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13.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
13.1 CEQA REQUIREMENTS
Before approving a project, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the Lead
Agency to prepare and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15120 through 15132, and Section 15161, the
Cambria Community Services District has prepared an EIR for the Water Master Plan (SCH
#2004071009). The Response to Comments section, combined with the Draft EIR, comprise
the Final EIR.
The following is an excerpt from the CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, Contents of Final
Environmental Impact Report:
The Final EIR shall consist of:
(a)

The Draft EIR or a version 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.

This Response to Comments section includes all of the above-required components and shall
be attached to the Final EIR.

13.2 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS
DRAFT EIR
The Draft EIR was circulated for review and comment to the public, agencies, and
organizations. The Draft EIR was also circulated to State agencies for review through the State
Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research. A notice of availability was placed in The
Cambrian (newspaper). The 45-day public review period ran from February 29, 2008 to April
14, 2008. Comments received during the 45-day public review period have been incorporated
into this section.

FINAL EIR
The Final EIR allows the public and Lead Agency an opportunity to review revisions to the Draft
EIR, the responses to comments, and other components of the EIR, such as the Mitigation
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Monitoring Program, prior to approval of the project. The Final EIR serves as the environmental
document to support a decision on the proposed project.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15090, the Lead Agency must make the following three
certifications, after completing the Final EIR and before approving the project:
 That the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;
 That the Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency,
and that the decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the
Final EIR prior to approving the project; and
 That the Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis.
Additionally, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b), when a Lead Agency approves a
project that would result in significant, unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in the Final EIR,
the agency must submit in writing its reasons for supporting the approved action. This
Statement of Overriding Considerations is supported by substantial information in the record,
which includes the Final EIR. Since the proposed project would result in significant,
unavoidable impacts, the Lead Agency would be required to adopt a Statement of Overriding
Considerations if it approves the proposed project.
These certifications, the Findings of Fact, and the Statement of Overriding Considerations are
included in a separate Findings document. Both the Final EIR and the Findings will be
submitted to the Lead Agency for consideration of the proposed project.
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13.3 WRITTEN COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES
Table 13-1, List of Persons/Agencies Commenting on DEIR, provides a listing of the persons,
organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR.
Table 13-1
List of Persons/Agencies Commenting on DEIR
Letter
Number

Commentor Name

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Terry Roberts, Director
Susan Armstrong
Ron Massengil
Jim Webb
Charlotte Darehshori
Debby and Tom Mix
Amanda Rice
Frank Butz
Richard Hawley
Brandt Kehoe
William Washburn
Jack Morrow
Jack Morrow
Billie and Bob Turner
Bob Horvath
Donald R. Thomas
Howard Vallens
Elizabeth Bettenhausen
Lynne Harkins

20

Cynthia Hawley, Attorney

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Vern Kalshan, Attorney
S. and James Mulroony
Carolyn Opie
Amanda Rice
Leslie Melina Richards
Steve Shimek, Executive Director
Norm and Mary Stockton
Anonymous
Mary Webb

Agency
State of California Governors Office of Planning and Research
Resident
Resident
Resident
Resident
Residents
Resident
Resident
Greenspace The Cambria Land Trust
Resident
Resident
Water Issues Task Force Santa Lucia Chapter of the Sierra Club
Water Issues Task Force Santa Lucia Chapter of the Sierra Club
Residents
Property Owner
Resident
Resident
Resident
Resident
Greenspace - The Cambria Land Trust and Landwatch
San Luis Obispo County
Attorney at Law
Residents
Resident
Resident
Resident
The Otter Project
Residents
Resident

This Section includes the written and verbal comments received on the Draft EIR, followed by
the responses to the significant environmental points raised by the comments. The numbered
responses that follow correspond to the numbered comments listed in Table 13-1. A response
is provided for each comment raising significant environmental issues, as received by the CCSD
during the Draft EIR review period. Added or modified text is double-underscored (example of
text addition) while deleted text is presented in strikeout font (example).
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 1
Terry Roberts, Director
State of California Governors Office of Planning and Research
April 15, 2008

1-1

The State Clearinghouse has provided confirmation of receipt of the Draft EIR and
the close of the review period on April 14, 2008. No state agencies submitted
comments by that date. No additional response is necessary.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 2
Susan Armstrong, Resident
March 29, 2008

2-1

The commentor offers perspective regarding water supply concerns in the
community. The commentor does not provide new environmental information and
does not directly comment on information provided in the Draft EIR. No further
response is necessary.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 3
Ron Massengil, Resident
March 31, 2008

3-1

The commentor makes reference to the project being located on a “sensitive holy
ground,” with no supporting information to back up this statement. Conversely, a
proposed on-shore desalination treatment facility is described by reference within the
WMP Program EIR as being located on existing CCSD-owned property that is
currently used in part for the percolation of treated wastewater effluent. Any related
infrastructure, such as connecting transmission pipelines, would be underground.
For proposed desalination facilities, a project-level EIR/EIS analysis and associated
mitigation measures will encourage the use of previously disturbed areas, such as
existing roadways and parking lots on State Parks property in order to avoid
sensitive areas. Trenchless construction technology will also be analyzed at a
project-level to further avoid potential impacts. A future project-level EIR/EIS for
desalination will address in greater detail the issues and concerns expressed by the
commentor.
With regard to the commentor questioning agreements, the CCSD and State Parks
have an existing agreement where the CCSD provides potable water service and
wastewater treatment to the San Simeon State Parks campground. The proposed
desalination project would increase the reliability of service to this visitor-serving
State Parks facility, while also placing less demand on the existing aquifers along
San Simeon Creek and Santa Rosa Creek. Placing less demand on the creek
aquifers, particularly during the dry season and extended drought periods, is
anticipated to further protect young-of-year steelhead that reside in Cambria’s creeks
year round. Thus, the proposed project is anticipated to provide benefits to what the
commentor views as a potential “game stopper.”
With regard to biological resource considerations, the Draft EIR provides an overview
of biological habitat considerations, which will be subject to further analysis under a
project level desalination CEQA/NEPA public review and environmental clearance
process.

3-2

The Draft EIR provides an overview of biological habitat considerations. Further
analysis is to be conducted for a project-level desalination CEQA/NEPA clearance,
which would include a detailed review of desalination discharge and entrapment
considerations.
The commentor’s reference and discussion related to the Diablo Canyon Nuclear
power plant discharge is not related to the CCSD’s proposed desalination alternative,
but is noted. In addition, a future desalination facility will be subject to permitting by
the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) as well as other resource
agencies.

Final  July 2008

13-13

Comments and Responses

Program Environmental Impact Report
Cambria Community Services District Water Master Plan

3-3

The CCSD is in the process of gathering geotechnical data to support the
development of a project description for analysis within a project-level EIR/EIS. A
key feature that the CCSD will be developing from this data is a subterranean intake,
which would also avoid potential impacts to marine organisms. The CCSD
consulting team currently investigating this effort includes Dr. Scott Jenkins of the
Scripps Institute. Dr. Jenkins is a renowned expert on coastal erosion and will be
instrumental in guiding the development of project approaches that will avoid the
concerns expressed on this subject.

3-4

With regard to Steelhead and the San Simeon Creek habitat area, the Draft EIR
provides a programmatic overview of biological resource considerations. The project
level desalination CEQA/NEPA review/clearance will include a detailed analysis of
habitat affects for the area. As described in Response to Comment No. 3-1, the
proposed desalination alternative project is anticipated to offer additional protection
to young-of-the year steelhead by providing a water supply that would be
independent of the area’s coastal stream aquifers.

3-5

Comment is noted. Commentor does not directly comment on information provided
in the Draft EIR. The project-level EIR/EIS for desalination will also include analysis
of various alternatives. The current data gathering effort for the project level EIR/EIS
is focused on developing subterranean facilities that would avoid the impact
concerns mentioned.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 4
Jim Webb, Resident
March 31, 2008

4-1

The commentor offers comment on the selection of a desalination alternative. More
specifically, the commentor believes that desalination and any supplemental source
of water including desalination will induce growth. This is correct. The Program EIR
and specifically the Buildout Reduction Program provides a feasible mitigation
measure to potential growth inducing impacts of desalination.
The commentor mischaracterizes the water planning problem facing the CCSD and
its legal obligations and authority to solve the water shortage emergency. The
CCSD declared a Water Code Section 350 water shortage emergency which legally
empowered the CCSD to limit the availability of new water connections. Pursuant to
these emergency powers the CCSD imposed a moratorium. This declaration also
imposed a legal duty upon the CCSD Board to seek more reliable sources of water
and develop infrastructure to deliver it to the Cambria community.
The WMP was been developed to identify and study the environmental impacts of
the alternatives for feasible sources of water that could solve the water shortage
emergency. It also recognizes that when the CCSD fulfills its legal duty to solve the
water shortage that it will no longer have the legal authority to limit the number of
water connections that are available each year. What will be left to protect the
community of Cambria from uncontrolled growth are the laws and permitting
authority of the County of San Luis Obispo, the California Coastal Commission, other
regulatory agencies, and CEQA.
CEQA specifically requires that the CCSD consider the growth inducing impacts of
its water projects and to adopt all feasible mitigation measures to mitigate these
identified impacts. The formulation and study of the BRP was to develop and
determine the feasibility of a mitigation measure that would mitigate the growth
inducing impacts of water supply projects and reduce the future need for water in the
CCSD boundaries. With much study and community input, the CCSD developed the
BRP and determined it to be a feasible mitigation measure to potential growth
inducing impacts of the water projects identified in the WMP.
Within the twenty year minimum water planning window required by the Water Code,
the CCSD has confirmed a maximum of 4,650 existing and future residential
connections, as the likely buildout of Cambria. This would represent an increase of
864 connections over the 3,980 existing and in process connections. In coordination
with the WMP program, as well as earlier CCC recommendations, the CCSD’s BRP
would mitigate the WMP’s potential for growth-inducing impacts to ensure that the
long-term demand for residential water connections in Cambria (primarily singlefamily homes) does not exceed 4,650 existing and future residential connections; this
EIR has incorporated the BRP as mitigation measure. In order to ensure that the
likely limit of residential connections is not exceeded, the CCSD would implement the
BRP program to retire and reduce the potential number of residential building sites.
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The overall goal of the BRP is to retire and/or merge enough potential building sites
in Cambria so that the remaining number of suitable building sites roughly matches
the 864 (total) additional outstanding residential water connections that have been
approved by the CCSD. To accomplish this goal, 3,357 residential lots would need
to be retired and/or merged. Potential building sites, not all vacant lots, would be
targeted because many lots do not qualify for development, since they are too small
to acquire water rights. The BRP anticipates continued implementation of current
CCSD and County programs to retire and/or merge residential lots. Of the BRP and
indicates that of the 3,357 residential lots that remain undeveloped, an estimated
1,526 total lots are non-buildable.
The BRP also estimates that 879 total residential lots would be retired and/or merged
voluntarily by the lot owner. These lots include the retirement of potential building
sites with deed restrictions/ conservation easements and merging vacant lots with
existing built-up lots. The BRP sets forth specific funding mechanisms that will
provide money to purchase at fair market value the remaining 879 lots that are part
of potential building sites. Compliance with the BRP would serve as the tool to cap
the maximum number of potential water service residential connections within the
CCSD service area to a maximum of 4,650. This mitigation measure would be
imposed by the County of San Luis Obispo and/or the California Coastal
Commission as a condition of approval for a supplemental water supply project. This
condition would require that a certain number of lots be retired pursuant to the BRP
prior to the issuance of intent to serve letters pursuant to the County of San Luis
Obispo’s growth control ordinance. The net result of implementing the BRP is that
growth in Cambria will never exceed the maximum of 4,650 connections. Either the
remaining buildable lots will be retired and 4,650 connections will exist or not enough
lots have been retired and there are less than 4,650 connections.
When the BRP is imposed as a condition of approval of a development permit for a
water supply project, lot retirement will follow the County of San Luis Obispo’s growth
management ordinance. If that ordinance is amended or repealed, the BRP would
still limit the total connections to a maximum of 4,650, which is the amount analyzed
by the EIR. If the ordinance is repealed, the operation of the BRP would slow growth
by itself either due to the fact that not enough lots are retired or by specific language
in the condition.
Once this condition is imposed by the County of San Luis Obispo and/or the
California Coastal Commission, it can only be modified by an application by the
CCSD and the approval of the County of San Luis Obispo and the approval of the
California Coastal Commission. Since this condition is a mitigation measure, it must
be monitored by the CCSD. If it is not monitored or followed by the CCSD, since it is
a mitigation measure, any private citizen can sue the CCSD to enforce the exact
terms of the condition requiring scheduled compliance with the BRP.
The general goals for planning in Cambria presented in the NCAP (i.e., Goal 2
[Orderly Development], Goal 4 [Location and Timing of Urban Development] and
Goal 5 [Location and Timing of Development within Cambria]) function as criteria to
determine consistency of the WMP with the LUE/LCP. Implementation of the BRP
as mitigation for the proposed WMP would be in furtherance of these identified goals.
Compliance with the provisions specified in the BRP would provide for a sustainable
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rate of development within the planned capacity of the proposed WMP. The WMP
system capacity is sized to be commensurate with the planned level of development
proposed in the BRP (a maximum of 4,650 residential connections). Compliance
with the BRP would enable the CCSD to provide and maintain water services.
Additionally, through compliance with the BRP, new water services would be
allocated in such a manner that would minimize the adverse growth-inducing
impacts.
The merger and development of lots is within the authority of County of San Luis
Obispo and/or the California Coastal Commission and is unchanged by the BRP.
Mergers may, depending on the applicable zoning laws, allow for the construction of
more or larger structures. The net effect of the retirement of buildable lots is the
reduction of commercial and residential development that will be a positive
environmental consequence that will far exceed any expansions that the County of
San Luis Obispo and/or the California Coastal Commission allows. It should be
noted that the BRP does not allow the transfer of development credits from retired
lots.
The BRP is a significant and feasible measure to mitigate potential growth inducing
impacts of a supplemental water supply project. When its implementation is required
pursuant to the authority of the County of San Luis Obispo and/or the California
Coastal Commission, it will become a permanent and legally enforceable program.
When the BRP is fully implemented it will result in a maximum of 4,650 water
connections for the CCSD. No legal action by property owners alleging that their
property is taken without the payment of just compensation can be successful
because the BRP only raises the money to pay lot owner’s who choose to sell their
property “just compensation”.
4-2

The 4,650 existing and future residential connection cap limitation is in conformance
with the County-adopted Cambria Community Plan Update, which was also certified
by the California Coastal Commission. Any future increase beyond this number
would be subject to a Local Coastal Plan amendment. Besides County and State
oversight, local CCSD Measure P, which was passed in 2006, requires a majority
vote of the local electorate before authorizing a sphere of influence amendment or
the extension of domestic water services outside of the 2006 jurisdictional
boundaries of the CCSD, which will increase water services to a connection amount
in excess of 4, 650.

4-3

Within comments 4-3 and 4-4 the commentor questions the comparison matrix used
in the earlier Kennedy/Jenks Long Term Alternatives assessment report. The
reliability of desalination versus dams is also questioned. Each long-term supply
alternative will have certain advantages and disadvantages. However, desalination,
when properly designed and applied was viewed as a superior alternative on several
accounts, including environmental. Public CCSD Board meeting discussions also
reviewed and questioned various alternative approaches as the Kennedy/Jenks
report was being developed. With regard to the commentor’s preference towards
dams, in-stream reservoirs are very difficult to permit due to their impact on existing
native species, including critical habitat for the threatened South-Central Coast
steelhead trout. Off-stream storage reservoirs are generally more feasible than instream reservoirs, but also require pumping, and would require substantial removal
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of native vegetation and habitat when compared to a compact desalination facility
(approximately 6,400 square feet or less than two tenths of an acre), which can fit
onto much smaller land areas. Because desalination relies upon using the Pacific
Ocean as a storage reservoir, as opposed to a man-made reservoir, it requires far
less land area than a seasonal storage reservoir. Besides greater land impacts,
seasonal storage alternatives also have further environmental concerns associated
with the introduction of warmer water into local area streams as well as the potential
for introducing non-native species into the existing riparian habitats. Certain remote
storage reservoir locations, such as the Nacimiento Reservoir, can also require
substantial pumping to cross the Santa Lucia mountain range. The energy
improvements that have occurred with technological advancements to the
desalination process have greatly closed the gap when compared to pumping stored
water over such distances (e.g., the pumping pressure to lift water from the
Nacimiento Reservoir via an independent pipeline to Cambria requires about 1,040
psi (derived from Figures 4.3 and 4.4 of the 1993 Penfield & Smith reference cited
within the Task 4 WMP report), while the pumping pressure required for seawater
desalination can range from about 775 to 875 psi (personal communications with
Tom Seacord, Carollo Engineers, and James Lozier, CH2MHILL). Although
desalination does rely upon mechanical equipment, there are approximately 10,000
such plants in operation worldwide, with that number increasing each year.
The reliability of using a supply of seawater, which is always going to be available at
Cambria, versus a limited freshwater supply, was also considered as the alternatives
were evaluated. Seawater desalination is also less subject to climatic changes that
may ultimately alter historic rainfall data used in the sizing of man-made
impoundments. Improvements in desalination technology that have occurred since
the referenced 1994 Desalination EIR have also resulted in greater energy
efficiencies. Because energy use is a key concern with desalination, the CCSD has
included in its planning the use of renewable power as a means to negate such a
project’s carbon footprint, while also lowering its long-term operating costs.
4-4

With regard to the referenced matrix and dam/reservoir alternatives, please refer to
Response to Comment No. 4-3.

4-5

The commentor refers to the CCSD’s efforts to obtain a permit for geotechnical
exploration at the San Simeon Creek beach area. The purpose of this data
collection effort was to define alternative project descriptions for subsequent analysis
within a project-level EIR/EIS. Unfortunately, appeals to Coastal Commission on this
due diligence environmental planning effort managed to skew the purpose of this
effort to appear as if the CCSD was actually building a facility on the areas being
studied. Although a temporary setback is acknowledged on the geotechnical data
collection permit, the commentor may wish to note that the Coastal Commission has
previously approved permitting for a new desalination project at Sand City, which is
currently under construction. Most recently, the Coastal Commission approved
permitting for a major desalination facility in Carlsbad. In addition, the Marina Coast
Water Agency has an existing desalination facility that dates back to the 1990s.
During the Cambria data collection permitting effort, the Commission requested
further investigation of other beach areas. In response to this request, the CCSD is
in the process of gathering such additional data.
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4-6

Commentor raises concern for a desalination facility in the vicinity of San Simeon
Creek siting concerns over its proximity to critical steelhead habitat. The commentor
questions and seeks a review of alternative sites when a project level EIR/EIS for the
desalination facility occurs. A project level analysis is subject to the review and
analysis requirements set forth under the National Environmental Protection Act
(NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA and NEPA
requirements for a project level review include a range of alternatives, which may
include technology modifications, orientation of facilities and alternative site
locations. It is the CCSD’s intention and commitment to fully comply with the project
level review requirements, which is also based upon a fully defined and detailed
project description. It is also noted in Response to Comments Nos. 4-13 and 29-1,
that seasonal storage reservoirs in the area will fill in or remove critical steelhead
habitat.1 Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), all federal agencies
must ensure that any actions they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species, or destroy or adversely modify
its designated critical habitat. Constructing dams would require federal permitting,
and would therefore require compliance with Section 7 of the ESA.

4-7

Contrary to the commentor’s last sentence, the Santa Rosa Creek aquifer is currently
being used as a water supply via the CCSD’s emergency well SR-4, which is
upstream from the MtBE contamination plume. A future desalination facility will be
sized such that no dependence on the Santa Rosa aquifer would be required during
the dry season or an extended drought period.

4-8

Because the commentor has intermingled indoor and outdoor water use within his
discussion, the following response is intended to provide further clarification. From
past work by the USGS, (incorporated by reference within the Water Master Plan’s
Assessment of Long-Term Supply Alternatives report – Yates & Von Konyenberg,
USGS Report 98-4061, page 66), on an annual basis, approximately 83 percent of
the water produced was used for indoor use in Cambria, while 17 percent was used
outdoors. Roughly two percent of the indoor water use is consumed and would
therefore not enter the sanitary sewer system. Within the WMP Program EIR
discussion, the percentage of indoor water use was rounded down to approximately
75 percent, with the remaining outdoor water use being rounded to approximately 25
percent. Should future water produced by a seawater desalination facility have a
similar indoor and outdoor use distribution, a conservatively low 75 percent of this
new supply will be treated at the CCSD wastewater treatment plant before being
recharged into the San Simeon aquifer at the CCSD’s existing percolation ponds.
Desalination would therefore serve to increase the quantity of water available in the
hydraulic mound area and any underflow that may subsequently charge the San
Simeon Creek lagoon area. The USGS report, principally authored by Eugene
Yates, used 30 percent of applied irrigation water as ultimately percolating through
the upper soil mantle before being returned to the groundwater supply. This later
percentage varies depending upon specific irrigation methods and corresponding
efficiencies, as well as which groundwater basin the demand is located in. To
answer the commentor’s specific question, the maximum potential increase to the
groundwater basins from seawater desalination would be approximately 450 to 500
acre feet during the dry season (i.e., 602 acre-ft/dry season (maximum desalination
1

40 CFR Part 256, September 2, 2005, “Endangered and Threatened Species; Designation of Critical
Habitat for Seven Evolutionarily Significant Units of Pacific Salmon and Steelhead in California; Final Rule.”
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capacity) times .75 from interior use demands, plus 602 X 0.25 X 0.30 from potential
recharge, which varies depending upon specific use). The added 450 to 500 acrefeet of recharge from the use of seawater desalination during the dry season,
equates to 800,000 to 885,000 gallons per day.
4-9

Because of the current CCSD water moratorium, it is incorrect to assume new water
demands will “initially be met with groundwater pumped from the San Simeon aquifer
and subsequently through use of desalination.” The CCSD moratorium will not be
completely lifted until a new water supply has been secured. Response to Comment
No. 4-8 responds to the question on San Simeon groundwater and its relationship to
desalination. The commentor describes two older desalination facilities that are not
in operation and does not account for other such facilities that are currently in
operation worldwide, as well as advances in technology that have since occurred
that greatly improve operational efficiencies.

4-10

With regard to Steelhead and creek habitat considerations, please refer to Response
to Comment Nos. 3-4, 4-6, 4-7 and 4-8.

4-11

With regard to Steelhead and creek habitat considerations, please refer to Response
to Comment Nos. 3-4, 4-6, 4-7 and 4-8.

4-12

With regard to Steelhead and creek habitat considerations, please refer to Response
to Comment Nos. 3-4, 4-6, 4-7, and 4-8.
Other comments are noted, which do not directly comment on information provided
in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.

4-13

The commentor argues in favor of developing a seasonal storage reservoir and
notes that municipal neighbors use such approaches. The closest such municipal
reservoir to the CCSD is the Whale Rock reservoir east of Cayucos to the south.
The Army built this particular reservoir during World War II with the purpose of
serving Camp San Luis Obispo. Besides being an urgent wartime effort, its
construction preceded enactment of significant regulations, including the
Endangered Species Act, as well as the Coastal Act. In essence the commentor is
overlooking the historical perspective of when this reservoir was constructed as well
as the motivating forces behind its construction at that time. It is doubtful that such a
reservoir ever be permitted in today’s highly regulated and controlled environment.
The small reservoir sizes being suggested by the commentor also become relatively
large reservoirs in order to obtain similar levels of reliability when compared to
desalination, which relies upon the ocean for storage. Factors that increase
reservoirs in size include evaporative losses, long-term storage losses due to
siltation, leakage into geologic formations, regulatory requirements that can require
releases to support downstream riparian habitats, diversions required to ensure
water rights are maintained, as well as seasonal rainfall fluctuations that require
multiple year demand storage for drought protection. By comparing a small-scale
agricultural pond for cattle watering to a municipal water supply, the commentor is
making an over simplification. Per Response to Comment Nos. 4-3, 4-6, and 29-1,
storage reservoirs also create environmental impacts and require considerably
greater land use when compared to a compact desalination facility. Setting such
land aside for storage, particularly in areas such as Cambria that contain significant
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expanses of Federally designated critical habitat, have their own unique set of
onerous and complex environmental concerns as well as permitting requirements.
4-14

The commentor does not consider recent legislation (AB 946, 2007 - Krekorian) in
his discussion, which allows for net metering credit from remotely located renewable
power supply systems that can further offset long-term energy costs.

4-15

The commentor implies that desalination is a much larger project than storage
projects and draws parallels to irrigation ponds used to water cattle. The commentor
is further reminded that the CCSD does not have the flexibility outlined in his rancher
analogy by simply reducing the number of cattle raised in response to a drought. For
example, the CCSD cannot simply ask its customers to leave town due to a water
shortage, and has therefore developed the subject Water Master Plan approaches.
The commentor further questions the addition of future connections as well as the
application of a 50-percent quality of life increase in sizing the proposed desalination
project. The “quality of life” increase could have been similarly labeled as a safety or
contingency factor used in sizing a future facility as opposed to condoning the future
relaxation of established water conservation practices. In order to respond to the 50percent quality of life increase questioning, the sensitivity of the percent quality of life
increase needs to be viewed from a facility sizing perspective.
Convenient references for reviewing the sensitivity of the 50-precent value can be
found in Tables 2-6 and 2-7 of the Kennedy/Jenks Assessment of Long-Term Supply
Alternatives report. The 602 acre-feet per dry season sizing of the proposed
desalination project uses the lowest population density (see Table 2-7, 1.66 persons
per dwelling unit), the lowest ultimate buildout scenario column (4,650 existing and
future residential connections), while allowing for a 50 percent demand increase
when compared to current demands (i.e., 50 percent greater than demands that
occur while operating under a water shortage emergency). Comparing these same
criteria to a 2.21 persons per dwelling unit density (see Table 2-8), results in a need
for 819 acre-feet during the dry season. With no quality of life increase, the same
sizing needs reduce to 306 acre feet for the 1.66 density criteria, and 451 acre feet
for the 2.21 density. Based on review of historic census data, the water master
planning recommended proceeding with the 1.66 population density criteria for
sizing. Should future demographic changes result in the higher 2.21 population
density, the 602 acre-feet sizing equates to a 20 percent quality of life increase
allowance. Besides the potential unknowns on future demographics, reliability in
response to an emergency scenario was considered. Such emergency scenarios
would be no use of either aquifer being available following a catastrophic event.
Such events could involve accidental release of a contaminant to both aquifers, a
multiple-year drought with virtually no intervening aquifer recharge, a major wildland
fire, and tsunami inundation of the aquifers resulting in saltwater contamination.
Under such emergency scenarios, the 602 acre-feet per dry season facility would be
operated year-round resulting in the production of approximately 1,200 acre-feet.
When comparing the 1,200 acre-foot capacity against the 1.66 population density
table (Table 2-7), 1,009 acre-feet of supply would be needed assuming no quality of
life increase, and 1211 acre-feet with a 20-percent quality of life increase. If the 2.21
maximum population density were to evolve at some time in the future, 1256 acrefeet in demand would need to be provided, which allows for no quality of life
increase. Therefore, although referenced as a “quality of life” increase, this increase
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also serves as a safety factor in considering long-term reliability under emergency
events as well as providing some contingency should future demographics shift from
past patterns.
Under the 1.66 density criteria, the relative construction cost difference between
there being no quality of life increase allowance and a 50 percent increase, is
approximately $1,700,000. Granted this is not an insignificant amount, however this
sizing will provide the CCSD some room to adjust its operation in response to
emergency situations as well as potential changes in future demographics. This cost
differential will also be primarily related to the treatment process train components as
opposed to supporting pipelines and infrastructure.
The modular nature of
desalination could allow stepwise increases in capacity from 306 acre feet to 602
acre-feet per dry season capacity should the CCSD decide to do so in the future.
The CCSD operating staff can also adjust the future operation to match actual future
demands as well as seasonal rainfall patterns.
4-16

Comment is noted. As stated on Page 3-13 of the Draft EIR, Demand Management
involves further improvements to the current conservation program and regulations,
set forth by the CCSD, to reduce potable water use for landscaping. The CCSD is
also a signatory agency to the California Urban Water Conservation Council, which
promotes water conservation, as well as related research and innovation in
advancing water conservation. The water master plan recommends a three-pronged
approach to solving the chronic water shortages in Cambria; namely, water
conservation, recycled water for non-potable irrigation, and seawater desalination to
augment potable water supplies.

4-17

The commentor describes capital costs and funding needs, which will continue to be
a focus of concern by the CCSD and discussed in public forums. For desalination,
the CCSD was able to obtain a $10.3 million Federal authorization from the Water
Resources Development Act program, which provides 75 percent funding. Most
recently, the CCSD was also able to obtain a $3 million credit for local costs via the
2007 WRDA bill. If successful in obtaining subsequent appropriations, approximately
$13.3 million in Federal funding may ultimately be applied towards the desalination
project. Depending upon the contracting approach pursued, a certain level of
outside funding is also available for renewable power systems, such as solar arrays.
The recent passage of AB 946 in 2007 further allows for direct net metering credit to
the CCSD from operation of an inland or remote renewable power system, which
further brightens the outlook for future energy cost savings. With regard to
Alternatives and cost factors, please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-15.

4-18

Commentor does not comment on the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.

4-19

Comment is noted. Further discussion on the 50 percent quality of life increase can
be found in Response to Comment No. 4-15.

4-20

Comment is noted. Commentor does not directly comment on information provided
in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 5
Charlotte Darehshori, Resident
April 7, 2008

5-1

The commentor refers to Sections 15140 to 15154 and 15123 of the CEQA
Guidelines, which provide guidance in the preparation of EIR’s and Negative
Declarations. The commentor is correct in asserting that the EIR is to focus on
significant affects on the environment. As stated on Page 1-2 of the Draft EIR,
Section 15121 of CEQA identifies the main purposes of the EIR, which includes
identification of ways to minimize significant effects of a project.
The commentor’s reference to page limits and writing in “plain English” has been a
key consideration in publishing the document and text discussions are “streamlined”
wherever possible. The reference to CEQA page limits is a recommendation under
the CEQA Guidelines, but is not a requirement.

5-2

The comment has been noted.

5-3

The commentor refers to the application of Tiered documentation and processing.
The Draft EIR has been prepared as a Program EIR in accordance with Section
15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. Page 1-1 of the Draft EIR cites the provisions of
Section 15168, including the processing of the EIR. The Program EIR is to serve as
the CEQA clearance for the program/policy adoption of the Water Master Plan.
Facility implementation shall be subject to further environmental review, once each
project/facility can be fully defined and is then determined to be a “project” in
accordance with Public Resource Code 21065.
In order to further clarify the CCSD’s intent to conduct additional environmental
review accordance with the tiering provisions of CEQA (Section 15152), the following
is to be incorporated into the Final EIR, on Page 1-3, Paragraph 3 of the Draft EIR:

The CCSD intends to utilize this Program EIR as the tiering document for further
project level CEQA review in accordance with Section 15152 of the CEQA
Guidelines which is as follows:
15152. TIERING
(a) “Tiering” refers to using the analysis of general matters contained in a
broader EIR (such as one prepared for a general plan or policy
statement) with later EIRs and negative declarations on narrower
projects; incorporating by reference the general discussions from the
broader EIR; and concentrating the later EIR or negative declaration
solely on the issues specific to the later project.
(b) Agencies are encouraged to tier the environmental analyses which they
prepare for separate but related projects including general plans, zoning
changes, and development projects. This approach can eliminate
repetitive discussions of the same issues and focus the later EIR or
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negative declaration on the actual issues ripe for decision at each level of
environmental review. Tiering is appropriate when the sequence of
analysis is from an EIR prepared for a general plan, policy, or program to
an EIR or negative declaration for another plan, policy, or program of
lesser scope, or to a site-specific EIR or negative declaration. Tiering
does not excuse the lead agency from adequately analyzing reasonably
foreseeable significant environmental effects of the project and does not
justify deferring such analysis to a later tier EIR or negative declaration.
However, the level of detail contained in a first tier EIR need not be
greater than that of the program, plan, policy, or ordinance being
analyzed.
(c) Where a lead agency is using the tiering process in connection with an
EIR for a large-scale planning approval, such as a general plan or
component thereof (e.g., an area plan or community plan), the
development of detailed, site-specific information may not be feasible but
can be deferred, in many instances, until such time as the lead agency
prepares a future environmental document in connection with a project of
a more limited geographical scale, as long as deferral does not prevent
adequate identification of significant effects of the planning approval at
hand.
(d) Where an EIR has been prepared and certified for a program, plan,
policy, or ordinance consistent with the requirements of this section, any
lead agency for a later project pursuant to or consistent with the program,
plan, policy, or ordinance should limit the EIR or negative declaration on
the later project to effects which:
(1) Were not examined as significant effects on the environment in the
prior EIR; or
(2) Are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of
specific revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or
other means.
(e) Tiering under this section shall be limited to situations where the project is
consistent with the general plan and zoning of the city or county in which
the project is located, except that a project requiring a rezone to achieve
or maintain conformity with a general plan may be subject to tiering.
(f) A later EIR shall be required when the initial study or other analysis finds
that the later project may cause significant effects on the environment that
were not adequately addressed in the prior EIR. A negative declaration
shall be required when the provisions of Section 15070 are met.
(1) Where a lead agency determines that a cumulative effect has been
adequately addressed in the prior EIR, that effect is not treated as
significant for purposes of the later EIR or negative declaration, and
need not be discussed in detail.
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(2) When assessing whether there is a new significant cumulative effect,
the lead agency shall consider whether the incremental effects of the
project would be considerable when viewed in the context of past,
present, and probable future projects. At this point, the question is not
whether there is a significant cumulative impact, but whether the
effects of the project are cumulatively considerable. For a discussion
on how to assess whether project impacts are cumulatively
considerable, see Section 15064(i).
(3) Significant environmental effects have been “adequately addressed: if
the lead agency determines that:
(A) They have been mitigated or avoided as a result of the prior
environmental impact report and findings adopted in connection
with that prior environmental report; or
(B) They have been examined at a sufficient level of detail in the prior
environmental impact report to enable those effects to be
mitigated or avoided by site-specific revisions, the imposition of
conditions, or by other means in connection with the approval of
the later project.
(g) When tiering to used, the later EIRs or negative declarations shall refer to
the prior EIR and state where a copy of the prior EIR may be examined.
The later EIR or negative declaration should state that the lead agency is
using the tiering concept and that it is being tiered with the earlier EIR.
(h) There are various types of EIRs that may be used in a tiering situation.
These include, but are not limited to, the following:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

General Plan EIR (Section 15166).
Staged EIR (Section 15167).
Program EIR (Section 15168).
Master EIR (Section 15175).
Multiple-family residential development/residential and commercial or
retail mixed-use development (section 15179.5).
(6) Redevelopment project (Section 15180).
(7) Projects consistent with community plan, general plan, or zoning
(Section 15183).

5-4

The commentor claims deferral of analysis in the WMP EIR. As stated in Response
to Comment No. 5-3, the Program EIR fully complies with the requirements set forth
in Section 15168 of CEQA. Furthermore, the recent California Supreme Court ruling
(June 2008) upholding the Programmatic level of impact review for the Bay-Delta
EIR confirms that the first tier programmatic EIR can provide a more general analysis
of impacts and defer to a more specific project level analysis to a later environmental
review.
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5-5

The CCSD has fully complied with the Cumulative impact review requirements set
forth under Section 15130(a) of the CEQA Guidelines. The section states that
among the review options, “a summary of projections in an adopted General Plan or
related planning document . . .” may be utilized. Section 4.0, Basis of Cumulative
Analysis, provides the reader with an overview of existing and potential development
for the North Coast Area Plan area. Given the context of the WMP service area in
Cambria, it has been deemed appropriate to consider the Area Plan in terms of
cumulative considerations.

5-6

Commentor’s reference to Page 5.13-20 of the Draft EIR is correct. Comment does
not directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR. No further response is
necessary.

5-7

The commentor refers to visitor traffic and parking conditions in the local area. The
commentor concerns for adequacy of parking and illegal parking conditions are
noted but are not germane to the WMP EIR analysis. The commentor’s reference to
Page 5.3-5 of the Public Review Draft EIR is unclear.

5-8

Commentor’s reference to Page 5.13-20 of the Draft EIR is correct. The comment
does not directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR. No further
response is necessary.

5-9

Commentor’s reference to Page 5.13-20 of the Draft EIR is correct. The comment
does not directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR. No further
response is necessary.

5-10

Commentor’s reference to Page 5.11-7 of the Draft EIR is correct. The comment
does not directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR. No further
response is necessary.

5-11

With regard to concerns for growth and buildout reduction, please refer to Response
to Comment No. 4-1.

5-12

Commentor’s reference to Page 5.3-5 of the Draft EIR is correct. The comment does
not directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR. No further response is
necessary.

5-13

The commentor refers to concerns for density in particular neighborhoods of
Cambria, as a result of the Buildout Reduction Program (BRP). The BRP does not
pre-determine the level of development in neighborhoods throughout the community
but instead considers an overall reduction in buildout conditions, when compared to
buildout projections considered in the North Coast Area Plan.

5-14

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 5-13.

5-15

As stated on Page 5.9-18 of the WMP Draft EIR, the proposed Water Master Plan
improvements along with other future development in the North Coast Area may:
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 Impact storm water quality due to sheet erosion of exposed soils and
subsequent deposition of particles and pollutants in drainage areas from
grading, excavation, and construction activities.
 Increase the impervious area of the respective development sites, potentially
altering their existing drainage patterns or the rate/amount of surface runoff.
 Reduce the permeable surfaces on the respective development sites and
introduce urban water pollutants, which could result in long-term impacts to
the quality of storm water and urban runoff.
 Proposed uses in areas designated FH Combining Designation and may
increase the rate and volume of runoff, which may increase the risk of
flooding.
Compliance with the following established regulatory framework would ensure that
potential drainage, short- and long-term storm water quality, and risk of flooding
impacts from cumulative development are reduced to less than significant levels.






NPDES requirements (including BMPs);
San Luis Obispo County SWPPP requirements;
North Coast Area Plan Standards;
Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance guidelines and standards; and
Cambria Flood Control Project.

No mitigation measures are recommended beyond compliance with the established
regulatory requirements on a project-by-project basis. No significant impacts related
to drainage, short- and long-term storm water quality, and risk of flooding have been
identified following compliance with the established Federal, State, and San Luis
Obispo County regulatory framework.
5-16

CEQA requires an agency to engage in forecasting “to the extent that an activity
could reasonably be expected under the circumstances. An agency cannot be
expected to predict the future course of governmental regulation or exactly what
information scientific advances may ultimately reveal” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15144, Office of Planning Research commentary, citing the California Supreme
Court decision in Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the
University of California [1988] 47 Cal. 3d 376).
CEQA does not require an agency to evaluate an impact that is “too speculative”
provided that the agency identifies the impact, engages in a “thorough investigation”
but is “unable to resolve an issue,” and then discloses its conclusion that the impact
is too speculative for evaluation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15145, Office of Planning
and Research commentary). Additionally, CEQA requires that impacts be evaluated
at a level that is “specific enough to permit informed decision making and public
participation” with the “production of information sufficient to understand the
environmental impacts of the proposed project and to permit a reasonable choice of
alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned” (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15146, Office of Planning and Research commentary).
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Table 5.4-5 (Applicable Global Climate Change Strategies) of the Draft EIR (and
provided below) provides a list of recommended measures and strategies to help
reduce global climate impacts that was provided by CARB and the Climate Action
Team. The strategies listed in Table 5.4-5 would directly apply to the proposed
Project. Table 5.4-5 provides an analysis of the Project’s conformance with the GHG
reduction strategies.
Table 5.4-5
Applicable Global Climate Change Strategies
Strategies for Reducing
Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction1
Vehicle Climate Change Standards. AB 1493 (Pavley) required the
state to develop and adopt regulations that achieve the maximum
feasible and cost-effective reduction of climate change emissions
emitted by passenger vehicles and light duty trucks. Regulations
were adopted by the CARB I September 2004.
Other Light Duty Vehicle Technology. New standards would be
adopted to phase in beginning in the year 2017 model year.
Diesel Anti-Idling. In July 2004, the CARB adopted a measure to
limit diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicle idling.
Heavy-Duty Vehicle Emission Reduction Measures. Increased
efficiency in the design of heavy-duty vehicles and an education
program for the heavy-duty vehicle sector.
Water Conservation. The California Public Utilities Commission
adopted a Water Action Plan in December 2005. This Water Action
Plan includes a number of initiative to encourage water conservation
including rate design reform, conservation program investment by
water utilities, and partnering with energy utilities
Water Use Efficiency. Water use efficiency is a strategic investment
in the reduction of climate change. Water use efficiency encourages
smart use of water to encourage water savings and therefore reduce
energy consumption.
Municipal Utility Energy Efficiency Programs. The California Energy
Commission and the California Public Utilities Commission are
collaborating on additional energy efficiency programs beyond those
programs already adopted.
Urban Best Management Practices. The Department of Water
Resources will promote the use of Urban Best Management
Practices that are locally cost-effective.

Project Conformance
Following a phase-in period, the majority of the vehicles that
access the Project sites would be expected to be in compliance
with any vehicle standards that CARB adopts.
Following a phase-in period, the majority of the vehicles that
access the Project sites would be expected to be in compliance
with any vehicle standards that CARB adopts.
All vehicles, including diesel trucks accessing the Project sites,
would be subject to the CARB measures and would be required
to adhere to the 5-minute limit for vehicle idling.
These are CARB enforced standards; vehicles that access the
project sites that are required to comply with the standards
would comply with the strategy.
In addition to current conservation efforts, the CCSD would
incorporate feasible Water Action Plan initiatives to reduce
water usage and promote water conservation.
The proposed Project would incorporate water use efficiency
technologies and energy recovery devices to reduce the
amount of water used and recapture lost energy.
Programs created by the California Energy Commission and
California Public Utilities Commission would be implemented to
increase energy efficiency.
The proposed Project would incorporate Urban Best
Management Practices that are cost-effective in the CCSD .

Notes:
1 - Only the applicable strategies for reducing GHG emissions were included.
Source: California Environmental Protection Agency, Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the Legislature, March 2006.

Global Climate Change impacts are influenced by cumulative emissions from human
activities in the region, the state, and the world. A reduction in vehicle miles traveled
results in a decrease in fuel consumption and a decrease in GHG emissions. Based
on an investigation of compliance with local air quality thresholds and resultant future
long-term operational impacts, the proposed Project would still have the potential to
result in emissions associated with GHG emissions and global climate change.
However, there is significant uncertainty involved in making predictions regarding the
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extent to which the operations of mixed use developments, such as the proposed
project, would affect GHG emissions and global climate change. Therefore, a
conclusion on the significance of the environmental impact of climate change cannot
be reached. Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that, if after a thorough
investigation a lead agency finds that a particular impact is too speculative for
evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the
impacts.
5-17

The commentor’s reference to a Master EIR and the requirement of a capital outlay
is consistent with Section 15176(b)(4) of CEQA. The commentor is advised that the
WMP EIR is a Program EIR, in accordance with Section 15168 of CEQA, which does
not require a Capital Outlay Program.

5-18

The CCSD has fully complied with CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section
21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14,
Section 15000 et seq.) and the rules, regulations and procedures for implementation
of CEQA, as adopted by the CCSD. This includes applicable sections set forth in
Article 10.

5-19

Comment is noted and the commentor is referred to all responses provided to
Comment Letter No. 5.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 6
Debby and Tom Mix, Resident
April 8, 2008

6-1

Section 6.2 of the Draft EIR presents a review of a “Surface Water from Lake
Naciemiento” Alternative. The Alternative was considered through the WMP process
and is reviewed in the Draft EIR in accordance with Section 15126.6 of CEQA. The
commentor provides additional perspective and concerns related to this Alternative.
The commentor does not directly challenge information provide in the Draft EIR. No
further response is necessary.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 7
Amanda Rice, Resident
April 8, 2008

7-1

The permitting information requested was subsequently responded to by the CCSD
via a public information request process. In addition, the same commentor provided
an April 14, 2008 letter requesting further permitting details (please refer to
Response to Comment No. 24-5 and corresponding Response to Comment).

7-2

The permitting information requested was subsequently responded to by the CCSD
via a public information request process. In addition, the same commentor provided
an April 14, 2008 letter requesting further permitting details (please refer to
Response to Comment 24-5 and corresponding Response to Comment).
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 8
Frank Butz, Resident
April 9, 2008

8-1

Commentor offers perspective on the desalination facility component. Comment is
noted. Commentor does not directly comment on information provided in the Draft
EIR. No further response is necessary.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 9
Richard Hawley, Greenspace, The Cambria Land Trust
April 9, 2008

9-1

Commentor provides clarification on the comment submittal. Comment is noted.

9-2

The reports referenced in Subsection 1.6 of the Draft EIR are available for review at
the CCSD offices. Page 1-8, first paragraph under Subsection 1.6 of the Draft EIR
has been revised as follows in the Final EIR:

Pertinent documents relating to this EIR have been cited in accordance with Section
15150 of the CEQA Guidelines, which encourages incorporation by reference as a
means of reducing redundancy and length of environmental reports. The following
documents, which are available for public review at the CCSD, are hereby
incorporated by reference into this EIR. Information contained within these
documents has been utilized for each section of this EIR. These documents are
available for review at the CCSD offices located at 1316 Tamson Drive, Suite 201,
Cambria, California, 93428. A brief synopsis of the scope and content of these
documents is provided below.

The water master planning process is explained in paragraph 1.1 of the July 2004
Task 3, Potable Water Distribution System Analysis Report by Kennedy/Jenks. The
planning process is again summarized within the WMP Program EIR on pages 1-11
through 1-13. The CCSD essentially phased its water master planning work effort to
correspond with available resources at the time. The Task 1 effort developed a
geographic information system that was later used as a tool to support subsequent
Water Master Planning tasks. The Task 1 effort did not result in a report. The Task
2 planning effort is summarized within in a December 8, 2000 Water Supply and
Availability Analysis report by Kennedy/Jenks. In response to an April 9, 2008 email
request from Mary Webb, Vice President of Greenspace, this report was offered in
electronic format, and via the CCSD’s Public Information Request process.
However, a subsequent follow up to this offer was never received from Greenspace.
9-3

Refer to Response to Comment No. 9-2. During development of the Task 2 report,
public workshops occurred on July 24, 2000, August 28, 2000, and October 30,
2000.

9-4

The CCSD has fully complied with the public review requirements set forth under
Section 15087 and 15105 of CEQA for the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Draft
EIR. The Draft EIR was logged in at the State Clearinghouse and was properly
noticed in accordance with the requirements set forth under CEQA.

9-5

The Introduction summarizes recommendations made within the Water Master
Plan’s Task 4 Assessment Long-Term Supply Alternatives Report. This report
recommended a three-pronged approach towards solving Cambria’s water shortage
via water conservation, use of recycled water for non-potable irrigation, and seawater
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desalination to augment potable water supplies. Desalination is in the planning
stages and subject to completion of an environmental review and clearance process.
9-6

The CCSD currently uses the Santa Rosa Creek aquifer via the operation of
emergency well SR-4 and its associated water treatment plant that are upstream
from the MtBE contamination plume. The commentor suggests using pumps (SR-1
and SR-3) during the winter and spring that are currently shut down by the CCSD
and closer to the MtBE contamination plume. Because dry season capacity is the
limited supply during the summer season, a storage reservoir would be required to
allow the application of the commentor’s suggestion. Seasonal storage was
reviewed as part of the Water Master Plan’s Task 4 Assessment of Long-Term
Supply Alternatives Report (please refer to Section 5). For related discussions on
this subject, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-3, 4-7, and 4-13.

9-7

The EIR provides an effective “road map” in accordance with Section 15168 of
CEQA, which is the provision for the Program EIR. CCSD believes that the
mitigation measures properly respond to the impact consideration and provides the
appropriate reference to County requirements.

9-8

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-15.

9-9

Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR provides the background related to the WMP process
and the phased review involving the Task reporting. The section provides a detailed
overview of water supply alternatives and the resulting long-term supply strategy
consisting of seawater desalination, recycled water and Water Demand
Management.

9-10

Section 6.0 presents the Water Supply alternatives considered under the WMP
process. The Alternatives are reviewed in accordance with Section 15126.6 of the
CEQA Guidelines.

9-11

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-8.

9-12

Within the Water Master Plan, demand management measures are focused on
conserving potable water demands, while recycled water (i.e., reuse of treated
wastewater) is planned to replace potable water being used for irrigation with nonpotable recycled water. The July 2004, Task 3: Recycled Water Distribution System
Master Plan report further describes the planned use of recycled water. Also see
related discussion on the quality of life increase within Response to Comment No. 415. A project-level environmental clearance on the recycled water facilities will
provide additional environmental analyses.

9-13

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-1.

9-14

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-6.

9-15

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-15.

9-16

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-3, 4-7, and 4-13.
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9-17

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-15.

9-18

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-3, 4-7, 4-13 and 9-48 for discussion on
commentor’s reference to other supply alternatives. With regard to the 50 percent
quality of life increase, please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-15. Otherwise,
comment noted.

9-19

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-1.

9-20

Commentor points out that the CCSD has issued water connections after the
declared 2001 Water Emergency. This is correct. The declaration of an water
shortage emergency does not by itself impose a moratorium. Its declaration
empowers the CCSD with extraordinary rule making authority to mandate the
conservation of water. A moratorium is only one of many rules that can be adopted.
A moratorium can forbid certain types of water connections and allow others. For
example, the CCSD allowed affordable housing to obtain connections if they were on
the Affordable Housing Wait List on the date the moratorium was adopted. The
WMP and its EIR analyzes a buildout of a total 4,650 water connections and as such
if water connections are allowed after the declaration of a water shortage emergency
it does not change the total number of connections analyses.

9-21

The 50 percent quality of life increase was used as a basis for sizing per earlier
Response to Comment No. 4-15. The CCSD is a signatory agency to the California
Urban Water Conservation Council, and has adopted its statewide demand
management measures as well as local measures that go beyond statewide
recommendations to further conservation.

9-22

With regard to the Cumulative Impact analysis, please refer to Response to
Comment No. 5-5.

9-23

With regard to the Alternatives analysis, please refer to Response to Comment Nos.
4-3, 9-5, 9-10, and 9-16.

9-24

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 9-17 and 9-21. The 50 percent quality
of life increase was used as a basis for sizing per Response to Comment No. 4-15.

9-25

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-15.

9-26

With regard to the desalination facility component, please refer to Response to
Comment Nos. 4-6 and 5-3.

9-27

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-3.

9-28

With regard to mitigation and the BRP, please refer to Response to Comment Nos.
9-13 and 9-19.

9-29

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-1.

9-30

Commentor does not directly comment on information provided in the Draft EIR. No
further response is necessary.
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9-31

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 4-1.

9-32

Commentor does not directly comment on information provided in the Draft EIR. No
further response is necessary.

9-33

With regard to desalination and potential impacts to the ocean environment, please
refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3-1, 3-2, 3-4, 4-6, and 5-3.

9-34

With regard to concerns pertaining to the global climate change analysis, please
refer to Response to Comment No. 5-16.

9-35

With regard to mitigation, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 5-3, 9-7, 9-13
and 9-19.

9-36

With regard to global climate change concerns, please refer to Response to
Comment Nos. 5-16 and 9-34.

9-37

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 9-15, 9-18, and 9-24.

9-38

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 9-24.

9-39

Please refer to Mitigation Measure AQ-8 which states that to meet the GHG
reduction goals of Executive Order S-1-07, the project level EIR/EIS for the
desalination project shall include an analysis on the use of renewable power sources
to offset electrical demands. Since the completion of Table 5.4-5, the State of
California has also passed AB 946 (Krekorian, 2007), which allows for direct net
metering credit from remotely located renewable power systems. The future
application of AB 946 will allow offsetting any greenhouse gas emissions, while also
reducing long-term operating costs.

9-40

Comment is noted.

9-41

For discussion on the commentor’s energy use concern, please refer to Response to
Comment No. 9-39. For discussion on the commentor’s reference to other supply
alternatives, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-3, 4-7, and 4-13.

9-42

Comment does not directly comment on information provide in the Draft EIR. For
discussion on the commentor’s reference to other supply alternatives, please refer to
Response to Comment Nos. 4-3, 4-7, and 4-13.

9-43

With regard to desalination and impacts to the ocean environment, please refer to
Response to Comment Nos. 3-1, 3-2, 3-4, 4-6 and 5-3.

9-44

With regard to desalination and potential impacts to the ocean environment, please
refer to Response to Comment Nos. 3-1, 3-2, 3-4, 4-6 and 5-3.

9-45

With regard to Steelhead, please refer to Response to Comment No. 3-4.

9-46

With regard to growth, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 9-15, 9-18, 9-22,
and 9-24.
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9-47

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-1 and 4-15 regarding the BRP and
“Quality of Life” increase. Comments are noted.

9-48

For discussion on the commentor’s reference to other supply alternatives, please
refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-3, 4-7, and 4-13. The potential use of the
Warren property’s “airport reservoir” site was investigated and subsequently reported
on during a March 23, 2001 public CCSD Board workshop. This potential long-term
supply alternative was dismissed from further consideration at that time due to there
not being adequate storage volume, as well as two of the proposed reservoir sites
being located on top of hills that would require rock excavation. The hilltop sites
would also not be conducive towards constructing a dam at one end because there
are no valleys to contain the water. The commentor also questions why direct
potable reuse of treated wastewater was not analyzed. A similar effort was
considered for Cambria during 1991 (Groundwater Recharge Project), and later
abandoned. Indirect reuse plans by other agencies, including the Dublin San Ramon
Services District, were also abandoned when faced with public opposition that may
have transcended technical capabilities and concerns (toilet to tap arguments, “yuck”
factor, concerns over loss of property values, etc.). Although not pursued for potable
reuse, the Water Master Plan pursued a more commonly accepted approach by
planning recycled water for landscaping irrigation. The Task 3 Recycled Water
Distribution System Master Plan report provides further details.

9-49

Commentor offers perspective on claim of missing information in the Draft EIR. The
CCSD asserts that the referenced section has been properly drafted. Comment is
noted.

9-50

Commentor offers perspective on claim of missing information in the Draft EIR. The
CCSD asserts that the referenced section has been properly drafted. Comment is
noted.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 10
Brandt Kehoe, Resident
April 9, 2008

10-1

The Public Review for the Draft EIR, which concluded on April 14, 2008, included
noticing with the State Clearinghouse of California, the County of San Luis Obispo
and the local newspaper (The Cambrian), in compliance with the provisions of
Sections 15085(a) and 15087(a)(1) of CEQA.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 11
William Washburn, Resident
April 9, 2008

11-1

All written comments received at the close of the 45-day Public Review period (April
14, 2008) are included in the Final EIR, along with CCSD responses to each
comment. The commentor’s name and any affiliation are also noted for the record.

11-2

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 11-1. The public comments are to be
considered by the CCSD Board of Directors as they consider Certification of the
Final EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. All comments are a part of the
record for the Final EIR.

11-3

A public hearing will be scheduled to receive any further comments on the Final EIR,
prior to consideration of Certification. It is the discretion of the CCSD Board of
Director’s to provide responses to testimony offered.

11-4

Mr. Robert Gresens is the CCSD’s point of contact regarding questions for the EIR.
Written comments on the Draft EIR were accepted by the CCSD until April 14, 2008.

11-5

The CCSD will be posting the Final EIR on the CCSD’s website by mid-August,
2008. The Final EIR will contain Chapter 13, which includes all written comments
received on the Public Review Draft EIR and the responses to each comment.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 12
Jack Morrow, Water Issues Task Force Santa Lucia Chapter of the Sierra Club
April 10, 2008

12-1

The Sierra Club, Santa Lucia Chapter, will be added to the mailing/notification list for
future environmental review by the CCSD for a proposed Desalination facility.

12-2

For Page 2-3, following Paragraph 4 and Page 3-12, following Paragraph 1 of the
Draft EIR, the following paragraph has been added to the Final EIR:

The EIR/EIS shall include all elements of building and operating the desalination
plant, including, but not limited to any physical operations involved in feasibility
studies, and all piping connecting seawater intake and brine discharge to the
desalination plant. Best available technology for power, including renewable power
sources and state of the art filters shall be specified. The EIR/EIS shall also include
a detailed plan for handling and disposal of hazardous materials resulting from the
filtration process itself.

12-3

Page 5.5-8 of the Draft EIR provides a listing of sensitive receptors, including
outdoor recreation. Campgrounds are considered outdoor recreation facilities.

12-4

Page 5.6-26, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows
in the Final EIR:

BIO-2

12-5

Although physical disturbance of nesting areas of Special Status Species
is not anticipated during nesting seasons, If if construction during the
nesting season cannot be avoided and special status species are found
to occur within 500 feet of the construction boundary, sound barriers shall
be required to reduce noise levels generated during construction to
acceptable levels (less than 60 dBA). Monitoring of noise levels during
Project construction shall be required.

Page 5.4-19, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows
in the Final EIR:

AQ-3
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Short-term construction emissions for the proposed desalination system
shall be modeled utilizing the most recent URBEMIS or CARB approved
model, to determine whether construction emissions would exceed APCD
thresholds of 2.5 tons per quarter of ROG, NOX, and PM10 emissions. If
emissions exceed the above noted thresholds, mitigation measures would
shall be required to reduce the emission levels.
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12-6

Page 5.4-22, Mitigation Measure AQ-5 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows
in the Final EIR as follows:

AQ-5
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Long-term operational emissions for the proposed desalination system
shall be modeled utilizing the most recent URBEMIS computer model or
CARB approved model, to determine whether operational emissions
would exceed APCD thresholds. If the seawater desalination facility
emissions of ROG, NOX, SO2, and PM10 are less than 10 pounds per day
(lbs/day) and CO emissions are less than 50 lbs/day, impacts would shall
be considered less than significant and no mitigation measures would be
required. If emissions of any of ROG, NOX, SO2, or PM10 were estimated
at 10 to 24 lbs/day, Tier 1 mitigation measures would shall be required. If
emissions of ROG, NOX, SO2, or PM10 cannot be reduced to less than 25
lbs/day or CO emissions cannot be reduced to less than 550 lbs/day, Tier
2 and Tier 3 mitigation measures would be required. If CO emissions
exceeded 550 lbs/day, CO concentrations should shall be modeled to
determine whether or not the Project would cause an exceedance of the
Federal or State standard.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 13
Jack Morrow, Water Issues Task Force Santa Lucia Chapter of the Sierra Club
April 11, 2008

13-1

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 12-1.

13-2

Please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 4-6 and 12-2. The ownership and
operation of the desalination plant will comply with the requirements of law including
all applicable laws of the County of San Luis Obispo and/or the California Coastal
Commission.

13-3

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 12-3.

13-4

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 12-4.

13-5

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 12-5.

13-6

Please refer to Response to Comment No. 12-6.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 14
Billie and Bob Turner, Residents
April 12, 2008

14-1

Commentor offers perspective on water supply and Alternatives. The commentor
does not raise new environmental information and does not directly comment on
information provided in the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 15
Bob Horvath, Property Owner
April 13, 2008

15-1

Comment is noted. Commentor offers perspective on a Buildout Reduction Program.
The commentor does not raise new environmental information and does not directly
comment on information provided in the Draft EIR. No further response is
necessary.
On Page 3-16 of the Draft EIR, under the subheading “Buildout Reduction Program
(BRP),” the following introductory text has been added to the Final EIR in order to
clarify the introduction of the BRP in the Project Description:

The Buildout Reduction Program (BRP) is integral to the mitigation program for the
WMP. Due to the importance of the BRP, serving as mitigation for potential growth
inducing impacts, the description of the BRP is presented in this subsection, and
cross-referenced to the analysis in Section 5-13.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. 16
Donald R. Thomas, Resident
April 13, 2008

16-1

Comment is noted. Commentor offers perspective on desalination, a Lake
Nacimiento Alternative, recycled wastewater, fire services and buildout reduction.
The commentor does not raise new environmental information and does not directly
comment on information provided in the Draft EIR. No further response is
necessary.
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