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12.3.2 PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTS AND 
RESPONSES 

 
Following are the comments on the DSEIR received from persons and organizations, along with 
the Cambria Community Services District’s (CCSD) responses to significant environmental 
points raised by those comments.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 1 THROUGH PO 88 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 1 
through  
PO 88 

These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-89 
Stewart Edwards  
October 5, 2016  
 
 
PO 89-1 This comment includes statements concerning the CCSD that do not address the 

DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments 
raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 89-2 See Response PA 7-9 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, and NOE.  SWF operations 

are governed by the Emergency Coastal Development Permit (E-CDP) and the 
associated Conditions of Approval; see DSEIR Appendix C, E-CDP Conditions of 
Approval.  E-CDP Condition 2 specifies the following: 

 
This emergency permit is valid until such time that the CCSD-declared Stage 3 
Water Shortage Emergency has ended, or the project has been authorized to 
continue to serve existing development through approval of a regular Coastal 
Development Permit, whichever is sooner.  While processing the regular Coastal 
Development Permit, the emergency water facility may only be re-activated and 
utilized to produce water in the event of the occurrence of another Stage 3 Water 
Shortage Emergency and only after the CCSD has issued a formal declaration of 
the existence of such a Stage 3 Water Shortage Emergency.  It is the intent of this 
condition, while processing the Regular Coastal Development Permit, to enable 
use of the emergency water facility to produce water for existing development in 
Cambria during the existence of a declared Stage 3 Water Shortage Emergency, 
since the community historically experiences severe periodic droughts. 

 
Further, E-CDP Condition 6 required that the CCSD apply for a Regular Coastal 
Development Permit (R-CDP) to authorize the emergency work as permanent.  On 
June 13, 2014, the CCSD submitted its application to the County for an R-CDP. 

 
PO 89-3 This comment pertains to increased water rates/fees and Project construction/ 

operational costs.  The DSEIR considered the Project’s physical impacts to the 
environment in compliance with CEQA requirements.  However, CEQA does not 
require an analysis of fiscal and economic impacts, as this topic of concern is not a 
significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, Economic 
and Social Effects).  As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15131(a), “An EIR may 
trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through 
anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical 
changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.  The intermediate 
economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than 
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necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect.  The focus of the analysis shall be 
on the physical changes.”  Thus, this comment does not identify a specific concern 
with the adequacy of the DSEIR or raise an issue or comment specifically related 
to the DSEIR’s environmental analysis.  Therefore, no further response is 
warranted.  (State CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 
evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.) 

 
PO 89-4 In compliance with CEQA Guidelines §15126(d), Growth Inducing Impact of the 

Proposed Project, the County of San Luis Obispo Growth Management Ordinance 
(GMO) and the Project’s potential growth-inducing impacts are discussed in detail 
in DSEIR Section 6.3, Growth-Inducing Impacts.  See Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7 
concerning the Project’s water output and potential growth-inducing impacts. 

 
PO 89-5 See Responses PO 89-1 through PO 89-4. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 90 THROUGH PO 95 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 90 
through  
PO 95 

These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-96 
Allan MacKinnon  
October 11, 2016  
 
 
PO 96-1 This comment states the CCSD “short-circuited the standard project procedure” 

to build the SWF.  The CCSD followed all procedures, as permitted by the 
established regulatory framework.  As discussed on DSEIR Page 3-12, due to the 
ongoing drought conditions, it became necessary for the CCSD to implement 
expedited actions to reduce the adverse effects of water supply shortages, as well 
as other impacts resulting from severe drought conditions.  Consequently, on 
January 30, 2014, the CCSD Board of Directors (Board) declared a Stage 3 Water 
Shortage Emergency Condition, the most severe of three levels.1  In compliance 
with California Water Code (CWC) Section 350, this Stage 3 Condition was 
declared based on the Board’s determination that “the demands and requirements 
of water consumers cannot be satisfied without depleting the water supply of the 
CCSD to the extent that there would be insufficient water for human consumption, 
sanitation, and fire protection and that, based on this condition and on concerns 
regarding the anticipated prolonged drought conditions.”2  Also, as part of its 
same January 30, 2014 meeting, the Board implemented a two-pronged approach 
to address its water shortage:  1) the Board approved an emergency brackish water 
supply project off of the San Simeon Creek aquifer (based on a 
modified/substantially simplified version of San Simeon Creek Road Brackish 
Water Alternative – Concept 5 (see Water Supplies and Drought discussion, DSEIR 
Page 7), which ranked highest in the CCSD’s 2013 Engineering TM); and 2) the 
Board approved rehabilitating and restarting older wells in the deeper section of 
the Santa Rosa Creek aquifer. 

 
As stated on DSEIR Page 3-14, the CCSD Board directed its General Manager to 
seek an Emergency Coastal Development Permit (E-CDP) from SLO County.  On 
April 22, 2014, the CCSD submitted an application to the County for an E-CDP, to 
construct and operate the Project.  On May 15, 2014, the County issued an E-CDP 
(ZON2013-00589), authorizing construction and operation of the emergency 
project, subject to various conditions that addressed construction/operations and 
general land use entitlement matters, as well as hydrology/water quality, 
light/glare, noise, air quality, cultural resources, and biological resources.   
 
As stated on DSEIR Page 3-16, the CCSD filed a Notice of Exemption for the 
Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project,3 noting among other factors that the 

                                              
1 Cambria Community Services CCSD, Resolution 04-2014, January 30, 2014. 
2 Ibid. 
3 It is noted, the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project name changed to “Sustainable Water Facility.” 
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Project was consistent with the Governor’s January 17, 2014 State of Emergency 
Proclamation and his April 25, 2014 Proclamation of a Continued State of 
Emergency, EO Directives 12 and 19.  The NOE included reference to Public 
Resources Code (PRC) § 21080, Subdivision (b)(4); California Code of Regulations, 
Title 14, § 15269, Subdivisions (b) and (c), and § 15301, which exempt from CEQA 
certain actions necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency.  Pursuant to the 
Governor’s April 25, 2014 Proclamation of a Continued State of Emergency, EO 
Directives 12 and 19, on September 12, 2014, the State of California Office of 
Planning and Research (OPR) issued its concurrence that the Project was required 
to address the CCSD’s critical drinking water shortages.  The CCSD completed the 
Sustainable Water Facility (formerly Emergency Water Supply Project) consistent 
with the Governor’s EOs. 
 
On June 13, 2014, the CCSD submitted its application to the County for an R-CDP. 

 
PO 96-2 As stated on DSEIR Page 3-16, through the environmental analysis contained in 

this DSEIR, and as a result of further input from regulatory agencies and the local 
community, various mitigation measures have been identified to avoid/reduce 
environmental impacts resulting from SWF operations.  These mitigation 
measures, which generally involve evaporation pond decommissioning, RO 
concentrate disposal, and surface discharge, are described in detail in DSEIR 
Section 3.5.2, Project Characteristics – Mitigation Measures and Project Modifications. 

 
This comment is concerning the costs of SWF construction.  See Response PO 89-3 
concerning increased water rates/fees and Project construction/operational costs.  

 
PO 96-3 See Responses PA 4-15, PA 4-19, PA 4-33, and PA 7-10 concerning potential 

impacts associated with the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous 
materials for the Project and RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative.  
See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/ 
operational costs.   

 
PO 96-4 See DSEIR Section 7.3, “RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal” Alternative, and 

Responses PA 4-15, PA 4-33, and PA 4-34 concerning the RO Concentrate Ocean 
Outfall Disposal Alternative, including the associated regulatory requirements 
and potential environmental impacts. 

 
PO 96-5 The Project’s potential growth inducing impacts are addressed in DSEIR Section 

6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts; see also Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7. 
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PO 96-6 See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/ 
operational costs.  The Project’s potential growth inducing impacts are addressed 
in DSEIR Section 6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts; see also Responses PA 4-32 and PA 
6-7. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 97 THROUGH PO 117 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 97 
through  
PO 117 

These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-118 
Michael R. Erickson, Manager and Cambria Lot Owner 
UnClog Cambria LLC  
October 18, 2016  
 
 
PO 118-1 UnClog Cambria LLC has submitted a list of 13 items as part of the DSEIR 

comment process in which they state that, “The following information and 
questions are submitted to illuminate some of the due process issues that should 
be considered before revising or certifying the SEIR.”  Gregg Berge has submitted 
an eight-page document that he characterizes as “...formal questions to be 
addressed in writing for clarification and discussion pertaining to this project 
approval by the CCSD and appropriate review agencies.”  Mark D. Alpert of the 
Rudderow Law Group submitted a letter “...requesting that the SEIR address 
several questions/issues...” related to the fact that his clients own undeveloped, 
buildable lots that “...do not have a wait list position...” and concerns about their 
ability to obtain water and sewer service in order to develop their properties. 
 
It is CCSD’s understanding that UnClog is a Limited Liability Corporation (LLC) 
controlled by two individuals, Gregg Berge and Michael Erickson.  They have for 
many years made a variety of demands on the CCSD and filed numerous lawsuits 
related to seeking water and sewer service from the CCSD for certain undeveloped 
lots.  These lots are not on the CCSD’s Wait Lists.  Mr. Berge has also been declared 
by the courts to be a “vexatious litigant” and appears on the Vexatious Litigant 
List maintained by the Administrative Office of the Courts.  Based upon an email 
communication from Mr. Erickson that was erroneously sent to the CCSD, the 
CCSD is informed that another lawsuit is going to be filed against it.  The attorney 
now representing those interests is Mark Alpert of the Rudderow Law Group. 
 
As noted, Mr. Berge has sued the CCSD on a number of occasions.  Lawsuits have 
also been filed against the CCSD through surrogates who we understand are other 
lot owners who have “consulting agreements” with UnClog (reference Second 
CCSD Court of Appeals decisions in Berge vs. Cambria Community Services CCSD 
(2d Civil No. B212474), Gilray vs. Cambria Community Services CCSD (2d Civil No. 
B239158), and San Luis Obispo Superior Court ruling in Noonan vs. Cambria 
Community Services CCSD, Case No. 15CVP-0282).  All of these lawsuits have been 
decided in favor of the CCSD.  Many of the claims and demands made by UnClog, 
Berge and Erickson involve assertions relating to the Buildout Reduction Program 
(BRP).  The BRP is a plan to reduce the number of buildable lots in Cambria, and 
is subject to the CCSD developing methods to obtain funding and other 
mechanisms for lot acquisition.  Also, as noted, the lots represented by UnClog, 
Berge and Erickson are not on the CCSD’s Wait Lists, and at this time water 
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availability for lots not on the Wait Lists has not been determined.  Most of the 
“comments” made in the letters submitted by UnClog, Rudderow and Mr. Berge 
are either statements or are not comments on the DSEIR or related to 
environmental issues.  Instead they consist of statements, conclusions, or questions 
that are related to their ongoing dispute with the CCSD, and their underlying 
theories relating to the BRP, as well as their interpretations of various provisions 
in the CCSD Municipal Code, provisions in the North Coast Area Plan and other 
documents (e.g., their references to “CW-8” and “PSU-3”). 
 
Given the nature of the ongoing disputes, demands, and past and anticipated 
litigation from UnClog, Berge, Erickson, and other lot owners represented by 
them, the comment and response process pursuant to CEQA is not an appropriate 
vehicle to litigate their issues and theories. 
 
The comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 
evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no 
further response is necessary. 

 
PO 118-2 Water from the Project would be provided to existing CCSD water customers, 

regardless of whether those customers’ properties on the CCSD wait list come 
from the CCSD wait list at some future point in time, or whether they were existing 
customers as of the writing of this FSEIR.  The maximum customer service would 
not exceed 4,650 existing and future residential units (CCSD wait list).  Any future 
customers would be subject to CCSD connection fees in effect at the time of 
connection. 

 
PO 118-3 See Response PO 118-1. 
 
PO 118-4 See Response PO 118-1. 
 
PO 118-5 See Response PO 118-1. 
 
PO 118-6 See Response PO 118-1. 
 
PO 118-7 See Response PO 118-1. 
 
PO 118-8 See Response PO 118-1. 
 
PO 118-9 See Response PO 118-1. 
 
PO 118-10 See Response PO 118-1. 
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PO 118-11 See Response PO 118-1. 
 
PO 118-12 See Response PO 118-1. 
 
PO 118-13 See Response PO 118-1. 
 
PO 118-14 See Response PO 118-1. 
 
PO 118-15 See Response PO 118-1. 
 
PO 118-16 The comment concerning responses to letters sent over the years does not address 

the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 119 THROUGH PO 122 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 119 
through  
PO 122 

These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-123 
John Fermendzin  
October 14, 2016 
 
 
PO 123-1 Comments are so noted and will be considered by the decision-makers during 

their deliberations on the Project.  See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased 
water rates and construction/operational costs.   

 
 It is noted that the Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project name changed to 

“Sustainable Water Facility.”  The Project name does not affect the DSEIR’s quality 
or content or its supporting documents.  This comment does not address the 
DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines § 
15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised 
on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
See Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, and PO 96-1 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, and 
NOE.  The Project’s potential growth inducing impacts are addressed in DSEIR 
Section 6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts; see also Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-124 
Brad Snook, Co-Chair  
Surfrider Foundation, SLO  
October 13, 2016 
 
 
PO 124-1 This comment provides general introductory statements to the letter.  As no 

significant environmental concerns are raised, no further response is required.  
 
PO 124-2 It is noted that Surfrider SLO Chapter does not support desalination in the coastal 

environment, without proper management and environmental review.  In 
compliance with CEQA requirements, the DSEIR includes an analysis of Project 
alternatives being considered, as well as those that were considered but rejected 
as infeasible; see the following DSEIR Sections: 

 
• DSEIR Section 7.1, “No Project” Alternative;  
• DSEIR Section 7.2, “SWF Without Project Modifications” Alternative; 
• DSEIR Section 7.3, “RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal” Alternative; 

and 
• DSEIR Section 7.5, Alternatives Considered But Rejected. 

 
PO 124-3 It is noted that the Surfrider SLO Chapter advocates for a county-wide “No Ocean 

Outfall.”  As discussed in DSEIR Section 3.5.2.6, Offsite RO Concentrate Disposal, 
with implementation of the Project Modifications, RO concentrate from the 
Project’s RO treatment process would be stored onsite in above-ground storage 
tanks and then transported by truck to a disposal site, such as the Kettleman Hills 
Hazardous Waste Facility (Kettleman Hills).  As discussed in DSEIR Section 7.3, 
“RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal” Alternative, under the RO Concentrate 
Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative, RO concentrate would instead be transported 
by truck to a wastewater treatment plant, or similar facility, equipped with a 
permitted ocean outfall disposal system.  The RO concentrate would be combined 
with the permitted facility’s existing ocean outfall effluent before being discharged 
into the ocean.  Therefore, disposal of RO concentrate in an existing ocean outfall 
is being considered by the CCSD, as of the writing of this response.  See Response 
PA 4-34 and DSEIR Page 7-15 concerning use of an ocean outfall for disposal RO 
concentrate disposal, associated regulatory requirements, and potential 
environmental impacts.  The potential biological impacts associated with this 
alternative are addressed on DSEIR Page 7-17 and the potential hydrology and 
water quality impacts are addressed on DSEIR Page 7-18.   

 
  



   

     SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT   

Comments and Responses PO 12-260 Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 

12 

PO 124-4 See Response PO 124-2 concerning the Project alternatives that were considered.  
Concerning the constructed wetland, the cited City of Oxnard research project for 
disposing of RO concentrate by means of a constructed wetlands is applauded.  
Due to time constraints and uncertain permitting requirements, a constructed 
wetland for RO concentrate disposal was not considered feasible.   
 

PO 124-5 Comments are so noted and will be considered by the decision-makers during 
their deliberations on the Project.  The Project’s potential growth inducing impacts 
are addressed in DSEIR Section 6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts; see also Responses 
PA 4-32 and PA 6-7.  Cambria’s water availability and demand is discussed on 
DSEIR Page 3-4.   

 
The comment also requests that the CCSD consider the non-potable water 
resources presently being imported by the community and modifying its 
Wastewater Treatment Plan to make non-potable water available to the 
community.  A rancher located to the north of Cambria (Warren) sells water from 
his well to private individuals wishing to haul water onto their property.  The 
CCSD does not track water diversions from this private business venture. 
 
The CCSD essentially recycles all of its wastewater.  Treated wastewater effluent 
is percolated into the San Simeon Creek groundwater basin at the CCSD’s 
percolation ponds located on the Project site.  This mounded water is part of the 
SWF’s supply source, which meets Title 22 indirect potable reuse criteria.  
Percolated water that is not used by the SWF serves to form a barrier between the 
ocean and upgradient freshwater supply wells.  

 
PO 124-6 See Response PO 124-2 concerning the DSEIR analysis of Project alternatives being 

considered, as well as those that were considered but rejected as infeasible.  
Cambria’s water availability and demand are discussed on DSEIR Page 3-4.   

  



























































 

  SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT 

Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 PO 12-289 Comments and Responses 

12 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 125 THROUGH PO 139 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 125 
through  
PO 139 

These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-140 
Marjorie Sewell 
October 19, 2016 
 
 
PO 140-1 See Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, and PO 96-1 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, and 

NOE.  See Response PA 4-1 concerning the Project description and PA 7-9 
concerning the baseline conditions and DSEIR’s approach to environmental 
impact analysis.  The already-constructed SWF was analyzed throughout the 
DSEIR, which was made available for public review and comment for a 45-day 
period that occurred between August 31, 2016 and October 6, 2016.  The CCSD 
subsequently extended the public review period to October 26, 2016, resulting in 
an overall review period of 65 days.  The DSEIR was made available for review 
and comment to the public, responsible and trustee agencies, interested groups, 
and organizations.  The DSEIR was also made available directly to State agencies 
through the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research. 

 
PO 140-2 There has been a building moratorium in Cambria, since the CCSD instated a 

water wait list in 1986, after a series of water shortages.  The 2013/2014 water year 
drought prompted the CCSD’s decision to provide an emergency water supply for 
Cambria that could be quickly implemented.  As discussed on DSEIR Page 3-13, 
on January 30, 2014, the CCSD Board of Directors (Board) declared a Stage 3 Water 
Shortage Emergency Condition, the most severe of three levels.4  In compliance 
with CWC Section 350, this Stage 3 Condition was declared based on the Board’s 
determination that “the demands and requirements of water consumers cannot be 
satisfied without depleting the water supply of the CCSD to the extent that there 
would be insufficient water for human consumption, sanitation, and fire 
protection and that, based on this condition and on concerns regarding the 
anticipated prolonged drought conditions.”5  The Board approved 
implementation of a Stage 3 Water Conservation Program with enhanced water 
conservation measures and restrictions on the use of potable water (see also Water 
Conservation, DSEIR Page 3-10). 

 
The water supply associated with the Project is needed to meet water demands 
during drought conditions and improve overall water supply reliability; see also 
DSEIR Section 3.3, Project Purpose and Objectives. 
 
Cambria’s water availability and demand is discussed on DSEIR Page 3-4.   

 
 

                                              
4 Cambria Community Services District, Resolution 04-2014, January 30, 2014. 
5 Ibid. 
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PO 140-3 See Response PO 123-1, concerning the Project’s name change. 
 
PO 140-4 See Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, and PO 96-1 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, and 

NOE.   
 
PO 140-5 See Response PA 7-4 concerning the IS/MND.  A Notice of Preparation Scoping 

Meeting was held on March 26, 2015 at the Veterans Hall in Cambria.  A total of 
nine persons presented their oral comments at the meeting.  The comment letters 
and oral comments received during the NOP comment period, along with a table 
summarizing the environmental issues raised by the comments, are included in 
DSEIR Appendix A. 

 
PO 140-5 The Project’s potential growth inducing impacts are addressed in DSEIR Section 

6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts; see also Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 141 THROUGH PO 142 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 141 
through  
PO 142 

These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
 

 
  



   

     SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT   

Comments and Responses PO 12-298 Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 

12 

This page intentionally left blank. 
  





   

     SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT   

Comments and Responses PO 12-300 Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 

12 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-143 
Edward Siegler  
Buildout Reduction Plan Citizen’s Committee  
October 18, 2016  
 
 
PO 143-1 To further clarify DSEIR Table 6-1, CCSD Lot Retirement Program at Glance, DSEIR 

Page 6-4 has been revised in the FSEIR, as follows:  
 

 
BUILDOUT REDUCTION PROGRAM UPDATE, 2016 
 
Since adoption of the BRP and certification of the WMP PEIR, a substantial number of lots have 
been retired through a variety of methods.  In accordance with PEIR Mitigation Measure PHG-
2 (requiring progress reporting), the CCSD has continued to track and record merger activities 
from 2007 and into 2016.  The Voluntary Merger Program has been monitored over that time 
period and information is available at the CCSD office and on the CCSD website.  Table 6-1, 
CCSD Lot Retirement Program at a Glance, provides an overview of lot mergers and retirements 
through Summer 2016.  It is noted that while some property retirements were made pursuant 
to the BRP, many others have been a result of efforts not related to the BRP.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 144 THROUGH PO 148 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 144 
through  
PO 148 

These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-149 
Barbara Crowley  
October 24, 2016  
 
 
PO 149-1 See Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, and PO 96-1 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, and 

NOE.  The Project is subject to review under CEQA, as discussed throughout the 
DSEIR and this FSEIR. 

 
Project goals are provided in DSEIR Section 1.3, Goals and Objectives.  The Project’s 
goal is not to “justify building some 600 new houses,” as stated in this comment.  
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, Buildout 
Reduction Program (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 Water 
Master Plan (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).   
 
See Response PA 4-17 concerning the public agencies whose approval would be 
required.  See Responses PA 7-4 and PO 96-2 concerning the Project modifications. 

 
PO 149-2 Responses to Public Agency comments are provided in FSEIR Section 12.3, 

Comments and Responses.  Specifically, see Responses PA 4-1 through PA 4-37 for 
responses to California Coastal Commission (CCC) comments.  Environmental 
analysis related to water flows and wildlife can be found in DSEIR Section 5.3, 
Biological Resources, and DSEIR Section 5.5, Hydrology and Water Quality.  

 
PO 149-3 The environmental impacts associated with the evaporation pond and mechanical 

spray evaporators are addressed throughout the DSEIR.  See Responses PA 4-15 
and PA 4-19 concerning potential Project impacts associated with the routine 
transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials.  See Responses PA 7-4 and PO 
96-2 concerning the Project modifications.  The impacts associated with offsite RO 
concentrate disposal are evaluated in DSEIR Sections 5.1 through 5.7, and DSEIR 
Section 8.0, Effects Found Not To Be Significant.  Additionally, greenhouse gas 
emissions are discussed in DSEIR Section 8.4  
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PO 149-4 The Project’s potential growth inducing impacts are addressed in DSEIR Section 
6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts; see also Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7. 

 
PO 149-5 See Response PO 149-1 concerning Project goals and objectives.  The Project’s 

potential growth inducing impacts are addressed in DSEIR Section 6.3, Growth 
Inducing Impacts; see also Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7.  See Response PO 89-3 
concerning increased water rates and construction/operational costs.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-150 
Melvin Dorin 
October 24, 2016  
 
 
150-1 This comment letter is a form letter that is consistent with Comment Letter PO-

140.  See Responses PO 140-1 and PO 140-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 151 THROUGH PO 152 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 151 
through  
PO 152 

These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-153 
Thomas S. Gray  
October 24, 2016  
 
 
PO 153-1 This comment states general introductory statements and support for the Project.  

This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 
evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no 
further response is necessary. 

 
PO 153-2 This comment notes how the DSEIR constructively incorporated comments 

received during the NOP comment period.  This comment is so noted.  As the 
comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental point, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 153-3 See Responses to Comment Letter PA 4, which is the CCC comment letter.   
 
PO 153-4 This comment addresses the Project modifications, which are described in DSEIR 

Section 3.5.2, Mitigation Measures and Project Modifications, and analyzed in DSEIR 
Sections 5.1 through 5.7.  As the comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy 
or raise a significant environmental point, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 153-5 See Response PO 96-2 concerning the Project modifications.  See Response PA 4-

654321``15 and DSEIR Section 3.5.2.6, Offsite RO Concentrate Disposal, concerning 
the routine transport of concentrate from the RO treatment process to a disposal 
site. 

 
PO 153-6 See Response PA 4-15 and DSEIR Section 3.5.2.6, Offsite RO Concentrate Disposal, 

concerning the routine transport of concentrate from the RO treatment process to 
a disposal site.  See Response PA 4-33 concerning the routine transport of 
concentrate from the RO treatment process associated with the RO Concentrate 
Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative. 

 
PO 153-7 See Response PO 153-4 concerning Project modifications.  Alternatives considered 

but rejected (including off-stream storage opportunities) are addressed in DSEIR 
Section 7.5, Alternatives Considered but Rejected.  

 
PO 153-8 This commenter states the author will trust local agencies in their decision-making 

on the Project’s CDP.  This comment is so noted.  As the comment does not address 
the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point, no further 
response is necessary. 
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PO 153-9  This comment states the Project’s importance to California’s future.  This comment 
is so noted.  As the comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a 
significant environmental point, no further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 154 THROUGH PO 155 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 154 
through  
PO 155 

These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-156 
Marvin and Debbie Josephson 
October 24, 2016  
 
 
PO 156-1  See Response PO 123-1, concerning the Project’s name change.  The comment 

concerning the “non-single family type projects in the pipeline” does not address 
the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  The Project’s 
potential growth inducing impacts are addressed in DSEIR Section 6.3, Growth 
Inducing Impacts.  See Responses PA 4-32, PA 6-7, and PO 89-4 concerning the 
Project’s water output and potential growth-inducing impacts.   

 
PO 156-2  See Water Demand Management (DSEIR Pages 3-4 to 3-6), Water Conservation 

(DSEIR Page 3-10), and Response PA 4-6 concerning water demand at buildout.  
The water supply associated with the Project is needed to meet water demands 
during drought conditions and improve overall water supply reliability.   

 
PO 156-3  See Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, and PO 96-1 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, and 

NOE.  See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/ 
operational costs. 

 
PO 156-4 Comment so noted.  The decision-makers will consider these comments during 

their deliberations on the Project. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-157 
James C. Kelty  
October 24, 2016  
 
 
PO 157-1 These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-158 
Ted Key  
October 24, 2016  
 
 
PO 158-1 This comment letter is a form letter that is consistent with Comment Letter PO-

140.  See Responses PO 140-1 and PO 140-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-159 
Jeffrey H. King 
Kingston Bay – Cambria LP 
October 24, 2016  
 
 
PO 159-1 This comment includes general introductory statements and support for the 

Project.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a 
significant environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead 
agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.  
As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 159-2 This reference to “80 percent of the minimum rainfall” was revised in the DSEIR 

and the source cited; see DSEIR Page 3-7. 
 
PO 159-3 See Response PA 6-7 concerning the Project’s water output, and water demands 

and supplies. 
 
PO 159-4 As specified in Cambria Community Services District Code (CCSD Code) Section 

4.16.120, Enforcement, the general manager shall be the officer primarily charged 
with enforcement of this chapter.  All public CCSD employees who are vested with 
the duty or authority to issue permits or install new water meters, shall conform 
to the provisions of this chapter.  Further, according to CCSD Code Section 
5.04.520, Application for Permit, any person legally entitled to apply for and receive 
a permit shall make such application on forms provided by the district for that 
purpose.  If the manager determines that the plans, specifications, drawings, 
descriptions or information furnished by the applicant are in compliance with the 
ordinances, rules and regulations of the district, he or she shall issue the permit 
applied for upon payment of the required fees as listed in this chapter.  As such, it 
can be deduced that “authorized” permits are those issued by the manager. 

 
PO 159-5 See Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, and PO 96-1 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, and 

NOE.  Since the CCSD originally submitted its application to the County for an R-
CDP on June 13, 2014, the R-CDP application was updated and resubmitted to the 
County on February 27, 2017. 

 
PO 159-6 This comment is concerning inclusion of commercial accounts.  The 4,048 service 

connections included existing residential and commercial accounts.  The 4,650 
existing and future dwelling units does not include commercial accounts.  

 
PO 159-7 This comment addresses the retrofitting and rebate incentive program.  This 

comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
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environmental point.  See DSEIR Page 3-4 concerning the CCSD’s water demand 
management, which involved improvements to the conservation program and 
regulations to reduce potable water use for interior and exterior use.  See also 
Responses PA 4-32, PA 6-7, and PO 89-4 concerning the Project’s water output and 
potential growth-inducing impacts. 

 
PO 159-8 This comment addresses LCP Policy 2, Water Extractions, which is a County policy 

and not a proposed CCSD measures.  Please see Responses PA 4-6, PA 4-7, and PA 
4-8.  The CCSD Board adopted an Update to its Urban Water Management Plan 
(UWMP) on December 15, 2016.  The long-term demand water projections are 
summarized on the figure provided on DSEIR Page 3-5.  By following the UWMP’s 
recommended Conservation Program B, existing and future demands stay below 
700 AFY.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a 
significant environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary.   

 
PO 159-9 This comment questions the adequacy of the LCP consistency analysis (DSEIR 

Table 5.6-1), however, does not specify how the analysis is inadequate.  The 
comment does provide one example stating the baseline assessment for purposes 
of policy consistency did not address what was previously located onsite prior to 
Project construction.  As discussed in Response PA 7-9 and on DSEIR Page 5-1, 
“Environmental Setting”, the Environmental Setting describes the physical 
environmental conditions in the Project’s vicinity, as they existed before 
construction of the SWF.  The Environmental Setting is the baseline condition from 
which potential Project impacts are analyzed. 

 
PO 159-10 This comment serves as the conclusion to the comment letter and expresses 

support for the Project.  No further response is necessary.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-160 
Teresa Lees  
October 24, 2016  
 
 
PO 160-1 This comment is concerning rate-payers issues beginning in 2014.  See Response 

PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/operational costs.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 161 THROUGH PO 172 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 161 
through  
PO 172 

These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-173 
Michael Verlangieri  
October 24, 2016  
 
 
PO 173-1 This comment letter is a form letter that is consistent with Comment Letter PO-

140.  See Responses PO 140-1 and PO 140-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 174 THROUGH PO 175 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 174 
through  
PO 175 

These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 176 THROUGH PO 179 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 176 
through  
PO 179 

Comment letters PO 176 through PO 179 make up a form letter that is consistent 
with Comment Letter PO-140.  See Responses PO 140-1 and PO 140-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 180 THROUGH PO 183 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 180 
through  
PO 183 

These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-184 
Jason and Linda Anderson  
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 184-1 This comment letter is a form letter that is consistent with Comment Letter PO-

140.  See Responses PO 140-1 and PO 140-2. 
  









































   

     SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT   

Comments and Responses PO 12-416 Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 

12 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-185 
Elizabeth Bettenhausen 
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 185-1 This comment addresses the DSEIR relationship to the WMP PEIR and provides 

general introductory statements, and explains acronyms used in the comment 
letter.  The comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 
only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, 
no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 185-2 The comment questions the basis for the projected water demand assumed in the 

DSEIR.  The comment also addresses the CCSD 2010 Urban Water Management 
Plan (2010 UWMP) and the Water Use Efficiency Plan (WUEP).   
 
The 2010 UWMP has been superseded by the Urban Water Management Plan – 
Final (Maddaus Water Management, Inc., adopted by the CCSD Board on 
December 15, 2016) (2015 UWMP).  According to 2015 UWMP Table 4-1, Demands 
for Potable and Raw Water – Actual, Cambria’s total 2015 actual water demand 
(potable and raw) is 467 acre feet per year (AFY).  Consistent with SB X7-7, each 
water supplier must determine and report its existing baseline water 
consumption and establish future water use targets in gallons per capita per day 
(GPCD).  According to 2015 UWMP Section 5.3, Service Area Population, the CCSD 
used the ABAG 2013 population data as basis for service area population, as it 
represented the most current population information for the service area.  
According to 2015 UWMP Table 5-1, Cambria’s five-year average baseline water 
use is 111 GPCD.  The figure shown on DSEIR Page 3-5 included the results of 
demand forecast modeling, which had been prepared as part of the 2015 UWMP.  
Conservation Program B on this figure shows the projected demands 
recommended within the 2015 UWMP.  
 
See Responses PA 4-32, PA 6-7, and PO 89-4 concerning the Project’s water output 
and potential growth-inducing impacts.  Therefore, the updated population 
figures have been presented and do not result in any change to the provision of 
4,650 residential units, as referenced in Response PA 4-32.   

 
PO 185-3 This comment is concerning residential water meters and does not address the 

DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  See Response PO 
185-2 concerning Project water output and water demand. 
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PO 185-4 This comment is concerning residential and commercial water use ratios and does 
not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  See 
Response PO 185-2 concerning Project water output and water demand. 

 
PO 185-5 This comment includes text from the WMP Program EIR (PEIR) and DSEIR, and 

does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  
As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 185-6 This comment relates to the BRP 2006 Citizens Finance Steering Committee and 

the more recent appointment of a new BRP Citizens’ Committee, its scope of work 
and the lack of a vote thereon.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response 
is necessary.  See Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7 concerning the Project’s water 
output and potential growth-inducing impacts. 

 
PO 185-7 See Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7 concerning the Project’s water output and 

potential growth-inducing impacts. 
 
PO 185-8 The waitlist is properly referenced.  There are no assumed modifications to the 

maximum of 4,650 existing and future residential units, with the grandfather 
provision.  

 
PO 185-9 This comment asserts that the BRP has not “met the mitigation requirements of 

the SEIR” since the 2006 final Report was not approved and there has not been a 
final report from the 2016 BRPCC.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response 
is necessary.  See Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7 concerning the Project’s water 
output and potential growth-inducing impacts. 

 
PO 185-10 This comment relates to the July 24, 2014 adoption of Emergency Water Project 

Surcharges and the Proposition 218 proceeding for the Surcharges.  It further 
states that the EIR is for the “Sustainable Water Facility” and that the “public 
voted to fund the Emergency Water Project, not a Sustainable Water Facility,” 
that the CCSD Board hasn’t taken action to change it to a Sustainable Water 
Facility, and makes reference to the need for a new public vote on funding for the 
BRP.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary.   

 
See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/ 
operational costs. 

 
 See Response PO 123-1 concerning the Project’s name change. 
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PO 185-11 See Responses PA 4-32, PA 6-7, and PO 89-4 concerning the Project’s water output 
and potential growth-inducing impacts.  See also Response PO 185-2 concerning 
the basis for the projected water demand assumed in the DSEIR. 

 
PO 185-12 See Responses PA 4-32, PA 6-7, and PO 89-4 concerning the Project’s water output 

and potential growth-inducing impacts.  See also Response PO 185-2 concerning 
the basis for the projected water demand assumed in the DSEIR. 

 
PO 185-13 See Responses PA 4-32, PA 6-7, and PO 89-4 concerning the Project’s water output 

and potential growth-inducing impacts.  See also Response PO 185-2 concerning 
the basis for the projected water demand assumed in the DSEIR. 

 
PO 185-14 See Responses PA 4-32, PA 6-7, and PO 89-4 concerning the Project’s water output 

and potential growth-inducing impacts.  See also Response PO 185-2 concerning 
the basis for the projected water demand assumed in the DSEIR. 

 
PO 185-15  See Water Demand Management (DSEIR Pages 3-4 to 3-6), Water Conservation 

(DSEIR Page 3-10), and Response PA 4-6 concerning water demand at buildout.  
This comment alleges that removal of the surcharges on CCSD utility prices will 
hinder current conservation efforts.  See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased 
water rates and construction/operational costs. 

 
PO 185-16 This comment pertains to the Conservation Report that had previously been part 

of the General Manager’s report, and makes references to the “Points Bank” and 
that the CCSD web site does not give an update on the Retrofit and Rebate 
Program reducing water demand.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 

 
PO 185-17 This comment refers to discontinuance of the Conservation Report and lack of 

reports on the water conservation demand offset program, and conservation 
program staffing.  It also notes that the commentator has requested clarification 
at Board meetings of the CCSD’s conservation policy and staffing.  This comment 
does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  
As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 185-18 This comment relates to the issue of “unaccounted for” water and includes two 

pages of data related to water production.  This comment does not address the 
DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further 
response is necessary. 
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PO 185-19 This comment relates to reductions in water used by residents and commercial 
users, pumped water data and raises questions about “unaccounted for” water, 
the “Stage III Water Shortage” declaration and surcharges, stating that the use of 
water has increased since the Board stopped surcharges in March, 2016, and 
asserting that this needs careful analysis by the CCSD.  This comment does not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As 
such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 185-20 This comment pertains to the commentator stating that she has raised issues with 

the General Manager regarding water leaks, notes that she has not received a 
response, and asks “where does this EIR engage unaccounted for water.”  This 
comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 185-21 See Responses PA 4-32, PA 6-7, and PO 89-4 concerning the Project’s water output 

and potential growth-inducing impacts.   
 
PO 185-22 See DSEIR Section 3.5.1.1, Source Water – Existing Well 9P7.  The DSEIR and Title 

22 Engineering Report essentially say the same thing concerning source water: 
(i.e., native basin groundwater is the same as fresh native basin groundwater.).  
While IS/MND text is not relevant in this public review period for the DSEIR, the 
same brackish water definition used in the IS/MND can be found on DSEIR Page 
3-29.  

 
Several terms presented by the commenter are similar in nature, and are simply 
different terms to describe the same type of water.  For example, percolated 
secondary effluent and treated waste water are easily identifiable as the same 
thing.  Similarly, “a mixture of freshwater with saltwater that has migrated inland 
within an underground saltwater wedge,” and “deep aquifer brackish 
groundwater” are easily identifiable as the same reference.  Within the DSEIR, 
uniform and consistent phrases are used to identify Project components and other 
terms.  Documents outside of the DSEIR may use different diction while making 
references, depending on the audience (such as the Title 22 Engineering Report 
or CCSD billing inserts).  

 
As reported in DSEIR Section 3.5.1.1, the degree to which this groundwater source 
is impaired depends on the ultimate contribution of secondary effluent in the 
extracted water and the level of treatment achieved for this water through soil 
aquifer treatment and travel time.  Thus, the proportion of components in source 
water is variable.  Because the exact proportion is not fixed at a specific 
percentage, it cannot be accurately reported.   
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To further clarify the Project’s source water, DSEIR Page 3-28 is revised in the 
FSEIR as follows: 

 
 
The source water for the Project, which is pumped from existing Well 9P7, is comprised of a 
blend of native basin groundwater, deep aquifer brackish groundwater, and percolated 
secondary effluent from the CCSD’s WWTP.  The deep aquifer brackish groundwater is 
comprised of diluted seawater (that occurs from the subterranean dispersion of salts from a 
deeper saltwater wedge into an overlying freshwater interface zone) and creek underflow, and 
percolated treated wastewater effluent.  The degree to which this groundwater source is 
impaired depends on the ultimate contribution of secondary effluent in the extracted water and 
the level of treatment achieved for this water through soil aquifer treatment and aquifer travel 
time.  The potentially impaired groundwater is extracted from the San Simeon Creek 
Groundwater Basin, treated, and then reinjected further upstream at the existing CCSD potable 
well field, thus providing additional potable water supply to the Cambria community.  With 
the system in operation, the water elevation at the potable well field is maintained higher than 
the secondary effluent mound, and higher than that of seawater.  This serves to prevent 
seawater from moving inland to the potable well field.  
 

 
PO 185-23 See the following concerning groundwater modeling and potential Project 

impacts:  DSEIR Appendix E1, Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project San Simeon 
Creek Basin Groundwater Modeling Report, (GMR) (CDM Smith, May 2014); DSEIR 
Appendix E6, Technical Memorandum – San Simeon Creek Flows, (TM) (CDM Smith, 
October 16, 2016); and Responses PA 4-7, PA 4-8, and PA 4-12.  See Response PO 
140-1 concerning the public review and comment period, which is for the Project 
evaluated in the DSEIR, and not the IS/MND; see also Response PA 7-4 
concerning the IS/MND.  In compliance with CEQA requirements, this FSEIR 
considers comments received on the DSEIR and not the IS/MND.  Potential 
Project impacts to groundwater and biological resources are addressed in DSEIR 
Section 5.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, and in DSEIR Section 5.3, Biological 
Resources, respectively.   

 
PO 185-24 See Responses PA 4-7, PA 4-8, PA 4-12, and PO 185-23 concerning groundwater 

modeling and potential Project impacts.  The Jurisdictional Delineation is not 
related to the boundary conditions in DSEIR Appendix E1, Cambria Emergency 
Water Supply Project San Simeon Creek Basin Groundwater Modeling Report, nor is it 
related to “connections” among the San Simeon Creek, San Simeon Creek Lagoon, 
and other hydrologic features mentioned by the commenter.  The jurisdictional 
delineation (JD) included in DSEIR Appendix E2, Cambria Emergency Water Supply 
Project Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters, identifies jurisdictional 
areas per public agency criteria (specifically, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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(ACOE), Regional Water Quality Control Board, California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, and CCC).  The JD was completed in accordance with each agency’s 
criteria, and is not required to “discover the connections” but rather document 
jurisdictional authority.   

 
PO 185-25 See Responses PA 4-7, PA 4-8, PA 4-12, and PO 185-23 concerning groundwater 

modeling and potential Project impacts.   
 
PO 185-26 This comment includes a quote from DSEIR Appendix E2, which is taken out of 

context concerning regulatory authority.  The JD included in DSEIR Appendix E2 
is an update based on the Project modifications.  The Project modifications have 
not yet been constructed.  On JD Page 2, the JD Modification discussion states that 
the Project modification of concern is extending the filtrate pipeline to relocate the 
discharge further south to the San Simeon Creek bank.  As such, modified impacts 
to U.S. ACOE, Regional Water Quality Control Board, California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and CCC are evaluated in the JD.   

 
The Project’s potential impacts to riparian habitat and jurisdictional waters are 
discussed under DSEIR Impact 5.3-2 and Impact 5.3-3, respectively.  Project 
modifications (filtrate pipeline extension, temporary access path, and discharge 
structure (ACB or other)) would impact riparian habitat/jurisdictional waters.  
Mitigation Measure BIO-18 requires that the surface discharge extension 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 and jurisdictional water, including CWA 
§§ 401 and 404, and/or California Fish and Wildlife Code Section 1602.  Finally, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-19 requires that the CCSD minimize the disturbance and 
removal of riparian vegetation, to the extent possible.  Overall, the Project 
modifications’ direct impacts to wetlands and jurisdictional waters would be 
considered a significant impact unless mitigated.  To minimize impacts to 
wetlands and jurisdictional waters, the Project modifications would be subject to 
compliance with Mitigation Measures BIO-4, BIO-5, BIO-6, BIO-8, BIO-18 and 
BIO-19.   
 
As previously noted, 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, 23.07.172, and 23.07.174.  See DSEIR Impact 5.3-5 
concerning the Project modifications’ compliance with CZLUO §23.07.170 
(Environmentally Sensitive Habitats), CZLUO §23.07.172 (Wetlands), and 
CZLUO §23.07.174 (Streams and Riparian Vegetation).   
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The Project modifications (filtrate pipeline extension, temporary access path, and 
discharge structure (ACB or other)) would require permits from the agencies 
listed in the DSEIR Appendix E7 letter and above.  It is noted, the Project 
modifications have not been constructed.  Thus, there would be no applications 
or any other correspondence pertinent to the permits in the commenter’s October 
2016 public records request.  The CCSD is aware of the regulatory requirements 
concerning riparian habitat impacts, and will abide by the established regulatory 
framework.   

 
Public noticing and information would become available in compliance with the 
established regulatory framework, once the CCSD begins the permitting process 
with the applicable agencies.  

 
PO 185-27 Key water quality data for Cambria WWTP effluent and brackish groundwater 

extracted from Well 9P7 is summarized in DSEIR Table 3-2, Source Water Quality 
for AWTP.  As indicated in DSEIR Table 3-2, Well 9P7 water quality was generally 
better than the water quality assumed during design.  Further, as also shown in 
DSEIR Table 3-2, the Project proposes a 100 gpm MF filtrate product water flow 
to recharge San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  A summary of water quality for the 
lagoon discharge is included in DSEIR Table 3-4, which indicates the water 
quality identical to the source water quality for the AWTP.   

 
The MF system removes suspended particulates and other particles by the 
membrane’s size exclusion sieve action.  RO is used to remove dissolved 
constituents in water, along with purification and desalination.  The MF system 
is required for pretreatment, so that suspended particulates do not harm the RO 
membranes.  Suspended particles in water degrade RO membrane performance.  
 
The Project’s water quality operational impacts are discussed under DSEIR 
Impact 5.5-2 and Response PA 3-4.  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 CWC Section 
13260.  The ROWD provides the technical information in support of the WDR 
Permits necessary, in order to protect nearby 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 lagoon.  These WDR Permits are Order 
No. R3-2014-0050, Order No. R3-01-100, Order No. R3-2011-0223 (NPDES No. 
CAG993001), and Order No. R3-2014-0047.  SWF operational activities could 
violate water quality standards/degrade water quality.  However, the SWF is 
subject to compliance with Order Nos. R3-2014-0050, 01-100, R3-2011-0223 
(NPDES No. CAG993001), and R3-2014-0047, which continue to ensure that 
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potential water quality impacts remain less than significant during operation 
through ongoing monitoring required and enforced by the CCRWQCB.  Further, 
SWF operations also improve groundwater quality by removing salts and further 
reducing nitrate concentration of its source groundwater.   

 
PO 185-28 See Response PO 140-1 concerning the public review and comment period, which 

is for the Project evaluated in the DSEIR, and not the IS/MND; see also Response 
PA 7-4 concerning the IS/MND.  See Response PO 185-28 concerning existing and 
operational water quality.  See Responses PA 4-15 and PA 4-35 concerning the 
Project’s offsite RO concentrate disposal.  Kettleman permitting requirements are 
not pertinent to the proposed Project.  See DSEIR Section 7.3, “RO Concentrate 
Ocean Outfall Disposal” Alternative, and Responses PA 4-15, PA 4-33, and PA 4-34 
concerning the RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative, including the 
associated regulatory requirements and potential environmental impacts. 

 
PO 185-29 See Responses PA 4-15 and PA 4-35 concerning the Project’s offsite RO 

concentrate disposal.  Kettleman permitting requirements are not pertinent to the 
proposed Project.  See DSEIR Section 7.3, “RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal” 
Alternative, and Responses PA 4-15, PA 4-33, and PA 4-34 concerning the RO 
Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative, including the associated 
regulatory requirements and potential environmental impacts.  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 DSEIR 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.   

 
PO 185-30 See Response PO 185-28 concerning the AWTP process design flows and the 

Project’s water quality operational impacts.   
 
PO 185-31 The comment, which initially addresses the surface water transfer pump station, 

treatment plant, and above-ground storage tanks, is incomplete.  The comment 
does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  
As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 185-32 The comment questions what criteria will be provided to the Landscape Architect 

for the SWTP color treatment required by Mitigation Measure AES-3.  One of the 
difficulties in selecting an exterior color for the facility is that the surrounding 
background color, which is predominantly grassland, changes depending upon 
the season.  The color chosen was an off-white, wheat color that blended in well 
with grasslands during the dry summer season.  Comment so noted concerning 
the Snowy Plover Camouflage Consultants. 
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PO 185-33 As discussed in detail in DSEIR Section 3.5.2.1, Raw Water Storage Basin 
(Evaporation Pond Repurposing), the proposed Project modifications include 
repurposing the SWF’s evaporation pond to provide approximately 6.0 to 7.0 
million gallons of raw potable water that could be used for supply (following 
surface water treatment), as well as for fire-fighting helicopters during a wildland 
fire.  The source water for the raw water storage basin would be groundwater 
from the San Simeon or Santa Rosa aquifers, which would be seasonally filled 
during the wet season when there is adequate flow occurring in the local creeks.  
Any pumping from the aquifers for this purpose would be subject to meeting 
existing diversion permit requirements.  As a secondary benefit, a pipeline is 
proposed to allow for filtration of water from Well SS-1 during times when there 
is surface water flow in the nearby creek.  This feature provides additional CCSD 
operations reliability, which is currently limited to operating Wells SS-2 or SS-3 
when there is flow in the creek.  The evaporation pond would be repurposed/ 
modified to serve as a raw water storage basin (i.e., prior to surface water 
treatment).  A surface water treatment plant (SWTP) is proposed adjacent to the 
AWTP.  The SWTP would be sized to treat the surface water from the raw water 
storage basin or San Simeon Well SS-1 to improve Cambria’s potable water 
supply’s overall reliability.  Treated water from the raw water storage basin 
would augment the AWTP production, should the Santa Rosa aquifer supply 
become unavailable due to an unforeseen emergency (e.g., power failure, pump, 
or other equipment failure, low level at Santa Rosa monitoring well WBE, 
contamination of Santa Rosa aquifer, etc.).  See Response PA 4-6 concerning SWF 
water diversion.   

 
PO 185-34 Consultants would conduct Adaptive Management Plan (AMP) monitoring; see 

also Responses PA 3-4 and PA 4-5 concerning the AMP.  See Response PO 89-3 
concerning increased water rates and construction/operational costs.   

 
PO 185-35 This comment asks about the cost of mitigation and how revenue will be raised 

for those costs.  See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and 
construction/operational costs.   

 
PO 185-36 The evaporation pond includes a gopher barrier, as described on DSEIR Page 3-

15.  The raw water storage basin is not intended to become a percolation pond; 
see DSEIR Section 3.5.2.1, Raw Water Storage Basin (Evaporation Pond Repurposing), 
for descriptions regarding this Project component. 

 
PO 185-37 This comment provides a quote from an LA Times article concerning riparian 

ecosystem health.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise 
a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
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PO 185-38 This comment serves as the conclusion to the comment letter.  This comment does 
not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As 
such, no further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-186 
Donald Budetti 
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 186-1 See DSEIR Section 2.2, CEQA Document Tiering and Water Master Plan, and 

Response PA 4-32 concerning tiering.  The WMP PEIR is a programmatic 
document, and subsequent activities in the program must be examined in the 
light of the PEIR.  The SWF is a form of desalination, as brackish water is more 
saline than freshwater.  As described on DSEIR Page 2-3, to avoid repetition, 
wasted time, and unnecessary speculation, a lead agency may “tier” EIRs for a 
sequence of actions to that the later EIRs incorporate and build on the information 
in the previous EIRs (PRC §§ 21068.5 and 21093, and CEQA Guidelines §15152). 

 
The WMP PEIR specifically states “the level of analysis under this Program EIR 
focuses on the Water Master Plan’s ability to provide a reliable source of water 
for the community and the potential to cause growth-inducing effects” (WMP 
PEIR Page 3-12).  The WMP does not propose a specific desalination facility, and 
all designs were presented as conceptual.  Thus, the DSEIR properly tiers from 
the WMP PEIR as it proposes a site-specific Project; see PRC Section 21094(a), and 
CEQA Guidelines §§ 15152(b) and 15385(a).   

 
PO 186-2 The NOP for the Project was released on March 6, 2015 for a 30-day public review 

period that concluded on April 6, 2015; see DSEIR Section 2.3, Notice of 
Preparation/Early Consultation (Scoping).  See Response PO 186-1 concerning the 
CEQA document tiering process.  

 
PO 186-3 There is no federal nexus for the proposed Project, and as such the Project is 

properly analyzed under CEQA.  
 
PO 186-4 The commenter alleges that the DSEIR, “when combined with the Emergency 

WTP and Build-out Reduction project, constitute segmentation under CEQA.”  In 
accordance CEQA Guidelines 15378(a), the Project must consist of the whole of 
the action.  Piece-mealing phases of projects is discouraged by CEQA.  Therefore, 
the entirety of the Project is evaluated in the DSEIR; see also Response PA 4-1.   

 
See also DSEIR Section 4.0, Basis of Cumulative Analysis.  The CCSD affirms that 
the DSEIR properly analyzed cumulative impacts in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines §15130(b), as referenced on DSEIR Page 4-1.  No further revisions are 
necessary.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-187 
Rita Barton 
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 187-1 This comment letter is a form letter that is consistent with Comment Letter PO-

140.  See Responses PO 140-1 and PO 140-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-188 
Anthony and Penny   
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 188-1 This comment letter is a form letter that is consistent with Comment Letter PO-

140.  See Responses PO 140-1 and PO 140-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-189 
Emil James Crescenzi, Jr.   
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 189-1 These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-190 
Frank DePasquale  
October 24, 2016  
 
 
PO 190-1 This comment letter is a form letter that is consistent with Comment Letter PO-

140.  See Responses PO 140-1 and PO 140-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-191 
Constance Higdon Gannon, Ph.D.  
Greenspace: The Cambria Land Trust  
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 191-1 This comment opines on the DSEIR, but does not identify a specific concern or 

raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that 
a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental 
issues.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 191-2 DSEIR Section 3.0, Project Description, is intended to provide descriptions of all 

Project elements and does not discuss environmental impacts.  In accordance 
CEQA Guidelines 15378(a), the Project must consist of the whole of the action.  
Piece-mealing phases of projects is discouraged by CEQA.  Therefore, the entirety 
of the Project is presented in the DSEIR; see also Response PA 4-1.  The Project 
Description includes a thorough description of the Sustainable Water Facility 
(currently as operating), and Project Modifications.  As stated on DSEIR Page 3-
26, for the purposes of this Project description and the analysis in this 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.  The evaporators are already constructed 
and operational, and thus they are described in DSEIR Section 3.5.1.3, Evaporation 
Pond.  Changes to the evaporation pond are discussed in DSEIR Section 3.5.2.1, 
Raw Water Storage Basin (Evaporation Pond Repurposing).  Additionally, DSEIR 
Section 1.0, Executive Summary, is intended to function as a summary of the DSEIR 
and should not be relied upon exclusively for the purposes of understanding the 
Project or the environmental impact analysis.  

 
PO 191-3 See DSEIR Section 2.2, CEQA Document Tiering and Water Master Plan.  The DSEIR 

is appropriately named “Subsequent,” as it tiers from the WMP PEIR.  Where 
appropriate and as permitted by CEQA, the DSEIR tiers from the WMP PEIR.  As 
discussed under Response PO 186-1, under CEQA Guidelines §15152, tiering is 
appropriate when the sequence of analysis follows from an EIR prepared for a 
general plan, policy, or program to an EIR of a lesser scope, or to a site-specific 
EIR.  Under CEQA, the WMP PEIR is considered a first tier document and this 
DSEIR for the proposed Project is considered a second tier document.  Pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines §15152(d)(1) and (2), the standard review for an SEIR is defined 
as follows:  

  



   

     SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT   

Comments and Responses PO 12-446 Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 

12 

(d) Where an EIR has been prepared and certified for a program, plan, policy, or 
ordinance consistent with the requirements of this section, any lead agency for 
a later project pursuant to or consistent with the program, plan, policy, or 
ordinance should limit the EIR or negative declaration on the later project to 
effects which: 

 
(1)  Were not examined as significant effects on the environment in the 

prior EIR; or 
 
(2) Are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of 

specific revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or 
other means. 

 
Since the CCSD’s certification of the WMP PEIR in 2008, new information has 
become known and changes in environmental setting potentially affecting the 
severity of environmental impacts have occurred, as discussed throughout the 
DSEIR.   

 
PO 191-4 See Responses PO 186-1 and PO 191-3 concerning tiering.  Also see Response PA 

7-9 concerning the NOP and existing baseline conditions/environmental setting. 
 
PO 191-5 This comment makes reference to the Proposition 84 funding for a “temporary 

facility” for drought emergencies, and asserts it was “never intended only for 
emergency use.”  See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and 
construction/operational costs.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 

 
PO 191-6 This comment asserts that renaming the SWP was based upon well levels not 

falling to a level justifying an emergency, and to justify expanding water service 
to positions on the water meter wait list.  See Response PO 123-1, concerning the 
Project’s name change.  See also Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7 concerning the 
Project’s water output, and Response PO 140-2 concerning Cambria’s building 
moratorium. 

 
PO 191-7 This comment incorrectly summarizes the DSEIR Executive Summary.  The 

Project does not propose to “temporarily truck wastewater to Kettleman City for 
disposal and eventually construct an ocean outfall.”  See Response PA 4-15 
concerning offsite RO concentrate disposal.  See Response PA 4-1 concerning the 
Project description and Response PA 7-9 concerning the baseline conditions and 
approach to environmental impact analysis included in the DSEIR.  The Project 
does not propose an ocean outfall to dispose of RO concentrate, however, does 
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analyze this as a Project Alternative.  See DSEIR Section 7.3, “RO Concentrate 
Ocean Outfall Disposal” Alternative, and Responses PA 4-15, PA 4-33, and PA 4-34 
concerning the RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative.  
Additionally, it is noted that the evaporation pond would be decommissioned 
and repurposed as a raw water storage basin.  The raw water storage basin would 
be seasonally filled during the wet season when there is adequate flow occurring 
in local creeks.  The raw water stored in the basin could be used for fire-fighting 
helicopters during a wildland fire (also for supply).   
 

PO 191-8 The commenter implies that DSEIR mitigation measures are only intended for 
Project modification construction and operation.  However, the E-CDP required 
that various mitigation measures be required as Project conditions of approval; 
see DSEIR Appendix C.  As discussed on DSEIR Page 3-15, to ensure compliance 
with all E-CDP conditions, the CCSD prepared the Emergency Coastal 
Development Permit Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (E-CDP 
MMRP), which involved monitoring and reporting during the Project’s 
construction phase.  The E-CDP and CDP MMRP are available for review on the 
CCSD’s website (www.cambriacsd.org/cm/Home.html) and at the CCSD offices 
located at 1316 Tamson Drive, Suite 201, Cambria, California 93428.  Moreover, a 
MMRP that incorporates all Project mitigation measures is included in FSEIR 
Section 11.0, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  The Project MMRP will 
be adopted in concert with DSEIR certification to provide a clear framework on 
how the Project’s mitigation measures will be implemented, who specifically will 
be the responsible party to ensure mitigation is implemented, and the specific 
location and timing of each mitigation measure.  CCSD thus affirms that the 
Project’s mitigation measures, including BIO-7 (AMP), are fully enforceable and 
consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(2). 

 
PO 191-9 See Response PO 191-8 concerning the DSEIR Mitigation Measures.  
 
PO 191-10 The commenter makes a reference to “State Parks biologists’ monitoring and 

citizen reports,” which apparently identify significant habitat impacts on San 
Simeon and Van Gordon Creeks.  However, the commenter does not provide 
documentation for the alleged impacts.  These comments do not address the 
DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further 
response is necessary. 

 
PO 191-11 The commenter does not provide evidence of the alleged impacts.  These 

comments do not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 

www.cambriacsd.org/cm/Home.html
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PO 191-12 The commenter claims that the Project has already resulted in significant 
environmental impacts.  See Response PA 4-1 concerning the Project description 
and PA 7-9 concerning the baseline conditions and approach to DSEIR’s 
environmental impact analysis.  The short-term construction-related and long-
term operational impacts of the already-constructed SWF was analyzed 
throughout the DSEIR.  As discussed throughout DSEIR Section 5.0, 
Environmental Analysis, the Project would not result in any significant and 
unavoidable impacts to the environment.  CCSD maintains its conclusion that 
Project implementation would result in less than significant impacts following 
compliance with DSEIR Mitigation Measures and the established regulatory 
framework and Project permitting process.  See also Responses PO 191-10 and PO 
191-11 concerning implementation of mitigation measures.   

 
PO 191-13 See Responses PO 191-8 through PO 191-12 concerning Project Mitigation 

Measures.  See Response PA 4-1 concerning the Project description and PA 7-9 
concerning the baseline conditions and DSEIR’s approach to environmental 
impact analysis.   

 
PO 191-14 See Response PO 123-1, concerning the Project’s name change.  See Responses PA 

4-32, PA 6-7, and PO 89-4 concerning the Project’s water output and potential 
growth-inducing impacts. 

 
PO 191-15 See Response PA 4-1 concerning the Project description and Response PA 7-9 

concerning the baseline conditions and DSEIR’s approach to environmental 
impact analysis.  See Response PO 123-1 concerning the Project’s name change.  
The SWF environmental impacts are analyzed in DSEIR Sections 5.1 through 5.7.  
Thus, CCSD affirms that the DSEIR’s environmental analysis provides adequate 
information necessary for making an environmentally informed decision 
concerning whether or not to proceed with the proposed Project.   

 
PO 191-16 This comment asks about the cost to operate the system as an emergency water 

supply.  See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/ 
operational costs.   

 
PO 191-17 See the following concerning groundwater modeling and potential Project 

impacts:  DSEIR Appendix E1, Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project San Simeon 
Creek Basin Groundwater Modeling Report, (GMR) (CDM Smith, May 2014); DSEIR 
Appendix E6, Technical Memorandum – San Simeon Creek Flows, (TM) (CDM Smith, 
October 16, 2016); and Responses PA 4-7, PA 4-8, and PA 4-12.   

 
PO 191-18 As discussed under DSEIR Section 3.5.2.3, Modified SWF Operations, it is 

anticipated that the SWF would run for 24 hours per day seven days per week 
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(24/7), during the driest time of the year (approximately six months).  When the 
Project operates 24/7 during the driest time of year, the estimated RO concentrate 
volume would be approximately 57,600 gpd.  However, it is unlikely that the 
Project would require 24/7 operation for extended periods throughout the year.  
Average operation would likely be 9 hours per day four days per week 12 weeks 
per year.  Under this scenario, the estimated RO concentrate volume would be 
approximately 21,600 gpd.  The DSEIR’s analysis of environmental impacts 
conservatively assumes the SWF would operate 24/7. 

 
PO 191-19 Impacts to San Simeon Creek and San Simeon Creek Lagoon are analyzed in 

DSEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources.  It is noted, Project operations do not 
involve the disposal/blending of RO concentrate in San Simeon Creek or San 
Simeon Creek Lagoon.  See DSEIR Section 3.5.2.6, Offsite RO Concentrate Disposal, 
which describes the proposed transport and disposal of RO concentrate at the 
Kettleman Hills Hazardous Waste Facility.  See also Responses PA 4-15 and PO 
124-3. 

 
PO 191-20 As concluded in DSEIR Section 5.3, the 100 gpm MF filtrate product water and 

specified mitigation measures would be adequate to ensure Project operations 
result in less than significant impacts to the San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  See also 
Responses PA 3-4, PA 4-7, PA 4-8, PA 4-12, and PA 4-18 concerning the 100 gpm 
MF filtrate product water flow to San Simeon Creek Lagoon and the Project’s 
AMP. 

 
PO 191-21 The commenter argues that the evaporation pond system is “an abject (and very 

expensive) failure” and suggests the CCSD repurpose the evaporation pond as a 
holding pond for fire-fighting.  See Response PO 185-33 concerning repurposing 
the evaporation pond and fire-fighting.  Thus, the evaporation pond would no 
longer be used to store RO concentrate and the repurposed pond (i.e., the raw 
water storage basin) would be filled with raw potable water.  See also DSEIR Page 
5.3-86 and Responses PA 7-3 and PO 194-7.  

 
PO 191-22 See Response PA 4-1 concerning the Project description and PA 7-9 concerning the 

baseline conditions and DSEIR’s approach to environmental impact analysis.  The 
already-constructed SWF was analyzed throughout the DSEIR.  Thus, CCSD affirms 
that the DSEIR provides sufficient information to evaluate the Project’s potential 
environmental effects and specify mitigation measures, and for the CCSD to make 
an environmentally informed decision on the Project.  

 
PO 191-23 See Response PO 123-1 concerning the Project’s name change.  See Response PA 

4-15 and DSEIR Section 3.5.2.6, Offsite RO Concentrate Disposal, concerning the 
routine transport of concentrate from the RO treatment process to a disposal site.  



   

     SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT   

Comments and Responses PO 12-450 Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 

12 

The commenter incorrectly concludes that Project implementation would result in 
the disposal of “wastewater in the nearshore marine environmental via an ocean 
outfall pipeline.”  See Responses PA 7-2, PO 191-12, and PO 191-21 concerning 
analysis of the Project’s impacts.  See also Response PO 191-7.  

 
PO 191-24 See Response PO 143-1 concerning clarification of lot retirement.  
 
PO 191-25 See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/ 

operational costs.  
 
PO 191-26 The transfer of development credits does not result in the assumption of greater 

environmental effects.  Site specific considerations of building footprint and 
future construction are subject to review by SLO County.  The Buildout Reduction 
Committee has been established to review and refresh the structure and 
implementation of buildout reduction.  Although dormant for a period of time, 
buildout reduction has continued, as lots have continued to be retired over the 
years. 

 
PO 191-27 It is assumed this comment is referring to the RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall 

Disposal Alternative.  See DSEIR Section 7.3, “RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall 
Disposal” Alternative, and Responses PA 4-15, PA 4-33, and PA 4-34 concerning 
the RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative. 

 
PO 191-28 CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 requires that an environmental document evaluate a 

“No Project” alternative, identify alternatives that were initially considered, but 
then eliminated from detailed evaluation, and identify the “environmentally 
superior alternative.”  The DSEIR describes and evaluates a “No Project” 
Alternative to provide the decision-makers and the public with an assessment of 
what could reasonably be expected to occur if the proposed Project were not 
approved and implemented.  

 
PO 191-29 The commenter suggests preparation of a Watershed Management Plan for all of 

San Simeon and Van Gordon Creeks.  This comment is duly noted.  CCSD will 
consider this information during Project deliberations.  The comments do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As 
such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 191-30 The commenter suggests CCSD fund a permanent flow and water quality 

monitoring project.  This comment is duly noted.  CCSD will consider this 
information during Project deliberations.  This comment does not address the 
DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further 
response is necessary. 
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PO 191-31 The commenter suggests CCSD research and develop a brine treatment system 
using wetlands to clean wastewater from the RO plant.  This comment is duly 
noted.  CCSD will consider this information during Project deliberations.  This 
comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 191-32 The commenter requests CCSD consider retiring one or more of their potable 

water wells on Santa Rosa Creek.  This comment is duly noted.  CCSD will 
consider this information during Project deliberations.  These comments do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As 
such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 191-33 This comment provides a conclusion to the letter and asserts that based on the 

preceding comments, the DSEIR fails to comply with CEQA, and suggests that 
the DSEIR “paves the way for ocean outfall of wastewater from the brackish water 
desalination system.”  These comments are so noted.  These comments do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As 
such, no further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-192 
Jim and Giff Kassebaum 
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 192-1 These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-193 
Jim Webb 
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 193-1 This comment provides general introductory comments, as well as comments on 

the WMP PIER.  The Project’s potential growth inducing impacts are addressed 
in DSEIR Section 6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts.  See Responses PA 4-32, PA 6-7, 
and PO 89-4 concerning the Project’s water output and potential growth-inducing 
impacts.   

 
PO 193-2 See Responses PA 4-12 and PA 4-18 concerning groundwater modeling, the 100 

gpm MF filtrate water flow to San Simeon Creek Lagoon, and the Project’s AMP.   
 
PO 193-3 See Responses PA 4-12 and PA 4-22 concerning San Simeon Creek’s classification 

as a non-perennial creek and non-Core 1 habitat.  
 
PO 193-4 See Response PA 4-23 concerning steelhead Critical Habitat and Core 1 criteria.  
 
PO 193-5 The commenter requests an explanation of the assumptions used in DSEIR 

Appendix E6, Technical Memorandum – San Simeon Creek Flows, to calculate lagoon 
area in order to better understand the report’s loss rate calculation.  The lagoon 
area used in calculations was approximately 4.0 acres (i.e., 3.915 acres).  DSEIR 
Exhibit 3-5, SWF Project Facilities, illustrates the lagoon. 

 
PO 193-6 The commenter notes that the lagoon’s sediment composition would affect its 

permeability rates, which were used to inform the DSEIR’s MF filtrate product 
water calculations.  The commenter also notes that permeability is variable and 
claims that modeling could have been compromised due to the presence of large 
mats of algae in the lagoon or upstream from it.  San Simeon Creek Lagoon 
sediment composition.  The study was based on natural conditions occurring 
within the lagoon, including the presence of deposits along the lagoon invert.  The 
comment mentions the CCSD’s nearby effluent percolation ponds.  Such a 
comparison would be slanted towards higher rates of percolation due to the 
wastewater effluent ponds being designed to encourage percolation while also 
being periodically dried, disked, and mowed to similarly encourage more rapid 
percolations rates.   

 
PO 193-7 The commenter notes that DSEIR Appendix E6 does not explain that “freshwater 

in the lagoon sits atop fresh or brackish groundwater to which that far west, sits 
atop a wedge of saltwater,” and infers that the relative depth of each layer would 
affect the Lagoon’s loss rate.  As discussed in Response PA 3-4, the DSEIR 
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proposes Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (Adaptive Management Plan), which 
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, among others.  See also Responses PA 3-4 and PA 4-
12 concerning the 100 gpm MF filtrate water flow and Mitigation Measure BIO-7. 

 
PO 193-8 See Responses PA 3-4 and PA 4-12 concerning the 100 gpm MF filtrate water flows 

and Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (Adaptive Management Plan). 
 
PO 193-9 The commenter claims that “an experiment when the lagoon is dry would be 

more relevant.”  However, such an experiment would likely bias the lagoon water 
flow rate higher.  Further, based on the GMR’s and TM’s findings, the 100 gpm 
MF filtrate water flow to San Simeon Creek Lagoon would maintain water levels 
in the lagoon.  See Responses PO 196-6, PA 3-4, and PA 4-12 concerning the 100 
gpm MF filtrate water flow and Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (AMP).   

 
PO 193-10 See Responses PO 196-6, PA 3-4, PA 4-12, and PA 7-6.   
 
PO 193-11 The commenter incorrectly infers that the Project would involve “dumping 

municipal waste into a world class marine environment.”  Offsite disposal of RO 
concentrate is addressed in DSEIR Section 3.5.2.6, Offsite RO Concentrate Disposal.  
See also Responses PA 4-15 and PA 4-35 concerning the Project’s offsite RO 
concentrate disposal.  See DSEIR Section 7.3, “RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall 
Disposal” Alternative, and Responses PA 4-15, PA 4-33, and PA 4-34 concerning 
the RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative.  

 
PO 193-12 The quote from the commenter was taken out of context.  DSEIR Page 5.5-29 states 

that “Currently, all stormwater is directed away from the treatment facility.  
Stormwater that comes into contact with the treatment process is collected and 
treated.  As stated on DSEIR Page 5.5-42, “the Project site is protected from 
flooding or washout from a 100-year flood event” and “These facilities, as well as 
the SWF, were specifically designed to be protected from flooding or washout 
from a 100-year event.”  Additionally, the DSEIR does not claim that the Project 
is protected from all floods, but is protected from flooding or washout from the 
100-year (or 1 percent) flood event.  See Response PA 4-30 concerning the 500-
year flood event. 

 
PO 193-13 See Responses PA 3-4, PA 4-12, and PA 4-18 concerning the 100 gpm MF filtrate 

water flow to San Simeon Creek Lagoon and the Project’s AMP. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-194 
Mary Webb 
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 194-1 See Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, and PO 96-1 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, and 

NOE.  See Response PA 4-1 concerning the Project description and PA 7-9 
concerning the baseline conditions and DSEIR’s approach to environmental 
impact analysis.  The already-constructed SWF was analyzed throughout the 
DSEIR.  The Project’s potential growth inducing impacts are addressed in DSEIR 
Section 6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts; see also Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7. 

 
PO 194-2 See Response PO 140-1 concerning the public review and comment period, which 

is for the Project evaluated in the DSEIR, and not the IS/MND; see also Response 
PA 7-4 concerning the IS/MND.  In compliance with CEQA requirements, this 
FSEIR considers comments received on the DSEIR and not the IS/MND. 

 
PO 194-3 This comment makes reference to the requirement that the CCSD apply for a 

regular Coastal Development Permit, that the application has not been deemed 
complete and the time that has passed.  See Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, and PO 
96-1 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, and NOE.   

 
PO 194-4 See Responses PA 4-10 and PA 4-26 concerning the tracer test.  See Response PO 

89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/operational costs.  See 
Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7 concerning the Project’s water output and 
potential growth-inducing impacts. 

 
PO 194-5 This comment makes reference to notices of violation from the RWQCB, citizen 

reports of the violations, and related matters.  This comment does not address the 
DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines 
§15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments 
raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is necessary.  

 
PO 194-6 See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/ 

operational costs.  It is noted, Project operations do not involve the disposal/ 
blending of RO concentrate in San Simeon Creek or San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  
See DSEIR Section 3.5.2.6, Offsite RO Concentrate Disposal, which describes the 
proposed transport and disposal of RO concentrate at the Kettleman Hills 
Hazardous Waste Facility.  See also Responses PA 4-15 and PO 124-3. 

 
PO 194-7 See Response PA 7-12 concerning potential impacts to avian species, including 

migratory birds.  See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and 
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construction/operational costs.  Concerning failure of deer exclusionary fencing 
and gophers.  See Response PA 7-3 concerning potential impacts to western pond 
turtle (and other listed species).  

 
PO 194-8 See DSEIR Page 3-45 concerning RO concentrate drift, evaporator noise, and 

adjustments to evaporator operations.  As shown in Table 5.7-12, the CZLUO’s 
acceptable daytime exterior noise standard of 50 dBA is exceeded at noise 
measurement locations 1, 2, and 5 (52.2, 51.1, and 53.1 dBA Leq, respectively) with 
all five spray evaporators running simultaneously.  In addition, nighttime noise 
levels exceeded the CZLUO’s acceptable nighttime exterior noise standard of 45 
dBA at noise measurement locations 1 and 5 (50.6 and 50.3 dBA Leq, respectively) 
with all five spray evaporators running simultaneously resulting in a potentially 
significant impact.  Mitigation Measure AES-2 requires removal of evaporators.  
Therefore, with mitigation, the potential for RO concentrate drift and spray 
evaporator noise would not occur and no impact would occur in this regard. 

 
PO 194-9  This comment asserts that “warnings by agencies and citizens” have been 

ignored, notes that the evaporation pond and evaporators have to be removed, 
and makes reference to the expenses being incurred.  See Response PO 89-3 
concerning increased water rates and construction/operational costs.   

 
The SWF has operated intermittently, since January 2015.  Through the 
environmental analysis contained in this DSEIR, and as a result of further input 
from regulatory agencies and the local community, various operational 
mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures AES-2 and BIO-3) were identified to 
avoid/reduce environmental impacts resulting from SWF operations; see DSEIR 
Section 3.5.2, Project Characteristics – Mitigation Measures and Project Modifications.  
Compliance with these operational mitigation measures would necessitate 
modifications to the SWF, including evaporation pond decommissioning, 
mechanical spray evaporator removal, and surface discharge to San Simeon 
Creek extension. 

 
PO 194-10 See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/ 

operational costs.   
 
PO 194-11 This comment primarily focuses on the change of the name from EWS to SWF.  It 

makes reference to the CCSD asserted seeking to “open the 16 year building 
moratorium”, and is going back to a “seawater desalination design”, speculating 
that “Ocean intakes will most likely show up next...”  See Responses PA 4-32 and 
PA 6-7 concerning the Project’s water output and potential growth-inducing 
impacts.  See Response PO 123-1, concerning the Project’s name change.  
Concerning the commenter’s claim that the CCSD is “back to its seawater 
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desalination design by claiming an ocean outfall is the ‘environmentally superior 
alternative.’”  See Responses PA 4-33, PA 4-34, and PA 5-3.   

 
PO 194-12  A NOP for the CCSD’s Emergency Water Supply Project was released in March 

6, 2015 for a 30-day public review period that concluded on April 6, 2015; see 
DSEIR Section 2.3, Notice of Preparation/Early Consultation (Scoping).  The NOP was 
filed with the Office of Planning and Research, posted on the CCSD website, and 
sent to responsible and trustee agencies and all interested parties requesting 
notice.   
 
See DSEIR Section 2.2, CEQA Document Tiering and Water Master Plan, and 
Responses PA 4-32 and PO 186-1 concerning tiering.  The WMP PEIR, off of which 
the DSEIR was tiered, included a comprehensive assessment of long-term water 
supply alternatives.  The DSEIR includes an alternatives analysis at DSEIR Section 
7.0.  The Emergency Water Supply Project was provided with an emergency 
exemption from CEQA by Governor Brown in 2014 as a result of the extreme 
drought conditions threatening the community’s water supply.  The emergency 
water supply project was constructed under an E-CDP issued by SLO County.  
The DSEIR uses the term sustainable water facility to better describe the 
expanded use of the existing facility, with proposed Project environmental 
enhancement modifications, for which the subject R-CDP is being sought.  Also 
see Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, and PO 96-1 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, and 
NOE.  The Project’s potential growth inducing impacts are addressed in DSEIR 
Section 6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts; see also Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7. 
 
The DSEIR includes an alternatives analysis; see DSEIR Section 7.0. 

 
PO 194-13 This comment is asterisked, and appears to relate to the caption of the comment 

letter/email.  It states that the August 2016 notice to comment was on “various 
unauthorized water supply project scenarios” in the DSEIR, that the 2008 Water 
Master Plan was “highly controversial,” and that desalination project proposals 
on the San Simeon and Santa Rosa Creeks have been denied by the CCC “over 
the last 16 years.”  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise 
a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
See DSEIR Section 3.0, Project Description, for a description regarding each Project 
component.  An ocean intake or outfall is not proposed as part of the Project.  The 
Alternative of using an ocean outfall for RO concentrate disposal was analyzed 
as a Project Alternative (see DSEIR Section 7.0), but was rejected. 

 
PO 194-14 This comment suggests that an “independent and peer reviewed cost benefit and 

environmental analysis” of projects that provide 250 acre feet of water, before 
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“deciding on a water project for growth”, should be mandated.  The DSEIR 
includes an alternatives analysis; see DSEIR Section 7.0.  This comment does not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As 
such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 194-15 In compliance with CEQA requirements, the DSEIR includes an alternatives 

analysis; see DSEIR Section 7.0.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 

 
PO 194-16 See Response PO 194-15. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-195 
Claudia Harmon Worthen  
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 195-1 The commenter requests that the DSEIR be withdrawn and that CCSD instead file 

a completed Application for the EWSP, as soon as possible so that affected 
agencies can review and analyze the existing Water Supply Project.  See DSEIR 
Section 3.2.1, Project History, for a detailed explanation on the Project’s history.  
See also Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, and PO 96-1 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, 
and NOE.  See Response PA 4-1 concerning the Project description and PA 7-9 
concerning the baseline conditions and DSEIR’s approach to environmental 
impact analysis.  As explained on DSEIR Page 3-16, the CCSD filed a NOE for the 
Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project on September 9, 2014.  The NOE 
included reference to Public Resources Code, § 21080, Subdivision (b)(4); 
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, § 15269, Subdivisions (b) and (c), and § 
15301, which exempt from CEQA certain actions necessary to prevent or mitigate 
an emergency.  Due to the drought emergency in Cambria, the State of California 
Office of Planning and Research issued its concurrence that the Project could 
move forward, and the SWF was completed consistent with the Governor’s 
Executive Orders.  Thus, the CEQA requirements have been fulfilled for the 
Cambria Emergency Water Supply Project, and there is no need to withdraw this 
current DSEIR.  

 
PO 195-2 DSEIR Mitigation Measure AES-2 requires removal of the mechanical spray 

evaporators and their enclosures.  Refer also to Response PA 7-9 concerning the 
NOP and existing baseline conditions/environmental setting. 

 
PO 195-3 The commenter indicates concern regarding the costs of implementing DSEIR 

Mitigation Measure AES-2, which requires removal of the mechanical spray 
evaporators and related infrastructure.  See Response PO 89-3 concerning 
increased water rates and construction/operational costs. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-196 
Jena S. Acos  
Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck   
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 196-1 This comment serves as the introduction to the comment letter, providing basic 

information about the commenter and the proposed Project.  Responses to specific 
comments are provided below.  No further response is warranted.  

 
PO 196-2 The commentator notes that the Project’s NOP identified hydrology and water 

quality in the summary of probable environmental effects.  Environmental 
analysis related to hydrology and water quality can be found in DSEIR Section 
5.3, Biological Resources, and DSEIR Section 5.5, Hydrology and Water Quality.  The 
commentator then quotes a portion of Initial Study Section IX.b, and indicates 
they believe the issue was not adequately studied.  Environmental analysis 
regarding Project impacts on groundwater levels and existing nearby wells can 
be found at DSEIR Page 5.5–2.  Also see Response PA 4-6.  

 
PO 196-3 See Response PO 196–2.  The commentator states that the Project contemplates 

aggressive pumping of Well 9P7.  Well 9P7 will only be pumped when the Project 
is operating.  On average, Project operations will be limited to 9 hours per day, 4 
days per week, and 12 weeks per year.  The CCSD stands by the commitments set 
forth in the 2006 the Settlement Agreement and will continue to provide riparian 
water to the Warren property. 

 
PO 196-4 The commenter disagrees with the DSEIR’s conclusion that Project 

implementation would result in less than significant impacts on scenic vistas and 
would not result in significant light and glare impacts, claiming that construction 
has “significantly changed the quality of the surrounding area and has created an 
industrial eyesore.”  The DSEIR proposes several mitigation measures intended 
to reduce the Project’s impacts to the area’s scenic vistas; see DSEIR Impact 5.1-3, 
Scenic Vistas/Corridors.  DSEIR Mitigation Measure AES-2 requires evaporation 
pond decommissioning and evaporator/enclosure removal.  DSEIR Mitigation 
Measure AES-3 requires that the AWTP be color-treated such that it blends in 
with the surrounding landscape.  DSEIR Mitigation Measure AES-4 requires that 
all areas where native vegetation was removed and where water facilities were 
not located, be re-vegetated with indigenous plants.  With implementation of 
DSEIR Mitigation Measures AES-2 through AES-4, as well as compliance with 
relevant LCP Policies and CZLUO, CCSD affirms that the proposed Project 
modifications would not have a substantial adverse effect on this scenic vista and 
a less than significant impact would occur in this regard. 
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PO 196-5 See DSEIR Impact 5.1-5, Light and Glare.  DSEIR Mitigation Measure AES-2 
requires the removal of the evaporators and enclosures, thus any potential 
daytime glare associated with this feature would be avoided.  The glare 
associated with the proposed raw water storage basin would be similar to 
surrounding agricultural uses in the area, which also use ponds and daytime 
irrigation.  As the visual character would be similar to other uses in the area, 
CCSD affirms that impacts would be less than significant.  

 
PO 196-6 The commenter incorrectly claims that the DSEIR fails to propose any mitigation 

measures to reduce the Project’s impacts related to light and glare.  With 
implementation of Mitigation Measures AES-2 through AES-4, as well as 
compliance with CZLUO §§ 23.04.190 (Fencing and Screening) and 23.04.320 
(Outdoor Lights), CCSD affirms that the proposed Project modifications would 
not have a substantial adverse light and glare affect and a less than significant 
impact would occur in this regard. 

 
PO 196-7 This comment serves as the conclusion to the comment letter.  No further 

response is necessary.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-197 
Mark D. Alpert  
Rudderow Law Group  
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 197-1 This comment provides general introductory and background information.  

Responses to specific comments are provided below; no further response is 
necessary. 

 
PO 197-2 See Response PO 118-1.  
 
PO 197-3 See Response PO 197-2.  The comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or 

raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
PO 197-4 See Response PO 197-2.  The comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or 

raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
PO 197-5 See Response PO 197-2.  The comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or 

raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
PO 197-6 See Response PO 197-2.  The comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or 

raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
PO 197-7 The commenter requests clarification as to whether the DSEIR identifies a 

significant environmental impact, which would preclude providing water and 
sewer service to property-owners with the CCSD service area.  The Project 
involves construction of water facilities to address an existing water supply 
shortage, while improving reliability of the existing water supply for the CCSD.  
As described in DSEIR Section 8.13, Utilities and Service Systems, the DSEIR would 
not result in significant impacts concerning water and sewer services.  

 
PO 197-8 The commenter requests CCSD identify and mitigate the environmental impacts 

that would occur as a result of “leaving thousands of privately owned lots 
permanently undevelopable.”  Of particular concern to the commenter is the 
Project’s potential to result in increased littering, flooding, and site runoff.  The 
Project involves design and construction of water facilities, and thus does not 
involve the introduction of a new land use or induce substantial population 
growth (i.e., as a result of new housing or employment-generating uses) in the 
area; see DSEIR Section 6.3, Growth-Inducing Impacts, and DSEIR Section 8.0, 
Effects Found Not To Be Significant.  The proposed use would not generate solid 
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waste above existing conditions; thus, Project implementation would not involve 
environmental impacts as a result of increased littering.  

 
 See Responses PA 4-29 and PA 4-30 concerning the Project’s potential impacts 

related to flooding and site runoff.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-198 
Neal Barton 
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 198-1 These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-199 
Gregg Allen Berge  
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 199-1 This comment provides general introductory information, as well as a Project 

summary from the commenter.  The comment does not address the DSEIR’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 

 
PO 199-2 This comment is BRP-specific.  The comment does not address the DSEIR’s 

adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) 
requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on 
environmental issues.   

 
See Responses PA 4-32, PA 6-7, and PO 89-4 concerning the Project’s water output 
and potential growth-inducing impacts.   

 
PO 199-3 See Response PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-4 See Response PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-5 See Response PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-6 Concerning BRP adoption.  See Responses PA 4-32, PA 6-7, and PO 89-4 

concerning the Project’s water output and potential growth-inducing impacts.   
 
PO 199-7 See Response PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-8 See Response PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-9 See Response PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-10 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-11 See Response PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-12 See Response PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-13 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-14 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-2. 
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PO 199-15 This is an introductory statement concerning the following comments.  No further 
response is necessary. 

 
PO 199-16 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-17 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-18 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-19 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-20 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-21 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-22 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-23 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-24 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-25 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-2. 
 
PO 199-26 This is an introductory statement concerning the following comments.  No further 

response is necessary. 
 
PO 199-27 See Responses PO 118-1, PO 191-8, and PO 199-10. 
 
PO 199-28 See Responses PO 118-1, PO 191-8, and PO 199-10. 
 
PO 199-29 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-10. 
 
PO 199-30 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-10. 
 
PO 199-31 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-10. 
 
PO 199-32 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-10.  
 
PO 199-33 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-10. 
 
PO 199-34 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-10.   
 
PO 199-35 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-10. 
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PO 199-36 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-10. 
 
PO 199-37 See Response PO 199-10. 
 
PO 199-38 See Response PO 199-10. 
 
PO 199-39 See Response PO 199-10. 
 
PO 199-40 See Responses PO 118-1 and PO 199-10. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-200 
Tina S. Dickason 
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 200-1 This comment makes statements regarding the commenter’s belief that in 2013 

the CCSD Board had the goal of lifting the moratorium and issuing intent to serve 
letters.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a 
significant environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead 
agency only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.  
As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 200-2 This comment discusses the “water shortage” in 2013, the timing of the Stage 3 

Water Shortage Condition, and questions how CCSD staff could “not be aware of 
a pending crisis, as the board was moving towards growth?”  This comment does 
not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As 
such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 200-3 This comment makes reference to the Proposition 218 proceeding, that the EWS 

was to be used in drought conditions, and that the Sustainable Water Facility “...is 
intended for growth.”  The Project’s potential growth inducing impacts are 
addressed in DSEIR Section 6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts; see also Responses PA 
4-32 and PA 6-7.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise 
a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary.   

 
PO 200-4 This comment makes reference to the cost of the EWP, questioning how much 

more “a differently named project, with a different intent” will cost.  See Response 
PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/operational costs.  See 
Response PO 123-1 concerning the Project’s name change. 

 
PO 200-5 This comment makes reference to the Proposition 84 grant, the renaming of the 

project, and the issuance of future intent to serve letters.  This comment does not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  See 
Response PO 123-1 concerning the Project’s name change.  This comment does 
not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.   

 
PO 200-6 This comment refers to comments from “regulatory agencies” on the IS/MND and 

questions doing an “after-the-fact, DSEIR for a different project.”  See Response 
PO 140-1 concerning the public review and comment period, which is for the 
Project evaluated in the DSEIR, and not the IS/MND; see also Response PA 7-4 
concerning the IS/MND. 
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PO 200-7 See DSEIR Section 3.2.1, Project History.  An EIR was not circulated prior to SWF 
construction, due to the emergency nature of the Project; see Response PO 195-1.  
The CCSD received an Emergency CDP issued by SLO County, and submitted a 
NOE to the Office of Planning and Research (OPR).  The OPR issued a 
concurrence on the NOE, and thus the SWF CEQA requirements were fulfilled.  
See also Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, and PO 96-1 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, 
and NOE.   

 
PO 200-8 See Responses PA 7-4 and PO 96-2 concerning the Project modifications.  See 

Response PO 89-3, concerning increased water rates and construction/operational 
costs.   

 
PO 200-9 This comment references tourism, citizen’s conservation efforts and not running 

out of water.  See Response PA 6-7 concerning the Project’s water output, and 
water demands and supplies.  Tourism is not an environmental issue of concern, 
per CEQA guidelines.  These comment do not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or 
raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 200-10 The commenter claims that the Project modifications concerning evaporation 

pond repurposing would result in negative environmental impacts concerning 
noise, air quality, and biological resources.  In actuality, Mitigation Measure AES-
2 concerning evaporation pond and evaporator decommissioning, and the 
surface discharge extension, are required to avoid adverse environmental impacts 
concerning aesthetics, biological resources, and noise, and reduce environmental 
impacts concerning hydrology.  As explained on DSEIR Page 5.7-17, given the 
sporadic nature of noise levels generated during construction of Project 
modifications and following compliance with CZLUO Sections 23.06.042 through 
23.06.050, construction-related noise impacts from the proposed Project 
modifications would be less than significant.  Concerning the Project’s potential 
construction-related air quality impacts, the DSEIR incorporates the analysis 
construction air emissions based on CalEEMod calculations, as recommended by 
the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD).  As presented in 
DSEIR Table 5.2-4, the Project’s potential fugitive dust emissions do not exceed 
SLOAPCD thresholds during construction and are less than significant.  The SWF 
Project is subject to compliance with all mitigation measures, including those in 
place to reduce evaporation pond-related potential impacts to avian species, as 
detailed in the DSEIR.  See also Response PA 7-12 concerning avian species.  

 
PO 200-11 The commenter expresses concern regarding the evaporation pond’s potential to 

impact wildlife.  DSEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, evaluates the Project’s 
potential impacts to biological resources, including impacts to wildlife resources 
and their habitats resulting from the evaporation pond.  A Hazing Study (Report 
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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.  Mitigation Measure AES-2 requires removal of the 
mechanical spray evaporators and their enclosures.  Thus, the evaporation pond 
would no longer be used to store RO concentrate and the repurposed pond (i.e., 
the raw water storage basin) would be filled with raw water, avoiding impacts 
associated with the evaporation pond.  See DSEIR Page 5.3-86 and Responses PA 
7-3 and PO 194-7. 

 
PO 200-12 See DSEIR Mitigation Measures BIO-1 to BIO-19, for all proposed mitigation to 

maintain the integrity of the raw water storage basin and the surrounding natural 
habitats on the Project site. 

 
PO 200-13 This comment asserts that the evaporation pond is an “attractive nuisance.”  It is 

noted that the DSEIR incorporates several Project Modifications intended to 
improve the visual character of the existing evaporation pond; see Response PO 
196-4.   

 
PO 200-14 See Responses PA 4-15 and PA 4-19 concerning the Project’s proposed hauling of 

RO concentrate to Kettleman Hills.  
 
PO 200-15 This comment pertains to the cost of brine disposal.  See Response PO 89-3 

concerning increased water rates and construction/operational costs.   
 
PO 200-16 See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/ 

operational costs.   
 
PO 200-17 The comment states that the AMP should have been developed prior to DSEIR 

distribution.  See Responses PA 3-4 and PA 4-5 concerning the AMP and update.  
The CCSD is committed to a robust AMP process that includes monitoring and 
performance criteria designed to carefully monitor changes and respond to them 
in real time; refer also to Mitigation Measure BIO-7.  Pursuant to Mitigation 
Measure BIO-7, the CCSD is required to implement the AMP at commencement 
of SWF operations.  The adaptive management process is a recognized method 
for “learning by doing” using best available data when there is such uncertainty 
in the response of an ecosystem to a proposed action.  Thus, CCSD is not required 
to circulate its AMP a part of the CEQA process for the Project, and incorporation 
of the AMP as part of the DSEIR is not necessary.  

 
PO 200-18 See DSEIR Impact 5.3-5 for a discussion of the Project’s compliance with CZLUO 

Section 23.07.170.e.2 (Development in ESHA to Avoid a Taking).   
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PO 200-19 The mitigation measures identified in the DSEIR, including Mitigation Measure 
BIO-6, would be implemented using the Project’s MMRP; see Response PO 191-
8.  The CCSD thus affirms that the Project’s mitigation measures, including BIO-
6, are fully enforceable and consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(a)(2). 

 
PO 200-20  The CCSD has spent decades studying various long-term water supply 

alternatives; see DSEIR Section 3.2.2, Project History.  Refer also to Section 7.5, 
Alternatives Considered but Rejected.  The San Simeon Off-Stream Storage 
Alternative facilities was considered as a Project alternative, but ultimately 
rejected.  This Alternative is complex, and would have required permitting a tall 
dam within the Coastal Zone.  Permitting would be required from the State Water 
Resources Control Board, Division of Safety of Dams, Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, California Department of Public Health, U.S. Fish and Wildlife, 
California Department of Fish and Game, California Coastal Commission, and 
other County building permits.  It is noted that the permitting process with the 
Division of Safety of Dams is particularly complex and lengthy.  There is also 
unreliability associated with this Alternative, as there may not be enough 
precipitation to fill the dam if it was constructed.   

 
The commenter makes several claims concerning an off-site stream storage 
facility being the environmentally superior Project alternative.  However, it is 
noted that an Off-Site Stream Storage facility would not eliminate the need for 
chemicals to be present on-site for water purification or eliminate the need for 
CCSD maintenance.  There is no basis for the commenter’s claims that the Warren 
reservoir site is “ideally located.”  This Alternative would not reliably supply 
Cambria with water, as the commenter claims, because water could only be 
diverted during wet winter years.  During drought years, such as 2014 to 2015, 
limited water would be available to store in a reservoir.  As such, this Alternative 
is not environmentally superior to the Project.  

 
PO 200-21 This comment relates to funding sources for reservoirs.  See Response PO 89-3 

concerning increased water rates and construction/operational costs.   
 
PO 200-22 The Project was designed to be protected from flooding and washout up to the 

100-year (1%) flood.  Building in the 100-year flood zone is not illegal, and the 
Project complied with the necessary regulations.  See Responses PA 4-29 and PA 
4-30 concerning the Project’s potential impacts related to flooding and site runoff. 

 
PO 200-23 See Responses PA 4-6 and PA 7-5 concerning water rights. 
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PO 200-24 The commenter requests clarification as to how CCSD determined the maximum 
pumping rights for the San Simeon and Santa Rosa groundwater basins, and 
suggests the DSEIR information conflicts with pumping rights identified in the 
SWRCB water right diversion permits.  See Responses PA 4-6 and PA 7-5 
concerning water rights. 

 
PO 200-25 See Responses PA 4-6 and PA 7-5 concerning water rights. 
 
PO 200-26 This comment serves as the conclusion to the comment letter.  Response to 

specific comments are provided above.  No further response is needed. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-201 
KM Duffy  
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 201-1 See Response PA 6-7 concerning the Project’s water output, and water demands 

and supplies.  See DSEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, for a discussion 
concerning the Project’s potential impacts to habitat occurring on and 
surrounding the Project site.  

 
PO 201-2 This comment questions the CEQA process being used.  This comment does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 

 
PO 201-3 The preparation of an EIS would be necessary if there was a federal nexus 

concerning the Project.  The Water Master Plan EIR is a programmatic document, 
written before any specific design for a desalination facility was created.  At the 
time, specific Project details were not known and as such the Water Master Plan 
EIR refers to both an EIR/EIS.  The DSEIR has been prepared to satisfy the 
principal CEQA Guidelines Sections 15120 through 15132 (Contents of 
Environmental Impact Reports) and 15162 (Subsequent EIRs and Negative 
Declarations); see DSEIR Page 2-1.  No further response is necessary.  

 
PO 201-4 The commenter claims that the DSEIR does not sufficiently analyze the growth-

inducing impacts associated with the BRP and SWTP projects.  The Project’s 
potential growth inducing impacts are addressed in DSEIR Section 6.3, Growth 
Inducing Impacts; see also Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7. 

 
PO 201-5 The commenter is referring to DSEIR Page 2-8, which summarizes CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15151 and its explanation of the adequacy of an EIR.  This 
information from CEQA Guidelines is presented for informational purposes, to 
assist the reader in understanding the certification process for a Final EIR.  The 
commenter does not state a basis for the claim that the DSEIR would not be 
sufficient under CEQA Guidelines Section 15151.  No further response is 
necessary in this regard.  

 
PO 201-6 The commenter does not specifically state which documents incorporated by 

reference are “abandoned EIR reports, and internal CCSD plans.”  All documents 
listed under Section 2.7, Incorporation by Reference, are appropriate and accurate 
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resources for the DSEIR to rely on in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15150 requirements.  

 
PO 201-7 The quote the commenter refers to on DSEIR Page 3-14, is part of a discussion 

concerning State of California anticipating continued water shortages and 
drought conditions over the course of the next 20 years.  This section is part of a 
larger discussion concerning Project background and history; see DSEIR Section 
3.2.  As such, the Project History discussion includes presenting the E-CDP 
application and authorization in 2014.  The document does not inappropriately 
“lean on emergency water extraction during Stage 3 periods,” as the commenter 
implies.  DSEIR Section 3.2 presents the Project history in its entirety, and DSEIR 
Section 3.3 describes the Project objectives.  See also Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, 
and PO 96-1 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, and NOE.   

 
PO 201-8 The commenter questions how often the Project would discharge 100 gpm of MF 

filtrate water flow into San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  See Responses PA 3-4 through 
PA 3-6, and PA 4-12 concerning the 100 gpm MF filtrate water flow to the Lagoon. 

 
PO 201-9 The commenter claims the DSEIR and Master Water Plan PEIR fail to analyze 

groundwater extraction impacts to wetlands.  Potential Project impacts 
concerning wetland and riparian features are discussed under DSEIR Impact 5.3-
2, Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural Community, and Impact 5.3-3, 
Wetlands and Jurisdictional Waters.  Refer also to Response PA 4-24, PA 4-25, PA 4-
26, and PA 4-27.  

 
PO 201-10 See Response PO 201-9 concerning potential Project impacts to wetlands.  
 
PO 201-11 See DSEIR Table 4-1, Cumulative Projects List, and Exhibit 4-1, Cumulative Projects.  

The DSEIR properly analyzed cumulative impacts in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15130(b), as referenced on DSEIR Page 4-1.  

 
PO 201-12 See Section 8.1, Agricultural and Forest Resources.  The Project site does not contain 

forest land, and the site has been in public utility use since 1979.  Additionally, 
Well 9P7 Discharge pipeline is already existing underneath the on-site Monterey 
pines.  The Monterey pines on the Project site are considered isolated stands, not 
actual “forest community.”  As groundwater pumping and other water utility 
uses have occurred on the Project site for a number of years, and no additional 
improvements would occur near the Monterey pine stand, no impacts would 
occur.  
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PO 201-13 Impacts to steelhead are discussed under Impact 5.3-1, Special-Status Plant and 
Wildlife Species.  Concerning the Project’s potential to impact an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other related 
conservation plan, the South-Central California Steelhead Recovery Plan is not a 
relevant conservation plan applicable under this threshold; see Response PA 4-
18.  Thus, CCSD affirms that the Project site is located outside of the jurisdiction 
of any applicable conservation plans.   

 
PO 201-14 The AMP is described on DSEIR Page 5.3-60; see also Mitigation Measure BIO-7 

and Responses PA 3-4, PA 4-5, and PO 200-17 concerning the AMP.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-202 
Robert Fountain  
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 202-1 This comment letter is a form letter that is consistent with Comment Letter PO-

140.  See Responses PO 140-1 and PO 140-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-203 
Cynthia Hawley 
Landwatch San Luis Obispo County 
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 203-1 The commentator states that the EWSP and SWF Project are separate projects 

under CEQA that are improperly conflated in the DSEIR.  The EWSP was 
approved on January 30, 2014 to address an extreme emergency drought condition 
and the approval included an emergency exemption from the CEQA process.  The 
Office of Planning and Research concurred that the project was exempt from 
CEQA under the Governor’s Executive Orders.  The project was allowed to be 
constructed and operated under an E-CDP issued by SLO County on May 15, 2014; 
see Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, and PO 96-1 concerning the E-CDP, R-CDP, and NOE.  
While the project was constructed to address an emergency, the CCSD also hoped 
and intended to operate the facility on a long-term basis as needed to address 
future water shortages, to more efficiently manage water in non-emergency 
conditions, and to help prevent future emergencies from developing.  In fact, the 
County’s D-CDP contained a specific condition requiring that the CCSD apply for 
an R-CDP within 30 days of issuance of the E-CDP.  Thus, while the Project was 
being constructed under the E-CDP, the CCSD began the process of seeking an R-
CDP that would authorize the continued operation of the Project after the Stage 3 
emergency was over.  The Sustainable Water Facility is the name chosen for the 
Project for which the R-CDP is being sought and that is proposed to continue to 
operate on a long-term basis under both emergency and non-emergency 
conditions, and is based on the Cambria Water Supply Project Description Revised 
Final; see DSEIR Section 3.5.1, Sustainable Water Facility.  The SWF Project 
modifications that are intended to further mitigate environmental impacts 
associated with the constructed facility are at the heart of the environmental 
analysis in DSEIR Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis. 

 
PO 203-2 The comment is duly noted.  No response is required under CEQA as the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 
 
PO 203-3 The comment is duly noted.  No response is required under CEQA as the comment 

does not raise an environmental issue. 
 
PO 203-4 See Response PO 203-1.  
 
PO 203-5 See Response PO 203-1.  The commentator states that there is a contradiction in 

the Project Description between the Project title in the Notice of Availability (to 
wit: “The Cambria Sustainable Water Facility Project”) and the Project described 
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on DSEIR Page 3-25.  DSEIR Page 3-25 (DSEIR Section 3.5.1, Sustainable Water 
Facility) states that:  “The SWF is based upon the Cambia Emergency Water Supply 
Project Description Revised Final” and describes the proposed Project 
modifications.  There is no apparent contradiction. 

 
PO 203-6 The commentator contrasts and challenges the Project Description contained in 

DSEIR Section 1.0, Executive Summary, (Page 1–18) and the “project description” 
set forth on DSEIR Page 3–35.  The two descriptions set forth in the comment, the 
project site as it exists as of the DSEIR writing, and the built and operational project 
components are the same. 

 
PO 203-7 See Response PO 203-1.  
 
PO 203-8 The commentator states that the DSEIR uses the terms “sustainable water facility” 

and “emergency water supply project” interchangeably.  The terms are not used 
interchangeably as explained in detail on DSEIR Pages 3–16, 3–25, and 3–51. 

 
PO 203-9 See Responses PO 203-1, PO 203-2, and PO 203-3. 
 
PO 203-10 See Responses PO 203-1 and PO 203-5 
 
PO 203-11 The comment is duly noted.  No response is required under CEQA as the 

comment does not raise an environmental issue. 
 
PO 203-12 See Responses PO 203-1 and PO 203-5. 
 
PO 203-13 The comment is duly noted.  The comment does not address the DSEIR’s 

adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response 
is necessary.  It is noted that how the SWF will be used is a policy decision that 
has not been made at this time, and that the policy decision is subject to the 
constraints imposed through the permitting process. 

 
PO 203-14 See Response PA 4-15 and DSEIR Section 3.5.2.6, Offsite RO Concentrate Disposal, 

concerning the routine transport of concentrate from the RO treatment process to 
a disposal site.  See Response PA 4-33 concerning the routine transport of 
concentrate from the RO treatment process associated with the RO Concentrate 
Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative. 

 
PO 203-15 See Response PO 203-1. 
 
PO 203-16 The commentator indicates that the CCSD improperly piecemealed 

environmental review of the CCSD’s long term water supply project, a seawater 
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desalination project, and that the Sustainable Water Facility is the first phase of 
that project.  There is no evidence to support the proposition that the SWF is the 
first phase of a seawater desalination project.  The California Supreme Court has 
observed, “[W]here future development is unspecified and uncertain, no purpose 
can be served by requiring an EIR to engage in sheer speculation as to future 
environmental consequences.”  Lake County Energy Council vs. County of Lake ([1st 
Dist.] 1977) 70 Cal. App. 3d 851, 854-855. 

 
PO 203-17 See Responses PO 203-1 and PO 203-16. 
 
PO 203-18 The March 4, 2015 Notice of Preparation (NOP) complies in all material respects 

with CEQA Guidelines §15082 in providing sufficient information describing the 
Project to responsible and trustee agencies and OPR to enable a meaningful 
response.  The Project name does not affect the quality of the information that was 
included in the NOP. 

 
PO 203-19 See DSEIR Page 3-14.  See Responses PA 7-9, PO 89-2, and PO 96-1 concerning the 

E-CDP, R-CDP, and NOE.  See also Response PO 203-1.  
 
PO 203-20 As noted in DSEIR Section 7.1, “No Project” Alternative, the no project analysis is 

required to discuss the existing conditions (at the time the Notice of Preparation 
[NOP] is published), as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in 
the foreseeable future if the Project were not approved, based on current plans 
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.  The 
Project’s NOP was published March 4, 2015.  However, given the SWF (formerly 
Emergency Water Supply Project) was constructed in response to the CCSD 
Board of Directors’ January 30, 2014 declared Stage 3 Water Shortage Emergency 
Condition, and since the SWF was required to be constructed within 180 days 
from issuance of the Emergency Coastal Development Permit (E-CDP) (E-CDP 
Condition 5), this DSEIR is unique involving environmental analysis after SWF 
completion.  DSEIR Section 7.1 specifically states that this DSEIR is unique 
because it involves environmental analysis after the SWF completion (as the SWF 
was required to be constructed within 180 days from issuance of E-CDP).  
Therefore, the No Project Alternative analysis considers environmental 
conditions prior to construction of the SWF Project, in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines §15126.6(e); see also DSEIR Section 7.2, “SWF Without Project 
Modifications” Alternative.  This section assumes a current environmental baseline 
with the Project as it exists as of the writing of the DSEIR (i.e., with the SWF 
constructed and operational).  Both Alternatives are presented with clear view 
regarding the unique situation of analyzing environmental impacts after a 
portion of the Project is constructed, and was not written to go “through the 
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motions of a fictional analysis of the impacts of not disturbing the site.”  DSEIR 
Section 7.0, Alternatives, was written in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
 
The No Project Alternative analysis also considers the circumstance under which 
the SWF would not have proceeded.  The analysis compares the environmental 
effects of the property remaining in its existing state (i.e., before SWF 
construction) against the environmental effects that occurred due to SWF 
construction.  DSEIR Section 7.2, “SWF Without Project Modifications” Alternative, 
considers the SWF without Project Modifications Alternative, which assumes a 
current environmental baseline with the Project site, as it exists as of the writing 
of this DSEIR (i.e., with the SWF constructed and operational). 
 

PO 203-21 The Project does not proposed the ocean outfall disposal of RO concentrate; see 
Response PO 203-14.  Additionally, DSEIR Section 7.2, “SWF Without Project 
Modifications” Alternative, assumes the current environmental baseline, i.e., the 
SWF constructed and operational without any of the Project modifications.  The 
Alternatives section does evaluate existing infrastructure.  See also Responses PO 
203-1 and PO 203-20. 

 
PO 203-22 Brackish water is defined as water that has more salinity than fresh water, but is 

less saline than seawater.  Thus, brackish water requires a desalination process 
(although not as intensive as seawater desalination as the salt concentration is 
lower in brackish water).  The WMP PEIR included seawater desalination, among 
other system improvements.  Brackish desalination and seawater desalination are 
similar processes, and as the WMP PEIR analyzed seawater desalination in a 
programmatic manner, the DSEIR is properly tiered.  See DSEIR Section 2.2, 
CEQA Document Tiering and Water Master Plan.  See also Response PO 203-3. 

 
PO 203-23 The commenter claims that the DSEIR is inadequate as it fails to address the 

growth-related impacts of distributing water to the North Coast Planning Area.  
The Project does not propose to be the source of water for development in the 
North Coast Planning Area.  Additionally, the Project does not propose delivery 
of water produced at the SWF outside of the CCSD Boundary, as the commenter 
implies.  The CCSD can only provide potable water service within its 2006 
boundaries per Measure P-06 passed by voters in 2006.  The Project’s potential 
growth inducing impacts are addressed in DSEIR Section 6.3, Growth Inducing 
Impacts; see also Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7.  CEQA Guidelines specifically 
indicate that it must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessary 
beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment; see CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), Growth Inducing Impact of the Proposed Project.  As 
concluded in Section 6.3, Project implementation would only foster population 
and housing growth associated with the CCSD’s existing wait list.  Project 
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implementation would not result in an unregulated amount of growth, due to 
BRP restrictions. 

 
PO 203-24 The CCSD can only provide potable water service within its 2006 boundaries per 

Measure P-06 passed by voters in 2006.  See also Response 203-23. 
 
PO 203-25 See Response PO 203-24. 
 
PO 203-26 See Response PO 203-24. 
 
PO 203-27 The Sustainable Water Facility is not a desalination plant; see Response PO 203-

22. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-204 
Gordon and Christine Heinrichs  
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 204-1 This comment serves as the introduction to the commenter’s statements below.  

This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency 
only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, 
no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 204-2 This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 

environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
PO 204-3 This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 

environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
PO 204-4 This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 

environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
PO 204-5 This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 

environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
PO 204-6 Cambria’s water conservation efforts are described on DSEIR Page 3-10 and 3-11.  

This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 204-7 [This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 

environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
PO 204-8 In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15082(a), on March 6, 2015, CCSD 

issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) (DSEIR Appendix A) to inform agencies 
and the general public that an EIR was being prepared and invited comments on 
the scope and content of the document and participation at a public scoping 
meeting held March 26, 2015.  The NOP was distributed to Federal agencies, 
responsible and trustee agencies, interested parties and organizations.  The NOP 
was circulated through April 6, 2015, in compliance with the CEQA-required 30-
day circulation period.  

 
PO 204-9 The CCSD is required by law to consult and coordinate with appropriate state 

and local agencies as necessary during the CEQA process, and during other 
regulatory permitting processes.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s 
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adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 

 
PO 204-10 The California State Parks did not submit a comment letter during the DSEIR 

public review period.  Additionally, State Parks did not submit a letter during the 
NOP comment period; see DSEIR Appendix A.  The Project does not propose any 
components within the State Parks property, nor would there be any loss of 
campground.  

 
PO 204-11 It is assumed the California Coastal Commission comment referenced here 

pertains to the CCC comment letter on the Project’s NOP; see DSEIR Appendix 
A.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 204-12 The CCSD recognizes the importance of sustaining steelhead.  The DSEIR 

incorporates several mitigation measures intended to avoid the take of this 
species and ensure Project implementation results in less than significant impacts 
to steelhead and their habitat.  See also Responses PA 4-17, PA 4-18, PA 4-22, and 
PA 4-23. 

 
PO 204-13 The commenter requests the CCSD postpone DSEIR certification until the 

“significant questions posed by these agencies are answered.”  This comment is 
duly noted.  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a 
significant environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
PO 204-14 This comment reiterates CCC’s comment letter on the NOP (dated April 6, 2015); 

see DSEIR Appendix A.  All comment letters (including the CCC letter) and oral 
comments received during the NOP comment period were used to further 
determine the scope of the environmental issues to be addressed in the DSEIR.  
The DSEIR’s scope considered all of the relevant comments received in response 
to the NOP.   

 
PO 204-15 This comment reiterates the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

comment letter on the NOP (dated April 6, 2015); see DSEIR Appendix A and 
Response PO 204-14.  

 
PO 204-16 This comment reiterates the California Department of Parks and Recreation 

comment letter on the NOP (dated April 6, 2015); see DSEIR Appendix A and 
Response PO 204-14. 

 
PO 204-17 This comment reiterates the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service comment letter on the 

NOP (dated April 6, 2015); see DSEIR Appendix A and Response 204-14.  
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PO 204-18 In its role as Lead Agency, the CCSD is not required under CEQA to provide 
written responses to comments received on the Project NOP; see Response PO 204-
14.  It is noted that CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, Evaluation of and Response to 
Comments, requires that a Lead Agency evaluate and respond to comments on 
environmental issues received from persons who reviewed a Draft EIR (emphasis 
added).  

 
PO 204-19 This comment is noted.  This comment serves as the conclusion to the comment 

letter and suggests alternatives to the proposed Project.  Responses to specific 
comments are provided above; no further response is necessary.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-205 
Carol and Duane Kannberg  
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 205-1 These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-206 
Crosby and Laura Swartz  
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 206-1 DSEIR Section 6.3 (beginning Page 6-4) provides the BRP update. 
 
PO 206-2 Comment is noted.  The purchase and retirement of lots utilizing mitigation fees 

and other related sources is a component of the BRP.  In March 2016, the CCSD 
Board appointed a Buildout Reduction Citizens Committee to review and provide 
recommendations, in order to update the BRP.  The Committee is also tasked with 
reviewing the financial program. 

 
PO 206-3 The reference to records provided by SLO County Department of Planning and 

Building is accurate. 
 
PO 206-4 Comment is noted. 
 
PO 206-5 The reference to parcels retired by the Conservancy is correct and referenced by 

the Buildout Reduction Citizens Committee. 
 
PO 206-6 See Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/ 

operational costs.   
 
PO 206-7 The commenter suggests CCSD implement a “more cost-effective approach” of 

preserving the evaporation pond and adding a “suitable floating cover designed 
to accelerate evaporation and prevent wildlife from contacting the water.”  See 
Response PO 89-3 concerning increased water rates and construction/operational 
costs.  The commenter claims that their suggested design would lessen the 
Project’s operational impacts to noise and GHG emissions.  As concluded in 
DSEIR Impact 5.7-3 and Impact 5.7-4, the Project’s operational noise impacts from 
stationary and mobile sources would be less than significant; see also Response 
PO 194-8.  With mitigation, Project impacts to biological resources would be 
reduced to less than significant; see DSEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources.  
Additionally, as concluded in Section 8.4, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate 
Change, Project operations would involve less than significant impacts on 
greenhouse gas emissions.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires an EIR to 
identify a range of reasonable alternatives to a project capable of attaining most 
of the objectives of a project while avoiding or substantially lessening any 
significant impacts of the project.  Thus, the suggested alternative would not 
represent an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed Project.  
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PO 206-8 While the commenter accurately states that the Project would be able to supply 
water to the CCSD’s wait list, Project implementation would not result in 
unregulated growth.  The Project’s potential growth inducing impacts are 
addressed in DSEIR Section 6.3, Growth Inducing Impacts; see also Responses PA 
4-32 and PA 6-7.  Project implementation would be subject to compliance with 
existing BRP restrictions, SLO C County and CCSD adopted growth management 
policies, and established SLO County provisions.  For these reasons, Project 
implementation would not result in significant growth-inducing impacts. 

 
The commenter’s statement regarding the tree removal on wait-list properties is 
speculative, and does not require additional mitigation to offset any 
environmental impacts; see CEQA Guidelines Section 15145.  Future 
development projects would require site-specific environmental review, and, if 
subject to CEQA, these projects would identify any necessary mitigation 
measures that are associated with Project-specific impacts.  The timing and 
verification mechanisms of the mitigation measures would also be identified in a 
project-specific MMRP.  Therefore, it cannot be reasonably assumed that future 
development would have specific biological impacts (such as removal of trees), 
and the DSEIR does not require additional mitigation measures to address these 
speculations.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-207 
Hetty Pearson  
October 26, 2016  
 
 
PO 207-1 This comment letter is a form letter that is consistent with Comment Letter PO-

140.  See Responses PO 140-1 and PO 140-2. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-208 
Tina Dickason  
October 27, 2016   
 
 
PO 208-1 This comment letter reiterates Comment Letter PO 200; see Responses to 

Comment Letter PO 200.  
 
  



































 

  SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT 

Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 PO 12-647 Comments and Responses 

12 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NOS. PO 209 THROUGH PO 216 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PO 209 
through  
PO 216 

These comments make up a form letter that is in support of the Project, and do not 
address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-217 
Elizabeth Bettenhausen, Ph.D.  
June 11, 2017 
 
 
PO 217-1 The commenter takes quotes out of context regarding the RO concentrate disposal.  

The first quote, “the RO concentrate would be hauled away to Kettleman Hills for 
disposal” from the Project Description describes the Project as analyzed in the 
DSEIR.  The Project that is analyzed in DSEIR Sections 5.1 to 5.7 involves RO 
concentrate being stored onsite in above-ground tanks, then transported by truck 
to a disposal site, such as (emphasis added) the Kettleman Hill Hazardous Waste 
Facility.  

 
The commenter’s statement indicates a misunderstanding regarding the proposed 
Project and Project Alternatives.  DSEIR Section 7.3, “RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall 
Disposal” Alternative, discusses environmental impacts of a proposed Project 
Alternative.  Ocean outfall disposal is not proposed as part of the Project, but 
instead considered as an Alternative.  Thus, a specific outfall does not need to be 
identified at this time, as it is not part of the proposed Project.  

 
The CCSD has obtained a Brine Waste Disposal Permit from South San Luis 
Obispo County Sanitation District (SSLOCSD) for the purposes of RO concentrate 
disposal.  See following from 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), 
which is located in Kings County, California, southwest of Kettleman City on 
State Route 41, approximately 85 miles from the Project site.  For purposes of 
assessing the worst case scenario in terms of hauling distance and transportation 
impacts, the Kettleman Hills disposal location has been used within this SEIR.”  

 
As noted above, environmental analysis regarding RO concentrate disposal at 
Kettleman Hills represents the worst case scenario.  The DSEIR does not state with 
certainty that this would be the facility where RO concentrate would ultimately be 
disposed of.  As the SSLOCSD is significantly closer to the Project site than the 
Kettleman Hills facility (approximately half the distance), the DSEIR’s analysis is 
a conservative, worst case scenario.  Assuming SSLOCSD as the ultimate 
destination for RO concentrate disposal, impacts would be less significant than 
analyzed in the DSEIR.   
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PO 217-2 This comment lists components of the SWF and Project Modifications.  None of 
the Project elements were proposed in the FSEIR; they were all part of the 
proposed Project outlined in DSEIR Section 3.0.  

 
The SWTP is smaller than the Advanced Water Treatment Plant (AWTP); see 
DSEIR Exhibit 3-15.  The SWTP and above-ground RO concentrate storage tanks 
would appear generally similar in nature and character to the existing onsite water 
and wastewater facilities (that is, pre-SWF construction).  Additionally, Mitigation 
Measures AES-2 through AES-4 would further mitigate aesthetic impacts.  

 
The commenter further inaccurately states that the Project proposed “stripping at 
least 87 square feet of San Simeon Creek banks and placing cement blocks in the 
space.”  The Project proposes to reinforce San Simeon Creek with Armorflex blocks 
(or similar), which is a preferred engineering option from the regulatory agencies.  
The blocks are flexible with open faces, which allow for full replanting of 
streambed vegetation – often growth is so successful the Armorflex is no longer 
visible.  Armorflex is a preferred erosion control method by regulatory agencies 
(US Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and 
others).  Further information can be found the Contech website, here:  
http://www.conteches.com/products/erosion-control/hard-armor/Armorflex. 

 
PO 217-3 This comment alleges that the AMP would be unsuccessful because “the 

reputation of the CCSD for developing and implementing Adaptive Management 
Plans and operational and maintenance plans is not good.”  The assumption that 
the AMP would be unsuccessful is speculative, which CEQA discourages.  
Additionally, the commenter does not provide any substantive references or 
documentation confirming her assertion.  

 
The comment concerning hiring a full time employee to manage the AWTP does 
not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As 
such, no further response is necessary.  It is noted, the CCSD (and any consulting 
entities hired by the CCSD) would be required to comply with mitigation 
measures set forth in the EIR.  

 
PO 217-4 This comment alleges that the FSEIR was written to narrow the scope of the term 

“environment.”  Both of the DSEIR and FSEIR were written in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines, which specifically define terms that the commenter alleges are 
vague (adequate, significant, etc.).   

 
CEQA requires response to comments that raise significant environmental points 
or directly relate to the draft EIR.  CEQA does not require a response to every 
comment conceivable.  Many comments received on the DSEIR did not relate to 

http://www.conteches.com/products/erosion-control/hard-armor/Armorflex. 
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environmental issues (for example, CEQA guidelines do not consider economic 
impacts to be significant environmental issues) or did not relate to the Project (for 
example, broader water-related issues outside of the Project scope).  CEQA 
Guidelines define specific thresholds of significance, which were followed by the 
DSEIR.  The commenter does not provide specific instances where significant 
environmental concerns as defined by CEQA were “ignored” or “omitted”. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-218 
Brad Snook 
Surfrider Foundation 
June 11, 2017 
 
 
PO 218-1 The commenter has taken the following quote out of context: “… disposal of RO 

Concentrate in an existing ocean outfall is being considered by the CCSD, as of this 
writing”.  To clarify, ocean outfall is being considered as an Alternative, as 
discussed in DSEIR Section 7.3, “RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal” Alternative.  
The Alternatives analysis compares the “RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal” 
Alternative to the Project on applicable CEQA Thresholds (Aesthetics, Air Quality, 
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land 
Use and LCP Compliance, and Noise).  Thus, the claim that there is uncertainty in 
this analysis is unfounded.  

 
The Project analyzed in this DSEIR involves RO concentrate from the Project’s RO 
treatment processes being stored onsite in above-ground tanks, and then 
transported by truck to a disposal site, such as the Kettleman Hill Hazardous 
Waste Facility.  This aspect of the Project is thoroughly analyzed in Sections 5.1 – 
5.7.  Ocean Outfall disposal is not currently proposed as part of the Project, but is 
instead being considered as an Alternative to the Project.  

 
As the waste disposal environmental impacts is fully documented and addressed 
in the EIR, no further response is necessary.  

 
PO 218-2 The commenter claims that Response PO 124-2 is confusing and inadequate.  The 

comment requests an additional alternative to be added, constructing a wetland 
for the disposal of RO concentrate.  See Section 7.5, Alternatives Considered but 
Rejected, for a brief history of Alternatives Considered but Rejected.   

 
The Surfrider Foundation states: “A constructed wetland could reduce the 
permitting problems of the RO concentrate drying pit and RO concentrate disposal 
problems.”  It is noted that “reduced permit times” is speculative in nature.  It is 
unknown if a undertaking a project such as a saline treatment wetland would be 
beneficial at the Project site.  

 
A constructed wetland for the purposes of saline treatment is a relatively new 
water treatment method (with research and studies dated around the 2000’s), the 
most notable California example being the Oxnard Saline Treatment Wetlands.  
This project is run from by the Bureau of Reclamation’s Research and 
Development Office.  Per the Oxnard Saline Treatment Wetlands website, accessed 
on June 12, 2017 (https://www.usbr.gov/research/projects/detail.cfm?id=9424), 
this project is still listed as a research project with publications dating 2012 and 

https://www.usbr.gov/research/projects/detail.cfm?id=9424
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2013.  The Oxnard Saline Treatment Wetlands Monitoring Plan also includes 
approximately 20 additional research topics that need to be further defined to 
determine facility capability, monitoring need and research collaborations.  
Researchers must monitor the project daily to ensure that pollutants in the water 
are not negatively affecting wildlife in and around the engineered wetland.  
 
The time constraints discussed in the Response to Comments does not relate to the 
Project’s previous emergency nature.  Time constraints relate to the proposed 
Project’s need to dispose of RO Concentrate.  A number of feasibility studies, along 
with engineering and landscape work would need to occur before a saline 
treatment wetland could be constructed, and even then there is no guarantee that 
it would be successful.  In order to provide potable water to CCSD customers, RO 
concentrate must be disposed of in a timely manner.  Thus, due to the scientific 
uncertainties and time constraints, it is determined that constructing a saline 
treatment wetland is not appropriate at this time and does not need to be included 
as an Alternative in the DSEIR.  
 
The “RO concentrate drying pit” or RO concentrate evaporation pond would be 
decommissioned, and repurposed as a raw water storage basin.  As this pond 
water is raw (untreated), not brine, it does not pose a toxicity danger to the 
environment or wildlife; refer also to Response PA 12-18. 
 
There is no “RO concentrate disposal problem” as the commenter alleges.  As 
noted above, the Project proposes to dispose of RO concentrate by storage in onsite 
above-ground tanks, and then transported to a proper disposal site, such as the 
Kettleman Hills Hazardous Waste Facility.  This comment indicates that the 
author believes that ocean outfall is proposed as part of the Project, when it instead 
was analyzed as a Project Alternative.  Additionally, there is no “problem” with 
this solution to RO concentrate disposal, and it is thoroughly analyzed in the 
DSEIR.   

 
PO 218-3 The comment concerning the rancher who sells water to private individuals 

mentioned in the Surfrider’s letter does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise 
a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
The CCSD has completed a number of technical reports regarding water supply 
and water supply alternatives, including the following: Cambria Water Supply 
Alternatives Engineering Technical Memorandum (CDM Smith, 2013); Cambria 
Community Services District Groundwater Management Plan (2015), Urban 
Water Management Plan (2015).  CCSD research into long term water supply dates 
back to 1995.  Thus, the allegation that the CCSD has not performed “proper 
analysis and quantification” is unfounded and incorrect.  See DSEIR Section 3.2.1, 
Project History, for a description regarding the SWF’s history and need.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-219 
Jim Webb 
June 11, 2017 
 
 
PO 219-1 This comment describes Cambria’s community, environment, and economy.  This 

comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 
evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no 
further response is necessary. 

 
PO 219-2 See Responses PA 3-4, PA 3-6, and PA 4-7 for clarification concerning the Project 

Design Feature’s (PDF) approximate 100 gpm flow to San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  
 
PO 219-3 See Responses PA 3-4, PA 3-6, and PA 4-7 for clarification concerning the PDF’s 

approximate 100 gpm flow to San Simeon Creek Lagoon.  See Response PA 4-18, 
for further discussion concerning Central Coast steelhead protection.  The Project’s 
effects on Central Coast steelhead and their habitats are discussed in detail in 
DSEIR Section 5.3.5, [Biological Resources] Impacts and Mitigation Measures.   













































   

     SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT   

Comments and Responses PO 12-686 Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 

12 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-220 
Mary Web et. al.  
June 13, 2017 
 
 
PO 220-1 This comment provides general introductory statements concerning the attached 

petition.  See Responses PO 89-2 and PO 96-1 concerning the emergency project’s 
regulatory framework.  See DSEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, for an analysis 
of the Project’s potential impact to biological resources.  See Response PO 118-1 
concerning providing water to existing CCSD customers.  See Response PA 4-15 
concerning RO concentrate disposal.  See Responses PA 7-4 and PA 7-9 concerning 
the Emergency Coastal Development Permit.  See Response PO 89-3 concerning 
economic impacts and CEQA requirements.  

 
PO 220-2 This comment is a list of petition signatures and individual notes.  The comments 

are duly noted.  No further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-221 
Tina Dickason  
June 13, 2017 
 
 
PO 221-1 The FSEIR and DSEIR were both prepared according to CEQA Guidelines, and 

industry standards regarding EIR preparation.  This comment also provides 
general introductory statements, and as such no further comment is required.  

 
PO 221-2 See Response PO 217-1 concerning RO concentrate disposal and the “RO Ocean 

Outfall Disposal” Alternative.  See DSEIR Section 7.3, “RO Concentrate Ocean 
Outfall Disposal” Alternative, for further description of this alternative.  It is noted 
that DSEIR Section 1.0, is the Executive Summary.  All concepts presented in this 
section are summaries, and more detailed explanations can be found in the 
applicable EIR sections.  

 
 RO concentrate disposal was analyzed in the DSEIR.  See Section 3.5.2.6, Offsite RO 

Concentrate Disposal, for information regarding truck trips used in the Project 
Description.  See DSEIR Section 8.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for 
environmental analysis regarding RO concentrate truck transport.  Hazardous 
materials transport would comply with all regulatory requirements for transport; 
also see Response PA 4-15.   

 
PO 221-3 See Response PA 12-8 concerning evaporation pond decommissioning.  The RO 

concentrate would be vacuumed, removed, and hauled away.  
 
PO 221-4 See Responses PA 4-6 and PA 7-5 concerning water rights.  
 
PO 221-5 The 700 AFY demand at build-out is based on data from the 2015 Urban Water 

Management Plan.  The commenter does not provide data or other substantiation 
for the claim that this is an unrealistic estimate.  Thus, no further response is 
necessary.   

 
PO 221-6 See CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 (e).  Economic and social changes resulting 

from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment; see 
also Response PO 89-3 concerning fiscal and economic impacts. 

 
PO 221-7 This comment provides appendices that substantiate claims made by the 

commenter.  See Responses PO 221-1 to 221-6.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-222 
Linda Seeley 
Biodiversity First! 
June 14, 2017 
 
 
PO 222-1 This comment provides general introductory information.  
 

The comment on California condors in the Project vicinity.  The Ventana Wildlife 
Society website does not provide information concerning condor release in the 
Cambria community.  The website notes condor release in southern California, 
Grand Canyon (Arizona), and Monterey County.  It also notes that the Ventana 
Wildlife Society partnered with Pinnacles National Monument, which is 
approximately 100 miles north of the Project site.  

 
A number of biological resource reports were completed for the Project; see DSEIR 
Appendix E.  California condor was not listed on the Sensitive Habitats and 
Potentially Occurring Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species matrix or the Flora and 
Fauna Compendium.  
 
Additionally, the evaporation pond is to be decommissioned, and it would be 
repurposed as a raw water storage basin.  

 
PO 222-2 See Response PA 4-18 concerning Central Coast steelhead protection.  The 

Project’s effects on Central Coast steelhead and their habitats are discussed in 
detail in DSEIR Section 5.3.5, [Biological Resources] Impacts and Mitigation Measures.   

 
PO 222-3 Baseline studies were completed on this Project, and are the basis for 

environmental analysis.  See Section 5.3, Biological Resources, for information 
regarding technical studies used and sources cited.  See Response PA 4-18 for 
further discussion concerning steelhead protection.  See Section 5.5, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, concerning the Project’s potential impacts.  Regular monitoring 
would occur under Mitigation Measure BIO-7, Adaptive Management Plan.  

 
PO 224-4 No comments have been submitted by California State Parks on the DSEIR.  All 

comment letters received have been included as part of the FSEIR.     
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-223 
Constance Higdon Gannon 
Greenspace: The Cambria Land Trust  
June 14, 2017 
 
 
PO 223-1  The term “Sustainable Water Facility” involves the built and operational Project 

components, whereas the “Mitigation Measures (Project Modifications)” involve 
proposed Project components, including modifications to Project components 
required for compliance with evaporation pond and lagoon surface discharge 
operations-related mitigation measures. 

 
See DSEIR Section 3.5.1, Sustainable Water Facility for a description of already 
constructed Project elements.  See DSEIR Section 8.5, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, for environmental analysis regarding potential accidental spills and 
chemicals used onsite.  
 
There is no “expansion” of the Project.  All project aspects are discussed in DSEIR 
Section 3.0, Project Description.  See DSEIR Section 3.5.2, Mitigation Measures and 
Project Modifications, concerning Project Design Features (PDF) and other 
mitigation measures intended to improve Project operations.  

 
PO 223-2 See Response PO 221-2 regarding trucking hazardous materials.  See DSEIR 

Section 5.3, Biological Resources, regarding potential biological impacts on animal 
and plant species.  Impacts were considered at both the SWF construction and 
current conditions.  See Response PO 217-1 regarding the Ocean Outfall 
Alternative.   
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-224 
Christine Heinrichs 
June 14, 2017 
 
 
PO 224-1 CEQA Guidelines require responses to comments challenging the DSEIR or 

raising significant environmental concern.  If a comment raised concerns that are 
not considered significant per CEQA Guidelines, or raises non-environmental 
concerns (such as economic or social concerns), no response is necessary.  As this 
FSEIR was written in compliance with CEQA Guidelines, no significant 
environmental issues were ignored.  

 
 See Responses PO 89-2 and PO 96-1 concerning the emergency project’s regulatory 

framework.  See Responses PA 7-4 and PA 7-9 concerning the Emergency Coastal 
Development Permit. 

 
PO 224-2 See DSEIR Section 3.2.1, Project History, for a summary of the emergency project’s 

history.  
 
PO 224-3 The “brine pond” or evaporation pond is proposed to be decommissioned and 

repurposed as a raw water storage basin.  The evaporators would be removed.  
 
PO 224-4 See Response PO 224-1 concerning CEQA Guidelines and responses to comments.  
 
 The Project evaluated in the SEIR includes the SWF (previously constructed 

facilities), described in DSEIR Section 3.5.1, and Project Modifications (including 
mitigation measures, which are proposed to avoid or lessen operational impacts).  
Thus, the SWTP, above-ground storage tanks, raw water storage basin, etc. are all 
analyzed in the DSEIR; see DSEIR Section 3.5.2. 

 
PO 224-5 See Response PO 224-3 regarding evaporation pond decommissioning. The Project 

does not propose to truck RO concentrate to a waste water treatment for “dilution 
and treatment” and then return it to the percolation ponds.  The Project proposes 
to truck RO concentrate to a permitted hazardous waste facility, where it would 
be treated and disposed of; see DSEIR Section 3.5.2.  

 
PO 224-6 As mentioned in Response PO 224-1, economic concerns are not considered a 

CEQA topic of concern; see CEQA Guidelines §15088.  See Responses PO 89-2 and 
PO 96-1 concerning the emergency project’s regulatory framework.  See Responses 
PA 7-4 and PA 7-9 concerning the Emergency Coastal Development Permit. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-225 
Ted Key  
June 14, 2017 
 
 
PO 225-1 In compliance with CEQA Guidelines §15126(d), Growth Inducing Impact of the 

Proposed Project, the County of San Luis Obispo Growth Management Ordinance 
(GMO) and the Project’s potential growth-inducing impacts are discussed in detail 
in DSEIR Section 6.3, Growth-Inducing Impacts.  See Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7 
concerning the Project’s water output and potential growth-inducing impacts.  See 
Response PA 4-32 concerning the Buildout Reduction Program (BRP) and growth 
management regulations already in place. See Response PO 89-3 concerning 
increased water rates and construction/operational costs.   

 
The DSEIR makes no claim of residents “suffering with bucket hauling,” as the 
comment alleges.  DSEIR Section 3.3 provides the Project’s purpose and objectives, 
one of which is to improve the quality of life for local businesses and residents 
who often resort to extraordinary measures to obtain water supply.  The objective 
then lists what would be considered extraordinary efforts such as physically 
hauling water or constructing other water storage means.  The Project’s objective 
aims to respond in a timely and efficient manner by providing Cambria with 
adequate water supply for drinking and sanitary needs. 

 
PO 225-2 See Response PO 218-1 concerning Project Alternatives including the Ocean 

Outfall Alternative.  
 
PO 225-3 The Project’s average operations would require four (4) truck trips per day.  If the 

plant was to run 24/7, it would require 10 truck trips per day.  However, it is 
unlikely that the Project would require 24/7 operation for extended periods of 
time; see DSEIR Section 3.5.2.6.  

  
 See DSEIR Section 5.2 for all analyses regarding potential air quality impacts. 

Economic concerns are not considered a CEQA topic of concern; see CEQA 
Guidelines §15088. 

 
PO 225-4 See Response PA 12 concerning clarifications to the California Coastal 

Commission comments. The DSEIR refers to the modified surface discharge as 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3, not a project “benefit” but is intended to mitigate or 
lesson Project impacts.  

 
PO 225-5 See Response PO 225-1.  
  



   

     SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT   

Comments and Responses PO 12-718 Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 

12 

This page intentionally left blank.  







 

  SUSTAINABLE WATER FACILITY PROJECT 

Revised Final SEIR | July 2017 PO 12-721 Comments and Responses 

12 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-226 
Stephanie Wald  
June 14, 2017 
 
 
PO 226-1 The DSEIR is based on appropriate baseline environmental documentation; see 

DSEIR page 5.3-1 for a list of resources used in the environmental analysis of 
Biological Impacts.  A comprehensive Steelhead Abundance and Distribution 
Survey was not requested by the regulatory agencies, and was not deemed 
necessary for DSEIR completion.  No steelhead have been observed in San Simeon 
Creek, San Simeon Creek Lagoon, or Van Gordon Creek during the habitat 
assessment, CRLF or tidewater goby focused surveys.  Additionally, the Project 
would discharge approximately 100 gpm to the lagoon, and would not “dry out” 
downstream San Simeon Creek; see Response PA 4-7. 

 
PO 226-2 See Response PO 226-1 for information regarding steelhead.  BIO-15 refers to the 

AMP (see BIO-7) implementation as the mechanism of detection.  If steelhead are 
identified, management techniques outlined in the AMP would then be 
implemented.  

 
PO 226-3 See Responses PO 226-1 and PO 226-2.  
 
PO 226-4 See Responses PO 226-1 and PO 226-2.  
 
PO 226-5 No comments were provided by California State Parks on the proposed Project.  If 

such comments were received, they would be included in the FSEIR along with 
the other comment letters, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, Evaluation of and 
Response to Comments.  The commenter’s allegations that comments were excluded 
from the public record are incorrect and unfounded.  

 
 Mitigation Measure BIO-7 ensures implementation of the AMP; see Responses PA 

4-7 and 4-8. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-227 
Mel McColloch 
June 16, 2017 
 
 
PO 227-1 This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-228 
Frank Scozzari  
June 19, 2017 
 
 
PO 228-1 This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-229 
Nathan Maragoni  
June 23, 2017 
 
 
PO 229-1 This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-230 
Rocky Beckner  
June 15, 2017  
 
 
PO 230-1 This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-231 
Sharon Ellington  
June 16, 2017 
 
 
PO 231-1  This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-232 
Joan Linton 
June 16, 2017 
 
 
PO 232-1 This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-233 
Diane Scaife 
June 16, 2017 
 
 
PO 233-1 This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-234 
Bradley and Regina Zane 
June 16, 2017  
 
 
PO 234-1 This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-235 
Ron Keck 
June 17, 2017 
 
 
PO 235-1 This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-236 
Michael Rost  
June 17, 2017 
 
 
PO 236-1 This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-237 
Benjamin Schnick  
June 19, 2017  
 
 
PO 237-1 This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-238 
Allan Spitz 
June 20, 2017 
 
 
PO 238-1 This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-239 
Bill Mundt 
June 26, 2017 
 
 
PO 239-1 This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. PO-240 
Bill Mundt 
June 18, 2017 
 
 
PO 240-1 This comment makes up a letter that is in support of the Project, and does not 

address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  CEQA 
Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency only evaluate and respond to 
comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT SESSION COMMENT NOS. PC 01 THROUGH PC 05 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comment letters.   
 
PC 1 
through  
PC 5 

These comments did not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines §15088(a) requires that a lead agency only 
evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, no 
further response is necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO BOARD MEETING COMMENT NOS. BMC 01 THROUGH 28 
 
 
See FSEIR Section 12.2, Lists of Public Agencies, and Persons and Organizations Commenting on the 
DSEIR, for a listing of public agencies, persons, and organizations commenting on the DSEIR and 
the dates of their comments.  
 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. BMC-1 
Mike Lyons 
 
Commenter spoke in support of the Project and addressed deficiencies in a local petition.  
 
BMC-1  This comment is in support of the Project, and does not address the DSEIR’s 

adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  Comment so noted and will 
be considered by the decision-makers during their deliberations on the Project.  No 
further response is necessary. 

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 2 
Christine Heinrich 
 
Commenter does not believe the FSEIR adequately responds to public comments.  She stated the Project 
was rushed through the emergency permit, and now is building a permanent Project.  She states several 
Project components have failed, and the economic impact of the Project will be significant.  She 
recommended against EIR certification.  
 
BMC-2 The comments do not introduce new environmental issues not previously raised 

and addressed in detail in the Draft and Final SEIRs; see Responses to PO 224.  
 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 3 
John Rokke 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 
Commenter spoke concerning Section 3.5.3.2, which would allow RO concentrate to naturally evaporate 
instead of physical removal during the evaporation pond decommissioning.  He informed that the RWQCB 
cease and desist order would, if adopted as proposed, require the CCSD to submit a detailed work plan 
within 30 days of the adoption.  He recommended references pertaining to evaporating liquids being 
removed.  
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BMC-3 Comment so noted and will be considered by the decision-makers during their 
deliberations on the Project.  See Response PA 12-18 concerning evaporation pond 
repurposing.  

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO.4 
Thea Tryon 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 
Commenter spoke concerning the tentative cease and desist order related to how the evaporation pond will 
be decommissioned.  She stated that the RWQCB meeting will be held on July 13th in Watsonville, and the 
public has the opportunity to provide comments until June 21st.  She also stated that this information is 
available on the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board website.  
 
BMC-4 Comment so noted and will be considered by the decision-makers during their 

deliberations on the Project.  See Response PA 12-18 concerning evaporation pond 
repurposing.  

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 5 
Crosby Swartz 
 
Commenter objects to the Project because fiscal impacts have not been identified.  He states that purchasing 
new equipment could add over a million dollars or more to the cost of operating the Project.  Acknowledges 
that Project cost is not an environmental issue, but a problem the community should be aware of.  
 
BMC-5 As discussed in Response PO 89-3, CEQA does not require an analysis of fiscal and 

economic impacts, as this topic of concern is not a significant effect on the 
environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, Economic and Social Effects).  As 
such, no further response is necessary. 

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 6 
Steph Wald  
 
Commenter spoke to her concerns regarding steelhead trout in the Project vicinity.  She expressed concerns 
regarding lack of biological and hydrological baseline data.  She questioned the effectiveness of BIO-15, how 
the CCSD will determine if steelhead trout reappear in San Simeon Creek, and what protocol will be used 
if they do reappear.  
 
BMC-6 The comments do not introduce new environmental issues not previously raised 

and addressed in detail in the Draft and Final SEIRs; see also Responses to PO 224.  
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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.  Further, both DSEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, 
and Section 5.5, Hydrology and Water Quality, include detailed baseline data 
(existing conditions discussions), including listings of previously completed 
technical studies.  

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 7 
Leslie Richards 
 
Commenter chose not to speak.  
 
BMC-7 This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 

environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 8 
Susan Johnson  
 
Commenter owns the schoolhouse property across from the Project,  said APN referenced in DSEIR and 
PA 4-6 and PA 4-8 are incorrect, and water right allotment listed is incorrect.  She also stated that PA 12-
13 downplays the extent of flooding issues on the Project site.  She states the different water use reports 
using fiscal years and calendar years skews the data to be advantageous to the CCSD.  
 
BMC-8 Comments so noted and will be considered by the decision-makers during their 

deliberations on the Project.  See Responses PA 4-29 and PA 12-16 concerning 
potential impacts associated with flooding.  See Responses PA 4-6 and PA 7-5 
concerning water rights. 

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 9 
Tina Dickason 
 
Commenter spoke to her concerns regarding CCSD communication with regulatory agencies (particularly 
the Coastal Commission) during the DSEIR process.  She expressed concern that letters from Coastal 
Commission on the IS/MND were not addressed.  She predicted it will be a long road to permit the project 
with Coastal Commission, and said she finds the EIR confusing.  
 
BMC-9 Comments so noted and will be considered by the decision-makers during their 

deliberations on the Project.  See Response PO 140-1 concerning the public review 
and comment period, which is for the Project evaluated in the DSEIR, and not the 
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IS/MND; see also Response PA 7-4 concerning the IS/MND.  The comments do not 
introduce new environmental issues not previously raised and addressed in detail 
in the Draft and Final SEIRs; see Responses to PO 200 and PO 221. 

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 10 
Laura Swartz 
 
Commenter expressed desire to go back with the Coastal Commission and apply for an emergency permit 
instead of applying for a permanent permit.  She expressed desire to do a review of the costs, and how they 
will be recuperated.  She is concerned that the BRP will not be effective if there is a lack of funding, and 
that will affect the Project.  
 
BMC-10 See Response PA 7-9 concerning the E-CDP.  As discussed in Response PO 89-3, 

CEQA does not require an analysis of fiscal and economic impacts, as this topic of 
concern is not a significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15131, Economic and Social Effects).  See Response PA 4-32 concerning the BRP and 
WMP. 

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 11 
Jeff Hellman 
 
Commenter spoke to concerns regarding the Coastal Commission letter from Tom Luster, and concerns 
regarding the Project and EIR cost.  He would like the District to respond to Tom Luster’s letter, along 
with cooperating with the Coastal Commission.  
 
BMC-11 See responses to Letters PA 2 and PA 9, which address the Coastal Commission’s 

letters.  CEQA does not require an analysis of fiscal and economic impacts, as this 
topic of concern is not a significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15131, Economic and Social Effects).   

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 12 
Elizabeth Bettenhausen 
 
Commenter spoke to ecosystem connectedness, and does not believe in autonomous individualism.  She is 
concerned about the conflict between Project waste at Kettleman or at the southern SLO facility.  She 
expressed concern about a lack of biological baseline, and difficulty enforcing BIO-15.  She is also concerned 
about economic impacts.  She does not believe public comments were adequately addressed in the FSEIR 
and brought up concerns with water leaks.  
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BMC-12 See Responses PA 4-15, PA 4-19, PA 4-33, and PA 7-10 concerning potential 
impacts associated with the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous 
materials for the Project and RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative.  
See Response BMC-6 concerning baseline data.  See Response PO 191-8 concerning 
the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), which 
would ensure compliance with BIO-15, which was developed by a qualified 
biologist.  CEQA does not require an analysis of fiscal and economic impacts, as 
this topic of concern is not a significant effect on the environment (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15131, Economic and Social Effects).  Overall, the comments 
raised are similar in nature to comments previously raised; see also Responses to 
PO 185 and PO 217.  

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 13 
Mary Webb 
 
Commenter summarized comments from the Coastal Commission letter (PA 12), and expressed concerns 
regarding the AMP not being available to the public.  She is concerned that the Project changed from an 
emergency Project to a growth inducing Project.  She expressed desire for stream flow studies, water quality 
monitoring program, and biological mitigation measures.  She is also concerned about economic impacts.  
 
BMC-13 See Responses PA 12-1 to PA 12-12, which address the Coastal Commission letter.  

See Response PA 9-1 concerning the AMP being made available to the public.  
Additionally, the AMP includes an extensive monitoring program.  The Project’s 
potential growth-inducing impacts are discussed in detail in DSEIR Section 6.3, 
Growth-Inducing Impacts; see also Responses PA 4-32 and PA 6-7.  CDM Smith 
completed an instream flow study of the San Simeon Creek, which is provided as 
DSEIR Appendix E6.  See Response PO 191-8 concerning the Project’s MMRP, 
which would ensure compliance with biological mitigation measures.  CEQA does 
not require an analysis of fiscal and economic impacts, as this topic of concern is 
not a significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, 
Economic and Social Effects).  

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 14 
James Spencer, UnClog Cambria  
 
Commenter is a member of UnClog Cambria and spoke in support of the Project.  He urged for EIR 
certification, as it would benefit the community’s economy and quality of life.   
 
BMC-14 This comment is in support of the Project, and does not address the DSEIR’s 

adequacy or raise a significant environmental point.  As such, no further response 
is necessary. 
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BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 15 
Constance Gannon  
 
Commenter represented Greenspace: The Cambria Land Trust, and expressed concern regarding San 
Simeon Creek.  She urged for a San Simeon Creek Watershed Management Plan, and for more hydrological 
and biological research to be used as a baseline for the adaptive management plan.  
 
BMC-15 The comments raised are similar in nature to comments previously raised; see 

Responses to PO 191 and PO 223.  Potential impacts to San Simeon Creek area 
addressed in DSEIR Section 5.3, Biological Resources, and in the FSEIR.  A 
Watershed Management Plan is a regional/watershed-wide issue that is beyond 
the Project’s scope.  See Response BMC-6 concerning baseline data.   

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 16 
Director Jim Bahringer 
 
Director Bahringer requested information from Michael Baker International’s qualifications and experience 
with similar environmental impact reports.  
 
BMC-16 Michael Baker International completes environmental documentation for a range 

of public agencies (including cities, counties, special districts and public utilities) 
and private sector clients.  Rita Garcia and Glenn Lajoie each have 30 years of 
experience in the environmental field, and a 20-year plus professional relationship 
with the CCSD.  Rita Garcia is also working on an EIR for a 60 million gallon per 
day desalination facility in Los Angeles.  Michael Baker possesses sufficient 
qualifications and experience to prepare the EIR. 

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 17 
President Amanda Rice 
 
President Rice explained there were previous attempts to create a San Simeon Creek Watershed 
Management Plan in the past, but there was resistance from riparian landowners.  She indicated desire to 
have a discussion regarding the Project’s purpose and objectives.  She asked a question regarding updates 
to the regular CDP application, and what kind of modifications would be needed.   
 
BMC-17 Comment so noted concerning the Watershed Management Plan.  It is also noted 

a Watershed Management Plan is a regional/watershed-wide issue that is beyond 
the Project’s scope.  The Project’s purpose and objectives are discussed in DSEIR 
Section 3.3, Project Purpose and Objectives, and DSEIR Section 7.0, Alternatives to the 
Proposed Project, as well as in DSEIR Section 1.0, Executive Summary.  To ensure 
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consistency between DSEIR Section 3.3 and DSEIR Section 7.0, DSEIR Page 7-2 is 
revised in the FSEIR as follows:  

 
 
PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
 
The proposed Project objectives, as referenced in Section 3.3, Project Purpose and Objectives, are 
as follows: 
 

• Provide a reliable water supply facility to serve existing development, which can be 
operated to maximize local water use efficiencies, address any current water shortages, 
and avoid future water shortages. 
 

• Provide a reliable water supply, which would serve no more than 4,650 existing and 
future residential units (Cambria Community Services District (CCSD) wait list), 
pursuant to the NCAP and mitigation set forth in the CCSD’s certified WMP PEIR. 
 

• Provide a permanent water supply facility that can be operated to meet water demands 
during drought conditions and improve overall supply reliability. 

 
• Safeguard Cambria against existing and future water shortages 

 
• Provide for the indirect potable reuse of recycled water as part of the District’s efforts 

towards implementing sustainable practices for resilience to climate change impacts. 
 
• Augment Cambria’s water supply during shortages by recharging the San Simeon well 

field aquifer. 
  

• Prevent the migration of secondary wastewater effluent into the San Simeon well field 
production wells. 
 

• Prevent seawater intrusion into the San Simeon well field production wells.  
 

• Avoid potential ground subsidence. 
 

• Maintain adequate groundwater levels at the San Simeon well field to ensure proper 
production well operations (no loss of suction). 
 

• Improve water use efficiency by avoiding the need to periodically pump groundwater 
into the Van Gordon Creek to maintain a positive gradient between the up-gradient 
potable well field and the treated wastewater percolation ponds.   
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• Minimize the loss of fresh water to the ocean while also conserving the amount of 
freshwater remaining in aquifer storage by avoiding the need to pump groundwater 
(particularly during the late dry season), into the Van Gordon Creek to maintain a 
positive gradient between the up-gradient potable well field and the treated wastewater 
percolation ponds.   
 

• Protect the down-gradient lagoon by the Project’s design feature, which provides a 
surface water discharge into the lagoon when the facilities are in operation during the 
dry summer season, when there is no surface flow into the lagoon.  

 
• Reduce salts and nutrients from the lower San Simeon groundwater basin by processing 

the water through reverse osmosis and disposing of reverse osmosis (RO) concentrate, 
which would contain salts and nutrients. 

 
• Respond in a timely and efficient manner by providing the existing Cambria 

community with an adequate and permanent water supply to meet drinking and 
sanitary needs. 
 

• Reuse and repurpose existing CCSD infrastructure where feasible to minimize the 
Project’s footprint and its potential impacts. 
 

• Protect habitats for wildlife species by avoiding impacts to these resources, and 
protecting San Simeon Creek Lagoon during dry weather conditions. 

 
• Making the most efficient use of the area’s water supplies, including the IPR of water.  

 
• Meeting all regulatory agency permitted conditions, including those of SLO County 

and the State Water Board.    
 

• Improving the quality of life for local residents and business owners and operators, who 
often resort to extraordinary measures to obtain the necessary water supply, such as 
manually hauling water in buckets and other make shift containers.  This practice 
includes efforts by the community’s elderly, retired population, who are limited in their 
physical capabilities and subject to injury from such efforts. 

 
• Enhancing local fire protection resources for residences and businesses, as well as the 

surrounding highly vulnerable forest. 
 

• Repurpose the SWF’s evaporation pond to address potential environmental impacts 
while also providing approximately 6 to 7 million gallons of raw potable water that 
could be used for supply (following surface water treatment), as well as for fire-fighting 
helicopters during a wildland fire. 
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• Minimizing economic hardship and losses to local residences and businesses, including 

tourism. 
 

 
 See Responses PA 7-9 and PO 89-2 for detailed discussions concerning the E-CDP, 

R-CDP, and NOE.  As stated, the CCSD submitted its application to the County 
for an R-CDP on June 13, 2014.  An update to the R-CDP application is necessary 
to reflect, among other updates, the proposed Project modifications (including 
mitigation measures) concerning evaporation pond and lagoon surface discharge 
operations. 

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 18 
Tim Carmel 
 
Tim Carmel clarified that the Project permits are currently pending, and applications would need to be 
revised to reflect the Project modifications.  
 
BMC-18 See Response BMC-17. 
 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 19 
President Amanda Rice 
 
President Rice asked which Project modifications are included in the Project, and is unclear why the Project 
is not the environmentally superior alternative as described in the EIR alternatives section.  
 
BMC-19 The Project modifications discussed in Section 3.5.2, Project Characteristics – 

Mitigation Measures (Project Modifications), and updated through FSEIR Section 
12.4, Errata to the Draft Subsequent EIR, are included in the Project.  As concluded 
in Section 7.4, “Environmentally Superior” Alternative, the environmentally superior 
alternative is the RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal Alternative, since it 
addresses a feasible means of alternatively disposing of the RO concentrate from 
SWF operations.  In addition, the RO Concentrate Ocean Outfall Disposal 
Alternative analysis uses a highly conservative assumption concerning the 
location of the ocean outfall to be utilized by the SWF, assuming the location 
furthest away from the site (Santa Cruz Wastewater Treatment Plant).  See 
following from 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), 
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which is located in Kings County, California, southwest of Kettleman City on 
State Route 41, approximately 85 miles from the Project site.  For purposes of 
assessing the worst case scenario in terms of hauling distance and transportation 
impacts, the Kettleman Hills disposal location has been used within this SEIR.”  

 
As noted above, environmental analysis regarding RO concentrate disposal at 
Kettleman Hills represents the worst case scenario.  Since DSEIR release, the CCSD 
has obtained a Brine Waste Disposal Permit from South San Luis Obispo County 
Sanitation District (SSLOCSD) for the purposes of RO concentrate disposal.  As the 
SSLOCSD is significantly closer to the Project site than the Kettleman Hills facility 
(approximately half the distance), the DSEIR’s analysis is a conservative, worst 
case scenario.  Assuming SSLOCSD as the ultimate destination for RO concentrate 
disposal, impacts would be less significant than analyzed in the DSEIR.   
 
The Project considered by the CCSD Board can ultimately include the components 
described in Section 3.0, Project Description, (as updated through FSEIR Section 
12.4, Errata to the Draft Subsequent EIR), as well as ultimate disposal at SSLOCSD. 

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 20 
Vice President Gregory Sanders 
 
Vice President Sanders explained that Michael Baker International was unfairly maligned, as the company 
is known for producing legally defensible EIRs in compliance with CEQA.  He asked Glenn Lajoie how 
many EIRs have been challenged in court.  He indicated the CCSD has been communicating with the 
Coastal Commission.  He also stated that the time for public comment period last October was the 
appropriate time to bring comments to the Board, and now it is too late in the game to raise new issues.  
 
BMC-20 There have been a nominal number of legal challenges on Michael Baker 

environmental documentation, and Michael Baker was successful in each 
challenge.  

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 21 
President Amanda Rice 
 
President Rice expressed desire to discuss the Project purpose and objectives, as they are different than the 
original purposes approved in 2014.  
 
BMC-21 See Response BMC-17. 
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BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 22 
Director Harry Farmer 
 
Director Farmer spoke to impacts listed as “less than significant,” and is concerned about the Coastal 
Commission letter from Tom Luster, indicating several significant concerns.  He is concerned about the 
financial dilemma.  He does not want waste trucked to Kettleman Hills due to pollution generated by 10 
truck trips a day.  He is concerned the Project will only be paid for through “will serve” letters and that 
will greatly impact the community.  
 
BMC-22 See also responses to Letters PA 2 and PA 9, which address the Coastal 

Commission’s comments in detail.  Comments regarding Coastal Commission 
concerns are noted and will be considered by the CCSD Board during their 
deliberations on the Project.  Further, the Project’s potential impacts are addressed 
in detail in the Draft and Final SEIRs.  Comment concerning how Project will be 
paid will be considered by the CCSD Board during their deliberations on the 
Project.   

 
DSEIR Table 5.2-7, Total Operational Air Emissions with Mitigation Measures (Project 
Modifications), provides estimates of the operational emissions from the proposed 
mitigation measures (Project modifications), which include SWTP energy 
consumption emissions and RO concentrate disposal hauling/mobile (truck trip) 
emissions.  DSEIR Table 5.2-7 also shows the total operational air emissions 
generated by the Project, which includes the AWTP energy consumption (see 
DSEIR Table 5.2-6) emissions plus the SWTP energy consumption and RO 
concentrate disposal hauling/mobile (truck trip) emissions.  It is noted, the 
evaporator system energy consumption operational emissions would not occur, 
since the evaporators would be decommissioned, as part of the Project 
modifications.  As presented in DSEIR Table 5.2-7, the Project’s total operational 
emissions (SWF plus the mitigation measures (Project modifications)) would not 
exceed SLOAPCD thresholds.  Therefore, the combined total Project operations 
would result in less than significant impacts concerning operational air emissions. 

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 23 
Director Michael Thompson 
 
Director Thompson spoke to property owners on the waitlist, explaining they contribute to the community 
through taxes but do not get to enjoy the benefits of the community.  He explains the population is declining, 
and business is down.  He believes there should be some degree of growth so more can afford to live in 
Cambria, and the community could pay for needed improvements.  
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BMC-23 Comments regarding waitlist, population, and growth are noted and will be 
considered by the CCSD Board during their deliberations on the Project.   

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 24 
Director Jim Bahringer  
 
Director Bahringer spoke to balancing public safety needs with keeping Cambria rural.  He explains 
Cambria will not remain a great place to live if scarcity drives up prices.  
 
BMC-24 Comments regarding balancing public safety with keeping Cambria rural and 

price increases will be considered by the CCSD Board during their deliberations 
on the Project.  

 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 25 
President Amanda Rice  
 
President Rice called for a motion on the continuum, with a clarification to a date uncertain.  She asked if 
there were any public comment on closed session.  
 
BMC-25 This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 

environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
 
 
BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 26 
Mary Webb 
 
Commenter indicated the Board’s discussion and decision making in closed session is not brought back to 
the community.  She indicated the community has the right to know who is suing the CCSD and how much 
it will cost to defend the community.  
 
BMC-26 This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 

environmental point.  CEQA Guidelines § 15088(a) requires that a lead agency 
only evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues.  As such, 
no further response is necessary. 
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BOARD MEETING COMMENT NO. 27 
President Amanda Rice 
 
President Rice announced the time of the next regular board meeting, and adjourned the session.  
 
BMC-27  This comment does not address the DSEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 

environmental point.  As such, no further response is necessary. 
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