been changed to reflect the requested mitigation. 
GA-7.12 Morro shoulderband snail has been included in Table 5.7.1. Mitigation measure BR-8 specifies that biological surveys, 

avoidance as feasible, and consultation and incidental intake permits shall be required for all species listed in this table. 
GA-7.13 Camp Roberts and Camp San Luis Obispo INRMPs have been reviewed for species of special concern. All the species 

have been added to Table 5.7.1. Mitigation measure BR-8 covers protection of the species listed in Table 5.7.1.  
GA-7.14 Salinan pocket mouse species has been added to Table 5.7.1 Mitigation measure BR-8 specifies that biological surveys, 

avoidance as feasible, and consultation and incidental intake permits shall be required for all species listed in this table. 
GA-7.15 The mitigation measure BR-23 has been updated to include avoidance of the documented vernal pool. 
GA-7.16 The project’s Erosion Control Plan and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan will be consistent with applicable Army 

Reserve National Guard (ARNG) plans, policies and best management practices for Camp Roberts and Camp San Luis 
Obispo. These plans will be submitted to the ARNG for review and comment prior to the commencement of any 
construction activities. 

GA-7.17 The language in regards to hazardous materials has been added to HM-1. 
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GA-7.18 Changes have been made as requested. 
GA-7.19 Changes to SLO-2210 description have been made as requested. 
GA-7.20 Addition has been made as requested. 
GA-7.21 Changes to SLO-1180 description have been made as requested. 
GA-7.22 Some sections of the existing pipeline would be used in the area of Chorro Creek. Sections of the existing pipeline were 

identified during the 1996 survey and some areas were not surveyed during the 2003 survey if the new pipeline route 
were not planned for those areas. Additional survey could be done to confirm condition of existing sites and potential 
effect from any nearby construction activities. Requirements for the additional surveys have been included into 
measures CR-6 (item 3) and CR-7. 

GA-7.23 As stated in the CR-1 and CR-6 (item 1.), pre-construction workshops will be done to raise the awareness of all project 
crew involved in soil disturbance about cultural resource issues. Treatments of resources in case of accidental 
discoveries are part of the mitigation procedures (see CR-1, CR-2, CR-4, CR-6, CR-8 and in particular CR-11). Also a 
cultural resources monitoring plan will be prepared and implemented (see CR-1 and CR-6) that may include monitoring 
in some areas based on nearby natural resources (good sources of chert, possibility of alluvial fill that could have buried 
cultural surfaces and other variables that could have hidden cultural resources). See measure CR-11 for description on 
consultation with the County Coroner. 

GA-7.24 Confidential technical report (Gibson and Parsons 2003:16) states “subsurface testing would be needed to find the best 
route south of SLO-1180 that would avoid impacting significant cultural materials.” The final design of the proposed 
pipeline route has not been completed, however during the final design the Applicant will make all feasible efforts to 
avoid significant cultural materials. The County has the technical report which contains all details on the exact location 
of SLO-1180. 

GA-7.25 Advance approval and notice of fieldwork is standard procedure for any archaeological projects on federal and state 
lands - especially military property, and will be carried out. 

GA-7.26 Although some specialists differ in their opinion on the tribal land boundaries, the recent CalTrans document “Salinan 
and Northern Chumash Communities of the Early Mission Period” by Randall Millken and John Johnson will be the 
basis for determining prehistoric boundaries and field monitoring. Some overlap may occur in some sections of the 
project. Both tribes will be fully informed about the project field work. 

California Men’s Colony 
GA-8.1 The County and project participants are currently evaluating the mechanisms that could be used to build and operate the 

project, which is well beyond the scope of this EIR and the California Environmental Quality Act. However, it is clear 
that under a scenario that would utilize CMCWTP facilities, an administrative authority consistent with California 
Constitution Article 10, Section 6 would be required. 
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Monterey County Water Resources Agency 
GA-9.1 The correct reference to the Monterey County Water Resources Agency (MCWRA) has been corrected throughout the 

document. 
GA-9.2 San Luis Obispo County recognizes and acknowledges their responsibility for water quality issues associated with their 

allocation of Lake Nacimiento Water, including those associated with body contact recreation. 
GA-9.3 The EIR has evaluated intake locations on the north and south sides of the dam, as well as locations downstream of the 

dam. The proposed location which is currently leased to Water World Resorts has been identified as the preferred 
alternative. 

GA-9.4 The EIR prepared for the project in 1997 identified potential water quality impacts to the MCWRA hydroelectric plant, 
which was considered a significant impact. This EIR also acknowledged this potential impact in their evaluation of an 
intake structure that would require channel dredging. The intake proposed as part of the current project (a Multi-Port 
Tunnel intake and shaft system located on the north side of the dam), and identified as the preferred alternative was 
determined to have negligible impacts on water quality during construction since construction activities would be less 
intensive and farther away from the MCWRA facilities, and thus would not damage the MCWRA hydroelectric plant 
impellers. The proposed intake structure would be located approximately one thousand (1,000) feet away from the 
MCWRA intake for the hydroelectric plant.  The County acknowledges that sedimentation will be stirred up during 
construction of the NWP intake structure, but that particles of a size that could be harmful to the impellors or casing of 
the hydroelectric plant would not remain suspended over the distance between the two facilities. 

GA-9.5 The text stating that “…MCWRA would modify their annual release schedule (MCWRA typically releases over 
230,000 afy from the Nacimiento Reservoir) in such a way as to ensure the availability of San Luis Obispo County’s 
annual entitlement of 17,500 af” was a basic assumption of the October 2002 study prepared by Boyle Engineering. As 
such, it would be inappropriate and misleading to remove this text. It is recognized that MCWRA only needs to meet 
their obligation under their existing agreement with San Luis Obispo County. While the EIR states that “…MCWRA 
will be expected to manage the reservoir such that SLO County can exercise its (water) right” the text also 
acknowledges that “[t]he terms of the 1959 agreement do not obligate MCWRA to reserve reservoir storage, in excess 
of the minimum pool, as a drought buffer for SLO County” 

GA-9.6 The County recognizes that not all potential inflow to Nacimiento Reservoir would be available for NWP deliveries as 
State and Federal requirements may supercede other allocations. However, as part of an analysis based on historic water 
flow and lake levels, only one year was identified where the full NWP delivery would not be available. This analysis 
included water releases associated with State and Federal requirements. 

GA-9.7 Much of the EIR analysis was based, in part, on the MCWRA modeling that was performed as part of the SVWP EIR. 
The County also acknowledges that this analysis assumed that the County would exercise their full entitlement. 
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GA-9.8 It was assumed that the County would work with the MCWRA to schedule relevant construction activities around 

conservation releases. 
GA-9.9 Cumulative impact analyses have been revised to assume that concurrent construction of the SVWP and NWP could 

occur at the same time. Areas where cumulative impacts could occur have been evaluated in the EIR and would mainly 
impact air quality, noise and traffic. The EIR notes potentially significant cumulative impacts in the areas of air quality 
and traffic. In the case of air quality, each project is already considered significant on its own merits. For traffic impacts, 
the cumulative impacts would be considered significant with only a negligible contribution from NWP construction.  

GA-9.10 The release schedule presented in Table 5.14.1 was provided by the MCWRA in August 2002 and was considered 
provisional at that time. It is recognized that release schedules vary over time and are subject to revision, especially in 
cases where future releases are estimated. However, the analysis in Section 5.14 is based on a considerably larger set of 
data than that provided in Table 5.14.1, including historical data dating back to 1958. Therefore, changes to the 
projected release schedule for 2002 have little impact on the conclusions of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

GA-9.11 The intent of this comment is unclear. Please see the response to Comment GA-9.2. San Luis Obispo County recognizes 
their responsibilities associated with the quality of water that they will receive from the reservoir and deliver to 
participating agencies. In terms of future development causing erosion and runoff impacts to the lake itself, individual 
property owners are responsible for implementing County regulations that pertain to erosion and sedimentation. 

Native American Heritage Commission 
GA-10.1 Reference to SLO-1427 was inadvertently left off the list of sensitive cultural resource sites. The SLO-1427 site was 

first recorded in July 1990 by Charles Dills who recorded only bedrock mortars. In July 2000 a Phase I archaeological 
surface survey was conducted and 15 shovel test pits were excavated (Maki 2000) and a supplemental site record was 
competed. In August 2000, Clay Singer conducted a Phase II evaluation testing of SLO-1427 (Singer 2000). In 2001, a 
Phase I survey for the SLO City Water Reuse Project was done adjacent to SLO-1427 (Gibson 2001). Currently, the 
City of SLO is in the construction phase of their Water Reuse Project. That project pipeline is being placed outside the 
area of the bedrock, surface or subsurface artifacts, as would the proposed project. The pipeline trenching will be 
monitored by an archaeologist and a Chumash representative. 
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Figure 11-1 Terrain Shielding of Cuesta Storage Tank 

View of Cuesta Tank Location Looking North 
 

View of Cuesta Tank Location Looking South 
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Comments from Groups/Companies 

Canyons and Streams Alliance (CASA) 
GC-1.1 The EIR analyzed potential impacts associated with a treated and raw water option. As noted in Section 6 of the EIR, 

impacts associated with each option were similar with the main differences being associated with potential impacts 
associated with the transportation of chlorinated water under the treated water option, and the potential loss of Salinas 
River riparian areas and impacts to water quality under the raw water alternative. The EIR made it quite clear that these 
impacts were considered less than significant. 
 
The root of the argument in this comment relates to potential impacts associated with a spill of chlorinated water. It is 
recognized that the Raw Water Option has less potential for catastrophic biological impacts that could result from a 
large spill of chlorinated water under the treated water option. Section 5.7.4.1 clearly states that “Impacts to aquatic life 
and contamination of drainages could result from a pipeline rupture which releases treated water into the stream system, 
resulting in mortality, degradation of habitat and water quality.” However, as noted in Section 5.6.4.1, the probability of 
a large chlorinated water spill is extremely small based on historical pipeline failure data for water transmission 
pipelines ( as opposed to water distribution pipelines typically found in cities, which have much higher failure rates due 
to the vastly higher number of connections). Since risk is measured by the combination of event probability and 
consequences, it was determined based on criteria established by such groups as the American Institute of Chemical 
Engineers, US Environmental Protection Agency and Santa Barbara County that potential impacts associated with a 
spill of chlorinated water was less than significant. 
 
It should be noted that regardless of which alternative is selected, the same volume of water will need chlorination and 
chlorine-based disinfection products will need to be shipped to a single or multiple water treatment facilities. While the 
northern portion of the pipeline route would remain untreated under the raw water option, chlorination is proposed to 
occur in Atascadero, which would then transport treated water to Santa Margarita (see EIR Figures 2-15 and 2-16) via a 
second pipeline. Also, project related water transported to the south from the City of San Luis Obispo and California 
Men’s Colony water treatment plants would also be chlorinated. Thus, all water transported in and through the City of 
San Luis Obispo to the project participants south of the City would also be chlorinated. It is also possible that additional 
treatment facilities will be constructed in Paso Robles and Atascadero for the purposes of treating water under the raw 
water option.  
 
In light of many comments received on the DEIR, mainly commenting on differences in impacts between the proposed 
project Treated and Raw Water Options, the Environmentally Superior Alternative (ESA) was reevaluated. As noted in 
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the responses to many of the comments, the EIR preparers have not deviated from their original classification of the 
various impacts identified in the EIR. However, in the reevaluation of the ESA, the relative severity of impacts 
identified in the EIR, most of which were considered less than significant (Class II or III), was considered. For example, 
two substantial differences between the Treated and Raw Water Options related to potential hazards associated with a 
spill of chlorinated water for the Treated Water Option, and the loss of riparian habitat for the discharge percolation 
ponds for the Raw Water Option. In both cases, mitigation measures were proposed and residual impacts were 
considered less than significant (a Class II impact). On the surface these impacts would appear to be equal (i.e., both 
Class II impacts), but further evaluation would reveal that replacement of lost riparian habitat would be required at a 3:1 
ratio, which would essentially result in no adverse impact. Conversely, potential impacts associated with a treated water 
spill were reduced by requiring that non-chlorinated water be used for initial pipeline testing, which is when there 
would be the highest probability of pipeline failure. This did not eliminate potentially adverse impacts associated with a 
spill, but reduced the probability of a spill to a level that was considered less than significant. In the DEIR, these two 
Class II impacts were considered to be equal under a quantitative scoring approach. In the FEIR a greater weighting was 
given to the potential for a chlorinated water spill and subsequent impacts to sensitive biological species. As a result, the 
Raw Water Option was considered environmentally superior for the biological resources issue area. Similar 
reevaluations were made in other issue areas, which when all combined resulted in the Raw Water Option being 
selected as the ESA. Please refer to Section 6 of the EIR for a complete discussion. 

GC-1.2 To use the commenter’s own word, while some mitigation measures may seem “wimpier” than others, the EIR contains 
more than 160 mitigation measures, many of which are designed to avoid impacts to sensitive resources. Pre-
construction biological monitoring is not  a required mitigation measure to avoid evaluating potential impacts in the 
EIR, but is intended to supplement the EIR analysis by verifying the presence or absence of sensitive species. Detailed 
biological surveys were conducted as part of the EIR analysis, but it was also recognized that a simple snapshot may not 
collect all relevant information on the distribution of sensitive species. Also, it is likely that a significant amount of time 
will pass between the EIR biological surveys, which are already more than a year old, and initiation of project 
construction. It is quite possible that new sensitive species may need to be surveyed, and the distribution of sensitive 
species that were evaluated in the EIR may also be different. 
 
The County has a strong track record of monitoring and enforcing mitigation measures proposed for other EIR projects. 
This project will not be any different since various County agencies and departments will be involved in the monitoring 
effort. If the County were not serious about implementing the required mitigation measures, many would not have been 
proposed in the EIR. However, in their review of the Administrative Draft EIR, the County felt it was important to live 
up to the same standard as they impose on other proponents of large projects, such as Unocal at Avila Beach and 
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Guadalupe, or WorldCom and AT&T on their fiber optic cable projects. All of these projects had extensive mitigation 
requirements which were aggressively enforced. 

GC-1.3 This project has a unique opportunity to insure that the mitigation measures are properly implemented and monitored, 
regardless of the general health of the economy. All costs related to implementation and monitoring of the EIR 
mitigation measures will be included in the final project costs. If the project participants feel that the project is too 
expensive, the project would not move forward. Since environmental compliance and monitoring would represent a 
very small fraction of the overall project cost, ample funds will be available to implement and monitor all of the 
mitigation measures contained in the EIR. The project will likely be funded through the issuance of bonds, making the 
funds available and dedicated for their intended purpose. 
 
Monitoring and compliance for a project of this magnitude would not be conducted solely by the County’s 
Environmental Coordinator, but by a team of experts that would be hired by the County. These experts would report to 
the Environmental Coordinator or a designated representative who would make the ultimate decision on project 
compliance. This is how all other major development and remediation projects are monitored, most of which have been 
quite successful. Unfortunately, the State Water Project was not such a project. 
 
The County Department of Planning and Building would retain the authority over environmental monitoring, regardless 
of the final governance mechanism that is developed for the project. Under this arrangement the “applicant” (e.g., 
County, District or Joint Powers Authority) is usually required to fund the monitoring effort, paying the County, in 
advance, or authorizing through budget allocations, all funds necessary for County staff and consultants to complete the 
monitoring program. Therefore, the monitoring program is typically funded prior to construction, thus removing the 
issue of project cost overruns cutting into monitoring efforts. 
 
Contrary to the comment, the County does employ several biologists even though their job title may not be “field 
biologist.”  To further debate the need for 4 full-time staff biologists to work countywide in the areas of fish, wildlife, 
flora and marine resources is beyond the scope of this EIR. 

GC-1.4 The regulatory requirements listed in Section 2 of the EIR does not represent an evaluation of biological consultation 
requirements for the project, but a basic list of permits that will be required. The issue of required biological opinions 
and potential permit requirements that would be triggered if there are impacts to endangered species is thoroughly 
addressed in Section 5.7 of the EIR which covers potential impacts to biological resources. Required consultations 
should not be confused with required permits. 

GC-1.5 An EIR cannot guarantee that all mitigation measures will be adequately monitored and enforced. However, San Luis 
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Obispo County has a strong track record on monitoring of EIR projects that they review and approve. Comparisons to 
monitoring of the SWP do not represent a fair picture of the County’s aggressive monitoring of other large development 
projects where they have had the opportunity to oversee EIR preparation and implementation of project mitigation. 

GC-1.6 The project team has received an abundance of input from several agencies responsible for oversight of biological 
resources. Informal consultations have been held with representatives from the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and environmental 
personnel responsible for biological resources at Camp Roberts and Camp San Luis. The project will also be holding 
formal consultations with several of these agencies prior to the preconstruction biological monitoring and project 
construction. Admittedly, the EIR project team did not consult with the CDFG Regional Office in Yountville, but 
instead chose to consult with local CDFG biologists that are more familiar with local biological issues. 

GC-1.7 As noted above, extensive biological surveys were conducted as part of the EIR with the relevant information 
summarized and evaluated as part of the EIR analysis. Additional surveys were not proposed in order to defer 
evaluation of potential impacts to biological resources, but to provide for additional safeguards prior to project 
construction. The EIR makes several references to the biological surveys that were conducted as part of the project 
including: 
 
A full list of the vegetative species observed during site surveys of the pipeline ROW is also contained in Appendix B  
A full list of the wildlife species observed during site surveys of the pipeline ROW is contained in Appendix B 
The potential presence of sensitive species in the project area was identified using a combination of CNDDB, the 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) plant listing, and the results of site surveys. 
During the biological field surveys it has been determined that approximately 1,000 individual oak trees (i.e., trees 
outside of oak woodlands) would be within the 200-foot wide project corridor. 
 
The commenter clearly has chosen to ignore the fact that extensive biological surveys were conducted as part of the 
EIR. While the commenter may not agree with the conclusions in the EIR it cannot be disputed that adequate biological 
surveys were conducted. Simply going out and conducting another biological survey before the Final EIR is approved is 
not going to change the conclusions of the EIR. 

GC-1.8 Please see the Response to comment GC-1.3.  
GC-1.9 Please see the Response to comment GC-1.3.  The County will be responsible for post-construction monitoring.  There 

is no need for the County to fund a position at a State agency to monitor their project. 
GC-1.10 The County routinely prepares, or has their consultants prepare monitoring reports to document project compliance with 

the required mitigation measures. This process would be followed on this project as well. There is no requirement to 
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hold a public hearing on the final monitoring report. 

GC-1.11 The EIR noted the average residual chlorine concentration in treated water, but did not base the potential impacts on this 
level. It was assumed that any substantial spill of chlorinated water would result in impacts to sensitive aquatic species. 

GC-1.12 The EIR preparers concur with the commenter that chlorine and chlorinated water are toxic to aquatic species. While we 
could debate the specific levels where acute toxicity affects would occur, it is recognized that the residual chlorine 
levels in the water under the treated water option would be sufficient to adversely affect many sensitive aquatic species. 
However, the overall risk of a potential spill, which balances the probability of a spill versus the consequences, is 
considered low by generally accepted risk guidelines. As such, we consider the risk to be sufficiently low enough to 
classify the impact as less than significant. 

GC-1.13 In the analysis of potential chlorinated water spills, a variety of spill scenarios were considered. Very small pipeline 
leaks, those where the water loss would be difficult to detect, would not result in impacts to nearby creeks since the 
chlorine would be oxidized prior to accumulating in creek/wetland areas. Since the vast majority of the pipeline and 
associated facilities would be buried, the chlorinated water would react with organic matter contained in the soil, thus 
neutralizing the chlorine. Even in the absence of oxidation, chlorine dissipates fairly rapidly in the environment. 
Assuming an initial chlorine concentration of 2 ppm, residual chlorine levels of 0.019 ppm would be reached in 
approximately 2.5 hours. Even under the most favorable soil conductivity conditions, which would be about 500 cm/day 
for sand, residual chlorine levels would be less than 0.019 ppm within a distance of about 2 feet. With the exception of 
creek crossings, the pipeline would be more that 2 feet from creeks and wetlands in all cases, thus minimizing potential 
impacts from small leaks of chlorinated water on sensitive biological species. Therefore, small pipeline leaks were not 
considered a credible threat to aquatic species along the pipeline route. 
 
The failure rate from the Alberta EUB study was calculated for pipeline failures, which included catastrophic ruptures, 
as well as large pipeline leaks sufficient to result in surface water flow from a buried pipeline. Or in other words, all 
pipeline failures that could potentially impact nearby creeks and wetlands via surface water flow in a very short time 
period (i.e., less than 2.5 hours where the chlorine would dissipate). Thus, the failure rate used in the EIR reflects both 
pipeline ruptures and substantial leaks. As noted above, small pipeline leaks would not impact nearby creeks and 
wetlands with chlorinated water due to chlorine dissipation oxidation of organic matter in the soil.  
 
As noted in the EIR, the one pipeline failure scenario that was considered likely was associated with pipeline testing. 
Prior to commencing normal operations, the pipeline system would be hydrostatically tested. Hydrostatic testing 
involves filling the pipeline with water and raising the pressure to levels much greater than normal operating conditions. 
Thus, if there are any construction and/or material defects in the system, they would likely fail during testing, as was the 



11.0 Comments Received on the Draft EIR and Responses 

December 2003 11-65 Final EIR
 

Number Response 
case with the Coastal Branch of the State Water Project pipeline. In order to avoid potential impacts associated with a 
chlorinated water spill during pipeline testing, the EIR added mitigation requiring the project operator to use un-
chlorinated water. 
 
In the evaluation of the Environmentally Superior Alternative, many factors were considered in addition to potential 
impacts associated with a chlorinated water spill. As noted in the ESA discussion, impacts associated with the treated 
and raw water options were nearly identical. Under the treated water option, potential impacts associated with a 
chlorinated water spill was the greatest concern, while the raw water option would result in the loss of some riparian 
vegetation in the Salinas River channel and would not meet some of the proposed water quality goals. The main 
differentiating factor between these options is that under the raw water option, the impacts identified in the EIR would 
definitely occur, while under the treated water option it was projected that the potential impacts of a chlorinated water 
would not occur, but was possible. Compounding the difficulty in the comparison is that even under the raw water 
option, more than 12 miles of pipeline would still carry chlorinated water since the water would be chlorinated at the 
CMC and SLO WTP facilities. Thus, even the raw water option would have the potential to result in a chlorinated water 
spill to Chorro, Stenner and San Luis Obispo Creeks, as well as several unnamed intermittent streams.  
 
Finally, it should be noted that the selection of the Raw or Treated Water option will ultimately be decided by the 
County Board of Supervisors and project participants, mainly on economic grounds. As noted in the response to 
comment P-2.2, the final cost for the NWP has not been determined, but has been estimated at approximately 
$193,161,000 for the treated water option and $150,301,000 for the raw water option. This differential of more than 
$40,000,000 has resulted in an economic preference for the Raw Water Option. 

GC-1.14 Please see the response to the previous comment (GC-1.13).  
GC-1.15 Please see the response to comment GC-1.13. 
GC-1.16 As noted in the comment the NWP faces many of the issues that were experienced in the SWP. Many project 

participants already have water treatment facilities and would prefer raw water, while a few need treated water due to 
their lack or, or limited capacity for water treatment. Thus, no single project will satisfy all participants. However, as 
noted in the response to comment, there appears to be a preference amongst project participants for the Raw Water 
Option. 

GC-1.17 Please see the response to comment GC-1.13. 
GC-1.18 Under the Raw Water Option, as defined by the Applicant (i.e., the County), water would be discharged into percolation 

basins in the Salinas River Channel and recovered at existing groundwater pumping sites. Under this scenario, the water 
quality would not meet the project goals of improved water quality for a few participants. The County did not include 
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new water treatment facilities at these locations since they are not absolutely required to meet applicable drinking water 
standards, nor does the County have the authority to require the construction of these facilities. It will be up to the 
individual project participants to determine their specific water treatment needs under the Raw Water Option, and to 
construct the necessary facilities. Ideally, each project participant would provide their own treatment system and receive 
raw water, but this approach is not economical for all participants. 

GC-1.19 As noted in many of the previous responses, the EIR evaluated potential treated water spill impacts in terms of the risk 
to the environment, not just the consequences of an event that is not projected to occur during the life of the project. No 
preference was given to the needs of humans over other species. If this were the case, the lower project cost associated 
with the Raw Water Option would have been a major factor in reducing potential impacts on humans that would result 
from higher water costs. As CEQA does not allow for the evaluation of economic considerations, the relative costs of 
the two options were not considered in the EIR analyses. 

GC-1.20 Please see the response to comment GC-1.13. 
GC-1.21 Each discussion of creek/wetland crossings in the EIR needs to be taken in context of the specific discussion. The 

project description focuses on stream/wetland crossings where an actual channel will need to be crossed, while much of 
the discussion in the Biological Resources section focuses on sensitive stream/wetland habitat. A detailed listing of 
stream/wetland crossings was developed that included all USGS-defined blue-line streams. In many cases, these streams 
constitute little more than a dry channel characterized by occasional runoff. Other stream crossings would occur within 
existing roadways and would not impact the blue line stream, which runs through a culvert under the road. 
 
The comment notes a potential methodology that can be used to estimate the number of stream crossings which is 
unnecessary since a tally of crossings has been established for the project. While the comment notes the potential for 96 
blue-line streams, the actual number and locations are as follows: 
 

Nacimiento Water Project Inventory of Stream and River Crossings 
Designation Name Location Crossing Type 
C1 Nacimiento River N35° 45.645' / W120° 51.327' Boring 
C2 Intermittent Stream N35° 45.241' / W120° 48.980' Trench 
C3 Intermittent Stream N35° 45.057' / W120° 48.596' Trench 
C4 Intermittent Stream N35° 44.423' / W120° 48.491' Trench 
C5 Intermittent Stream N35° 44.271' / W120° 48.360' Trench 
C6 Intermittent Stream N35° 44.174' / W120° 48.267' Trench 
C7 Intermittent Stream N35° 43.687' / W120° 48.045' Trench 
C8 Intermittent Stream N35° 42.926' / W120° 46.961' Trench 
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C9 Intermittent Stream N35° 42.389' / W120° 46.340' Trench 
C10 Intermittent Stream N35° 42.262' / W120° 44.917' Trench 
C11 Intermittent Stream N35° 42.344' / W120° 43.474' Trench 
C12 San Marcos Creek N35° 42.168' / W120° 43.003' Boring 
C13 Salinas River N35° 40.122' / W120° 41.516' Overhead Pipe Crossing 
C14 Intermittent Stream N35° 39.447' / W120° 41.462' Trench 
C15 Intermittent Stream N35° 38.636' / W120° 40.916' Trench 
C16 Intermittent Stream N35° 36.808' / W120° 40.756' Trench 
C17 Intermittent Stream N35° 35.977' / W120° 40.908' Trench 
C18 Intermittent Stream N35° 33.599' / W120° 41.319' Trench 
C19 Intermittent Stream N35° 31.593' / W120° 40.402' Trench 
C20 Intermittent Stream N35° 31.137' / W120° 39.905' Trench 
C21 Intermittent Stream N35° 29.430' / W120° 38.426' Trench 
C22 Intermittent Stream N35° 27.692' / W120° 37.340' Trench 
C23 Intermittent Stream N35° 27.581' / W120° 37.272' Trench 
C24 Salinas River N35° 26.742' / W120° 36.408' Bridge Crossing or Trench 
C25 Santa Margarita Creek N35° 26.084' / W120° 36.389' Boring or RR Bridge Crossing 
C26 Intermittent Stream N35° 23.671' / W120° 36.305' Trench 
C27 Santa Margarita Creek N35° 22.082' / W120° 38.472' Boring 
C28 Stenner Creek N35° 20.438' / W120° 39.433' Boring 
C29 Stenner Creek N35° 19.469' / W120° 40.503' Boring 
C30 Stenner Creek N35° 19.142' / W120° 40.847' Boring 
C31 Stenner Creek N35° 18.498' / W120° 40.824' Boring 
C32 Intermittent Stream N35° 19.645' / W120° 41.581' Trench 
C33 Chorro Creek N35° 20.155' / W120° 41.256' Boring; Below Chorro Reservoir 
C34 Intermittent Stream N35° 17.429' / W120° 41.483' Trench 
C35 Intermittent Stream N35° 17.294' / W120° 41.665' Trench 
C36 San Luis Obispo Creek N35° 15.302' / W120° 40.187' Boring 
C37 Intermittent Stream N35° 15.165' / W120° 38.812' Trench 
C38 Intermittent Stream N35° 15.143' / W120° 38.708' Trench 
C39 Intermittent Stream N35° 14.831' / W120° 38.768' Trench 
C40 Intermittent Stream N35° 14.731' / W120° 38.922' Trench 
C41 Intermittent Stream N35° 14.720' / W120° 38.932' Trench 
C42 Intermittent Stream N35° 14.752' / W120° 38.496' Trench 
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C43 Intermittent Stream N35° 13.957' / W120° 37.843' Trench 
T1 Salinas River N35° 32.583' / W120° 42.409' Bridge; Templeton Treated Water 

T2 Salinas River N35° 29.595' / W120° 38.728' Bridge; Atascadero Treated 
Water 

R1 Santa Margarita Creek N35° 25.706' / W120° 36.344' Bridge Crossing 

R2 Perennial Canal N35° 20.338' / W120° 40.640' Boring; Drains to Chorro 
Reservoir 

D1 Salinas River N35° 35.925' / W120° 41.199' Paso Robles Discharge 
D2 Salinas River N35° 32.844' / W120° 42.218' Templeton Discharge 
D3 Salinas River N35° 31.705' / W120° 41.629' Atascadero Discharge 
 Number of Stream Crossings for Treated Water Option: 45 
 Number of Stream Crossings for Raw Water Option: 48 
Note: C = Crossing (both options), T = Treated Water Only, R = Raw Water Only, D = Raw Water Discharge 

 
This listing above was used in the EIR analysis to evaluate potential biological impacts associated with the proposed 
project. In addition, the EIR assumed that in the event of a chlorinated water spill, chlorinated water would reach a 
creek or wetland containing sensitive aquatic species even though there are many locations where a spill would not 
impact sensitive species. Thus, the analysis of the risk to sensitive species associated with a chlorinated water spill 
conservatively overestimated the probability of potential impacts. 
 

GC-1.22 Of the many stream crossings listed in the previous response, several would occur in areas with relatively steep terrain. 
However, trenches would be gradually sloped were feasible. In those cases where the terrain is too steep, micro-tunnels 
or borings are proposed where the pipeline would pass through the steep terrain with minimal angles. Thus, there would 
not be any unusually steep pipeline angles. In addition, the pipeline would be hydrostatically tested prior to operations 
(using untreated water) to identify any potential weaknesses in the pipeline.  

GC-1.23 Please see the response to Comment GC.1-22. 
GC-1.24 Clearly there are many substantial differences between Alberta, Canada and California in terms of “wraths of nature”, 

or what are commonly referred to in risk analysis as external events. External events are scenarios such as earthquake, 
fire, floods, etc. that can result in equipment failure. For any given project, external events are typically evaluated in a 
project and site specific basis, focusing on those events that have the greatest likelihood or probability of adversely 
affecting the project. Equipment failure rates inherently include failures associated with “wraths of nature”, although 
some adjustment is necessary to address site-specific events. While no attempt was made to correct the Alberta EUB 
failure rate for external events that are specific to Alberta, such as extremely low temperature, potential implications of 
local external events to the NWP were evaluated. As noted in the comment, the greatest external event hazard 
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associated with the NWP project would result from an earthquake. 
 
Potential seismic impacts on pipelines have been evaluated by the California State Fire Marshal (CSFM). Based on the 
information in the CSFM report, three of the 507 pipeline failures reported during 1981-1990 study period were related 
to seismic activity.  Based on the number of total length of pipelines in the state (72,303 mile/years), and the number of 
failures observed during this ten year period (3), one could assume that the base rate for seismically-induced failures 
could be 4.15 x 10-6 failures/mile-year.  The resulting number of failures for the NWP pipeline project would be 0.03 
seismically-induced failures over the presumed 100-year project life.  This represents an insignificant increase to the 
number of estimated failures presented in the EIR. 
 
However, the limited duration of the study period would warrant further examination of potential seismically induced 
failures.  The CSFM report presented probabilities of earthquakes of various magnitudes for the State, as well as 
pipeline failure probabilities for each magnitude category.  These probabilities were based on information from all 
earthquakes in the state for a 139 year period from 1850 through 1989. Using these probabilities, as well as estimates of 
local magnitude in areas adjacent to an earthquake epicenter, a seismic failure rate for the proposed project was 
developed.  Based on this analysis, a failure rate of 6.2 x 10-5 failures/mile-year was estimated, which is approximately 
an order-of-magnitude higher than the observed failure fate for the period of 1981-1990. Since the NWP pipeline covers 
a distance of 64 miles, only portions of the pipeline would be subjected to various intensities during an earthquake.  As 
a result, the potential for pipeline failures was adjusted to reflect the varying degree of local magnitude along the 
pipeline length.  As a result, the total number of seismically-induced failures for the NWP pipeline over a 100-year 
period was estimated to be 0.4 failures (this includes leaks and ruptures).  Since the failure rate used in the EIR already 
includes some seismically induced failures, the addition to potential seismic failures to the rates already presented above 
would be insignificant. In addition, not all failures would result in impacts to streams or wetlands, thus the likelihood of 
impacting sensitive species remains quite low. 

GC-1.25 Please see the response to Comments GC.1-13 and 21. 
GC-1.26 In evaluating alternatives, no preference was given to any specific environmental area. In order to be as objective as 

possible, equal weighting was given to all environmental issue areas, such as traffic versus biological resources, 
regardless of the perceived importance of any single issue area. The statements noted in the comment from the EIR 
Executive Summary are generally subjective in nature and oversimplify the environmental analysis that was prepared 
for the proposed project and alternatives. Many of the biological impacts identified for the proposed project were also 
identified for the 1997 EIR alternative. However, in the case of the 1997 EIR alternative, additional impacts to traffic 
and visual resources were identified. 
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GC-1.27 Monterey County has proposed substantial changes to the operation of Lake Nacimiento that will benefit downstream 

fisheries in the Nacimiento and Salinas Rivers. Historically, much of the SLO County allocation has been either held in 
the lake to maintain optimum lake levels for recreation, or released during high flow periods, thus flowing to the ocean. 
Monterey County’s proposed re-operation of the reservoir will allow for a greater degree in flexibility of proposed 
releases and more flow in the Nacimiento and Salinas Rivers during traditionally low flow periods, thus maintaining a 
better environment for fisheries. Much of the information identified in this comment was included in the Monterey 
County EIR for the Salinas Water Project, which has been incorporated into this EIR by reference, and thus meets the 
requirements of CEQA.  
 
It should be noted that it is impossible to identify exact flow data for the Nacimiento and Salinas Rivers, since flow 
rates would be based on the hydrologic balance each year. However, as per the 1985 Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA) with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), the Monterey County Water Resources Agency 
maintains minimum flow rates that are sufficient to support downstream fisheries. The Nacimiento Water Project would 
not have any impact on the 1985 MOA requirements, and would thus not adversely impact downstream fisheries.  
 
Finally, as noted in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the EIR, much of the NWP allocation would remain in 
the Salinas River watershed, with approximately 50% of the allocation being returned to the Salinas River as treated 
wastewater. Thus, approximately 4,000 afy of the NWP water would remain in the Salinas River watershed. 

GC-1.28 A review of the DEIR Figures 2-3 to 2-24 clearly shows that a majority of the pipeline would be constructed in road 
right of way (ROW). However, it should be clarified that many of these roads are not paved, nor will they be paved 
following the completion of the project. For example, east of the Lake Nacimiento Dam, the pipeline would be 
constructed under an existing dirt road from the dam to an area east of the Nacimiento River crossing where the pipeline 
would follow the paved West Perimeter Road ROW. Between Lake Nacimiento and Highway 101, the pipeline would 
follow existing road ROW (paved and unpaved) for approximately 14 of the 15 miles of this portion of the route (see 
DEIR Figures 2-3 through 2-7). In cases where the pipeline crosses open areas, such as the Rolling A or Happy Valley 
Ranches, the pipeline will follow existing dirt roads or cross heavily disturbed ranch land. These areas would not be 
paved and no loss of acreage would occur. Aside from the acreage losses associated with the construction of the water 
treatment, storage and pumping facilities, as well as the discharge basins under the raw water option, no additional 
acreage would be destroyed. These acreages were noted in the DEIR under the sections that describe these facilities. 

GC-1.29 The Biological Resources Technical Report (BRTR) that was prepared for the EIR and forms the basis for the 
environmental baseline for biological resources has been summarized in the EIR and incorporated by reference, which 
is a common practice allowed by the California Environmental Quality Act. Given the length of the BRTR, the report 
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was not included as part of the EIR, but is available for review from the San Luis Obispo County Department of 
Planning and Building. As noted in the previous, the amount of habitat that would be destroyed would be minimal and 
limited to the WTP and raw water discharge ponds. The following habitat loss would occur associated with th4ese 
facilities: 
 
Water Treatment Plant  28 Acres 
Paso Robles Discharge Ponds  8 Acres 
Templeton Discharge Ponds  1 Acre 
Atascadero Discharge Ponds  6 Acres 

GC-1.30 The only wetland habitat that would be directly impacted by the project would be the loss of riparian areas associated 
with the construction of the raw water option discharge facilities. In this case, a 3 to 1 ratio has been identified in 
Mitigation Measure BR-22. Other wetland areas would be avoided either through direction drilling under the resource, 
or suspension, either on an existing or new bridge, over the top of the resource. However, should the delineation of an 
area be reevaluated and designated as a wetland, the RWQCB recommended wetland mitigation ratio of 3 to 1 should 
be followed. Therefore, mitigation measure BR-22 has been modified to note this change in the wetland replacement 
ratio.  

GC-1.31 No formal consultations between the EIR preparers and relevant Federal and State natural resource agencies have taken 
place. Formal consultations will be required between the County and these agencies once a final project design has been 
completed and formal permitting of the project commences. However, the EIR biologists had numerous informal 
discussions with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFS), U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Regional Water Quality Control Boar 
(RWQCB) and the California Army National Guard (Camps Roberts and San Luis) prior to and during the preparation 
of the EIR.  However, many of these agencies were excluded from the list of agencies contacted during EIR preparation. 
Appendix H of the EIR has been updated to include contacts with the agencies and individuals listed above. 

Cogstone Resource Management, Inc. 
GC-2.1 The regulations have been cited as requested. 
GC-2.2 The sensitivity ratings have been modified to reflect the guidelines of the Society for Vertebrate Paleontology, records 

of fossils recovered from formations in local museums, results of field surveys and general experience. The EIR ratings, 
however, are not consistent with the suggestion that all formations except the young alluvium be rated as "high" whgere 
evidence would indicate otherwise (specifically, older marine rocks for which current information lacks support for a 
high sensitivity in the pipeline ROW areas). 

GC-2.3 Reference to a firm has been removed from Measures CR-1 and CR-6 as requested. Sensitive areas will be identified as 



11.0 Comments Received on the Draft EIR and Responses 

December 2003 11-72 Final EIR
 

Number Response 
part of the monitoring plan, the change has been incorporated into CR-1 and CR-6. These measures have also been 
changed to include the requested phrase on surface alterations and subsurface excavation.   
 
The monitoring plan is assuming that no major impacts will occur to the cultural sites. Research design is typically 
included as part of Phase II subsurface testing and Phase III mitigation (data recovery) - these two activities do require 
research designs, but monitoring plans typically do not require research design. We see no need to change CR-1 and 
CR-6 to include research design. Also the elements listed in the monitoring plans state "include but are not limited to "   
thus if the project paleontologist or archaeologist wanted to include a research design in a monitoring plan they could do 
so. 

GC-2.4 Professional qualified paleontologist and archaeologist will be retained to carry out monitoring, preparing the outlined 
training, plans and reports. These professionals may select to assign their representatives to carry out some duties or 
activities of paleontological and archaeological monitoring, as will be determined on a case to case basis by the 
professionals. This is typical for cultural resources monitoring in many projects in the area. Changes to reflect the 
above-mentioned have been incorporated into measures CR-1, CR-2, CR-4, CR-5, CR-6, CR-9, CR-11 and CR-12. 

GC-2.5 Procedures for paleontology have been listed as requested. 
GC-2.6 Scientific names for species have been rewritten in a correct format as requested. 
GC-2.7 The changes have been made as requested. 
ECOSLO 
GC-3.1 As noted in the response to many of the comments from the Canyon and Stream Alliance (CASA), the probability of a 

treated water pipeline would not be expected to occur over the life of the project. Historical failure rate data for water 
transmission pipelines indicate the pipeline would have a failure rate of 4.8 x 10-5 failures/mile-year (once every 20,000 
years per pipeline mile) (please see the response to Comment P-6.5 for more discussion on failure rates). Given a 64 
mile pipeline length, the probability of a failure would be once every 325 years, which is an event that one would not 
expect to occur. While all pipelines eventually wear out, the pipeline would be designed and constructed to minimize 
the loss of integrity over its serviceable life.  
 
The pipeline will be monitored by the County throughout its operation. Flow metering would be used to identify small 
leaks in the pipeline, which can then be isolated and repaired. The detection and repair of small leaks should preclude 
most large pipeline failure scenarios. However, in the event of a large pipeline spill, pressure losses in the pipeline 
would result in pump shutdown. The pumps would not be restarted until the pressure loss was evaluated to determine if 
there was a spill. In the event of a large spill of chlorinated water to a sensitive habitat, there is little that can be done to 
mitigate potential impacts to sensitive species. While the chlorine in the water would dissipate over the period of 2-3 
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hours, damage to sensitive species would likely have already occurred.  
 
In light of many comments received on the DEIR, mainly commenting on differences in impacts between the proposed 
project Treated and Raw Water Options, the Environmentally Superior Alternative (ESA) was reevaluated. As noted in 
the responses to many of the comments, the EIR preparers have not deviated from their original classification of the 
various impacts identified in the EIR. However, in the reevaluation of the ESA, the relative severity of impacts 
identified in the EIR, most of which were considered less than significant (Class II or III), was considered. For example, 
two substantial differences between the Treated and Raw Water Options related to potential hazards associated with a 
spill of chlorinated water for the Treated Water Option, and the loss of riparian habitat for the discharge percolation 
ponds for the Raw Water Option. In both cases, mitigation measures were proposed and residual impacts were 
considered less than significant (a Class II impact). On the surface these impacts would appear to be equal (i.e., both 
Class II impacts), but further evaluation would reveal that replacement of lost riparian habitat would be required at a 3:1 
ratio, which would essentially result in no adverse impact. Conversely, potential impacts associated with a treated water 
spill were reduced by requiring that non-chlorinated water be used for initial pipeline testing, which is when there 
would be the highest probability of pipeline failure. This did not eliminate potentially adverse impacts associated with a 
spill, but reduced the probability of a spill to a level that was considered less than significant. In the DEIR, these two 
Class II impacts were considered to be equal under a quantitative scoring approach. In the FEIR a greater weighting was 
given to the potential for a chlorinated water spill. As a result, the Raw Water Option was considered environmentally 
superior for the biological resources issue area. Similar reevaluations were made in other issue areas, which when all 
combined resulted in the Raw Water Option being selected as the ESA. Please refer to Section 6 of the EIR for a 
complete discussion. 
 
It should be noted that the Raw Water Option would still result in treated water in some portions of the NWP pipeline. 
While the northern portion of the pipeline route would remain untreated under the raw water option, chlorination is 
proposed to occur in Atascadero, which would then transport treated water to Santa Margarita (see EIR Figures 2-15 
and 2-16) via a second pipeline. Also, project related water transported to the south from the City of San Luis Obispo 
and California Men’s Colony water treatment plants would also be chlorinated. Thus, all water transported in and 
through the City of San Luis Obispo to the project participants south of the City would also be chlorinated. It is also 
possible that additional treatment facilities will be constructed in Paso Robles and Atascadero for the purposes of 
treating water under the raw water option. 

GC-3.2 Please see the response to Comment GC-1.13 regarding potential impacts associated with pipeline leaks. 
GC-3.3 While many commenters would like to see the treated water option removed from the EIR, this is one of the options 
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proposed by the County. Since it forms the basis of the requested project, CEQA requires that the EIR evaluate potential 
impacts associated with this project option. Even if the treated water option were considered as part of the alternatives 
analysis, the EIR would need to contain an assessment of potential environmental impacts associated with this option, 
even if it was not considered for detailed evaluation in the EIR.  
 
The purpose of an EIR is to evaluate potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project and 
alternatives. CEQA explicitly excludes almost all economic considerations. However, it should be noted that 
participation by various Cities and water purveyors is contingent on reaching terms that are acceptable to each 
participant. It is unlikely that urban users would participate in the project if the cost to their rate payers was excessive. 
While the EIR found that the project would result in significant adverse growth-related impacts, most of this growth 
was identified in the general plans for participating cities. 

GC-3.4 Please see the responses to comments from Life on Planet Earth and the Canyon and Stream Alliance. 
Environment in the Public Interest 
GC-4.1 Please see the response to Comments GA-6.17 and GC-1.13. 
GC-4.2 Section 5.10 of the DEIR specifically noted the benefit of receiving treated water and identified the added water 

supplies as a “beneficial impact” (see Impact UP.2). In addition, Section 5.1 noted several instances where the raw 
water option would not meet some of the project goals for improving water quality, as well as problems associated with 
discharges of raw water into the Salinas River discharge ponds. In terms of the responsibilities of each purveyor and 
their likely benefit, CEQA is limited to the evaluation of environmental impacts associated with the project. Section 2 of 
the DEIR describes each purveyors needs (and inherent benefits), as well as responsibilities for water treatment and 
water wheeling to provide water to purveyors that will not be physically connected to the NWP. 

Life on Planet Earth 
GC-5.1 Please see the response to Comment GC-3.1 regarding the analysis of the Environmentally Superior Alternative. Also, 

please see the response to comment GA-6.17 regarding the discussion of evaluating the relative risk of the project. 
Potential significance is based not just on consequences, but on risk, which combines the probability of an event with 
the potential consequences. If probability is not included in the evaluation of risk than just about every activity in life 
would be considered significant. 

GC-5.2 The Salinas River suspended pipe crossing will be designed to current seismic standards to avoid phenomena such as 
harmonic vibration. The depictions in the DEIR of the suspended pipe crossing are only conceptual in nature since final 
design has not been completed. However, for environmental analysis purposes, especially visual resources, the DEIR 
depictions were adequate to estimate potential impacts associated with construction and operation of the structure. 

GC-5.3 Please see the response to Comments GC-1.13 and GC-1.24. 
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GC-5.4 Please see the response to Comments GC-1.21, GC-3.1 and GC-3.3. 
GC-5.5 As noted in Section 7 of the EIR, impacts associated with growth are considered a Class I Significant Impact for all 

alternatives that would increase regional local water supplies. Given the ease of constructing small water treatment 
facilities, both the treated and raw water options could lead to urban sprawl. 

GC-5.6 The County developed the proposed project route in an effort to minimize potential environmental impacts by using 
existing roadways, where feasible, and/or previously disturbed areas. The EIR also added more than 160 mitigation 
measures in an effort to avoid and/or minimize potential impacts. Given the improvements in project design and 
mitigation, many of the Class I impacts identified in the 1997 EIR were avoided or substantially reduced. However, as 
noted in Section 7 of the EIR, secondary impacts associated with growth inducement are considered significant. Since 
secondary growth inducement impacts are treated differently than the direct impacts identified in Section 5 of the EIR, 
the Class I growth impact was not listed in the Impact Summary Tables. However, in order to make this important 
impact clear, the growth inducement impact has been included in the Final EIR Impact Summary Tables. 

GC-5.7 The project final design will include the ability to isolate the pipeline on both sides of the Rinconada Fault rupture zone 
should surface rupture be found to pose a risk to project facilities.. 

GC-5.8 Measure CR-1 parts 9 and 10, and measure CR-6 parts 10 and 11 require development of cultural resources monitoring 
plans that would in detail (that is not feasible to be presented in an EIR) list all measures for the project sites security in 
relation to protection of the cultural resources (e.g., fencing, covering, guarding, training). These plans, measure CR-8 
in regards to training, in addition to the legally enforceable fines and potential imprisonment for looting of cultural 
resources are considered to be sufficient in deterring the public and workers from looting (please see Disturbance of an 
Archeological Site, PRC §5097.5). Therefore, impact from looting is considered to be mitigated to Class II.  

GC-5.9 While the probability of a pipeline failure was considered unlikely, potential impacts to traffic were evaluated since the 
pipeline would be constructed in roadway right-of-way for most of the route. It is clear that road closures create traffic, 
but Mitigation Measure T-14 would serve to reduce potential impacts by having alternative routes and traffic control 
measures identified in advance. 

GC-5.10 The EIR analysis considered the probability of an in-service pipeline failure to be extremely low, and therefore, 
insignificant (please see the response to comment GC-1.1). Mitigation was proposed for pipeline testing since testing 
represents an activity where the chance of a failure is quite high. Pipeline testing is used to identify construction and 
material defects, which are frequent causes of equipment failure. Testing of the Coastal Branch of the State Water 
Project revealed a construction defect that resulted in a large water spill. 

GC-5.11 The cost of the EIR mitigation measures will be included in the total project cost. Please see the responses to comments 
GC-1.2 and GC-1.3. 

GC-5.12 As noted in the comment, the exact governance of the project has not been determined. However, regardless of how the 



11.0 Comments Received on the Draft EIR and Responses 

December 2003 11-76 Final EIR
 

Number Response 
project is governed, the County Department of Planning and Building would retain the authority over environmental 
monitoring. Under this arrangement the “applicant” is usually required to fund the monitoring effort, paying the County, 
in advance or authorizing through budget allocations, all funds necessary for County staff and consultants to complete 
the monitoring program. Therefore, the monitoring program is typically funded prior to construction, thus removing the 
issue of project cost overruns cutting into monitoring efforts. 

GC-5.13 The EIR alternatives analysis did evaluate a combined desalination and Salinas Dam water diversions in the alternative 
screening analysis. However, under CEQA, alternatives to the proposed project are required to avoid or substantially 
reduce potential impacts associated with proposed project. While this alternative would avoid some impacts, it would 
create numerous significant impacts. Desalination offers an almost endless supply of water, but at a substantial 
environmental cost. Brine disposal and energy use would result in significant impacts to the environment. Additional 
pipelines would still be required which would also be associated with many of the impacts identified in the EIR. 

GC-5.14 Information on water conservation was obtained from the Department of Water Resources and County Public Works. 
While the No Project Alternative could spur some conservation, the level of conservation would be based on local water 
availability for each project participant. As previous experience in the County would show, effective water conservation 
is usually achieved through water pricing, limited supplies, and locally mandated water conservation measures; 
however, not to the extent needed to negate the need for supplemental water supplies. While the need for conservation 
is clear, conservation as a viable (feasible and enforceable) alternative to the NWP was not considered feasible under 
CEQA. The County, as well as many of the project participants, does not have the statutory authority to impose 
conservation. Thus, water conservation was not considered a viable CEQA alternative to the NWP. 

GC-5.15 The Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice sections of the EIR were prepared according to State and Federal 
guidelines. The intent of evaluating Environmental Justice is to determine if a project has a disproportionate impact on 
disadvantaged populations. While right-of-way acquisition can and has been a traumatic experience for property 
owners, it is not an environmental issue that is evaluated under CEQA. In many cases the County has already worked 
with affected property owners with several minor adjustments being made to reduce potential impacts on affected 
property owners. The County will continue to work with property owners to minimize impacts to affected parties, but 
this is a process that will take place outside of the CEQA/EIR process. 

PasoWatch 
GC-6.1 A mitigation measure requiring mandatory water conservation was considered, but unfortunately was considered 

infeasible for this project. The County lacks the authority to impose mandatory across the board on the project 
participants. The root of the problem is that the project participants are a mix of cities, water agencies and private 
companies. For example, The City of Atascadero would receive their allocation through the Atascadero Mutual Water 
Company (AMWC). The AMWC doesn’t have any authority to impose mandatory water conservation on its customers, 



11.0 Comments Received on the Draft EIR and Responses 

December 2003 11-77 Final EIR
 

Number Response 
while the County clearly does not have the authority to impose water conservation on the City of Atascadero, which is 
not a participant in the project. Had the EIR been able to require a feasible mitigation measure requiring water 
conservation, one would have been included to reduce potential impacts to insignificant levels. However, the 
infeasibility of constructing an enforceable conservation measure precluded a water conservation requirement and 
resulted in a finding that the project would result in significant unavoidable growth impacts.  These administrative 
issues aside, water conservation alone could not negate the need for supplemental water altogether. 

Salinan Tribe 
GC-7.1 Specific crew members are listed in technical report (Gibson and Parsons 2003:9) and in original 1996 survey report 

(Gibson and Parsons 1996:7), these reports however are confidential and can be reviewed after request is approved. 
Salinan crew members included Robert Duckworth Jr. (on both surveys) and Penny Hurt on 1996 survey. These 
individuals can be contacted for information on specific areas of survey. These crew members have been present during 
surveys of most of the sections of the project. In some instances, the Salinan crew members were not able to accompany 
the crew each day and for survey of each section of the project. The survey reports were sent to the crew members for 
their input, however no comments were received. 

GC-7.2 The SLO-1427 site was first recorded in July 1990 by Charles Dills who recorded only bedrock mortars. In July 2000 a 
Phase I archaeological surface survey was conducted and 15 shovel test pits were excavated (Maki 2000) and a 
supplemental site record was competed. In August 2000, Clay Singer conducted a Phase II evaluation testing of SLO-
1427 (Singer 2000). In 2001, a Phase I survey for the SLO City Water Reuse Project was done adjacent to SLO-1427 
(Gibson 2001). Currently, the City of SLO is in the construction phase of their Water Reuse Project. That project 
pipeline is being placed outside the area of the bedrock, surface or subsurface artifacts, as would the proposed project. 
The pipeline trenching will be monitored by an archaeologist and a Chumash representative. 

GC-7.3 Potential impacts associated with the proposed Prado Road Extension and Sports Park are beyond the scope of this 
project and outside the jurisdiction of the County. However, as noted above, impacts to the site as part of this project 
would be avoided and closely monitored during construction to watch for previously unknown sites. 

GC-7.4 Site SLO-1427 has been added to the EIR in table 5.8.5. Please see the response to GC-7.2. 
GC-7.5 As noted above, the proposed Prado Road Extension and Sports Park are beyond the scope of this project and outside 

the jurisdiction of the County. The NWP pipeline will be routed to avoid impacts in this sensitive area (SLO-1427), but 
impacts associated with other projects are beyond the scope of this EIR and the County. 

GC-7.6 The site was not missed, this section of route was not surveyed during the 1996 or 2003 surveys, it was surveyed during 
the Damon Garcia Sports Complex in 2000 and during the SLO City Water Reuse Project in 2001. The information 
from these surveys was used in the preparation of the current NWP EIR. No repeated survey was necessary. 

GC-7.7 Phase II or III archaeological testing and documentation are intended to preserve archaeological resources. All efforts 
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for preservation by avoidance of direct and indirect impacts will be done during the project, unavoidable adverse 
impacts are mitigated by subsurface testing (data recovery) and monitoring during construction. This offsets the any 
potential damage. After testing, the remainder of cultural resources in the archeological site is not affected and its 
integrity is not affected or damaged. In many cases the data learned from the mitigation of a small percentage of the 
archaeological site can be used to save the much larger portion of the site. 

GC-7.8 Legal water rights issues are the responsibility of Federal, State and County governments. Currently, the County has a 
vested right to the water with no compensation required. 

Parsons Brinkerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. 
GC-8.1 This comment references various sections of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as justification for the 

need to have a regional desalination plant located at the Estero Bay Terminal site. However, as noted in the comment, 
“…Parsons Brinkerhoff, is in the early stages of an investigation of the feasibility of a regional desalination facility at 
the Estero Bay Terminal site.” (emphasis added)  As a proponent of a regional desalination plant located at the Estero 
Bay Terminal site, the commenter has clearly stated that it is uncertain if this project is feasible. CEQA Guidelines 
15126.6(f)(3) clearly states”[a]n EIR need not consider an alternative whose effects cannot be reasonably ascertained 
and whose implementation is remote and speculative.”  
 
In addition, CEQA Guidelines 15364 defines “’Feasible’ means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” As 
will be seen in the responses to the subsequent Parsons Brinkerhoff comments, and aside from the admission that the 
feasibility of this project is not even known by the project proponent at this time, it is highly questionable that the 
project could feasibly meet the project goals while also avoiding the significant environmental impacts associated with 
the proposed project. 
 
The project, as described by Parsons Brinkerhoff, clearly leaves out many of the pertinent details and components of the 
project that would be required in order to reasonably ascertain the goals of the project and evaluate potential 
environmental impacts. The omissions in the Parsons Brinkerhoff comment letter are discussed in subsequent responses.
 
Along these lines the courts have determined that “[t]he discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and the 
requirement as to the discussion of alternatives is subject to a construction of reasonableness. The statute does not 
demand what is not realistically possible given the limitation of time, energy, and funds. ‘Crystal ball’ inquiry is not 
required.” (Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (3d Dist. 1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 286 [152 
Cal.Rptr. 585] 
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The specific issues raised in this comment are addressed in the responses to detailed Parsons Brinkerhoff comments 
below. 

GC-8.2 It is clear that a regional desalination facility located at the Estero Bay Terminal site, if feasible, could meet many of the 
basic objectives that were identified in the EIR. However, there are two factors that were not considered by the 
commenter, including; (1) the County already has a right to the Lake Nacimiento allocation of 16,200 afy, and (2) it is 
dubious as to whether or not the project would avoid any environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.  
 
CEQA section 15126.6(f) clearly states that “The alternatives shall be limited to the ones that would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effect of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail 
only ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain the most basic objectives of the project.” The commenter 
postulates a pipeline distribution system that would be of “…shorter length and less environment impact than for the 
NWP scenario can be constructed integrate (sic) water services and serve other communities in the County.”  
 
There are numerous problems with the presumption that a regional desalination facility located at the Estero Bay 
Terminal site would have less environmental impact than the NWP or avoid or substantially lessen the environmental 
impacts identified in the EIR. Several factors were not elucidated by the commenter, including: 
 
Of the 64 miles of pipeline proposed for the NWP, approximately 49 miles of the pipeline would still be required to 
serve project participants between San Miguel in the north and Edna Valley MWC in the south. This total does not 
include the “new local pipelines” referred to in the comment. It is also unclear if portions of the existing unused oil 
pipeline will need to be replaced prior to use for the transport of drinking water. This potential reduction in pipeline 
length, if in fact there is even a reduction once the factors mentioned above are accounted for, does not represent 
avoidance or a substantial reduction in potential environmental impacts associated with the NWP. 
 
The commenter fails to identify potential environmental and water quality impacts associated with using “unused oil 
pipelines” to transport water between the Estero Bay facility and Atascadero. Depending on existing environmental 
contamination within and around these pipelines, it may not even be feasible to use these pipelines to transport drinking 
water supplies. The commenter fails to identify what actions would be taken to assure that these pipelines deliver safe, 
uncontaminated drinking water, whether or not these pipelines would need to be lined, or if additional treatment would 
be required by the project participants after they receive the water.  
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There is also no discussion of what, where and how other project-related facilities would be constructed. The project 
will require numerous pump stations, surge tanks, reservoir tanks and treatment/chlorination facilities. Given the lack of 
information, it is impossible to ascertain what environmental impacts would occur associated with the entire project, 
thus making this alternative speculative under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(f)(3)).  
 
The commenter also fails to note other environmental impacts that would be associated with a regional desalination 
facility located at the Estero Bay Terminal site, most notably energy consumption and brine disposal. The desalination 
process requires substantial amounts of energy. While the project would likely use electricity from the regional grid, the 
use of this energy would result in secondary air pollutant emissions at electrical generation facilities. In addition, it is 
unclear if the energy demands of a regional desalination facility would place a significant demand on the local electrical 
grid. The project, located as sea level, would also have greater energy demands requirements than the NWP to pump 
water uphill to the communities between San Miguel and Santa Margarita. Again, the greater energy requirement would 
result in greater secondary air pollutant emissions. 
 
Brine disposal is another environmentally serious problem associated with desalination facilities. As noted in the 
commenter’s letter (see Comment GC-8.5, brine would be disposed of through an outfall, most located within the State 
Tidelands (within three miles of the coast). The discharge of brine is likely to have a substantial impact on marine 
organisms in the vicinity of the outfall, which would likely result in a significant environmental impact. 

GC-8.3 First, it should be noted that the EIR is not a NEPA document, but includes NEPA elements to aid Federal agencies in 
their permitting responsibilities associated with the NWP. Regardless of the NEPA status of this EIR, the Commenter 
has already clearly noted that “…Parsons Brinkerhoff, is in the early stages of an investigation of the feasibility of a 
regional desalination facility at the Estero Bay Terminal site.” (emphasis added)  Under NEPA, "[r]easonable 
alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint and using common 
sense rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the applicant." (46 FR 18026 (1981)). The EIR evaluated an 
alternative that it found did not offer any environmental benefit over the proposed NWP.  
 
The District of Columbia Court of Appeals in NRDC v. Morton found that "…agencies must discuss reasonable 
alternatives even when they are outside their jurisdiction or not authorized by statute or administrative regulation." 
However, the court found that agencies need not discuss alternatives that were remote and speculative. The Courts have 
determined that an agency's responsibility to examine alternatives has always been "bounded by some notion of 
feasibility" to avoid NEPA from becoming "an exercise in frivolous boilerplate". (Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power 
Corp. v. NRDC, 435 U.S. 519, 551 (1978)) “NEPA has never been interpreted to require examination of purely 
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conjectural possibilities whose implementation is deemed remote and speculative. Rather, the agency's duty is to 
consider "alternatives as they exist and are likely to exist." (48 Fed. Reg. 34263 (1983)) In light of the commenter’s 
admission that the Estero Bay regional desalination facility is in the early stages of a feasibility study, this alternative 
can be considered conjectural at best, but clearly meets the NEPA/CEQA definition of speculative, and thus would be 
inappropriate to consider as a reasonable alternative to the NWP. 
 
Finally, the rationale used to dismiss the “Desalination and Salinas Reservoir Expansion Alternative” was not based 
solely on the “outdated information for desalination. As will be noted in the following response, a range of desalination 
recovery yields were presented, of which the commenter’s proposed values fall within that range (35-75% in the EIR 
versus 45-60% in the comment). Information from local desalination projects in the 1990s was presented, as well as 
information from a paper published in 2002 by the International Desalination Association.  
 
The commenter notes that improvements in desalination have significantly lowered capital and operating costs. 
However, the EIR alternatives analysis did not consider cost in the screening of a desalination alternative. While 
operating costs would clearly still be higher for a regional desalination facility versus the NWP for both treatment and 
pumping (the NWP has gravity on its side), construction costs would also be an issue, as will be addressed in the 
response to the next comment. Thus, the rationale behind deleting the Desalination and Salinas Reservoir Expansion 
Alternative from further analysis was based on environmental impacts and not project efficiency or cost. Therefore, this 
alternative was correctly deleted from further consideration as a feasible alternative to the NWP. 

GC-8.4 As noted above, a range of desalination recovery yields were presented in the EIR, of which the commenter’s proposed 
values fall within that range (35-75% in the EIR versus 45-60% in the comment). Information from local desalination 
projects in the 1990s was presented, as well as information from a paper published in 2002 by the International 
Desalination Association. Also, contrary to the comment, cost was not used as a reason to exclude the desalination 
alternative from further consideration. It is recognized that substantial progress has been made in construction and 
operating efficiency and cost for desalination facilities. However, these factors did not weigh in the decision to exclude 
desalination from further analysis as a feasible alternative to the NWP.  
 
The commenter also provides a preliminary cost estimate for a 16,200 AFY desalination facility of $60 million. This 
cost estimate includes some improvements required to provide water service to the coastal communities and the City of 
San Luis Obispo. The commenter also further states that “[c]onsumers could buy a lot of desalinated water for the 
difference in cost between the desalination alternative and the NWP alternative.” These statements are incredibly naive 
and grossly misleading. This cost estimate does not include any improvements necessary to deliver water to most of the 
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project participants, especially those located between San Miguel and Santa Margarita in the north County and the 
airport area south of San Luis Obispo. Assuming the old crude oil pipeline to the marine terminal could be used to 
deliver water to the Atascadero area, it would clearly need to be modified to include pump stations, surge tanks, 
reservoir tanks and pressure relief facilities. In addition, approximately 49 miles of the NWP pipeline would still be 
required to deliver water to the NWP participants identified in the EIR.  
 
Under the NWP raw water delivery option, the cost of a regional desalination project at Estero Bay would likely rival 
the NWP project costs. Starting with the $60 million cost of the desalination facility, portions of the NWP pipeline and 
facilities that would still be required would cost approximately $71 million, and additional improvements to the crude 
oil pipeline listed above would total at least $10 million, for a total of $141 million, which only represents a modest 
reduction from the $150 million for the NWP raw water alternative. This modest savings would be more than erased in 
the long term since the operating costs associated with desalination would be substantially higher than for the NWP. 
However, the entire cost argument is moot since CEQA does not consider cost in the evaluation of alternatives and cost 
was not included in the EIR alternative screening analysis. 

GC-8.5 As noted in the previous responses, environmental impacts associated with a regional desalination facility would result 
in impacts equal to or greater than those identified for the NWP. While some of the insignificant impacts associated 
with the NWP at Lake Nacimiento could be avoided, most of the NWP pipeline would still be required to deliver water 
to the project participants, with all of the impacts identified for pipeline construction still occurring. A regional 
desalination facility would also create several new environmental impacts related to energy demand, sea water intake, 
and waste brine disposal. 
 
The comment notes that the desalination facility would be located outside the “Coastal Commission zone area”, 
however the intake and outfall clearly fall within the Coastal Commission jurisdiction, as well as that of the State Lands 
Commission. Whether or not the facility would be inside or outside of the Coastal Commission jurisdiction has little 
relevance to evaluating potential environmental impacts or the merits of the project. 
 
Finally, the comment notes all of the studies that would be required to obtain permits for the desalination facility, such 
as hydrodynamic modeling, biological studies and monitoring, and notes that the level of environmental impact cannot 
be fully determined until studies and alternative designs are selected for the intake and outfall systems. Does the 
commenter expect San Luis Obispo County to pay for and conduct these studies as part of this EIR? Obviously, the 
commenter further illustrates that this alternative is only at a conceptual stage, may or may not be feasible, and is clearly 
speculative under CEQA. Therefore, the EIR should not be revised to include an Estero Bay regional desalination 
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facility. Should the proponents of this concept wish to pursue environmental review, they should complete their 
feasibility study, prepare a preliminary project design, conduct the necessary environmental baseline studies and submit 
their project applications to the appropriate agency for environmental review. 

GC-8.6 Each of the environmental impacts identified in the comment are addressed individually in the subsequent responses. 
However, potential impacts associated with a regional desalination facility at Estero Bay, cannot be fully evaluated in 
the Final EIR for the NWP project since there is not enough information on the Estero Bay project to evaluate potential 
environmental impacts. While desalination clearly offers a new, reliable water supply for any coastal county, a regional 
desalination facility at Estero Bay is nothing more than a concept at this time, with the commenter admitting that the 
feasibility of the project is not known. Therefore, it is impossible to evaluate a regional desalination facility at Estero 
Bay to a project level of detail as would be required under CEQA. 

GC-8.7 First, this and all subsequent responses to this commenter need to be addressed in the context of the impacts identified 
by the commenter. The commenter has listed Class I and II impacts associated with cumulative impacts for both the 
NWP and Salinas Valley Water Project (SVWP). In almost all cases, the impact is caused by the SVWP, not the NWP, 
and would be considered significant even in the absence of the NWP. Since the SVWP has already been approved and 
funded, and has nothing to do with providing additional water supplies to the NWP participants or San Luis Obispo 
County, a regional desalination facility at Estero Bay would do virtually nothing to avoid or substantially reduce these 
impacts. 
 
The comment asserts that air quality impacts would be lower for a desalination project. This comment is clearly 
incorrect since a majority of the NWP pipeline would still be required to service many of the NWP participants. In 
addition, there would be short term air pollutant emissions associated with construction of the desalination facility, local 
pipelines, improvements to the old crude oil pipeline, new ancillary facilities (surge tanks, reservoir tanks, pressure 
relief), as well as improvements to the offshore intake and outfall. Combined, it is highly unlikely that the project would 
reduce construction-related air pollutant emissions, and clearly not to a level that would be considered insignificant.  
 
A regional desalination facility at Estero Bay would also require substantially higher energy use than the NWP, both 
associated with the desalination process and the need to pump a majority of the water uphill to the north county project 
participants. This increased energy results in substantial secondary air pollutant emissions over the entire life of the 
project. Therefore, long-term air quality impacts associated with a regional desalination facility at Estero Bay would 
greatly exceed impacts associated with the NWP. 

GC-8.8 This traffic impact occurs due to road closures related to SVWP spillway improvements. The NWP pipeline would only 
cross perpendicular to Lake Nacimiento Drive and is clearly insignificant. An Estero Bay desalination facility would do 
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nothing to alleviate SVWP-related traffic impacts. Most of the NWP facilities would also be built on private land, and 
the portions of the NWP pipeline that would not be needed under a regional desalination project are either on private 
land or lightly utilized rural roads, such as within Camp Roberts. All NWP pipeline segments within heavily traveled 
roadways would still be required under a regional desalination project to serve NWP participants. 
 
The comment also asserts that for the Estero Bay desalination facility “the total amount and impact of pipeline 
installation along roadways and in congested areas should be less than for the NWP.” As noted above, the entire NWP 
pipeline between the San Miguel turnout and Santa Margarita, as well as all NWP pipelines south of the City of San 
Luis Obispo Water Treatment Plant, would still be required to deliver water to the NWP participants. This constitutes 
the vast majority of the NWP pipeline and all of the areas where traffic existing congestion was identified in the EIR. In 
addition, the Estero Bay desalination facility would require the construction of some pipelines along the coast. 
Therefore, a regional desalination facility at Estero Bay would not avoid or substantially reduce NWP-related traffic 
impacts. 

GC-8.9 Again, the visual impact identified in the comment results from the SVWP and not the NWP. While the NWP could 
slightly contribute to the overall impact, it is more likely that the NWP allocation would be released into the Nacimiento 
River. Therefore, there would be no improvement in the water level visual impact if the NWP were not constructed. 

GC-8.10 Consistent with the previous response, the recreation impact identified in the NWP EIR is associated with the SVWP 
and would not be avoided or substantially reduced by a regional desalination facility at Estero Bay. 

GC-8.11 As noted in the comment, potential cumulative water quality impacts associated with SVWP releases on NWP water 
quality have been fully mitigated in the EIR. Therefore, a regional desalination facility at Estero Bay would do nothing 
to change this impact. 
 
Also, the comment notes that “[i]f a portion of the desalinated water is transported through the Whale Rock raw water 
pipeline, it will improve the quality of water being treated at the water treatment plant.” This clearly illustrates the gross 
conceptual nature of a regional desalination facility at Estero Bay as an alternative to the NWP, since the project 
proponent does not even know how or where water would be transported. Again, a regional desalination facility at 
Estero Bay, as outlined by this commenter, does not meet the CEQA requirements as a feasible alternative to the NWP 
and is clearly speculative under CEQA. 

GC-8.12 Again, this construction noise impact at Lake Nacimiento has been fully mitigated, thus the only significant noise levels 
at the lake would be associated with the SVWP and the many speed boats that utilize the lake. However, as noted in the 
comment, additional noise impacts would be associated with the construction and operation of a regional desalination 
facility at Estero Bay, the significance of which cannot be determined without a project design, but that would be 
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clearly avoided by the NWP. 

GC-8.13 The comment notes that NWP pipeline construction could result in a cumulative impact if pipeline construction occurs 
in a recently improved roadway. As noted in the comment, this impact has been mitigated. The comment asserts that a 
regional desalination facility at Estero Bay would have lower impacts “as less pipeline construction is anticipated to be 
required.” Unfortunately, the portions of the NWP that would not be constructed under an Estero Bay Regional 
desalination project are almost entirely in unimproved roadways or open areas. The NWP pipeline would still be 
constructed in all areas where roadway improvements have been identified. 

Wyoming Asset Management, Inc. 
GC-9.1 All comments provided by this commenter essentially reiterate those provided by Parsons Brinkerhoff Quade & 

Douglas, Inc. Therefore, responses will not be repeated and the appropriate response above will be referenced for each 
comment.  
 
Please see the response to Comment GC-8.1. 

GC-9.2 Please see the responses to Comments to GC-8.3 and GC-8.4. Also, it should be noted that, while information on a 
regional desalination facility may have been presented to individuals of the County Water Resources Advisory 
Committee on January 8, 2003, no information was provided to the EIR preparers and no comments or information 
were received on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the NWP. The NOP is the proper CEQA forum for providing 
comment on the scope of an Environmental Impact Report. 

GC-9.3 CEQA is quite clear as to which alternatives should be evaluated in an EIR. As noted in the EIR: CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6 provides direction for the discussion of alternatives to the proposed project. This section requires: 
A description of “...a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of a project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” [15126.6(a)]  
A setting forth of alternatives that “...shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency 
determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.” [15126.6(f)] 
As noted in the responses to comments GC-8.1 through GC-8.13, a regional desalination facility at Estero Bay would 
not avoid or substantially lessen any of the environmental impacts associated with the NWP, and would also create new, 
potentially significant impacts that could be avoided by the NWP. Combined with the clearly speculative nature of the 
Estero Bay desalination facility concept, this alternative is clearly unacceptable under CEQA. 

GC-9.4 Please see the response to Comment GC-8.2. 
GC-9.5 Please see the response to Comment GC-8.3. 
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GC-9.6 Please see the responses to Comments GC-8.3 and GC-8.4. 
GC-9.7 Please see the responses to Comments GC-8.3 and GC-8.4. 
GC-9.8 As noted in the responses to Comments GC-8.1 through GC-8.13, a regional desalination facility at Estero Bay is 

completely conjectural in nature at this time and under CEQA is considered speculative. In addition, it is clear that this 
project does not meet the CEQA requirements for the evaluation of alternatives to a project level of detail as noted in 
the response to Comment GC-9.3, since it does not avoid or substantially lessen any of the environmental impacts 
associated with the NWP.  
 
Even if the EIR preparer were to evaluate this project to a project level of detail, the proponent and consultant (Parsons 
Brinkerhoff) do not have a clear concept of how a regional desalination facility at Estero Bay would meet the 
requirements of the NWP participants, how water would be delivered to each purveyors, how this alternative would be 
constructed or if it is even feasible. As noted in the introduction to this comment letter and that of Parsons Brinkerhoff, 
a regional desalination facility at Estero Bay is only in the early stages of a feasibility study. Therefore, the EIR should 
not be revised to include an Estero Bay regional desalination facility. Should the proponents of this concept wish to 
pursue environmental review, they should complete their feasibility study, prepare a preliminary project design, conduct 
the necessary environmental baseline studies and submit their project applications to the appropriate agency for 
environmental review.  
 
As noted in the NEPA decision in Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees (see the response to 
Comment GC-8.1) “[t]he discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and the requirement as to the discussion of 
alternatives is subject to a construction of reasonableness. The statute does not demand what is not realistically possible 
given the limitation of time, energy, and funds. ‘Crystal ball’ inquiry is not required.” 

Steelhead Recovery Team 
GC-10.1 The Nacimiento Water Project (NWP) would divert 16,200 acre feet per year (afy) of water that normally flows down 

the Nacimiento River and into the Salinas River. However, re-operation of Lake Nacimiento as part of Monterey 
County’s Salinas Valley Water Project would negate this potential impact by retaining more water in the reservoir 
during periods when water is normally released to accommodate flood control. The retention of more water in the 
reservoir during these periods allow Monterey County to maintain higher flow rates in the Nacimiento River during 
drier periods and would be beneficial to downstream fisheries. Of the 16,200 afy diverted for the NWP, approximately 
half of the water would remain in the upper Salinas watershed, with about 4,000 afy returned to the Salinas River as 
treated wastewater. Therefore, it is likely that the project would benefit the upper Salinas River watershed and 
associated fisheries. 
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Comments from Public/Individuals 

Katherine Barnett 
P-1.1 A mitigation measure requiring mandatory water conservation was considered, but unfortunately was considered 

infeasible for this project. The County lacks the authority to impose mandatory across the board on the project 
participants. The root of the problem is that the project participants are a mix of cities, water agencies and private 
companies. For example, The City of Atascadero would receive their allocation through the Atascadero Mutual Water 
Company (AMWC). The AMWC doesn’t have any authority to impose mandatory water conservation on its customers, 
while the County clearly does not have the authority to impose water conservation on the City of Atascadero, which is 
not a participant in the project. Had the EIR been able to require a feasible mitigation measure requiring water 
conservation, one would have been included to reduce potential impacts to insignificant levels. However, the 
infeasibility of constructing an enforceable conservation measure precluded a water conservation requirement and 
resulted in a finding that the project would result in significant unavoidable growth impacts. These administrative issues 
aside, water conservation alone could not negate the need for supplemental water altogether. 

P-1.2 Population growth estimates are based on the information from the City and County at the time the EIR was prepared. 
The population growth projection of 47,000 was a worst-case estimate based on potential buildout for the City. Or in 
other words, the maximum population that can be accommodated based on available land. The currently accepted and 
adopted population growth projection is 28,741 residents by 2009, as reflected in Section 7 of the EIR. The EIR relies 
on the information, whether adopted or projected, that is supplied by the participating cities and the County. A review of 
past growth projections in Paso Robles would show that growth has not occurred as planned.  
 
The currently adopted Paso Robles population growth projection of 28,741 by 2009 is clearly questionable given the 
current population of 26,900. Using the growth rate between 1995 and 2002 as an indicator, the projected population in 
Paso Robles by 2009 should be 31,185. However, this estimate does not include factors such as planned development or 
economic factors.  

P-1.3 As noted in the response to the previous comment the growth estimates are based on the information available from the 
City and County at the time the EIR was prepared. While the population growth projection of 28,741 seems 
questionable based on the current population of 26,900 and recent growth rates, it is the currently adopted estimate that 
was available at the time the EIR was prepared. Should population growth rates return to the rates experienced between 
1990 and 1995 (about 1,491 new residents during that period), the 2009 population estimate of 28,741 would prove to 
be quite accurate. It would be inappropriate for the EIR to reconstruct each project participants growth projections, 
which are usually developed after months of study by local planners that are familiar with their City’s plans, policies 
and constraints. Regardless of the figures evaluated in the EIR, it is projected that Paso Robles would have a water 
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deficit at buildout in the absence of acquiring additional water or implementing water conservation. The maximum 
water deficit is based on maximum buildout and current water use rates. 

P-1.4 Word “should” has been replaced with “shall” as requested. The rest of the mitigation measure AQ-1 is taken exactly as 
is written in the CEQA Handbook developed by the SLO Air Pollution Control District (APCD), and cannot be 
changed. The SLO APCD will be monitoring implementation of the dust mitigation measures and the wind speed, and 
all documentation will be done through the APCD. Please contact the APCD for the project monitoring information or 
with any complaints during the construction phase. The County of SLO can also be contacted with any complaints in 
regards to air quality or otherwise.  

P-1.5 The language is taken from CEQA Handbook developed by the SLO APCD, and cannot be changed. The mitigation 
measure words “during periods with high air pollutant levels” cover the suggested wording “critical air days”; and are 
more descriptive. No change has been made. 

P-1.6 Mitigation Measure BR-10 requires a plan for oak tree conservation and restoration  be prepared by the project 
applicant. (also see measure BR-6). The plan would take into account tree deceases and other factors and their effect on 
oak restoration and conservation, the plan would also take into account the existing regulations/ordinances and other 
factors for oaks in the County. No changes have been made. 

Ronnie Barton 
P-2.1 San Luis Obispo County has no immediate plans for obtaining any significant amount of water other than the 

Nacimiento Water Project (NWP). It should be noted that the NWP allocation is approximately 5% of the lake’s 
volume, which would not result in the lake being drained. The water that will be taken from the lake as part of the 
project is currently released each year and flows to the Pacific Ocean near Monterey. The NWP would simply divert 
these annual releases and provide water to County residents. 

P-2.2 The final cost for the NWP has not been determined, but has been estimated at approximately $193,161,000 for the 
treated water option and $150,301,000 for the raw water option. 

P-2.3 The pipeline will be paid for by each of the participating agencies, with the final cost per agency being based on factors 
such as the amount of water supplied and the distance the water is transported to each agency (e.g., the City of San Luis 
Obispo would likely pay more per acre foot of water than Paso Robles since it is farther away from the lake). The 
project will be financed through the issuance of bonds to cover initial construction costs. The bonds will be repaid from 
the income realized through the sale of the water to end users. No taxpayer money has been identified for funding of 
this project and not tax increases should result.  

P-2.4 A study prepared as part of the EIR found that the NWP would meet its water supply obligation for all the years since 
1958, when the lake began operation, with the exception of one year during the extended drought of 1975-1977. Since 
the NWP project has been proposed to increase water reliability and reduce the reliance on groundwater, the water not 
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supplied during a severe drought would have to be made up through increased use of groundwater and water 
conservation. 

P-2.5 A list of project participants and the amounts of water that they would receive was provided at several locations in the 
EIR, including Table 2.1 on Page 2-10. Project participants currently include: 
 

 
P-2.6 The cost to each city has not been determined. However, the cost will be borne by end users of the water and not be 

funded through city funds. 
P-2.7 Potential impacts to water quality posed by the Quicksilver mines and mercury in the lake were thoroughly evaluated in 

the EIR and have been closely monitored for years. Long-term monitoring data has shown that mercury is not detected 
in the water at the site of the proposed NWP intake structure. Therefore, mercury is not considered a significant 
environmental issue for this project. 

P-2.8 Economic studies have indicated that the NWP will not result in lost revenue from recreation and tourism. Therefore, 
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there are no plans to compensate cities. 

P-2.9 Section 5.11 of the EIR fully evaluated potential traffic impacts associated with project construction and, after 
mitigation, found traffic impacts to be less than significant. Project construction will add very few vehicles to local 
roadways, but could result in lane closures and traffic disruptions. The proposed project route avoids the most heavily 
traveled roads in the region, and limits construction during peak traffic periods. 

P-2.10 The NWP project avoids most businesses, taking a more rural route and in several cases, avoiding city streets. 
Therefore, no significant disruptions to local businesses are expected and no compensation is proposed. 

P-2.11 The project was found to have a less than significant impact on seawater intrusion in Monterey County. See Section 5.1 
of the EIR for a complete discussion of this issue. 

P-2.12 The NWP will utilize fish screens on the intake structure to minimize the number of fish that will get “sucked-up” by 
the project.  

James E. Bort 
P-3.1 Mitigation Measure BR-10 specifies that: “… each of the four oak woodland habitat types that would be disturbed shall 

be replaced or restored with a similar density of oak trees by species as found in the impacted habitats.” Therefore, the 
oaks will replaced with the same species as were impacted/removed. Please also see measure BR-6, which states that a 
Vegetation Restoration and Replacement Plan will be prepared by a qualified restoration biologist and a horticulture 
specialist. These professionals will make a determination which oak species should be used for restoration activities. 

P-3.2 Thank you very much for the information, the County will take it into account in selecting professionals and contractors 
for the project. The Vegetation Restoration and Replacement Plan for the project will identify long term monitoring and 
maintenance requirements that are to be followed by the County to promote the long-term health of any replanted oak 
trees. This plan will also identify proper irrigation schedules and measures to be taken should some of the oak trees not 
survive during vegetation restoration. 

Roberta Fonzi 
P-4.1 Water allocations for each participant are based on their requested allotment and no strict formula to achieve project 

objective 2.2. It would be speculative to guess at how each participant arrived at their specific requested allocation, but 
many are based on a desire to improve water quality, while others have a need to improve water supply reliability by 
additional water resources. As noted in Section 7 of the EIR, it has also been assumed that much of the water would be 
used to accommodate future population growth. As noted in Section 5.1 of the EIR, those areas that rely on ground 
water will see an improvement in water quality by utilizing water from the NWP. However, should local cities use the 
additional NWP water to accommodate growth, it is likely that long-term improvements in water quality would be 
minimal. However, regardless of potential improvements in water quality, the NWP will result in additional water 
supplies to the County and increased reliability. 
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P-4.2 There is no relationship between the City of El Paso de Robles participation in the project and “scour” of the discharge 

basin. Current water quality in the City is considered poor in terms of hardness. The use of NWP water will improve the 
quality of water in the City’s system overall and reduce the need for water users to “soften” their water, which is a 
significant source of salts in the wastewater. This projected reduction in water softening is expected to substantially 
improve the characteristics of the water that the City discharges from their wastewater treatment plant. 

P-4.3 Again as noted in the response to Comment P-4.1, each project participant determined their requested allocation. In the 
case of Templeton CSD, the requested allocation does appear to be too low to accommodate general plan buildout. 
However, the Templeton CSD may have other plans for acquiring or managing their water resources, with the NWP 
water only representing a portion of their overall water management strategy. 

P-4.4 Please see the response to Comments P-4.1 and 4.3. 
P-4.5 The amount of water requested by Santa Margarita Ranch would be a precursor for future development and was 

considered growth inducing in the EIR. Section 7 of the EIR found that overall growth inducing impacts associated with 
the project were significant and unavoidable. 

P-4.6 The volume of water deliveries to Santa Margarita County Services Area 23 and the town of Santa Margarita represent 
a very small fraction of the local water budget. No water will be discharged into the local creeks or channels, but all 
water delivered to these areas will be fed directly into the local water distribution system. While the area has 
experienced high water levels and severe flooding in the past, potential increases in flooding associated with NWP 
water deliveries and subsequent discharges of treated wastewater would be considered negligible.  

P-4.7 Each project participant determined their own allotment request and also will determine how their allocation will be 
used. In the case of the City of San Luis Obispo, they originally determined that of their 3,380 afy allocation request, 
2,000 afy of the water would be reserved for uses other than growth or land development, which was mainly for 
reliability. As noted in Section 2.2.7 of the EIR, the City Council has removed this reliability reserve requirement, thus 
making the entire 3,380 afy allocation available for development. The County does not determine how each project 
participant will utilize their requested allocation and would not preclude any participant from reserving any portion of 
their allocation. Whether or not this is a “water grab” by the City of San Luis Obispo would be open to each 
individual’s opinion. However, any participant has the ability to request a larger allocation since the County currently 
has 2,625 afy available and currently allocated as a “contingency” supply. 

P-4.8 Please see the response to Comments P-4.1 and 4.3. Each participant provided their requested allocation base on their 
individual needs. It should be noted that the requested allocations are considered part of the Project Description, with 
the purpose of the EIR to evaluate potential environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of the 
project. 

P-4.9 Please see the response to Comments P-4.1, 4.3 and 4.8. 
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P-4.10 Please see the response to Comments P-4.1, 4.3 and 4.8. As noted previously, Section 7 of the EIR found that overall 

growth inducing impacts associated with the project were significant and unavoidable. 
P-4.11 As stated on Page 2-10 of the EIR, each project participant requested a “…peaking factor, which is the extra project 

capacity requested to deliver the requested water considering system outages for maintenance and to deliver the 
requested water to better meet their system demands.” So in other words, the peaking factor is the design requirement to 
allow for faster peak deliveries of water when needed. Since water will not be delivered at constant rates to all project 
participants, the pipeline system is designed with peaking factors, which typically take the form of a larger diameter 
pipeline, to allow for larger deliveries when they are needed. In this case larger deliveries refers to a daily rate, not an 
increase in the participant’s allocation. 

P-4.12 Under the raw water option, NWP water will be delivered to percolation basins for Atascadero, Templeton and Paso 
Robles. The water will be recovered using nearby water pumping facilities after the water has flowed underground for a 
short distance. In the case of Atascadero, all of the water will be recovered before it reaches the Salinas River 
Underflow. While it is technically feasible that an agricultural user could slant drill a water well to intercept this water it 
is unlikely that anyone would do so without having an explicit water right. Since the effect of water percolation and 
recovery would be quite localized, there would not be additional water available for agricultural users to pump. 
However, it should be noted that the project may reduce the reliance on groundwater resources in some areas, thus 
increasing the amount of groundwater available. However, agricultural pumping rates would continue to be based on 
each user’s specific water rights. 
 
The increased energy required to re-pump the water under the raw water option was evaluated in the EIR (see Section 
5.10) and found to be less than significant. While re-pumping the water from the Salinas River channel would require 
additional energy over the treated water option, this alternative would not utilize a water treatment plant, which would 
result in a reduction in energy use for that component of the project. 
 
Regarding evaporation from the percolation basins, potential losses were considered negligible and lower than the 
losses experienced by leaving the water in Lake Nacimiento. 

Dorothy Jennings 
P-5.1 The requested text was included in Section 1.4 of the EIR on Page 1-4 of the Draft EIR since it pertains to uses of the 

EIR.  
Cherie W. Love 
P-6.1 The EIR identified the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor, which is the residence located at 7815 Mahoney Road, 

at approximately 3,500 feet from the WTP to the residence. Figure 11-2 shows an aerial reconnaissance based on a 
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recent aerial photograph and also identifies the WTP and nearby residences. The distance between the WTP and nearest 
residence was verified using a USGS topographic map and found the distance between the WTP site boundary and the 
nearest residence to be approximately 3,000 feet (see Figure 11-3). Since the WTP facilities would not abut the property 
boundary the distance between WTP facilities and the nearest residence would be 3,500 feet as stated in the EIR. 

P-6.2 The depiction of the pipeline relative to the property boundary is for illustrative purposes only. The EIR evaluated a 200 
foot wide pipeline corridor with the intent of avoiding sensitive resources and private infrastructure. In Aerial 4 of the 
Carollo Report, the pipeline between points P26 to P29 would be located south of the Willard Property fence, with no 
need to remove the fence for pipeline construction. Therefore there is no need to relocate the pipeline. 

P-6.3 Please see the response to the previous comment. While provisions may be necessary to provide water to cattle grazing 
on Willard Ranch Parcel 4 during construction, the relocation of fencing and the existing watering facilities may  not be 
necessary. Further, details of impacts on improvements such as fences and watering troughs will be addressed during 
construction. 

P-6.4 The attached parcel map and aerial photograph was quite helpful and is consistent with the information used by the EIR 
preparers. 

P-6.5 The County is quite concerned about potential flooding issues associated with large accidental water releases. The 
specific site was selected since it was located in a depression which would reduce potential visual impacts and minimize 
flooding in the unlikely event of a catastrophic pipeline or storage tank failure. Figures 11-4 and 11-5 show terrain in 
the vicinity of the WTP and Willard Ranch Properties. The WTP site would be separated from Parcel 3 by a low ridge 
that is approximately 30-40 feet higher than the WTP location. This ridge would protect the ranch residences and 
buildings to the north from any large water release. However, in the event of a large water spill, the water would likely 
flow across Willard Ranch Parcel 4 following an intermittent stream channel (this channel is visible in Figure 11-2 at 
the southeast corner of the WTP site). This channel would divert the water towards the east across Willard Ranch Parcel 
4 and then towards the southeast, eventually draining into an intermittent stream located south of San Marcos Road. 
 
It should be noted that the probability of a large water spill is quite low. The pipeline has been estimated to have a 
failure rate of 4.8 x 10-5 failures/mile-year1 (once every 20,000 years per pipeline mile), while storage tanks have a 
failure rate of 1.1 x 10-3 failures/year2 (once every 900 years per tank). Assuming a one-mile length of pipeline where a 
potential failure could impact the Willard Ranch Property and two storage tanks, the combined probability of an 
equipment failure and large spill would be approximately 2.25 x 10-3 failures/year (once every 444 years). This 
probability would indicate that it is extremely unlikely that a large equipment failure and spill would occur that could 

                                                 
1 Alberta Energy and Utilities Board (EUB). 1998. Pipeline Performance in Alberta 1980–1997 (source of water transmission pipeline failure rate). 
2 American Institute of Chemical Engineers (AIChE), Center for Chemical Process Safety (CCPS), 1989. Guidelines for Process Equipment Reliability Data. 
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adversely affect the Willard Ranch Property. In addition, the water in the storage tanks would be untreated and therefore 
would not be chlorinated, further reducing potential environmental impacts. 

P-6.6 You are correct about the confusion between where Mahoney Road ends and Texas Road begins. Carollo Engineers and 
the EIR preparers all assumed that when Mahoney Road made a 90 degree turn from a North-south to east-west 
trending road that the name changed to Texas Road, which most maps identify as such further east. The EIR has been 
corrected to reflect the correct transition from Mahoney to Texas Roads.  

David Martin  
P-7.1 The County recognizes the sensitivity of operations at Rolling A Ranch and would work with the Ranch to minimize 

potential impacts through project scheduling and the various mitigation measures identified in the EIR. The County is 
also committed to working with Rolling A Ranch to evaluate alternative alignments in the immediate area. 

P-7.2 The project engineering team considered the “river route” suggested by Rolling A Ranch and concluded that the 
environmental impacts of construction along the riparian corridor and the related impacts on neighboring property 
owners results in more cost, environmentally and economically, to the public.  Routing the pipeline through Rolling A 
Ranch is the preferred alternative. As part of the environmental review, the EIR team evaluated potential environmental 
impacts along the pipeline right-of-way and also documented the location of sensitive biological cultural and 
paleontological resources. Oak tree removal is not anticipated. These analyses can be used by the County to determine if 
adjustments to the pipeline alignment would be consistent with the EIR findings and avoid significant impacts to the 
environment.  

Robert L. Roos 
P-8.1 A professional biologist that would be involved in the final selection of the pipeline route will make determination of 

the exact detailed area that would be disturbed to construct the pipeline and as per the County’s guidance will make 
his/her determination in the way to protect as many oak trees as feasible. It is anticipated that no oak trees will be 
removed along Templeton Road and Vaquero Drive, but given the close proximity of several trees to the road, some 
root zones could potentially be impacted. The final project design will avoid oak tree root zones to the maximum extent 
feasible, utilizing minor route realignments, boring or tunneling as determined as appropriate by a professional arborist. 
During construction, potential damage oak tree root zones will be monitored by a biologist. 

Editha Spencer 
P-9.1 While it would be desirable to strengthen Mitigation Measure GR-1, the County lacks the authority to intervene in local 

governmental decisions. A mitigation measure requiring mandatory water conservation was considered, but 
unfortunately was determined to be infeasible for this project. The County lacks the authority to impose mandatory 
measures across the board on the project participants. The root of the problem is that the project participants are a mix 
of cities, water agencies and private companies. For example, The City of Atascadero would receive their allocation 
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through the Atascadero Mutual Water Company (AMWC). The AMWC doesn’t have any authority to impose 
mandatory water conservation on its customers, while the County clearly does not have the authority to impose water 
conservation on the City of Atascadero, which is not a participant in the project. Had the EIR been able to require a 
feasible mitigation measure requiring water conservation or growth limits, one would have been included to reduce 
potential impacts to insignificant levels. However, the infeasibility of constructing an enforceable conservation measure 
precluded a water conservation requirement and resulted in a finding that the project would result in significant 
unavoidable growth impacts. While the population growth figures presented in the EIR would imply a substantial 
amount of growth, these figures generally represent worst-case conditions. Future growth rates are more likely to be 
determined by economic conditions. 
 
The comment raises the issue of the EIR formulating “…ways in which SLO County government bodies would develop 
plans for sharing more information and decision-making with communities and cities regarding land use and permanent 
buffer zones.” Unfortunately this issue is well beyond the scope of evaluating environmental impacts of the Nacimiento 
Water Project and is generally left to the County and cities to address via their planning process. 

Gidi Pullen 
P-10.1 Oak tree removal will be kept to an absolute minimum, especially in areas where the pipeline would be constructed 

within existing roadways, such as Templeton Road.  However, there is a possibility that construction within the 
roadway could damage the root system of some oak trees. In these cases, the trees will be monitored by a qualified 
biologist. Construction of the Nacimiento Water Project will be coordinated with local roadway improvements and 
realignments to the maximum extent feasible. This coordination is required by EIR mitigation measure T-18. 
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Figure 11-2 Aerial Reconnaissance of Sensitive Receptors 
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Figure 11-3 Distance from WTP Site Boundary to Nearest Residence 
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Figure 11-4 Terrain in the Immediate Vicinity of the WTP 
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Figure 11-5 Terrain in the Vicinity of the WTP 
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