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12.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
In compliance with CEQA Guidelines §15132, this section includes the comments and 
recommendations received on the DSEIR (see Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and 
Organizations Commenting on the DSEIR), along with the Cambria Community Services District’s 
(CCSD) responses to significant environmental points raised by those comments.   
 
This section is organized in two parts:  1) Public Agencies (PA); and 2) Persons and Organizations 
(PO), Public Comment Session (PC), and Board Meeting Comments (BMC).  Each individual 
comment letter listed in FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations 
Commenting on the DSEIR, is reproduced on the following pages.  Each letter and the individual 
comments in each letter have been consecutively numbered for ease of reference.  Following each 
comment letter, a response is provided for each comment raising substantive environmental 
issues.  The responses are numbered and correlated to the bracketed and identified portions of 
each comment letter.  A “PA,” “PO,” “PC,” or “BMC” prefix is included with each comment 
number to differentiate the numbered responses.   
 
Responses may include text changes, in order to clarify or correct information in the DSEIR, as 
requested by the Lead Agency or due to environmental points raised in the comments.  A 
response to a comment requiring revisions to the DSEIR presents the relevant DSEIR text in a 
box, with new text indicated by underlining and deleted text indicated by strike through, as 
shown in the following example.   
 
 
Deleted DSEIR text    Added DSEIR text 
 

 
The DSEIR text revisions are also compiled and presented in FSEIR Section 12.4, Errata to the Draft 
Subsequent EIR. 
 

12.3.1 PUBLIC AGENCY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
Following are all of the public agency comments on the DSEIR, along with the CCSD’s responses 
to significant environmental points raised by those comments.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PA-1 
Scott Morgan, Director, State Clearinghouse 
State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit 
October 27, 2016 
 
 
PA 1-1 This letter acknowledges that the State Clearinghouse submitted the DSEIR to selected 

State agencies for review and that the comment period for the DSEIR concluded on 
June 19, 2015.  This letter also acknowledges that the lead agency (CCSD) complied 
with the public review requirements for the Draft SEIR pursuant to CEQA.  As such, 
the commenter does not provide specifics regarding information presented in the 
DSEIR, and no further response is necessary. 
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� The required slope stability analyses have been performed under the supervision of a 

registered civil engineer. The stability analyses were performed using the computer program 

SLOPE/W. The analyses were performed for circular slope failures based on the Spencer’s 

method utilizing peak soil strengths. The engineering properties of the berm fill and the 

underlying alluvium were reviewed. Selection of the shear strength was based on correlation 

with similar soil types. Analysis findings indicate that the seismic slope stability factor of safety 

is in excess of the minimum required value of 1.5. Results and additional details are presented 

in Section 5 and Appendix C of this Memorandum.  

Seismic Design [21750 (f); 20250 (b); 20370]: 

� Site seismicity was reviewed and historical earthquake within 62 miles of the site was 

identified using the computer program, EQSEARCH. A listing of the historical earthquakes is 

presented. An earthquake along the San Simeon Fault Zone occurred on December 22, 2003 

(San Simeon Earthquake), which was centered approximately ten miles north of Cambria and 

about seven miles northeast of San Simeon. According to the Program Environmental Impact 

Report for the Cambria Community Services District Water Master Plan (2008), the 

6.5 magnitude earthquake resulted in two fatalities, injuries to 47 people, and damage to 

approximately 290 homes and 190 commercial structures in San Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara 

Counties. 

� There are three Holocene active faults in San Luis Obispo County that are zoned under the 

State of California Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone: the San Simeon–Hosgri Fault, the 

San Andreas, and the Los Osos Fault. Other faults that have the potential to affect the 

evaporation pond site and the Cambria area include the Cambria Fault, Oceanic Fault and the 

Nacimiento Fault.  

� The closest active fault to the pond site is the San-Simeon-Hosgri Fault Zone which consists of 

two fault zones: the San Simeon Fault Zone and the Hosgri Fault Zone. These zones extend for 

approximately 108 miles along the coast, west and offshore of the pond. The faults in this zone 

have a characteristic return interval of 646 years, and are believed to have a potential for 

seismic events of a Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) magnitude as high as 7.3. The 

on-shore portion of the San Simeon Fault extends north from San Simeon Point and is 

approximately four miles northwest of the evaporation pond. Hosgri Fault is offshore and 

approximately two miles west of the pond site. 

� The peak ground acceleration for a site rock condition was estimated using the ground motion 

prediction equation based on the attenuation relationships from the NGA West2 models. A 

shear wave velocity (Vs) of 560 m/s was used to simulate the site condition for soft rock. A 

peak ground acceleration of 0.52g was estimated for MCE.  
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� Given the relative flat slope inclination and the low berm height, a pseudo-static analysis was 

performed for the seismic slope stability. The results indicate factor of safety greater than 

1.5 under seismic loading. A detailed dynamic analysis was not performed.  

� A listing of the historical earthquakes in the site vicinity is provided in Section 5.2 of this 

Memorandum. 

� There are no known Holocene faults within 200 feet of the pond. Additional details related to 

known faults in the area are covered in this Memorandum.  

� There are no significant risks associated with tidal waves due to the elevation of the site. 

Additional discussion and information on seismic hazards is provided in this Memorandum.  

� This is a proposed Class II Unit and as such, the maximum credible earthquake (MCE) has been 

used in the design. Containment shall be within an existing earth detention pond which will be 

modified by lining of the bottom and the side slopes. The depth of brine water is shallow and 

the earth embankment heights and slope inclinations have ample safety factor when analyzed 

for MCE.  

2.0 Project Overview 
The site of the evaporation pond is located to the southeast of the intersection of San Simeon 

Monterey Creek Road and Van Gordon Creek Road, and west of Van Gordon Creek near the coastal 

plain.  

The RO brine from the AWTP will be conveyed to the existing Van Gordon Pond. The existing 

evaporation pond was built in the 1980s and has earthen berms (fill) all around. The existing berm 

has heights approximately 8 to 9 feet with relatively flat slope inclination of about 3:1 to 4:1. The 

bottom elevations of the pond vary from 38 to 39 feet and top of berm elevations are generally 

between 45 to 47 feet (Based on the National Geodetic Vertical Datum 29, (NGVD 29)).  

Necessary cut and fill will be performed to achieve the required gradients prior to the installation 

with a new liner. The existing spillway along the southern berm will be demolished and filled to match 

the existing berm height. Prior to the installation of the liner, the bottom of the reservoir and the side 

slopes shall be proof-rolled to provide a competent subgrade for support of the liner. The liner shall 

be anchored to the top of the berm.  

3.0 Geology 
3.1 Regional Setting 

The project site is situated in the Coast Ranges Physiographic Province of central California. The 

Coast Ranges Province is about 400 miles long, 50 miles wide, and is located between the 

Pacific Ocean and the Great Valley. The Coast Ranges Province consists of north-northwest-trending 

sedimentary, volcanic, and igneous rocks extending from the Transverse Ranges to the south, into 
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northern California. Rocks of the Coast Ranges Province are predominately Jurassic and 

Cretaceous-age; however, pre-Jurassic, along with Paleocene-age to Recent rocks are present. 

North-northwest-trending faulting and folding are characteristic of the Coast Ranges Province. 

The Franciscan Formation underlies younger sediments within the project area and is generally 

exposed in the slopes surrounding San Simeon and Van Gordon Creeks. The Franciscan Formation 

consists of volcanic, metavolcanic, sedimentary and igneous rocks. The Franciscan Formation 

generally forms moderately to steeply inclined slopes in the project area. The Franciscan Formation 

will not be encountered in the area of the pond, however, it exists in the surrounding areas or at 

greater depths. 

In general, the alluvium in the project area is probably of Holocene age. The older alluvium is probably 

Holocene- to Pleistocene-age and overlies the uplifted wave-cut platform bordering the coastline. 

According to Hall (1990), the wave-cut platform in this area is about 60,000 to 80,000 years old. The 

Franciscan Formation is of Cretaceous- to Jurassic-age (Hall, 1974). 

The regional geology map is shown in Figure 1, Regional Geology Map.  

3.2 Local Setting 

Cambria and San Luis Obispo County are located within the Southern Coast Ranges Physiographic 

Province of California. The province is characterized by several subparallel structural blocks bounded 

by a number of on- and off-shore faults.  

Much of the coastal plain is characterized as a wave-cut platform on which Quaternary-age marine 

terrace deposits overly older bedrock. Streams in the region are typically bordered by steep to 

moderately steep terrain with the bottom of the stream valleys containing Quaternary-to Recent-age 

alluvial deposits which overlie the bedrock. Bedrock underlying the area is mapped generally as the 

Franciscan Formation, located at depths deeper than most borings encountered in our investigation. 

In the vicinity of the pond site, alluvial deposits consisting of predominantly silty and clayey soils are 

mapped (Hall, 1974) and encountered.  

The site geology is shown in Figure 2, Site Geology Map. A typical geologic cross section of the berm 

and the pond is shown in Figure 3, Typical Geologic Cross-Section.  

4.0 Subsurface Explorations 
4.1 Borings and Subsurface Conditions 

The geotechnical field exploration consisted of drilling six (6) borings with a truck mounted hollow 

stem auger rig. The boring locations are shown on Figure 1. Two of the borings were drilled at the 

existing Van Gordon Creek Reservoir (B-4, B-5), which are of relevance to this submittal. Other boring 

logs and test results from them are also included for information.  
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The existing berm fill at the evaporation pond consisted of predominantly loose clayey sand and firm 

sandy silt/clay classifying as SC, ML and CL to the pond bottom. Below the pond, the subsurface is 

underlain by alluvial deposits consisting of predominantly soft to firm sandy and silty clay (CL) with 

layers of clayey sand (SC), loose silty sand and sand with silt (SM, SP-SM). The clayey soils are 

moderately plastic and exhibited LL ranging between 30 and 43, and PI between 14 and 26. The dry 

densities of the samples tested within the pond area ranged between 93 and 106 pcf.  

Logs of the subsurface conditions as encountered in the borings are presented on the boring logs in 

Appendix A.  

4.2 Laboratory Testing 

Pertinent index properties and geotechnical characteristics to aid in soil classification were done on 

samples recovered from the borings. Tests included moisture content and dry density, grain size 

distribution, percent finer than the No. 200 sieve, Atterberg limits, consolidation characteristics, 

permeability, optimum moisture and maximum dry density relationship, and corrosivity. Laboratory 

test results are provided in Appendix B.  

4.3 Groundwater 

Groundwater was encountered in the two borings at the pond area (B-4 and B-5) during drilling at 

depths ranging between 20 to 28 feet bgs. It should be noted that water levels measured in the 

explorations should not necessarily be considered to represent stabilized groundwater levels. In 

addition, groundwater levels are expected to fluctuate with season, temperature, climate, construction 

in the area, and other factors. Given the drought being experienced in the Central Coast, actual 

conditions during construction or during a normal year may be different and higher from those 

observed at the time of the explorations. 

4.4 Infiltration Testing   

Infiltration tests using a double ring infiltrometer test apparatus as shown in the photos in Appendix B 

were performed within the bottom of the Van Gordon Reservoir. Infiltration test B-5-1 is located 

approximately 26 feet south and 5 feet east of boring B-5. Test B-5-2 is located about 53 feet east and 

12 feet north of the riser well pipe near the center. Plots of the elapsed time versus water level data 

obtained from two different field tests are presented in Appendix B. Test results indicated infiltration 

rates ranging from 3 inches/hr to greater than 1 ft/hr on surface materials of mixed gradations, under 

unsaturated conditions. It is noted that infiltration test and data is not relevant because the entire 

pond bottom and side slopes will be lined.  

5.0 Seismic Hazard Evaluation  
5.1 Faulting and Seismicity  

Like most areas in San Luis Obispo County and California, the site of the evaporation pond is situated 

within a seismically active region. However, the site is not located within a currently designated 
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State of California Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone for the Cambria Quadrangle published by the 

State of California. There is no known Holocene fault within 200 feet of the site. 

There are numerous faults in the region that can be characterized as active, potentially active, 

conditionally active or inactive based on the recency of movement. A Regional fault map is shown in 

Figure 4, Regional Fault Map. 

An active fault is defined as a fault that has an historic seismic record of rupture or displacement 

during the Holocene (11,000 years or younger). There are three Holocene active faults in 

San Luis Obispo County that are zoned under the State of California Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 

Zone: the San Simeon–Hosgri Fault, the San Andreas, and the Los Osos Fault. Other faults that have the 

potential to affect the evaporation pond site and the Cambria area include the Cambria Fault, Oceanic 

Fault and the Nacimiento Fault. These faults are shown on the Fault Map, and a brief description of 

each of fault is presented below: 

San Simeo–Hosgri Fault and San Simeon Fault Zone - The closest active fault to the pond site is the 

San-Simeon-Hosgri Fault Zone which consists of two fault zones: the San Simeon Fault Zone and the 

Hosgri Fault Zone. These zones extend for approximately 108 miles along the coast, west and offshore 

of the pond. The faults in this zone have a characteristic return interval of 646 years, and are believed 

to have a potential for seismic events of a Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) magnitude as high as 

7.3. The on-shore portion of the San Simeon Fault extends north from San Simeon Point and is 

approximately 4 miles northwest of the evaporation pond. Hosgri Fault is offshore and approximately 

2 miles west of the pond site.  

San Andreas Fault - While not directly located in the Cambria community and the North Coast area, 

the San Andreas Fault is a major fault in California and is within the impact range of the Cambria area. 

This fault is more than 40 miles east of the site, and is considered to be the most likely source of a 

future major earthquake in California, with potential seismic events of magnitude as high as 8.5. A 

substantial seismic event along this fault could pose major risk for the entire North Coast area.  

Los Osos Fault – The Los Osos fault zone has been mapped generally in an east-west orientation, along 

the northern flank of the Irish Hills. The western end of the onshore fault zone is located near the 

community of Los Osos, and the eastern end is located near U.S. Highway 101. To the east of U.S. 

Highway 101, the fault may continue along the northeast flank of the Irish Hills as the Edna fault zone. 

Los Osos fault has the potential to generate an earthquake with a magnitude of 6.8.  

Cambria Fault – Cambria Fault is currently considered as a potentially active fault trending 

northwestly through the urbanized community and terminating in Cambria. Cambria Fault is not 

mapped as part of the State Earthquake Fault Zone. If active, the fault could pose a risk for Cambria 

area with a potential magnitude 6.25 seismic event. 

Oceanic Fault – The West Huasna/Oceanic Fault Zone trends north-northwest for approximately 

63 miles. The Oceanic Fault section of this zone trends northwest near San Luis Obispo to San Simeon 
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Acres, and passes approximately five miles northeast of Cambria. This fault is considered to be 

potentially active and represents a moderate fault rupture hazard to the Cambria area. 

Nacimiento Fault – Trending northwest to southeast, the Nacimiento Fault is located east of the 

project and the North Coast area, in the Santa Lucia Range. There is debate whether this is an active or 

inactive fault and is not currently mapped as part of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault zone.  

5.2 Historical Seismicity 

The project is located in a seismically active region. The region has been subjected to a number of 

moderate to large earthquakes during historic times. Most of those earthquakes have occurred along 

regional faults located outside of the general project region. For instance, the project area has been 

subjected to strong ground motion from the 1857, 1906, 1934, and 1966 earthquakes along the 

San Andreas fault. In addition, the following earthquakes resulted in strong ground motion in the 

project region: 1902 and 1915 earthquakes believed to have occurred on the Orcutt Frontal fault 

system; the 1927 Santa Barbara earthquake, located on an unspecified offshore fault source; the 1952 

Tehachapi-Arvin earthquake, which occurred along the White Wolf fault; and the 1961 Hollister 

earthquake, believed to have occurred on the Calaveras fault system. 

The project region also has been subjected to historical earthquakes that have occurred on local faults. 

According to Asquith (1975), the November 21, 1952 M6.0 Byron earthquake occurred on either the 

Nacimiento or San Simeon fault systems. In addition, an unnamed M4.3 earthquake has been recorded 

at about the project site and numerous other M4.0 to M4.5 earthquakes have been recorded between 

the site and San Simeon Bay (Asquith, 1975). Those M4.0 to M4.5 earthquakes have occurred along 

unspecified fault sources. 

Based on historical records in San Luis Obispo County, significant earthquake shaking along the 

San Andreas Fault and moderate seismic activities in a broad area along sections of Hosgri, San 

Simeon, Los Osos, Nacimiento, and possibly the West Huasna/Oceanic fault zones have been recorded. 

An earthquake along the San Simeon Fault Zone occurred on December 22, 2003 (San Simeon 

Earthquake), which was centered approximately ten miles north of Cambria and about seven miles 

northeast of San Simeon. According to the Program Environmental Impact Report for the Cambria 

Community Services District Water Master Plan (2008), the 6.5 magnitude earthquake resulted in two 

fatalities, injuries to 47 people, and damage to approximately 290 homes and 190 commercial 

structures in San Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara Counties. Other significant earthquakes affecting the 

North Coast area during the last century have generally been centered outside of the County.  

A listing of the historical seismicity with magnitude greater than 5.0 on the Ritcher Scale within a 

100 km (62 mile) radius of the site from 1900 to 1999 were obtained using EQSEARCH, a computer 

program for estimating the peak ground acceleration at the site from historical earthquakes. The date 

of the seismic event, location of the epicenter (latitude/longitude), earthquake magnitude, estimated 

ground acceleration, distance to the pond site are presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1 Selected Historical Earthquake with Mw > 5.0 within 100 km (62 miles) from site  
from 1900 to 1999 

Date Latitude Longitude 
Magnitude 

(Mw) 

Peak 

Acceleration (g) 

Approx. 

Distance to Site 

(Miles) 

11/22/1952 35.7300 121.2000 6.00 0.14 10.1 

9/17/1991 35.8280 121.3230 5.1 0.054 19.5 

8/29/1983 35.8400 121.3300 5.2 0.055 20.4 

2/26/1932 36.0000 121.0000 5.0 0.038 28.5 

11/2/1955 36.0000 120.9200 5.2 0.041 29.9 

12/7/1906 35.3000 120.7000 5.9 0.057 31.4 

12/1/1916 35.1700 120.7500 5.7 0.046 36.2 

6/29/1966 35.9500 120.5300 5.0 0.029 41.0 

6/28/1966 35.9500 120.5000 5.5 0.037 42.4 

7/10/1917 35.2500 120.5000 5.3 0.033 42.4 

12/20/1994 35.9170 120.4650 5.0 0.028 42.8 

6/28/1966 35.9700 120.5000 5.1 0.029 43.2 

11/16/1956 35.9500 120.4700 5.0 0.027 43.8 

3/3/1901 36.0000 120.5000 5.5 0.035 44.4 

8/18/1922 35.7500 120.3300 5.0 0.027 45.5 

6/8/1934 35.8000 120.3300 6.0 0.044 46.4 

3/10/1922 35.7500 120.2500 6.5 0.055 49.9 

2/5/1947 36.2300 120.6500 5.0 0.024 50.9 

11/4/1927 34.9000 120.7000 7.5 0.088 53.9 

11/19/1927 35.0000 120.5000 5.0 0.023 54.2 

6/11/1983 36.2500 120.4700 5.1 0.023 57.8 

7/22/1983 36.2200 120.4000 6.0 0.037 58.8 

7/25/1983 36.2100 120.3800 5.1 0.023 59.1 

9/27/1938 36.4500 121.2500 5.0 0.022 59.2 

12/27/1926 36.1700 120.3200 5.0 0.022 59.7 

7/9/1983 36.2600 120.4000 5.3 0.025 60.9 

10/25/1982 36.2860 120.4130 5.6 0.029 61.8 

Ref: Blake – EQSEARCH, PGA (median value) based on Boore et al. (1997) Horizontal – Soils (310) 

5.3 Seismic and Geologic Hazards  

Historical evidence indicates that it is likely for at least one moderate to severe earthquake to occur at 

the site during the life of the project. During a moderate to severe earthquake occurring on the nearby 

faults, strong ground shaking of the site will probably occur. In addition to ground shaking, effects of 

seismic activity varies depending on the site and may generally include surface fault rupture, soil 

liquefaction, seismically-induced differential settlement, seismically induced landsliding, lateral 

spreading, earthquake-induced flooding, ground lurching, seiches, and tsunamis. Our seismic hazard 
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evaluation for the project location is discussed below. Additional quantitative backup analysis of slope 

stability and liquefaction, as required by Title 27 is also provided in Section 5.4.  

Surface Fault Rupture - The site is not located within a currently designated State of California 

Earthquake Fault Zone for the Cambria Quadrangle. The potential for surface rupture resulting from 

the movement of an unknown fault is not known with certainty but is considered low. 

Liquefaction Potential - Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon that occurs when saturated cohesionless 

soil layers, located within about 50 feet of the ground surface, lose strength during cyclic loading, as 

caused by earthquakes. During the loss of strength, the soil acquires “mobility” sufficient to permit 

both horizontal and vertical movements. Soils that are most susceptible to liquefaction are clean, 

loose, saturated, uniformly graded, fine-grained sands in the upper 50 feet and lie below the 

groundwater table. The factors known to influence liquefaction potential include soil type and depth, 

grain size, density, groundwater level, degree of saturation, and both the intensity and duration of 

ground shaking. 

The site is mapped in an area considered to have low to moderate liquefaction susceptibility potential 

according to the Liquefaction Susceptibility Areas Map published in the San Luis Obispo County 

General Plan.  

At the evaporation pond, loose layers of silty sand and sand with silt were encountered from 14 to 

29 feet in boring B-4 and 11 to 14 feet in B-5, below the pond bottom. Based on our evaluation, 

liquefaction settlement at the pond level would be minimal since the potentially liquefiable layers are 

capped with thicker layers of non-liquefiable soils. 

Seismically Induced Landslides - Seismically induced landslides and other slope failures are common 

occurrences in areas with significant ground slopes during or soon after earthquakes. A portion of the 

pipeline alignment along San Simeon Monterey Creek Road from approximate Stations 220 to 230 will 

be near the shoulder and adjacent/near to the edge of an existing slope. The subsurface along this 

reach of the pipeline is generally mapped as the relatively competent bedrock of the Franciscan 

Formation. Therefore, the potential for damage due to a seismically-induced landslide is low to 

moderate.  

Lateral Spreading - Seismically induced lateral spreading involves lateral movement of earth materials 

due to ground shaking. Lateral spreading is characterized by near-vertical cracks with predominantly 

horizontal movement of the soil mass involved along potentially liquefiable layers. The topography at 

the project site and in the immediate vicinity is generally flat except for a portion of the pipeline 

alignment along San Simeon Monterey Creek Road and the berm for the evaporation pond. Under 

these circumstances, the potential for lateral spreading at the subject site is considered low. 

Earthquake-Induced Flooding - Flooding may be caused by failure of nearby dams or other water 

retaining structures due to an earthquake. Based on our review of the San Luis Obispo County General 
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Plan, the sites of AWTP and evaporation pond are not mapped within an inundation area due to a 

potential dam break. The potential for earthquake-induced flooding is considered low. 

Ground Lurching - Ground Lurching is the horizontal movement of soil located on relatively steep 

embankments. The movement can cause material to yield in the unsupported direction, forming a 

series of cracks separating the ground into rough blocks. Given the relatively flat topography at the 

site, the potential for ground lurching is considered very low.  

Seiches - Seiches are large waves generated in enclosed bodies of water in response to ground 

shaking. There are no water storage structures or dams in the site vicinity except the containments 

within AWTP and Van Gordon Reservoir. Based on the Dam Inundation Map for San Luis Obispo 

County, the site is not mapped within an area with a potential for flooding. The potential for damage 

due to seiches is considered low. 

Tsunamis - Tsunamis are tidal waves generated in large bodies of water by fault displacement or 

major ground movement. The site of the pond is within 2 miles from the Pacific Ocean. However, the 

general elevation of the site is of the order of 40 feet above sea level and therefore the potential of a 

tsunami reaching the site is considered low. 

5.4 Slope Stability and Liquefaction Calculations  

Ground Motion 

Deterministic analysis was performed using the Ground Motion Prediction Equations based on the 

Next Generation Attenuation (NGA) West 2 Models. Analysis utilizing attenuation relationships by 

various developers were performed and a weighted average was used to calculate the estimated 

ground acceleration at the site. The analysis was based on Hosgri fault as the controlling fault with a 

MCE of 7.3. A weighted average PGA of 0.52g and 0.50g were estimated for a soft rock site 

(based on Vs = 560 m/s) and soil site (Vs=300 m/s), respectively.  

Seismic coefficient for seismic slope stability calculation was derived from the screening analysis 

procedure of Stewart et al, (2003) which requires the maximum horizontal acceleration at the site to 

be evaluated based on site conditions of soft rock. Based on a maximum horizontal ground 

acceleration of 0.52g estimated at the site for soft rock condition (deterministic PGA for Hosgri fault) , 

a seismic coefficient of 0.243 was used. The PGA for liquefaction analysis was based on site conditions 

of soil. 

Shear Strength Parameters  

Because of the similar engineering characteristics of the berm fill and the underlying alluvium 

immediately below the berm, they have been combined for purposes of our slope stability evaluation. 

The berm fill and the underlying alluvial soils were generally classified as silt and clay classifying 

(ML, CL) with more than 50 percent fines in accordance with USCS for the slope stability evaluation. 

Selection of the soil properties were primarily based on direct shear test results, and correlations with 
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similar material types and published values. A total unit weight of 115 pcf, an effective friction angle of 

28 degrees, and a cohesion of 100 psf were selected for the slope stability analysis. 

Slope Stability Analysis 

According to the Title 27 Regulations for Class II surface impoundment facilities, the ground motion is 

to be based on a site-specific deterministic analysis for the controlling fault and the Maximum 

Credible Earthquake (MCE). For seismic slope stability evaluation, a minimum FS of 1.5 is required. 

The stability analyses were performed using the computer program SLOPE/W. Analysis was 

performed for circular slope failure based on the Spencer’s method utilizing peak soil strengths. Based 

on the limited height and relatively flat slope inclination across the entire pond, analysis was 

performed at two locations. Section A-A’ represents the most critical and conservative scenario with 

the steepest slope inclination.  

Results indicated adequate stability for both the inner and outer slope with factor of safeties for the 

more critical section (A-A’) ranged between 2.9 and 3.2 for static analysis and between 1.54 and 

1.6 for seismic analysis. For section B-B’ the values were higher. The calculated slope safety factor 

values are greater than the minimum required by Title 27. 

Liquefaction Analysis 

Liquefaction and seismic settlement analysis was performed by using LiquefyPro software. Based on a 

limited subsurface investigation at the evaporation pond, loose layers of silty sand and sand with silt 

were encountered below the pond bottom from 14 to 29 feet (24 to 39 feet below the top of berm) 

and below 48 feet in boring B-4 and 11 to 14 feet in B-5. Based on a magnitude of 7.3, a ground 

acceleration of 0.50g (soil, and a high groundwater of 10 feet below the pond bottom, the loose sandy 

layers are potentially liquefiable during a seismic event.  

Seismically Induced Settlement 

Based on the subsurface condition encountered in boring B-4 and B-5, the loose sandy layers are 

potentially susceptible to liquefaction. The liquefiable zone is anticipated to be variable and 

non-uniform across the pond. Seismically-induced settlements of two inches (at B-5) and slightly less 

than eight inches (at B-4) have been estimated in the liquefiable layers. 

When liquefiable soil layers are beneath non-liquefiable layers, there is a mitigation effect due to soil 

arching. Literature related to this is available in Martin and Lew eds., 1999 and selected figures from 

this reference are reproduced in Appendix D. This suggests that when the thickness of the overlying 

non-liquefiable layer is at least as thick as the liquefiable layer, in theory there would be practically no 

surface manifestation of liquefaction settlement for certain level of ground acceleration. The site 

subsurface conditions in this case match such conditions, as the potentially liquefiable layer of 

approximate 14-foot thickness is located at approximate depths of 15 to 24 feet bgs (below bottom of 

pond or below top of berm respectively).  
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fine-grained sand. (pp = 0.2 tsf)

Medium stiff. (pp = 0.5 - 0.75 tsf)

Blue gray, wet, soft, slightly Sandy SILT (ML), fine-grained
sand. (pp = 0 - 0.1 tsf)

Blue gray, wet, medium stiff, slightly Sandy, Silty CLAY (CL),
fine-grained sand. (pp = 0.25 - 1.0 tsf)

Soft. (pp = 0.25 tsf)

With pockets of very Sandy, Silty, CLAY (CL). (pp = 0 - 0.4
tsf)

Medium stiff, fine- to coarse-grained sand, mostly fine, trace
of fine to coarse, subangular to subrounded gravel. (pp = 0 -
0.25 tsf)

End of boring at 55.5 ft bgs.
Groundwater measured at 13.5 ft bgs upon completion of
drilling.
Bore hole backfilled with cuttings upon completion of drilling.
pp = Pocket penetrometer unconfined compression test.
Northing/Easting and elevation from survey by North Coast
Engineering (May 2014)
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99.9

FRANCISCAN FORMATION

Weathered bedrock: Brown, moist, very Clayey SAND (SC),
fine- to coarse-grained, mostly fine to medium, with fine to
coarse subangular gravel.

Orange brown, medium dense, no gravel, only fine-grained
sand. (pp > 4.75 tsf)

Brown to orange brown, very dense, fine- to coarse-grained
sand, mostly fine to medium. (pp > 4.75 tsf)

Orange brown, trace fine subangular gravel.

End of boring at 15.5 ft bgs.
Groundwater not encountered.
Bore hole backfilled with cuttings upon completion of drilling.
pp = Pocket penetrometer unconfined compression test.
Northing/Easting and elevation from survey by North Coast
Engineering (May 2014)
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99.9

94.6

ALLUVIUM

Brown, moist, Clayey SAND (SC), fine- to coarse-grained,
fine to medium-grained, with fine and coarse, subangular to
subrounded gravel.

Dark brown, moist, soft, Sandy SILT (ML), fine-grained sand,
trace of fine, subangular to subrounded gravel, trace clay.

Dark brown, moist, very soft, Sandy to very Sandy SILT (ML),
fine- to medium-grained sand, mostly fine, trace clay, with
pockets of very silty sand and 3" seam of sand at 5.75 ft. (pp
= 0.2 tsf)

Grayish brown to gray, moist, soft, Silty CLAY (CL), trace
fine-grained sand.
7.5': with 2" seam of fine- to coarse-grained sand at 8 ft.
8.2': Black, trace fine-grained sand. (pp = 0.1 tsf)

10': Dark grayish brown, soft, trace of orange brown, fine to
coarse, sandstone gravel. (pp = 0.25 tsf)

14 -15': Brown to grayish brown, medium stiff, trace
subangular to subrounded gravel.

pp = 0.17 - 0.25 tsf

End of boring at 15.5 ft bgs.
Groundwater not encountered.
Bore hole backfilled with cuttings upon completion of drilling.
pp = Pocket penetrometer unconfined compression test.
Northing/Easting and elevation from survey by North Coast
Engineering (May 2014)
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92.6

106.4

98.9

BERM FILL

Dark brown, moist, medium stiff, Sandy SILT and Clayey
SAND (ML/SC), fine-grained sand, trace fine to coarse,
subangular to subrounded gravel, with fine roots.

Yellowish brown, moist, loose, slightly Gravelly, very Clayey
SAND (SC), fine- to medium-grained, mostly fine, subangular
to subrounded fine gravel.

Brown, moist, soft, Sandy CLAY (CL), fine-grained sand.

8': Dark grayish brown with black, stiff.

ALLUVIUM

Black, medium stiff. (pp = 0.8 tsf)
10.5': Gray with yellowish brown mottling.

Grayish brown, moist, medium dense, Gravelly, Clayey
SAND (SC), fine-grained, fine to coarse subangular to
subrounded gravel.
15.3': Olive brown, no more gravel.

Olive brown, moist, medium stiff, Sandy CLAY (CL),
fine-grained sand. (pp = 0.7 tsf)

Dark brown, moist, loose, SAND with Silt (SP-SM), fine- to
coarse-grained, mostly fine to medium, trace fine to coarse,
subangular to subrounded gravel.

Dark brown, wet, loose, Silty SAND (SM),  fine- to
coarse-grained, mostly fine to medium, trace fine to coarse,

ML
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subangular to subrounded gravel.
30': 1" lens of clay.

Very Gravelly, Silty SAND (SM).
Sand heaved up 1 ft. into auger casing after pulling out
sampler at 35 ft.

Blue gray, wet, medium stiff, Sandy, Silty CLAY (CL),
fine-grained sand. (pp = 0.25 tsf)

(pp = 0.75 tsf)

Fine- to medium grained sand, also with small pockets of
Sand.

End of boring at 50.5 ft bgs.
Groundwater meaured at 28 ft bgs upon completion of
drilling.
Bore hole backfilled with cuttings upon completion of drilling.
pp = Pocket penetrometer unconfined compression test.
Northing/Easting and elevation from survey by North Coast
Engineering (May 2014)
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94.5

98.1

97.1

ALLUVIUM

Dark brown, moist, stiff, Sandy, Silty CLAY (CL), fine- to
medium-grained sand, trace fine gravel, with fine roots. (pp >
4.75 tsf)

Dark grayish brown. (pp > 4.75 tsf)

Dark brown, no gravel. (pp = 4.5 tsf)

(pp = 4.0 tsf)

Yellowish brown, moist, medium dense, Silty SAND (SM),
fine-grained.

Dark brown, moist, medium stiff, Silty CLAY (CL), trace fine-
to medium-grained sand. (pp = 1.6 tsf)

15.25': Dark Yellowish brown, Sandy, Silty CLAY (CL).

Dark grayish brown, wet, very soft, very Sandy, Silty CLAY
(CL), fine-grained sand, trace fine gravel, with pockets of fine-
to medium-grained Sand. (pp = 0.25 tsf)

Brown, medium stiff, fine- to coarse-grained sand, mostly fine
to medium, no more pockets of Sand.

Moist, Silty CLAY (CL), with wood chips (pp = 0.75 tsf)
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30': Browish gray to gray.

Blue gray, wet, soft, very Sandy, Silty CLAY (CL),
fine-grained sand, trace fine gravel, with pockets of fine- to
coarse grained Sand. (pp = 0.2 tsf)

Sandy, Silty CLAY (CL), no more pockets of Sand. (pp = 0 -
0.25 tsf)

Very soft, with shell fragments. (pp = 0.25 tsf)

Blue gray, wet, loose, Silty SAND (SM), fine- to
medium-grained sand.

50.25': 2" lens of sandy clay.

End of boring at 50.5 ft bgs.
Groundwater meaured at 20 ft bgs upon completion of
drilling.
Bore hole backfilled with cuttings upon completion of drilling.
pp = Pocket penetrometer unconfined compression test.
Northing/Easting and elevation from survey by North Coast
Engineering (May 2014)
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98.4

94.4

ALLUVIUM

Dark brown to black, moist, medium stiff, Sandy, CLAY (CL),
fine-grained sand (pp > 4.75 tsf)

Dark Grayish Brown
(pp = 0.25 - 3.0 tsf)

(pp = 1.5 - 1.75 tsf)

(pp = 0.2 - 0.5 tsf)

14-14.5': Soft, Sandy, very Silty CLAY (CL)
14.5-15.5': Medium stiff, Sandy CLAY (CL) (pp = 0.25 tsf)

End of boring at 15.5 ft bgs.
Groundwater meaured at 8 ft bgs upon completion of drilling.
Bore hole backfilled with cuttings upon completion of drilling.
pp = Pocket penetrometer unconfined compression test.
Northing/easting and elevation from survey by North Coast
Engineering (May 2014)
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Appendix B   

Laboratory and Field Test Results 
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Client: CDM Smith CDM-14-002
Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project KL/PM
Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-1 Date:
Sample No.: Bulk 1 Depth: 0-5'
Soil Description: Brown, Lean Clay with Sand (CL)

LL LL LL PL PL
18 26 28 F3 H2

35 25 19
Wt. of wet soil + tare (g) 22.92 24.01 22.35 10.57 10.61

Wt. of dry soil + tare (g) 19.65 20.48 19.24 9.10 9.14

Wt. of tare (g) 10.79 11.21 11.27 1.14 1.13

Water content (%) 36.9 38.1 39.0 18.5 18.4

Liquid Limit 38
Plastic Limit 18
Plasticity Index 20

CLUSCS

No. of blows
Tare No.

Test 

HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

Checked by:

ATTERBERG LIMITS
(ASTM D 4318)

6/10/2014
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Client: CDM Smith CDM-14-002
Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project KL/PM
Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-1 Date:
Sample No.: S-4 Depth: 10-11.5'
Soil Description: Brown, Lean Clay with Sand (CL)

LL LL LL PL PL
2 6 16 C7 B2

35 24 17
Wt. of wet soil + tare (g) 24.47 24.34 22.44 10.18 10.34

Wt. of dry soil + tare (g) 21.00 20.74 19.27 8.95 9.08

Wt. of tare (g) 11.03 11.07 11.08 1.12 1.12

Water content (%) 34.8 37.2 38.7 15.7 15.8

Liquid Limit 37
Plastic Limit 16
Plasticity Index 21

CL

ATTERBERG LIMITS
(ASTM D 4318)

6/10/2014

USCS

No. of blows
Tare No.

Test 

HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

Checked by:
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Client: CDM Smith CDM-14-002
Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project KL/PM
Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-1 Date:
Sample No.: S-8 Depth: 29-30.5'
Soil Description: Brown, Lean Clay (CL)

LL LL LL PL PL
3 10 24 B3 B7

32 22 16
Wt. of wet soil + tare (g) 22.70 23.54 25.10 10.83 10.61

Wt. of dry soil + tare (g) 19.52 19.98 21.08 9.41 9.22

Wt. of tare (g) 11.11 11.02 11.35 1.13 1.13

Water content (%) 37.8 39.7 41.3 17.1 17.2

Liquid Limit 39
Plastic Limit 17
Plasticity Index 22

CLUSCS

No. of blows
Tare No.

Test 

HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

Checked by:

ATTERBERG LIMITS
(ASTM D 4318)

6/10/2014
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Client: CDM Smith CDM-14-002
Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project KL/PM
Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-1 Date:
Sample No.: S-11 Depth: 44-45.5'
Soil Description: Olive, Lean Clay (CL)

LL LL LL PL PL
2 6 28 F3 C2

34 24 16
Wt. of wet soil + tare (g) 23.30 23.08 23.81 10.80 10.55

Wt. of dry soil + tare (g) 20.24 20.03 20.53 9.37 9.15

Wt. of tare (g) 11.01 11.07 11.27 1.13 1.14

Water content (%) 33.2 34.0 35.4 17.4 17.5

Liquid Limit 34
Plastic Limit 17
Plasticity Index 17

CLUSCS

No. of blows
Tare No.

Test 

HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

Checked by:

ATTERBERG LIMITS
(ASTM D 4318)

6/10/2014
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Client: CDM Smith CDM-14-002
Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project KL/PM
Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-2 Date:
Sample No.: Bulk 1 Depth: 0-5'
Soil Description: Reddish Brown, Clayey Sand (SC)

(Percent Passing # 200 < 50%)

LL LL LL PL PL
1 4 7 B3 B7

33 25 18
Wt. of wet soil + tare (g) 23.23 23.99 23.80 10.49 10.23

Wt. of dry soil + tare (g) 20.25 20.68 20.44 9.23 9.01

Wt. of tare (g) 11.06 11.00 10.99 1.13 1.13

Water content (%) 32.4 34.2 35.6 15.6 15.5

Liquid Limit 34
Plastic Limit 16
Plasticity Index 18

CL

ATTERBERG LIMITS
(ASTM D 4318)

6/10/2014

USCS

No. of blows
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HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

Checked by:
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Client: CDM Smith CDM-14-002
Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project KL/PM
Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-3 Date:
Sample No.: S-3 Depth: 7.5-9'
Soil Description: Dark Brown , Sandy Lean Clay (CL)

LL LL LL PL PL
8 11 13 B B6

33 25 16
Wt. of wet soil + tare (g) 23.91 24.29 23.40 10.33 10.06

Wt. of dry soil + tare (g) 20.60 20.71 20.02 8.98 8.75

Wt. of tare (g) 11.09 10.74 10.95 1.12 1.13

Water content (%) 34.8 35.9 37.3 17.2 17.2

Liquid Limit 36
Plastic Limit 17
Plasticity Index 19

CLUSCS

No. of blows
Tare No.

Test 

HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

Checked by:

ATTERBERG LIMITS
(ASTM D 4318)

6/10/2014
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Client: CDM Smith CDM-14-002
Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project KL/PM
Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-4 Date:
Sample No.: Bulk 1 Depth: 0-5'
Soil Description: Brown, Clayey Sand (SC)

(Percent Passing #200 < 50%)

LL LL LL PL PL
16 18 26 C7 A2

31 22 16
Wt. of wet soil + tare (g) 23.96 23.42 24.65 10.69 10.35

Wt. of dry soil + tare (g) 21.03 20.43 21.40 9.38 9.07

Wt. of tare (g) 11.07 10.78 11.20 1.12 1.11

Water content (%) 29.4 31.0 31.9 15.9 16.1

Liquid Limit 30
Plastic Limit 16
Plasticity Index 14

CLUSCS

No. of blows
Tare No.

Test 

HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

Checked by:

ATTERBERG LIMITS
(ASTM D 4318)

6/10/2014
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Client: CDM Smith CDM-14-002
Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project KL/PM
Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-4 Date:
Sample No.: S-4 Depth: 10-11.5'
Soil Description: Dark Brown, Lean Clay with Sand (CL)

LL LL LL PL PL
15 17 22 B1 B7

33 25 18
Wt. of wet soil + tare (g) 23.30 25.06 24.93 10.70 10.87

Wt. of dry soil + tare (g) 19.73 20.90 20.75 9.36 9.50

Wt. of tare (g) 10.99 11.08 11.24 1.15 1.12

Water content (%) 40.8 42.4 44.0 16.3 16.3

Liquid Limit 42
Plastic Limit 16
Plasticity Index 26

CL

ATTERBERG LIMITS
(ASTM D 4318)

6/10/2014

USCS

No. of blows
Tare No.

Test 

HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

Checked by:
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Client: CDM Smith CDM-14-002
Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project KL/PM
Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-4 Date:
Sample No.: S-10 Depth: 39-40.5'
Soil Description: Olive Brown, Lean Clay with Sand (CL)

LL LL LL PL PL
25 27 29 B5 B2

31 22 16
Wt. of wet soil + tare (g) 23.03 24.46 24.49 10.64 10.12

Wt. of dry soil + tare (g) 19.98 20.90 20.85 9.33 8.87

Wt. of tare (g) 11.28 11.34 11.34 1.13 1.13

Water content (%) 35.1 37.2 38.3 16.0 16.1

Liquid Limit 36
Plastic Limit 16
Plasticity Index 20

CL

ATTERBERG LIMITS
(ASTM D 4318)

6/10/2014

USCS

No. of blows
Tare No.

Test 

HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

Checked by:
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Client: CDM Smith CDM-14-002
Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project KL/PM
Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-5 Date:
Sample No.: Bulk 1 Depth: 0-5'
Soil Description: Brown, Lean Clay with Sand (CL)

LL LL LL PL PL
5-1 9 14 A2 A5

35 22 15
Wt. of wet soil + tare (g) 23.37 23.87 24.17 11.38 10.97

Wt. of dry soil + tare (g) 19.78 19.96 20.07 9.86 9.51

Wt. of tare (g) 10.91 11.02 11.01 1.13 1.11

Water content (%) 40.5 43.7 45.3 17.4 17.4

Liquid Limit 43
Plastic Limit 17
Plasticity Index 26

CLUSCS

No. of blows
Tare No.

Test 

HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

Checked by:

ATTERBERG LIMITS
(ASTM D 4318)

6/10/2014
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Client: CDM Smith CDM-14-002
Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project KL/PM
Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-5 Date:
Sample No.: S-6 Depth: 19-20.5'
Soil Description: Brown, Sandy Lean Clay (CL)

LL LL LL PL PL
11 18 29 F3 F1

32 24 18
Wt. of wet soil + tare (g) 23.99 24.23 23.91 11.13 11.08

Wt. of dry soil + tare (g) 20.39 20.46 20.32 9.77 9.72

Wt. of tare (g) 10.74 10.79 11.33 1.13 1.13

Water content (%) 37.3 39.0 39.9 15.7 15.8

Liquid Limit 39
Plastic Limit 16
Plasticity Index 23

CL

ATTERBERG LIMITS
(ASTM D 4318)

6/10/2014

USCS

No. of blows
Tare No.

Test 

HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

Checked by:
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Client: CDM Smith CDM-14-002
Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project KL/PM
Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-5 Date:
Sample No.: S-9 Depth: 34-35.5'
Soil Description: Olive, Sandy Lean Clay (CL)

LL LL LL PL PL
16 17 21 B3 B6

32 26 18
Wt. of wet soil + tare (g) 24.42 24.92 24.63 12.36 11.94

Wt. of dry soil + tare (g) 21.07 21.36 20.99 10.88 10.51

Wt. of tare (g) 11.08 11.08 11.32 1.14 1.14

Water content (%) 33.5 34.6 37.6 15.2 15.3

Liquid Limit 35
Plastic Limit 15
Plasticity Index 20

CL

ATTERBERG LIMITS
(ASTM D 4318)

6/10/2014

USCS

No. of blows
Tare No.

Test 

HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

Checked by:
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Client : CDM Smith
Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project PM
138760-104133 JT

Date:
Boring No.: B-1 S-4 Depth: 10-11.5'

Brown, Lean Clay with Sand (CL)
Undisturbed ring

H (in)
Hs (in)
Hw (in)
Ha (in)

(pcf)
(%)
(%)

Load δH H Voids Consol. t50 av Mv

(ksf) (in) (in) (in) (%) (sec) (ksf) (ksf)

0.01 ------- 0.9953 0.383 0.627 0

0.25 0.0010 0.9943 0.382 0.625 0.1 6.8E-03 4.2E-03

0.5 0.0059 0.9894 0.378 0.617 0.6 3.2E-02 2.0E-02

1 0.0092 0.9861 0.374 0.612 0.9 1.1E-02 6.7E-03

1 0.0060 0.9893 0.377 0.617 0.6

2 0.0081 0.9872 0.375 0.613 0.8

4 0.0200 0.9753 0.363 0.594 2.0 9.7E-03 6.1E-03

8 0.0375 0.9578 0.346 0.565 3.8 7.2E-03 4.6E-03

2 0.0320 0.9633 0.351 0.574 3.2

0.5 0.0241 0.9712 0.359 0.587 2.4
UNLOAD

WATER ADDED

CONSOLIDATION TEST
(ASTM D2435)

83.1

CDM-14-002

Type of Sample:

Final Dry Weight

Water Content

Height of Water
Height of Air
Dry Density 103.6

Soil Description:

Saturation

Height
0.612

0.065

Height of Solids

Project Name:
Project No.:

148.04
(g)

124.10
(g)

6/12/2014
Sample No.:

HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

(g)
Initial Total Weight

0.9712
0.612

Unload

150.10

Checked by:

19.3

0.346
0.013

Final Total Weight

Initial Conditions

e

0.9953

0.319

106.6

96.3
21.0



Client: CDM Smith

Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project

138760-104133
Boring No.: B-1 S-4 Depth: 10-11.5'

Soil Description: Brown, Lean Clay with Sand (CL)

Undisturbed ring

CONSOLIDATION TEST
(ASTM D2435)

Sample No.:

Type of Sample:

Project No.:
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Client : CDM Smith
Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project PM
138760-104133 JT

Date:
Boring No.: B-1 S-6 Depth: 19-20.5'

Brown, Lean Clay with Sand (CL)
Undisturbed ring

H (in)
Hs (in)
Hw (in)
Ha (in)

(pcf)
(%)
(%)

Load δH H Voids Consol. t50 av Mv

(ksf) (in) (in) (in) (%) (sec) (ksf) (ksf)

0.01 ------- 0.9955 0.412 0.707 0

0.25 0.0302 0.9653 0.382 0.655 3.0 2.2E-01 1.3E-01

0.5 0.0429 0.9526 0.369 0.633 4.3 8.7E-02 5.3E-02

1 0.0538 0.9417 0.358 0.614 5.4 3.7E-02 2.3E-02

1 0.0534 0.9421 0.359 0.615 5.4

2 0.0602 0.9353 0.352 0.603 6.0

4 0.0778 0.9177 0.334 0.573 7.8 1.5E-02 9.6E-03

8 0.1044 0.8911 0.308 0.528 10.5 1.1E-02 7.5E-03

2 0.1015 0.8940 0.311 0.533 10.2

0.5 0.0941 0.9014 0.318 0.545 9.5

0.412

109.5

102.7
20.7

Checked by:

26.1

0.327
-0.009

Final Total Weight

Initial Conditions

e

0.9955

HAI Project No.:
Tested by:

(g)
Initial Total Weight

0.9014
0.583

Unload

142.86

Project Name:
Project No.:

149.25
(g)

118.32
(g)

6/12/2014
Sample No.:

Height of Water
Height of Air
Dry Density 98.7

Soil Description:

Saturation

Height
0.583

0.000

Height of Solids

UNLOAD

WATER ADDED

CONSOLIDATION TEST
(ASTM D2435)

99.9

CDM-14-002

Type of Sample:

Final Dry Weight

Water Content



Client: CDM Smith

Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project

138760-104133
Boring No.: B-1 S-6 Depth: 19-20.5'

Soil Description: Brown, Lean Clay with Sand (CL)

Undisturbed ring

CONSOLIDATION TEST
(ASTM D2435)

Sample No.:

Type of Sample:

Project No.:
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Client : CDM Smith CDM-14-002

Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project Tested by: BS/PM

Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-1 Date: 6/5/2014
Sample No.: Bulk 1 Depth: 0 - 5' Mold size: 4 in
Soil Description: Procedure: A
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Project Name: Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project Tested by: BS/PM

Project No.: 138760-104133 JT

Boring No.: B-4 Date: 6/5/2014
Sample No.: Bulk 1 Depth: 0 - 5' Mold size: 4 in
Soil Description: Procedure: A
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431 West Baseline Road ∙ Claremont, CA 91711
Phone: 909.626.0967 ∙ Fax: 909.626.3316 Page 1 of 1

www.hdrinc.com 
Corrosion Control and Condition Assessment (C3A) Department 

Sample ID B1
0-5'
ML

B3
0-5'
CL

B6
0-5'
ML

Resistivity Units
as-received ohm-cm 38,000 3,600 22,800
minimum ohm-cm 3,180 2,800 1,680

pH 6.9 7.1 6.8

Electrical

Conductivity mS/cm 0.09 0.08 0.25

Chemical Analyses

Cations

calcium  Ca2+ mg/kg 35 45 75

magnesium Mg2+ mg/kg 15 13 19

sodium Na1+ mg/kg 48 24 164

potassium K1+ mg/kg 9.4 11 23

Anions

carbonate CO3
2- mg/kg ND ND ND

bicarbonate HCO3
1- mg/kg 223 174 461

fluoride F1- mg/kg 2.7 2.8 ND

chloride Cl1- mg/kg 16 6.2 85

sulfate SO4
2- mg/kg 18 18 85

phosphate PO4
3- mg/kg ND 11 ND

Other Tests

ammonium NH4
1+ mg/kg ND ND ND

nitrate NO3
1- mg/kg ND 9.9 ND

sulfide S2- qual na na na

Redox mV na na na

Minimum resistivity per CTM 643, Chlorides per CTM 422, Sulfates per CTM 417
Electrical conductivity in millisiemens/cm and chemical analysis were made on a 1:5 soil-to-water extract.
mg/kg = milligrams per kilogram (parts per million) of dry soil.
Redox = oxidation-reduction potential in millivolts
ND = not detected
na = not analyzed

Table 1 - Laboratory Tests on Soil Samples

CEWSP
Your #CDM-14-002, HDR|Schiff #14-0386LAB

4-Jun-14

Hushmand Associates, Inc.

SCHIFF



 

 

 

 

 

 

Double Ring Infiltrometer Test Results 
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Appendix C   

Slope Stability Analysis 
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Appendix D  

Liquefaction Analysis 
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Recommended Procedures for Implementation of DMG Special Publication 117 Guidelines for Analyzing and
Mitigating Liquefaction Hazards in California
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Figure 7.12.  Schematic Diagram for Determination of H1 and H2 Used in Figure 7.13
(After Ishihara, 1985)
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Figure 7.13.  Definitions of the Surface Unliquefiable Layer
and the Underlying Liquefiable Sand Layer (After Ishihara, 1985)
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Figure 7.14.  Typical Chart for Evaluation of Surface Manifestations of Liquefaction
(for Maximum Ground Acceleration of 0.25g)

(After Ishihara, 1985)
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PA-2 
Tom Luster, Senior Environmental Scientist 
California Coastal Commission 
October 5, 2016 
 
 
PA 2-1 The commenter questions the availability of the Cambria Emergency Water Supply 

Project Geotechnical Evaluation (CDM Smith, July 31, 2014) referenced in DSEIR Section 
8.3, Geology and Soils, and requests a copy.  The CCSD replied and provided a copy of 
the Geotechnical Evaluation on October 6, 2016.  The Geotechnical Evaluation is 
available for public review at the Cambria Community Services District, 1316 Tamson 
Drive, Suite 201, Cambria, California 93428.  No further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PA-3 
Chris Adair 
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB) 
October 12, 2016 
 
 
PA 3-1 This comment is concerning DSEIR Table 3-13 and questions the potential violation of 

Discharge Specification #5.  Namely, that the combined strainer and backwash rate 
flows would exceed an existing Water Board Order (R3-01-100) flow limit of 0.12 
million gallons daily (mgd), which equates to 83 gallons per minute (gpm).  DSEIR 
Table 3-13 shows the estimated backwash water flows to the percolation pond from 
the strainer and microfilter (i.e., SWTP: 0.07 MGD and Well SS-1:  0.05 MGD) of the 
proposed SWTP, which would treat water stored within the repurposed raw water 
storage basin, or water pumped by Well SS-1.  This comment assumed from DSEIR 
Table 3-13 that a total of 0.12 MGD would be entering the percolation pond from the 
SWTP and Well SS-1.  However, and to further clarify the Table, the SWTP and Well 
SS-1 would not operate at the same time.  Therefore, the maximum backwash flow 
rate from the proposed modifications would be 0.07 MGD from the SWTP.  The 
AWTP, per Permit 2014-0047-WDR Figure 2, has an average backwash flow of 37 gpm, 
or 0.053 MGD.  Since the AWTP and SWTP could operate at the same time, the total 
maximum backwash flow to the percolation pond from these two sources would be 
0.07 MGD + 0.053 MGD = 0.123 MGD.  Pursuant to Waste Discharge Order R3-2014-
0050 Table 2, the CCSD is allowed to discharge 90,000 gpd (0.09 MGD) to the 
percolation ponds.   

 
As part of its future detailed design, the SWTP’s backwash flow rates will be reviewed 
to determine whether it would be feasible to stay below the existing permit limit of 
0.09 mgd while operating at the same time as the AWTP.  If this is not found to be 
feasible, a modification request would be made to the Water Board to consider 
increasing the permit’s 0.09 mgd backwash water rate to approximately 0.123 mgd.  It 
is also anticipated that there would be ample capacity in the percolation pond system 
to handle the 0.033 mgd differential increase in the allowable backwash rate.  Such a 
future request would explain that wastewater effluent flows into the percolation 
ponds are relatively low while the AWTP is normally operating. 

 
PA 3-2 DSEIR Section 3.5.2.2, Surface Water Treatment Plant, discusses the plans for 

disinfecting water from the proposed raw water storage basin prior to delivery to 
customers.  The membrane filtration system would be designed to achieve the 
membrane filtration water goals described in DSEIR Table 3-14, SWTP Membrane 
Filtration Water Quality Goals.  
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PA 3-3 To further clarify the CCRWQCB’s regulatory jurisdiction, DSEIR Page 5.5-15 is 
revised in the FSEIR as follows:  

 
 
The quality of the State’s waters can be affected by many sources that come in different forms 
and amounts.  For regulatory purposes, these sources are categorized by whether they are 
planned, easily-identified “end-of-pipe” waste discharges from a single, discrete source such 
as constructed conveyance systems (known as “point source discharges”), or from planned or 
unplanned discharges from more diffuse runoff that covers a wide area (known as “nonpoint 
source discharges”).  The waste can be in liquid or solid form, and can be in small to very large 
volumes.  The RWQCB regulates discharges to surface water, such as rivers and the ocean 
through the NPDES Permit Program, and discharges to groundwaters (discharges to land) 
through the Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) program.  Through the NPDES Permit 
Program, the RWQCB regulates waste discharges to both surface waters, such as rivers and the 
ocean, and groundwaters (via discharge to land).  The type of permits issued by the RWQCBs 
to control these various sources of pollutants depends on the type/category of waste, where the 
waste is discharged, and State and federal laws and regulations. 
 

 
PA 3-4 The comment accurately notes that the amount of surface water that is returned to San 

Simeon Creek Lagoon is adaptable, as discussed on DSEIR Page 5.3-60.  Mitigation 
Measure BIO-7 (Adaptive Management Plan), requires that the CCSD implement an 
AMP entailing long-term monitoring.  The AMP requires monitoring of groundwater 
levels, surface water levels/flows, in-stream and riparian habitat, and presence of 
listed species.  As specified in BIO-7, based on the results of the biological monitoring 
and any noted adverse changes in these habitats, SWF operations shall be adjusted 
such that the amount of treated water that is re-injected into the system, is either 
increased or decreased to restore affected habitat features.  It is expected that the 
filtrate product water flow returned at any time would be approximately 100 gallons 
per minute (gpm), as deemed necessary by the Project’s AMP.  To further clarify the 
Project Design Feature’s (PDF) approximate 100 gpm flow to San Simeon Creek 
Lagoon is adaptable, DSEIR Page 5.5-27 is revised in the FSEIR as follows: 

 
 
SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY 
 
The SWF transfers extracted groundwater to the AWTP, which treats brackish water to produce 
potable water.  The treated AWTP product water is re-introduced/pumped for injection into 
the groundwater basin.  The RO concentrate is disposed for evaporation in the evaporation 
pond and the MF backwash is discharged to the existing percolation ponds.  As detailed in 
Table 3-3, AWTP Process Design Flows, the SWF specifically includes the following activities that 
involve discharges to groundwater and land:  reinjects 452 gpm into San Simeon Creek aquifer 
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further up-gradient at the well field; returns 100 gpm to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon; 
discharges 39 gpm of RO concentrate to the evaporation pond; and discharges 37 gpm of MF 
backwash to the percolation ponds. 
 

• 452 gpm of advanced treated water (RO permeate and UV feed flow) is re-injected 
into the San Simeon Creek aquifer further up-gradient at the well field; returns   
 

• Approximately 100 gpm of MF filtrate flow (as deemed necessary by the Project’s 
Adaptive Management Plan (AMP) (see Mitigation Measure BIO-7 reinjects ) is 
surface discharged to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon; 1 
 

• 39 gpm of RO concentrate and membrane cleaning waste is discharged to the 
evaporation pond; and discharges  
 

• 37 gpm of automatic strainer backwash and MF backwash is discharged to the a 
percolation pond, which flows back into the groundwater aquifer.   

 
As previously noted, the SWF transfers extracted groundwater to the AWTP, which treats 
brackish water to produce potable water.  To meet California Department of Public Health 
(DPH) and CCRWQCB regulations, the treated AWTP product water is re-introduced/pumped 
for injection into the groundwater basin.  MF filtrate water, which could potentially be 
augmented with de-chlorinated/oxygenated product water (filtrate), is pumped during dry 
weather conditions for surface discharge habitat enhancement in the San Simeon Creek 
Lagoon.  An above-ground pipeline delivers approximately 100 gpm of water MF filtrate (as 
deemed necessary by the Project’s AMP; see Mitigation Measure BIO-7) from the AWTP to a 
surface discharge structure; see Exhibit 3-5.  The discharge structure, which is located just north 
of the San Simeon Creek tree line, dissipates velocity, in order to create a sheet flow of 
mitigation water, prior to entering upstream of the San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  The RO 
concentrate from the AWTP is disposed for evaporation in the Van Gordon Reservoir, an 
existing storage pond that was rehabilitated/modified into an evaporation pond to meet State 
Title 27 requirements.  The CCRWQCB classifies the RO concentrate as a Special Waste and 
prohibits its discharge to Waters of the State in excess of background levels.  The evaporation 
pond is lined with an impermeable liner system with leak detection to contain the RO 
concentrate and protect the underlying soil and groundwater.  The RO concentrate evaporation 
is aided with five mechanical spray evaporators.   
 

 

                                              
1 As discussed in DSEIR Section 5.5 and specified in DSEIR BIO-7, based on the results of the biological 

monitoring and any noted adverse changes in these habitats, SWF operations would be adjusted such that the amount 
of MF filtrate product water re-injected into the system, is either increased or decreased to restore affected habitat 
features.  It is expected that the MF filtrate product water re-injected at any time would be approximately 100 gpm. 
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PA 3-6 As noted on DSEIR Page 5.3-74, Mitigation Measure BIO-18 requires that the San 
Simeon Creek Lagoon discharge structure be designed to avoid impacts to riparian 
habitat to the greatest extent feasible, and that the CCSD comply with all applicable 
local, state, and federal regulations concerning impacts to riparian habitat, including 
Clean Water Act (CWA) Sections 401 and 404, and/or California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) Code §1602.  Finally, Mitigation Measure BIO-19 requires that 
the CCSD minimize the disturbance and removal of riparian vegetation, to the extent 
possible. 

 
DSEIR Page 5.5-34 is revised in the FSEIR as follows:  

 
 
The lagoon surface discharge extension would be required to file an Amendment to the Region-
wide General NPDES Permit for Discharges with Low Threat to Water Quality (General 
Permit).  The  Project design feature’s approximate 100 gpm discharge filtrate product water 
flow to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon (as deemed necessary by the Project’s Adaptive 
Management Plan, see Mitigation Measure BIO-7) would remain the same as the Project, 
although the location of the discharge point would be relocated further south to the northern 
San Simeon Creek bank.  Moving the discharge point to anywhere impinging upon, or below 
the ordinary high water mark, would require a 401 Water Quality Certification from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, a 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, 
and a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFW; see also Mitigation Measure BIO-18.  
The proposed discharge at the creek bank would provide more efficient delivery of water into 
San Simeon Creek to maintain lagoon water levels, while also avoiding the potential favoring 
of water quality samples taken from nearby monitoring well 16D1 due to the lagoon water 
discharge’s high quality.  At the revised discharge point, articulating concrete block (ACB) 
(Armorflex) lining is proposed to protect the northern San Simeon Creek channel bank from 
erosion.  Armorflex allows for the continued growth of riparian vegetation, further protecting 
the channel from any potential erosion.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PA-4 
Tom Luster, Senior Environmental Scientist 
California Coastal Commission 
October 26, 2016 
 
 
PA 4-1 The DSEIR addresses a single Project (e.g., the Sustainable Water Facility (SWF)) and 

as required by CEQA, addresses the Project modifications, which include Mitigation 
Measures identified to avoid/mitigate potential impacts; see DSEIR Page 3-16 and 
Mitigation Measures AES-2 and BIO-3.  There aren’t two versions of the Project.  
DSEIR Section 3.5, Project Characteristics, describes both components equally; see 
DSEIR Section 3.5.1, Sustainable Water Facility, and DSEIR Section 3.5.2, Mitigation 
Measures (Project Modifications), respectively.  The DSEIR does not have as a “main 
focus” what the comment refers to as the “proposed project,” which is assumed to 
refer to the Mitigation Measures (Project modifications).  Rather, the DSEIR focusses 
equally on both the SWF and Project Modifications.   

 
PA 4-2 This comment notes that the Project is subject to Coastal Development Plan (CDP) 

review and approval by San Luis Obispo County (SLO County) and California Coastal 
Commission’s (CCC) federal consistency review.  This comment also notes documents 
incorporated by reference.  Comments so noted.  No further response is necessary.  

 
PA 4-3 This comment recommends substantial revisions to the DSEIR to incorporate 

additional data, however, does not specify the additional data.  Therefore, this 
comment is so noted and will be considered by the CCSD Board during their 
deliberations on the Project.  This comment also introduces various concerns, which 
are elaborated in subsequent comments.  See Responses PA 4-4 through PA 4-37 
below.  

 
PA 4-4 This comment introduces concerns regarding Geology and Soils, Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials, and Traffic and Transportation, which are elaborated in 
subsequent comments; see Response PA 4-19 below.  As concluded in DSEIR Section 
8.0, Effects Found Not To Be Significant, the Project would result in less than significant 
impacts following compliance with the established regulatory framework concerning 
Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Traffic and Transportation. 

 
PA 4-5 As a function of its existing water and wastewater operations, the CCSD has been 

monitoring existing groundwater wells in the Project area for decades prior to SWF 
completion.  The two specific items that this comment identifies are level 
measurements and sampling at existing Monitoring Well (MW) SS-4; and, level 
measurements and sampling of the San Simeon Creek from the Hearst San Simeon 
State Park (State Park) San Simeon Creek Campground (SSC Campground) pedestrian 
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bridge.  Each of these existing measurement and sampling locations are within State 
Parks’ property.  Access to existing MW SS-4 is by foot and results in no environmental 
impacts.  The pedestrian bridge was constructed by the CCSD during the early 1980s.  
The pedestrian bridge is within a 25-foot wide easement that State Parks issued to the 
CCSD in 1977 in exchange for water and wastewater service to the SSC Campground.  
The pedestrian bridge is used to collect water quality samples by both the CCSD and 
CCRWQCB.  The pedestrian bridge location is also part of the CCRWQCB’s Central 
Coast Ambient Monitoring Program (CCAMP).  The installation of remote sensing 
instrumentation on the pedestrian bridge was subject of a Notice of Exemption (NOE) 
filed by the CCSD with the SLO County Clerk on August 30, 2016.  The CCRWQCB 
has issued a letter of support for installation of remote sensing instrumentation at the 
pedestrian bridge.  It is the CCSD’s contention that such operational monitoring and 
sampling are not part of the SWF Project, since the proposed installation of remote 
sensing instrumentation at the pedestrian bridge supports the CCSD’s existing water 
and wastewater operations, as well as the SSC Campground, regardless of whether 
the SWF existed.   
 
As of the writing of this response, State Parks has not issued a Right of Entry (ROE) 
Permit for installation of the instrumentation at the pedestrian bridge.  Until that the 
ROW Permit is granted, the CCSD will conduct its monitoring within CCSD property 
limits, which are east/upstream from the bridge.  
 
Due to access restrictions to State Parks’ property, and to reflect the Project 
modifications, the Adaptive Management Plan (AMP) was updated to reflect that all 
necessary monitoring would be conducted on the Project site.  Therefore, no offsite 
components are proposed and no revisions to DSEIR Section 3.2.1 are required.  The 
AMP is available for public review at the Cambria Community Services District, 1316 
Tamson Drive, Suite 201, Cambria, California 93428.   

 
PA 4-6 This comment introduces various comments concerning available and projected water 

volumes, which are elaborated in subsequent comments.  On December 15, 2016, the 
CCSD Board adopted an update to its Urban Water Management Plan (2015 UWMP), 
which included detailed demand modeling for recommended Conservation Program 
B.  Although the 2015 UWMP is exempt from CEQA, the results of this modeling are 
included within the DSEIR, as a forecasted demand plot; see DSEIR Page 3-5.  This 
plot shows that with Conservation Program B, the annual CCSD demand at build-out 
is less than approximately 700 acre-feet per year (AFY).  In addition, the CCSD is also 
in the process of licensing its existing diversion permits, which would result in a 
maximum allowable diversion of 798.82 AFY for the San Simeon Creek aquifer wells, 
and 217.92 AFY for the Santa Rosa Creek aquifer wells.  Because the extracted and 
highly treated water from the SWF is returned to the aquifer, it is not an additional 
diversion from the aquifer.  The treated and re-injected water from the SWF improves 



   

     SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT  

Comments and Responses PA 12-108 Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 

12 

the reliability of the existing CCSD aquifer supply and is ultimately removed by the 
CCSD’s existing San Simeon aquifer wells.  Therefore, the SWF re-injected water 
would be included within the 798.82 AFY maximum allowable of a licensed San 
Simeon Creek aquifer diversion.  Once licensed, the 798.82 AFY maximum San Simeon 
Creek aquifer diversion would be approximately 35 percent less than a historically 
permitted maximum of 1,230 AFY for the San Simeon Creek aquifer wells. 
 
It is also noted that the 205 AF mentioned in this comment concerning the Warren 
Ranch property is for riparian, agricultural water use, which was the subject of a 2006 
Settlement Agreement between Warren and the CCSD.  This agreement allows up to 
183.5 AFY of agricultural irrigation to be supplied to the Warren property from a 
CCSD agricultural irrigation well.  In addition, 20 AFY is provided by the CCSD’s San 
Simeon potable wells for Warren property fronting San Simeon Creek Road, and 1.5 
AFY is provided to a small parcel that was sold by Warren (a former one-room 
schoolhouse, APN 013-062-005).   
 
It is further noted that per a 1998 USGS Report of the watershed, approximately 30 to 
35 percent of riparian irrigation water returns to the aquifer.2  In addition, the CCSD 
removed an earlier agricultural irrigation demand of 49.7 AFY3 within the San Simeon 
aquifer by facilitating the conversion of prior agricultural property to State Parks 
land.4  The 1998 USGS Report also showed approximately 45.1 AF5  of the 184 AFY 
included within the Warren settlement agreement as being existing agricultural 
irrigation demand.  Therefore, the net increase resulting from the 205 AFY agreed to 
within the 2006 Settlement Agreement is approximately 77 AFY more than what was 
analyzed within the 1998 USGS Report.6  Should the agricultural water supply from 
the CCSD to Warren cause a conflict with existing regulations and laws, the 2006 
Settlement Agreement includes provisions where the supply to Warren could be 
further reduced (or stopped if warranted).  During calendar year 2016, the following 
volumes, as described in the Warren Settlement, were actually supplied to Warren by 
the CCSD:   
 

• 13.5 AFY of the 183.5 AFY;  
• 16.7 AFY of the 20 AFY; and,  
• 0.8 AFY of the 1.5 AFY.   

                                              
2 1998 USGS Report 98-4061, Table 4, Page 46.  As determined by comparing agricultural pumpage against 

Irrigation return flow.   
3 1998 USGS Report 98-4061, Table 6, Page 59, field numbers 53 through 57 inclusive. 
4 During 2006, the CCSD facilitated a three-way property exchange that resulted in the old Molinari bean 

field (the southeastern portion of APN 013-011-016) being owned by State Parks.  This same field is now being kept 
fallow as an undeveloped wetlands. 

5 1998 USGS Report 98-4061, Table 6, Page 59, field numbers 58, 64, and 92. 
6 Estimated at 70 percent of (205 AFY agricultural demand less 49.7 AFY (fallowed bean field) less 45.1 AFY 

of pre-existing Warren irrigation demands). 



 

  SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT 

Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 PA 12-109 Comments and Responses 

12 

See also Responses PA 4-7 through PA 4-10 below. 
 
PA 4-7 This comment incorrectly describes the re-injected water from the SWF as a diversion 

and being subject to the CCSD’s SWRCB-issued diversion permits.  Therefore, the 
comment incorrectly frames this as an aquifer diversion.  Additionally, the diversion 
from the existing San Simeon Creek aquifer wells cannot exceed 400 gpm whenever 
the SWF is re-injecting treated water back into the aquifer.  Except for a 39 gpm 
discharge of RO concentrate into the evaporation pond, all of the water extracted by 
SWF Well 9P7 is returned to the aquifer.  The Project Design Feature’s (PDF) 
approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water flow that is discharged to the San Simeon 
Creek Lagoon does infiltrate to the aquifer below the lagoon, as noted.  If run 24 hours 
per day over a 184-day dry season, the 400 gpm extraction rate by the CCSD’s existing 
San Simeon wells would total 325 AF, and the 39 gpm of RO concentrate discharge to 
the evaporation pond would total 32 AF.  These two values total 357 AF over an 
assumed 184-day dry period.   
 
The PDF’s approximate 100 gpm riparian flow discharged into the upper San Simeon 
Creek Lagoon area is for habitat protection.  It is discharged onto the existing CCSD 
property that is contiguous with San Simeon Creek, and is not a diversion.  DSEIR 
Appendix E6, Technical Memorandum – San Simeon Creek Flows, (TM) (CDM Smith, 
October 16, 2016) includes an analysis of instream flows, which supports the 
approximate 100 gpm flow rate.  Additionally, DSEIR Appendix E1, Cambria 
Emergency Water Supply Project San Simeon Creek Basin Groundwater Modeling Report, 
(GMR) (CDM Smith, May 2014)  included detailed hydrogeological modeling; see 
DSEIR Page 5.3-55.  The GMR found that while the SWF is operating, the PDF’s 100 
gpm of filtrate product water flow discharged to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon would 
maintain water levels in the lagoon, thereby avoiding potential impacts to lagoon 
habitat; see also DSEIR Impact 5.5-3.  Further, the TM concluded that under normal 
climatic conditions, flows of 50 gpm, which would be one-half of the 100 gpm flow, 
would be sufficient to maintain lagoon levels similar to conditions without the SWF.  
The TM also included simulations under extreme drought conditions, comparing the 
zero (0) gpm, 50 gpm, and 100 gpm flow to conditions without the SWF.  During the 
first year of simulated drought, the 100 gpm flow would maintain lagoon levels 
similar to conditions without the SWF.  During the second year of simulated drought, 
both the 50 gpm and 100 gpm flows would result in higher lagoon levels than 
conditions without the SWF.  Under extreme drought conditions without the SWF, the 
CCSD well field would not be capable of producing the permitted quantities, while 
under conditions with the SWF, production at permitted rates could continue.  Based 
on the GMR’s and TM’s findings, while the SWF is operating, the PDF’s approximate 
100 gpm filtrate product water flow to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon would maintain 
water levels in the lagoon.  Notwithstanding, Mitigation Measure BIO-7 requires 
implementation of an AMP for long-term SWF operations.  The AMP is intended to 
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monitor and protect the lagoon, creek, and riparian habitats and, by extension, protect 
the species that inhabit them.  The AMP’s primary goal is to monitor the response of 
the lagoon, creeks, and riparian habitats to SWF operations.  Monitoring is required 
as part of the AMP to ensure that creek and lagoon levels are maintained during SWF 
operations.  This analysis concluded that the 100 gpm flow provides greater protection 
to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon area than a no project alternative would offer.  

 
PA 4-8 The Project re-injects highly treated water back into the same aquifer that the Project’s 

extraction well (Well 9P7) is using as source water.  This is why a net diversion is 
described, as opposed to a gross diversion.  After travelling at least 60-days 
underground, the highly treated and re-injected water is extracted by existing CCSD 
Wells SS-1 and SS-2.  Wells SS-1 and SS-2 are subject to a licensed extraction limitation 
of no more than 798.82 AFY (as compared to 1,230 AFY in earlier permits).  See 
Response PA 4-6 for an additional related discussion. 
 
Extraction at Well 9P7 is further downgradient from the potable well field, and is 
pumping brackish water.  A localized cone of depression at Well 9P7 is being 
addressed by hydraulic modeling, which is further supported by an AMP.  Hydraulic 
modeling has concluded that the 100 gpm filtrate product water discharged as surface 
flow to the head of the upper end of the San Simeon Creek Lagoon provides a net 
benefit to the riparian habitat.  TM Figure 7 (DSEIR Appendix E6) provides a 
convenient summary illustration, which shows the lagoon levels without the Project 
(blue dashed line) versus with the Project operating with the 100 gpm flow to the 
lagoon (yellow line).  This graph concludes that there is noticeable improvement on 
the lagoon level (i.e., the graph’s vertical axis) with the Project operating and 100 gpm 
filtrate product water flow being discharged to the lagoon. 
 
The Project’s AMP provides additional assurances that there would be less than 
significant impacts to the riparian corridor and its existing species of concern; see 
DSEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-7.  The Project would also operate during times when 
there is likely to be no water in the adjacent San Simeon Creek’s channel upstream 
from the San Simeon Creek Lagoon, given that the creek is seasonal.  During such 
times, the AMP would require monitoring for such items as signs of stress in trees 
closest to the Well 9P7 extraction wells.  Should signs of stress in trees ever be 
observed, adaptations may include moving which pond the CCSD percolates into, to 
place percolated water closer to the tree drip line and root zone.  

 
PA 4-9 See Responses PA 4-7 and PA 4-8, which address the PDF’s approximate 100 gpm 

filtrate product water flow.   
 
PA 4-10 The 2016 Tracer Study confirmed that the geohydraulic model is accurate.  Therefore, 

the model findings are accurate.  The 400 gpm flow rate was agreed to with the 
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permitting agencies, in order to confirm the model predicted the travel time, not to 
analyze the permitted flow rate.  The model output at 400 gpm predicted the travel 
time observed during the second tracer study, confirming that the model can be used 
to demonstrate that operating at 452 gpm while still exceeding the minimum 60 day 
travel time. 

 
PA 4-11 The facility is required to meet RWQCB permit conditions, regardless of membrane 

age.  Therefore, modifying the DSEIR to account for membrane life would have 
questionable benefit, since the facility would still need to meet performance criteria 
required of the permits.  

 
PA 4-12 See Response PA 4-7 concerning the PDF’s approximate 100 gpm filtrate product 

water flow to San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  Based on the GMR’s and TM’s findings,  
while the SWF is operating, the PDF’s approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water 
flow to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon would maintain water levels in the lagoon, 
thereby avoiding potential impacts to lagoon habitat.  Notwithstanding, Mitigation 
Measure BIO-7 requires implementation of an AMP for long-term SWF operations.  
The AMP is intended to monitor and protect the lagoon, creek, and riparian habitats 
and, by extension, protect the species that inhabit them.  The AMP’s primary goal is 
to monitor the response of the lagoon, creeks, and riparian habitats to SWF operations.  
Monitoring is required as part of the AMP to ensure that creek and lagoon levels are 
maintained during SWF operations.  It is noted, while a perennial section of San 
Simeon Creek is known to be present upstream of the confluence with Steiner Creek, 
San Simeon Creek’s lower reaches are intermittent and are generally only inundated 
from late fall to late spring or early summer, which would likely coincide with periods 
when the SWF would not operate.  The U.S. Geological Survey found that the lower 
reaches of the creek (such as traverse the Project site) flow subterranean during the 
dry season due to natural dry-season water level decline (i.e., decline without any 
pumping occurring).  Thus, the creek would normally not be inundated during the six 
dry months of the year when the SWF would operate, discharging approximately 100 
gpm of filtrate product water to the lagoon.  With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure BIO-7, the lagoon and creek habitats would be protected.  With mitigation, 
Project impacts to biological resources would be reduced to less than significant. 

 
PA 4-13 See Responses PA 4-7, PA 4-8, and PA 4-12 concerning the PDF’s approximate 100 

gpm filtrate product water flow to San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  The comment suggests 
that the surface water discharge should occur at a location 0.75 mile upstream from 
the upstream end of the San Simeon Creek Lagoon to help sustain streamflow and 
instream refugia for steelhead between the upper San Simeon Creek basin and San 
Simeon Creek Lagoon.  
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Stream elevation profiles presented in the GMR were used to define the discharge 
point for MF filtrate water, which is where the water surface elevation is flat, 
representing the lagoon, rather than flowing surface water.  This point is 
approximately at the location of the pedestrian bridge.  Additionally, the 1988 USGS 
Report (98-4061) found that no flow is typically observed in San Simeon Creek during 
the dry season.  Therefore, maintaining the levels further upstream as suggested by 
this comment would not be practical, nor meet natural conditions.  See also Responses 
PA 4-7, PA 4-8, and PA 4-12, which further address the PDF’s approximate 100 gpm 
filtrate product water flow to the upper reach of the San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  It is 
further noted that the commenter’s indirect reference to SWRCB Permit 17287 
(Condition 16) excludes the following underlined words:   
 

“16. PERMITTEE SHALL MAINTAIN WATER LEVELS IN THE LOWER 
BASIN TO SUSTAIN STREAM FLOW TO THE LAGOON AT THE MOUTH 
OF SAN SIMEON CREEK TO MAINTAIN FISH AND RIPARIAN WILDLIFE 
HABITAT.”   

 
In addition, the comment requests that a thorough analysis be conducted into the 
volume of water and timing of releases that would be required to sustain this 
upstream area.  However, this portion of the creek is generally dry during the time of 
year when the SWF would be operated; see Response PA 4-12.  The SWF would not 
be operated during the wetter portions of the year, when the creek would have water.  
Therefore, moving the surface water discharge pipeline to an upstream location that 
is generally expected to be dry during the time when the 100 gpm filtrate product 
water flow would not meet the Project’s objective concerning the 100 gpm flow to San 
Simeon Creek Lagoon.  Namely, the purpose of the PDF’s 100 gpm flow is to recharge 
potential groundwater extraction-related surface water drawdown within San Simeon 
Creek Lagoon, which is why the discharge is planned to go directly into the lagoon.  
Moving the pipeline away from this area would negate the purpose and effectiveness 
of this PDF.  Therefore, moving the discharge point farther upstream where, under 
natural conditions no flow would be expected at the time of discharge, is not a feasible 
option. 
 
Further, USGS Report 98-4061’s reference to the upper end of a basin (Footnote 4) was 
taken out of context and confuses the separation of the underground groundwater 
basin with the extent of surface water.   

 
PA 4-14 Water used to fill the repurposed pond would be within the limitations of the CCSD’s 

licensed diversion permits; see Responses PA 4-6, PA 4-7, and PA 4-8.  The repurposed 
pond would be filled when demands are low, which is typically during January 
through March.  The stored water would then be available for use during times of 
maximum demand, which are typically during July and August.   
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PA 4-15 As discussed in DSEIR Section 3.5.2.6, Offsite RO Concentrate Disposal, concentrate 
from the RO treatment process would be hauled away to a disposal site, such as the 
Kettleman Hills Hazardous Waste Facility (Kettleman Hills).  While two operational 
scenarios are discussed, as stated on DSEIR Page 3-64, for purposes of conducting a 
conservative analysis of the Project’s potential environmental impacts associated with 
offsite RO concentrate disposal (i.e., mobile emissions, transportation, etc.), this SEIR 
assumes the SWF would operate 24/7 for six months per year, and the RO concentrate 
would be hauled away to Kettleman Hills for disposal.  Therefore, all Project impact 
analyses assume the SWF would run for 24 hours per day seven days per week (24/7), 
during the driest time of the year (approximately six months).  Under this scenario, 
ten truck trips per day (limited to operating within the SWF site between the hours of 
7:00 AM and 7:00 PM) would be needed to haul the RO concentrate to Kettleman Hills, 
assuming a 6,000 gallon truck would be used.  Since DSEIR release, the CCSD has 
confirmed that RO concentrate disposal could occur much closer.  On February 22, 
2017, the South SLO County Sanitation District (South-SLO SD) issued the CCSD a 
Brine Disposal Permit, which authorizes the CCSD to discharge the RO concentrate 
(salt brine) to the South-SLO SD’s existing turn-out structure pipeline connection, 
pursuant to various permit conditions.  The Brine Disposal Permit specifies the CCSD 
would utilize trucks to deliver RO concentrate (brine) to the South-SLO SD for 
disposal.  Use of the South-SLO SD facility’s existing permitted disposal system would 
result in fewer impacts than the worst-case, conservative analysis presented in the 
DSEIR; see also DSEIR Section 7.3, “RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal” Alternative, 
and Responses PA 4-33 and PA 4-34, concerning the RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall 
Disposal Alternative. 
 
The Project proposes to discharge 39 gpm of RO concentrate, wastewater from the 
analytical instruments, and membrane cleaning waste to the evaporation pond.  The 
CCRWQCB classifies the RO concentrate as a Title 27 nonhazardous waste; 
specifically, the RO is classified a Special Waste.  Notwithstanding, potential Project 
impacts associated with the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous 
materials are evaluated in DSEIR Section 8.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  All 
proposed transport activities would be required to follow federal and state laws and 
regulations regarding the transport of hazardous materials.  Hauling would be 
accomplished by having a fill station designed with a perimeter berm to capture any 
water that could inadvertently spill during a fill operation.  The truck hauling the 
water would be fitted with sealed hatches, as well as internal baffles to further prevent 
sloshing and spilling.  The truck driver would be equipped with conventional clay 
litter or other absorbent material, which could be spread and used for shoveling 
incidental spillage into a trash barrel.  The unloading station would be similarly 
bermed as the fill station, to prevent and contain any spillage during unloading.  The 
hauling driver and haul truck would be licensed and credentialed to meet applicable 
local and State requirements.  Transportation of all hazardous materials to/from the 
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site is also subject to compliance with all applicable Caltrans protocols.  Therefore, 
compliance with the regulatory requirements ensures that the Project does not create 
a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials.  A less than significant impact would occur in 
this regard. 

 
PA 4-16 The USGS Report reference to the upper end of the lower basin (Comment 4-13, 

Footnote 4) was taken out of context, and is confusing the separation of the 
underground groundwater basin with the extent of surface water.  Operations to date 
under the E-CDP found that the current discharge location is reasonably close to the 
upper extent of the San Simeon Creek Lagoon surface water during dry weather.  The 
intent is to introduce the PDF’s product water as surface water into the upper lagoon 
to maximize its effectiveness in maintaining the lagoon’s surface water elevation.  See 
Response PA 4-13 concerning relocating the lagoon surface discharge extension 0.75 
miles upstream.   

 
PA 4-17 See also Responses PA 4-7, PA 4-8, and PA 4-12, which further address the PDF’s 

approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water flow to the upper reach of the San Simeon 
Creek Lagoon and the Project’s AMP.  As concluded in the DSEIR, with mitigation, 
Project impacts to biological resources would be reduced to less than significant.  As 
discussed in Response PA 3-6, Mitigation Measure BIO-18 requires that the CCSD 
comply with all applicable local, state, and federal regulations concerning impacts to 
riparian habitat, including Clean Water Act (CWA) Sections 401 and 404, and/or 
CDFW Code §1602.  This comment also introduces concerns regarding potential 
“take” of listed species, which are elaborated in subsequent comments.  See Responses 
PA 4-18 through PA 4-20 below.  

 
This comment requests clarification concerning which public agencies whose 
approval would be required.  Although, the Project would not require a permit from 
the NMFS, the agency has been added to the list.  DSEIR Page 3-70 is revised in the 
FSEIR as follows:  
 

 
Other public agencies whose approval may be required include the following: 
 

• San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (Rule 202 Permits);  
• Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB);  
• Surface Water Discharges and Title 27 Evaporation Pond Compliance; 
• CCRWQCB, Division of Drinking Water;  
• Title 22 –Indirect Potable Reuse of Recycled Water compliance; 
• California Department of Fish and Wildlife; 
• California Department of Parks and Recreation; 
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• California Coastal Commission; and  
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; and  
• National Marine Fisheries Service. 

 
 

In addition, this comment requests that the DSEIR be revised to identify the mitigation 
measures required to avoid take of steelhead or other listed species and protect 
riparian and wetland functions.  These mitigation measures are already identified on 
DSEIR Pages 5.3-69, 5.3-70, 5.3-71, 5.3-72, and 5.3-76. 

 
PA 4-18 The commentator references the 2013 National Marine Fisheries Service’s South-

Central California Steelhead Recovery Plan (Recovery Plan) and suggests that it be 
included in DSEIR Table 4-1, Cumulative Projects List, which is comprised of the related 
SLO County projects that could potentially produce cumulative impacts; see DSEIR 
Exhibit 4-1, Cumulative Projects.  The commentator also recommends revisions to 
include a comprehensive assessment of Project impacts, as they relate to relevant 
Recovery Plan components.  As discussed on DSEIR Page 4-3, the SLO County 
Department of Planning and Building was consulted, in an effort to develop a 
cumulative projects list.  SLO County provided a list of 270 relevant projects and a 
map illustrating their locations throughout the County.7  The factors considered when 
determining whether to include a related project involved the nature of each 
environmental resource being examined, the location of the project, and its type.   
 
The Recovery Plan’s goal is to prevent the extinction of South-Central California Coast 
steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) in the wild and ensure the long-term persistence of 
viable, self-sustaining, populations of steelhead distributed across the South-Central 
California Coast Steelhead (SCCCS) Distinct Population Segment (DPS).8  Recovery 
Plan Section 12.4 cites the following threats for San Simeon Creek: groundwater 
extraction; severe stream incision (caused by confinement of the active channel due to 
the encroachment of agriculture on the floodplain); cattle grazing within the active 
channel; and, the presence of ranch houses and the main road through the watershed.  
Other information within Recovery Plan Section 12.4 are no longer being pursued, 
such as construction of a desalination project with withdrawals along Santa Rosa 
Creek.  Recovery Plan Table 12-2 (see below) provides a visual, color-coded ranking 
of threats. 

                                              
7 Written Communication:  Singewald, Airlin, Senior Planner San Luis Obispo County Department of 

Planning and Building, May 14, 2015. 
8 National Marine Fisheries Service.  2013. South-Central California Coast Steelhead Recovery Plan. West Coast 

Region, California Coastal Area Office, Long Beach, California. 
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The five highest threats for the San Simeon Creek are agricultural development, 
groundwater extraction, levees and channelization, roads, and recreational facilities.  
See Responses PA 4-6, PA 4-7, and PA 4-8, which address the PDF’s approximate 100 
gpm filtrate product water flow to the upper reach of the San Simeon Creek Lagoon 
and how the Project is not increasing groundwater extraction.  The Project does not 
include features associated with the other four high-level threats.   
 
The Recovery Plan was not identified as a cumulative Project, since the Project’s 
potential impacts concerning the Recovery Plan (analyzed in DSEIR Pages 5.3-60 
through 5.3-61) were concluded to be less than significant and localized, thus, would 
not be capable of combining with the broader Recovery Plan or conflicting with its 
objectives.  Overall, Project impacts were not determined to be considerable when 
viewed in connection with the Recovery Plan’s impacts.  The Recovery Plan is a non-
regulatory, guidance document intended to promote the full recovery of a listed 
species, which would be beneficial impacts the Project would not conflict with.  
Additionally, the PDF’s approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water flow is 
discharged to the upper end of the San Simeon Creek Lagoon, which is described 
within the TM (DSEIR Appendix E6).  This PDF’s beneficial impact is further 
described in Responses PA 4-7 and PA 4-8.  In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-7 
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requires an AMP with monitoring to further ensure there would be no taking of listed 
species associated with SWF operations.  The beneficial impacts of the PDF’s 
approximate 100 gpm flow to the lagoon and AMP monitoring avoid any take of listed 
species.  Therefore, the DSEIR should not require a comprehensive assessment, as the 
comment suggests.   
 
The commenter also specifically references the need for an assessment of whether 
Project impacts on streamflow and the aquifer resulting from groundwater extraction 
would result in a take and also the adequacy of the PDF’s approximate 100 gpm filtrate 
product water flow.  See DSEIR Pages 5.3-60 and 5.3-61, and Responses PA 4-7 and 
PA 4-12 concerning the PDF’s approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water flow to San 
Simeon Creek Lagoon and the Project’s AMP.  The GMR and TM conclude that while 
the SWF is operating, the PDF’s approximate 100 gpm water flow to the San Simeon 
Creek Lagoon would be adequate to maintain lagoon water levels and sufficient to 
protect critical habitat and avoid adverse impacts to steelhead.  The AMP (Mitigation 
Measure BIO-7) is specifically intended to monitor the response of the lagoon, creeks, 
and riparian habitat to Project operations and would be used to carefully monitor 
stream flows and the lagoon water level to detect potentially adverse effects on creek 
and lagoon habitat (and therefore on steelhead), which would require Project MF 
filtrate flow rate adjustments, modifying the use of production wells, Project 
shutdown and consultation with regulatory agencies.  The GMR and TM indicate that 
the Project would provide ample MF filtrate flow to ensure suitable habitat for 
steelhead.  The AMP is intended to ensure that, even during dry periods, surface water 
in San Simeon Creek would not dry up faster than under existing conditions, thus 
enhancing steelhead runs. 
 

PA 4-19 See Response PA 4-15 and DSEIR Section 8.5 concerning potential Project impacts 
associated with the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials.  
DSEIR Section 8.5 acknowledges the Project would involve chemical use, generate RO 
concentrate, and require the routine transport of these materials.  A less than 
significant impact would occur in this regard following compliance with the 
established regulatory framework.  No mitigation is required.  

 
PA 4-20 The comment states that the Project site is located within designated Critical Habitat 

for four listed species (Central Coast steelhead, tidewater goby, California red-legged 
frog, and Western snowy plover) and that the DSEIR does not evaluate the Project’s 
effects on these species and their habitats.  The Project’s effects on Central Coast 
steelhead, tidewater goby, and California red-legged frog and their habitats are 
discussed in detail in DSEIR Section 5.3.5, [Biological Resources] Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures.   
As discussed on DSEIR Page 5.3-23, Western snowy plover Critical Habitat Unit CA-
26 is located offsite along San Simeon State Beach and encompasses most of San 
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Simeon Creek Lagoon downstream (west) of SR-1.  This area includes sandy beach 
above and below the high-tide line (PCE 1) with occasional surf-cast wrack supporting 
small invertebrates and generally barren to sparsely vegetated terrain (PCEs 2 and 3).  
It is an important wintering area where up to 143 snowy plovers have been recorded 
in a single season (at the time of Critical Habitat designation in 2012).  This area 
includes a portion of the lagoon, which is partially located onsite; however, the 
occupied habitat of this species occurs in sandy areas, which are offsite.  Therefore, 
the Project would not impact Western snowy plover or its habitat.  No further analysis 
is necessary. 
 
To further clarify potential impacts to tidewater gobies, DSEIR Page 5.3-54 is revised 
in the FSEIR as follows:  

 
 
Indirect operational impacts to tidewater goby could occur as the result of pumping 629 gpm 
of groundwater upstream of San Simeon Creek Lagoon at Well 9P7, which is located at the 
CCSD’s treated wastewater effluent percolation ponds.  If the SWF were to lower the lagoon 
water level during its dry period operation, it could result in a premature sandbar closure at 
San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  This could reduce the amount of habitat for tidewater goby found 
in the lagoon.  Unexpected habitat loss from groundwater drawdown could result in decreased 
food and shelter for tidewater gobies, resulting in increased competition for resources not just 
between tidewater gobies, but between gobies and other fish species that may be present in the 
lagoon.  Adverse effects to tidewater goby could result in a take of this listed species; any such 
take would require either exemption from the prohibition against take or take authorization.  
However, the SWF returns 100 gpm to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon and 452 gpm are re-
injected into the San Simeon Creek aquifer further up-gradient at the well field (a minor flow 
of 37 gpm of MF backwash water enters one of the percolation ponds and 39 gpm of RO 
concentrate is discharged in the evaporation pond).  However, San Simeon Creek Lagoon 
would continue to provide tidewater goby a persistent, shallow lagoon containing soft 
substrate suitable for the construction of burrows for reproduction (PCE 1a) that also has 
submerged and emergent aquatic vegetation that provides protection from predators and high 
flow events (PCE 1b).  The SWF includes a Project design feature that provides approximately 
100 gpm of riparian water flow to the head of the San Simeon Creek Lagoon, which would 
maintain lagoon water levels.  The SWF is also limited in how it operates in order to maintain 
a 60-day underground travel time between the re-injection well and existing CCSD potable 
wells (Wells SS1 and SS2).  To maintain this minimum travel time, the maximum Well SS1 and 
Well SS2 extraction rates  cannot exceed 400 gpm collectively.  Additionally, detailed hydraulic 
modeling found that approximately 40 percent of the water re-injected by the SWF stays within 
the aquifer and either returns to the subterranean creek channel or recycles back to extraction 
Well 9P7.  Other SWF sidestreams include approximately 39 gpm of RO concentrate and 
membrane cleaning waste that is diverted to the evaporation pond or will otherwise enter 
above-ground storage tanks for offsite disposal (as part of a proposed Project modifications).  
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Certain minor Project sidestreams (e.g., approximately 37 gpm of automatic strainer backwash 
and MF backwash) re-enter the groundwater basin through an existing percolation pond.   
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 requires that the filtrate pipeline be extended to relocate the 
discharge point further south to the San Simeon Creek bank to more efficiently deliver surface 
water into San Simeon Creek to maintain water levels at San Simeon Creek Lagoon, while also 
addressing its potential interference with water samples pulled from existing monitoring well 
16D1.  The GMR (see Appendix E1) included detailed hydrogeological modeling and found 
that the 100 gpm of mitigation MF filtrate water to the lagoon while the SWF is operating would 
maintain water levels in the lagoon, thereby avoiding potential impacts to the lagoon habitat; 
refer to Impact 5.5-3.  Further, the Technical Memorandum concluded that under normal 
climatic conditions, flows of 50 gpm, which would be one-half of the proposed 100 gpm 
mitigation flow, would be sufficient to maintain lagoon levels similar to conditions without the 
SWF.  The Technical Memorandum (see Appendix E6) also included simulations under 
extreme drought conditions, comparing the zero (0) gpm, 50 gpm, and 100 gpm mitigation flow 
to conditions without the SWF.  During the first year of simulated drought, the 100 gpm 
mitigation flow would maintain lagoon levels similar to conditions without the SWF.  During 
the second year of simulated drought, both the 50 gpm and 100 gpm mitigation flows would 
result in higher lagoon levels than conditions without the SWF.  Under extreme drought 
conditions without the SWF, the CCSD well field would not be capable of producing the 
permitted quantities, while under conditions with the SWF, production at permitted rates 
could continue.  Based on the GMR’s and Technical Memorandum’s findings, the 100 gpm 
mitigation flow to the lagoon while the SWF is operating would maintain water levels in the 
lagoon.  Notwithstanding, Mitigation Measure BIO-7 requires implementation of an Adaptive 
Management Program (AMP) for long-term SWF operations.  The AMP is intended to monitor 
and protect the lagoon, creek, and riparian habitats and, by extension, protect the species that 
inhabit them (including the tidewater goby).  The AMP’s primary goal is to monitor the 
response of the lagoon, creeks, and riparian habitats to SWF operations.  Monitoring is required 
as part of the AMP to ensure that creek and lagoon levels are maintained during SWF 
operations.  It is noted, while a perennial section of San Simeon Creek is known to be present 
upstream of the confluence with Steiner Creek, San Simeon Creek’s lower reaches are 
intermittent and are generally only inundated from late fall to late spring or early summer, 
which would likely coincide with periods when the SWF would not operate.  The U.S. 
Geological Survey has found that the lower reaches of the creek (such as traverse the Project 
site) flow subterranean during the dry season due to natural dry-season water level decline 
(i.e., decline without any pumping occurring).  Thus, the creek would normally not be 
inundated during the six dry months of the year when the SWF would operate, discharging 
100 gpm of lagoon MF filtrate water.  With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-7, the 
lagoon and creek habitats would be protected, and by extension, the tidewater goby that 
inhabit them, as well.  With mitigation, impacts to tide water goby would be reduced to less 
than significant. 
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To further clarify potential impacts to California red-legged frog designated Critical 
Habitat, DSEIR Page 5.3-63 is revised in the FSEIR as follows:  

 
 
Although the waste stream constituents are considered non-hazardous (see Section 8.0, Effects 
Found Not To Be Significant), CRLF could be attracted to the evaporation pond due to the 
presence of standing water and adversely impacted by the RO concentrate’s hypersalinity.  The 
SWF employs deterrent and exclusion methods to prohibit CRLF entry into the evaporation 
pond area.  The four-foot high CRLF exclusion fence installed along the evaporation pond’s 
perimeter prevents CRLF, as well as various other terrestrial wildlife, from entry into the 
evaporation pond area.  Additionally, the climber barrier and HDPE matrix prevent CRLF from 
being trapped within the fence.  Further, Mitigation Measure AES-2 requires removal of the 
mechanical spray evaporators and their enclosures, and as a result, the RO concentrate would 
be disposed of offsite; see Project Modifications discussion that follows.  Given that the 
exclusionary fence would prohibit CRLF entry to the evaporation pond, and since the 
evaporation pond would no longer be used to store RO concentrate, but rather would be 
repurposed as a potable raw water supply storage basin, the SWF would result in less than 
significant impacts in this regard. 
 
Indirect operational impacts could occur, particularly if reductions in the water table result in 
earlier-than-average seasonal drops in creek surface water.  In San Simeon Creek, because 
CRLF can breed as late as late April, early drops in water levels could possibly affect the ability 
of CRLF eggs to hatch.  CRLF typically attaches its eggs to floating vegetation or vegetation 
rooted in the creek substrate; drops in the water level could cause egg masses to desiccate.  
Tadpoles in turn could be lost if the creek dries too quickly, or increased competition for food 
from fish (such as stranded smolts) could result in tadpoles being subjected to increased 
predation.  Project implementation could also have related impacts on California red-legged 
frog designated Critical Habitat.  The area surrounding the Project site, including San Simeon 
Creek, San Simeon Creek Lagoon, Van Gordon Creek, and other upland areas, provides aquatic 
habitat that is suitable for both breeding (PCE 1) and non-breeding (PCE 2) by California red-
legged frog, as well as upland habitat that could be used for foraging (PCE 3) and dispersal 
(PCE 4).  Groundwater extraction may result in surface water drawdowns that could adversely 
modify Critical Habitat to by reducing water levels and affecting the availability of breeding 
areas, PCE 1.  This could cause the frogs to concentrate into smaller areas during the breeding 
season, or cause them to leave the creek and look for breeding or non-breeding habitat 
elsewhere.  Non-breeding habitat and upland habitat are unlikely to be adversely modified.  
Adverse effects to steelhead California red-legged frog could result in a take of this listed 
species; any such take would require either exemption from the prohibition against take or take 
authorization.  However, the SWF returns approximately 100 gpm (as deemed necessary by 
the Project’s AMP; see Mitigation Measure BIO-7) of filtrate product water to the San Simeon 
Creek Lagoon and approximately 452 gpm are re-injected into the San Simeon Creek aquifer 
further up-gradient at the well field.  Mitigation Measure BIO-3 requires that the filtrate 
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pipeline be extended to relocate the discharge point further south to the San Simeon Creek 
bank to more efficiently deliver surface water into San Simeon Creek to maintain water levels 
at San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  The GMR and San Simeon Creek Flows Technical Memorandum 
(Appendices E-1 and E-6) included detailed hydrogeological modeling and found that, when 
the SWF is operating, the 100 gpm of sidestream MF filtrate flow being provided mitigation 
water to the lagoon would maintain lagoon water levels, thereby avoiding potential impacts to 
the CRLF habitat.  Further, the Technical Memorandum concluded that under normal climatic 
conditions, flows of 50 gpm, which would be one-half of the proposed 100 gpm mitigation flow 
to the lagoon, would be sufficient to maintain lagoon levels similar to conditions without the 
SWF, while the SWF is operating.  Based on the GMR’s and Technical Memorandum’s findings, 
the Project’s design feature of providing approximately 100 gpm of mitigation flow to the 
lagoon while the SWF is operating and Mitigation Measure BIO-7 would maintain water levels 
in the San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  Notwithstanding, monitoring would be required as part of 
the AMP (Mitigation Measure BIO-7) to ensure that creek/lagoon levels are maintained during 
SWF operations.  With implementation of the AMP (Mitigation Measure BIO-7), the lagoon, 
creek, and riparian habitats would be protected, and by extension, the CRLF that inhabit them, 
as well.  The U.S. Geological Survey has found that the lower reaches of the creek (such as 
traverse the Project site) flow subterranean during the dry season due to natural dry-season 
water level decline (i.e., decline without any pumping occurring).  Thus, the creek would 
normally not be inundated during the six dry months of the year when the SWF would operate, 
discharging 100 gpm of mitigation MF filtrate water.  With mitigation, impacts to CRLF would 
be reduced to less than significant. 
 

 
PA 4-21 Consistency with local policies and ordinances, including the Coastal Zone Land Use 

Ordinance (CZLUO) and the Local Coastal Program (LCP) is evaluated under DSEIR 
Impact 5.3-5, Consistency With Local Policies/ Ordinances – CZLUO & LCP.; see DSEIR 
Page 5.3-87.  As discussed, the LCP was implemented and approved to ensure the 
protection of SLO County’s Coastal Zone in compliance with the Coastal Act of 1976.  
CZLUO §23.01.033 (Consistency with the Land Use Element and Local Coastal Plan 
Required) specifies that when an application is accepted for processing, such 
application shall not be approved unless, among other requirements, the proposed 
use or division satisfies LCP policies, programs, and standards.  According to CZLUO 
§23.01.010 (Title and Purpose), the CZLUO is intended (in part) to implement the SLO 
County LCP (as well as the SLO County General Plan).  Coastal streams, riparian 
areas, and wetlands, such as are present on the Project site, are ESHA, which are 
protected through compliance with CZLUO §23.07.170 (Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitats), CZLUO §23.07.172 (Wetlands), and CZLUO §23.07.174 (Streams and 
Riparian Vegetation).  As concluded under DSEIR Impact 5.3-5, the SWF and Project 
modifications are in compliance with the CZLUO, which implements the relevant LCP 
Policies.  In compliance with CZLUO §23.01.033, the Project satisfies LCP policies, 
programs, and standards; see also DSEIR Table 5.6-1, Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan 
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Policy Consistency, and DSEIR Table 5.6-3, LCP Consistency Analysis.  Therefore, the 
Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources and a less than significant impact would occur in this regard.   

 
PA 4-22 See Response PA 4-7 concerning the PDF’s approximate 100 gpm filtrate product 

water flow to San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  To further clarify potential Project impacts, 
DSEIR Page 5.3-58 is revised in the FSEIR as follows:  

 
 
Indirect operational impacts could occur, particularly if reductions in the water table result in 
earlier-than-average seasonal drops in creek surface water.  Adult steelhead typically migrate 
from the ocean into coastal streams between December and May, according to weather patterns 
and stream flow.  On the other hand, smolts typically migrate downstream to lagoons and 
eventually the ocean between March and June, although low stream flows can block smolts 
from reaching their destinations.  Reduced water in the lower reaches of San Simeon Creek 
could lead to earlier-than-usual sandbar closures in San Simeon Creek Lagoon, affecting the 
ability of smolts to migrate to the ocean and prematurely altering the lagoon/estuary temporal 
interchange.  This may result in smolts becoming stranded in San Simeon Creek Lagoon and 
spending an extra year in the lagoon instead of at sea.  Stranded smolts would suffer from 
increased competition in the lagoon habitat, particularly as upstream areas within San Simeon 
Creek dry up and leave only an isolated portion of the creek and lagoon.  Adverse effects to 
steelhead could result in a take of this listed species; any such take would require either 
exemption from the prohibition against take or take authorization.  However, the SWF Project 
design feature returns approximately 100 gpm of MF filtrate flow (as deemed necessary by the 
Project’s AMP; see Mitigation Measure BIO-7) to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon and 
approximately 452 gpm are re-injected into the San Simeon Creek aquifer further up-gradient 
at the well field.  Mitigation Measure BIO-3 requires that the filtrate pipeline be extended to 
relocate the discharge point further south to the San Simeon Creek bank to more efficiently 
deliver surface water into San Simeon Creek to maintain water levels at San Simeon Creek 
Lagoon, as discussed above.  The GMR included detailed hydrogeological modeling and found 
that while the SWF is operating, the Project design feature’s approximate 100 gpm of mitigation 
MF filtrate product water would maintain water levels in the lagoon, thereby avoiding 
potential impacts to steelhead habitat; refer to see Impact 5.5-3.  Further, the Technical 
Memorandum concluded that under normal climatic conditions, flows of 50 gpm, which would 
be one-half of the proposed 100 gpm mitigation flow, would be sufficient to maintain lagoon 
levels similar to conditions without the SWF.  Based on the GMR’s and Technical 
Memorandum’s findings, while the SWF is operating, the Project design feature’s approximate 
100 gpm mitigation of filtrate product water flow to the San Simeon Creek Llgoon would 
maintain water levels in the lagoon.  Notwithstanding, Mitigation Measure BIO-7 requires 
implementation of an AMP for long-term SWF operations.  Monitoring would be required as 
part of the AMP to ensure that creek/lagoon levels are maintained during SWF operations.  
With implementation of the AMP (Mitigation Measure BIO-7), the lagoon and creek habitats 
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would be protected, and by extension, the steelhead that may inhabit them, as well.  
Additionally, Mitigation Measure BIO-15 requires that the CCSD continue with its existing 
efforts to monitor the creek habitat adjacent to, and downstream from the Project area, as 
required by the AMP, and specifies provisions, in the event migrating steelhead reappear 
within the San Simeon Creek.  It is noted, San Simeon Creek’s lower reaches are intermittent 
and are generally only inundated from late fall to late spring or early summer, which would 
likely coincide with periods when the SWF would not operate.  The U.S. Geological Survey has 
found that the lower reaches of the creek (such as traverse the Project site) flow subterranean 
during the dry season due to natural dry-season water level decline (i.e., decline without any 
pumping occurring).  Thus, the creek would normally not be inundated during the six dry 
months of the year when the SWF would operate, discharging 100 gpm of mitigation MF filtrate 
water.  Therefore, with mitigation, impacts to steelhead would be reduced to less than 
significant. 
 

 
This comment also states that the DSEIR “does not fully acknowledge the 
designation…of the lower San Simeon watershed as listed critical habitat” for 
steelhead.  See DSEIR Section 5.3, Critical Habitat, (DSEIR Page 5.3-22) concerning 
designated Critical Habitat on the Project site.  DSEIR Section 5.3 states that the Project 
site contains designated steelhead Critical Habitat, which runs for approximately 5.5 
miles upstream from the shoreline.  
 
To further clarify potential impacts to designated steelhead Critical Habitat, DSEIR 
Page 5.3-22 is revised in the FSEIR as follows:  

 
 
South-central California Coast steelhead Critical Habitat is located within the Estero Bay 
Hydrologic Unit and includes an approximately 5.5-mile stretch of San Simeon Creek 
beginning downstream of the North Fork/South Fork San Simeon Creek convergence and 
ending at the ocean.  The lower reaches of San Simeon Creek flow intermittently, and are dry 
during the summer dry season, except for the lower San Simeon Creek Lagoon, which may 
have some hydraulic connectivity with the groundwater table where surface water occurs in 
the vicinity of the Hearst San Simeon State Park (State Park) San Simeon Creek Campground 
and San Simeon State Beach area.  Past study of the area by the U.S. Geological Survey has 
found that the lower reaches of the creek flow subterranean during the dry season due to 
natural dry-season water level decline (i.e., decline without any pumping occurring).  Upper 
reaches of San Simeon Creek do have some perennial flow occurring, but these reaches are 
about three miles further up-gradient from the Project site, at a higher elevation, and are 
beyond any area that may be influenced by the Project.  Therefore, the primary reach of concern 
that could be indirectly affected by Project implementation is the lower reach area, which 
would include the San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  This 5.5-mile stretch of San Simeon Creek 
includes water of sufficient quantity and quality to support steelhead, as well as habitat 
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specifically suitable to support freshwater spawning sites (PCE 1), freshwater rearing sites with 
adequate forage and refuge opportunities to support juvenile growth (PCE 2), unobstructed 
freshwater migration corridors with adequate refugia to support upstream and downstream 
movement (PCE 3), and an unobstructed estuary (seasonally) with adequate forage and refuge 
opportunities to support juvenile and adult transitions between saltwater and freshwater 
habitats (PCE 4). 
 

 
This comment also states that the DSEIR implies that suitable steelhead habitat is only 
present in upper, perennial reaches of San Simeon Creek, and not in the lower reaches 
near the Project site; see DSEIR Section 5.3, Steelhead (South/Central California Coast 
DPS) (DSEIR Page 5.3-21) concerning site suitability for steelhead.  Despite the DSEIR 
Appendix E6 statement (quoted in a footnote at the bottom of the comment letter), the 
DSEIR does not imply/state that the site does not contain suitable steelhead habitat or 
that only portions of the site contain suitable steelhead habitat.  The DSEIR does state 
that steelhead have been historically recorded throughout San Simeon Creek and San 
Simeon Creek Lagoon, that they have been historically planted in the watershed to 
increase species numbers.  Despite a lack of detections during the general habitat 
assessment and focused tidewater goby surveys, steelhead have a high potential to 
occur during the wet season and are assumed present as the basis for the impact 
analysis, even without any positive survey results, throughout San Simeon Creek, San 
Simeon Creek Lagoon, and Van Gordon Creek where water is present.   

 
PA 4-23 This comment states that the DSEIR does not adequately address how the Project 

would acknowledge and incorporate “Critical Recovery Actions” that are listed in the 
Recovery Plan.  To further clarify Critical Recovery Actions, DSEIR Page 5.3-60 is 
revised in the FSEIR as follows:   

 
 
South-Central California Steelhead Recovery Plan 
 
The South-Central California Steelhead Recovery Plan (Recovery Plan) (NMFS 2013) identifies 
the San Simeon Creek steelhead population as one of the Core 1, or highest priority, 
populations of this subspecies for recovery. As stated in the Recovery Plan, groundwater 
extraction is one of the current threats to the stream and riparian corridor.  Further, according 
to the Recovery Plan, the following constitute the “Critical Recovery Actions” for steelhead in 
San Simeon Creek:  
 

Develop and implement operating criteria to ensure the pattern and magnitude of groundwater 
extractions and water releases, including bypass flows around diversions, provide the essential 
habitat functions to support the life history and habitat requirements of adult and juvenile 
steelhead.  Remove or modify instream fish passage impediments to allow steelhead natural rates 
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of migration to upstream spawning and rearing habitats, and passage of smolts and kelts 
downstream to the estuary and ocean.  Manage instream mining to minimize impacts to 
migration, spawning and rearing habitat.  Identify, protect, and where necessary, restore 
estuarine rearing habitat, including management of artificial sandbar breeching at the river’s 
mouth, and upstream freshwater spawning and rearing habitats. 

 
SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY 
 
SWF operations, without the project’s lagoon water supply design feature and mitigation, 
could affect several of the Critical Recovery Actions listed in the Steelhead Recovery Plan:  the 
ability to develop and implement operating criteria for groundwater extractions and water 
releases; the ability to provide essential habitat functions for adult and juvenile steelhead; and 
the ability to protect estuarine rearing habitat.  Without mitigation, Project implementation 
could negatively affect all three of the Critical Recovery Actions, which are all ultimately 
related to groundwater/surface water availability.  Project implementation would involve 
groundwater extractions during the SWF’s operating period which, without mitigation, could 
adversely affect essential habitat functions supporting adult and juvenile steelhead including 
spawning and rearing, the availability of forage and refugia within San Simeon Creek.  
Reductions in adequate forage and refuge sites within the creek could have both short- and 
long-term effects on the local steelhead population in San Simeon Creek, resulting not only in 
increased competition for resources but also increased competition for water.  Similarly, 
groundwater extractions could lower water levels in San Simeon Creek Lagoon, which 
provides estuarine habitat when the sandbar is breached; however, the sandbar has not been 
breached for several years, likely due to the drought conditions.  Adverse impacts to the 
lagoon/estuarine habitat could affect the ability of steelhead smolt, to continually grow, and 
mature before swimming out to sea, or contrarily affect the ability of steelhead adults to 
replenish and rest after leaving the ocean and before swimming upstream to spawning habitat.  
Instream fish passage impediments and instream mining are not present in the creek within or 
adjacent to the Project site, and would not be affected by Project implementation.  The amount 
of surface water MF filtrate flow that is returned to San Simeon Creek Lagoon would be a 
minimum of approximately 100 gpm, but this would be adaptable, up to 150 gpm through the 
AMP as deemed necessary by the Project’s AMP; see Mitigation Measure BIO-7.  Mitigation 
Measure BIO-3 requires that the 4-inch diameter lagoon water pipeline be extended to relocate 
the discharge point further south to the San Simeon Creek bank to more efficiently deliver 
surface water into San Simeon Creek to maintain water levels at San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  As 
discussed above, the GMR and Technical Memorandum (SEIR Appendices E1 and E6) included 
detailed hydrogeological modeling and found that, while the SWF is operating, the Project 
design feature’s 100 gpm of filtrate product water flow discharged to the lagoon would 
maintain water levels in the lagoon, thereby avoiding potential impacts to steelhead habitat.  
Further, the Technical Memorandum concluded that under normal climatic conditions, flows 
of 50 gpm, which would be one-half of the proposed 100 gpm mitigation flow, would be 
sufficient to maintain lagoon levels similar to conditions without the SWF.  Based on the GMR’s 
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and Technical Memorandum’s findings, while the SWF is operating, the Project design 
feature’s approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water mitigation flow to the lagoon would 
maintain water levels in the lagoon.  Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (Adaptive Management Plan), 
requires that the CCSD implement an AMP entailing long-term monitoring.  The AMP requires 
monitoring of groundwater levels, surface water levels/flows, in-stream and riparian habitat, 
and presence of listed species, including steelhead.  Implementation of the AMP is intended to 
avoid or reduce adverse impacts to steelhead, wherein if adverse effects to surface water, 
habitat, and/or species are detected as a result of AMP monitoring actions, the SWF would be 
required to shut down and consult with regulatory agencies to determine the best actions to 
take.   
 
The Recovery Plan also notes the current loss of 50 percent of the estuary, but also states that 
this loss is due to earlier development of San Simeon State Park and its associated recreational 
facilities, as well as the placement of the park’s vehicle and pedestrian bridge overcrossings.  
The SWF would not result in permanent losses of estuarine habitat, as it proposes no new 
development within the estuary.  Based on detailed hydrogeological modeling (GMR), while 
the SWF is operating, the Project design feature’s approximate groundwater reinjection and 
100 gpm of mitigation filtrate product water discharge to the San Simeon Creek Llagoon would 
maintain water levels in the lagoon, thereby avoiding potential impacts to the lagoon habitat.  
Further, the Technical Memorandum concluded that under normal climatic conditions while 
the SWF is operating, flows of 50 gpm, which would be one-half of the proposed 100 gpm 
mitigation flow, would be sufficient to maintain lagoon levels similar to conditions without the 
SWF.  Based on the GMR’s and Technical Memorandum’s findings, while the SWF is operating, 
the Project design feature’s approximate 100 gpm mitigation filtrate product water flow to the 
lagoon would maintain water levels in the lagoon.  The lagoon/estuary would be expected to 
be generally subject to its annual cycles, which are also influenced by weather.  Thus, impacts 
would be less than significant in this regard. 
 

 
Concerning the comment’s suggestion to move the surface water discharge pipeline 
further upstream; see Response PA 4-13. 

 
PA 4-24 The Project’s potential effects on hydrology and water quality are fully evaluated 

according to CEQA Guidelines Appendix G thresholds, as follows: 
 

• DSEIR Impact 5.5-1, Water Quality – Construction-Related Impacts;  
• DSEIR Impact 5.5-2, Water Quality – Operational Impacts;  
• DSEIR Impact 5.5-3, Groundwater;  
• DSEIR Impact 5.5-4, Drainage; 
• DSEIR Impact 5.5-5, Flood Hazard Area - Structures; and   
• DSEIR Impact 5.5-6, Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow. 
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The commenter suggests that the DSEIR “relies primarily on studies and models done 
just in the vicinity of the project, which do not accurately characterize project-related 
effects on watershed hydrology and water quality.”  During evaluation of emergency 
water supply alternatives, CDM Smith developed and calibrated a comprehensive 
groundwater model, which synthesized prior information for the San Simeon alluvial 
basin.  This work built upon modeling completed by Eugene Yates, who was one of 
principle authors of the 1988 USGS Report 98-4061, which had analyzed both the Santa 
Rosa and San Simeon Creek watersheds, and modeled each watershed’s associated 
groundwater aquifers.  Tracer studies completed by CDM Smith in 2014 and 2016 
resulted in further field calibration and refinement of the San Simeon Creek 
groundwater model.  Additionally, CDM Smith completed an instream flow study of 
the San Simeon Creek, which is provided as DSEIR Appendix E6.   
 
As discussed in Responses PA 4-6, PA 4-7, and PA 4-8, the Project would not increase 
upstream pumping or diversions.  DSEIR Appendix E6 Figure 7 shows the Project 
would provide a beneficial impact to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon when compared 
to the no Project condition.   

 
PA 4-25 Concerning extent of drawdown/cone of depression, the GMR includes an assessment 

of the impact of the sustainable water supply on groundwater levels and the San 
Simeon Creek Lagoon level for the higher production and recharge rates.  The 
potential impact on lagoon water level is addressed in DSEIR Appendix E6 Figure 7.  
The simulated groundwater level from long term operations of the alternative was 
presented on GMR Figure 6-20.  The model simulations indicate that water levels in 
the riparian area near Well 9P7 would decline during operations.  The AMP has 
provisions to assess impacts on riparian vegetation and identifies mitigation 
measures, in the event impacts are detected.  The PDF’s approximate 100 gpm filtrate 
product water flows to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon allow maintenance of water 
levels similar to present conditions, and higher than what would result from current 
operations during an extended drought.   

 
PA 4-26 Project operations would result in some movement of saline water inland, since one 

of the Project objectives is to enhance water availability during drought periods by 
recovering fresh water that would normally flow in the subsurface into the ocean.  This 
is not expected to impact San Simeon Creek Lagoon water quality, since fresh water 
would be added to the lagoon at a rate equal to the groundwater seepage rate.  
Groundwater levels beneath the lagoon would decline to some degree, since flow 
would be induced back toward Well 9P7 during operations of the alternative.  
Addition of the PDF’s approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water flow to the lagoon 
would maintain flow from the lagoon to groundwater, minimizing potential impacts 
of decreasing fresh water outflow to the ocean. 
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PA 4-27 This comment requests that the DSEIR evaluate the loss of groundwater recharge due 
to the increase in impervious surface area associated with the basin, which is assumed 
to refer to the evaporation pond.  As state on DSEIR Page 5.5-2, groundwater occurs 
in the alluvial deposits beneath San Simeon Creek, which drains the western flanks of 
SLO County’s Santa Lucia Range and discharges into the Pacific Ocean.  The alluvium 
is saturated with groundwater near the ground surface at the creek’s western extent.  
The alluvial aquifer is recharged primarily by seepage from San Simeon Creek, which 
typically flows during the winter and spring rainy seasons.  During the periods when 
water is present in San Simeon Creek, groundwater levels are similar to those 
observed in the creek.  The depth to groundwater increases away from the creek, since 
in many valley areas, the creek is incised below the adjacent terraces.  Groundwater 
levels decline during dry periods due to lack of precipitation, natural dry-season 
drainage, and in response to CCSD pumping and surrounding agricultural users, 
which maintain private wells for farmland irrigation.   
 
As concluded under DSEIR Impact 5.5-3, the Project enhances recharge to the 
groundwater basin, since fresh water that is currently lost to the ocean from operation 
of the treated waste water percolation ponds is captured, highly treated, and 
recharged to the groundwater basin to maintain CCSD well production and protective 
hydraulic gradients.  The Project also results in a smaller decline in groundwater basin 
water levels than continuing current operations, since water from well 9P7 would be 
beneficially used for recharge, rather than lost as discharge to the ocean.  Thus, with 
implementation of the required Order No.  R3-01-100, the Project is required to 
replenish extracted groundwater, in order to avoid a substantial drop in production 
of existing nearby wells.  Upon compliance with the required Monitoring Program 
required per this Order, the Project results in a less than significant impact involving 
long-term operational groundwater supplies and no mitigation is required.  Therefore, 
based on these conclusions, and since the alluvial aquifer is recharged primarily by 
seepage from San Simeon Creek, the loss of groundwater recharge due to the increase 
in impervious surface area associated with the evaporation pond would be less than 
significant.  Concerning the commenter’s request that the DSEIR assess the effects of 
the loss of this water from the watershed, it is noted that the evaporation pond 
previously served as a wastewater effluent storage basin within the same footprint.  
Therefore, the current Project does not result in the 5.0 to 6.0 AFY of water loss alluded 
to in the comment.   

 
PA 4-28 The Project’s consistency with the identified beneficial uses are evaluated under 

DSEIR Impact 5.5-2, Water Quality – Operational Impacts.  As discussed in DSEIR Page 
5.5-27, because the SWF includes activities that involve discharges to groundwater 
and land, a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) for the SWF was filed with the 
CCRWQCB, pursuant to California Water Code §13260.  The ROWD provides the 
technical information in support of the WDR Permits, in order to protect nearby 
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surface, coastal, and groundwaters.  The CCRWQCB issued the WDR Permits for 
injecting AWTP product water into the groundwater basin (at the well field and 
percolation ponds) and the surface discharge at the evaporation pond and the San 
Simeon Creek Lagoon.  These WDR Permits are discussed below.   
 
Order No. R3-2014-0050.  This Order permits the treatment and discharge of 452 gpm 
into the San Simeon Creek aquifer up-gradient at the well field.  The Basin Plan 
contains beneficial uses and water quality objectives for the San Simeon Groundwater 
Basin, which is the receiving water affected by the injection of recycled water from the 
SWF.  The beneficial uses of the San Simeon Groundwater Basin include MUN, IND, 
PROC, and AGR.  Per this Order, the Project is required to meet the identified water 
quality objectives for the San Simeon Groundwater Basin, after the injection point for 
sodium hypochlorite and before injection into the aquifer. 
 
Order No. R3-01-100.  The Project modified the existing Order No. R3-01-100 to allow 
for the additional permitted waste discharge of 37 gpm of MF backwash to the 
percolation ponds.  Present and anticipated beneficial uses of groundwater in the 
vicinity of the waste discharge include MUN and AGR.  This Order contains 
provisions to maintain a salts management program to reduce salt mass loadings, and 
to ensure compliance with the Basin Plan objectives. 
 
The Project would improve the reliability of the CCSD’s water supply while providing 
a key design feature (approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water flow to San Simeon 
Creek Lagoon), which provides a beneficial impact to the lagoon; see Responses PA 4-
7 and PA 4-8.  It is further noted that the CCSD is also the water service provider to 
the Hearst San Simeon State Park SSC Campground.  Therefore, the Project would 
provide a direct beneficial use to the State’s visitor-serving campground and its 
related recreational activities.  Overall, compliance with all Basin Plan objectives, as 
required by each of the Orders outlined above would ensure Project operations would 
be consistent with the beneficial uses and potential Project impacts are less than 
significant.   
 

PA 4-29 The DSEIR (Page 5.5-14) acknowledges that portions of the Project site are located 
within a tsunami inundation area.  It is noted that the Van Gordon Reservoir is located 
outside of this tsunami inundation area.  Also, the DSEIR acknowledges the risk of 
tsunami under DSEIR Impact 5.5-6, Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow.   

 
To further clarify potential impacts concerning tsunami, DSEIR Page 5.5-20 is revised 
in the FSEIR as follows: 
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Refer to Appendix C, E-CDP Conditions of Approval, for a list of E-CDP Conditions.  E-CDP 
Conditions 6 and 20 are applicable to hydrology and water quality.   
 
County of San Luis Obispo Tsunami Emergency Response Plan  
 
The Emergency Response Plan (ERP) is primarily intended to establish and define emergency 
management procedures, organizational response, and coordination related to receipt of a 
Tsunami Information Statement, Watch, Advisory or Warning or an actual tsunami along the 
San Luis Obispo County coastline.   
 
Emergency management in the County is implemented through the National Incident 
Management System (NIMS) and the Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS).  
NIMS provides a comprehensive, national approach to incident management that is applicable 
at all jurisdictional levels.  The County uses SEMS, as part of its emergency management and 
response operations. 
 
According to the ERP, the potential tsunami hazard for the County’s coastal areas is greatest 
for those communities or portions thereof located below the estimated elevations for the 100- 
to 500-year events, that is, below elevation 50 feet above mean sea level (amsl).  Coastal land 
uses most vulnerable to tsunamis hazards are those located near mouths of streams that drain 
into the Pacific Ocean, such as San Simeon Creek, among other factors. 
 
The ERP includes maps to illustrate the potential tsunami run-up along the County’s coast.  
These maps use the 50 feet amsl topographic elevation as a working maximum height potential 
for tsunami incident.  According to the ERP Southern San Simeon Inundation Map, portions of 
the Project site are located within the Tsunami Inundation Area and the Tsunami Plan 
Evacuation Area. 
 

 
To further clarify potential impacts concerning seiche, DSEIR Page 5.5-9 is revised in 
the FSEIR as follows: 

 
 
A seiche is an earthquake or slide-induced wave that can be generated in an enclosed body of 
water of any size from swimming pool, to a harbor, or lake.  Given that the nearest large, 
enclosed open body of water is Lake Nacimiento, located approximately 12 miles northeast of 
the Project site, beyond the Santa Lucia Mountain Range, the potential for the Project site to be 
affected by seiching associated with Lake Nacimiento is nonexistent.  Additionally, given that 
the onsite creeks are not inundated during the six dry months of the year, and given seiche is 
not considered a significant risk in San Luis Obispo County since County reservoirs are not 
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considered large enough, the potential for the Project site to be affected by seiching associated 
with onsite streams is not significant.   
 

 
To further clarify potential impacts concerning seiche and tsunami, DSEIR Page 5.5-
44 is revised in the FSEIR as follows: 
 

 
A seiche is an earthquake or slide-induced wave that can be generated in an enclosed body of 
water of any size from swimming pool, to a harbor, or lake.  Given that the nearest large, 
enclosed open body of water is Lake Nacimiento, located approximately 12 miles northeast of 
the Project site, beyond the Santa Lucia Mountain Range, the potential for seiching associated 
with Lake Nacimiento is nonexistent.  Additionally, given that the onsite creeks are not 
inundated during the six dry months of the year, and given seiche is not considered a 
significant risk in San Luis Obispo County since County reservoirs are not considered large 
enough and there is none located in the Project vicinity, the potential for the Project site to be 
affected by seiching associated with onsite streams is not significant. 9  It is noted that the SWF 
includes an evaporation pond.  However, the evaporation pond is not large enough to cause 
inundation to off-site properties as a result of a seiche.  Therefore, less than significant impacts 
concerning seiche are anticipated. 
 
Due to its location, the Project site has the potential to be exposed to mudflow (i.e., mudslide, 
debris flow) and tsunami inundation.  However, the SWF water facilities do not include 
habitable structures, or people residing at the Project site.  Thus, less than significant impacts 
result involving the risk associated with tsunami inundation or mudflow are anticipated.   
 
As discussed above, portions of the Project site are located within the Tsunami Inundation Area 
and the Tsunami Plan Evacuation Area, according to the ERP Southern San Simeon Inundation 
Map.  The effects of a tsunami can range from little to heavy damage.  Water storage and 
delivery infrastructure such as is proposed by the Project could be impacted, potentially 
impacting the ability to extinguish fires and availability of potable water for consumption.  
However, the AWTP and RO concentrate evaporation pond are located outside of the Tsunami 
Inundation Area; see ERP Southern San Simeon Inundation Map.  As discussed above, portions 
of the Project site are located within the Tsunami Inundation Area and the Tsunami Plan 
Evacuation Area, according to the ERP Southern San Simeon Inundation Map.  The effects of a 
tsunami can range from little to heavy damage.  Water storage and delivery infrastructure such 
as is proposed by the Project could be impacted, potentially impacting the ability to extinguish 
fires and availability of potable water for consumption.  However, the AWTP and RO 
concentrate evaporation pond are located outside of the Tsunami Inundation Area; see ERP 

                                              
9 County of San Luis Obispo Website, San Luis Obispo County General Plan Safety Element, 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Elements/Safety+Element.pdf, Accessed April 19, 2017. 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Elements/Safety+Element.pdf, Accessed April 19, 2017. 
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Southern San Simeon Inundation Map.10  Management of a tsunami incident pursuant to ERP 
specifications, which include implementation and compliance with the NIMS and SEMS, 
would ensure potential impacts associated with inundation by tsunami are less than 
significant.  
 
MITIGATION MEASURES (AND PROJECT MODIFICATIONS) 
 
Similar to the SWF, Project modifications would not include habitable structures, or people 
residing at the Project site.  Thus, less than significant impacts would result involving the risk 
associated with tsunami inundation or mudflow.  As discussed above, portions of the Project 
site are located within the Tsunami Inundation Area and the Tsunami Plan Evacuation Area, 
according to the ERP Southern San Simeon Inundation Map.  However, the SWTP, RO 
concentrate storage tanks, and treated water transfer tank and pump station are proposed 
outside of the Tsunami Inundation Area; see ERP Southern San Simeon Inundation Map.11  The 
lagoon surface discharge structure would be the only Project component within the Tsunami 
Inundation Area and would be designed such that it can be flooded.  Therefore, the impacts 
from this particular component being flooded would be less than significant.  As with the SWF, 
management of a tsunami incident pursuant to ERP specifications would ensure potential 
impacts associated with inundation by tsunami are less than significant. 
 

 
According to FEMA and as shown on Flood Insurance Rate Map Number 
06079C0530G (DSEIR Page 5.5-12), portions of the Project site are located within 
Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) Zone A.  Additionally, as shown on the Flood 
Hazard Overlay Map, figure (DSEIR Page 5.5-18) portions of the Project site are located 
within the FH Overlay.  Potential Project impacts concerning placing a structure 
within a 100-year flood hazard area, which would impede or redirect flood flows are 
addressed under DSEIR Impact 5.5-5.   
 
Portions of the Project site are situated within a 100-year flood plain and designated 
as FH Combining Designation.  The proposed SWF aboveground improvements 
located within the 100-year flood zone and Flood Hazard combining designation are:  
the surface discharge structure; RIW; MW-4: and portions of the product water 
pipeline.  No other permanent aboveground SWF facilities are located within the 100-
year flood zone.  Due to the nature and scale of the improvements located within the 
100-year flood zone, none would affect the creeks’ hydrologic/hydraulic 
characteristics or result in the modification of the existing regulatory floodway, the 
effective Base Flood Elevations (BFEs), or the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA).  
Therefore, none of these improvements would impede or redirect flows, such that they 

                                              
10 County of San Luis Obispo Website, San Luis Obispo County General Plan Safety Element, 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Elements/Safety+Element.pdf, Accessed April 19, 2017. 
11 Ibid. 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Elements/Safety+Element.pdf, Accessed April 19, 2017. 
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would cause flooding downstream.  According to FEMA, drinking water treatment 
plants are considered critical facilities that require special consideration.12  FEMA 
further states that “a critical facility should not be located in a floodplain if at all 
possible.  If a critical facility must be located in a floodplain it should be provided a 
higher level of protection so that it can continue to function and provide services after 
the flood.”  The evaporation pond and AWTP are located outside of the 100-year flood 
zone.  Further, the AWTP would not be required to continue functioning and provide 
services after a flood event, since it is needed and would operate only during dry 
conditions, when flooding would not occur.  The improvements located within the 
100-year flood zone, as well as the SWF, were specifically designed to be protected 
from flooding or washout from a 100-year flood event.  The SWF is not subject to the 
CZLUO Sections 23.07.064 through 23.07.066 standards, per CZLUO §23.07.062.  As 
required by CZLUO §23.07.062, construction activities did not occur between October 
15 and April 15.  Further, during construction of underground SWF features located 
within the 100-year flood zone, the SWF complied with E-CDP Condition 6, pertaining 
to development in floodplains.  As part of this condition, all SWF-related development 
within the 100-year floodplain, including water delivery pipes, were identified.  As 
the SWF components within the 100-year flood zone were designed to be protected 
from flooding or washout during the 100-year flood event, the SWF results in a less 
than significant impact involving the placement of structures within a flood hazard 
area, since flows are not impeded or redirected as a result of the SWF.   
 
No Project modifications are located within the 100-year flood zone, with the 
exception of the surface discharge extension.  This structure would include Armorflex 
lining along the San Simeon Creek channel banks to protect the slopes from erosion.  
The Armorflex would allow for the continued growth of riparian vegetation, further 
protecting the channel from any potential erosion.  Due to the nature and scale of the 
surface discharge extension proposed within the 100-year flood zone, this 
improvement would not affect the creeks’ hydrologic/hydraulic characteristics or 
result in the modification of the existing regulatory floodway, the effective BFEs, or 
the SFHA.  Therefore, the surface discharge extension would not impede or redirect 
flows, such that it would cause flooding downstream during the 100-year storm event.  
Further, the surface discharge extension would not be required to continue 
functioning after a flood event, since it would be needed and would operate only 
during conditions, when flooding would not occur.  The Project modifications located 
within the 100-year FH overlay would be subject to CZLUO Sections 23.07.064 
through 23.07.066 standards, per CZLUO §23.07.062.  As required by CZLUO 
§23.07.062, construction activities would not occur between October 15 and April 15.  
Overall, Project improvements within the 100-year flood zone would not result in 

                                              
12 Federal Emergency Management Agency Website, Critical Facilities and Higher Standards Fact Sheet, 

https://www.fema.gov/media-library-data/1436818953164-4f8f6fc191d26a924f67911c5eaa6848/FPM_1_Page_Critical 
Facilities.pdf, Accessed April 14, 2017. 

https://www.fema.gov/media-library-data/1436818953164-4f8f6fc191d26a924f67911c5eaa6848/FPM_1_Page_Critical 
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significant impact involving the placement of structures within a flood hazard area, 
such that flows are impeded or redirected.  The Project’s drinking water treatment 
plants (AWTP and SWTP) are located outside of the 100-year flood zone.  Further, the 
AWTP and SWTP would not be required to continue functioning and provide services 
after a flood event, since they are needed and would operate only during dry 
conditions, when flooding would not occur.  Impacts in this regard would be less than 
significant.   
 

This comment also states the Project was damaged by the January 2016 storm event.  
CCSD staff have witnessed and responded to unique flooding events that are not 
within current flood maps.  These events included a January 19, 2016 flash flood, as 
well as flooding resulting from an atmospheric river of precipitation during January 
2017.  The January 19, 2016 flash flood occurred following substantial rainfall event 
that released 3.62 inches of rain at the Rocky Butte #703 rain gage, which is at the upper 
elevation and end of the San Simeon Creek watershed.13  This event washed a large 
debris field downstream, which created a blockage in the main San Simeon Creek 
channel.  The main San Simeon Creek channel blockage led to water entering the 
existing San Simeon Creek well field and adjacent property to the west of the main 
well field.  From review of the debris left behind, it was apparent that much of the 
material was from anthropogenic activity, as there was a significant amount of milled 
lumber and sawn logs.  The January 2017 atmospheric river events caused a field north 
of San Simeon Creek Road and the evaporation pond to flood across San Simeon Creek 
Road from north to south, and enter the CCSD pond property.  These events all 
occurred during wet weather conditions while the SWF was not operating.  
 
In response to the January 19, 2016 flash flooding, the CCSD is installing minimally 
invasive soil anchors along 200 feet of the product water pipeline immediately 
upstream from the SWF reinjection well.  This measure is being implemented to 
ensure this above-grade reach of pipeline would not float or shift should a similar 
event ever occur in the future.  As an added level of precaution, the CCSD is also 
extending the reinjection well vertically by extending the above-grade portion of the 
well casing and interior well piping approximately 3.0 feet. 
 
In response to the January 2017 flooding north of the evaporation pond, the County is 
in the process of grading the northern shoulder of the San Simeon Creek Road to direct 
any future stormwater runoff into an existing 4.0-foot diameter County culvert that is 
under San Simeon Creek Road.  During this past flooding event, the 4.0-foot diameter 
culvert was only flowing a few inches in depth, as the stormwater was not reaching 
the culvert inlet.  As an added level of precaution, the CSSD is also providing a lined 

                                              
13 San Luis Obispo County Public Works, Daily Precipitation (inches) for Rocky Butte #703, 2015-2016 Season, 

Available.at http://www.slocountywater.org/weather/alert/precipitation/pdf/703%20Rocky%20Butte%20Precipitation 
%20Data.pdf.  

http://www.slocountywater.org/weather/alert/precipitation/pdf/703%20Rocky%20Butte%20Precipitation 
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drainage channel on its property outside the evaporation pond’s northern berm.  This 
lined drainage channel would be capable of handling a 1000-year flood recurrence 
interval storm emanating from the property north of San Simeon Creek Road.   
 

PA 4-30 See Response PA 4-29 concerning seiche and tsunamis and potential flood-related 
hazards.   

 
To further clarify Project consistency with CZLUO §23.08.288 concerning the 
feasibility of locating the Project within a flood hazard area (as well as agricultural 
lands and ESHA), DSEIR page 5.6-43 is revised in the FSEIR as follows: 

 
 
CZLUO Section 23.08.288 (Public Utility Facilities).  The requirements of this section apply to 
Public Utility Facilities where designated as S-13 uses by Coastal Table “O.”  Public Utility 
Facilities (other than electric and communications transmission and natural gas regulation and 
distribution) require Development Plan approval pursuant to Section 23.02.034, Development 
Plan.  According to CZLUO Section 23.08.288d, Limitation on Use, Sensitive Environmental Areas, 
uses shall not be allowed in sensitive areas such as on prime agricultural soils, sensitive 
resource areas, environmentally sensitive habitats, or hazard areas, unless a finding is made 
that there is no other feasible location on or off-site the property.  As shown on the Permit View 
NRCS [Natural Resources Conservation Service] Farmland Classification Map (see Section 8.1, 
Agricultural and Forest Resources), the western portions of the Project site are designated “Prime 
Farmland if Irrigated” and a small segment along the northern boundary is designated 
“Farmland of Statewide Importance.”  As shown on the Combining Designation Map, portions 
of the Project site are assigned Environmentally Sensitive Habitat [Area] (ESHA), including 
Terrestrial Habitat (ESHA-TH) and Coastal Creeks (ESHA-CC).  This ESHA-TH designation is 
associated with the Monterey pine forest that exists south of the Project site.  The Project 
development footprint does not extend into this Monterey pine forest ESHA-TH.  Therefore, 
no further analysis of this ESHA-TH is required.  The ESHA-CC designation is associated with 
the San Simeon Creek, Van Gordon Creek, and San Simeon Creek Lagoon, which traverse the 
Project site.  As discussed in Section 5.5.2, according to FEMA and as shown on Flood Insurance 
Rate Map Number 06079C0530G, portions of the Project site are located within Special Flood 
Hazard Area (SFHA) Zone A.  Additionally, as shown on the Flood Hazard Overlay Map, 
figure, portions of the Project site are located within the FH Overlay.  Potential impacts 
concerning placing a structure within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would 
impede or redirect flood flows are addressed under Impact 5.5-5.  As discussed in detail in 
Section 7.5, Alternatives Considered But Rejected), various alternatives (including alternative 
sites) were rejected due to greater environmental impacts, and time and location constraints, 
among other factors.  Therefore, no feasible alternative Project site exists.  The SWF Project 
repurposes various existing infrastructure, including the Van Gordon Reservoir, to facilitate its 
timely completion, minimize its footprint, minimize its potential impacts (including to ESHA), 
and convert the least amount of prime soils.  Moreover, the pipeline alignments were 



   

     SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT  

Comments and Responses PA 12-136 Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 

12 

determined based on the shortest distance between the two points that avoided ESHA and 
other sensitive biological resources to the maximum extent practicable, and avoided the 
existing cultural resources, as discussed in detail in Section 5.4, Cultural Resources.  The vast 
majority (approximately 90 percent) of the SWF conveyance piping was installed above grade 
to minimize disturbance.  Additionally, horizontal directional drilling construction was used 
to install SWF pipeline reaches under Van Gordon Creek without disturbing the ground 
surface, with entrance and exit pits located outside of the tree drip line.  Thus, the SWF was 
designed and located to avoid significant disruption to prime soils and ESHAs.  It is also noted 
that the CCSD acquired the underlying Bonomi Ranch property prior to original adoption of 
the CZLUO (March 1, 1988), and has been using the property for Public Facilities (PF) since 
1979.  This acquisition was predicated on the CCSD’s use of the property for its Public Facilities, 
as opposed to agricultural uses.  Consistency with the applicable requirements would be 
confirmed through the R-CDP application process. 
 

 
Potential Project impacts associated with potential spills of hazardous chemicals are 
evaluated in DSEIR Section 8.5.  The AWTP incorporates leak and spill containment 
measures to minimize the risk of upset to both onsite employees and surrounding 
areas, as required by existing CUPA regulations.  An Operations, Maintenance and 
Monitoring Plan (OMMP) (CDM Smith, January 6, 2015) was prepared for the Project.  
The OMMP covers the Project facilities and treatment systems constructed for the 
AWTP.  The DSEIR concludes the potential exists for hazardous materials to be 
accidentally released during SWF operations.  However, facilities that store, handle, 
or transport hazardous materials such as the Project are required to procure business 
plans and adhere to strict procedures enforced by agencies with jurisdiction over 
businesses or areas that routinely use or handle hazardous materials.  During 
operations, all standards required by the SLO EHD, EPA, DTSC, and CDF are 
implemented.  Compliance with the regulatory requirements described above ensures 
that the Project does not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 
 
The comment also recommends that the Project be evaluated for the 500-year storm 
event, which is for “critical” facilities.  It is noted, the CEQA threshold addresses 
whether the Project would “place a structure within a 100-year flood hazard area that 
would impede or redirect flood flows.”  As concluded in Response PA 4-29, due to the 
nature and scale of the improvements proposed within the 100-year flood zone, they 
would not affect the creeks’ hydrologic/hydraulic characteristics or result in the 
modification of the existing regulatory floodway, the effective BFEs, or the SFHA.  
Therefore, these improvements would not impede or redirect flows, such that they 
would cause flooding downstream.  Further, the AWTP, SWTP, and surface discharge 
extension would not be required to continue functioning, since they would be needed 
and would operate only during dry conditions, when flooding would not occur. 
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Under Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, Federal agencies funding/ 
permitting critical facilities are required to avoid the 0.2% (500-year) floodplain or 
protect the facilities to the 0.2% chance flood level.  After review, the AWTP does not 
meet the criteria defining a critical action and critical facilities, and therefore the 500-
year storm event would not apply.  Out of an abundance of caution, the chemicals 
used and stored at the facility were reviewed and conservatively compared against 
the threshold planning quantity (TPQ) limits of the California List of Acutely 
Hazardous Materials.  Chemicals found on this list that are used within the AWTP are 
aqueous ammonia (19% concentration) and sulfuric acid (93% concentration).  The 
TPQ limit for aqueous ammonia is 500 pounds, which equates to 340 gallons.  The 
TPQ limit for sulfuric acid is 1000 pounds, which equates to 70 gallons.  Based on this 
finding, and to conservatively err on the side of caution, CCSD operations will ensure 
that no more than 340 gallons of aqueous ammonia and no more than 70 gallons of 
sulfuric acid will be stored on site between chemical deliveries.  These maximums will 
be reflected in a future update to the facility’s OMMP.   
 
It is further noted that there is no 500-year flood data available for the Project area.  
Also, as previously noted, the AWTP would not be required to continue functioning 
after a flood event, since it would be needed and would operate only during dry 
conditions, when flooding would not occur.  Field observations have further 
confirmed that the AWTP remained dry during past flooding events (January 19, 2016 
flash flood, and three Governor-declared disaster events (FEMA 4301-DR-CA, January 
3-12, 2017 [9.5 inches of rainfall]; FEMA 4305-DR-CA, January 18-23, 2017 [6.02 inches 
of rainfall], and FEMA 4308-DR-CA, February 1-23, 2017 [6.28 inches of rainfall]).  Two 
non-critical Project areas were observed to have been flooded during the 2016 and 
2017 flood events.  One area was the lagoon discharge structure, which is a rocked 
outlet at grade level where lagoon water exits pipelines to form a sheet flow towards 
the lagoon.  The lagoon discharge structure was not damaged after being submerged 
several times, and would not be required to continue functioning after a flood event, 
since it would be needed and would operate only during dry conditions, when 
flooding would not occur.  The second Project area where flooding was observed was 
the reinjection well and approximately 200 feet of reinjection well supply pipeline 
from the RIW well upstream.  Similarly, these improvements would not be required 
to continue functioning after a flood event, since they would be needed and would 
operate only during dry conditions, when flooding would not occur.  
Notwithstanding, the CCSD is in the process of adding vertical casing to the 
reinjection well, as well as minimally invasive soil anchors to the supply pipeline to 
prevent it from moving (floating) under flood events.   
 
Beyond the SWF facilities, the evaporation pond was impacted during the 2017 
atmospheric river when storm water from properties north of San Simeon Creek Road 
flowed across the roadway and ponded along the pond’s northern berm.  Besides 
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modifying the pond, as described within the SEIR, SLO County Public Works and the 
CCSD are also improving the drainage within this localized area to prevent such a 
recurrence.   
 

PA 4-31 The discussion concerning Community Wide (CW) Standard 4D is found on NCAP 
Page 7-29.  CW Standard 4D was apparently written for a seawater desalination 
facility, which is evidenced by certain specific references (e.g., beach wells).  The SWF 
is approximately 0.5 mile inland from the ocean and makes use of a pre-existing well 
(Well 9P7) for its source of brackish water.  Notwithstanding, the Project is analyzed 
for consistency with the NCAP, including CW Standard 4D, in DSEIR Table 5.6-2, 
NCAP Consistency Analysis.  As indicated in DSEIR Table 5.6-2, the SWF and Project 
modifications are compliant with the NCAP Land Use Standards (including CW 
Standard 4D) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect.  A less than significant impact would occur in this regard.  Contrary to the 
comment’s assertion, the Project re-injects water into the San Simeon Creek aquifer.  
The Project would not increase diversions from the aquifer; see Responses PA 4-6, PA 
4-7, PA 4-8, and PA 7-6 for further related discussions.   
 

PA 4-32 As discussed on DSEIR Page 4-2, the CCSD prepared the Water Master Plan Program 
EIR (WMP PEIR) (RBF Consulting, July 2008) (SCH #2004071009), as lead agency 
under CEQA to evaluate the potential environmental impacts from WMP 
implementation, as described in WMP PEIR Section 3.0, Project Description, and 
summarized in DSEIR Section 4.0.  See also DSEIR Section 2.2, CEQA Document Tiering 
and Water Master Plan.  WMP PEIR Section 5.13 is consistent for the proposed Project.  
At the time of the writing of the WMP PEIR, a seawater desalination facility was 
proposed on the Project site.  The proposed Project introduces a facility for advanced 
water treatment and ultimate use within the CCSD’s potable water system.  That was 
the consideration for the previous desalination facility and those findings are 
applicable and consistent for the proposed facility.  Thus, the WMP PEIR findings and 
analysis are summarized as follows: 

 
“Implementation of the proposed Water Master Plan could foster population growth 
in Cambria, which would be consistent with population growth projections anticipated 
in the North Coast Area Plan.  Analysis concludes that implementation of the proposed 
Water Master Plan would not result in an unregulated amount of growth, following 
implementation of the recommended mitigation (i.e., buildout reduction program) and 
compliance with San Luis Obispo County and CCSD growth management policies.  
The proposed project would result in less than significant cumulative growth inducing 
impacts.” 

 
Without adopted growth management policies, the availability of additional water 
supplies would remove an obstacle to growth, potentially leading to increased growth 
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in Cambria.  However, the WMP emerged out of the basic need for replacement of a 
lost water supply and attainment of the established reliability criterion goals.  As 
stated in the WMP PEIR, WMP implementation would not result in an unregulated 
amount of growth.  All future development would be subject to continued compliance 
with the existing CCC, SLO County, and CCSD adopted growth management policies.  
Also, the CCSD has confirmed a maximum of 4,650 existing and future residential 
connections, as the ultimate buildout of Cambria.  In coordination with the WMP 
program, as well as earlier CCC recommendations, the CCSD’s Buildout Reduction 
Program (BRP) mitigates the WMP’s potential for growth-inducing impacts (i.e., the 
increased water supply and availability). 
 
The overall goal of the BRP is to retire and/or merge enough potential building sites 
in Cambria such that the remaining number of suitable building sites generally match 
the 864 (total) additional outstanding residential water connections that have been 
approved by the CCSD.  To accomplish this goal, residential lots need to be 
retired/merged.  Potential building sites, not all vacant lots, are 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 SLO County 
programs to retire/merge residential lots. 
 
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 WMP consistency with the LUE/LCP.  BRP implementation as mitigation 
for the WMP furthers these identified goals.  Compliance with the BRP provisions 
provides for a sustainable rate of development within the WMP’s planned capacity.  
The WMP system capacity is sized to be commensurate with the planned level of 
development (a maximum of 4,650 residential connections). 
 
Development in Cambria is subject to review (through SLO County’s established 
development review process) for consistency with SLO County Code Title 26 (Growth 
Management Ordinance), CZLUO §23.04.440 (Transfer of Development Credits – 
Cambria), and CZLUO §23.04.048 (Lot Consolidation).  As stated in the WMP PEIR, 
following compliance with the recommended BRP mitigation, and the provisions of 
the County Code and NCAP, WMP implementation would result in less than 
significant growth-inducing impacts regarding impediments to growth. 
 
As stated in the WMP PEIR, potential growth-inducing impacts are also assessed 
based on a project’s consistency with adopted plans that have addressed growth 
management from a local and regional standpoint.  Population growth in Cambria has 
been anticipated in the 2005 NCAP and 2007 NCAP.  The 2005 NCAP projected a 
population growth of approximately 31 percent over existing conditions.  In contrast, 
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the population growth projected by the proposed WMP would be less than the 2005 
NCAP, proposing a reduction of approximately seven (7.0) percent.  Similarly, the 
2007 NCAP projected a population growth of approximately 62 percent over existing 
conditions.  In contrast, the population growth projected by the proposed WMP would 
be significantly less than the 2007 NCAP, proposing a reduction of approximately 24 
percent. 
 
The WMP PEIR concludes that WMP implementation would not result in an 
unregulated amount of growth, following compliance with the recommended 
mitigation (i.e., BRP), and continued compliance with existing County and CCSD 
adopted growth management policies and established County provisions (i.e., 
CZLUO Table O and NCAP Standards).  BRP implementation is in compliance with 
the CCC’s recommendation in their 2001 periodic review of the County’s LCP to 
reduce Cambria’s buildout potential.  In consideration of the existing and proposed 
growth management policies, growth-inducing impacts were concluded as less than 
significant.  It is noted that the WMP proposes implementation of the following 
features that would further minimize potential growth-inducing impacts: 
 

• The WMP system capacity is sized to be commensurate with the planned level 
of development proposed in the BRP (a maximum of 4,650 existing and future 
residential connections). 
 

• The long-term growth-inducing impacts of the proposed improvements are 
assessed in this EIR. 
 

• Project approval would be coordinated with regional growth management 
goals.  The water supplies made available through the proposed WMP would 
not exceed the levels necessary to support development potentially allowable 
under the relevant growth management plans.  The proposed WMP would not 
interfere with the long-term County goals for growth control in Cambria. 

 
• Consistent with the 2007 NCAP and the recently approved Measure P-06, the 

BRP specifies that no future potable water service expansions would be 
provided outside the existing service boundary. 

 
The DSEIR further includes the results of water conservation, which the CCSD 
adopted as Program B during its December 15, 2016 Board meeting that included 
approval of the 2015 UWMP.  These results are shown on DSEIR Page 3-5.  Under 
Conservation Program B, the forecasted demand at buildout will be less than 700 AFY.  
With such conservation in place, future demands are being met by the existing 
groundwater supply, while the SWF serves to improve supply reliability.   
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The comment makes further reference to the SWF’s useful life (20-years) being less 
than the useful life of residential and commercial developments (cited as being 50 to 
75 years).  This argument does not take into account that facilities are replaced over 
time, which is part of a utility agency’s normal operations.  Similarly, communities 
rebuild and restore houses and commercial development over time, which is proven 
by review of historic communities, particularly along the eastern seaboard of the 
United States.  Thus, this comment’s argument does not take into account future 
replacement functions of the public and private sectors.   
 
The last paragraph of this comment does not consider the County’s role in 
administering its GMO, which sets the annual growth rate within unincorporated 
areas, such as Cambria.   
 
For the aforementioned reasons, and contrary to the comment’s last paragraph, the 
DSEIR does not require revision. 

 
PA 4-33 The commenter addresses the RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative 

potential impacts associated with the routine transport, use, and disposal of 
hazardous materials.  The commenter also requests that the DSEIR analyze each of the 
16 optional outfalls identified for this Alternative.  See Responses PA 4-15 and PA 4-
19 concerning potential Project impacts associated with the routine transport, use, and 
disposal of hazardous materials.  According to CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(d), if an 
alternative would cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would 
be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall be 
discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.  As 
such, Alternatives in the DSEIR are analyzed in less detail than the Project.  DSEIR 
Section 8.5.a concludes there is a less than significant impact concerning the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.  Thus, the RO Concentrate Ocean 
Outfall Disposal Alternative does not analyze potential impacts associated with the 
routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials.  Additionally, according 
to CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(f), 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 analysis of alternatives included in the 
DSEIR, including the RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative analysis, 
includes sufficient detail such that the decision-makers are able to make a reasoned 
choice.  Therefore, detailed analysis (i.e., respective haul routes, etc.) as requested by 
the commenter is not necessary.   
 
Further, unlike RO concentrate from a seawater desalination facility, the salt 
concentration in the SWF RO concentrate is significantly lower because it uses a 
brackish water source.  Moreover, under this alternative the RO concentrate would be 
of a much higher quality, as it would not be a product of the extended evaporation 
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process.  TDS in the SWF’s RO concentrate is approximately 500 percent lower than 
from a seawater desalination plant.  The maximum amount of RO concentrate that 
could be spilled would be limited to 6,000 gallons, which is the capacity of the largest 
truck that will be used.  All transportation of RO concentrate would be subject to 
compliance with the regulatory requirements described in DSEIR Section 8.5.a to 
ensure the RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative would not create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport of 
the RO concentrate to the ocean outfall.  A less than significant impact would occur in 
this regard. 
 
It is noted, the South-SLO SD issued the CCSD a Brine Disposal Permit, which 
authorizes the CCSD to discharge the RO concentrate (salt brine) to the South-SLO 
SD’s existing turn-out structure pipeline connection; see Response PA 4-15.   
 

PA 4-34 See Response PA 4-33 concerning CEQA Guidelines 15126.6(d) and the level of detail 
required for an alternatives analysis.  As acknowledged on DSEIR Page 7-15, use of an 
ocean outfall for RO concentrate disposal would be subject to inter-agency 
negotiations, as well as various permits that may be required from various regulatory 
resource agencies to ensure that significant impacts to the marine environment would 
not occur.  Further, as acknowledged on DSEIR Page 7-17, further discussions with 
the outfall agency representatives would be needed to confirm whether the programs 
and permits in place could accept the SWF’s RO concentrate without requiring further 
detailed studies and permitting.  Since DSEIR release, the CCSD has identified the 
South-SLO SD as a local agency that has a permitted outfall and program in place 
capable of accepting the Project’s RO concentrate stream.  By being within the South-
SLO SD’s concentration and load limits permit conditions, future modifications to 
their facilities should not be necessary.   
 
Regardless of which of the 16 facilities would be selected as part of the Alternative, a 
detailed analysis of marine biological impacts would be required prior to 
implementation of this Alternative, and such a discharge would be subject to the State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan 
for Ocean Waters in California Addressing Desalination Facility Intakes, Brine Discharges, 
and the Incorporation of Other Non-Substantive Changes (OPA).  Permits from the SWRCB 
and CCC would also be required for implementation of this Alternative.  In 
compliance with CEQA requirements, sufficient detail concerning this Alternative’s 
potentially significant effects are discussed.  Additional discussion concerning the 
permit requirements for the 16 outfall options would be too speculative for evaluation, 
which CEQA discourages in CEQA Guidelines §15145.  (Authority cited: Public 
Resources Code (PRC) §21083; Reference: PRC Sections 21003, 21061, and 21100; 
Topanga Beach Renters Association v. Department of General Services, (1976) 58 Cal. 
App. 3d 712.).   
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PA 4-35 As discussed on DSEIR Page 8-27, for purposes of conducting a conservative analysis 
of the potential traffic impacts associated with offsite RO concentrate disposal, it is 
assumed the SWF would operate 24/7, during the driest time of the year 
(approximately six months).  Under this scenario, ten truck trips per day (limited to 
operating within the SWF site between the hours of 7 AM and 7 PM) would be needed 
to transport the RO concentrate to Kettleman Hills, assuming a 6,000 gallon truck 
would be used.  Based on the nominal amount of daily trips required for offsite 
disposal of RO concentrate, this activity would not conflict with an applicable plan, 
ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system.  Offsite RO concentrate disposal would not significantly impact 
intersections, streets, highways, freeways, mass transit, or Congestion Management 
Program (CMP) facilities.  Additionally, the Project modifications would not impact 
pedestrian or bicycle paths, since none are located on or immediately adjacent to the 
Project site.   

 
See Responses PA 4-15 and PA 4-19 concerning potential Project impacts associated 
with the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials.   
 

PA 4-36 As discussed on DSEIR page 8-8, the Geotechnical Evaluation concludes it is likely for 
at least one moderate to severe earthquake to occur at the site during the life of the 
Project.  During a moderate to severe earthquake occurring on the nearby faults, strong 
ground shaking of the site will likely occur.  Earthquakes on regional/local causative 
faults could expose people or the Project to strong seismic ground shaking.  The 
intensity of ground shaking on the Project site depends on the magnitude of the 
earthquake, distance to the epicenter, and geology of the area between the epicenter 
and the Project site.  Numerous controls are imposed on the Project through the 
permitting process.  In general, the County regulates development (and reduces 
potential seismic and geologic impacts) through compliance with the CZLUO (which 
implements the LCP) and San Luis Obispo County Code Title 19, San Luis Obispo 
County Building and Construction Ordinance (BCO).  These regulations were established 
to protect and promote the public health, safety, and welfare.  In compliance with 
CZLUO §23.07.084, a geologic and soils report (Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project 
Geotechnical Evaluation (Geotechnical Evaluation) (CDM Smith, July 31, 2014)) was 
prepared to assess the site’s conditions concerning seismicity and geology.  The 
Geotechnical Evaluation recommended techniques to establish minimum seismic 
design requirements and reduce seismic/geologic risks to less than significant levels.  
The Project (evaporation pond) involves a Class II Unit and as such, the MCE was used 
in the design.  In compliance with CZLUO §23.07.086(c), the Geotechnical Evaluation’s 
recommendations were implemented during Project construction, thereby ensuring 
structural stability.  The SWF was designed and constructed in accordance with the 
Geotechnical Evaluation’s recommendations, BCO regulations, and engineering 
practice guidelines for seismic design.  Similarly, the proposed Project modifications 
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were also designed and would be constructed in accordance with the Geotechnical 
Evaluation’s recommendations, BCO regulations, and engineering practice guidelines 
for seismic design.  Following compliance with the BCO and CZLUO (which 
implements the LCP) pertaining to seismic design, as well as the Geologic 
Investigation’s recommendations, the Project results in a less than significant impact 
regarding the exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects involving 
strong seismic ground shaking. 

 
As discussed on DSEIR page 8-8, according to the Seismic Hazards Zones Map, the 
Project Site is not located within a ZORI for liquefaction hazard.  However, as shown 
on the Permit View Environmental – Liquefaction Map, most of the Project site is 
classified as having a moderate potential for liquefaction.  CDM concludes, 
liquefaction at the Van Gordon Reservoir level would be minimal, given the 
potentially liquefiable layers are capped with thicker layers of non-liquefiable soils.  
Further, as discussed above, a geologic investigation was prepared to assess the site’s 
conditions concerning seismicity and geology.  The SWF was designed and constructed 
in accordance with the Geotechnical Evaluation’s recommendations, BCO regulations, 
and engineering practice guidelines for seismic design.  Similarly, the proposed Project 
modifications were also designed and would be constructed in accordance with the 
Geotechnical Evaluation’s recommendations, BCO regulations, and engineering 
practice guidelines for seismic design.  More specifically, the Project was designed and 
constructed according to the California Geological Survey Special Publication 117A, 
as well as the Southern California Earthquake Center’s Recommended Procedures for 
Implementation of DMG Special Publication 117 Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating 
Liquefaction Hazard in California (1999).  The Geotechnical Evaluation, which contains 
the specific engineering design standards and overall recommendations, is available 
for public review at the Cambria Community Services District, 1316 Tamson Drive, 
Suite 201, Cambria, California 93428.  Following compliance with the BCO and CZLUO 
pertaining to seismic design, as well as the Geologic Investigation recommendations, 
the Project results in a less than significant impact regarding the exposure of people or 
structures to substantial adverse effects involving liquefaction. 

 
PA 4-37 None of the corrections or clarifications to the DSEIR identified in this document 

constitute “significant new information” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5.  
They do not involve changes in the Project or environmental setting, or significant 
additional data.  They do not result in any new or substantially greater environmental 
impacts, as compared to those identified in the DSEIR.  Moreover, the revisions do not 
affect the DSEIR’s overall conclusions.  Therefore, recirculation of the DSEIR is not 
warranted.  Notwithstanding, this comment is so noted and will be considered by the 
CCSD Board during their deliberations on the Project. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PA-5 
Paul Michel, Superintendent 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration  
October 26, 2016 
 
 
PA 5-1 This comment provides introductory statements and a Project summary.  No further 

response is necessary.  
 
PA 5-2 Comment so noted.  DSEIR Page 7-17 is revised in the FSEIR as follows:  
 
 
However, the discharge of RO concentrate to the ocean through the Santa Cruz Wastewater 
Treatment Plant ocean outfall (as well as any of the other ocean outfalls identified above) would 
be subject to meeting permitted concentration and loading limitations, and additional study 
may be further required through its NPDES permit.  Unlike RO concentrate from a seawater 
desalination facility, the salt concentration in the SWF’s RO concentrate is much lower due to 
its source water being brackish water, as opposed to pure seawater.  For example, the SWF’s 
total dissolved solids concentration would be approximately 6,000 mg/l, while background 
seawater would be approximately 32,000 mg/l.  Additionally, the introduction of RO 
concentrate would be further diluted by existing wastewater effluent currently being disposed 
of within the existing outfall.  Further discussions with the outfall agency representatives 
would be needed to confirm whether the programs and permits in place could accept the SWF’s 
RO concentrate without requiring further detailed studies and permitting.  If such efforts were 
needed, the Kettleman Hills site would be used until such supporting studies and permitting 
were completed.  A detailed analysis of marine biological impacts would be required prior to 
implementation of this Alternative, and such a discharge would be subject to the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters 
in California Addressing Desalination Facility Intakes, Brine Discharges, and the Incorporation of Other 
Non-Substantive Changes (OPA).  Permits from the SWRCB and California Coastal Commission 
would also be required for implementation of this Alternative.  Additionally, if the discharge 
is proposed within the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (MBNMS), authorization 
would be required from the MBNMS along with appropriate NEPA review as needed.  Subject 
to further analysis of impacts related to marine biological resources, the RO Concentrate Ocean 
Outfall Disposal Alternative would be considered environmentally inferior to the Project 
Modifications. 
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DSEIR Page 7-18 is revised in the FSEIR as follows: 
 

 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Under the RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative, none of the facilities proposed 
as part of the Project Modifications would be altered.  The only difference between this 
Alternative and the Project Modifications would be that the RO concentrate would be trucked 
to the Santa Cruz Wastewater Treatment Plant for disposal through the existing ocean outfall.  
There would be no changes to drainage or water quality conditions under this Alternative.  The 
introduction of RO concentrate, while much more dilute than background seawater 
concentrations, as well as being further diluted by existing wastewater effluent, could 
potentially alter marine water quality.  To minimize this potential impact, the discharge of RO 
concentrate to the ocean through the ocean outfall would be subject to meeting permitted 
concentration and loading limitations required of the agency’s permitting program, and as may 
be further required through its NPDES permit and OPA compliance.  Further discussions with 
the outfall agency representatives would be needed to confirm whether the programs and 
permits in place could accept the SWF’s RO concentrate without requiring further detailed 
studies and permitting.  If such efforts were needed, the Kettleman Hills site would be used 
until such supporting studies and permitting were completed.  Additionally, if discharge is 
proposed within the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (MBNMS), authorization would 
be required from the MBNMS along with appropriate NEPA review as needed.  Subject to 
further analysis of impacts related to hydrology and water quality, the RO Concentrate Ocean 
Outfall Disposal Alternative would be considered environmentally inferior to the Project 
Modifications. 
 

 
PA 5-3 As acknowledged on DSEIR Page 7-15, a detailed analysis of marine biological 

impacts would be required prior to implementation of this Alternative; see also 
Response PA 4-34.  Should any of the optional RO concentrate ocean outfall disposal 
sites be selected, further CEQA and NEPA review may be required.  However, the 
DSEIR analyzes the Project (including the SWF and Project Modifications.  The Project 
does not propose to discharge into the MBBNS.  

 
PA 5-4 See Response PA 5-3 concerning Project Alternatives.  DSEIR Section 3.7 identifies the 

public agencies whose approval would be required for the Project.  The Project does 
not propose any discharges to the MBBNS.  As such, MBNMS is not identified.  Listing 
of Project Alternatives’ permit requirements is not required by CEQA. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PA-6 
Airlin M. Singewald, Senior Planner 
San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building 
October 26, 2016 
 
 
PA 6-1 This comment provides introductory statements, and background of the permitting 

history with the County of San Luis Obispo.  No further response is necessary.  
 
PA 6-2 Comment is so noted.  To clarify the North Coast Area Plan’s (NCAP) relationship to 

other County documents, DSEIR Page 2-12 is revised in the FSEIR as follows:  
 
 
North Coast Area Plan.  The NCAP was adopted by the SLO County Board of Supervisors 
on September 22, 1980 (Resolution 80-350) and subsequently revised on August 24, 2008.  The 
NCAP constitutes the County’s General Plan Land Use and Circulation Elements for the NC 
Planning Area. The NCAP is one part of the Land Use and Circulation Elements for the North 
Coast Planning Area (other parts include the Coastal Framework for Planning, Coastal Plan 
Policies, and Official Maps).  Any development in the North Coast Planning Area must comply 
with each of these documents, as well as the other SLO County General Plan Elements.  The 
NCAP describes County land use policies for the NC Planning Area, including regulations, 
which are also adopted as part of the Land Use Ordinances and Local Coastal Program.  The 
NCAP allocates land use throughout the planning area by land use categories, which 
determine the varieties of land use that may be established on a parcel of land, as well as 
defining their allowable density and intensity.  The NCAP is referenced for baseline data and 
RNC standards throughout this EIR. 
 

 
DSEIR Page 3-24 is revised in the FSEIR as follows:  

 
 
LAND USE DESIGNATIONS 
 
The Project site is located in the North Coast (NC) Planning Area, within the Rural North Coast 
(RNC) community.  The NC Planning Area is addressed in the NCAP, which constitutes the 
County’s General Plan Land Use and Circulation Elements for the NC Planning Area.  The NC 
Planning Area is entirely within California’s Coastal Zone.  The NCAP is one part of the Land 
Use and Circulation Elements for the North Coast Planning Area (other parts include the 
Coastal Framework for Planning, Coastal Plan Policies, and Official Maps).  Any development 
in the NC Planning Area must comply with each of these documents, as well as the other SLO 
County General Plan Elements.  The Coastal Zone North Coast Planning Area Rural Land Use 
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Category Map14 separates the NC Planning Area into land use categories, which define 
regulations for land uses, density, and intensity of use.  As shown on the Land Use Category 
Map, the Project site is designated Agriculture.  The Coastal Zone North Coast Planning Area 
Rural Combining Designation Map15 assigns Combining Designations to NC areas containing 
hazards, sensitive resource areas, environmentally sensitive habitat areas, historic and 
archaeologically sensitive areas, and public facilities.  As shown on the Combining Designation 
Map, portions of the Project site are assigned the following Combining Designations:   
 

 
DSEIR Page 5.6-4 is revised in the FSEIR as follows:  

 
 
LOCAL 
 
County of San Luis Obispo General Plan  
Land Use and Combining Designations 
 
The Project site is located in the North Coast (NC) Planning Area, within the Rural North Coast 
(RNC) community.  The NC Planning Area is addressed in the North Coast Area Plan (NCAP).  
, which constitutes the County’s General Plan Land Use and Circulation Elements for the NC 
Planning Area.  The NC Planning Area is entirely within California’s Coastal Zone.  The NCAP 
is one part of the Land Use and Circulation Elements for the North Coast Planning Area (other 
parts include the Coastal Framework for Planning, Coastal Plan Policies, and Official Maps).  
Any development within the NC Planning Area must comply with each of these documents, 
as well as other SLO County General Plan Elements.  The Coastal Zone North Coast Planning Area 
Rural Land Use Category Map16 separates the NC Planning Area into land use categories, which 
define regulations for land uses, density, and intensity of use.  As shown on the Land Use 
Category Map, the Project site is designated Agriculture.  The Coastal Zone North Coast Planning 
Area Rural Combining Designation Map17 assigns Combining Designations to NC areas 
containing hazards, sensitive resource areas, environmentally sensitive habitat areas, historic 
and archaeologically sensitive areas, and public facilities.  As shown on the Combining 
Designation Map, portions of the Project site are assigned the following Combining 
Designations:   
 

 

                                              
14 County of San Luis Obispo Website, http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/zoning/Map_Image_ 

Download_Center/Land_Use_Maps.htm, Accessed May 4, 2015. 
15 Ibid. 
16 County of San Luis Obispo Website, http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/zoning/Map_Image_ 

Download_Center/Land_Use_ Maps.htm, Accessed February 23, 2015. 
17 Ibid. 
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PA 6-3 Comment so noted.  To clarify the relevant CZLUO §23.04.050 standards, DSEIR Page 
5.6-11 is revised in the FSEIR as follows:  

 
 
(4) Required findings: Supplemental non-agricultural uses may be established only if 

the following findings are made by the applicable approval body: 
 

(i) For prime soils, it has been demonstrated that no alternative project site exists 
except on prime soils;  

(ii)  The least amount of prime soils possible will be converted; and 
(iii)  The proposed use will not conflict with surrounding agricultural lands and 

uses. 
 

(5) Application content.  In addition to the information required for a land use permit 
application by CZLUO Sections 23.02.033 et seq., the application for a supplemental 
non-agricultural use shall also include the following: 

 
(i) The site layout plan shall identify all portions of the site that are 

undevelopable, that are not suitable for agriculture, or that are intended to be 
used for agricultural purposes. 

(ii) Documentation which demonstrates that revenues to affected local 
governments as a result of the project will equal the public costs of providing 
and/or maintaining roads, water, sewer, fire and police protection to serve the 
project. 

(iii) Documentation which demonstrates that the proposed project is designed and 
sited to protect habitat values and to be compatible with the rural character of 
the surrounding area. 

(iv) Proposed provisions for public coastal access consistent with Local Coastal 
Plan policies for lateral and vertical access in agricultural areas, if the site is 
located between the first public road and the ocean. 

 
(6) Site design and development standards.  A land use permit for a supplemental non-

agricultural use shall not be approved unless the proposed project will satisfy all 
the following requirements: 

 
(i) Project location.  The project shall be designed so that no development 

occurs on prime agricultural soils, except where it is demonstrated that all 
agriculturally unsuitable land on the site has been developed or cannot be 
used because of terrain constraints. 

(ii) Limitation on project area.  The total area of the site allocated for 
supplemental non-agricultural uses shall not exceed two percent of the gross 
site area. 

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/zoning/Map_Image_ 
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/zoning/Map_Image_ 
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(iii) Priority for agricultural use.  The primary use of the site shall be the 
continuing, renewed or expanded production of food and fiber.  The 
proposed supplemental use shall support, not interfere with, and be 
economically necessary to the primary use of the site as a productive 
agricultural unit. 

(iv) Prevention of land use conflicts.  The proposed use shall be designed to 
provide buffer areas between on- and off-site agricultural and non-
agricultural uses to minimize land use conflicts. 

(v) On-site water resources.  Adequate water resources shall be available to the 
site, to maintain habitat values and serve both the proposed development 
and existing and proposed agricultural operations. 

(vi) Urban services prohibited.  No extension of urban sewer and water services 
shall be permitted to support on-site agricultural operations or other uses, 
except for reclaimed wastewater that may be used for agricultural 
enhancement. 

(vii) Land division prohibited.  The project shall not require land division. 
 

(7) Guarantee of continuing agricultural or open space use.  As a condition of approval 
of a supplemental non-agricultural use, the applicant shall insure that the remainder 
of the parcel(s) be retained in agriculture, and if appropriate, open space use by the 
following methods: 

 
(i) Agricultural Easement.  The applicant shall grant an easement to the county 

over all agricultural land shown on the site plan.  Such easement shall 
remain in effect for the life of the non-agricultural use and shall limit the use 
of the land covered by the easement to agriculture, non-residential use 
customarily accessory to agriculture, farm labor housing, and a single-
family dwelling accessory to the agricultural use. 

(ii) Open space easement.  The applicant shall grant an open space easement to 
the county over all lands shown on the site plan as land unsuitable for 
agriculture, not a part of the approved development or determined to be 
undevelopable.  The open space easement shall remain in effect for the life 
of the non-agricultural use and shall limit the use of the land to non-
structural, open space uses. 

(iii) Procedures for agricultural or open space easements.  Any easement 
required by this section shall be reviewed as set forth in CZLUO Section 
23.04.420g(4). 

 
 

To demonstrate Project consistency with relevant CZLUO §23.04.050 standards, 
DSEIR Page 5.6-41 is revised in the FSEIR as follows: 
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CZLUO Section 23.04.050 (Non-Agricultural Uses in the Agriculture Land Use Category).  
The Project site is designated AG.  This section establishes permit requirements and standards 
for non-agricultural uses in the AG category.  The SWF and Project modifications would be 
required to comply with all applicable standards for non-agricultural uses in the AG category 
prior to approval and issuance of the R-CDP.   
 

• Required Findings:  As shown on the Permit View NRCS [Natural Resources 
Conservation Service] Farmland Classification Map (see Section 8.1, Agricultural and 
Forest Resources), the western portions of the Project site are designated “Prime 
Farmland if Irrigated” and a small segment along the northern boundary is designated 
“Farmland of Statewide Importance.”  As discussed in detail in Section 7.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Rejected), various alternatives (including alternative sites) were rejected 
due to greater environmental impacts, and time and location constraints, among other 
factors.  Therefore, no feasible alternative Project site exists.  The SWF Project 
repurposes various existing infrastructure, including the Van Gordon Reservoir, to 
facilitate its timely completion, minimize its footprint, minimize its potential impacts 
(including to ESHA), and convert the least amount of prime soils.  Given the distance 
that exists between the Project components and surrounding agricultural lands, the 
Project would not conflict with surrounding agricultural uses.  Therefore, the Project 
satisfies the required findings.  
 

• Site Design and Development Standards:  Although Prime Farmland if Irrigated and 
Farmland of Statewide Importance are present on the Project site, the Project’s design 
locates Project components in previously disturbed areas to avoid/minimize impacts to 
biological and cultural resources, to the maximum extent practicable.  The Project site 
involves two parcels of land (APNs 013-051-024 and 013-051-008) that total 
approximately 96 acres.  The Van Gordon Reservoir is an existing use that was 
repurposed for the SWF Project.  Excluding the existing approximately 3.0-acre 
reservoir, the Project site would total approximately 93 acres.  The site area allocated to 
the Project components totals approximately 1.73 acres, which would be below the 2.0 
percent (approximately 1.86 acres) site area limitation.    The Project site is not currently 
used for agricultural production.  The site has been in public utility use since 1979 when 
the CCSD constructed its San Simeon well field and treated wastewater effluent 
disposal system.  Therefore, the Project would not interfere with continuation of any 
agricultural activity.  The SWF is buffered/separated from nearby agricultural uses by 
San Simeon/Monterey Creek Road and the AWTP is located approximately 0.45 mile 
from the nearest agricultural use.  Further, as concluded in Sections 5.1 through 5.7, 
and Section 8.0, following compliance with the established regulatory framework and 
implementation of the specified mitigation measures, the Project would result in less 
than significant impacts concerning environmental factors that influence land use 
compatibility, including aesthetics, noise, and traffic, among others.  Therefore, 
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minimizes potential land use conflicts with nearby agricultural and non-agricultural 
land uses.  As discussed in detail in Section 5.3.5, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, based 
on the GMR’s and Technical Memorandum’s findings, while the SWF is operating, the 
Project design feature’s 100 gpm filtrate product water flow to San Simeon Creek 
Lagoon would maintain lagoon water levels.  Further, with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-7, the lagoon and creek habitats would be protected, and by 
extension, the species that inhabit them.  With mitigation, Project impacts to biological 
resources would be reduced to less than significant.  Therefore, adequate water 
resources would be available to the Project site to maintain habitat values.  As 
concluded under Impact 5.6-4, Compliance with the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance, 
the Project is an allowable use in the AG land use category.  The Project site contains 
CCSD water facilities, thus, is consistent with the “Public Utility Facilities [J5]” land use 
definition.  Per Coastal Zone Framework for Planning Table O, Public Utility Facilities on 
sites designated AG category are “S-13” status, indicating the land use is a special use, 
allowable subject to special standards/processing requirements.  The Project requires a 
Regular Coastal Development Permit (R-CDP).  Therefore, the Project complies with 
the Site Design and Development Standards.   
 

• Guarantee of Continuing Agricultural or Open Space Use.  The site has been in public utility 
use since 1979 when the CCSD constructed its San Simeon well field and treated 
wastewater effluent disposal system.  No portion of the parcel is presently in 
agricultural use, or has been in agricultural use for at least 38 years.  Therefore, there is 
no need to ensure that the remainder of the parcel(s) not occupied by the Project be 
retained in agriculture and the Project complies with the Guarantee of Continuing 
Agricultural or Open Space Use standard. 

 
Consistency with the applicable requirements standards would be confirmed through the R-
CDP application process.   
 

 
PA 6-4 To further clarify the alternatives that were considered to avoid locating pipelines in 

riparian habitat areas, DSEIR page 5.6-29 is revised in the FSEIR as follows: 
 
 
As discussed in Response to Sensitive Habitats Policy LCP 1, the SWF’s product water, filtrate, 
and RO concentrate disposal pipelines, and MW-4, the Project modifications’ potable water 
pipeline 2 and the surface water pipeline, and filtrate pipeline extension and surface discharge, 
as well as the construction laydown areas, are within the riparian setback.  CZLUO Section 
23.07.174.d.1 specifies that permitted uses within the required setback are as specified in 
CZLUO Section 23.07.172d.1.i, which include utility lines and pipelines, provided it can be 
demonstrated that:  alternative routes are infeasible or more environmentally damaging; and 
adverse environmental effects are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible.  The SWF’s 
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product water, filtrate water, RO concentrate disposal pipelines, the Project modifications’ 
potable water pipeline 2 and the surface water pipeline, and filtrate pipeline extension and 
surface discharge, as well as the construction laydown areas are limited to utility 
lines/pipelines, thus, are permitted within the required setback.  As discussed in detail in 
Section 7.5, Alternatives Considered But Rejected), various alternatives (including alternative 
sites) were rejected due to greater environmental impacts, and time and location constraints, 
among other factors.  Therefore, no feasible alternative Project site exists.  The SWF Project 
repurposes various existing infrastructure, including the Van Gordon Reservoir, to facilitate its 
timely completion, minimize its footprint, minimize its potential impacts (including to ESHA), 
and avoid/minimize impacts to riparian habitat.  Moreover, the pipeline alignments were 
determined based on the shortest distance between the two points that avoided both the 
riparian tree line to the maximum extent practicable, and avoided the existing cultural 
resources, as discussed in detail in Section 5.4, Cultural Resources.  The vast majority 
(approximately 90 percent) of the SWF conveyance piping was installed above grade to 
minimize disturbance.  Additionally, horizontal directional drilling construction was used to 
install SWF pipeline reaches under Van Gordon Creek without disturbing the ground surface, 
with entrance and exit pits located outside of the riparian tree drip line.  Thus, the SWF was 
designed and located to avoid significant disruption to riparian areas.  Options considered but 
rejected concerning locating pipelines in riparian areas involved use of traditional open trench 
drilling.  However, this was considered invasive, and construction and horizontal directional 
drilling construction was used instead.  As discussed in Response to Policy LCP 1, the adverse 
environmental effects to riparian vegetation are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible.  
Overall, the Project was designed and located in a manner which avoids any significant 
disruption or degradation of ESHA, including riparian habitat.  Thus, the Project would be 
consistent with LCP 21. 
 

 
PA 6-5 See Response PA 4-30 concerning Project consistency with CZLUO §23.08.288. 
 
PA 6-6 To further clarify Project consistency with Agriculture LCP Policy 3, DSEIR page 5.6-

8 is revised in the FSEIR as follows: 
 
 
Policy 28 Buffer Zone for Riparian Habitats.  In rural areas (outside the USL) a buffer setback 

zone of 100 feet shall be established between any new development (including new 
agricultural development) and the upland edge of riparian habitats.  In urban areas 
this minimum standard shall be 50 feet except where a lesser buffer is specifically 
permitted.  The buffer zone shall be maintained in natural condition along the 
periphery of all streams.  Permitted uses within the buffer strip shall be limited to 
passive recreational, educational, or existing nonstructural agricultural 
developments in accordance with adopted best management practices.  Other uses 
that may be found appropriate are limited to utility lines, pipelines, drainage and 
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flood control facilities, bridges and road approaches to bridges to cross a stream and 
roads when it can be demonstrated that: 1) alternative routes are infeasible or more 
environmentally damaging and 2) adverse environmental effects are mitigated to 
the maximum extent feasible.  Lesser setbacks on existing parcels may be permitted 
if application of the minimum setback standard would render the parcel physically 
unusable for the principal permitted use.  In allowing a reduction in the minimum 
setbacks, they shall be reduced only to the point at which a principal permitted use 
(as modified as much as is practical from a design standpoint) can be 
accommodated. 

 
AGRICULTURE 
 
The Coastal Act also requires protection non-prime agricultural land wherever feasible (30242).  
To achieve these goals, the Coastal Act requires each local government to address protection of 
agricultural areas through the designation of appropriate land uses and management 
techniques in the Local Coastal Program.  The following agriculture-related LCP policy is 
relevant to the Project:   
 
Policy 3 Non-Agricultural Uses.  In agriculturally designated areas, all non-agricultural 

development which is proposed to supplement the agricultural use permitted in 
areas designated as agriculture shall be compatible with preserving a maximum 
amount of agricultural use.  When continued agricultural use is not feasible without 
some supplemental use, priority shall be given to commercial recreation and low 
intensity visitor-serving uses allowed in Policy 1. 

 
Non-agricultural developments shall meet the following requirements: 

 
a. No development is permitted on prime agricultural land.  Development 

shall be permitted on non-prime land if it can be demonstrated that all 
agriculturally unsuitable land on the parcel has been developed or has been 
determined to be undevelopable. 
 

b. Continued or renewed agricultural use is not feasible as determined through 
economic studies of existing and potential agricultural use without the 
proposed supplemental use. 
 

c. The proposed use will allow for and support the continued use of the site as 
a productive agricultural unit and would preserve all prime agricultural 
lands. 
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d. The proposed use will result in no adverse effect upon the continuance or 
establishment of agricultural uses on the remainder of the site or nearby and 
surrounding properties. 
 

e. Clearly defined buffer areas are provided between agricultural and non-
agricultural uses. 
 

f. Adequate water resources are available to maintain habitat values and serve 
both the proposed development and existing and proposed agricultural 
operations. 
 

g. Permitted development shall provide water and sanitary facilities on-site 
and no extension of urban sewer and water services shall be permitted, other 
than reclaimed water for agricultural enhancement. 

 
h. The development proposal does not require a land division and includes a 

means of securing the remainder of the parcel(s) in agricultural use through 
agricultural easements.  As a condition of approval of non-agricultural 
development, the county shall require the applicant to assure that the 
remainder of the parcel(s) be retained in agriculture and, if appropriate, 
open space use by the following methods: 

 
• Agricultural Easement.  The applicant shall grant an easement to the 

county over all agricultural land shown on the site plan.  This 
easement shall remain in effect for the life of the non-agricultural use 
and shall limit the use of the land covered by the easement to 
agriculture, non-residential use customarily accessory to agriculture, 
farm labor housing and a single-family home accessory to the 
agricultural use. 
 

• Open Space Easement.  The applicant shall grant an open space 
easement to the county over all lands shown on the site plans as land 
unsuitable for agriculture, not a part of the approved development 
or determined to be undevelopable.  The open space easement shall 
remain in effect for the life of the non-agricultural use and shall limit 
the use of the land to non-structural, open space uses. 

[THIS POLICY SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED PURSUANT TO CZLUO SECTION 23.04.050.] 
 

 
To further clarify Project consistency with Agriculture LCP Policy 3, DSEIR Table 5.6-
1, Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan Consistency) (DSEIR Page 5.6-18) is revised in the 
FSEIR as follows: 
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Coastal Act Policy LCP Policy 

Land Resources 
§30241 Prime Agricultural Land; Maintenance In 
Agricultural Production:  The maximum amount of prime 
agricultural land shall be maintained in agricultural production 
to assure the protection of the areas’ agricultural economy, and 
conflicts shall be minimized between agricultural and urban land 
uses through all of the following: 
 
a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and 

rural areas, including, where necessary, clearly defined 
buffer areas to minimize conflicts between agricultural and 
urban land uses. 

b) By limiting conversions of agricultural lands around the 
periphery of urban areas to the lands where the viability of 
existing agricultural use is already severely limited by 
conflicts with urban uses or where the conversion of the 
lands would complete a logical and viable neighborhood 
and contribute to the establishment of a stable limit to urban 
development. 

c) By permitting the conversion of agricultural land 
surrounded by urban uses where the conversion of the land 
would be consistent with Coastal Act §30250. 

d) By developing available lands not suited for agriculture 
prior to the conversion of agricultural lands. 

e) By assuring that public service and facility expansions and 
nonagricultural development do not impair agricultural 
viability, either through increased assessment costs or 
degraded air and water quality. 

f) By assuring that all divisions of prime agricultural lands, 
except those conversions approved pursuant to 
subdivision (b), and all development adjacent to prime 
agricultural lands shall not diminish the productivity of such 
prime agricultural lands. 

LCP 38:  Non-Agricultural Uses.  In agriculturally designated 
areas, all non-agricultural development which is proposed to 
supplement the agricultural use permitted in areas 
designated as agriculture shall be compatible with 
preserving a maximum amount of agricultural use.  When 
continued agricultural use is not feasible without some 
supplemental use, priority shall be given to commercial 
recreation and low intensity visitor-serving uses allowed in 
Policy 1. 
 
Non-agricultural developments shall meet the following 
requirements: 
 
a. No development is permitted on prime agricultural land.  

Development shall be permitted on non-prime land if it 
can be demonstrated that all agriculturally unsuitable 
land on the parcel has been developed or has been 
determined to be undevelopable. 

b. Continued or renewed agricultural use is not feasible as 
determined through economic studies of existing and 
potential agricultural use without the proposed 
supplemental use. 

c. The proposed use will allow for and support the continued 
use of the site as a productive agricultural unit and would 
preserve all prime agricultural lands. 

d. The proposed use will result in no adverse effect upon 
the continuance or establishment of agricultural uses on 
the remainder of the site or nearby and surrounding 
properties. 

e. Clearly defined buffer areas are provided between 
agricultural and non-agricultural uses. 

f. Adequate water resources are available to maintain 
habitat values and serve both the proposed development 
and existing and proposed agricultural operations. 

g. Permitted development shall provide water and sanitary 
facilities on-site and no extension of urban sewer and 
water services shall be permitted, other than reclaimed 
water for agricultural enhancement. 

h. The development proposal does not require a land 
division and includes a means of securing the remainder 
of the parcel(s) in agricultural use through agricultural 
easements.  As a condition of approval of non-agricultural 
development, the county shall require the applicant to 
assure that the remainder of the parcel(s) be retained in 
agriculture and, if appropriate, open space use by the 
following methods: 

 
• Agricultural Easement.  The applicant shall grant an 

easement to the county over all agricultural land shown 
on the site plan.  This easement shall remain in effect 
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Coastal Act Policy LCP Policy 
for the life of the non-agricultural use and shall limit the 
use of the land covered by the easement to agriculture, 
non-residential use customarily accessory to 
agriculture, farm labor housing and a single-family 
home accessory to the agricultural use. 

• Open Space Easement.  The applicant shall grant an 
open space easement to the county over all lands 
shown on the site plans as land unsuitable for 
agriculture, not a part of the approved development or 
determined to be undevelopable.  The open space 
easement shall remain in effect for the life of the non-
agricultural use and shall limit the use of the land to 
non-structural, open space uses. 

 
 
 To further clarify Project consistency with Agriculture LCP Policy 3, DSEIR Table 5.6-

3, LCP Consistency Analysis) (DSEIR Page 5.6-31) is revised in the FSEIR as follows: 
 

Policy # Policy Determination of Consistency 

Terrestrial Environments 
LCP 29 Protection of Terrestrial Habitats.  Designated 

plant and wildlife habitats are environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas and emphasis for 
protection should be placed on the entire 
ecological community.  Only uses dependent 
on the resource shall be permitted within the 
identified sensitive habitat portion of the site. 
 
Development adjacent to environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas and holdings of the 
State Department of Parks and Recreation 
shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts 
that would significantly degrade such areas 
and shall be compatible with the continuance 
of such habitat areas. 

Sustainable Water Facility, and Mitigation Measures, 
(and Project Modifications) 
Consistent:  Refer to Response to Sensitive Habitats Policy 
LCP 1, above.  As noted in Section 5.3, Biological Resources, 
terrestrial and marine habitat ESHA would not be impacted 
by the SWF and Mitigation Measures (Project modifications).   
 
 

Non-Agricultural Uses 
LCP 3 In agriculturally designated areas, all non-

agricultural development which is proposed to 
supplement the agricultural use permitted in 
areas designated as agriculture shall be 
compatible with preserving a maximum 
amount of agricultural use.  When continued 
agricultural use is not feasible without some 
supplemental use, priority shall be given to 
commercial recreation and low intensity 
visitor-serving uses allowed in Policy 1. 
 
Non-agricultural developments shall meet the 
following requirements: 
 

Sustainable Water Facility, Mitigation Measures, and 
Project Modifications 
Consistent:  Policy LCP 3 is implemented through 
compliance with CZLUO Section 23.04.050 (Non-Agricultural 
Uses in the Agriculture Land Use Category).  The Project site 
is designated AG.  This section establishes permit 
requirements and standards for non-agricultural uses in the 
AG category.  The SWF and Project modifications would be 
required to comply with all applicable standards for non-
agricultural uses in the AG category prior to approval and 
issuance of the R-CDP.   
 
• Required Findings:  As shown on the Permit View NRCS 

[Natural Resources Conservation Service] Farmland 
Classification Map (see Section 8.1, Agricultural and 
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Policy # Policy Determination of Consistency 
i. No development is permitted on prime 

agricultural land.  Development shall be 
permitted on non-prime land if it can be 
demonstrated that all agriculturally 
unsuitable land on the parcel has been 
developed or has been determined to be 
undevelopable. 

j. Continued or renewed agricultural use is 
not feasible as determined through 
economic studies of existing and potential 
agricultural use without the proposed 
supplemental use. 

k. The proposed use will allow for and 
support the continued use of the site as a 
productive agricultural unit and would 
preserve all prime agricultural lands. 

l. The proposed use will result in no adverse 
effect upon the continuance or 
establishment of agricultural uses on the 
remainder of the site or nearby and 
surrounding properties. 

m. Clearly defined buffer areas are provided 
between agricultural and non-agricultural 
uses. 

n. Adequate water resources are available to 
maintain habitat values and serve both the 
proposed development and existing and 
proposed agricultural operations. 

o. Permitted development shall provide water 
and sanitary facilities on-site and no 
extension of urban sewer and water 
services shall be permitted, other than 
reclaimed water for agricultural 
enhancement. 

p. The development proposal does not 
require a land division and includes a 
means of securing the remainder of the 
parcel(s) in agricultural use through 
agricultural easements.  As a condition of 
approval of non-agricultural development, 
the county shall require the applicant to 
assure that the remainder of the parcel(s) 
be retained in agriculture and, if 
appropriate, open space use by the 
following methods: 

 
• Agricultural Easement.  The 

applicant shall grant an easement to 
the county over all agricultural land 
shown on the site plan.  This 
easement shall remain in effect for 
the life of the non-agricultural use 
and shall limit the use of the land 

Forest Resources), the western portions of the Project 
site are designated “Prime Farmland if Irrigated” and a 
small segment along the northern boundary is 
designated “Farmland of Statewide Importance.”  As 
discussed in detail in Section 7.5, Alternatives 
Considered But Rejected), various alternatives 
(including alternative sites) were rejected due to greater 
environmental impacts, and time and location 
constraints, among other factors.  Therefore, no feasible 
alternative Project site exists.  The SWF Project 
repurposes various existing infrastructure, including the 
Van Gordon Reservoir, to facilitate its timely completion, 
minimize its footprint, minimize its potential impacts 
(including to ESHA), and convert the least amount of 
prime soils.  Given the distance that exists between the 
Project components and the surrounding agricultural 
lands, the Project would not conflict with surrounding 
agricultural uses.  Therefore, the Project satisfies the 
required findings.  

• Site Design and Development Standards:  Although 
Prime Farmland if Irrigated and Farmland of Statewide 
Importance are present on the Project site, the Project’s 
design locates Project components in previously 
disturbed areas to avoid/minimize impacts to biological 
and cultural resources, to the maximum extent 
practicable.  The Project site involves two parcels of land 
(APNs 013-051-024 and 013-051-008) that total 
approximately 96 acres.  The Van Gordon Reservoir is an 
existing use that was repurposed for the SWF Project.  
Excluding the existing approximately 3.0-acre reservoir, 
the site area allocated to the Project components totals 
approximately 1.73 acres, which would be below the 2.0 
percent (approximately 1.86 acres) site area limitation.  
The Project site is not currently used for agricultural 
production.  The site has been in public utility use since 
1979 when the CCSD constructed its San Simeon well 
field and treated wastewater effluent disposal system.  
Therefore, the Project would not interfere with 
continuation of any agricultural activity.  The SWF is 
buffered/separated from nearby agricultural uses by San 
Simeon/Monterey Creek Road and the AWTP is located 
approximately 0.45 mile from the nearest agricultural use.  
Further, as concluded in Sections 5.1 through 5.7, and 
Section 8.0, following compliance with the established 
regulatory framework and implementation of the specified 
mitigation measures, the Project would result in less than 
significant impacts concerning environmental factors that 
influence land use compatibility, including aesthetics, 
noise, and traffic, among others.  Therefore, minimizes 
potential land use conflicts with nearby agricultural and 
non-agricultural land uses.  As discussed in detail in 
Section 5.3.5, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, based 
on the GMR’s and Technical Memorandum’s findings, 
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Policy # Policy Determination of Consistency 
covered by the easement to 
agriculture, non-residential use 
customarily accessory to 
agriculture, farm labor housing and 
a single-family home accessory to 
the agricultural use. 

Open Space Easement.  The applicant shall 
grant an open space easement to the county 
over all lands shown on the site plans as land 
unsuitable for agriculture, not a part of the 
approved development or determined to be 
undevelopable.  The open space easement 
shall remain in effect for the life of the non-
agricultural use and shall limit the use of the 
land to non-structural, open space uses. 

while the SWF is operating, the Project design feature’s 
100 gpm filtrate product water flow to the San Simeon 
Creek Lagoon would maintain lagoon water levels.  
Further, with implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-
7, the lagoon and creek habitats would be protected, and 
by extension, the species that inhabit them.  With 
mitigation, Project impacts to biological resources would 
be reduced to less than significant.  Therefore, adequate 
water resources would be available to the Project site to 
maintain habitat values.  As concluded under Impact 5.6-
4, Compliance with the Coastal Zone Land Use 
Ordinance, the Project is an allowable use in the AG land 
use category.  The Project site contains CCSD water 
facilities, thus, is consistent with the “Public Utility 
Facilities [J5]” land use definition.  Per Coastal Zone 
Framework for Planning Table O, Public Utility Facilities 
on sites designated AG category are “S-13” status, 
indicating the land use is a special use, allowable subject 
to special standards/processing requirements.  The 
Project requires a Regular Coastal Development Permit 
(R-CDP).  Therefore, the Project complies with the Site 
Design and Development Standards.   

• Guarantee of Continuing Agricultural or Open Space Use.  
The site has been in public utility use since 1979 when 
the CCSD constructed its San Simeon well field and 
treated wastewater effluent disposal system.  No portion 
of the parcel is presently in agricultural use, or has been 
in agricultural use for at least 38 years.  Therefore, there 
is no need to ensure that the remainder of the parcel(s) 
not occupied by the Project be retained in agriculture and 
the Project complies with the Guarantee of Continuing 
Agricultural or Open Space Use standard. 

 
Consistency with the applicable standards would be 
confirmed through the R-CDP application process.   

 

 
PA 6-7 The Project’s potential growth-inducing impacts are discussed in detail in DSEIR 

Section 6.3, Growth-Inducing Impacts; see also Response PA 4-32.  To mitigate the 
WMP’s potential growth-inducing impacts, the WMP PEIR incorporated a BRP, as the 
tool to cap the maximum number of water service connections within the CCSD 
service area to 4,650 existing and future (CCSD wait list) residential housing units; see 
also WMP PEIR Appendix 14.3, Buildout Reduction Program Information.  The SWF 
Project subject of this EIR similarly relies on the BRP as a mitigation for addressing 
growth inducing impacts.  The WMP PEIR conclusions are summarized where 
relevant throughout the SEIR.   

 
The Project’s water output is discussed on DSEIR Page 3-33.  DSEIR Table 3-3, AWTP 
Process Design Flows, summarizes recoveries, waste flows, and treatment process 
capacities for MF and RO systems required to meet the target potable water 
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augmentation of 250 AFY (432,000 gpd over six months) and San Simeon Creek 
Lagoon water recharge of 81 AFY (144,000 gpd over six months).  The water 
augmentation of 250 AFY was determined to meet the minimum capacity necessary 
to abate the water supply shortage and provide water supply to serve buildout at 4,650 
dwelling units, which was evaluated in the WP PEIR.  Water from the Project would 
be provided to both existing users and those properties on the CCSD wait list, to a 
maximum of 4,650 existing and future residential units (CCSD wait list).  As discussed 
on DSEIR Page 6-7, BRP implementation serves as a tool to cap the maximum number 
of potential water service residential connections within the CCSD service area.  The 
water supply associated with the Project is needed to meet water demands during 
drought conditions and improve overall water supply reliability.  The Project 
implements the facility improvements identified within the WMP and does not 
modify the development limitations established in the BRP.  Development in Cambria 
is also subject to review (through SLO County’s established development review 
process) for consistency with Title 26 (Growth Management Ordinance) (GMO). 
 

PA 6-8 This comment serves as the conclusion to the comment letter and requires no further 
response.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PA-7 
Julie A. Vance, Regional Manager 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
October 27, 2016 
 
 
PA 7-1 This comment provides introductory statements, and a summary of the proposed 

Project.  No further response is necessary.  
 
PA 7-2 The DSEIR evaluates the environmental impacts, both short-term construction-related 

and long-term operational, of all Project components, including the SWF and Project 
Modifications.  DSEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, evaluates the Project’s potential 
impacts to biological resources, including impacts to fish and wildlife resources, and 
their habitats.  See Responses PA 3-4, PA 4-7, PA 4-8, and PA 4-12 concerning the 
Project Design Feature’s (PDF) approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water flow to 
San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  See DSEIR Section 8.5 and Response PA 4-15 concerning 
potential Project impacts, including potential hazardous materials spills associated 
with the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials.  The Project does 
not propose an ocean outfall to dispose of RO concentrate, however, does analyze this 
as a Project Alternative; see also DSEIR Section 7.3, “RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall 
Disposal” Alternative, and Responses PA 4-33 and PA 4-34, concerning the RO 
Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative. 

 
PA 7-3 This comment states that the Project may have already “substantially impacted” 

steelhead, tidewater goby, California red-legged frog, and western pond turtle by 
creating changes in flow and in water quality and by creating water diversions.  
Potential Project impacts (short-term construction and long-term operational) to these 
species and their habitats are discussed under DSEIR Impact 5.3-1, Special-Status Plant 
and Wildlife Species, and throughout DSEIR Section 5.3.5.  Expanded discussions 
concerning these species are also provided in Responses PA 4-18, PA 4-20, and PA 4-
23.  See also Responses PA 3-4 and PA 4-12 concerning the PDF’s approximate 100 
gpm filtrate product water flow to San Simeon Creek Lagoon and the Project’s AMP, 
and Response PA 7-2 concerning the DSEIR’s analysis of the scope of potential Project 
impacts.   

 
PA 7-4 As discussed on DSEIR Page 2-14, the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project 

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (RBF Consulting, June 20, 2014) (2014 
IS/MND) was prepared to support a Regular Coastal Development Permit (R-CDP) 
for the emergency water supply project.  Although circulated for public review, the 
CCSD Board did not consider adoption of the 2014 IS/MND.  Subsequent to release of 
the 2014 IS/MND, the project was further modified and additional design features 
were added in response to NOP comment letters and consultation with public 
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agencies.  The SWF Project subject of the SEIR is for a modified version of the project 
that was analyzed within the 2014 IS/MND.   

 
The commentator, CDFW, indicates that a lake or streambed alteration agreement was 
required as a part of the Project but never obtained.  Potential Project impacts 
concerning CDFW jurisdictional resources are discussed under DSEIR Impact 5.3-2, 
Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural Community, and DSEIR Impact 5.3-3, 
Wetlands and Jurisdictional Waters.  The Project originally included a pipeline crossing 
of Van Gordon Creek that proposed traditional drilling and required an agreement.  
The SWF RO concentrate disposal and filtrate pipelines both cross under Van Gordon 
Creek.  After consultation with the CDFW and the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), 
it was determined that horizontal directional drilling construction would be used to 
install these pipeline reaches under Van Gordon Creek without disturbing the ground 
surface.  This pipeline installation was coordinated with the biological monitor with 
entrance and exit pits located outside of the tree drip line.  Impacts to riparian 
vegetation along Van Gordon Creek were avoided.  As a result, no lake or streambed 
alteration agreement was required for the SWF RO concentrate disposal and filtrate 
pipelines.  
 
The SWF includes an above-ground pipeline to deliver approximately 100 gpm of 
filtrate product water from the AWTP to a surface discharge structure.  The discharge 
structure is located just north of the San Simeon Creek treeline and dissipates velocity 
to create a sheet flow, prior to entering immediately upstream from the upper San 
Simeon Creek Lagoon.  Mitigation Measure BIO-3 requires that the filtrate pipeline be 
extended to relocate the discharge point further south to the San Simeon Creek bank 
to more efficiently deliver surface water into San Simeon Creek to maintain water 
levels at San Simeon Creek Lagoon, while also addressing its potential interference 
with water samples pulled from existing monitoring well 16D1.  Potential lagoon 
water filtrate pipeline extension impacts concerning CDFW jurisdictional resources 
are discussed under DSEIR Impact 5.3-2, Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural 
Community, and DSEIR Impact 5.3-3, Wetlands and Jurisdictional Waters.  Mitigation 
Measure BIO-18 requires that the lagoon discharge structure be designed to avoid 
impacts to riparian habitat to the greatest extent feasible, and that the CCSD comply 
with all applicable local, state, and federal regulations concerning impacts to riparian 
habitat, including Clean Water Act (CWA) Sections 401 and 404, and/or CFW Code 
§1602.  Finally, Mitigation Measure BIO-19 requires that the CCSD minimize the 
disturbance and removal of riparian vegetation, to the extent possible. 
 

PA 7-5 See Responses PA 4-6, PA 4-7, and PA 4-8 concerning the PDF’s approximate 100 gpm 
filtrate product water flow and Project AMP.  

 
  



   

     SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT  

Comments and Responses PA 12-176 Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 

12 

PA 7-6 See Response PA 7-5.  See Response PA 4-6, PA 4-7, and PA 4-8.  After extraction and 
treatment, the Project re-injects treated product water back into the San Simeon Creek 
aquifer.  The existing CCSD potable well field pumps, which divert water for 
municipal use, are subject to State Water Resource Control Board diversion permitting 
requirements.  While the SWF is operating, the CCSD potable well pumps are limited 
to 400 gpm to maintain a minimum subterranean travel time of 60 days from the re-
injection well to the potable wells.  When the SWF is in operation, the diversion from 
the San Simeon well field over a 184-day dry season would be approximately 358 AF, 
which is 12 AF less than the permit’s 370 AF.  This consists of the diversion from Wells 
SS1 or SS2, and water that is sent to the evaporation pond (the third stage RO reject 
water plus any clean in place water).   

 
The following table summarizes maximum net diversion from the San Simeon Creek 
aquifer, while the SWF is operating.   

 

Flow Stream Gallons per Minute 
(GPM) 

Maximum 
Summertime Acre-

Feet (184 Days & 24/7 
Operation) 

Diversion by Wells SS1 or SS2 400 325 
Third stage RO reject water to disposal (39 gpm) + clean 
in place water (1 gpm) 40 33 

San Simeon Creek Aquifer Diversion Subtotal 358 
 

From detailed geohydraulic analyses, it was determined that of the 452 gpm pumped 
into the reinjection well, approximately 40% would remain in the aquifer.  Other 
ancillary flows, such as the microfilter backwash water and strainer backwash 
(approximately 31 gpm and 6 gpm, respectively) discharge into an existing 
percolation pond that is returned to the groundwater basin and not a diversion.  The 
PDF approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water flow discharged to the head of San 
Simeon Creek Lagoon is a riparian water use and not a part of the CCSD’s diversion 
permitted water.   

 
PA 7-7 This comment is concerning riparian water rights (property lines and locations of the 

point of diversion).  See related Responses PA 4-6, PA 4-7, and PA 4-8.  The CCSD 
owns both APNs 013-051-008 and 013-051-024, which are riparian to the San Simeon 
Creek.  The CCSD also commissioned a licensed surveyor to investigate the history of 
the property boundary of APN 013-051-024, which has San Simeon Creek along the 
south.  This investigation concluded that, in this area, the parcel boundary should be 
the middle of San Simeon Creek.  
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PA 7-8 A detailed geohydraulic analysis was completed in determining the PDF’s 
approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water flow rate to the San Simeon Creek 
Lagoon; see also PA Response 4-7.  This is described within DSEIR Appendix E-6, San 
Simeon Creek Flows – Technical Memorandum, (TM) which concluded: 

 
“Historical information available from monitoring and from the USGS 1988 study 
indicate that the lower reaches of San Simeon Creek do not have surface water flows 
during the critical summer period.  Recharge to the basin occurs during the rainy 
season when San Simeon Creek flows, however, drainage of the basin occurs as 
subterranean flow, rather than as surface water flow.  The 0.5 cfs environmental water 
demand recommended in the 2014 Stillwater Sciences report is not justified. 
 
The cited 2014 Stillwater and 2006 NOAA studies did not include specific analysis of 
the San Simeon Lagoon.  CCSD anticipated the need to protect the sensitive habitat of 
the lagoon and incorporated a provision in their plan to provide mitigating flows to 
maintain the lagoon.  Detailed analysis of required supplemental water to support the 
lagoon concluded that 100 gpm will improve protection of this area when the project is 
in operation, compared to a no project scenario.” 

 
As discussed in Response PA 7-6, the maximum diversion occurring from operation 
of the SWF would be 358 acre-feet over a 184-day dry season.  The majority of the 
AWTP effluent is either re-injected into the groundwater at a higher water quality or 
sent to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon. 

 
PA 7-9 As discussed on DSEIR Page 3-14, the County issued an Emergency Coastal 

Development Permit (E-CDP) (ZON2013-00589), authorizing construction and 
operation of the emergency project on May 15, 2014; see Response PA 4-1 concerning 
the Project Description.  As discussed on DSEIR Page 3-25, Project construction began 
in May 2014 and was substantially completed by November 2014; see also DSEIR 
Section 3.6, Project Phasing and Construction Activities.  Production of advanced treated 
water began on January 20, 2015.  The SWF has operated intermittently, since January 
2015.  Various operational mitigation measures were identified through the 
environmental analysis process to avoid/reduce environmental impacts resulting 
from SWF operations.  Compliance with these operational mitigation measures would 
necessitate modifications to the SWF, including the evaporation pond, mechanical 
spray evaporators, and surface discharge to San Simeon Creek.  Therefore, for 
purposes of the Project description and the analysis contained in the SEIR, the 
“Sustainable Water Facility” involves the built and operational Project components, 
whereas the “Mitigation Measures and Project modifications” involve proposed 
Project components, including those required for compliance with various SWF 
mitigation measures. 
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As discussed on DSEIR Page 5-1, “Environmental Setting” typically describes the 
physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of a project, as they exist at the time 
the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published (the Project’s NOP was published March 
4, 2015).  However, given the SWF was constructed in response to the CCSD Board of 
Directors’ declared Stage 3 Water Shortage Emergency Condition, and since the 
Project was required to be constructed within 180 days from issuance of the 
Emergency Coastal Development Permit (E-CDP) (E-CDP Condition 5), the Project is 
unique involving environmental analysis after Project completion.18  Therefore, the 
Environmental Setting instead describes the physical environmental conditions in the 
Project’s vicinity, as they existed before construction of the SWF.  Existing 
environmental baseline conditions are described in DSEIR Section 3.4, Environmental 
Setting, and in the Environmental Setting sections of each topical area; see DSEIR 
Sections 5.1 to 5.7.  See DSEIR Section 5.3.1, Environmental Setting, for a description of 
biological resources located within the Project area.   

 
PA 7-10 Offsite disposal of RO concentrate is addressed in DSEIR Section 3.5.2.6, Offsite RO 

Concentrate Disposal, which describes the proposed transport and disposal at the 
Kettleman Hills Hazardous Waste Facility.  See Responses PA 4-15, PA 4-19, PA 4-30, 
PA 4-33, and PA 4-34 concerning potential impacts associated with the routine 
transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials for the proposed Project and the 
RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative. 

 
PA 7-11 See Response PA 7-4, concerning potential Project impacts to CDFW jurisdictional 

resources.  
 
PA 7-12 Potential impacts to birds, including migratory birds, are discussed under DSEIR 

Impacts 5.3-1 and 5.3-4.  Mitigation Measure BIO-16 requires a pre-construction bird 
survey within work areas and within 500 feet of the general construction zone.   

 
PA 7-13 This CDFW comment has been noted, and comments have been incorporated into the 

FEIR, as appropriate.  
 
 
  

                                              
18 Construction of the emergency Project began on May 20, 2014 and was substantially completed on 

November 14, 2014.  The construction phase was followed by an approximately two-month start-up period.  Production 
of potable water began on January 20, 2015. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PA-8 
Henry P. Stephen, Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
November 2, 2016 
 
 
PA 8-1 This comment provides introductory statements.  No further response is necessary. 
 
PA 8-2 See Response PA 4-20 concerning potential impacts to listed species and their habitats, 

and Response PA 7-12 concerning potential impacts avian species, including 
migratory birds. 

 
PA 8-3 See Responses PA 3-6, PA 4-12, and PA 4-17 through PA 4-20 concerning the Project’s 

potential to result in a “take” of a listed wildlife species. 
 
PA 8-4 This Comment summarizes the Project’s background and permitting.  No further 

response is necessary.   
 
PA 8-5 This Comment summarizes the Project’s background and permitting.  No further 

response is necessary.   
 
PA 8-6 See Response PA 7-4 concerning the earlier IS/MND and the E-CDP.  See Responses 

PA 3-6, PA 4-12, and PA 4-17 through PA 4-20 concerning the Project’s potential to 
result in a “take” of a listed wildlife species. 

 
PA 8-7 See Response PA 4-20 concerning listed species and their habitats, and Responses PA 

3-6, PA 4-12, and PA 4-17 through PA 4-20 concerning the Project’s potential to result 
in a “take” of a listed wildlife species. 

 
PA 8-8 Potential impacts to birds, including migratory birds, are discussed under DSEIR 

Impacts 5.3-1 and 5.3-4.  Mitigation Measure BIO-16 requires a pre-construction bird 
survey within work areas and within 500 feet of the general construction zone.   

 
PA 8-9 This comment notes the CCRWQCB’s February 27, 2015 Notice of Violation.  The 

CCSD has previously provided a detailed response to the Water Board on the 
comment’s reference to this Notice.  Since this time, the lagoon water blending line 
has been modified to include a dechlorination system, as well as an inline venturi 
aerator.  This product water blending line was provided to allow adjusting the lagoon 
water quality, should such changes be needed in the future.  Regarding the Project’s 
mechanical evaporators and concerns over evaporator mist drift containment, the 
CCSD has since modified its operations and no longer operates the mechanical 
evaporators.  The proposed Project modifications (Mitigation Measure AES-2) include 
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decommissioning the spray evaporators; thus, there would be no potential for mist 
drift. 

 
PA 8-10 This comment notes USFW’s April 6, 2015 response letter to the Notice of Preparation, 

which is included in DSEIR Appendix A, Notice of Preparation, Project Information 
Packet/Environmental Checklist, and NOP Comment Letters; see DSEIR Appendix A PDF 
Page 274. 

 
PA 8-11 See Response PA 7-9 concerning the E-CDP and Response PA 8-8 concerning 

migratory birds.  See Responses PA 3-4 and PA 4-12 concerning the Project Design 
Feature’s (PDF) approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water flow to San Simeon Creek 
Lagoon and the Project’s AMP, and Response PA 7-2 concerning the DSEIR’s analysis 
of the scope of potential Project impacts.   

 
PA 8-12 See Response PA 4-1 concerning the Project description.   
 
PA 8-13 See Response PA 4-20 concerning listed species and their habitats.  
 

To further clarify potential impacts to tidewater goby, DSEIR Page 5.3-56 is revised in 
the FSEIR as follows: 

 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES AND (PROJECT MODIFCATIONS) 
 
Project Modifications Direct and Indirect Impacts.  The proposed Project modifications 
involve removing the surface discharge structure and extending the filtrate pipeline to relocate 
the discharge point further south to the San Simeon Creek bank.  As discussed above, these 
Project modifications were recommended as Mitigation Measure BIO-3, in order to avoid 
biasing Well 16D1 water quality samples (as requested by the RWQCB) and more efficiently 
deliver surface water into San Simeon Creek to maintain water levels at San Simeon Creek 
Lagoon.  At the relocated discharge point, ACB) (Armorflex) lining (approximately 87 SF) is 
proposed to protect the San Simeon Creek channel bank from erosion.  Armorflex would allow 
for the continued growth of riparian vegetation, further protecting the channel from any 
potential erosion due to the 4-inch diameter lagoon water discharge.  Direct impacts to 
tidewater goby are expected to be negligible during construction, since they would be limited 
to the ACB lining at the lagoon discharge structure of the San Simeon Creek channel banks.  
Specifically, construction-related direct impacts would involve making the area immediately 
surrounding the discharge temporarily uninhabitable by goby, if present in this area.  
However, direct impacts to tidewater goby are not expected during construction with the 
specified mitigation measures implemented, including installing an ACB lining at the lagoon 
discharge structure at the San Simeon Creek channel banks. Pre-construction surveys to ensure 
absence/flushing of individuals from the impact area, and the placement of exclusionary 
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barriers to prevent these species from entering areas where conditions are less habitable, would 
further minimize impacts to tidewater goby.  Construction-related noise impacts at the creek 
are expected to be negligible, since they would be short-term and on the surface, out of the 
water.  No nighttime construction activities are proposed; therefore, no light/glare impacts 
would occur. 
 

 
The measures to avoid/minimize construction and operational impacts to tidewater 
gobies are discussed on DSEIR Pages 5.3-53 through 5.3-5.   

 
PA 8-14 Mitigation Measure BIO-9, CRLF Pre-Construction Survey, is E-CDP Condition 13, 

which was imposed by SLO County.  As presented in Final Report - Biological 
Monitoring Services for Initial Ground-Disturbing Activities for San Simeon Creek Road 
Project, (Cindy Cleveland and Julie Thomas, Senior Biologists, September 15, 2014) (see 
DSEIR Appendix E3, PDF Page 283).  Pre-construction site surveys were conducted 
for the CRLF and none were present/observed.   

 
PA 8-15 Until the Project modifications are implemented, the SWF Project is subject to 

compliance with all mitigation measures, including evaporation pond-related 
potential impacts to CRLF and avian species, as detailed in the DSEIR. 

 
PA 8-16 See Responses PA 3-6, PA 4-12, PA 4-17 through PA 4-20, and PA 8-15 concerning the 

Project’s potential to result in a “take” of a listed wildlife species, including CRLF.  
This Comment also requests that the CCSD engage the USFWS concerning the AMP 
planning process.  See Response PA 4-5 concerning the AMP update. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PA-9 
Tom Luster, Senior Environmental Scientist 
California Coastal Commission  
June 1, 2017  
 
 
PA 9-1 This correspondence from the California Coastal Commission (CCC) requests a 

copy of the Adaptive Management Plan (AMP).  The AMP was provided to Mr. 
Tom Luster (CCC) on June 12, 2017.  The AMP and associated Technical 
Memorandum are also attached herewith.  As no significant environmental 
concerns are raised, no further response is required.   

 
 
  







 

  SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT 

Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 PA 12-193 Comments and Responses 

12 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PA-10 
Tom Luster, Senior Environmental Scientist 
California Coastal Commission  
June 8, 2017  
 
 
PA 10-1 This correspondence from the CCC requests a copy of the Adaptive Management 

Plan.  The AMP was provided to Mr. Tom Luster (CCC) on June 12, 2017.  The 
AMP and associated Technical Memorandum are also attached herewith.  As no 
significant environmental concerns are raised, no further response is required.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PA-11 
Peter Sevick, Director 
Nipomo Community Services District  
June 12, 2017  
 
 
PA 11-1 This correspondence confirms that the Nipomo Community Services District 

(NCSD) switched to magnetic meters within the last year.  The NCSD specified the 
company they used to check the electronics on the meters but did not perform 
volumetric tests.  As no significant environmental concerns are raised, no further 
response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PA-12 
Tom Luster, Senior Environmental Scientist 
California Coastal Commission  
June 13, 2017  
 
 
PA 12-1 This comment provides general introductory statements to the letter.  As no 

significant environmental concerns are raised, no further response is required.  
 
PA 12-2 This comment provides general introductory statements to key concerns outlined 

further below in the letter.  See the following for responses to these concerns.  
 
PA 12-3 This comment provides general introductory statements to key concerns outlined 

further below in the letter.  See the following for responses to these concerns.  
 
PA 12-4 This comment provides general introductory statements to key concerns outlined 

further below in the letter.  See the following for responses to these concerns.  
 
PA 12-5 This comment states that the DSEIR does not adequately evaluate known or likely 

impacts to riparian, wetland, and stream areas designated under the LCP as 
sensitive habitat, and does not identify adequate mitigation measures to address 
those impacts.  Potential impacts concerning these biological resources are 
addressed in the following DSEIR sections: 

 
• Riparian Impacts:  DSEIR Impact 5.3-2, Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive 

Natural Community, as well as DSEIR Impact 5.3-1, Special-Status Plant and 
Wildlife Species, in the context of listed and special status plant and 
wildlife species.  Additionally, the following DSEIR Mitigation Measures 
are proposed to avoid/lessen impacts to riparian vegetation:  BIO-2; BIO-3; 
BIO-5; BIO-7 (Adaptive Management Program); BIO-8; BIO-18; and BIO-
19. 
 

• Wetland and Stream Areas (Jurisdictional Waters):  DSEIR Impact 5.3-3, 
Wetlands and Jurisdictional Waters.  Additionally, the following DSEIR 
Mitigation Measures are proposed to avoid/lessen impacts to wetlands and 
stream areas:  Mitigation Measures BIO-4 through BIO-8; BIO-18; and BIO-
19. 

 
The following DSEIR Impact analyses evaluate the Project for consistency with 
relevant LCP policies: 
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• Impact 5.3-5, Consistency With Local Policies/Ordinances – CZLUO & LCP; 
• Impact 5.6-1, Compliance with California Coastal Act; and 
• Impact 5.6-3, Compliance With the Local Coastal Program Policy Document. 

 
The Project was determined to be consistent with relevant LCP policies. 

 
PA 12-6 The Project would implement measures to more effectively manage the 

groundwater within the CCSD’s well field by maintaining a groundwater mound 
between the well field and the downstream freshwater/ocean interface.  This 
would be accomplished by extracting groundwater from the percolation pond area 
and releasing it into Van Gordon Creek.  The released water would percolate into 
the underlying groundwater, raising the groundwater levels, restoring the 
groundwater mound and maintaining the positive gradient between the well field 
and the downstream areas.  Water released into Van Gordon Creek that does not 
percolate would be flow to the ocean and be lost.  With the SWF operating, the 
groundwater extracted from the percolation pond area would be treated to 
drinking water quality levels and reinjected back into the groundwater near the 
San Simeon wells.  Approximately 60 percent of the reinjected groundwater would 
travel into the existing well field, replenishing the groundwater, and allowing up 
to 400 gpm to be pumped and reused by CCSD during drought conditions.   The 
remaining 40 percent of the rejected groundwater would either flow into the 
subterranean creek channel or recycle back into the groundwater below the 
extraction well at the percolation pond.   

 
The Project also includes a Project Design Feature (PDF) that delivers 
approximately 100 gpm discharge filtrate product water to the San Simeon Creek 
Lagoon (as deemed necessary by the Project’s AMP, see Mitigation Measure BIO-
7), to ensure the creek and lagoon surface levels and flows are not affected by the 
Project.  As noted in Response PA 4-7, based on the GMR’s and TM’s findings, 
while the SWF is operating, the PDF’s approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water 
flow to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon would maintain water levels in the lagoon.   
 
Significant changes in groundwater levels and surface water flows in San Simeon 
Creek and San Simeon Creek Lagoon are not expected to occur as a result of the 
SWF’s groundwater pumping and the proposed reinjection program.  Further, the 
modeling shows that the 100 gpm of mitigation water and the relocation of the 
discharge point for the mitigation water further upstream past the entrance to the 
lagoon would be sufficient to maintain surface levels and surface flows for the 
sensitive habitats and species associated with San Simeon Creek and San Simeon 
Creek Lagoon.  This analysis concluded that the 100 gpm flow provides greater 
protection to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon area than a no project alternative 
would offer.  
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However, out of an abundance of caution, Mitigation Measure BIO-7 requires 
implementation of an AMP for long-term SWF operations.  The AMP is intended 
to monitor and protect the lagoon, creek, and riparian habitats and, by extension, 
protect the species that inhabit them.  The AMP’s primary goal is to monitor the 
response of the lagoon, creeks, and riparian habitats to SWF operations.  
Monitoring is required as part of the AMP to ensure that creek and lagoon levels 
are maintained during SWF operations.   
 
The AMP provides for detailed and continuous monitoring of groundwater levels, 
surface water flows, biological monitoring of riparian and instream habitats, as 
well as a rigorous reporting program, to ensure the groundwater levels and 
surface flows are not adversely affected and that no impacts would occur to those 
federally listed species known to occur or that may potentially occur in Van 
Gordon, San Simeon Creek, and San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  The AMP would be 
fully vetted with USFWS and CDFW prior to and during the SWF Project 
implementation.  The AMP is a living document that not only provides for 
frequent monitoring and analyses of groundwater levels, surface flows and 
sensitive species habitats and population levels, but also requires the continual 
assessment of the effectiveness of mitigation measures and the development and 
implementations of new mitigation measures as adaptive responses to changing 
conditions.  The additional analyses requested by CCC would be an integral part 
of the AMP process and, as noted, would be routinely reported to/discussed with 
the wildlife agencies throughout the life of the SWF Project. 
 
As stated in Response PA 4-13, stream elevation profiles presented in the GMR 
were used to define the discharge point for MF filtrate water, which is where the 
water surface elevation is flat, representing the lagoon, rather than flowing surface 
water.  This point is approximately at the location of the pedestrian bridge.  
Additionally, the 1988 USGS Report (98-4061) found that no flow is typically 
observed in San Simeon Creek during the dry season.  Therefore, maintaining the 
levels further upstream as suggested by this comment would not be practical, nor 
meet natural conditions.  See also Responses PA 4-7, PA 4-8, and PA 4-12, which 
further address the PDF’s approximate 100 gpm filtrate product water flow to the 
upper reach of the San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  It is further noted that SWRCB 
Permit 17287 (Condition 16) specifies the following (emphasis added):   
 

“16. PERMITTEE SHALL MAINTAIN WATER LEVELS IN THE LOWER 
BASIN TO SUSTAIN STREAM FLOW TO THE LAGOON AT THE 
MOUTH OF SAN SIMEON CREEK TO MAINTAIN FISH AND RIPARIAN 
WILDLIFE HABITAT.”   
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See Response PA 4-13 for further discussion concerning discharge point 
placement. 
 
Footnote #3 questions the change included in the FSEIR from “mitigation flow” to 
“MF filtrate flow.”  As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4.a.1.A, “the 
discussion of mitigation measures shall distinguish between the measures which 
are proposed by project proponents to be included in the project [Project Design 
Feature] and other measures proposed by the lead, responsible or trustee agency 
or other persons which are not included but the lead agency determines could 
reasonably be expected to reduce adverse impacts if required as conditions of 
approving the project.” The change in the FSEIR from “mitigation flow” to “MF 
filtrate flow” was included to distinguish/clarify that the approximate 100 gpm 
flow of filtrate product water to San Simeon Creek Lagoon is proposed by the 
CCSD as part of the Project as a “Project Design Feature” (PDF) and not a 
mitigation measure; see also SEIR Section 3.5.1.2, Advanced Water Treatment Plant 
(AWTP) – Lagoon Surface Discharge.   
 

PA 12-7 See Response PA 12-3 concerning consistency with LCP policies. 
 
PA 12-8 The PDF, which provides water to the upper San Simeon Creek lagoon, maintains 

fish and riparian habitat in the lower basin of the San Simeon Creek lagoon.  
Detailed hydrogeological analyses, which included the use of field measured data, 
were included in DSEIR Appendix E-6, San Simeon Creek Flows – Technical 
Memorandum, (TM).  Appendix E-6 Figure 7 concerning San Simeon Creek flows 
showed that with the Project operations, better protection was provided than 
without the Project.  This PDF is further supported by the AMP, which is 
referenced in Mitigation Measure BIO-7. Concerning CCSD water rights 
permitting, such water rights permits are for diverted water, which is pumped into 
the Cambria potable water distribution system by existing CCSD Wells SS1, SS2, 
and SS3.  The water provided to the lagoon from the SWF is a riparian discharge, 
which is not part of the water being diverted and subject to the aforementioned 
water rights permit.  

 
PA 12-9 The PDF that provides water to the upper San Simeon Creek lagoon discharges 

this riparian water such that it enters the lagoon as surface water.  By entering the 
lagoon as surface water, optimal protection to the riparian habitat is provided by 
not losing this water into subterranean groundwater, which may otherwise be lost 
to the ocean.  For example, if the lagoon water were to be discharged into a dry 
gravel bed, such water would likely infiltrate into the underlying groundwater 
and not benefit sensitive species or their habitats.  Surface discharge into the upper 
lagoon also avoids the need to locate the discharge at the precise location of the 
upper edge of the lagoon surface, which can vary depending on the time of year, 
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the amount and timing of seasonal rainfall, and agricultural demands. See also 
Responses PA 7-3 and PA 7-6 regarding the CDFW reference.  

 
PA 12-10 See Responses PA 7-5 and PA 7-6.  The Project’s potential impacts are thoroughly 

and adequately addressed in the Draft and Final SEIRs. 
 
PA 12-11 See Response PA 7-6.   
 
PA 12-12 See Responses PA 7-5 and PA 7-6.   
 
PA 12-13 See Responses PA 7-5 and PA 7-6.  
 
PA 12-14 See Responses PA 7-5 and PA 7-6.  
 
PA 12-15 See Responses PA 7-5 and PA 7-6.  
 
PA 12-16 See Responses PA 4-29 and PA 4-30. The facility does not meet the criteria defining 

a critical facility, and therefore the 500-year storm event does not apply. 
 
PA 12-17 See Response PA 4-32. 
 
PA 12-18 This comment states repurposing the evaporation pond to a raw water storage 

basin will create a wildlife hazard that’s not analyzed in the DSEIR.  It is assumed 
the “wildlife hazard” mentioned in this comment is associated with the RO 
concentrate stored in the evaporation pond, prior to pond repurposing to storage 
basin.  It is noted, the waste stream constituents are considered non-hazardous, as 
concluded in DSEIR Section 8.0, Effects Found Not To Be Significant).  The potential 
impacts to wildlife associated with the RO concentrate’s hypersalinity are 
addressed in the DSEIR, specifically concerning California red-legged frog (CRLF) 
on DSEIR Page 5.3-63 and concerning avian and other wildlife on DSEIR pages 
5.3-82 to 5.3-84.  As concluded, CRLF, and avian and other wildlife could be 
attracted to the pond due to the presence of standing water and adversely 
impacted by the RO concentrate’s hypersalinity.  The SWF employs deterrent and 
exclusion methods to prohibit entry of terrestrial wildlife into the evaporation 
pond area.  The four-foot high CRLF exclusion fence installed along the 
evaporation pond’s perimeter prevents CRLF, as well as various other terrestrial 
wildlife, from entry into the evaporation pond area.  Additionally, the climber 
barrier and HDPE matrix prevent CRLF from being trapped within the fence.  
When operational, the evaporators spray water with some force across the pond, 
disturbing the birds and reducing their likelihood of landing or staying for 
significant periods of time.  However, since the evaporators do not operate 
continuously, avian wildlife could still be attracted to the evaporation pond 
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when/where the evaporators are not operational and adversely impacted by the 
RO concentrate’s hypersalinity.  A Hazing Study (Report of Dr. Winston Vickers 
Regarding Restriction of Wildlife Access to Evaporation Pond, December 16, 2015) was 
conducted to determine the best approach to haze/deter wildlife from the 
evaporation pond to avoid/lessen impacts to wildlife; see DSEIR Appendix E5.  
The purpose of the Hazing Study was to examine the evaporation pond and advise 
the CCSD of methods to reduce the pond’s negative wildlife impacts.  According 
to the Hazing Study, although many different hazing tools are available to reduce 
attractiveness of a body of water to wildlife, and these individually and in groups 
can be very effective for variable periods of time, no hazing methods or groups of 
methods are typically effective for extended periods (months to years), if not 
continuously varied.  Due to the proximity of public parkland and resultant noise 
restriction, the tools that could be deployed at the evaporation pond were 
determined to be limited primarily to non-audible tools.  These tools would have 
to be varied and monitored and maintained on a nearly constant basis, and would 
likely lose effectiveness over time even when continuously tended.  In contrast, 
some deterrence or exclusion methods can be effective for longer periods (or 
indefinitely).  Concerning the Project, the Hazing Study found that deterrence via 
exclusion is the approach that is most likely to be successful in accomplishing the 
goal of near complete reduction in risk to wildlife over long periods.  As noted in 
the Hazing Study, exclusion is already being employed at the evaporation pond 
(via fencing) to eliminate entry of amphibians and reptiles to the pond area.  The 
Hazing Study analyzed various strategies that could be considered that have the 
advantage of expected longer effectiveness.  The Hazing Study concluded that a 
combination of buried fencing and netting, would afford the best likelihood of 
maximum wildlife restriction from the evaporation pond over long periods of 
time.  The Hazing Study’s recommended strategy (fencing and netting) was 
questioned as to its long-term capability to withstand high wind conditions, such 
as those brought on by winter storms, as well as having potential visual impacts.  
Therefore, mitigation is recommended (see Mitigation Measure AES-3 below) 
requiring that until emptied, the decommissioned pond be covered by a floating 
net that avoids hazards to avian species, as verified by a USFWS-approved 
Biologist, is colored treated such that it blends into the surrounding area, and is 
anchored to withstand high wind conditions. 

 
 To further clarify evaporation pond decommissioning and emptying, DSEIR Page 

3-53 is revised in the FSEIR as follows:  
 

 
3.5.2.1 EVAPORATION POND DECOMISSIONING AND 

REPURPOSING (EVAPORATION POND REPURPOSING 
POTABLE RAW WATER SUPPLY STORAGE BASIN)  
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EVAPORATION POND DECOMISSIONING 
 
The evaporation pond has approximately 3.0 acres of surface area and 21.4 AF (or 6.96 MG) of 
usable storage capacity.  In compliance with Mitigation Measure AES-2, the evaporation pond 
would be repurposed/ modified to serve as a raw potable water supply storage basin (i.e., prior 
to surface water treatment)decommissioned, as follows:  
 

• The RO concentrate would be vacuumed out of the evaporation pond via Vactor (a 
registered name) or similar truck for hauling and pumped out of the evaporation pond 
and the residual slurry would be hauled away for disposal at an appropriate Class II 
waste disposal facility.  The evaporation pond liner would be cleaned using high 
pressure hoses to sluice the RO concentrate residuals to the pond’s lowest spot.  The 
rinse water would similarly be hauled away for offsite disposal.   
 

• The submersible evaporator pumps along with pontoons would be removed.  This 
would include removal of the pump extraction cable, which is strung above the 
evaporation pond.  
 

• The mechanical spray evaporators, appurtenances (electrical wiring and control 
panels), and sound enclosures would be removed. 

 
EVAPORATION POND REPURPOSING 
 
After the evaporation pond is decommissioned, it would be repurposed and modified to serve 
as a raw water storage basin.  The raw water storage basin would store water prior to surface 
water treatment.  
 

 
To further address potential impacts to wildlife associated with the RO concentrate’s 
hypersalinity once the pond is decommissioned, DSEIR Page 5.1-22 is revised in the FSEIR 
as follows:  

 
 
AES-2 Within one year of completion of the SEIR process and completion of all necessary 

regulatory agency permits, the CCSD shall remove the five mechanical spray 
evaporators along with their enclosures and decommission Tthe evaporation pond 
shall be repurposed as a potable water supply storage basin.  The AWTP RO 
concentrate shall be discharged to four (4) Baker above-ground tanks for storage 
prior to offsite disposal, instead of the evaporation pond.  Until emptied, the 
decommissioned pond shall be covered by a net that:  is designed and constructed 
such that it is not hazardous to avian species, as verified by a USFWS-approved 
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Biologist; floats on the RO concentrate; is colored treated such that it blends into the 
surrounding area, as recommended by a licensed Landscape Architect and the 
County; and is anchored to withstand high wind conditions (such as those brought 
on by winter storms). 

 
 
 
 




