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8.0 Summary of Mitigation Measures & Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

 8-7 CSA 23 Final SEIR 2011 

provides environmental services to the Public Works Department, including 
mitigation compliance and monitoring, with oversight by the County’s 
Environmental Coordinator. 
 
Upon approval of the CEQA document, and issuance of all required permits (if 
any), the Environmental Programs Division will assign internal responsibility for 
compliance with each mitigation measure to one or more members of the project 
team.  Responsible parties include the environmental division, the project 
manager, the resident engineer, and/or on-site monitors. 
 
Mitigation measures are organized into pre-construction, construction, and post 
construction tasks.  Compliance with mitigation measures is documented in the 
project file through written reports, accompanied by project photos where 
necessary.  Post construction monitoring of revegetation and other project 
components is documented by yearly reports, on a schedule typically determined 
by one or more of the project permits.  Depending on the complexity of the post 
construction mitigation effort, tasks will be carried out by county staff or technical 
experts under contract to the County.  Post construction monitoring is typically 
conducted for three to five years, depending on permit requirements and success 
criteria. 
 
Where necessary, construction personnel will be required to attend a crew 
orientation meeting.  The meeting will be conducted by the Resident Engineer (the 
County staff member assigned to oversee the construction of the project) and will 
be used to acquaint the construction crews with the environmental sensitivities of 
the project site.  The orientation meeting shall place an emphasis on the need for 
adherence to the mitigation measures and permit conditions as well as the need 
for cooperation and communication among all parties concerned (i.e., Resident 
Engineer, Environmental Programs Manager, Environmental Coordinator, 
construction personnel) in working together to solve problems and arrive at 
solutions in the field. 
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Commenter: David Blakely.  July 8, 2011 
 
 
Response to comment A 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that environmental 
documents, including EIR’s, must “reflect the independent judgment of the Lead 
Agency” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15084(e).  Section 15084 also states lead 
agencies, such as the County, may contract with consultants to prepare EIR’s and other 
CEQA documents, and may even accept a draft prepared by the applicant, but must 
ultimately subject all information to the agency’s own review and analysis. 
 

15084. PREPARING THE DRAFT EIR 
(a) The draft EIR shall be prepared directly by or under contract to the Lead Agency. The 
required contents of a draft EIR are discussed in Article 9 beginning with Section 15120. 
 
(d) The Lead Agency may choose one of the following arrangements or a combination of 
them for preparing a draft EIR. 
(1) Preparing the draft EIR directly with its own staff. 
(2) Contracting with another entity, public or private, to prepare the draft EIR. 
(3) Accepting a draft prepared by the applicant, a consultant retained by the applicant, or any 
other person. 
(4) Executing a third party contract or Memorandum of Understanding with the applicant to 
govern the preparation of a draft EIR by an independent contractor. 
(5) Using a previously prepared EIR. 
 
(e) Before using a draft prepared by another person, the Lead Agency shall subject the draft 
to the agency’s own review and analysis. The draft EIR which is sent out for public review 
must reflect the independent judgment of the Lead Agency. The Lead Agency is responsible 
for the adequacy and objectivity of the draft EIR. 
 
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Section 21082.1, 
Public Resources Code. 

 
This EIR was prepared in a manner that fully complies with the requirements of CEQA, 
as noted above.  When consultants are utilized in the County’s CEQA process they act 
as an extension of County staff, and always under the direction of County staff.  
Consultants are used to manage workload and provide specialized expertise.  This EIR 
uses consultant expertise in the form of the technical reports upon which the current 
analysis is based and two of the three EIR’s that it supplements (The third EIR was 
prepared by the State Department of Water Resources, the agency that built the State 
Water Project).  The technical reports have been made a part of the document as 
appendices and include two separate Groundwater Studies, both performed by 
consultants under contract to the County. 
 
It should be noted that County CEQA environmental documents are prepared by County 
staff working in both the Public Works and Planning Departments.  The large majority of 
these documents, including those for the County’s own projects such as parks, public 
works, general services, and general plan documents, are prepared without the 
involvement of outside consultants.  All CEQA documents, whether prepared by County 
staff or consultants working at the direction of staff, are reviewed and approved by the 
County Environmental Coordinator before being presented to County decision making 
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bodies such as the Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission.  The County’s 
CEQA Guidelines, which are required by State law, establish the Environmental 
Coordinator as the person designated by the Board of Supervisors to render CEQA 
determinations and recommendations, administer the CEQA process and review 
environmental documents submitted to the County by federal, state, or local Agencies.  
All County CEQA documents, including those prepared by Public Works environmental 
staff, are submitted to the Environmental Coordinator for review and approval before 
being released for formal public review. 
 
The Public Works Department’s approach to CEQA, and all other local, State and 
Federal environmental regulations, is to embody the spirit of full compliance.  The Public 
Works Environmental Division operates as a separate division responsible to upper 
management for ensuring compliance.  All Public Works staff are instructed to 
implement the department mission statement: 
 

Provide public safety and services that ensure health and safety and enhance quality of life for the 
community. 

 
Environmental staff also follows the Division Mission Statement: 
 

Maintain and improve public facilities and safety while conserving and enhancing 
environmental resources for the benefit of the community. 

 
Environmental staff managers in both the Public Works and Planning Department 
environmental divisions are members of the California Association of Environmental 
Professionals and follow that organizations ethics statement: 
 

“I will ensure a good faith effort at full disclosure, technical accuracy, sound methodology, 
clarity, and objectivity in the collection, analysis, interpretation, and presentation of 
environmental information by me or under my direction.” 

 
Response to comment 1 
 
The focus of the EIR is to provide information about the environmental consequences of 
a proposed project.  Funding issues are not part of that analysis.  However, it should be 
noted that the USDA may fund conservation programs if the program and/or overall 
project meet the then in place requirements of USDA.  In as much as outside agency 
funding is a part of the overall financial implications of the project, no final decision on 
the project would likely be made until all of the financial effects are known. 
 
Response to comment 2 
 
According to the “Preliminary Hydrogeological Study, Santa Margarita Ranch 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision” (Hopkins 2006) and included as appendix 
B-1 of this EIR, CSA-23’s well #3 is drilled in the low-permeability Santa Margarita 
Formation (page 17 paragraph 4), which is a 1,000 feet thick sandstone that forms a 
poor to moderate aquifer for groundwater production (page 14 paragraph 4).  Plate 4 of 
the Hopkins study, the Geologic Map (Dibblee 2004), clearly shows the school well to 
also be located in the Santa Margarita Formation.  Also, according to the “Technical 
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Memorandum Groundwater Resources of CSA 23 – Santa Margarita” (Todd Engineers 
2004) and included as appendix B-2 of this EIR, “Well 3 taps the low-permeability Santa 
Margarita Formation . . .” (page 5 paragraph 2).  Plate 4 of the Hopkins study, the 
Geologic Map (included as Figure 5.2-1 in this EIR), clearly shows the school well to 
also be located in the Santa Margarita Formation.   
 
Response to comment 3 
 
Exhibits 2-3 and 2-4 list the State Water contractors in San Luis Obispo and Santa 
Barbara Counties.  All of the contractors on either list are potential partners with CSA 
23.  At this point in time there is no information to suggest that any of the entities on 
either list could not be a reliable partner.  Consequently, the EIR notes, in Section 2.5, 
that: 
 

“Because potential environmental impacts associated with a project partner’s 
participation are not, and cannot be known at this time, additional review 
pursuant to CEQA may be required when a partner is identified, and before any 
irretrievable commitment of resources (water) is made by the County of San Luis 
Obispo on behalf of CSA 23.  Depending on the severity of potential effects that 
additional environmental review may consist of an Addendum to this SEIR, 
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15164, a Supplement to this SEIR 
pursuant to section 15163, or a Subsequent EIR pursuant to section 15162.” 

 
Two factors drive the preparation of the EIR at this point in the process: 1) The key 
question before decision makers is to determine whether or not CSA 23 should move 
forward with a drought reliability project at all, and what the approach should be (i.e., 
should work efforts move forward with State Water as the focus).  2) At the same time, it 
is recognized that evaluating each and every potential partner at this time would not 
provide meaningful information as agencies are reluctant to invest in a program that 
does not yet have basic approvals.  
 
See also the added discussion in section 2.5 of this EIR.  
 
Response to comment 4 
 
Both the Hopkins and Todd reports describe the alluvial aquifer as the primary source of 
water for CSA 23, and note that well #4 taps the alluvial aquifer.  The alluvium is clearly 
mapped on the geologic maps utilized by both Hopkins (Dibblee 2004) and Todd (Hart 
1976), maps that are accepted by the geologic community as accurate depictions of the 
geology of the Santa Margarita area.  The Dibblee map is included in the EIR as Figure 
5.2-1.  The Hart map is included in the EIR as Figure G-1 in Appendix G. Hopkins and 
Todd explain that the alluvial aquifer is recharged by rainfall, as well as by the flows of 
both Santa Margarita and Yerba Buena Creeks.  The alluvial aquifer is described as 
relatively flat, tilted gently to the north, and shallow, (approximately 50 feet thick) but of 
high permeability.  As shown on the geologic map, and on Figures ES-3 and 2-3, well 
#4 is located in the alluvial aquifer where underground flows generated by Santa 
Margarita Creek watershed join the wider floodplain generally associated with Yerba 
Buena Creek.  Well #4 is located 475 feet from the surface flow of Santa Margarita 
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Creek, and 1,970 feet from the surface flow of Yerba Buena Creek.  According to Plate 
3 in the Hopkins Report, well #4 is located in the Santa Margarita Creek Watershed. 
Although though the alluvium is recharged by both streams, the single well tapping the 
alluvium (well #4) is positioned to efficiently pump the larger groundwater originating in 
the Santa Margarita Creek watershed. 
 
Response to comment 5 
 
As required by CEQA the EIR focuses on the impacts of the proposed project; 
alternatives are developed to and analyzed to identify ways in which significant effects 
could be lessened or avoided by implementing a feasible alternative to the project: 
 

(b) Purpose. Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects 
that a project may have on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the 
discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are 
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if 
these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or 
would be more costly. 15126.6(b) 

 
As documented in the EIR, because the proposed project, with mitigation in the form of 
a water conservation program, has no significant unavoidable impacts, the emphasis on 
alternatives is appropriately lessened.  That is to say, the EIR does not include a highly 
detailed analysis of the suggested alternatives because 1) they are not the proposed 
project, 2) there are no significant impacts that could be lessened by these alternatives, 
and 3) both suggested alternatives may not be feasible. 
 
The state CEQA guidelines provide information on the feasibility of alternatives in 
section 15126.6(f):   
 

(f) Rule of reason. The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of 
reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a 
reasoned choice. The alternatives 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. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and 
discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision 
making. (15126.6(f) 
 
Feasibility. Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility 
of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan 
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a 
regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the 
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site 
(or the site is already owned by the proponent). No one of these factors establishes a fixed 
limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives. 15126.6(f)(1) 
 

Location of a new well on privately owned agricultural land to the west of the community 
appears to be inconsistent with the County’ own General Plan (see the discussion of 
Agricultural Policy 11 on page 5.9-6 of this EIR).  Further, in as much as groundwater is 
the property of the overlying landowner, the landowner’s consent would be required to 
locate a well outside of the boundaries of CSA 23.  While it has been mentioned that the 
County has the ability to condemn private property for public use, that authority requires 
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a finding of necessity.  The finding of necessity requires careful consideration of 
alternatives; this EIR documents that alternatives to the taking of private property 
appear feasible.  
 
With respect to the feasibility of a new well located on school property, this alternative is 
evaluated as Groundwater Option A throughout the EIR, to the degree required by 
CEQA as discussed above.  See also the discussion in Section 5.1 section 5.1.4.4.   
 
Response to comment 6 
 
We agree that it will be important to establish agreements with partner agencies that are 
fully enforceable during drought periods.  However, it must be noted that the partner 
agency, if different from the San Luis Obispo County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District or Central Coast Water Authority (Santa Barbara County), has no 
control over deliveries through the State Water project.  Water deliveries to the 
upstream end of the Coastal Branch pipeline are controlled by the State Department of 
Water Resources; the Coastal Branch pipeline connecting to Santa Margarita is jointly 
owned by the two districts listed above, and operated by the Central Coast Water 
Authority.  The potential partner(s) do not have the ability to control water flow to Santa 
Margarita under this proposed program.  
 
Response to comment 7 
 
Section 5.1 of this EIR (pages 5.1-1 through 5.1-3) lists 21 separate technical 
groundwater information sources prepared by at least 9 different technical experts 
between 1964 and 2006; not less that 9 of these sources represent comprehensive 
analyses that are directly applicable to understanding the regional aquifers in and 
around Santa Margarita.  
 
Response to comment 8 
 
This comment represents the commenter’s opinion without reference to the information 
contained in the draft EIR or its supporting documents and is duly noted.  Although 
when taken in the context of other comments from the same individual it is understood 
to be expressed in light of all of the evidence and information presented in the EIR; 
however, the County’s technical and professional staff have reached a different 
conclusion which is expressed as the proposed project.  
 
Response to comment 9 
 
Similar to the response to comment #8 above, it is understood that different individuals 
may come to different conclusions when reviewing the same information in the EIR.  
The EIR conclusion that the biological impacts of additional wells that are utilized during 
drought periods is based on a review of the technical information that describes the 
relationship between groundwater levels and surface flow in area streams, as well as on 
the comments from resource agencies, primarily the National Marine Fisheries Service.  
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Response to comment 10 
 
The statements in this EIR regarding the inability of well #3 to provide for all of the 
community’s water needs is specific to the inevitable drought periods that the proposed 
project is meant to respond to.  The referenced memo (Santa Margarita CSA 23 
Supplemental Water Supply Options Comparison of Alternatives, C. Ferrara 2001), on 
page 4 notes that: 
 

“In March of this year [2001], the main well [well #4] was taken off-line due to a damaged 
pump column and it remained off-line until the middle of April.  During that time, deep Well 
#3 met all of CSA 23’s water needs. . . This supports prior estimates of yield from this well 
(80 AFY).”    

 
The same memo goes on to say, also on page 4, that: 
 

The Dept. of Health Services has gone on record that they are skeptical regarding the 
success of drilling yet another well for the community, so much so that they may not support 
the use of low-interest State monies for drilling a new well.  County staff, too, has concerns 
about spending additional community money on another well.  Well #3 fell short of 
expectations after significant investment of money.” 

 
At the same time, the 2001 Ferrara memo concludes that an additional deep well within 
the service area ranked high on the list of alternatives, but with a potential fatal flaw in 
the category of Reliability/Yield.  The option of drilling a new well in the alluvium was 
dropped from the analysis due to water rights concerns. 
 
The community’s total reliance on well #3 from approximately March 6 to April 25, 2001 
illustrates the change in demand during the different seasons, variability in the 
groundwater supply from wet to dry climate cycles, and the long-term capability of a well 
compared to shorter term use.  Water use in Santa Margarita drops during the winter 
months, and rises through the summer.  The March-April period typically consumes 18 
acre feet of water, which is about 12% of average annual use (Exhibit 2-2 of this EIR 
and Santa Margarita California (CSA 23) 2010 Water Supply Reliability Report, 
appendix A to this EIR, table at the bottom of page 3). The average annual rainfall at the 
UNOCAL station gage is 22 inches, based on the nearly 100 year record.  In the ten 
years preceding the spring of 2001 when well #3 was used exclusively, the average 
annual rainfall was 26.88 inches, 18% above normal.  Rainfall during March and April of 
2001 totaled 9.46 inches, 35% of the ten year annual average and 33% of the total 
rainfall for the 2000/2001 water year (Section 5.1 of this EIR and appendices B-1 and 
B2).  By any account, the period during which well #4 was shut down and well 3# was 
used exclusively was a wet spring, in a wet year, following a wet decade, and occurred 
during a low water use season.  The intent of the proposed project is to ensure a 
reliable water supply during the opposite scenario, such as occurred during the 1987-
1992 drought. 
 
Response to comment 11 
 
Well #4 is approximately 50 feet from wells #1 and #2 and is drilled into the same 
alluvial formation.  According to well construction information prepared by the 
Department of Public Works and submitted with this comment letter, well #1 was drilled 
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to a depth of 49 feet; a perforated casing was installed for the length of the well.  Well 
#4 was drilled in 1997 to a depth of 70 feet, and screened from 29 feet to 49 feet.  The 
pump was placed below the 49 foot level.  (See also the information contained in the 
Todd Report at page 11.) Based on this information, all three wells (1, 2, & 4) pump 
from the same effective maximum groundwater depth; 49 feet. The existence of a new 
well, adjacent to those existing in 1987-1992, does not change the characteristics of the 
surrounding aquifer, and does not influence the availability of groundwater at this 
location.   
 
Response to comment 12 
 
The referenced memo “Aquifer Test Report, Santa Margarita Ranch ConocoPhillips 
Santa Margarita Pipeline RM&R Site No. 3475, Terra Pacific Group, January 7, 2010” 
(on file with the San Luis Obispo County Department of Public Works) was prepared to 
assess the potential impact of oil contamination from pumping a well on the Santa 
Margarita Ranch.  The memo appears to confirm the information contained in the 
previous technical reports referenced in the response to comment #7 above.  The 
memo, like the technical information used in preparing this EIR, focuses on 
groundwater.  No information contradicting the conclusions of any of the previous 
reports or of this EIR was noted in the referenced memo. 
 
Response to comment 13 
 
See response to comment #3 above. 
 
Response to comment 14 
 
The project includes this component: “CSA 23 will, in consideration for water obtained 
from Program Participants, permanently surrender to the Program Participants an 
amount equal to 10% of the water it obtains from the Program Participants”.  The 10% is 
intended to act as compensation for program partner’s agreement to participate with 
CSA 23.  The 10% factor is felt to be a fair and appropriate amount and was determined 
by experienced and knowledgeable managers within the Department of Public Works.  
If, through negotiations with potential partners this, or any other component of the 
project description changes, additional environmental review as required by the 
California Environmental Quality Act and the State Guidelines may be required, 
depending on the potential environmental effects that could result from the change. 
 
Response to comment 15 
 
The partner agency(s) will not be supplying water to CSA 23.  All drought reliability 
water would be supplied by the State Water Project (see also the response to comment 
#6 above).  With respect to the reliability of the State Water Project, see section 2.7 of 
this EIR.  As shown in Exhibit 2-3 of this EIR, San Luis Obispo County State Water 
Contractors hold allocations of 4,830 acre feet and drought buffer allocations of 4,897 
acre feet.  The County Flood Control District has 9,727 acre feet of unallocated water.  
In practical terms, this means that all State Water Contractors in San Luis Obispo 
County will receive 100% of their water even when State deliveries fall as low as 20%.  
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Ultimately, however, the goal of the project is to provide a diversified water supply to 
provide a more reliable supply during drought.  While this project, and others like it, can 
provide communities insurance against insufficient water supply, no program can 
absolutely guarantee that there will always be water available to carry on a normal 
lifestyle in periods of prolonged drought.  
 
Response to comment 16 
 
The drought planning scenario, or “problem”, that this project is intended to address is 
fully described in Appendix A of this EIR: that is, a drought with similar intensity as what 
occurred from 1987 to 1992.  We are aware that the drought was interrupted by a 
rainfall event in 1991 that likely prevented the imposition of extreme water conservation 
measures necessary to avoid a complete loss of water for the community.  Well # 4 was 
constructed in 1997, after the drought, but in fact simply replaced wells #1 and #2, in 
close proximity to both, in order to address construction issues with the older wells (see 
also the response to comment # 11 above).  Consequently, no additional water supply 
is accessed by well #4.  Well #3 was completed in 1991 in the midst of the drought, but 
not utilized until 1993 due to water quality issues.  As noted in comment #10 above and 
its response, well #3 did supply all of the community’s needs during a wet period.  
During that period (March-April 2001) the well supplied water a rate of that translates to 
80 acre feet per year, average safe annual yield (according to the 2001 Ferrara memo).  
During a drought period, and with reductions in supply from well #4 similar in nature to 
what wells #1 and #2 experienced in 1987-1992, water supplied by the only other well in 
the community would not be sufficient without either a “miracle March” as the 1991 
event was termed, or without imposition of extreme water conservation measures. The 
risk that the community would be without sufficient water is considered unacceptably 
high by the Department of Public Works.  It should be noted that “extreme water 
conservation measures” are those that would be expected to substantially intrude into 
people’s daily lives.  
 
Response to comment 17 
 
See response to comment #2 above. 
 
Response to comment 18 
 
See the response to comment #5 above. 
 
Response to comment 19 
 
Section 5.6 of this EIR contains a complete analysis of the Hazards and Hazardous 
materials associated with the proposed project.  As noted in that Section, CSA 23 uses 
sodium hypochlorite while the State Water Project uses chloramines for disinfection.  
Both are effective disinfectants that pose a level of impact if released to the environment 
from a spill.  As documented in section 5.6, there is no significant increase in risk from 
the use of State Water in the CSA 23 distribution system. 
 
 

10.0 Comments and Responses

10-68 CSA 23 Final SEIR 2011



Response to comment 20 
 
See the response to comment #19 above. 
 
Response to comment 21 
 
Section 7.0 of this EIR contains a full description and analysis of the growth inducing 
potential of the project. 
 
Response to comment 22 
 
This concerns the impacts to the revenue stream of CSA 23 as a result of reduced 
water use compelled by water conservation programs.  The focus of the EIR is to 
provide information about the environmental consequences of a proposed project.  
Funding issues are not part of that analysis.  It is known that many water systems have 
raised their rates to replace lost revenue because some of the costs of maintaining a 
water system are not directly related to the amount of water pumped.  This is a common 
scenario in many communities.  However, to avoid conservation programs because they 
do not save the consumer money may not be a valid reason to avoid this approach. 
 
Response to comment 23 
 
CEQA requires the summary section of an EIR to list areas of controversy known to the 
lead agency.  At the time of the writing of the draft EIR the only known area of 
controversy was growth inducement, as it has been at the forefront of community water 
discussions for many years.   Others areas of controversy may include those listed in 
the comment; however, the extended comment period for this EIR elicited only six 
comment letters; one or more of the issued listed in this comment were identified in only 
three.  Whether controversial or not, all of the comments are included in and responded 
to in this EIR. 
 
Response to comment 24 
 
See the response to comment #A above. 
 
Response to comment 25 
 
See the responses to comments #A and #5 above. 
 
Response to comment 26 
 
County staff’s interpretation of the current desires of the community with respect to 
water supply since the year 2000 is based on attendance at numerous public meetings 
and forums, response to various reports and proposals, and by listening to various 
individual community members.  At this point in the process, the “focus” is to develop a 
project and accompanying EIR for the community’s consideration.  The community, 
through their elected representatives and/or an assessment vote, may or may not 
decide to move forward with the project in its proposed form.  The purpose of the EIR is 
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to provide environmental impact information so that the community and decision makers 
can make informed decisions. 
 
Response to comment 27 
 
See the response to comment # 16 above. 
 
Response to comment 28 
 
Comment noted.  Occasional typographical errors that do not affect the meaning of the 
document may occur as a result of the writer’s efforts to reduce costs to the community 
by limiting detailed review of successive drafts. 
 
Response to comment 29 
 
See the response to comment #2 above.  Also note that the school well and well #3 are 
located approximately 1,500 feet apart.  The Hopkins report describes the Santa 
Margarita Formation as having a low permeability, meaning a relatively low rate at 
which water moves through it.  Therefore, a traditional draw down test would likely not 
show any interference for a very substantial period of time.  Of more relevance, and 
potential concern, is shown in Plate 9 of the Hopkins report.  Five of the six bedrock 
wells illustrated show a steady decline in the static well level as pump tests progressed.  
This is clear indication that the rate at which these wells can supply water over longer 
time periods is limited.   
 
Response to comment 30 
 
See the response to comment #5 
 
Response to comment 31 
 
See the response to comment #3 
 
Response to comment 32 
 
Section 5.12, Aesthetics and Visual Resources, contains the analysis of potential visual 
impacts and concludes that the long-term visual impacts are not significant because any 
new above ground structures and fences would be located in close proximity to existing 
site features, in an area with similar type development. 
 
Response to comment 33 
 
See the response to comment #16 above.  
 
Response to comment 34 
 
See the response to comment #16 above. 
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Response to comment 35 
 
This comment is correct, however, it should be clarified that well #4 taps a traditional 
aquifer composed of layers of alluvial material where water is contained in the spaces 
between rocks and sand particles.  Well #3 taps the Santa Margarita Formation, a 
bedrock formation composed of sandstone where water is contained in fractures and in 
the pores within the sandstone itself 
 
Response to comment 36 
 
The Todd report, on page 11 at paragraph 2, describes the geologic conditions 
encountered when well #4 was drilled in 1996; the well, at a depth of 49 feet 
encountered shale and blue sandstone.  Above the shale lies “a coarse-grained sand 
and gravel aquifer” from which the well produces water.  Section 2.5 of the Santa 
Margarita Ranch Environmental Constraints and Opportunities Analysis (Envicom July 
1993 and included a appendix G of this EIR), contains geologic cross sections of the 
Santa Margarita area (Figure W-2), followed by a description of the various 
hydrogeologic units that underlie the community.  The shale encountered below well #4 
is the Monterey Formation, which can be seen underlying the alluvial aquifer in cross 
section D-D in Figure W-2.  The Monterey Formation is described on page 2-100: 
 

The Monterey formation is a well-bedded sequence of shale, mudstone, sandstone, 
diatomite, and tuff.  The Monterey formation occurs at the surface west of the Rinconada 
fault and in a central synclinal belt along the Nacimiento fault zone.  The unit also occurs at 
depth under the valley area.  Information concerning the hydrologic characteristics of this 
unit is lacking, however, because of its fine-grained nature, it is probably not a favorable 
prospect for groundwater development.” 

 
This is the source of the referenced discussion on page 2-1 of the EIR. 
 
Response to comment 37 
 
See the response to comment #11 above. 
 
Response to comment 38 
 
See the response to comments #10 and #35 above. 
 
Response to comment 39 
 
See the response to comment #10 above. 
 
Response to comment 40 
 
See the response to comment #10 above. 
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Response to comment 41 
 
The proposed project addresses drought reliability for the community of Santa 
Margarita.  If additional proposals to utilize State Water or any other source to address 
other issues are developed, those projects would also require environmental review. 
 
Response to comment 42 
 
The purpose of the EIR is to provide information about the environmental effects of the 
proposed project; whether or not the project meets state water rights requirements is 
not an environmental issue.  In as much as well #3 cannot support the community’s 
water needs during a prolonged drought period, it could be concluded that the current 
system does not comply with Section 64554c.  (Historically, the highest use period is in 
August and requires 30 acre feet of water; operationally well #3 cannot supply that 
quantity.) At the same time, implementation of the proposed project would mitigate the 
concerns that are embodied in Section 64554c. The issue of water rights with respect to 
the existing well #4 is not impacted by a connection to State Water as proposed by the 
project. 
 
Response to comment 43 
 
See the response to comment #10 above. 
 
Response to comment 44 
 
See the response to comments #10, #11, and #16 above. 
 
Response to comment 45 
 
This comment represents the commenter’s opinion without reference to the information 
contained in the draft EIR or its supporting documents and is duly noted.  Although 
when taken in the context of other comments from the same individual it is understood 
to be expressed in light of all of the evidence and information presented in the EIR; 
however, the County’s technical and professional staff have reached a different 
conclusion which is expressed as the proposed project.  
 
Response to comment 46 
 
The EIR provides information about the reliability of the State Water Project precisely so 
that the reader can understand the context in which the proposed project would be 
implemented.  The consequences of a statewide drought in which local and State Water 
supplies are insufficient to supply the community are clear and obvious: a declaration of 
a water supply emergency and the implementation of any available measures to 
mitigate the health and safety impacts to the community.  As described in the EIR, the 
intent of the project is to reduce the potential for such occurrences.  Also see the 
response to comment #5 above.   
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Response to comment 47 
 
The comment is incorrect.  The costs to the community of drought reliability water and 
supplemental water are described on page 9 of Appendix A of this EIR (County of San 
Luis Obispo, 2010, Santa Margarita California (CSA23) 2010 Water Supply Reliability 
Report).  80 acre feet of supplemental water would cost an estimated $650,000 in one-
time capital expenses with annual costs of $110,000.  80 acre feet of drought reliability 
water would cost an estimated $608,500 in one-time capital expenses with annual costs 
of $7,110.  The monthly equivalent cost to property owners is $24 for supplemental 
water and less than $5 for drought reliability water.  The key element making the 
difference is that 80 acre feet of drought reliability water can be had for the cost of 5 
acre feet annually, while 80 acre feet of supplemental water requires paying for 80 acre 
feet annually. 
 
Response to comment 48 
 
This comment reflects the commenter’s opinion that that a different and more inclusive 
project should be proposed.  However, as required by CEQA the EIR focuses on the 
impacts of the proposed project.  Appendix A of this EIR (County of San Luis Obispo, 
2010, Santa Margarita California (CSA23) 2010 Water Supply Reliability Report), 
describes how and why the project objectives were developed. 
 
Response to comment 49 
 
See the response to comments # A and #48 above. 
 
Response to comment 50 
 
See the response to comment #A above; the lead agency is required by law to evaluate 
the potential environmental impacts of its own projects. 
 
Response to comment 51 
 
The EIR does not deem any of the Nacimiento Water Project Alternatives as technically 
infeasible.  However, the ultimate cost of a project is an important consideration.   
 
Response to comment 52 
 
See the response to comment #4. 
 
Response to comment 53 
 
See the response to comment #10 
 
Response to comment 54 
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Plate 3 in the Hopkins Report (Included as Appendix B-1 in this EIR) provides a map of 
the watersheds in the Santa Margarita area.  The stream referenced in this comment is 
in the Yerba Buena Creek Watershed. 
 
Response to comment 55 
 
See the response to comment #4 
 
Response to comment 56 
 
The Todd Report (included as Appendix B-2 in this EIR), contains a discussion of 
groundwater quality beginning on page 12 and continuing to page 14.  The discussion 
notes that “It is noteworthy that approximately eighty percent of the town (and 
wastewater discharge) is located in the Yerba Buena drainage, while wells 1, 2, and 4 
are located in the Santa Margarita drainage.”  Under the discussion of Methylene blue 
active substances (MBAS) wells 1 and 2 each detected MBAS 3 times (out of 56 
samples); “this suggest a minor component of septic effluent impact”.  While all samples 
for nitrogen were within drinking water standards, the detection of nitrite as NO3 
“suggests some effect of wastewater disposal”.  “Coliform data is suggestive, but not 
conclusive, that there could be small impacts on all wells from nearby waste disposal 
practices.”        
 
Response to comment 57 
 
From a technical standpoint placing more wells in the Santa Margarita drainage could 
be beneficial in managing the basin, but given the totality of the evidence contained in 
all of the groundwater reports would not be an effective means of ensuring drought 
reliability, which is the focus of the proposed project, which leads to the other 
recommendations in the same report: 
 

Operating Recommendation 7: It would also be prudent to continue to 
negotiate with imported water agencies to supplement existing as well as 
potential resources, particularly during extreme drought (i.e., Water years 
1991 and 1992) or during maximum month demands. 

 
The proposed drought reliability project is in response to Operating Recommendation 7, 
recognizing that while further groundwater development may provide various benefits to 
the community, drought periods require water from outside the local hydrogeologic 
system to provide an acceptable measure of public health and safety.  It should also be 
noted that the CSA 23 does not have, and likely could not gain, the right to drill new 
wells outside the boundary of the district, an issue not within the scope of the Todd 
report. 
 
Response to comment 58 
 
See the response to comment #57 above. 
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Response to comment 59 
 
The referenced memo “Aquifer Test Report, Santa Margarita Ranch ConocoPhillips 
Santa Margarita Pipeline RM&R Site No. 3475, Terra Pacific Group, January 7, 2010” 
(now on file with the San Luis Obispo County Department of Public Works) was 
prepared to assess the potential impact on oil contamination from the pumping a well on 
the Santa Margarita Ranch.  The referenced report, on page 17 paragraph 4 states: 
 

“Groundwater in the vicinity of SMR Well No.1 flows in a northwest direction.  Based on 
water level measurements taken prior to the start of the constant-rate pumping test in 
observation wells P-1B and P-2B, the calculated gradient in the alluvial aquifer is 
approximately 0.017.” 

 
This statement is also supported by aquifer thickness and elevation information 
presented beginning on page 3 of the report.  Note also that the majority of the 
petroleum product that leaked from the ConocoPhillips pipelines over the years 
consisted of heavy San Joaquin crude, which requires heating or dilution to flow.  
Historically the oil was heated at pumping stations along the pipeline from Lost Hills to 
Avila.  Leaked oil would cool after it left the pipeline and congeal to the thickness of 
asphalt ion the surrounding soil.  Volatile compounds would evaporate out of the soil 
column, leaving the now even thicker product behind.  This may account for the lack of 
oil detected in down gradient water wells. 
 
Response to comment 60 
 
Section 5.1.4.2 of this EIR contains a full discussion of the impacts of the water 
conservation alternative and describes how it is that it would have greater 
environmental impacts if implemented without an additional outside water source to 
supplement the community’s drought period water needs. 
 
Response to comment 61 
 
It should be noted that well #3 requires filtration for iron and manganese; the well also 
contain arsenic but at levels below current regulatory thresholds.  Water quality in a new 
well in the same formation would be expected to be similar. 
 
Response to comment 62 
 
See the response to comment #2 above. 
 
Response to comment 63 
 
See the response to comments #2, #10 and #29 above. 
 
Response to comment 64 
 
See the response to comment #4 above. 
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Response to comment 65 
 
See the response to comments #10 and #29 above. 
 
Response to comment 66 
 
Previous statements regarding the impacts on aquifers and wells are documented in 
this EIR and supported by the technical appendices to this EIR, as well as by all 
referenced documents, including those attached to comments, as described in the 
responses to the comments above. 
 
Response to comment 67 
 
See the response to comment #4 above 
 
Response to comment 68 
 
See the response to comments #10 and #16 above. 
 
Response to comment 69 
 
As shown in Exhibit 2-3 of this EIR, San Luis Obispo County State Water Contractors 
hold allocations of 4,830 acre feet and drought buffer allocations of 4,897 acre feet.  
The County Flood Control District has 9,727 acre feet of unallocated water.  In practical 
terms, this means that all State Water Contractors in San Luis Obispo County will 
receive 100% of their water even when State deliveries fall as low as 20%.   
 
Response to comment 70 
 
Graywater systems can be an important component of on-going water conservation 
efforts.  Readers should be aware that State regulations regarding graywater systems 
have recently changed, allowing homeowners to install simple systems without needing 
to go through a complicated permitting process.  Contact your local building department 
for more information. 
 
Response to comment 71 
 
The project would be implemented during periods of extreme drought; no water would 
be imported into Santa Margarita during normal or wet periods.  Therefore, the project 
will have no impact on flooding. 
 
Response to comment 72 
 
Agricultural irrigation in the area to the west of Santa Margarita has been well 
documented over time.  While current practices may have curtailed irrigation, it should 
be noted that the “Aquifer Test Report, Santa Margarita Ranch ConocoPhillips Santa 
Margarita Pipeline RM&R Site No. 3475, Terra Pacific Group, January 7, 2010” 
referenced in previous comments was prepared in 2010 to support plans to use an 
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existing water supply well located north of Santa Margarita for irrigation and domestic 
water supply, the construction of a new reservoir, and the installation of two new 
irrigation wells and a new domestic well.  All are located in the area west and north of 
Santa Margarita, and south of the ConocoPhillips pipeline.  
 
Response to comment 73 
 
See the response to comments #8 and #9 above. 
 
Response to comment 74 
 
See the response to comment #4 above. 
 
Response to comment 75 
 
See the response to comment #4 above. 
 
Response to comment 76 
 
See the response to comments #12 and #59 above. 
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